
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
REVIEW RECORD 

 
GRANT NUMBER:  CIG# 20-20-28, ARC# 20-01A  

 

PROJECT NAME: James Hardie Facility Sanitary Sewer  
Improvements, Town of Pulaski, Virginia 



 

Statutory Checklist for Compliance with 24 CFR §58.5 – NEPA Related 
Federal Laws and Authorities 

 
Project Name:   James Hardie Facility Sanitary sewer Improvements, Town of Pulaski, Virginia  

 

ERR FILE #     CIG #20-20-28; ARC #20-01A  
Definitions: A: The project is in compliance. 

B: The project requires an additional compliance step or action. 
 

Statute, Authority, Executive Order 
Cited at 24 CFR §58.5 

A B COMPLIANCE 
FINDING SOURCE DOCUMENTATION 

1. 58.5(a) Historic Properties [36 
CFR 800] 

X  No Effect a) DHR File# 2020-4023 No Adverse 
Effect email 

b) DHR Archive Results Search and 
Survey Form 

2. 58.5(b)(1) Floodplain 
Management [24 CFR 55, Executive 
Order 11988] 

 X Not Likely to Adversely 
Affect 

a) ER Pre-Contract Activity Direction, 
email, DEQ 

b) FIRMette 51155C0161G, FEMA map(s) 
c) FIRMette Overlay with Project Activity 

map 
d) 8-Step Floodplain Review doc 

3. 58.5(b)(2) Wetlands Protection 
[24 CFR 55, Executive Order 11990] 

 X Not Likely to Adversely 
Affect 

a) ER Pre-Contract Activity Direction, 
email, Army Corp 

b) NWI Wetlands map 
c) FIRMette 51155C0161G, full-size map 

4. 58.5(c) Coastal Zone 
Management [Coastal Zone 
Management Act sections 307(c/d) 

X  No Effect a) NOAA Coastal Zone vs. Project 
Location map, Worksheet page 5 

5. 58.5(d) Sole Source Aquifers 
[40 CFR 149] 

X  No Effect a) Sole Source Aquifers Map 

6. 58.5(e) Endangered Species [50 
CFR 402] 

 X Not Likely to Adversely 
Affect 

a) USFW Project Package: Self 
Certification Letter, Determination 
Table, and Biological Assessment 

b) Official Species List, USFW 
7. 58.5(f) Wild and Scenic Rivers 
[36 CFR 297] 

X  No Effect a) WSR Virginia Map 

8. 58.5(g) Air Quality [40 CFR 
parts 6, 51,61, 93] 

X  No Effect a) Virginia Nonattainment map 

9. 58.5(h) Farmland Protection [7 
CFR 658] 

 

X  No Effect a) US Census, Defined Urban Area map, 
Worksheet page 11  

b) USDA, Farmland Classification map 
and soils package 

10. 58.5(i)(1) Noise Control and 
Abatement [24 CFR 51B] 

X  No Effect a) Worksheet page 12 

11. 58.5 (i) (1) Explosive and 
Flammable Operations [24 CFR 51C] 

X  No Effect a) James Hardie, On-Site Storage Tank 
Contents, email, Worksheet page 13 

12. 58.5(i)(1) Airport Hazards (Runway 
Clear Zones and Clear Zones/Accident 
Potential Zones) 

X  No Effect a) Nearest Airport map, Worksheet page 
15 

13. 58.5(i)(2)(i-iv) Contamination 
and Toxic Substances [24 CFR 
58.5(i)(2)] 

X  No Effect a) Statutory Checklist Worksheet, page 17 

14. 58.5(j) Environmental Justice 
[Executive Order 12898] 

X  No Effect a) Statutory Checklist Worksheet 
doc/maps page 31 

esharp
Sticky Note
Jump to appropriate section of the Statutory Checklist Worksheet

esharp
Sticky Note
Navigate directly to supporting documentation
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Worksheet for Preparing 24 CFR §58.5 Statutory 
Checklist 

[Optional Tool – Virginia Use Oriented] 
 

§58.5(a) Historical Properties [36 CFR Part 800] 
 

Historic Properties 

Does the project include the type of activity that would have the potential to affect 
historic properties such as acquisition, demolition, disposition, ground 
disturbance, new construction or rehabilitation? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes, continue. 
If No, the project is not the type of activity that has the potential to affect historic 
properties. Compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “A” on the 
Statutory Checklist for this authority. 

Has the RE and State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) have a Programmatic 
Agreement (PA) that does not require consultation for this type of activity? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes, document compliance with the PA. Compliance with this section is 
complete. Mark box “A” on the Statutory Checklist for this authority. 
If No, continue. 

 
Is the project located within or directly adjacent to a historic district? 

Yes No 
 

Is the structure or surrounding structures listed on or eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places (e.g. greater than 45 years old)? 

Yes No 
 

Were any properties of historical, architectural, religious or cultural significance 
identified in the project’s Area of Potential Effect (APE)? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes to any of the questions above, continue. 
If No to all of the questions above, the project will not affect historic properties. 
A concurrence from the SHPO that “no historic properties will be affected” is 
required. Compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “A” on the 
Statutory Checklist for this authority. 
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58.5(b) (1) Floodplain Management [24 CFR Part 55] 
 

Does the project involved minor repairs or improvements on one to four family 
properties that do not meet the threshold for “substantial improvement” of 
§55.2(b)(8), i.e., the cost does not equal or exceed 50% of the market value 
of the structure before improvement or repair started, or before damage 
occurred? 

Yes No 

Does the project involve the removal of material and architectural barriers that 
restrict the mobility of and accessibility to elderly and persons with 
disabilities? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes to a or b, compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “A” on the 
Statutory Checklist for this authority. 
If No, continue. 

Is the project located within (or have an impact on) a 100 year floodplain (Zone A) or 
Coastal High Hazard (Zone V) identified by FEMA maps? 

Yes No 
Does the project involve a “critical action,” per §55.2(b) (2) (i), located within a 500 
year floodplain (Zone B) identified by FEMA maps? Critical action means any activity 
for which even a slight chance of flooding would be too great, because such flooding 
might result in loss of life, injury to persons, or damage to property.  

Yes No 
 

If Yes to (b) or (c), follow HUD’s Floodplain Management Regulations 8-Step/5- 
Step decision-making process of §55.20 to comply with 24 CFR Part 55. The 8- 
Step/5-Step decision-making process must show that there are no practicable 
alternatives to locating the project in the floodplain, and if there are no 
alternatives, define measures to mitigate impacts to floodplains and location of the 
project in the floodplain. Completion of the 8-Step decision-making process must 
be completed before the completion of an EA per §55.10(a). See Attachment 2 for 
an example of the 8-Step decision-making process. The 8-step decision-making 
process must be included in the ERR and summarized in Part 55 public notices, as 
well as Part 58 NOI/RROF and FONSI notices. Mark box “B” on the Statutory 
Checklist for this authority. 
If No to (b) and (c), compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “A” on 
the Statutory Checklist for this authority. 
 

Does the project involve a critical action in a coastal high hazard area or a floodway?  
Yes No 

 
If, Yes, HUD assistance may not be used for this project.  
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Does the project involve a non-critical action which is not a functionally dependent use 
that is located in a floodway?  

Yes No 
 
If Yes, HUD assistance may not be used for this project  

 
Does the project involve a non-critical action which is not a functionally dependent use, 
that is located in a coastal high hazard area?  

Yes No 
 

If Yes, project is allowed only if it is designed for a location in a coastal high hazard 
area and is processed under Section 55.20. Design requirements must be noted in 
Statutory Checklist and 8-Step decision-making proces 

 
§58.5(b) (2) Wetlands Protection (E.O. 11990) 

 
Does the project involve new construction, land use conversion, or substantial 

improvements as defined in 24CFR Part 55? 
Yes No 

 
If Yes, continue. 
If No, compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “A” on the Statutory 
Checklist for this authority. 

 
Is the project within or adjacent to or will it affect wetlands, marshes, wet meadows, 

mud flats or natural ponds per field observation and National Wetlands 
Inventory (NWI) maps issued by the US Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) or, 
if not available, National Soil Surveys by National Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS)? 

Yes No 
 

Are there drainage ways, streams, rivers, or coastlines on or near the site? 
Yes No 

 
Are there ponds, marshes, bogs, swamps or other wetlands on or near the site? 

Yes No 
 

Does the project involve new construction and/or filling located within a wetland 
designated on a USFWS National Wetlands Inventory map? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes to any of b through e, comply with wetlands decision-making process of 
24 CFR §55.20. (Use Part 55 reference below for wetland procedures) Continue. 
If No to all of b through e, compliance with this section is complete. Mark box 
“A” on the Statutory Checklist for this authority. 
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Will the project require a permit from the Corps under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act and/or will USFWS require wetland mitigation? 

Yes No 
If Yes, ensure this is noted in Part 55 and Part 58 public notices. Include all 
mitigation measures and permit requirements in the mitigation section of the 
Statutory Checklist. Compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “B” on 
the Statutory Checklist for this authority.  
If No, compliance with this section is complete.  Mark “B” on the Statutory 
Checklist for this authority. 
 

Comments:  
Cite and attach source documentation: (NWI Map with project location noted in reference to wetlands. 
§55.20 8/5-Step decision-making process analysis for new construction and/or filling, and any permits 
received.)  
For more information see:  
Wetlands Protection HUD Guidance:  
https://www.onecpd.info/environmental-review/wetlands-protection/  
USFWS National Wetlands Inventory – Geospatial Wetlands Digital Data:  
http://www.FWS.gov/wetlands/data/index.html  
Recognizing wetlands:  
http://www.usace.army.mil/Portals/2/docs/civilworks/regulatory/techbio/rw_bro.pdf  
24CFR, Part 55  
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-
idx?SID=97b46ed11126c00f1796973becbdcb15&node=24:1.1.1.1.32&rgn=div5 
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§58.5(c) Coastal Zone Management [Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, Sections 307(c) & (d)] 
 

Does the project involve new construction, land use conversion, or substantial 
improvements? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes, continue. 
If No, compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “A” on the Statutory 
Checklist for this authority. 

 
Is the project located within a Coastal Zone as defined in the Virginia Coastal 

Program (Virginia Coastal Zone Management (CZM) Plan)? 
Yes No 

 
If Yes, the State CZM Agency must make a finding that the project is consistent 
with the approved State CZM Plan. Mark box “B” on the Statutory Checklist for 
this authority. 
If No, compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “A” on the Statutory 
Checklist for this authority. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project Location 

Coastal Zone 
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§58.5(d) Sole Source Aquifers [40 CFR Part 149] 
 

Does the project involve new construction or land use conversion? 
Yes No 

 
If Yes, continue. 
If No, compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “A” on the Statutory 
Checklist for this authority. 

 
Is the project located within a U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)- 

designated sole source aquifer watershed area per EPA Ground Water 
Office? 

Yes No 
 

Comments: 
If Yes, consult with the Water Management Division of EPA to design mitigation measures to 
avoid contaminating the aquifer and implement appropriate mitigation measures. Include 
mitigation measures in mitigation section of Statutory Checklist. Mark box “B” on the Statutory 
Checklist for this authority. 
If No, compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “A” on the Statutory Checklist for 
this authority. 

 

Cite and attach source documentation: (Map showing project in relation to the nearest Sole 
Source Aquifer.) 

 
For more information see: 
Sole Source Aquifer HUD Guidance: 
https://www.onecpd.info/environmental-review/sole-source-aquifers/  

 
§58.5(e) Endangered Species [50 CFR Part 402] 

Does the project involve the type of activities that are likely to have “no effect on 
endangered species, such as: 
• Demolition and construction or placement of a single family residence 
within a developed lot, and/or any loans or mortgages affiliated with such 
construction, demolition or placement provided they are not within 750 feet of 
habitat for federally-listed species or 300 feet of mapped wetlands, wildlife 
refuges, fish hatcheries, wildlife management areas, or related significant fish and 
wildlife resources? 

Yes No 
• Rehabilitation or renovation activities associated with existing structures 
(e.g., houses, buildings), including additional structures attached to or associated 
with the primary structure, and/or any loans or mortgages affiliated with such 
rehabilitation or renovation? 

Yes No 

https://www.onecpd.info/environmental-review/sole-source-aquifers/
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• Acquisition of existing structures (e.g., houses, buildings), including 
additional structures attached to or associated with the primary structure, and/or 
any loans or mortgages affiliated with such acquisition. 

Yes No 
• Purchase and placement of playground equipment within existing parks? 

Yes No 
• Resurfacing, repairing, or maintaining existing streets, sidewalks, curbs, 
trails, parking lots and/or any other existing paved surfaces where additional 
ground disturbance, outside of the existing surface is not necessary? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes to any of the above, the project is likely to have “No Effect” on federally 
protected species and critical habitat. Informal consultation with the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service or the National Marine Fisheries Service (Services) is not 
necessary. The RE is required to make this finding and include a memorandum to 
the file supporting the finding (note that this finding should be made by the RE, 
and not by third party contractors and non-RE grant recipients). Compliance with 
this section is complete. Mark box “A” on the Statutory Checklist for this 
authority. 
If No to all of the above, continue. 

Has the US Fish and Wildlife Service or the National Marine Fisheries Services 
identified listed species or designated critical habitat in the county where the 
project is located? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes, continue. 
If No, the project is likely to have “No Effect” on federally protected species and 
critical habitat. Informal consultation with the Services is not necessary. The RE 
is required to make this finding and include a memorandum to the file supporting 
the finding (note that this finding should be made by the RE, and not by third 
party contractors). Compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “A” on 
the Statutory Checklist for this authority. 

Is the project located within 750 feet of habitat for federally-listed species or 300 feet 
of mapped wetlands, wildlife refuges, fish hatcheries, wildlife management 
areas, or related significant fish and wildlife resources? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes, conduct special studies by a qualified professionals to determine whether 
the project may affect the species or habitat to support a “May Effect” finding. 
If No, continue below 
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Does the project constitute a major construction activity (a major Federal action that 
modifies the physical environment and would normally require the 
preparation of an EIS)? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes, formal consultation with the Services is required in accordance with 
procedural regulations contained in 50 CFR Part 402. Mark box “B” on the 
Statutory Checklist for this authority. 
If No, continue. 

 

If federally protected species or critical habitat have been identified within the project 
area, has a special study been conducted by a qualified professional to 
determine the effects of the project on each species and critical habitat? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes, continue. 
If No, a special study should be conducted to determine the effects of the project 
on federally protected species and critical habitat. Continue. 

Has the RE made a determination based on professional findings that the project is 
“Not Likely to Adversely Affect” any federally protected (listed or proposed) 
threatened or endangered species (i.e., plants or animals, fish, or 
invertebrates), nor adversely modify critical habitats? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes, Service’s concurrence with findings is required. Mark box “B” on the 
Statutory Checklist for this authority. 
If No, continue. 

Has the RE determined based on professional findings that the project “May Affect” 
federally protected (listed or proposed) threatened or endangered species 
(i.e., plants or animals, fish, or invertebrates), or adversely modify critical 
habitats? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes, formal consultation is required with the Services, in accordance with 
procedural regulations contained in 50 CFR Part 402, which mandates formal 
consultation in order to preserve the species. Mark box “B” on the Statutory 
Checklist for this authority. 
If No, contact your FEO for assistance in determining impacts to federally 
protected species and critical habitat. 

 

Comments: 
Cite and attach source documentation: (Memorandum to the file by the RE supporting the 
finding of “No Effect.” Concurrence memo from one or both of the Services for a finding of 
“Not Likely to Adversely Affect.” Biological Opinion from one or both of the Services for a 
finding of “May Affect.”) 
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For additional information see: (The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq. as 
amended: particularly Section 7 (b) and (c). 50 CFR 402). 
ESA HUD Guidance: 
https://www.onecpd.info/environmental-review/endangered-species/ 
USFWS ESA Species Search: 
http://www.FWS.gov/endangered/species/index.html 
NMFS ESA Species Search: 
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/species/esa/ 
USFWS Critical Habitat Maps: 
http://crithab.FWS.gov/ 
NMFS Critical Habitat Maps: 
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/species/criticalhabitat.htm 
Endangered Species Consultation Handbook: 
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/pdfs/laws/esa_section7_handbook.pdf 
USFWS Information, Planning, and Consultation 
http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/ 
US FWS - VA Ecological Service – See Project Reviews in Virginia 
http://www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/EndSpec_FedAct.html 
Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries 
http://www.dgif.virginia.gov/environmental-programs/environmental-services-section.asp 

 

Virginia Endangered Species by locality 
http://vtpp.ext.vt.edu/pesticide-safety-education-program/endangered-species-and-pesticide- 
regulation/virginia-endangered-species-list 
 
§58.5(f) Wild and Scenic Rivers [36 CFR Part 297] 

 
Does the project involve new construction, land use conversion, or substantial 

improvements? 
Yes No 

 
If Yes, continue. 
If No, compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “A” on the Statutory 
Checklist for this authority. 

Is the project is located within one (1) mile of a designated Wild, Scenic, 
Recreational, or river being studied as a potential component of the Wild & 
Scenic River system or an inventory river? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes, determination from the National Park Service (NPS) must be obtained, 
with a finding that the project will not have a direct and adverse effect on the river 
nor invade or diminish values associated with such rivers. For NRI Rivers, 
consultation with NPS is recommended to identify and eliminate direct and 
adverse effects. Mark box “B” on the Statutory Checklist for this authority. 
If No, compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “A” on the Statutory 
Checklist for this authority. 

 

https://www.onecpd.info/environmental-review/endangered-species/
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/species/index.html
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/species/esa/
http://crithab.fws.gov/
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/species/criticalhabitat.htm
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/pdfs/laws/esa_section7_handbook.pdf
http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/
http://www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/EndSpec_FedAct.html
http://www.dgif.virginia.gov/environmental-programs/environmental-services-section.asp
http://vtpp.ext.vt.edu/pesticide-safety-education-program/endangered-species-and-pesticide-
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Comments: 
 

Cite and attach source documentation: (Maps noting project location and showing proximity to 
protected rivers. Relevant determinations or results of consultation) 

 
For further information see: 
Wild and Scenic Rivers HUD Guidance: 
https://www.onecpd.info/environmental-review/wild-and-scenic-rivers/ 
National Park Service: 
Designated Rivers http://www.rivers.gov/map.php 
Study Rivers http://www.rivers.gov/study.php 
National River Inventory (NRI) listed rivers: 
http://www.nps.gov/ncrc/programs/rtca/nri/index.html 
Recreational River Segments – Virginia 
http://www.nps.gov/ncrc/programs/rtca/nri/states/va.html 

 
§58.5(g) Air Quality [40 CFR Parts 6, 51, 61 and 93] 

 
Does the project involve demolition or renovation of buildings likely to contain 

asbestos containing materials? 
Yes No 

 
If Yes, ensure the project is in compliance with EPA’s Asbestos regulations found 
at 40 CFR Part 61 (NESHAP) and all State and local regulations. Continue below. 
If No, continue. 

Does the project require and environmental assessment or environmental impact 
statement? 

 

Yes No 
If Yes, continue. 
If No, compliance with CAA State Implementation Plan factor is complete. Mark 
Box A on the Statutory checklist. 

Does the project involve five or more dwelling units, acquisition of undeveloped land, 
a change of land use, demolition, major rehabilitation, or new construction? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes, continue. 
If No, compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “A” on the Statutory 
Checklist for this authority. 

