
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1GPRA 309 Performance Measures Form
Title:   Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Phase VIII Expansion Project, AL - FL
Principal Reviewer(s):  Beth Walls  
Project Location:   Atlanta, GA                                    

CEQ Number(s):  20090328   

ERP Number (optional):  FRC-E03019-00
******************************************************************************

Environmental Impacts, Alpha-Numeric Codes:
	Air Issues:
A1= Air Quality

A2= General Conformity

A3= Air Toxics

A4= Transportation Conformity
	Water Issues:
B1: Wetlands

B2: Groundwater

B3: Surface Water

B4: Sole Source Aquifer

B5: Aquatic Resources

B6: Sediment
	Other Issues:
C1: Toxics/Hazardous Waste

C2: Noise

C3: Habitat

C4: Essential Fish Habitat

C5: Pesticides

C6: Radiation
	Other Issues: 
D1: Farmland 

D2: Endangered Species

D3: Environmental Justice

D4: Historic Preservation

D5: Indigenous Peoples

E1: Other (please specify)


******************************************************************
1. Significant Environmental Impact:
Impact (Enter Alpha Numeric Code(s) for All that Apply):  B1, B3, B5, C2, C4, D3 

*          *            *           *            *           *           *          *          *          *         *          *

Prior To Draft Time Frame (if available)       Date of EPA Communication: __NA___________
Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible):____NA_______________

______________________________________________________________________________

Recommendation:  _ NA _______________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

Result:  Decrease in Impact:   No Change:   Increase in Impact:  
Result: ___ NA ______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

*          *          *          *          *         *         *          *          *          *         *         *         *        *

Final (including Final Supplements)              Date of EPA Communication: 10/26/09 
· Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible:   Noise - calculated day-night level (DNL) indicates noise levels at Station 15 exceed the 55-DNL threshold at three NSAs.  Since the ambient noise at Station 15 appears to be dominated by the existing, old reciprocating compressor units at its compressor station, EPA requested FERC to add a noise mitigation measure for Station 15.  EPA recommended either these units be replaced or Station 15 be modified with insulating materials to reduce noise levels at the three receptors.   

Result:  Decrease in Impact:  xx  No Change:   Increase in Impact:  
Result: _______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

· Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible:   Noise - the ambient data for the proposed new station, Number 29, indicate existing levels for one of the NSAs already exceeds this threshold while two others are near the threshold.  EPA recommends the added compressor station noise should not significantly raise the noise level, especially at the NSA where the ambient is already 61.8 DNL and the new station’s noise is predicted to contribution an additional 43.9 DNL.  EPA requested FERC to add further mitigation measures.
· Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible:   Water quality - EPA is concerned with the potential for adverse impacts to surface waters resulting from the withdrawal of large volumes of water in a relatively short period of time, for hydrostatic testing purposes.  Consequently, EPA recommends the FEIS address these potential impacts for all water bodies, and their associated ecologies, designated as hydrostatic-test source waters.
· Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible:  Water quality - the DEIS indicates a hydrostatic testing plan identifying potential water source and discharge locations for the pipeline facility will be developed. EPA recommends this testing plan be expanded to include several protective provisions listed in EPA’s comments.
· Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible:  Wetlands -  the placement of the pipeline 15 feet from the nearest adjacent pipeline in other sensitive wetland areas would reduce wetland impacts.  EPA requested FERC to add this mitigation measure as a specific condition in the Commission’s Order. 
· Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible:  Wetlands - further avoidance and minimization of wetland impacts can occur by requiring all pipeline installation be conducted within a 75-foot right-of-way in lieu of the proposed 100-foot ROW.  EPA requested FERC to add this mitigation measure as a specific condition in the Commission’s Order. 
· Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible:  Wetlands - the DEIS states the proposed action will result in temporary wetland impacts totaling 830 acres.  EPA believes impacts to forested wetlands located within 15 feet of the centerline of the pipeline should be considered permanent not temporary impacts and recommends the FEIS address these impacts as permanent.  

· Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible:  the DEIS states timber may be cut within the right-of-way and disposed of by chipping slash and brush and leaving the chips on the right-of-way.  Timber chips left in wetland areas may inhibit the re-growth of wetland vegetation.  EPA requested FERC to prohibit this timber-disposal method in wetland areas, particularly sensitive areas, as a specific condition in the Commission’s Order. 

· Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible:  Essential fish habitat - the DEIS states that no permanent impacts to EFH would be expected.  Yet, the proposed action will require the continuous removal of woody vegetation (mangroves) within 15 feet of the gas pipeline, which will be a permanent impact to EFH.  EPA recommends that the Executive Summary be revised to clearly reflect this as a permanent impact.

· Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible:  Wetlands - the DEIS states that the use of horizontal directional drilling (HDD) method to minimize wetland impacts in Loop 11 would actually increase impacts to mangrove habitat.  EPA recommends the FEIS provide detailed information which clearly outlines how the use of an HDD in this area would increase mangrove impacts.  EPA’s understanding was the use of HDD in this area would not require the removal of woody vegetation (mangroves) over the centerline of the pipeline; therefore mangrove impacts are should be greatly reduced over the life of the project.  If this understanding is incorrect, the FEIS should clarify and offer alternatives avoiding mangrove impacts.

· Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible:  Environmental Justice -  the DEIS provides no substantiating information to support its conclusion:  there is no potential for disproportionate effects on minority and low-income populations.  Consequently, it is unclear whether the project crosses areas with substantial environmental justice population.  EPA recommends these deficiencies be cured in the FEIS to appropriately assess potential impacts to environmental justice.  

· Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible:  Environmental justice - while the DEIS discusses the public involvement process, it does not discuss or assess efforts meaningful related to EJ populations.  Because EJ populations do not routinely have Internet access, nor read the federal register, and may have their own newspapers, relying on traditional public outreach may not adequately provide public notice to theses communities.  EPA recommends FERC reassess its public outreach methods to insure adequate public involvement of the appropriate environmental justice communities.

*        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *       *

______________________________________________________________________________

	GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS– Complete this form for each impact identified by EPA during the EIS 309 review process in accordance with instructions included on the form and indicated below and submit to Headquarters.



SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS FOR GPRA 309 PERFORMANCE MEASURES FORM
$ 
PROJECT REFERENCE INFORMATION
Title:  Enter the title of the document (Enter the title as written in the lotus notes database, if available). 

Principal Reviewer(s):  Enter the name of the EPA lead reviewer for the project.  (If the lead reviewer changes during the project time frames, more than one name may be listed in this section.)

Project Location:  Enter information regarding the location of this project.  Depending on the relevant and available project information, the data may vary and could include: state, city, or county information, latitude or longitudinal coordinates, etc. 

CEQ Number(s):  Enter the CEQ number(s) for the draft and final time frames of the project (during the prior to draft time frame, the number(s) is not available and the field should be left blank).

ERP Number:  Enter the family number for the project, if one is assigned (during the prior to draft time frame, the number is not available and the field should be left blank).

$ 
SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
Impact:  Using the table of impact types listed on the form, reference the impact(s) that apply and enter the alpha-numeric codes in the space provided.  To the maximum extent practicable, an impact should correspond to one impact category on the table.  However, for certain impacts, groupings of closely related categories are possible (i.e. sediment and surface