 
Is the project located in a Non-Attainment area? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes, continue. 
If No, compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “A” on the Statutory 
Checklist for this authority. 

https://www.onecpd.info/environmental-review/wild-and-scenic-rivers/
http://www.rivers.gov/map.php
http://www.rivers.gov/study.php
http://www.nps.gov/ncrc/programs/rtca/nri/index.html
http://www.nps.gov/ncrc/programs/rtca/nri/states/va.html
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For further information see: 
Air Quality HUD Guidance: 
https://www.onecpd.info/environmental-review/air-quality/ 
The Green Book Nonattainment Areas for Criteria Pollutants: 
http://www.epa.gov/oar/oaqps/greenbk/ 
Region 3 State Implementation Plans (SIPs): 
http://yosemite.epa.gov/r3/r3sips.nsf/SIPIndex!OpenForm 

 
§58.5(h) Farmlands Protection [7 CFR Part 658)] 

 
Does the project involve acquisition of undeveloped land, conversion of 

undeveloped land, new construction or site clearance? 
Yes No 

 
If Yes, continue. 
If No, compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “A” on the Statutory 
Checklist for this authority. 

Is project located in an area zoned to urban and/or residential uses as mapped by 
the Census Bureau? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes, compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “A” on the Statutory 
Checklist for this authority. 
If No, continue. 
Cite and attach source documentation: (Zoning map with project location noted - 
Form AD-1006 from NRCS) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.onecpd.info/environmental-review/air-quality/
http://www.epa.gov/oar/oaqps/greenbk/
http://yosemite.epa.gov/r3/r3sips.nsf/SIPIndex!OpenForm
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Does the project site include prime or unique farmland, or other farmland of statewide or local 
importance as identified by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) (formerly the Soil Conservation Service?  

Yes No 
 

If Yes, request evaluation of land type from the NRCS using Form AD-1006, and consider the 
resulting rating in deciding whether to approve the proposal, as well as mitigation measures 
(including measures to prevent adverse effects on adjacent farmlands). Mark box “B” on the 
Statutory Checklist for this authority. Include mitigation measures in the mitigation section of the 
Statutory Checklist. 
If No, compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “A” on the Statutory Checklist for this 
authority. 

 
For additional information see: 
NRCS Soil Maps: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/  
Form AD-1006 and instructions: 
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb1045394.pdf 
Farmland Protection HUD Guidance: 
https://www.onecpd.info/environmental-review/farmlands-protection/ 
Census Data Mapper: 
http://tigerweb.geo.census.gov/datamapper/map.html 

 
§58.5(i) (1) Noise Abatement and Control [24 CFR Part 51B] 

 
Does the project involve a noise sensitive use such as a residential structure, 

school, hospital, nursing home, library, etc.? 
Yes No 

 
If Yes, continue. 
If No, compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “A” on the Statutory 
Checklist for this authority. 

Comments: 
Cite and attach source documentation: (Maps with project location indicating distance from noise 
sources. DNL calculations and/or NAG worksheets.) 
For more information see: 
HUD Noise Guidance: 
https://www.onecpd.info/environmental-review/noise-abatement-and-control/ 
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/environment/dnlcalculator.cfm 
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/environment/mitigation.cfm 
http://portal.hud.gov/hudstracat/noiseCalcEntry.jsp 
Virginia Department of Transportation Traffic Counts 
http://www.virginiadot.org/info/ct-trafficcounts.asp 
Federal Railroad Administration Crossing Data – Office of Safety Data – use 8.10 
http://safetydata.fra.dot.gov/officeofsafety/default.aspx 
Federal Aeronautics Administration: 
http://www.faa.gov/airports/planning_capacity/npias/reports/ 
Airport Contacts: http://www.airnav.com/airports/ 

http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb1045394.pdf
https://www.onecpd.info/environmental-review/farmlands-protection/
http://tigerweb.geo.census.gov/datamapper/map.html
https://www.onecpd.info/environmental-review/noise-abatement-and-control/
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/environment/dnlcalculator.cfm
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/environment/mitigation.cfm
http://portal.hud.gov/hudstracat/noiseCalcEntry.jsp
http://www.virginiadot.org/info/ct-trafficcounts.asp
http://safetydata.fra.dot.gov/officeofsafety/default.aspx
http://www.faa.gov/airports/planning_capacity/npias/reports/
http://www.airnav.com/airports/
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§58.5(i) (1) Explosive and Flammable Operations [24 CFR 51C] 
 

Does the project involve development, construction, rehabilitation, modernization or 
land use conversion of a property intended for residential, institutional, 
recreational, commercial, or industrial use? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes, continue. 
If No, compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “A” on the Statutory 
Checklist for this authority. 

 
Was a field observation performed by a qualified professional who documents there 

are above ground storage tanks within line of site of the project? 
Yes No 

 
Is the project site within 1 mile of current or planned stationary aboveground storage 

tanks of more than 100 gallon capacity, containing common liquid industrial 
fuels OR of any capacity, containing hazardous liquids or gases, which are 
not liquid industrial fuels? 

Yes No 
Are industrial facilities handling explosive or fire-prone materials such as liquid 

propane, gasoline or other storage tanks adjacent to or visible from the 
project site? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes to any of b – d above, use HUD Hazards Guide to calculate an Acceptable 
Separation Distance to comply with 24 CFR Part 51, Subpart C. Continue. 
If No to all of b – d above, compliance with this section is complete. Mark box 
“A” on the Statutory Checklist for this authority. 
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Comments: 
 

Cite and attach source documentation: (Maps with project location noted, showing distance from 
explosives and flammable operations or ASD calculations/worksheet.) 

 
For additional information see: 
HUD Guidance on Siting Projects near Explosive and Flammable Facilities: 
https://www.onecpd.info/environmental-review/explosive-and-flammable-facilities/ 
Acceptable Separation Distance Guidebook: https://www.onecpd.info/resource/2762/acceptable- 
separation-distance-guidebook/ 
Barrier Design Guidance for HUD Assisted Project Near Hazardous Facilities: 
https://www.onecpd.info/resource/2763/barrier-design-guidance-for-hud-assisted-projects-near- 
hazardous-facil/ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.onecpd.info/environmental-review/explosive-and-flammable-facilities/
https://www.onecpd.info/resource/2762/acceptable-separation-distance-guidebook/
https://www.onecpd.info/resource/2762/acceptable-separation-distance-guidebook/
https://www.onecpd.info/resource/2763/barrier-design-guidance-for-hud-assisted-projects-near-hazardous-facil/
https://www.onecpd.info/resource/2763/barrier-design-guidance-for-hud-assisted-projects-near-hazardous-facil/
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§58.5(i) (1) Airport Hazards [24 CFR 51D] 
 

Will the project use HUD assistance, subsidy or insurance for construction; land 
development; community development or redevelopment; substantial 
modernization and rehabilitation which prolongs the physical or economic life of 
existing facilities; provide facilities and services which make land available for 
construction; change the use of a facility; increase the unit density or number of 
people at the site? 

Yes No 
If Yes, continue.  If No, compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “A” on the 
Statutory Checklist for this authority. 

Is the property within 5,000 feet of a civilian airport, the Runway Clear Zone (RCZ)? 
Yes No 

Is the project is within the 15,000 foot military airfield Accident Potential Zone (APZ)? 
Yes No 

If Yes, continue.  If No to both of the above questions, compliance with this section is 
complete. Mark box “A” on the Statutory Checklist for this authority. 
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Comments: 
 

Cite and attach source documentation: (Map with project location noted showing the distance 
from civilian airports and/or military airfields. Written confirmation from airport operating 
stating whether or not project is located in a RCZ, CZ or APZ. Written assurance from airport 
operator on purchase of property.) 

 
For further information see: 
Airport Information: http://www.airnav.com/airports/ 
Airport Hazards HUD Guidance: 
https://www.onecpd.info/environmental-review/airport-hazards/ 
DOD Instruction 4165.57 
http://www.dtic.mil/whs/directives/corres/pdf/416557p.pdf 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.airnav.com/airports/
https://www.onecpd.info/environmental-review/airport-hazards/
http://www.dtic.mil/whs/directives/corres/pdf/416557p.pdf
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§58.5(i) (2) Contamination and Toxic Substances 
 

Government Records Search 

Is the property located within the search distances of any of the types of 
environmental contamination sources? 

 
 

Standard Environmental Record Sources 

ASTM 1527-13 
Recommended 
Minimum Search 
Distance (mi) 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

No 
Federal Delisted NPL Site List 0.5 

 
 

 
 

Federal Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Information System 
(CERCLIS) List 

 
 

0.5 

 
 

 

 
 

 

Federal CERCLIS No Further Remedial Action 
Planned (NFRAP) Site List 

 
0.5 

 
 

 

 
 

 

Federal RCRA Non-CORRACTS Treatment, 
Storage and Disposal (TSD) Facilities List 

 
0.5 

 
 

 

 
 

 

State- and Tribal-Equivalent CERCLIS 0.5 
 

 
 

 

State and Tribal Landfill and/or Solid Waste 
Disposal Site Lists 

 
0.5 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

State and Tribal Leaking Storage Tank Lists 
 

0.5 
 

 
 

 
State and Tribal Voluntary Cleanup Sites 0.5 

 

 
 

 

State and Trial Brownfield Sites 0.5 
 

 
 

 

Federal National Priorities List (NPL) 1 
 

 
 

 
Federal RCRA Correction Action (CORRACTS) 
Facilities List 

 
1 

 
 

 
 

State- and Tribal-Equivalent NPL 1 
 

 
 

 

Federal Institutional Control/Engineering Control 
Registries 

 
Property Only 

 
 

 

 
 

 

State and Tribal Institutional Control/Engineering 
Control Registries 

 
Property Only 

 
 

 

 
 

 

Federal Emergency Response and Notification 
System (ERNS) List 

 
Property Only 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

Federal RCRA Generators List 
Property/Adjoining 
Properties 

 
 

 
 

 
State and Tribal Registered Storage Tank Lists 

Property/Adjoining 
Properties 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

If the project is located within any of the minimum search distances above, then 
the RE must further evaluate to determine if there has been a release or there is a 
threat of release to the subject property. Attach supporting documentation to the 
environmental review to support any conclusion that the site of concern is not a 
threat. 
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If a release or threat of release cannot be ruled out, then services of a qualified 
environmental professional is necessary to further evaluate potential for site 
contamination. Recommend an ASTM 1527-13 Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment (Phase I). 
 

Virginia ( 30 sites ) 

Site 
Name City 

Site 
EPA 
ID 

Listing 
Date 

Site 
Scor
e 

Federal 
Facility 
Indicat
or 

Additional Information Site Location 

Abex 
Corp. 

Port
smo
uth 

VAD
980
551
683 

08/30/19
90 

36.5
3 

No • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (22 
pp, 293 K) 

Site Location 

Arrowhea
d 
Associate
s, 
Inc./Scovi
ll Corp. 

Mon
tros
s 

VAD
042
916
361 

02/21/19
90 

37.1
5 

No • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (21 
pp, 326 K) 

Site Location 

Atlantic 
Wood 
Industries
, Inc. 

Port
smo
uth 

VAD
990
710
410 

02/21/19
90 

37.1
4 

No • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (21 
pp, 326 K) 

Site Location 

Avtex 
Fibers, 
Inc. 

Fron
t 
Roy
al 

VAD
070
358
684 

06/10/19
86 

35.3
9 

No • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (34 
pp, 369 K) 

Site Location 

https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900177
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900177
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302667
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302667
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189637
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189637
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VAD980551683%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900180
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900180
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302565
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302565
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189635
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189635
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VAD042916361%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900375
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900375
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302836
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302836
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189635
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189635
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VAD990710410%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900369
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900369
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302606
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302606
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189628
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189628
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VAD070358684%27
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Virginia ( 30 sites ) 

Site 
Name City 

Site 
EPA 
ID 

Listing 
Date 

Site 
Scor
e 

Federal 
Facility 
Indicat
or 

Additional Information Site Location 

Buckingh
am 
County 
Landfill 

Buc
king
ham 

VAD
089
027
973 

10/04/19
89 

40.7
0 

No • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (19 
pp, 302 K) 

Site Location 

C & R 
Battery 
Co., Inc. 

Che
sterf
ield 
Cou
nty 

VAD
049
957
913 

07/22/19
87 

46.4
4 

No • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (27 
pp, 287 K) 

Site Location 

Chisman 
Creek 

York 
Cou
nty 

VAD
980
712
913 

09/08/19
83 

47.1
9 

No • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (36 
pp, 441 K) 

Site Location 

Culpeper 
Wood 
Preserver
s, Inc. 

Culp
eper 

VAD
059
165
282 

10/04/19
89 

45.9
1 

No • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (19 
pp, 302 K) 

Site Location 

Defense 
General 
Supply 
Center 
(DLA) 

Che
sterf
ield 
Cou
nty 

VA3
971
520
751 

07/22/19
87 

33.8
5 

Yes • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

Site Location 

https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900254
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900254
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302624
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302624
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189633
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189633
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VAD089027973%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900378
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900378
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302581
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302581
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189629
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189629
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VAD049957913%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900365
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900365
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302756
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302756
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189620
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189620
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VAD980712913%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900255
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900255
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302592
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302592
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189633
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189633
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VAD059165282%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900373
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900373
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302849
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302849
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VA3971520751%27
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Virginia ( 30 sites ) 

Site 
Name City 

Site 
EPA 
ID 

Listing 
Date 

Site 
Scor
e 

Federal 
Facility 
Indicat
or 

Additional Information Site Location 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (27 
pp, 287 K) 

Former 
Nansemo
nd 
Ordnance 
Depot 

Suff
olk 

VAD
123
933
426 

07/22/19
99 

70.7
1 

No • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (8 
pp, 183 K) 

Site Location 

Fort 
Eustis (US 
Army) 

New
port 
New
s 

VA6
210
020
321 

12/16/19
94 

50.0
0 

Yes • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (13 
pp, 100 K) 

Site Location 

Greenwo
od 
Chemical 
Co. 

New
tow
n 

VAD
003
125
374 

07/22/19
87 

53.1
7 

No • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (27 
pp, 287 K) 

Site Location 

H & H 
Inc., Burn 
Pit 

Farri
ngto
n 

VAD
980
539
878 

03/31/19
89 

33.7
1 

No • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (21 
pp, 376 K) 

Site Location 

https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189629
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189629
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900236
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900236
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302639
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302639
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-1999-07-22/pdf/99-18602.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-1999-07-22/pdf/99-18602.pdf
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VAD123933426%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900221
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900221
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302859
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302859
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189639
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189639
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VA6210020321%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900379
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900379
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302523
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302523
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189629
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189629
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VAD003125374%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900380
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900380
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302659
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302659
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189631
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189631
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VAD980539878%27
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Virginia ( 30 sites ) 

Site 
Name City 

Site 
EPA 
ID 

Listing 
Date 

Site 
Scor
e 

Federal 
Facility 
Indicat
or 

Additional Information Site Location 

Hidden 
Lane 
Landfill 

Sterl
ing 

VAD
980
829
030 

03/19/20
08 

50.0
0 

No • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (9 
pp, 214 K) 

Site Location 

Kim-Stan 
Landfill 

Sel
ma 

VAD
077
923
449 

07/22/19
99 

50.0
0 

No • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (8 
pp, 183 K) 

Site Location 

L.A. 
Clarke & 
Son 

Spot
sylv
ania 
Cou
nty 

VAD
007
972
482 

06/10/19
86 

34.2
4 

No • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (34 
pp, 369 K) 

Site Location 

Langley 
Air Force 
Base/NAS
A Langley 
Research 
Center 

Ham
pton 

VA2
800
005
033 

05/31/19
94 

50.0
0 

Yes • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (13 
pp, 130 K) 

Site Location 

Marine 
Corps 
Combat 
Develop
ment 

Qua
ntic
o 

VA1
170
024
722 

05/31/19
94 

50.0
0 

Yes • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

Site Location 

https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900030
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900030
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302762
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302762
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2008-03-19/pdf/E8-5557.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2008-03-19/pdf/E8-5557.pdf
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VAD980829030%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900238
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900238
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302612
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302612
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-1999-07-22/pdf/99-18602.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-1999-07-22/pdf/99-18602.pdf
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VAD077923449%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900370
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900370
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302542
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302542
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189628
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189628
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VAD007972482%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900214
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900214
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0303768
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0303768
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189638
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189638
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VA2800005033%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900215
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900215
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302840
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302840
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VA1170024722%27
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Virginia ( 30 sites ) 

Site 
Name City 

Site 
EPA 
ID 

Listing 
Date 

Site 
Scor
e 

Federal 
Facility 
Indicat
or 

Additional Information Site Location 

Comman
d 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (13 
pp, 130 K) 

Naval 
Amphibio
us Base 
Little 
Creek 

Virgi
nia 
Bea
ch 

VA5
170
022
482 

05/10/19
99 

50.0
0 

Yes • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (8 
pp, 189 K) 

Site Location 

Naval 
Surface 
Warfare - 
Dahlgren 

Dahl
gren 

VA7
170
024
684 

10/14/19
92 

50.0
3 

Yes • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (15 
pp, 185 K) 

Site Location 

Naval 
Weapons 
Station - 
Yorktown 

York
tow
n 

VA8
170
024
170 

10/14/19
92 

50.0
0 

Yes • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (15 
pp, 185 K) 

Site Location 

Naval 
Weapons 
Station 
Yorktown 
- 
Cheatha
m Annex 

Willi
ams
burg 

VA3
170
024
605 

12/01/20
00 

49.2
7 

Yes • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (8 
pp, 272 K) 

Site Location 

https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189638
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189638
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900235
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900235
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302853
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302853
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-1999-05-10/pdf/99-11705.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-1999-05-10/pdf/99-11705.pdf
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VA5170022482%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900207
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900207
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302862
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302862
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189625
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189625
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VA7170024684%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900206
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900206
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302869
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302869
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189625
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189625
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VA8170024170%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900242
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900242
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302848
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302848
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2000-12-01/pdf/00-30630.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2000-12-01/pdf/00-30630.pdf
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VA3170024605%27
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Virginia ( 30 sites ) 

Site 
Name City 

Site 
EPA 
ID 

Listing 
Date 

Site 
Scor
e 

Federal 
Facility 
Indicat
or 

Additional Information Site Location 

Norfolk 
Naval 
Base 
(Sewells 
Point 
Naval 
Complex) 

Norf
olk 

VA6
170
061
463 

04/01/19
97 

50.0
0 

Yes • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (22 
pp, 326 K) 

Site Location 

Norfolk 
Naval 
Shipyard 

Port
smo
uth 

VA1
170
024
813 

07/22/19
99 

50.0
0 

Yes • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (8 
pp, 183 K) 

Site Location 

Peck Iron 
and 
Metal 

Port
smo
uth 

VAN
000
306
115 

11/04/20
09 

48.5
2 

No • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (8 
pp, 164 K) 

Site Location 

Rentokil, 
Inc. 
(Virginia 
Wood 
Preservin
g 
Division) 

Rich
mon
d 

VAD
071
040
752 

03/31/19
89 

30.3
4 

No • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (21 
pp, 376 K) 

Site Location 

Saltville 
Waste 
Disposal 
Ponds 

Salt
ville 

VAD
003
127
578 

09/08/19
83 

29.5
2 

No • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

Site Location 

https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900228
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900228
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302858
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302858
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-1997-04-01/pdf/97-8086.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-1997-04-01/pdf/97-8086.pdf
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VA6170061463%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900230
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900230
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302841
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302841
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-1999-07-22/pdf/99-18602.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-1999-07-22/pdf/99-18602.pdf
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VA1170024813%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900035
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900035
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0306115
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0306115
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2009-11-04/pdf/E9-26539.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2009-11-04/pdf/E9-26539.pdf
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VAN000306115%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900377
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900377
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302607
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302607
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189631
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189631
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VAD071040752%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900367
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900367
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302526
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302526
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VAD003127578%27
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Virginia ( 30 sites ) 

Site 
Name City 

Site 
EPA 
ID 

Listing 
Date 

Site 
Scor
e 

Federal 
Facility 
Indicat
or 

Additional Information Site Location 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (36 
pp, 441 K) 

Saunders 
Supply 
Co. 

Chu
ckat
uck 

VAD
003
117
389 

10/04/19
89 

36.8
8 

No • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (19 
pp, 302 K) 

Site Location 

St. Juliens 
Creek 
Annex 
(U.S. 
Navy) 

Che
sape
ake 

VA5
170
000
181 

07/27/20
00 

50.0
0 

Yes • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (9 
pp, 275 K) 

Site Location 

U.S. 
Titanium 

Pine
y 
Rive
r 

VAD
980
705
404 

09/08/19
83 

34.7
8 

No • Site Listing 
Narrative 

• Site Progress 
Profile 

• Federal Register 
Notice (PDF) (36 
pp, 441 K) 

Site Location 

 

CERCLIS sites come from the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, a federal 
law designed to clean up abandoned hazardous waste sites. These sites are either proposed, listed or under review 
currently to be a part of the National Priority List. 

Site Name Type Address  

https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189620
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189620
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900376
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900376
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302514
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302514
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189633
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189633
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VAD003117389%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900243
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900243
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302852
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302852
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2000-07-27/pdf/00-18902.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2000-07-27/pdf/00-18902.pdf
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VA5170000181%27
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900368
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900368
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302737
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0302737
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189620
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/11/189620
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=33cebcdfdd1b4c3a8b51d416956c41f1&query=Superfund_National_Priorities_List__NPL__Sites_with_Status_Information_7557,SITE_EPA_ID=%27VAD980705404%27
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ALLIED-PULASKI 
SITE 

FORMAL ENFORCEMENT 
ACTION, SUPER 

SECOND + 
LAFAYETTE STS Details 

HERCULES-
HIWASEE LANDFILL SUPERFUND 1 MILE OFF 

COUNTY RTE 693 Details 

CERCLIS sites designated 'No further Remedial Action Planned' NFRAP have been removed from CERCLIS. NFRAP 
sites may be sites where, following an initial investigation, no contamination was found, contamination was removed 
quickly without the site being placed on the NPL, or the contamination was not serious enough to require Federal 
Superfund action or NPL consideration. 

Please choose a Virginia county to view a list of CERCLIS NFRAP sites. If a Virginia county is not listed there are no 
CERCLIS NFRAP sites within the county. 

COUNTIES AND CITIES 

• Alexandria City 
CERCLIS NFRAP (1) 

• Bristol City 
CERCLIS NFRAP (1) 

• Fauquier 
CERCLIS NFRAP (1) 

• King and Queen 
CERCLIS NFRAP (1) 

• Richmond City 
CERCLIS NFRAP (1) 

• Salem City 
CERCLIS NFRAP (1) 

• Warren 
CERCLIS NFRAP (1) 

• Wise 
CERCLIS NFRAP (1) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://environmental.netronline.com/site.php?eid=110009320369&stid=48&ctid=2891
https://environmental.netronline.com/site.php?eid=110009315598&stid=48&ctid=2891
https://environmental.netronline.com/state/VA/county/alexandria_city/nfrap
https://environmental.netronline.com/state/VA/county/bristol_city/nfrap
https://environmental.netronline.com/state/VA/county/fauquier/nfrap
https://environmental.netronline.com/state/VA/county/king_and_queen/nfrap
https://environmental.netronline.com/state/VA/county/richmond_city/nfrap
https://environmental.netronline.com/state/VA/county/salem_city/nfrap
https://environmental.netronline.com/state/VA/county/warren/nfrap
https://environmental.netronline.com/state/VA/county/wise/nfrap
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PULASKI COUNTY RCRA NON-CORRACTS SITE 
LOCATIONS 

 

Virginia 
The Old Dominion 

This database lists all treatment, storage and disposal of hazardous material sites that fall under the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). All hazardous waste TSD facilities are required to notify EPA of their 
existance. 

Site Name Type Address  

FONTAINE MODIFICATION 
CO TSD 5135 COUGAR TRL 

RD Details 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://environmental.netronline.com/site.php?eid=110000620338&stid=48&ctid=2891
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PULASKI COUNTY RCRA CORRACTS SITE 
LOCATIONS 

 

Virginia 
The Old Dominion 

These sites are registered hazardous waste generators or handlers that fall under the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) and subject to corrective action activity. 

Site Name Type Address  

BURLINGTON INDUSTRIES 
DUBLIN PLANT 

CORRECTIVE 
ACTION VA HIGHWAY 682 Details 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://environmental.netronline.com/site.php?eid=110008185141&stid=48&ctid=2891
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Virginia (4 sites) 

Site 
Name 

Site 
EPA 
ID 

Pro
pos
ed 
Dat
e (if 
appl
icab
le) 

Listi
ng 
Dat
e (if 
app
lica
ble) 

City FF 
Ind 

EPA 
Corresponden
ce to 
State/Tribe 

State/Tribal 
Correspondence 
to EPA 

Additional 
Information 

 

Atlantic 
Creosotin
g and 
Wood 
Preservin
g Works 

VAN0
0030
6619 

N/A N/A Norf
olk No 

EPA 
Corresponden
ce, 
12/20/2012 ( 4 
pp, 173 K ) 

State/Tribal 
Correspondence
, 02/26/2013 ( 2 
pp, 595 K ) 

  

Chincotea
gue Naval 
Auxiliary 
Air 
Station 

VAN0
0030
6904 

N/A N/A 

Wall
ops 
Islan
d 

Yes 

EPA 
Corresponden
ce, 
12/20/2012 ( 4 
pp, 173 K ) 

State/Tribal 
Correspondence
, 02/26/2013 ( 2 
pp, 595 K ) 

Other 
Corresponden
ce, 
05/16/2013 ( 
2 pp, 273 K ) 

 

Money 
Point 
Creosote 

VAD0
0235
2151 

N/A N/A 
Ches
apea
ke 

No 

EPA 
Corresponden
ce, 
12/20/2012 ( 4 
pp, 173 K ) 

State/Tribal 
Correspondence
, 02/26/2013 ( 2 
pp, 595 K ) 

  

Naval 
Aviation 
Ordnance 
Test 
Station 

VAN0
0030
6905 

N/A N/A 

Wall
ops 
Islan
d 

Yes 

EPA 
Corresponden
ce, 
12/20/2012 ( 4 
pp, 173 K ) 

State/Tribal 
Correspondence
, 02/26/2013 ( 2 
pp, 595 K ) 

Other 
Corresponden
ce, 
05/16/2013 ( 
2 pp, 273 K ) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900042
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900042
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900042
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900042
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900049
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900049
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900049
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900043
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900043
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900043
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900043
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900050
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900050
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900050
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900046
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900046
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900046
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900046
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900041
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900041
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900041
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900041
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900048
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900048
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900048
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900044
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900044
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900044
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900044
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900051
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900051
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900051
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900047
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900047
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900047
https://semspub.epa.gov/src/document/03/900047
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Prior Uses of the Property 

Has the subject property, adjacent property, or adjoining property ever been used for 
any of the following types of uses? 

 
 Yes No  Yes No 
 

Gas Station 
 

 
 

 
 

Vehicle Repair Shop 
 

 
 

 
 

Car Dealership 
 

 
 

 
 

Auto Garage 
 

 
 

 
 

Depot 
 

 
 

 
Commercial Printing 
Facility 

 
 
 

 
Industrial or commercial 
warehouses 

 
 
 

 
 

Dry Cleaners 
 

 
 

 
Photo Developing 
Laboratory 

 
 
 

 
 

Hospital 
 

 
 

 
 

Junkyard or landfill 
 

 
 

 
Agricultural/Farming 
Operations 

 
 
 

 
 

Tannery 
 

 
 

 
 

Livestock Operations 
 

 
 

 
 

If the evaluation of previous uses results in a yes answer to any of the above, the 
service of a qualified environmental professional is necessary to rule out site 
contamination. An ASTM E1527-13 Phase I report is recommended. 

 
If the evaluation of previous uses does not identify previous uses of concern, 
attach supporting documentation for the conclusion to the environmental review. 

 
Field Site Visit 

Did a visual inspection of the site show the following? 
 

 Yes No 
 

Distressed vegetation 
 

 
 

 
 

Vent or Fill Pipes 
 

 
 

 
 

Storage Oil Tanks or Questionable Containers 
 

 
 

 
 

Pits, Ponds or Lagoons 
 

 
 

 
 

Stained Soil or Pavement (other than water stains) 
 

 
 

 

Pungent, Foul or Noxious Odors   
 

Dumped Material or Soil, Mounds of Dirt, Rubble, Fill, etc. 
 

 
 

 
 

Does the project have an underground storage tank other than a residential fuel 
tank, or known or suspected to be contaminated by toxic chemicals or 
radioactive materials? 

Yes No 
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Is the project site near an industry or commercial facility disposing of chemicals or 
hazardous wastes? 

Yes No 
 

Could a nearby source of toxic, hazardous or radioactive substances affect the 
health and safety of project occupants or conflict with the intended use of the 
property? 

Yes or No 
 

If the site visit identifies a “Yes” answer to any of the above, a qualified 
environmental professional must undertake investigations necessary to ensure that 
the project is free of hazardous materials, contamination, toxic chemicals and 
gases, and radioactive substances such that there is no hazard which could affect 
the health and safety of occupants or conflict with the intended utilization of the 
property. Continue. 

 
Cite and attach source documentation: (Maps showing project distance to contaminated sites. 
Phase I (ASTM) Report. All ESAs and mitigation plans performed for this project.) 

 
For additional information see: 
HUD Guidance on Site Contamination: 
https://www.onecpd.info/environmental-review/site-contamination/ 
NEPAssist: http://nepassisttool.epa.gov/nepassist/entry.aspx 
EPA Envirofacts Data: http://www.epa.gov/enviro/ 
EPA Maps: http://www.epa.gov/emefdata/em4ef.home 
ATSDR Hazardous substances: http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxfaqs/index.asp 
Right-To-Know Network: http://www.rtknet.org/ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.onecpd.info/environmental-review/site-contamination/
http://nepassisttool.epa.gov/nepassist/entry.aspx
http://www.epa.gov/enviro/
http://www.epa.gov/emefdata/em4ef.home
http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxfaqs/index.asp
http://www.rtknet.org/
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§58.5(j) Environmental Justice (E.O. 12898) 
 

Is the project located in or designed to serve a predominantly minority and low- 
income neighborhood? 

Yes No 
 

If Yes, continue. 
If No, compliance with this section is complete. Mark box “A” on the Statutory 
Checklist for this authority. 
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Comments: 
 

Cite and attach source documentation: (Mapping of low-income and minority populations in the 
vicinity of the project site. EJ analysis. Mitigation Plan.) 

 
For additional information see: 
EJ HUD Guidance: 
https://www.onecpd.info/environmental-review/environmental-justice/ 
EJ maps & analysis, by location: 
http://www.scorecard.org/community/ej-index.tcl 
EPA’s “EJ View” Tool provides information relevant to EJ assessments: 
http://epamap14.epa.gov/ejmap/entry.html 
Census Bureau – American Fact Finder - data and maps: 
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml 
Tract-level data on race & income: 
http://www.ffiec.gov/geocode 

 
Summary of Mitigation Measures: 
Mitigation measures are described for each regulatory agency within the statutory worksheet.  Final 
mitigation measures will be determined during final design.  No adverse effects are anticipated.  Project 
will acquire all necessary permits to complete the proposed construction activities. 
 
References: 
Sources used are listed under Comments for each worksheet item. 

 
List of Major Reports Obtained: 
(Attach report(s), such as wetlands delineation studies, biological evaluations or habitat 
assessments, Phase I and II environmental site assessments) 

 
 

18. List of Preparers and Summary of Qualifications: 
 

Elijah N. Sharp, Deputy Executive Director 
New River Valley Regional Commission 
Certified Stormwater Program Administrator (DEQ), Certified Qualification Project Management (VDOT), BS Civil 
Engineering Technology, BS Architectural Engineering Technology 
(540) 639-9313 x210 
esharp@nrvrc.org 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.onecpd.info/environmental-review/environmental-justice/
http://www.scorecard.org/community/ej-index.tcl
http://epamap14.epa.gov/ejmap/entry.html
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
http://www.ffiec.gov/geocode


Environmental Assessment 
Determinations and Compliance Findings for HUD-assisted Projects 
24 CFR Part 58 
 
 
Project Information 
 
Project Name: James Hardie Facility Sanitary Sewer Improvements 
 
Responsible Entity: Town of Pulaski, Virginia 
 
Grant Recipient (if different than Responsible Entity):   
 
State/Local Identifier: 54-6001538 
 
Preparer: Elijah Sharp 
 
Certifying Officer Name and Title: William Pedigo, Town of Pulaski, Town Engineer 
 
Consultant (if applicable): New River Valley Regional Commission, Grant Admin 
 
Direct Comments to: Elijah Sharp │esharp@nrvrc.org │(540) 639-9313 
 
 
  



Project Location: 1000 James Hardie Way, Pulaski, VA 24301 
 
Description of the Proposed Project [24 CFR 50.12 & 58.32; 40 CFR 1508.25]:  
A downtown industrial facility currently discharges its wastewater stream to the west, through 
nearly five miles of the Town's sewer collection and conveyance system, before reaching a pump 
station that is located less than a mile east of the facility.  The high sulfur levels in the wastewater, 
combined with long detention times, cause hydrogen sulfide gas to be generated in the Town of 
Pulaski sewer's collection system and force mains.  The gravity collection system downstream of a 
force main is especially vulnerable to hydrogen sulfide corrosion. 
 

In 2017, a Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) explored several alternatives, including chemical 
treatment and re-routing of the flows from the industrial facility, avoiding discharge to the Town’s 
gravity collection system.  Preferred scenarios include the installation of a one-million-gallon 
storage tank and necessary appurtenances to shorten the flow path, while also increasing the 
facility capacity.  The final design will locate any and all above ground permanent structures 
outside of the Zone A 100-year floodplain.   
 
Statement of Purpose and Need for the Proposal [40 CFR 1508.9(b)]:  
The James Hardie production facility is the Town of Pulaski’s largest employer, and water and 
wastewater customer.  Current Town infrastructure is currently operating over recommended 
capacity, which are currently a limiting factor for production and long-term viability of the current 
facility.  The proposed improvements will mutually benefit both the Town and James Hardie 
Industries, by ensuring reliability of the municipal sewer system and also creating capacity for 
increased production.  As a result, James Hardie will be able to retain at least 70 local jobs, of 
which more than half are LMI-qualifying.  The plant is currently operating at maximum capacity 
and if improvements are not made the plant may be forced to relocate. 
 
Existing Conditions and Trends [24 CFR 58.40(a)]: 
The wastewater from the James Hardie Facility is pumped in effectively a circular route currently.  
The Critzer Pump Station is operating in excess of the original design capacity of 14.4 hours/day.  
As a result, there is currently limited capacity for future development or growth. 
 

Currently the James Hardie wastewater flows through over 5 miles of gravity and pressure pipe 
and is pumped 3 times to get to the 4B station.  The Town and James Hardie currently add 
chemicals for sulfide control at the James Hardie Facility, Critzer Pump Station, and the 4A Pump 
Station due to the extended contact time in the Town’s system.  The James Hardie building is less 
than 1 mile from the 4B Pump Station and the 24” force main to 4B is located immediately 
adjacent to the James Hardie Building. 
 
Funding Information: 
 

Grant Number HUD Program  Funding Amount  
20-20-28 CIG $    700,000 
20-01A ARC $    500,000 
01-01-15034 EDA (non-HUD) $ 1,250,000 
Local Match Town/Industrial (non-HUD) $    392,300 

Estimated Total HUD Funded Amount:          $ 1,200,000 
Estimated Total Project Cost [24 CFR 58.32(d)]:         $ 2,842,300 



Compliance with 24 CFR 50.4, 58.5, and 58.6 Laws and Authorities 

Compliance Factors: Statutes, 
Executive Orders, and 
Regulations listed at 24 CFR 
§58.5 and §58.6                               

Are formal 
compliance 
steps or 
mitigation 
required? 

Compliance determinations  
 

STATUTES, EXECUTIVE ORDERS, AND REGULATIONS LISTED AT 24 CFR 50.4 and 58.6 
Airport Hazards  
24 CFR Part 51 Subpart D 

Yes     No 
      

The Project is not located near a civilian or 
military airport/airfield.  New River Valley 
Airport is nearest at 5.68 miles.  Map 
included in Worksheet. 

Coastal Barrier Resources  
Coastal Barrier Resources 
Act, as amended by the 
Coastal Barrier Improvement 
Act of 1990 [16 USC 3501] 

Yes     No 
      

The Project is not located within the defined 
Coastal Barrier Resources System, USFW 
Mapper: 
www.fws.gov/CBRA/Maps/Mapper.html 

Flood Insurance   
Flood Disaster Protection Act 
of 1973 and National Flood 
Insurance Reform Act of 1994 
[42 USC 4001-4128 and 42 
USC 5154a] 

Yes     No 
      

Virginia Flood Risk Information System, 
verified flood Zone A is located adjacent to 
proposed improvements.  All above-ground 
structures to be located outside of zone; sub-
grade pipe may encroach area.  The Town of 
Pulaski participates in the National Flood 
Insurance Program, Local Floodplain 
Management Directory. 

STATUTES, EXECUTIVE ORDERS, AND REGULATIONS LISTED AT 24 CFR 50.4 & 58.5 
Clean Air  
Clean Air Act, as amended, 
particularly section 176(c) & 
(d); 40 CFR Parts 6, 51, 93 

Yes     No 
      

EPA, Green Book Map Download; the 
project is not located within a non-
attainment area.  Virginia nonattainment 
map provided. 

Coastal Zone Management  
Coastal Zone Management 
Act, sections 307(c) & (d) 

Yes     No 
      

 Project is not located within a Coastal Zone 
as defined by the Virginia Coastal Zone 
Management Plan. 

Contamination and Toxic 
Substances   
24 CFR Part 50.3(i) & 
58.5(i)(2) 

Yes     No 
     

The project site has no history of or current 
site condition that would indicate 
contamination. 

Endangered Species  
Endangered Species Act of 
1973, particularly section 7; 
50 CFR Part 402 

Yes     No 
     

Proposed Development occurring on 
previously disturbed land, suitable habitat 
for known species is limited within project 
area.  Tree removal will be restricted (4/15 – 
9/15 of any year) per guidance from USFW 
to minimize potential adverse impacts. 

   



Explosive and Flammable 
Hazards 
24 CFR Part 51 Subpart C 

Yes     No 
     

The project is not located adjacent to or 
visible from any industrial facility fire-prone 
materials.  Map and correspondence are 
included in Worksheet. 

Farmlands Protection   
Farmland Protection Policy 
Act of 1981, particularly 
sections 1504(b) and 1541; 7 
CFR Part 658 

Yes     No 
     

Project is located in a Census defined urban 
area.  13B and 32B are only shown where 
industrial facility or railroad exist, accuracy 
level not recommended at zoom level; 
however, all proposed activity is anticipated 
to occur on previously disturbed land.  Map 
and soils report available. 

Floodplain Management   
Executive Order 11988, 
particularly section 2(a); 24 
CFR Part 55 

Yes     No 
     

Project may involve minor segments of sub-
grade sewer pipe to be located adjacent to 
or within a Zone A (100 yr) floodplain.  
Necessary permits for erosion and sediment 
control, and storm water management will 
be obtained through Town/County 
departments and/or DEQ during final 
design. 8-Step plan review and other 
documentation are available.  

Historic Preservation   
National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966, particularly 
sections 106 and 110; 36 CFR 
Part 800 

Yes     No 
     

Virginia Department of Historic Resources, 
Office of Review and Compliance, 21 July 
2020, email confirmation of No Adverse 
Effect. 

Noise Abatement and Control   
Noise Control Act of 1972, as 
amended by the Quiet 
Communities Act of 1978; 24 
CFR Part 51 Subpart B 

Yes     No 
     

 

The project does not involve a noise 
sensitive use such as a residential structure, 
school, hospital, nursing home, library, etc.     

Sole Source Aquifers   
Safe Drinking Water Act of 
1974, as amended, 
particularly section 1424(e); 
40 CFR Part 149 

Yes     No 
     

 

HD Exchange, Project is not located within 
USEPA Sole Source Aquifers Locations 
Map. 

Wetlands Protection   
Executive Order 11990, 
particularly sections 2 and 5 

Yes     No 
     

 

A stream is adjacent to the site; however, all 
proposed above ground permanent 
structures will be located outside of Zone A 
floodplain and/or known wetland(s). The 
presence of wetlands will be determined 
during final design. If wetlands are present 
within the proposed are of development, 
necessary permits will be acquired from the 
Army Corp of Engineers.  NWI wetlands 
map is available. 
 



Wild and Scenic Rivers  
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 
1968, particularly section 7(b) 
and (c) 

 
Yes     No 

     
 

HUD Exchange, National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System; Virginia has 49,350 miles of 
river, but no designated Wild and Scenic.  
Map available. 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
Environmental Justice 
Executive Order 12898 

Yes     No 
     

 

Project is not located in or designed to serve 
a predominantly minority and/or low-income 
neighborhood. 

                                                                
Environmental Assessment Factors [24 CFR 58.40; Ref. 40 CFR 1508.8 &1508.27] Recorded 
below is the qualitative and quantitative significance of the effects of the proposal on the 
character, features and resources of the project area. Each factor has been evaluated and 
documented, as appropriate and in proportion to its relevance to the proposed action. Verifiable 
source documentation has been provided and described in support of each determination, as 
appropriate. Credible, traceable and supportive source documentation for each authority has been 
provided. Where applicable, the necessary reviews or consultations have been completed and 
applicable permits of approvals have been obtained or noted. Citations, dates/names/titles of 
contacts, and page references are clear. Additional documentation is attached, as appropriate.  All 
conditions, attenuation or mitigation measures have been clearly identified.    
 
Impact Codes: Use an impact code from the following list to make the determination of impact for 
each factor.  
(1)  Minor beneficial impact 
(2)  No impact anticipated  
(3) Minor Adverse Impact – May require mitigation  
(4) Significant or potentially significant impact requiring avoidance or modification which may 
require an Environmental Impact Statement 
 

Environmental 
Assessment Factor 

Impact 
Code 

 
Impact Evaluation 

LAND DEVELOPMENT 
Conformance with 
Plans / Compatible 
Land Use and 
Zoning / Scale and 
Urban Design 

2 

The proposed improvements do not conflict with the Town of 
Pulaski Zoning Ordinance or Comprehensive Plan. 

Soil Suitability/ 
Slope/ Erosion/ 
Drainage/ Storm 
Water Runoff  

2 
 

The proposed improvements will be done in accordance with 
applicable erosion and sediment control, and storm water 
regulations, as determined by local, state, and federal laws. 

Hazards and 
Nuisances  
including Site Safety 
and Noise 
  

2 

No impacts anticipated.  Improvements will occur on 
privately owned lands and/or within existing public 
easements, with limited accessibility to the public. 



Energy 
Consumption  2 

 

The proposed improvements include a new pump station and 
1-million-gallon process wastewater storage tank.  Both 
may require some electricity for powering, but no significant 
impacts are anticipated.   

Environmental 
Assessment Factor 

Impact 
Code 

 
Impact Evaluation 

SOCIOECONOMIC 
Employment and 
Income Patterns 1 

70 jobs will be retained at the industrial facility, with the 
potential to increase production and number of jobs to 
support.  James Hardie Industries currently employs over 
300 from the surrounding region. 

Demographic 
Character Changes, 
Displacement 

2 
No impacts anticipated – project located away from 
adjacent properties on private and/or public owned lands. 

Environmental 
Assessment Factor 

Impact 
Code 

 
Impact Evaluation 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
Educational and 
Cultural Facilities 2 No impacts anticipated – community facilities or services 

not present on or adjacent to proposed improvements. 
Commercial 
Facilities 2 No impacts anticipated – community facilities or services 

not present on or adjacent to proposed improvements. 
Health Care and 
Social Services 2 No impacts anticipated – community facilities or services 

not present on or adjacent to proposed improvements. 
Solid Waste 
Disposal / Recycling 2 No impacts anticipated – community facilities or services 

not present on or adjacent to proposed improvements. 
Waste Water / 
Sanitary Sewers 1 

Waste water capacity will be increased and use of current 
infrastructure will fall within original design parameters.  
2017 Preliminary Engineering Report for more details. 

Water Supply 
 2 No impacts anticipated – community facilities or services 

not present on or adjacent to proposed improvements. 
Public Safety  - 
Police, Fire and 
Emergency Medical 

2 
No impacts anticipated – community facilities or services 
not present on or adjacent to proposed improvements. 

Parks, Open Space 
and Recreation 2 No impacts anticipated – community facilities or services 

not present on or adjacent to proposed improvements. 
Transportation and 
Accessibility 2 No impacts anticipated – community facilities or services 

not present on or adjacent to proposed improvements. 
Environmental 
Assessment Factor 

Impact 
Code 

 
Impact Evaluation 

NATURAL FEATURES 
Unique Natural 
Features,  
Water Resources 2 

No impacts anticipated – a small creek runs through the 
property and all necessary mitigation measures will be 
implemented as determined by local, state, and/or federal 
regulatory agencies during final design. 



Vegetation, Wildlife 
 2 No impacts anticipated – all ground cover will be restored 

to pre-existing conditions or better. 
Other Factors 
 2 No additional impacts are anticipated – the improvements 

are planned on sites that have similar uses. 
 
Additional Studies Performed: 

• 2017 Preliminary Engineering Report 
• 2020 Preliminary Engineering Report Supplemental 
• 2021 Biological Assessment, iPAC report 

 
Field Inspection (Date and completed by):  
Christy Straight, Senior Planner 
New River Valley Regional Commission 
Grant(s) Author/Contributor 
July, 9, 2020 
 
List of Sources, Agencies and Persons Consulted [40 CFR 1508.9(b)]: 

• Online Sources, Worksheet for Preparing 24 CFR §58.5 Statutory Checklist 
• Rachel Case, Biological Science Technician, USFW, Virginia Field Office 
• Jesse Roberts, Stormwater Programs Manager, Department of Environmental Quality 
• Chester Bigelow, US Army Corps of Engineers 
• Jenny Bellville-Marrion, Archaeologist, DHR, Office of Review and Compliance 
• Kelly Charapich, Community Development Specialist, Virginia DHCD 

 
List of Permits Obtained:  
Permits will be obtained during final design phase. 
 
Public Outreach [24 CFR 50.23 & 58.43]: 
A public notice describing the project was published in the Southwest Times, the local paper, on 
August 18, 2019 for a public hearing scheduled on September 3, 2019.  The ads targeted local 
residents.  Official recorded minutes and a copy of the published notification is kept in the 
project’s environmental review record and attached to this document.  The required 15 calendar 
days were allowed for public comment.  As required by regulation, the notice also included the 
name, proposed location and description of the activity, and the responsible entity contacts for 
either questions, comments, and grievances.  The advertisement announced that citizens would be 
given an opportunity to comment, and that a fact sheet and draft proposal were both available at 
the Town of Pulaski Engineering Department. 
 
Cumulative Impact Analysis [24 CFR 58.32]:  
The proposed improvements are mutually beneficial to both the Town of Pulaski and James Hardie 
Industries.  Both the municipal sewer system and industrial plant are operating at or above 
capacity.  The improvements will prolong the lifespan of the municipal sewer system and offer 
additional capacity for the local employer.   
 
 
 



Alternatives [24 CFR 58.40(e); 40 CFR 1508.9]  
In 2017, a Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) explored several alternatives, including chemical 
treatment and re-routing of the flows from the industrial facility to create a shorter flow path 
heading out of downtown, avoiding discharge to the Town’s gravity collection system.  Preferred 
scenarios include the installation of a one-million-gallon storage tank and necessary appurtenances 
to shorten the flow path, while also increasing the facility capacity.  The final design will locate 
any and all above ground permanent structures outside of the Zone A 100-year floodplain.   
 
Multiple alternatives include an equalization wastewater storage facility to serve the existing 
industrial facility.  This facility has been roughly sized at 1,000,000 gallons.  That is sufficient 
storage to hold approximately 1-2 days of processed wastewater in the event of a downstream 
problem.  Unplanned downtime of the industrial facility costs the manufacturer over $100,000 an 
hour of lost production.  The equalization wastewater storage facility would only take wastewater 
from the manufacturing process and would not contain wastewater from any of the facility 
bathrooms, kitchens, etc., overall reducing the risk of downtime. 
 
There are two known alternatives for equalization of the process wastewater.  The first alternative 
is an above ground storage tank.  The process wastewater would be pumped to the storage tank 
prior to release to a wastewater pump station.  The equalization tank could be used for equalization 
of flows or just temporary storage.  Effluent from the tank could flow by gravity to the proposed 
pump station. 
 
The second tank equalization alternative is a lagoon.  A similarly sized lagoon would have a much 
larger land requirement than a storage tank and face additional construction constraints.  A lagoon 
storage system would require fencing, a containment berm, a liner system, and potentially 
monitoring wells to check for groundwater contamination.  For wastewater to flow from the 
storage lagoon to the proposed pump station, it would most likely need to be pumped over.  Based 
on the increased land and other requirements for a lagoon system, alternatives focused on utilizing 
an above ground tank.  The alternatives explored so far include: 
 
Option #1: proposes changing the chemical feed system that the Town currently uses to combat the 
high levels of sulfate in the wastewater from the industrial facility.  Currently, the Town and 
industrial facility primarily use Bioxide as manufactured by Evoqua for hydrogen sulfide control.  
In addition to the Bioxide, hydrogen peroxide (H2O2) is fed at a nearby pump station.  These two 
chemicals are commonly used to prevent the formation of sulfides and to remove sulfides from the 
wastewater. 
 
Switching from a Bioxide based chemical treatment system for prevention of sulfide formation to a 
magnesium hydroxide system would involve replacement or upgrade of the chemical feed systems 
at the industrial facility and at Town-owned pump stations. Current testing provided for the project 
indicates that the Bioxide is keeping the sulfide levels in check in the Pulaski system. 
 
The facility’s wastewater will continue to be conveyed though the Town of Pulaski’s gravity 
collection system, its supporting pump stations, the Town of Dublin’s gravity collection system, 
and ultimately to the Peppers Ferry WWTP.  Chemical treatment will continue to be used and may 
be modified depending on analysis of the site’s discharge. 



Option #2: proposes modifying the flow path of the site’s wastewater to directly enter the existing 
24” force main adjacent to the site.  This alternative will require construction of a pump station, 
approximately 100 lf of 12” force main, approximately 750 lf of gravity sewer collection lines, and 
related appurtenances primarily to be located on the industrial facility site.  The proposed 
improvements also include the construction of a one-million-gallon equalization wastewater 
storage tank at the industrial facility that will allow process wastewater to be equalized on site to 
aid in chemical treatment prior to discharge, as well as provide storage capacity for continued 
production in the event of problems in the downstream collection system.   
 
This will also potentially allow the industrial facility to discharge at a steady state instead of a 
batch.  The new pump station would convey wastewater into the existing 24-inch force main which 
flows directly to pump station 4B, reducing the flow path by approximately 3.3 miles.  A new 
storage tank would provide the opportunity for chemical treatment and/or flow equalization prior 
to being pumped into the collection and conveyance system. 
 
Option #3: The third alternative examines modifying the flow path of the site’s wastewater directly 
to the downstream pump station.  This will require construction of a pump station, approximately 
4,400 lf of 12” force main, approximately 750 lf of gravity sewer collection lines, and related 
appurtenances.  The proposed improvements also include the construction of an equalization 
wastewater storage tank at the James Hardie facility that will allow processed wastewater to be 
equalized on site to aid in chemical treatment as well as provide storage capacity for continued 
production, in the event of problems in the downstream collection system.  The proposed 
alternative will convey the facility’s wastewater from the proposed pump station directly to the 
downstream pump station. 
 
Option #4: differs from Option 2 in that it proposes the pump station and storage tank to be located 
on an adjacent property owned by Pulaski County instead of on the industrial property, as 
represented in the attached drawing. The pump station would still pump directly into the existing 
24” force main at a location approximately 3,000 feet to the west than it would have in Option #2.   
 
This alternative will explore a modification or replacement of an existing pump station with the 
new pump station, and thus would provide the benefit of the Town having only one pump station 
to own and operate instead of two.  Although the estimated cost of Option #3 is slightly higher, in 
the Option #2 scenario the existing pump station would still have had to have some upgrades and 
maintenance based on the age of the facility, which would add to the overall project cost. 
 
No options are proposed to be located within in a defined Zone A, 100-year floodplain, despite any 
preliminary engineering design drawing concepts.  Between the County and the industrial facility 
owner, there is ample space to locate all permanent above ground structures outside of the 
floodplain.  Once environmental coordination is complete an RFP will be issued for A/E services 
to complete the design.  Agencies requesting continued involvement and/or review/approval of 
final engineering documents will be coordinated with accordingly, to satisfy all mitigation 
requirements.  Only minor segments of sub-grade sewer pipe have been examined as possibilities 
to complete the proposed improvements. 
 
 



No Action Alternative [24 CFR 58.40(e)]: 
The industrial facility, which is the primary beneficiary of the proposed improvements, is the 
Town of Pulaski’s largest employer and largest water and wastewater customer.  This project will 
achieve both upgrading the treatment capacity at the industrial facility and increase the lifespan of 
the municipal sewage system in Town.  The industrial facility currently employs over 300 and is 
planning an expansion.  Without the improvements, a ‘No Action’ scenario could mean losing the 
employer, as a result of the existing municipal sewage system not being able to handle any more 
capacity.  In addition, continuing to operate at the current capacity may lead to sewage system 
failures. 
 
Summary of Findings and Conclusions:  
No adverse impacts are anticipated as a result of the proposed improvements, either to the natural 
or social environments.  Critical habitat is not located within the defined project area and all work 
will occur on privately owned land and/or within public easements.  Potential permits are known 
and all mitigation strategies will be implemented, as directed by regulatory local, state, and federal 
agencies.    
 
Mitigation Measures and Conditions [40 CFR 1505.2(c)]  
Summarize below all mitigation measures adopted by the Responsible Entity to reduce, avoid, or 
eliminate adverse environmental impacts and to avoid non-compliance or non-conformance with 
the above-listed authorities and factors. These measures/conditions must be incorporated into 
project contracts, development agreements, and other relevant documents. The staff responsible 
for implementing and monitoring mitigation measures should be clearly identified in the mitigation 
plan. 
 
 

Law, Authority, or Factor  
 

Mitigation Measure 

USFW, Virginia Field Office Restrict tree clearing from 4/15 – 9/15 of any year. 
Department of Environmental 
Quality 

Compliance with the Virginia Storm Water Act, for all 
land disturbing activities in excess of 1-acre. 

Town of Pulaski Erosion and Sediment Control Permit 
Working with Stream Environments Work with US Army Corps of Engineers, Department of 

Environmental Quality, and any other applicable 
agencies to minimize impacts in and around designated 
floodplain and/or wetlands. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





Elijah Sharp <esharp@nrvrc.org>

Fwd: James Hardie Sewer Improvements (DHR File No. 2020-4023) | e-Mail #03940 
1 message

Christy Straight <cstraight@nrvrc.org> Wed, Jan 20, 2021 at 4:05 PM
To: Eli Sharp <esharp@nrvrc.org>

Eli,

We do have a confirmation from DHR. Apparently, this was only an email with no PDF or other document and the email was not uploaded to their ePix system.

Christy Straight, AICP 
Senior Planner 
New River Valley Regional Commission 
(P) 540-639-9313 (x209) 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Jennifer Bellville-Marrion <Jennifer.Bellville-Marrion@dhr.virginia.gov> 
Date: Tue, Jul 21, 2020 at 3:12 PM 
Subject: James Hardie Sewer Improvements (DHR File No. 2020-4023) | e-Mail #03940 
To: Christy Straight <cstraight@nrvrc.org> 

Dear Ms. Straight,

Thank you for requesting comments from the Department of Historic Resources on the referenced project, James Hardie Sewer Improvements (DHR File No. 2020-4023). Based upon the documentation
provided, it is our opinion that the historic properties within the Area of Potential Effects will not be adversely affected by the proposed undertaking.

Implementation of the undertaking in accordance with the finding of No Adverse Effect as documented fulfills the Federal agency’s responsibilities under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act.  If for any reason the undertaking is not or cannot be conducted as proposed in the finding, consultation under Section 106 must be reopened.

If you have any questions or if we may provide any further assistance at this time, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Jenny Bellville-Marrion, Archaeologist 
Office of Review and Compliance 
Division of Resource Services and Review 
Phone: (804) 482-8091 
Jennifer.Bellville-Marrion@dhr.virginia.gov

mailto:Jennifer.Bellville-Marrion@dhr.virginia.gov
mailto:cstraight@nrvrc.org
mailto:Jennifer.Bellville-Marrion@dhr.virginia.gov
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Property Information

Property Names
Name Explanation Name
Historic Warden Farm
Historic Warden Springs

Property Addresses

Current - 1945 Warden Spring Road Route 783

County/Independent City(s): Pulaski (County)

Incorporated Town(s): Pulaski

Zip Code(s): 24301

Magisterial District(s): No Data

Tax Parcel(s): 73-1-33

USGS Quad(s): DUBLIN

Property Evaluation Status

Not Evaluated

Additional Property Information

Architecture Setting: Rural

Acreage: No Data

Site Description:

1985: Secondary resource is the long outbuilding located at the end of the entrance drive, adjacent to the southwest corner of the
house. There is a limestone wall with corner posts around the house, with a drive-in gate on the western side of the yard, adjacent to the
entrance drive, and the formal entrance gate on the northside of the house. The surrounding yard includes oaks, locusts and mimosa
trees.

Surveyor Assessment:

1985 Historical Information (Mr. Rhudy,the current owner):  House built in 1917 by my grandfather, J. K. Warden. He was a
stonemason and a road contractor who also built the
Pulaski County Courthouse (with uncle, Bill Warden) and the wall around the Maple Shade Inn. The farm was in big oak timbers when
bought from either Brooks or Lizzie Watson. Purdue House (77-30) was built by Painter family who borrowed plans from my
grandfather for this house. Arches under the east porch are built of Peak Creek sandstone from the quarry my grandfather owned. It's
what the court house is made of and is more easily worked than the limestone the rest of the porch is made of. Ed Kline & Joe Jack
Tabor were masons who built the wall around the house (they also worked at VPI). The house was later divided into two apartments
for family members with two kitchens, back porches, etc.
 
Excellent example of late house utilizing traditional plan.

Surveyor Recommendation: No Data

Ownership

Ownership Category Ownership Entity
Private No Data

Primary Resource Information

Resource Category: Domestic

Resource Type: Single Dwelling

NR Resource Type: Building

Historic District Status: No Data

Date of Construction: Ca 1917

Date Source: Owner

Historic Time Period: World War I to World War II (1917 - 1945)

Historic Context(s): Architecture/Landscape, Domestic

Other ID Number: No Data

Architectural Style: Colonial Revival

Form: No Data

Number of Stories: 2.0



Virginia Department of Historic Resources DHR ID: 077-0206
Architectural Survey Form Other DHR ID: No Data

July 08, 2020 Page:  2  of  7  

Condition: Good

Interior Plan: Central Passage, Single Pile

Threats to Resource: None Known

Architectural Description:

Architecture Summary, 1985:  Two-story five-bay double-pile, center passage house with off-center ell and advanced center pavilion, and with
additions. Front facade is marked by a central pedimented gable with heavy raking cornice. Hipped roof porch supports entablature. Tri-partite
window directly above. Windows have splayed jack arches. Unpainted woodwork inside, colonial revival mantels with ornaments and mirrors.
1/1 sash. Limestone foundation. Colonial Revival 3-bay porch inset under roof of house, with square columns.

Exterior Components

Component Component Type Material Material Treatment
Windows Sash, Double-Hung Wood 1/1
Roof Cross Gable Asphalt Shingle
Structural System and
Exterior Treatment

Masonry Brick American/Common Bond

Foundation Solid/Continuous Limestone Other
Porch 1-story, 1-bay Wood Columns, Square
Chimneys Other Brick Cap, Corbeled

Secondary Resource Information

Secondary Resource #1

Resource Category: Other

Resource Type: Other

Date of Construction: 1920Ca

Date Source: Site Visit

Historic Time Period: World War I to World War II (1917 - 1945)

Historic Context(s): Domestic

Architectural Style: No discernible style

Form: Rectangular

Condition: Good

Threats to Resource: No Data

Architectural Description:

Architecture Summary, 1985:     Long brick building houses smokehouse, woodhouse, storeroom and garage.

Historic District Information

Historic District Name: No Data

Local Historic District Name: No Data

Historic District Significance: No Data

CRM Events

Event Type: Survey:Phase I/Reconnaissance

Project Review File Number: No Data

Investigator: Charlotte Worsham

Organization/Company: DHR

Photographic Media: Film

Survey Date: 8/1/1985

Dhr Library Report Number: No Data

Project Staff/Notes:
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No Data

Project Bibliographic Information:

Gibson Worsham, J. Daniel Pezzoni, Leslie Naranjo-Lupold, David Rotenizer, Charlotte Worsham
Pulaski County Reconnaissance Level Survey
September 1985
DHR Report No. PU-010

Bibliographic Information

Bibliography:

No Data

Property Notes:

No Data
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Property Information

Property Names
Name Explanation Name
Historic Watson House

Property Addresses

Current - Warden Spring Road Route 783

County/Independent City(s): Pulaski (County)

Incorporated Town(s): Pulaski

Zip Code(s): 24301

Magisterial District(s): No Data

Tax Parcel(s): 73-1-33

USGS Quad(s): DUBLIN

Property Evaluation Status

Not Evaluated

Additional Property Information

Architecture Setting: Rural

Acreage: No Data

Site Description:

1985: Secondary resources are the outbuildings.(Stone cistern, log smokehouse, frame barns, frame granary. with cellar below).
Located on same parcel and just west of 077-0207, Warden Springs.  Outbuilding range south and west of the house, including an
outhouse to the south.

Surveyor Assessment:

1985: Purchased from Lizzie Watson in circa 1900. The mother of the current owner, W. C. Rhudy, grew up in the house before 1917
with her parents, the J. K. Wardens.  The house is currently vacant.
 
Unusual traditional house form in area.

Surveyor Recommendation: No Data

Ownership

Ownership Category Ownership Entity
Private No Data

Primary Resource Information

Resource Category: Domestic

Resource Type: Single Dwelling

NR Resource Type: Building

Historic District Status: No Data

Date of Construction: Ca 1890

Date Source: Site Visit

Historic Time Period: Reconstruction and Growth (1866 - 1916)

Historic Context(s): Architecture/Community Planning, Domestic

Other ID Number: No Data

Architectural Style: Vernacular

Form: No Data

Number of Stories: 2.0

Condition: Fair

Interior Plan: Side Passage, Single Pile

Threats to Resource: Neglect, Vacant

Architectural Description:

Architecture Summary, 1985: Two-story, two-bay frame house with additions. Clad in bricktex, with a corrugated metal side gable roof, exterior
end brick chimney and one bay side entrance front porch.  Paired 6/6 windows on first floor and 6/6 windows on second.
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Exterior Components

Component Component Type Material Material Treatment
Foundation Solid/Continuous Stone Rubble, Coursed
Structural System and
Exterior Treatment

Frame Brick Siding

Windows Sash, Double-Hung Wood 6/6
Roof Gable, Side Metal Corrugated
Chimneys Exterior End Brick Cap, Corbeled
Porch 1-Story Partial Width Wood Posts

Secondary Resource Information

Secondary Resource #1

Resource Category: Agriculture/Subsistence

Resource Type: Cistern

Date of Construction: Ca

Date Source: No Data

Historic Time Period: No Data

Historic Context(s): Domestic

Architectural Style: No Data

Form: No Data

Condition: N/A

Threats to Resource: No Data

Architectural Description:

Architecture Summary:   Stone cistern.

Secondary Resource #2

Resource Category: Agriculture/Subsistence

Resource Type: Granary

Date of Construction: Ca

Date Source: No Data

Historic Time Period: No Data

Historic Context(s): Domestic

Architectural Style: No Data

Form: No Data

Condition: N/A

Threats to Resource: No Data

Architectural Description:

Architecture Summary:     Frame granary with cellar.

Number of Stories: No Data

Secondary Resource #3

Resource Category: Agriculture/Subsistence

Resource Type: Smoke/Meat House

Date of Construction: Ca

Date Source: No Data

Historic Time Period: No Data

Historic Context(s): Domestic

Architectural Style: No Data

Form: No Data

Condition: N/A

Threats to Resource: No Data

Architectural Description:
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Architecture Summary:     Log smokehouse with gable roof.

Number of Stories: No Data

Secondary Resource #4

Resource Category: Agriculture/Subsistence

Resource Type: Barn

Date of Construction: Ca

Date Source: No Data

Historic Time Period: No Data

Historic Context(s): Domestic

Architectural Style: No Data

Form: No Data

Condition: N/A

Threats to Resource: No Data

Architectural Description:

Architecture Summary:    Frame barns.

Number of Stories: No Data

Secondary Resource #5

Resource Category: Agriculture/Subsistence

Resource Type: Barn

Date of Construction: Ca

Date Source: No Data

Historic Time Period: No Data

Historic Context(s): Domestic

Architectural Style: No Data

Form: No Data

Condition: No Data

Threats to Resource: No Data

Architectural Description:

No Data

Number of Stories: No Data

Historic District Information

Historic District Name: No Data

Local Historic District Name: No Data

Historic District Significance: No Data

CRM Events

Event Type: Survey:Phase I/Reconnaissance

Project Review File Number: No Data

Investigator: Charlotte Worsham

Organization/Company: DHR

Photographic Media: Film

Survey Date: 8/1/1985

Dhr Library Report Number: PU-010

Project Staff/Notes:

No Data
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Project Bibliographic Information:

Gibson Worsham, J. Daniel Pezzoni, Leslie Naranjo-Lupold, David Rotenizer, Charlotte Worsham
Pulaski County Reconnaissance Level Survey
September 1985
DHR Report No. PU-010

Bibliographic Information

Bibliography:

No Data

Property Notes:

No Data



Elijah Sharp <esharp@nrvrc.org>

Re: [Non-DoD Source] Re: Preliminary Project Activity - Environmental Review Coordination 
1 message

Elijah Sharp <esharp@nrvrc.org> Tue, Mar 2, 2021 at 3:05 PM
To: "Bigelow, Chester C III CIV USARMY CENAO (USA)" <Chester.C.Bigelow@usace.army.mil>
Cc: "Roberts, Jesse" <jesse.roberts@deq.virginia.gov>, Bill Pedigo <bpedigo@pulaskitown.org>, "Crist, Shawn (DEQ)" <shawn.crist@deq.virginia.gov>

Thank you for providing the additional information, gentleman.  At this time we are completing pre-contract activities associated with the release of federal
funding.  The first step after receiving a notice to proceed is to hire A/E professional services for final design.  Would it be appropriate at this time to say
that both DEQ and the Army Corp have been contacted and that additional correspondence will be required during final design?  Furthermore, that work
of this nature has occurred in the past with the necessary permitting and mitigation measures?  I believe that it is the intent of our federal partners to rule
out funding projects that would not be allowed in certain environments.  

We're completing the activities as required by DHCD to receive ARC and CDBG dollars.  Their process has been relatively straightforward so far, but
there are a couple of areas that require some initiative on behalf of the grantee.  The EDA is also funding this project, but does not require this type of
coordination prior to release of funds.  My apologies for any miscommunication.  Any concurrence will not be interpreted as final and the project
management team fully anticipates obtaining the necessary permits prior to any construction activity.

I really do appreciate both of you responding so quickly.  Very helpful!

-Eli    

On Tue, Mar 2, 2021 at 2:38 PM Bigelow, Chester C III CIV USARMY CENAO (USA) <Chester.C.Bigelow@usace.army.mil> wrote: 

Jay is correct. The wetland delineation is on the applicant not the agencies. You would need to get a consultant to determine what wetlands may or may
not be present and then seek a confirmation from the Corps.

 

From: Roberts, Jesse <jesse.roberts@deq.virginia.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, March 2, 2021 2:28 PM
To: Elijah Sharp <esharp@nrvrc.org>; Bigelow, Chester C III CIV USARMY CENAO (USA) <Chester.C.Bigelow@usace.army.mil>; Bill Pedigo
<bpedigo@pulaskitown.org>; Crist, Shawn (DEQ) <shawn.crist@deq.virginia.gov> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Re: Preliminary Project Activity - Environmental Review Coordination

 

Eli -- I have attached a "local" consultant's list of people representing they have staff who are able to identify jurisdictional streams and wetlands.  It is
the project proponents responsibility to undertake the evaluation.  Perhaps the design firm has capability on their staff to do the review.  I'm not sure
what is out there, and typically some type of onsite evaluation would be needed.

 

I will note that land disturbing activities greater than 10,000 square feet may require an erosion control plan approval and local land disturbance
permit, and land disturbing projects greater than 1.0 acre may need a stormwater management plan approval and state land disturbance permit in
addition to the local permit.  Erosion and Storwmater plan review by Town staff in Town limits, erosion control plan review by County and stormwater
plan by DEQ outside of Town in the County.

 

Jay Roberts 
Stormwater / VWP Programs Manager 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Blue Ridge Regional Office 
901 Russell Drive

Salem, VA 24153 
Direct:  540-562-6785 
jesse.roberts@deq.virginia.gov 
www.deq.virginia.gov

 

 

On Tue, Mar 2, 2021 at 1:52 PM Elijah Sharp <esharp@nrvrc.org> wrote:

Good afternoon, Jay.

 

Thank you for putting me in touch with Chet.  Chet informed me that we would need to work with him to obtain a permit if work is proposed in
'wetlands'.  He said that if a project was located in a 'floodplain' I would need to work with the locality and DEQ.  Before I select the wrong rabbit hole,
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I would interpret that the proposed sub-grade work would be located in a Zone A base flood plain.  But the NWI map has me second guessing.  Can
you help me with this determination?

 

I've attached the FIRMette and NWI maps to this email.  I've also shown where current design elements have been considered, in relationship with
the floodplain.  

 

Thank you for your help!

 

-Eli

 

On Wed, Feb 24, 2021 at 2:26 PM Roberts, Jesse <jesse.roberts@deq.virginia.gov> wrote:

Dear Mr. Sharp -- Since this is located in Pulaski County, please discuss with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Chet Bigelow, 540-982-3841,
and Chet is copied on this email.  

 

You may not need to work with DEQ dependent upon Corps permit action.  Call me if needed.

 

Jay Roberts

Stormwater / VWP Programs Manager 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Blue Ridge Regional Office 
901 Russell Drive

Salem, VA 24153 
Direct:  540-562-6785 
jesse.roberts@deq.virginia.gov 
www.deq.virginia.gov

 

 

On Wed, Feb 24, 2021 at 1:36 PM DEQ Website <DEQCommunications@deq.virginia.gov> wrote:

Message submitted from the <Virginia DEQ> website. 
 
Site Visitor Name: Elijah Sharp
Site Visitor Email: esharp@nrvrc.org  
 
Hello,  
 
I am assisting the Town of Pulaski with pre-contract activities associated with anticipated federal funding. The project activities may require the
installation of sanitary sewer pipe within a defined wetland and/or floodplain in order to connect to existing infrastructure. Can you point me in
the right direction for who best to coordinate with at DEQ?

 

 

--

Elijah N. Sharp

Deputy Executive Director

(P) 540-639-9313 (x210)

(C) 304-237-5863

(F) 540-831-6093

New River Valley Regional Commission

6580 Valley Center Drive, Suite 124

Radford, VA 24141

Website: nrvrc.org
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--  

Elijah N. Sharp

Deputy Executive Director

(P) 540-639-9313 (x210)

(C) 304-237-5863

(F) 540-831-6093

New River Valley Regional Commission

6580 Valley Center Drive, Suite 124

Radford, VA 24141

Website: nrvrc.org

 

  

http://www.nrvrc.org/


National Flood Hazard Layer FIRMette

0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000250
Feet

Ü

SEE FIS REPORT FOR DETAILED LEGEND AND INDEX MAP FOR FIRM PANEL LAYOUT

SPECIAL FLOOD
HAZARD AREAS

Without Base Flood Elevation (BFE)
Zone A, V, A99

With BFE or DepthZone AE, AO, AH, VE, AR

Regulatory Floodway

0.2% Annual Chance Flood Hazard, Areas
of 1% annual chance flood with average
depth less than one foot or with drainage
areas of less than one square mileZone X

Future Conditions 1% Annual
Chance Flood HazardZone X

Area with Reduced Flood Risk due to
Levee. See Notes.Zone X

Area with Flood Risk due to LeveeZone D

NO SCREENArea of Minimal Flood HazardZone X

Area of Undetermined Flood HazardZone D

Channel, Culvert, or Storm Sewer

Levee, Dike, or Floodwall

Cross Sections with 1% Annual Chance
17.5 Water Surface Elevation

Coastal Transect

Coastal Transect Baseline
Profile Baseline
Hydrographic Feature

Base Flood Elevation Line (BFE)

Effective LOMRs

Limit of Study
Jurisdiction Boundary

Digital Data Available

No Digital Data Available

Unmapped

This map complies with FEMA's standards for the use of
digital flood maps if it is not void as described below.
The basemap shown complies with FEMA's basemap
accuracy standards

The flood hazard information is derived directly from the
authoritative NFHL web services provided by FEMA. This map
was exported on 2/11/2021 at 2:14 PM  and does not
reflect changes or amendments subsequent to this date and
time. The NFHL and effective information may change or
become superseded by new data over time.

This map image is void if the one or more of the following map
elements do not appear: basemap imagery, flood zone labels,
legend, scale bar, map creation date, community identifiers,
FIRM panel number, and FIRM effective date. Map images for
unmapped and unmodernized areas cannot be used for
regulatory purposes.

Legend

OTHER AREAS OF
FLOOD HAZARD

OTHER AREAS

GENERAL
STRUCTURES

OTHER
FEATURES

MAP PANELS

8

B
20.2

The pin displayed on the map is an approximate
point selected by the user and does not represent
an authoritative property location.

1:6,000

80°44'1"W 37°3'53"N

80°43'24"W 37°3'24"N

Basemap: USGS National Map: Orthoimagery: Data refreshed October, 2020



National Flood Hazard Layer FIRMette

0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000250
Feet

Ü

SEE FIS REPORT FOR DETAILED LEGEND AND INDEX MAP FOR FIRM PANEL LAYOUT

SPECIAL FLOOD
HAZARD AREAS

Without Base Flood Elevation (BFE)
Zone A, V, A99

With BFE or DepthZone AE, AO, AH, VE, AR

Regulatory Floodway

0.2% Annual Chance Flood Hazard, Areas
of 1% annual chance flood with average
depth less than one foot or with drainage
areas of less than one square mileZone X

Future Conditions 1% Annual
Chance Flood HazardZone X

Area with Reduced Flood Risk due to
Levee. See Notes.Zone X

Area with Flood Risk due to LeveeZone D

NO SCREENArea of Minimal Flood HazardZone X

Area of Undetermined Flood HazardZone D

Channel, Culvert, or Storm Sewer

Levee, Dike, or Floodwall

Cross Sections with 1% Annual Chance
17.5 Water Surface Elevation

Coastal Transect

Coastal Transect Baseline
Profile Baseline
Hydrographic Feature

Base Flood Elevation Line (BFE)

Effective LOMRs

Limit of Study
Jurisdiction Boundary

Digital Data Available

No Digital Data Available

Unmapped

This map complies with FEMA's standards for the use of
digital flood maps if it is not void as described below.
The basemap shown complies with FEMA's basemap
accuracy standards

The flood hazard information is derived directly from the
authoritative NFHL web services provided by FEMA. This map
was exported on 2/11/2021 at 2:13 PM  and does not
reflect changes or amendments subsequent to this date and
time. The NFHL and effective information may change or
become superseded by new data over time.

This map image is void if the one or more of the following map
elements do not appear: basemap imagery, flood zone labels,
legend, scale bar, map creation date, community identifiers,
FIRM panel number, and FIRM effective date. Map images for
unmapped and unmodernized areas cannot be used for
regulatory purposes.

Legend

OTHER AREAS OF
FLOOD HAZARD

OTHER AREAS

GENERAL
STRUCTURES

OTHER
FEATURES

MAP PANELS

8

B
20.2

The pin displayed on the map is an approximate
point selected by the user and does not represent
an authoritative property location.

1:6,000

80°44'28"W 37°3'44"N

80°43'51"W 37°3'15"N

Basemap: USGS National Map: Orthoimagery: Data refreshed October, 2020



Legend 

 Potential Treatment Tank 

 Potential Pump Station 

 Potential Force Main Pipe 

 Potential Sewer Pipe 

 Existing Force Main Pipe 

 Existing Gravity Sewer 

Option #4  

Explores local government 

owned land to co-locate treat-

ment tank and pump station. 

Option #2  

Locates treatment tank and 

pump station on industrial 

facility property. 
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 Existing Gravity Sewer 

Option #2  

Locates treatment tank and 

pump station on industrial 

facility property, ties in to 

existing FM at pump station. 

Option #3 

Extends a separate force main 

pipe nearly a mile east, to 

connect with another pump 

station. 
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Appendix 2.H: Steps in Mitigating Floodplain 
or Wetlands Impact 
 

 

8-Step Floodplain Review 
James Hardie Facility Sanitary Sewer Improvements,  
Town of Pulaski, Virginia 
March 2021 

 
1 Floodplain or Wetland Determination 
This action is located within or adjacent to a Zone A 100-year floodplain, as indicated 
on Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Panel 161 of 275 no. 51155C0161G, revised 
September 26, 2008. The FIRM is attached to this document.  Thorne Spring Branch 
(riverine) and Tributary No. 1 (freshwater emergent wetland) were originally identified 
on the Fish and Wildlife Service- National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) map.   
 
This project is new construction of a one-million-gallon equalization wastewater 
storage facility, pump station, and necessary appurtenances to reroute industrial 
effluent away from the downtown municipal public sewer system.  E.O. 11988- 
Floodplain Management and E.O. 11990- Wetlands Protection may apply to this 
project.  This project does not meet any of the exceptions at 24 CFR 55.12 and 
therefore requires an 8-step analysis of the direct and indirect impacts to known 
floodplains and wetlands. 
 
A downtown industrial facility currently discharges its wastewater stream to the west, 
through nearly five miles of the Town's sewer collection and conveyance system, before 
reaching a pump station that is located less than a mile east of the facility.  The high 
sulfur levels in the wastewater, combined with long detention times, cause hydrogen 
sulfide gas to be generated in the Town of Pulaski sewer's collection system and force 
mains.  The gravity collection system downstream of a force main is especially 
vulnerable to hydrogen sulfide corrosion. 
 
2 Public Notification 
A public notice describing the project was published in the Southwest Times, the local 
paper, on August 18, 2019 for a public hearing scheduled on September 3, 2019.  The 
ads targeted local residents.  Official recorded minutes and a copy of the published 
notification is kept in the project’s environmental review record and attached to this 
document.  The required 15 calendar days were allowed for public comment.  As 
required by regulation, the notice also included the name, proposed location and 
description of the activity, and the responsible entity contacts for either questions, 
comments, and grievances.  The advertisement announced that citizens would be given 
an opportunity to comment, and that a fact sheet and draft proposal were both 
available at the Town of Pulaski Engineering Department.   
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Staff at the town presented information regarding the existing conditions of the 
municipal sewer service, along with the recommended alternative.  Staff then 
responded to questions from Town Council regarding the timing of proposed 
improvements.  The existing circumstances of the current situation have become more 
dire as capacity at the plant has expanded over time.  Once discussion amongst staff 
and council concluded a local beauty salon business owner addressed council 
regarding the project. 
 
The information presented at the meeting answered many of the business owner’s 
questions; however, they said that for the last two years she had been getting sewage 
drawn back into the washing machines, in addition to a sewer odor build-up.  The 
problem was apparently worse on rainy days.  Town staff agreed to follow-up with the 
local business owner to assist with the issue.  There were no other additional public 
comments.  A copy of the original advertisement and meeting minutes are attached to 
this document.   
 
The Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and the Army Corp of 
Engineers (Corp) were consulted on February 2, 2021.  Additional coordination with 
DEQ may be required if land disturbance exceeds a half-acre and if improvements are 
proposed in the floodplain.  Land disturbance exceeding a half-acre or more requires 
compliance with Erosion and Sediment Control regulations.  Land disturbance of an 
acre or more will also require compliance with the Virginia Stormwater Act.  In 
addition, if improvements are also necessary within a defined wetland, a Nationwide-
12 permit may be required through the Corp.  
 

3 Alternatives 
In 2017, a Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) explored several alternatives, 
including chemical treatment and re-routing of the flows from the industrial facility to 
create a shorter flow path heading out of downtown, avoiding discharge to the Town’s 
gravity collection system.  Preferred scenarios include the installation of a one-million-
gallon storage tank and necessary appurtenances to shorten the flow path, while also 
increasing the facility capacity.  The final design will locate any and all above ground 
permanent structures outside of the Zone A 100-year floodplain.   
 
Multiple alternatives include an equalization wastewater storage facility to serve the 
existing industrial facility.  This facility has been roughly sized at 1,000,000 gallons.  
That is sufficient storage to hold approximately 1-2 days of processed wastewater in the 
event of a downstream problem.  Unplanned downtime of the industrial facility costs 
the manufacturer over $100,000 an hour of lost production.  The equalization 
wastewater storage facility would only take wastewater from the manufacturing 
process and would not contain wastewater from any of the facility bathrooms, 
kitchens, etc., overall reducing the risk of downtime. 
 
There are two known alternatives for equalization of the process wastewater.  The first 
alternative is an above ground storage tank.  The process wastewater would be pumped 
to the storage tank prior to release to a wastewater pump station.  The equalization 
tank could be used for equalization of flows or just temporary storage.  Effluent from 
the tank could flow by gravity to the proposed pump station. 
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The second tank equalization alternative is a lagoon.  A similarly sized lagoon would 
have a much larger land requirement than a storage tank and face additional 
construction constraints.  A lagoon storage system would require fencing, a 
containment berm, a liner system, and potentially monitoring wells to check for 
groundwater contamination.  For wastewater to flow from the storage lagoon to the 
proposed pump station, it would most likely need to be pumped over.  Based on the 
increased land and other requirements for a lagoon system, alternatives focused on 
utilizing an above ground tank. 
 
The alternatives explored so far include: 
 
Locate the Project Outside of the Floodplain and Wetland 
Option #1: proposes changing the chemical feed system that the Town currently uses 
to combat the high levels of sulfate in the wastewater from the industrial facility.  
Currently, the Town and industrial facility primarily use Bioxide as manufactured by 
Evoqua for hydrogen sulfide control.  In addition to the Bioxide, hydrogen peroxide 
(H2O2) is fed at a nearby pump station.  These two chemicals are commonly used to 
prevent the formation of sulfides and to remove sulfides from the wastewater. 
 
Switching from a Bioxide based chemical treatment system for prevention of sulfide 
formation to a magnesium hydroxide system would involve replacement or upgrade of 
the chemical feed systems at the industrial facility and at Town-owned pump stations. 
Current testing provided for the project indicates that the Bioxide is keeping the sulfide 
levels in check in the Pulaski system. 
 
The facility’s wastewater will continue to be conveyed though the Town of Pulaski’s 
gravity collection system, its supporting pump stations, the Town of Dublin’s gravity 
collection system, and ultimately to the Peppers Ferry WWTP.  Chemical treatment 
will continue to be used and may be modified depending on analysis of the site’s 
discharge. 
 
Option #2: proposes modifying the flow path of the site’s wastewater to directly enter 
the existing 24” force main adjacent to the site.  This alternative will require 
construction of a pump station, approximately 100 lf of 12” force main, approximately 
750 lf of gravity sewer collection lines, and related appurtenances primarily to be 
located on the industrial facility site.  The proposed improvements also include the 
construction of a one-million-gallon equalization wastewater storage tank at the 
industrial facility that will allow process wastewater to be equalized on site to aid in 
chemical treatment prior to discharge, as well as provide storage capacity for 
continued production in the event of problems in the downstream collection system.   
 
This will also potentially allow the industrial facility to discharge at a steady state 
instead of a batch.  The new pump station would convey wastewater into the existing 
24-inch force main which flows directly to pump station 4B, reducing the flow path by 
approximately 3.3 miles.  A new storage tank would provide the opportunity for 
chemical treatment and/or flow equalization prior to being pumped into the collection 
and conveyance system. 
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Option #3: The third alternative examines modifying the flow path of the site’s 
wastewater directly to the downstream pump station.  This will require construction of 
a pump station, approximately 4,400 lf of 12” force main, approximately 750 lf of 
gravity sewer collection lines, and related appurtenances.  The proposed improvements 
also include the construction of an equalization wastewater storage tank at the James 
Hardie facility that will allow processed wastewater to be equalized on site to aid in 
chemical treatment as well as provide storage capacity for continued production, in the 
event of problems in the downstream collection system.  The proposed alternative will 
convey the facility’s wastewater from the proposed pump station directly to the 
downstream pump station. 
 
Option #4: differs from Option 2 in that it proposes the pump station and storage tank 
to be located on an adjacent property owned by Pulaski County instead of on the 
industrial property, as represented in the attached drawing. The pump station would 
still pump directly into the existing 24” force main at a location approximately 3,000 
feet to the west than it would have in Option #2.   
 
This alternative will explore a modification or replacement of an existing pump station 
with the new pump station, and thus would provide the benefit of the Town having only 
one pump station to own and operate instead of two.  Although the estimated cost of 
Option #3 is slightly higher, in the Option #2 scenario the existing pump station would 
still have had to have some upgrades and maintenance based on the age of the facility, 
which would add to the overall project cost. 
 
Locate the Project Within the Floodplain and/or Wetland 
No options are proposed to be located within in a defined Zone A, 100-year floodplain, 
despite any preliminary engineering design drawing concepts.  Between the County 
and the industrial facility owner, there is ample space to locate all permanent above 
ground structures outside of the floodplain.  Once environmental coordination is 
complete an RFP will be issued for A/E services to complete the design.  Agencies 
requesting continued involvement and/or review/approval of final engineering 
documents will be coordinated with accordingly, to satisfy all mitigation requirements.  
Only minor segments of sub-grade sewer pipe have been examined as possibilities to 
complete the proposed improvements. 

 
No Action or Alternative Actions that Serve the Same Purpose 
The industrial facility, which is the primary beneficiary of the proposed improvements, 
is the Town of Pulaski’s largest employer and largest water and wastewater customer.  
This project will achieve both upgrading the treatment capacity at the industrial facility 
and increase the lifespan of the municipal sewage system in Town.  The industrial 
facility currently employs over 300 and is planning an expansion.  Without the 
improvements, a ‘No Action’ scenario could mean losing the employer, as a result of 
the existing municipal sewage system not being able to handle any more capacity.  In 
addition, continuing to operate at the current capacity may lead to sewage system 
failures.  
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4 Potential Direct/Indirect Impacts with Floodplain Development 
The proposed municipal sewer system and industrial facility improvements will have 
minimum impacts to the floodplain because elevated structures will be located outside 
of the floodplain.  The design will minimize and potentially be capable of avoiding 
entirely, any disturbance to known Zone A floodplain and/or wetland areas.  All areas 
where proposed improvements are anticipated will occur on previously disturbed soil.  
Furthermore, new pipe will be co-located in areas featuring similar types of sewer 
infrastructure. 
 
The Town of Pulaski is not currently a member of the National Flood Insurance 
Program.  HUD requires projects located in the floodplain to maintain flood insurance 
for the life of the property.  Any required securities or assurances will be accepted by 
the Town and or private industrial facility owner. 
 
In addition to concerns for life and property, the Town understands the natural and 
beneficial values of the floodplain.  The natural resources of the floodplain include 
water, biological, and societal resources.  Hydrologists and engineers will be consulted 
in order to design the proposed improvements in such a way that natural flood and 
erosion control, water quality, and groundwater recharge are preserved. 
 
The Fish and Wildlife Service has determined that the construction activities may 
affect certain bat species; however, tree removal will not occur between April 15th and 
September 15th during any given year. 
 
The site will not have an effect on agricultural lands and efforts have been made to 
preserve existing plants and trees on the site.  The Town will also allow the site to be 
accessible for archaeological, historic, environmental, biological, and other scientific 
studies should an individual or an organization express interest. 
 
5 Minimize Adverse Impacts and Restore the Floodplain 
Preserving Lives: The proposed improvements will not be inhabited by humans. 
 
Preserving Property: The floodplain and/or any impacted wetlands shall be restored 
to pre-existing condition or better.  No impacts are anticipated; however, any such 
impact shall be properly mitigated by associated regulatory agencies. 
 
Preserving Natural Values and Minimizing Impacts: Impacts to the floodplain will be 
limited due to construction occurring within a previously developed Impervious 
surfaces in and directly around the floodplain are prohibited.  Final design shall 
incorporate the use of Virginia’s Best Management Practices (BMPs) to maintain 
stormwater quantity and quality.  The FWS will also advise the Town of Pulaski on 
preservation of flora (plants) and fauna (animals).  Conservation easement agreements 
through the United States Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resource Conservation 
Service will also be entered for nearby wetlands owned by the Town.  These actions will 
serve to both restore habitat off and on site, while also preserving non-impacted areas 
to minimize effects.  
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6 Reevaluate the Alternatives 
To date, a total of four alternatives have been examined for the identified industrial 
facility to address the odor and deterioration present, by conveying its wastewater 
through the downtown municipal sewage system.  
 
The main advantage of Option1# is the low improvement cost versus other alternatives 
which reroute the site’s wastewater discharge.  The disadvantages would include the 
continued odor and deterioration present in the Town of Pulaski’s wastewater 
collection system if the chemical treatments are unable able to eliminate those 
problems.  The high flows are a continued burden on the capacity of the conveyance 
system, on the existing route through the Town.  In addition, the Critzer Pump Station 
is operating above the intended design capacity by operating over 12 hours per day.  
The large volume of flow coming from industrial facility, via the Critzer Pump Station, 
also impacts the ability of the 4A Pump Station to deal with inflow and infiltration 
coming from the Town.  Another disadvantage is continued long-term chemical 
addition costs. 
 
The recommended alternative (Option #2) from the 2017 PER proposes a pump 
station and a one-million- gallon storage tank to be constructed at the industrial.  The 
pump station would convey the wastewater directly into the existing 24-inch force 
main, reducing the flow path by approximately 3.3 miles.  The new on-site storage tank 
would provide the opportunity for chemical treatment and/or flow equalization prior 
to being pumped into the collection and conveyance system. 
 
Option #2 has potential disadvantages as well.  The first is increased capital costs to 
construct a new pump station, process storage tank, gravity collection lines, and force 
main improvements for this alternative.  Another potential disadvantage is that by 
removing the industrial facility flows from the Critzer Pump Station, the detention 
times for both that station and the 4A station will likely increase significantly.  As such, 
the Town will need to keep feeding chemicals at those stations.  However, with the 
majority of the sulfide source removed the necessary quantities of chemical additional 
should be greatly reduced. 
 
There are similar advantages between Option #2 and Option #3.  The first advantage 
of Option #3 is the industrial facility wastewater discharges will no longer flow through 
the Critzer Pump Station, the 4A Pump Station, and most of the associated force mains 
and gravity collection systems.  This alternative will result is the least detention time 
for the sulfide laden wastewater from the industrial facility, as it will flow through its 
own force main directly to the 4B Pump Station.  The last advantage of this alternative 
is that the pump station would have no effect on the operation of the 4A Pump Station.  
With a completely separate force main, operation of the industrial facility’s pump 
station would have no effect on the 4A pump. 
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Option #3 has potential disadvantages as well.  The first is increased capital costs to 
construct a new pump station, process storage tank, gravity collection lines, and force 
main improvements for this alternative.  Another potential disadvantage is that the 
detention times for both pump existing stations will likely increase significantly.  As 
such, the Town will need to keep feeding chemicals at those stations.  However, with 
the majority of the sulfide source removed, the necessary quantities of chemical 
additional should be greatly reduced.  Another potential disadvantage of this 
alternative would be an increased impact on Pump Station 4B.  Because the James 
Hardie Pump Station would be independent of pumping operations at Pump Station 
4A, it is conceivable that the Pump Station 4B could receive peak flows from both 
stations at the same time. 
 
Since completion of the initial PER, engineers from the Town of Pulaski and Hurt & 
Proffitt, have had further discussion and site visits to explore another alternative 
(Option #4), which not only provides the same advantages of the recommended Option 
#2, but also improves upon existing and future maintenance and operational issues. 
 
Option #4 differs from Option #2 in that it proposes the pump station and storage tank 
to be located on the Critzer Pump Station site instead of on the industrial facility 
property, as represented in the attached drawing. The pump station would still pump 
directly into the existing 24” force main at a location approximately 3,000 feet to the 
west than it would have in Option #2. 
 
For these reasons, the flexibility to adapt the exact location of the storage facility, and 
any associated pump stations and necessary appurtenances to achieve the proposed 
improvements is important, moving in to the final design phase.  Currently, Options 
#2 and #4 are preferred; however, final design will determine how best to optimize the 
proposed improvement and also minimize adverse impacts. 
 
7 Reevaluate the Alternatives 
It is the Town of Pulaski’s determination that there is likely no practicable alternative 
for partially locating sub-grade components of the project within the flood zone.  This 
is due to: 1) the proximity of current sub-grade sewage pipes being located in such 
zones that require connection; 2) the possibility of constructing additional sub-grade 
sewage pipe parallel and within the right-of-way of existing utilities that may be 
located in the floodplain; 3) the desire to not displace jobs; 4) the need to construct an 
economically feasible project; and 5) the ability to mitigate and minimize impacts on 
human health, public property, and floodplain values. 
 
A final notice was published and posted consistent with the prior notice.  The notice 
explains the reasons why the modified project must be located in the floodplain, offers 
a list of alternatives considered at Steps 3 and 6, and describes all mitigation measures 
at Step 5 taken to minimize adverse impacts and preserve natural and beneficial 
floodplain values.  The notice is attached to this document.  No concerns were 
expressed by the public concerning this notice. 
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8 Implement the Proposed Action 
The Town will assure that this plan, as modified and described above, is executed and 
necessary language will be included in all agreements with participating parties.  The 
Town will also take an active role in monitoring the construction process to ensure no 
unnecessary impacts occur nor unnecessary risks are taken.  The Town will purchase 
any necessary insurance or agree to specific assurances for any infrastructure located 
within the floodplain; furthermore place a covenant on the property that lasts for the 
useful life of the structure. 



Elijah Sharp <esharp@nrvrc.org>

Re: [Non-DoD Source] Re: Preliminary Project Activity - Environmental Review Coordination 
1 message

Elijah Sharp <esharp@nrvrc.org> Tue, Mar 2, 2021 at 3:05 PM
To: "Bigelow, Chester C III CIV USARMY CENAO (USA)" <Chester.C.Bigelow@usace.army.mil>
Cc: "Roberts, Jesse" <jesse.roberts@deq.virginia.gov>, Bill Pedigo <bpedigo@pulaskitown.org>, "Crist, Shawn (DEQ)" <shawn.crist@deq.virginia.gov>

Thank you for providing the additional information, gentleman.  At this time we are completing pre-contract activities associated with the release of federal
funding.  The first step after receiving a notice to proceed is to hire A/E professional services for final design.  Would it be appropriate at this time to say
that both DEQ and the Army Corp have been contacted and that additional correspondence will be required during final design?  Furthermore, that work
of this nature has occurred in the past with the necessary permitting and mitigation measures?  I believe that it is the intent of our federal partners to rule
out funding projects that would not be allowed in certain environments.  

We're completing the activities as required by DHCD to receive ARC and CDBG dollars.  Their process has been relatively straightforward so far, but
there are a couple of areas that require some initiative on behalf of the grantee.  The EDA is also funding this project, but does not require this type of
coordination prior to release of funds.  My apologies for any miscommunication.  Any concurrence will not be interpreted as final and the project
management team fully anticipates obtaining the necessary permits prior to any construction activity.

I really do appreciate both of you responding so quickly.  Very helpful!

-Eli    

On Tue, Mar 2, 2021 at 2:38 PM Bigelow, Chester C III CIV USARMY CENAO (USA) <Chester.C.Bigelow@usace.army.mil> wrote: 

Jay is correct. The wetland delineation is on the applicant not the agencies. You would need to get a consultant to determine what wetlands may or may
not be present and then seek a confirmation from the Corps.

 

From: Roberts, Jesse <jesse.roberts@deq.virginia.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, March 2, 2021 2:28 PM
To: Elijah Sharp <esharp@nrvrc.org>; Bigelow, Chester C III CIV USARMY CENAO (USA) <Chester.C.Bigelow@usace.army.mil>; Bill Pedigo
<bpedigo@pulaskitown.org>; Crist, Shawn (DEQ) <shawn.crist@deq.virginia.gov> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Re: Preliminary Project Activity - Environmental Review Coordination

 

Eli -- I have attached a "local" consultant's list of people representing they have staff who are able to identify jurisdictional streams and wetlands.  It is
the project proponents responsibility to undertake the evaluation.  Perhaps the design firm has capability on their staff to do the review.  I'm not sure
what is out there, and typically some type of onsite evaluation would be needed.

 

I will note that land disturbing activities greater than 10,000 square feet may require an erosion control plan approval and local land disturbance
permit, and land disturbing projects greater than 1.0 acre may need a stormwater management plan approval and state land disturbance permit in
addition to the local permit.  Erosion and Storwmater plan review by Town staff in Town limits, erosion control plan review by County and stormwater
plan by DEQ outside of Town in the County.

 

Jay Roberts 
Stormwater / VWP Programs Manager 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Blue Ridge Regional Office 
901 Russell Drive

Salem, VA 24153 
Direct:  540-562-6785 
jesse.roberts@deq.virginia.gov 
www.deq.virginia.gov

 

 

On Tue, Mar 2, 2021 at 1:52 PM Elijah Sharp <esharp@nrvrc.org> wrote:

Good afternoon, Jay.

 

Thank you for putting me in touch with Chet.  Chet informed me that we would need to work with him to obtain a permit if work is proposed in
'wetlands'.  He said that if a project was located in a 'floodplain' I would need to work with the locality and DEQ.  Before I select the wrong rabbit hole,
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I would interpret that the proposed sub-grade work would be located in a Zone A base flood plain.  But the NWI map has me second guessing.  Can
you help me with this determination?

 

I've attached the FIRMette and NWI maps to this email.  I've also shown where current design elements have been considered, in relationship with
the floodplain.  

 

Thank you for your help!

 

-Eli

 

On Wed, Feb 24, 2021 at 2:26 PM Roberts, Jesse <jesse.roberts@deq.virginia.gov> wrote:

Dear Mr. Sharp -- Since this is located in Pulaski County, please discuss with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Chet Bigelow, 540-982-3841,
and Chet is copied on this email.  

 

You may not need to work with DEQ dependent upon Corps permit action.  Call me if needed.

 

Jay Roberts

Stormwater / VWP Programs Manager 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Blue Ridge Regional Office 
901 Russell Drive

Salem, VA 24153 
Direct:  540-562-6785 
jesse.roberts@deq.virginia.gov 
www.deq.virginia.gov

 

 

On Wed, Feb 24, 2021 at 1:36 PM DEQ Website <DEQCommunications@deq.virginia.gov> wrote:

Message submitted from the <Virginia DEQ> website. 
 
Site Visitor Name: Elijah Sharp
Site Visitor Email: esharp@nrvrc.org  
 
Hello,  
 
I am assisting the Town of Pulaski with pre-contract activities associated with anticipated federal funding. The project activities may require the
installation of sanitary sewer pipe within a defined wetland and/or floodplain in order to connect to existing infrastructure. Can you point me in
the right direction for who best to coordinate with at DEQ?

 

 

--

Elijah N. Sharp

Deputy Executive Director

(P) 540-639-9313 (x210)

(C) 304-237-5863

(F) 540-831-6093

New River Valley Regional Commission

6580 Valley Center Drive, Suite 124

Radford, VA 24141

Website: nrvrc.org
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--  

Elijah N. Sharp

Deputy Executive Director

(P) 540-639-9313 (x210)

(C) 304-237-5863

(F) 540-831-6093

New River Valley Regional Commission

6580 Valley Center Drive, Suite 124

Radford, VA 24141

Website: nrvrc.org
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VERSION 3.1 

United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Virginia Field Office 
6669 Short Lane 

Gloucester, VA 23061 

      Date:

Self-Certification Letter 

Project Name: 

Dear Applicant: 

Thank you for using the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) Virginia Ecological Services 
online project review process. By printing this letter in conjunction with your project review 
package, you are certifying that you have completed the online project review process for the 
project named above in accordance with all instructions provided, using the best available 
information to reach your conclusions. This letter, and the enclosed project review package, 
completes the review of your project in accordance with the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 
U.S.C. 1531-1544, 87 Stat. 884), as amended (ESA). This letter also provides information for 
your project review under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (P.L. 91-190, 42 U.S.C. 
4321-4347, 83 Stat. 852), as amended. A copy of this letter and the project review package must 
be submitted to this office for this certification to be valid. This letter and the project review 
package will be maintained in our records. 

The species conclusions table in the enclosed project review package summarizes your ESA 
conclusions. These conclusions resulted in: 

• “no effect” determinations for proposed/listed species and/or proposed/designated critical
habitat; and/or

• Action may affect the northern long-eared bat; however, any take that may occur as a
result of the Action is not prohibited under the ESA Section 4(d) rule adopted for this
species at 50 CFR § 17.40(o) [as determined through the Information, Planning, and
Consultation System (IPaC) northern long-eared bat assisted determination key]; and/or

• “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” determinations for proposed/listed species
and/or proposed/designated critical habitat.



VERSION 3.1 

Applicant Page 2 
 
We certify that use of the online project review process in strict accordance with the instructions 
provided as documented in the enclosed project review package results in reaching the 
appropriate determinations. Therefore, we concur with the determinations described above for 
proposed and listed species and proposed and designated critical habitat. Additional 
coordination with this office is not needed. 

 
Candidate species are not legally protected pursuant to the ESA. However, the Service 
encourages consideration of these species by avoiding adverse impacts to them. Please contact 
this office for additional coordination if your project action area contains candidate species. 

 
Should project plans change or if additional information on the distribution of proposed or listed 
species, proposed or designated critical habitat becomes available, this determination may be 
reconsidered. This certification letter is valid for 1 year. 

 
Information about the online project review process including instructions and use, species 
information, and other information regarding project reviews within Virginia is available at our 
website http://www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/endspecies/project_reviews.html. If you have 
any questions, please contact Troy Andersen of this office at (804) 824-2428. 

 
Sincerely, 

 

 
Cindy Schulz 
Field Supervisor 
Virginia Ecological Services 

 
 
Enclosures - project review package 

http://www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/endspecies/project_reviews.html


Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 7 Determination Table 

Project Name:  Town of Pulaski/James Hardie Public Sewer Improvements 

Date:  March 3, 2021 

Consultation Code: 

Species / Resource 
Name 

Habitat/Species 
Presence in Action Area Sources of Info ESA Section 7 Determination Project Elements that Support 

Determination 
Insert name of species 
or resource as listed on 
Official Species List. 

Indicate if suitable habitat 
and species are present 
in the Action Area (see 
examples in Step 5). 

Explain what info suitable 
habitat/species presence is based 
on. 

Using reasoning and decision tables 
in Step 5, select determination for 
each species (e.g. no effect, not 
likely to adversely affect, or likely to 
adversely affect). 

Explain which project elements 
may impact the habitat or 
individuals of each species and 
any Avoidance and Minimization 
Measures being implemented. 

Indiana Bat, Myotis 
sodalis 

Critical habitat not 
present, suitable habitat 
not likely. 

No suitable habitat, Draft 
Recovery Plan, Figure 3, page 19, 
no records of species in County. 

Not likely to adversely affect Restrict tree clearing from 4/15 – 
9/15 of any year. 

Northern Long-eared 
Bat, Myotis 
septentrionalis 

Critical habitat not 
present, suitable habitat 
not likely. 

No suitable habitat, 50 CFR Part 
17, Final Rule: determination of 
critical habitat is not prudent. 

Not likely to adversely affect Restrict tree clearing from 4/15 – 
9/15 of any year. 

Virginia Big-eared Bat, 
Corynorhinus 
townsendii virginianus 

Critical habitat not 
present, potentially 
suitable habitat. 

1984 Recovery Plan, Outline, 5.0, 
Page 46. Habitat for roosting and 
foraging is still unknown. 

Not likely to adversely affect Restrict tree clearing from 4/15 – 
9/15 of any year. 

Critical habitat for 
identified bat species 

Critical habitat not 
present 

VAFO CH Map Tool No Effect N/A 

Migratory Birds, 
excluding Bald Eagle 

No confirmed presence in 
Action Area 

eBird Map Tool No Effect N/A 

Bald Eagle, Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus 

No confirmed presence in 
Action Area 

eBird Map Tool No Effect N/A 

Potential Wetland(s) No confirmed presence in 
Action Area 

Must be identified during final 
design A/E consultant (applicant) 

Not likely to adversely affect Necessary permits will be 
obtained from DEQ and/or the 
Army Corp of Engineers 

 



Town Of Pulaski/James Hardie 
Public Sewer Improvements
Biological Assessment
Prepared using IPaC 
February 17, 2021

The purpose of this Biological Assessment (BA) is to assess the effects of the 
proposed project and determine whether the project may affect any Federally 
threatened, endangered, proposed or candidate species. This BA is prepared in 
accordance with legal requirements set forth under Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1536 (c)).

https://www.fws.gov/endangered/laws-policies/section-7.html
https://www.fws.gov/endangered/laws-policies/section-7.html
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In this document, any data provided by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is based on data as of February 
9, 2021.

Prepared using IPaC version 5.55.6
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1 Description Of The Action

1.1 Project Name
Town of Pulaski/James Hardie Public Sewer Improvements

1.2 Executive Summary
Although the presence of bat species have not been confirmed within the proposed 
project area, Pulaski County is currently listed within the 'current range' of one or more 
of the identified species. In addition, foraging areas are generally located within a few 
miles of roost sites and consist of a mix of primarily forested habitats interspersed with 
open fields/hay fields, cliff lines, rock shelters or outcrops, riparian areas, and water 
sources such as streams, ponds, and wetlands. Some species are known to migrate up 
to 40-miles when moving between sites/seasons.

Tree removal activities result in the incidental take of bats when the activity occurs 
within 0.25 miles of a known hibernaculum or any trees removed within a 150-foot 
radius from a maternity roost tree. The most important conservation actions for the bat 
are to protect bats in hibernacula and maternity roost trees, and continue to monitor 
populations in summer habitat. Activities not involving tree removal are not prohibited.

The proposed improvements are not anticipated to degrade or fragment foraging areas, 
subsurface caves, create a new barrier for migration, or reduce connectivity between 
areas. However, the construction phase of the project may need to factor in proper 
mitigation strategies to assure adverse impacts are properly mitigated. Pulaski County is 
identified within the Southeastern management unit for the Virginia Big-Eared Bat.

 
Effect determination summary
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1.3 Project Description

1.3.1 Location
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LOCATION
Pulaski County, Virginia

1.3.2 Description of project habitat
The habitat of the project area can be defined as relatively open; however, potential 
municipal sewer improvements are anticipated to be located on previously disturbed 
land. Proposed improvements include the installation of a treatment tank, pump station, 
and connections to existing public sewer that is located on-site. Thorne Spring Branch 
and a contributing tributary are adjacent, but are anticipated to have minimal impacts 
resulting from proposed activities. There is also a small cluster of of trees and a railroad 
track that are located adjacent to the proposed improvements, both of which are located 
outside of the proposed limits of disturbance. The industrial facility is currently situated 
on approximately 65 acres and can be accessed by roadway and industrial rail spur. 
The Town of Pulaski and Pulaski County own adjacent properties that are 12 acres and 
35 acres respectively. Project activities can occur on properties as needed to properly 
mitigate potential adverse impacts.

1.3.3 Project proponent information
Provide information regarding who is proposing to conduct the project, and their contact 
information. Please provide details on whether there is a Federal nexus.

Requesting Agency
New River Valley Regional Commission

FULL NAME
Elijah Sharp

STREET ADDRESS
6580 Valley Center Drive

Suite 124

CITY
Radford

STATE
VA

ZIP
24141

PHONE NUMBER
(540) 639-9313

E-MAIL ADDRESS
esharp@nrvrc.org

Lead agency
Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development
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1.3.4 Project purpose
A downtown industrial facility currently discharges its wastewater stream to the west, 
through nearly five miles of the Town's sewer collection and conveyance system, before 
reaching a pump station that is located less than a mile east of the facility. The high 
sulfur levels in the wastewater, combined with long detention times, cause hydrogen 
sulfide gas to be generated in the Town of Pulaski sewer's collection system and force 
mains. The gravity collection system downstream of a force main is especially 
vulnerable to hydrogen sulfide corrosion.

In 2017, a Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) explored several alternatives, 
including chemical treatment and re-routing of the flows from the industrial facility to 
create a shorter flow path heading out of downtown, avoiding discharge to the Town’s 
gravity collection system. Preferred scenarios include the installation of a one-million- 
gallon storage tank and necessary appurtenances to shorten the flow path, while also 
increasing the facility capacity. The final design will locate any and all above ground 
permanent structures outside of the Zone A 100-year floodplain.

Multiple alternatives include an equalization wastewater storage facility to serve the 
existing industrial facility. This facility has been roughly sized at 1,000,000 gallons. That 
is sufficient storage to hold approximately 1-2 days of processed wastewater in the 
event of a downstream problem. Unplanned downtime of the industrial facility costs the 
manufacturer over $100,000 an hour of lost production. The equalization wastewater 
storage facility would only take wastewater from the manufacturing process and would 
not contain wastewater from any of the facility bathrooms, kitchens, etc., overall 
reducing the risk of downtime.

There are two known alternatives for equalization of the process wastewater. The first 
alternative is an above ground storage tank. The process wastewater would be pumped 
to the storage tank prior to release to a wastewater pump station. The equalization tank 
could be used for equalization of flows or just temporary storage. Effluent from the tank 
could flow by gravity to the proposed pump station.

The second tank equalization alternative is a lagoon. A similarly sized lagoon would 
have a much larger land requirement than a storage tank and face additional 
construction constraints. A lagoon storage system would require fencing, a containment 
berm, a liner system, and potentially monitoring wells to check for groundwater 
contamination. For wastewater to flow from the storage lagoon to the proposed pump 
station, it would most likely need to be pumped over. Based on the increased land and 
other requirements for a lagoon system, alternatives focus on utilizing an above ground 
tank.

1.3.5 Project type and deconstruction
This project is a municipal sewer system improvement project.
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1.3.5.1 Project map
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LEGEND
Project footprint

Below Ground Sewer Pipe Potential Locations: Install below-ground pipeline

Potential Location Storage Facility Locations: Equalization wastewater storage 
facility (structure)

Potential Pump Station Locations: Wastewater pump station (structure)
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1.3.5.2 equalization wastewater storage facility

Structure completion date
June 29, 2023

Removal/decommission date (if applicable)
Not applicable

Stressors
This activity is not expected to have any impact on the environment.

Description
This facility has been roughly sized at 1,000,000 gallons. That is sufficient storage to 
hold approximately 1-2 days of processed wastewater in the event of a downstream 
problem. Unplanned downtime of the industrial facility costs the manufacturer over 
$100,000 an hour of lost production. The equalization wastewater storage facility 
would only take wastewater from the manufacturing process and would not contain 
wastewater from any of the facility bathrooms, kitchens, etc., overall reducing the 
risk of downtime.

There are two known alternatives for equalization of the process wastewater. The 
first alternative is an above ground storage tank. The process wastewater would be 
pumped to the storage tank prior to release to a wastewater pump station. The 
equalization tank could be used for equalization of flows or just temporary storage. 
Effluent from the tank could flow by gravity to the proposed pump station.

The second tank equalization alternative is a lagoon. A similarly sized lagoon would 
have a much larger land requirement than a storage tank and face additional 
construction constraints. A lagoon storage system would require fencing, a 
containment berm, a liner system, and potentially monitoring wells to check for 
groundwater contamination. For wastewater to flow from the storage lagoon to the 
proposed pump station, it would most likely need to be pumped over. Based on the 
increased land and other requirements for a lagoon system, alternatives focused on 
utilizing an above ground tank.
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1.3.5.3 wastewater pump station

Structure completion date
June 29, 2023

Removal/decommission date (if applicable)
Not applicable

Stressors
This activity is not expected to have any impact on the environment.

Description
A small above-ground structure that is fed by below-grade gravity sewer pipe, which 
is then pumped into an existing force main.

1.3.5.4 install below-ground pipeline

Activity start date
June 29, 2023

Activity end date
Unspecified

Stressors
This activity is not expected to have any impact on the environment.

Description
12-24 inch force main and 10-inch gravity sewer pipe, co-located and/or parallel to 
existing lines and short connections between necessary connections.

1.3.6 Anticipated environmental stressors
Describe the anticipated effects of your proposed project on the aspects of the land, air 
and water that will occur due to the activities above. These should be based on the 
activity deconstructions done in the previous section and will be used to inform the 
action area.

1.3.6.1 Animal Features
Individuals from the Animalia kingdom, such as raptors, mollusks, and fish. This feature also includes 
byproducts and remains of animals (e.g., carrion, feathers, scat, etc.), and animal-related structures (e.g., 
dens, nests, hibernacula, etc.).
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1.3.6.2 Plant Features
Individuals from the Plantae kingdom, such as trees, shrubs, herbs, grasses, ferns, and mosses. This feature 
also includes products of plants (e.g., nectar, flowers, seeds, etc.).

1.3.6.3 Aquatic Features
Bodies of water on the landscape, such as streams, rivers, ponds, wetlands, etc., and their physical 
characteristics (e.g., depth, current, etc.). This feature includes the groundwater and its characteristics. Water 
quality attributes (e.g., turbidity, pH, temperature, DO, nutrients, etc.) should be placed in the Environmental 
Quality Features.

1.3.6.4 Landform (topographic) Features
Topographic (landform) features that typically occur naturally on the landscape (e.g., cliffs, terraces, ridges, 
etc.). This feature does not include aquatic landscape features or man-made structures.

1.3.6.5 Miscellaneous
Miscellaneous should only be used if the created feature does not fit into one of the other categories or if the 
creator is not sure in which category it should be placed.
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1.4 Action Area
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▪

1.5 Conservation Measures

1.5.1 avoid and/or minimize the removal of trees and/or clearing and 
grubbing measures

Description
Investigate small clusters of trees 1-week prior to initiating any construction activities.

Direct interactions
stress

1.6 Prior Consultation History
US Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Virginia Ecological Services 
Field Office, February 27, 2020

Consultation Code: 05E2VA00-2020-E-06191

1.7 Other Agency Partners And Interested Parties
Ms. Kelly Charapich, Community Development Specialist

Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development, Grantor

(276) 274-4108

kelly.charapich@dhcd.virginia.gov

Ms. Darlene Burcham, Town Manager / Mr. Bill Pedigo, Town Engineer

Town of Pulaski, Grantee

(540) 994-8600

dburcham@pulaskitown.org / bpedigo@pulaskitown.org
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▪

1.8 Other Reports And Helpful Information
On behalf of the Town of Pulaski, the New River Valley Regional Commission is 
completing necessary pre-contract activities assigned by the Virginia Department of 
Housing and Community Development. The checklist requires correspondence with 
other regulatory agencies, prior to the completion of final A/E design.

Relevant documentation
Species List_ Virginia Ecological Services Field Office022720

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/project/42O3OU764VHODMMIZFRLSTXAXI/projectDocuments/99180663
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2 Species Effects Analysis
This section describes, species by species, the effects of the proposed action on listed, 
proposed, and candidate species, and the habitat on which they depend. In this 
document, effects are broken down as direct interactions (something happening directly 
to the species) or indirect interactions (something happening to the environment on 
which a species depends that could then result in effects to the species).  
 
These interactions encompass effects that occur both during project construction and 
those which could be ongoing after the project is finished. All effects, however, should 
be considered, including effects from direct and indirect interactions and cumulative 
effects.

2.1 Indiana Bat
This species has been excluded from analysis in this environmental review 
document.

Justification for exclusion
According to the Indiana Bat Draft Recovery Plan, First Revision, April 2007, the Indiana 
Bat is a temperate, insectivorous, migratory bat that hibernates colonially in caves and 
mines in the winter. Most bats hibernate where the ambient temperature remains below 
50 degrees F, but infrequently drops below freezing, and the temperature is relatively 
stable. In spring, the bats form maternal colonies, typically roost behind exfoliating bark 
of large, often dead trees. Roost trees are typically within canopy gaps in a forest, in a 
fenceline, or along a wooded edge. Roosts can occur in riparian zones, bottomland and 
floodplain habitats, wooded wetlands, and upland communities.

While a small cluster of trees currently exists adjacent to the proposed project activities, 
they are not consistent with the defined habitat of the plan. The floodplain located within 
or adjacent to lands owned by project stakeholders is open and does not include tree 
canopies. In addition, Figure 3, page 19 indicates that there are no records of the 
species documented in Pulaski County (Winter, Summer, or both).

2.2 Northern Long-Eared Bat

2.2.1 Status of the species
This section should provide information on the species' background, its biology and life 
history that is relevant to the proposed project within the action area that will inform the 
effects analysis.
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2.2.1.1 Legal status
The Northern Long-eared Bat is federally listed as 'Threatened' and additional 
information regarding its legal status can be found on the ECOS species profile.

2.2.1.2 Recovery plans
Available recovery plans for the Northern Long-eared Bat can be found on the ECOS 
species profile.

2.2.1.3 Life history information
The northern long-eared bat is a medium-sized bat about 3 to 3.7 inches in length but with a 
wingspan of 9 to 10 inches. As its name suggests, this bat is distinguished by its long ears, 
particularly as compared to other bats in its genus, Myotis, which are actually bats noted for their 
small ears (Myotis means mouse-eared). The northern long-eared bat is found across much of the 
eastern and north central United States and all Canadian provinces from the Atlantic coast west 
to the southern Northwest Territories and eastern British Columbia. The species range includes 
37 states. White-nose syndrome, a fungal disease known to affect bats, is currently the 
predominant threat to this bat, especially throughout the Northeast where the species has 
declined by up to 99 percent from pre-white-nose syndrome levels at many hibernation sites. 
Although the disease has not yet spread throughout the northern long-eared bats entire range 
(white-nose syndrome is currently found in at least 25 of 37 states where the northern long-eared 
bat occurs), it continues to spread. Experts expect that where it spreads, it will have the same 
impact as seen in the Northeast.

Identified resource needs
Hibernacula

Humidity: high, noise: low, with minimal distrubance, temperature: 0-9 degrees celsius, time of 
year: august through april, type: caves, mines, sewers and spillways

Insects
Type: lepidoptera (moths and butterflies), coleoptera (beetles), trichoptera (caddisflies), diptera 
(flies), spiders and lepidopterous larvae

Open water
Type: streams, rivers, ponds, wetlands, lakes and road ruts

Travel corridors
Location: between forest patches, type: riparian corridors, wooded paths, hedgerows and fence 
rows

Trees
Size: > or equal to 3 inch dbh, spatial arrangement: within 1000 feet of forest, structure: cracks, 
crevices, cavities, exfoliating bark, time of year: april through august, type: dead, nearly dead, 
living tree with dead parts and living with appropriate structure

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045#recovery
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045#recovery
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2.2.1.4 Conservation needs
Determination of critical habitat is not prudent for the Northern Long-Eared Bat

2.2.2 Environmental baseline
The environmental baseline describes the species' health within the action area only 
at the time of the consultation, and does not include the effects of the action under 
review. Unlike the species information provided above, the environmental baseline is at 
the scale of the Action area.

2.2.2.1 Species presence and use
Although the presence of the Virginia Big-Eared Bat has not been confirmed within the 
proposed project area, Pulaski County is currently listed within the 'current range' of the 
species. In addition, foraging areas are generally located within a few miles of roost 
sites and consist of a mix of primarily forested habitats interspersed with open fields/hay 
fields, cliff lines, rock shelters or outcrops, riparian areas, and water sources such as 
streams, ponds, and wetlands. The species is known to migrate up to 40-miles when 
moving between sites/seasons.

The proposed improvements are not anticipated to degrade or fragment foraging areas, 
subsurface caves, create a new barrier for migration, or reduce connectivity between 
areas. However, the construction phase of the project may need to factor in proper 
mitigation strategies to assure adverse impacts are properly mitigated. Pulaski County is 
identified within the Southeastern management unit.

2.2.2.2 Species conservation needs within the action area
Tree removal activities result in the incidental take of northern long-eared bats when the 
activity occurs within 0.25 miles of a known hibernaculum or any trees removed within a 
150-foot radius from a maternity roost tree. The most important conservation actions for 
the bat are to protect bats in hibernacula and maternity roost trees, and continue to 
monitor populations in summer habitat. Activities not involving tree removal are not 
prohibited.

2.2.2.3 Habitat condition (general)
Determination of critical habitat is not prudent for the Norther Long-Eared Bat at this 
time.

2.2.2.4 Influences
No adverse influences are anticipated for this species as a result of the proposed 
improvements.
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2.2.2.5 Additional baseline information
Determination of critical habitat is not prudent for the Northern Long-Eared Bat at this 
time.

2.2.3 Effects of the action
This section considers and discusses all effects on the listed species that are caused by 
the proposed action and are reasonably certain to occur, including the effects of other 
activities that would not occur but for the proposed action.

2.2.3.1 Indirect interactions
Provide a brief overview of what the applicable science has discovered regarding the 
species and its response to the stressors that each project activity may cause. This 
should include an explanation of the pathways and mechanisms that have potential to 
translate environmental change (impact) into response and effects to individuals.

2.2.3.2 Direct interactions
No direct interactions leading to effects on species are expected to occur from the proposed 
project.

2.2.4 Cumulative effects
No adverse effects are anticipated. All proposed improvements are being located on 
lands previously disturbed, and away from know species habitat.

2.2.5 Discussion and conclusion

Determination: NE

2.3 Virginia Big-Eared Bat

2.3.1 Status of the species
This section should provide information on the species' background, its biology and life 
history that is relevant to the proposed project within the action area that will inform the 
effects analysis.

2.3.1.1 Legal status
The Virginia Big-eared Bat is federally listed as 'Endangered' and additional information 
regarding its legal status can be found on the ECOS species profile.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8369
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2.3.1.2 Recovery plans
Available recovery plans for the Virginia Big-eared Bat can be found on the ECOS 
species profile.

2.3.1.3 Life history information
Plecotus townsendii is a medium-sized bat with forearms measuring 39 to 48 millimeters (mm) 
long and weighing 7 to 12 grams. Total body length is 98 mm, the tail is 46 mm, and the hind 
foot is 11 mm long. This bat's long ears (over 2.5 centimeters) and facial glands on either side of 
the snout are quite distinctive. Fur is light to dark brown depending upon the age of the 
individual and the subspecies. The only other eastern bat that resembles the Ozark or the Virginia 
big-eared bat is P. rafinesquii (Rafinesque's big-eared bat). Rafinesque's big-eared bat has toe 
hairs that extend beyond the end of the toes and the dorsal fur is gray rather than brown. The 
belly fur of Rafinesque's big-eared bat is white or whitish rather than light brown or buff 
(Schmidly 1991, Barbour and Davis 1969). The Ozark and Virginia big-eared bats do not have 
overlapping ranges. Copulation occurs in the fall and winter and the females store the sperm until 
ovulation in late winter or spring. Gestation takes about 3 months and a single pup is born in 
May or June. Development is fairly rapid and the young are on their own within 2 months 
(Barbour and Davis 1969, Schmidly 1991, Kunz and Martin 1982).

Identified resource needs
Cliffs/cliffline
Hibernacula

Noise: low, with minimal distrubance, temperature: winter: <10°c (50.0°f) but infrequently drops 
below freezing; summer: >15°c (60.0°f), relatively warm and stable, type: caves, mines, sewers 
and spillways

Insects
Type: lepidoptera (moths and butterflies), coleoptera (beetles), trichoptera (caddisflies), diptera 
(flies), spiders and lepidopterous larvae

Open water
Type: streams, rivers, ponds, wetlands, lakes and road ruts

2.3.1.4 Conservation needs
The USFWS believes that it would not be prudent to specify and Critical Habitat for the 
Virginia Big-Eared Bat. The reproposal of August 30, 1979 found that this species is 
exceptionally rare and the few survivors known to make periodic use of any cave for 
hibernation or maternity purposes appears to be irregular, occurring different sites in 
subsequent years. However, the physical and biological features of its habitat are such 
as to require special management consideration and protection. Habitat for roosting and 
foraging is still unknown.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8369#recovery
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8369#recovery
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1.
2.
3.

2.3.2 Environmental baseline
The environmental baseline describes the species' health within the action area only 
at the time of the consultation, and does not include the effects of the action under 
review. Unlike the species information provided above, the environmental baseline is at 
the scale of the Action area.

2.3.2.1 Species presence and use
Although the presence of the Virginia Big-Eared Bat has not been confirmed within the 
proposed project area, Pulaski County is currently listed within the 'current range' of the 
species. In addition, foraging areas are generally located within a few miles of roost 
sites and consist of a mix of primarily forested habitats interspersed with open fields/hay 
fields, cliff lines, rock shelters or outcrops, riparian areas, and water sources such as 
streams, ponds, and wetlands. The species is known to migrate up to 40-miles when 
moving between sites/seasons.

The proposed improvements are not anticipated to degrade or fragment foraging areas, 
subsurface caves, create a new barrier for migration, or reduce connectivity between 
areas. However, the construction phase of the project may need to factor in proper 
mitigation strategies to assure adverse impacts are properly mitigated. Pulaski County is 
identified within the Southeastern management unit.

2.3.2.2 Species conservation needs within the action area
Study and search for habitat
Protect caves - prevent adverse modification to sub-surfaces
Identify essential surface habitat

2.3.2.3 Habitat condition (general)
Habitat for roosting an foraging is limited within the proposed area of development. All 
locations under consideration have previously been disturbed for either municipal 
utilities or industrial site development.

2.3.2.4 Influences
None known at this time. There are small clusters of trees that are adjacent to the 
proposed development area; however, they are not located along a fenceline, edge of a 
forested area, or providing canopy along a tributary.

2.3.2.5 Additional baseline information
Much about the environmental baseline for this species is unknown, regarding surface 
habitat. There are no known cave entrances within the proposed area of development.
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2.3.3 Effects of the action
This section considers and discusses all effects on the listed species that are caused by 
the proposed action and are reasonably certain to occur, including the effects of other 
activities that would not occur but for the proposed action.

2.3.3.1 Indirect interactions
Provide a brief overview of what the applicable science has discovered regarding the 
species and its response to the stressors that each project activity may cause. This 
should include an explanation of the pathways and mechanisms that have potential to 
translate environmental change (impact) into response and effects to individuals.

2.3.3.2 Direct interactions

DIRECT IMPACT CONSERVATION 
MEASURES

INDIVIDUALS 
IMPACTED

IMPACT 
EXPLANATION

Stress Avoid and/or minimize the 
removal of trees and/or 
clearing and grubbing 
measures

No The surface habitat is 
unknown at this point and 
time. Typical habitat for 
bat species is limited in 
the physical environment 
within the proposed area 
of development.

2.3.4 Cumulative effects
Temporary stress may occur due to construction occurrence during non-hibernacula 
periods of time. If the species were to roost in small clusters of trees that are adjacent to 
development and/or adversely affect prey species.

2.3.5 Discussion and conclusion

Determination: NLAA

Compensation measures
Investigate small tree clusters for presence of bat species 1-week prior to initiating any 
construction activities.
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3 Critical Habitat Effects Analysis
No critical habitats intersect with the project action area.
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4 Summary Discussion, Conclusion, And Effect 
Determinations

4.1 Effect Determination Summary

SPECIES 
(COMMON 
NAME)

SCIENTIFIC 
NAME

LISTING 
STATUS

PRESENT IN 
ACTION AREA

EFFECT 
DETERMINATION

Indiana Bat Myotis sodalis Endangered No NE

Northern Long-eared 
Bat

Myotis septentrionalis Threatened Yes NE

Virginia Big-eared Bat Corynorhinus 
(=Plecotus) townsendii 
virginianus

Endangered Yes NLAA

4.2 Summary Discussion
The proposed improvements are not likely to adversely affect any of the species 
discovered during the preparation of this assessment. All proposed development is 
anticipated to occur on previously disturbed earth and located in close proximity to 
similar infrastructure. Any above ground structures will be located outside of identified 
Zone A floodplain and wetlands and sub-grade sewer pipe will replace the ground cover 
to pre-existing condition.

If it is determined by USFWS that mitigation measures are necessary, the contracted A/ 
E firm will comply for final design and instruct contractor(s) of necessary measures at 
the time of bid.

4.3 Conclusion
Some critical habitat features that are common to those identified for the Indiana Bat, 
Northern Long-Eared Bat, and Virginia Big-Eared Bat appear to be within or adjacent to 
the proposed project activities. 100% of the proposed improvements will occur on 
grounds that have previously been disturbed for the installation of municipal public 
sewer pipe, pump stations, and necessary appurtenances; the installation of an 
industrial rail spur, and the development and/or redevelopment of industrial facility 
structures. Any foreseen impacts are likely to be temporary and can be mitigated if 
species are found during the maternity or migratory seasons for any species.



February 27, 2020

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Virginia Ecological Services Field Office

6669 Short Lane
Gloucester, VA 23061-4410

Phone: (804) 693-6694 Fax: (804) 693-9032
http://www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/

In Reply Refer To: 
Consultation Code: 05E2VA00-2020-SLI-2248 
Event Code: 05E2VA00-2020-E-06191  
Project Name: Sewer Improvements for Town of Pulaski and Job Retention at James Hardie 
Pulaski Facility
 
Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project 

location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as 
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your 
proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the 
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the 
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). Any activity 
proposed on National Wildlife Refuge lands must undergo a 'Compatibility Determination' 
conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to discuss any questions or 
concerns.

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of 
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to 
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to 
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical 
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the 
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be 
completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be 
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and 
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested 
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the 
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the 
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to 
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered 

http://www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/


02/27/2020 Event Code: 05E2VA00-2020-E-06191   2

   

▪
▪

species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or 
designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having 
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2) 
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological 
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may 
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended 
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that 
listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the 
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service 
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed 
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7 
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered 
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF

Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.), and projects affecting these species may require 
development of an eagle conservation plan (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/ 
eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects should follow the wind energy 
guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing impacts to migratory birds and 
bats.

Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications 
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at: http:// 
www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm; http:// 
www.towerkill.com; and http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/ 
comtow.html.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages 
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project 
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in 
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project 
that you submit to our office.

Attachment(s):

Official Species List
USFWS National Wildlife Refuges and Fish Hatcheries
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Official Species List
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the 
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether 
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed 
action".

This species list is provided by:

Virginia Ecological Services Field Office
6669 Short Lane
Gloucester, VA 23061-4410
(804) 693-6694
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Project Summary
Consultation Code: 05E2VA00-2020-SLI-2248

Event Code: 05E2VA00-2020-E-06191

Project Name: Sewer Improvements for Town of Pulaski and Job Retention at James 
Hardie Pulaski Facility

Project Type: WASTEWATER FACILITY

Project Description: The project is located at 1000 James Hardie Way and is a sewer system 
upgrade to add capacity to the system and provide additional capacity for 
treatment by constructing of a pump station, approximately 100 lf of 12” 
force main, approximately 750 lf of gravity sewer, and related 
appurtenances. The proposed improvements also include the construction 
of a one-million-gallon process wastewater storage tank at the James 
Hardie plant. The project will take about 18 months once all funding has 
been secured.

Project Location:
Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https:// 
www.google.com/maps/place/37.05952652078473N80.73146525968949W

Counties: Pulaski, VA

https://www.google.com/maps/place/37.05952652078473N80.73146525968949W
https://www.google.com/maps/place/37.05952652078473N80.73146525968949W


02/27/2020 Event Code: 05E2VA00-2020-E-06191   3

   

1.

Endangered Species Act Species
There is a total of 3 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include 
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species 
list because a project could affect downstream species.

IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA 
Fisheries , as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the 
Department of Commerce.

See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially 
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office 
if you have questions.

NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an 
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of 
Commerce.

Mammals
NAME STATUS

Indiana Bat Myotis sodalis
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5949

Endangered

Northern Long-eared Bat Myotis septentrionalis
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045

Threatened

Virginia Big-eared Bat Corynorhinus (=Plecotus) townsendii virginianus
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8369

Endangered

Critical habitats
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S 
JURISDICTION.

1

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5949
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8369
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USFWS National Wildlife Refuge Lands And Fish 
Hatcheries
Any activity proposed on lands managed by the National Wildlife Refuge system must undergo a 
'Compatibility Determination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to 
discuss any questions or concerns.

THERE ARE NO REFUGE LANDS OR FISH HATCHERIES WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA.

http://www.fws.gov/refuges/
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MAP LEGEND
Area of Interest (AOI)

Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Rating Polygons

Not prime farmland

All areas are prime 
farmland
Prime farmland if drained

Prime farmland if 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Prime farmland if irrigated

Prime farmland if drained 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and drained
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season

Prime farmland if 
subsoiled, completely 
removing the root 
inhibiting soil layer
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and the product of I (soil 
erodibility) x C (climate 
factor) does not exceed 
60
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and reclaimed of excess 
salts and sodium
Farmland of statewide 
importance
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if protected 
from flooding or not 
frequently flooded during 
the growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated

Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained and 
either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and drained
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if subsoiled, 
completely removing the 
root inhibiting soil layer
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and the product of I (soil 
erodibility) x C (climate 
factor) does not exceed 
60

Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and reclaimed of excess 
salts and sodium
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained or 
either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if warm 
enough, and either 
drained or either 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if warm 
enough
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if thawed
Farmland of local 
importance
Farmland of local 
importance, if irrigated

Farmland of unique 
importance
Not rated or not 
available

Soil Rating Lines
Not prime farmland

All areas are prime 
farmland
Prime farmland if 
drained
Prime farmland if 
protected from flooding 
or not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Prime farmland if 
irrigated
Prime farmland if 
drained and either 
protected from flooding 
or not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Prime farmland if 
irrigated and drained
Prime farmland if 
irrigated and either 
protected from flooding 
or not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
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Prime farmland if 
subsoiled, completely 
removing the root 
inhibiting soil layer
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and the product of I (soil 
erodibility) x C (climate 
factor) does not exceed 
60
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and reclaimed of excess 
salts and sodium
Farmland of statewide 
importance
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if protected 
from flooding or not 
frequently flooded during 
the growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated

Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained and 
either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and drained
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if subsoiled, 
completely removing the 
root inhibiting soil layer
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and the product of I (soil 
erodibility) x C (climate 
factor) does not exceed 
60

Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and reclaimed of excess 
salts and sodium
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained or 
either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if warm 
enough, and either 
drained or either 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if warm 
enough
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if thawed
Farmland of local 
importance
Farmland of local 
importance, if irrigated

Farmland of unique 
importance
Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Points
Not prime farmland

All areas are prime 
farmland
Prime farmland if drained

Prime farmland if 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Prime farmland if irrigated

Prime farmland if drained 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and drained
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season

Prime farmland if 
subsoiled, completely 
removing the root 
inhibiting soil layer
Prime farmland if 
irrigated and the product 
of I (soil erodibility) x C 
(climate factor) does not 
exceed 60
Prime farmland if 
irrigated and reclaimed 
of excess salts and 
sodium
Farmland of statewide 
importance
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if protected 
from flooding or not 
frequently flooded during 
the growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated
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Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained and 
either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and drained
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if subsoiled, 
completely removing the 
root inhibiting soil layer
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and the product of I (soil 
erodibility) x C (climate 
factor) does not exceed 
60

Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and reclaimed of excess 
salts and sodium
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained or 
either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if warm 
enough, and either 
drained or either 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if warm 
enough
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if thawed
Farmland of local 
importance
Farmland of local 
importance, if irrigated

Farmland of unique 
importance
Not rated or not available

Water Features
Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

Interstate Highways

US Routes

Major Roads

Local Roads

Background
Aerial Photography

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 
1:15,800.

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause 
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil 
line placement. The maps do not show the small areas of 
contrasting soils that could have been shown at a more detailed 
scale.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map 
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL: 
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator 
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts 
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the 
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more 
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data 
as of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area: Pulaski County, Virginia
Survey Area Data: Version 15, Jun 5, 2020

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales 
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Oct 22, 2012—Feb 
5, 2017

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were 
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background 
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor 
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Farmland Classification

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

5C Carbo silty clay loam, 
very rocky, 7 to 15 
percent slopes

Not prime farmland 7.7 8.2%

5D Carbo silty clay loam, 
very rocky, 15 to 30 
percent slopes

Not prime farmland 0.8 0.9%

6E Carbo-Rock outcrop 
complex, 10 to 45 
percent slopes

Not prime farmland 6.6 7.1%

13B Groseclose and 
Poplimento silt loams, 
2 to 7 percent slopes

All areas are prime 
farmland

4.8 5.1%

13C Groseclose and 
Poplimento silt loams, 
7 to 15 percent slopes

Farmland of statewide 
importance

3.1 3.3%

17 Lindside-Nolin silt loams Prime farmland if 
protected from 
flooding or not 
frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season

8.6 9.2%

20B Lowell silt loam, 2 to 7 
percent slopes

All areas are prime 
farmland

6.4 6.8%

20C Lowell silt loam, 7 to 15 
percent slopes

Farmland of statewide 
importance

41.3 44.0%

20D Lowell silt loam, 15 to 30 
percent slopes

Not prime farmland 0.1 0.1%

32B Slabtown silt loam, 2 to 
7 percent slopes

All areas are prime 
farmland

2.8 3.0%

33 Urban land Not prime farmland 9.6 10.2%

35C Wurno-Newbern-
Faywood silt loams, 7 
to 15 percent slopes

Not prime farmland 2.0 2.1%

Totals for Area of Interest 93.8 100.0%

Description

Farmland classification identifies map units as prime farmland, farmland of 
statewide importance, farmland of local importance, or unique farmland. It 
identifies the location and extent of the soils that are best suited to food, feed, 
fiber, forage, and oilseed crops. NRCS policy and procedures on prime and 
unique farmlands are published in the "Federal Register," Vol. 43, No. 21, 
January 31, 1978.
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Rating Options

Aggregation Method: No Aggregation Necessary

Tie-break Rule: Lower
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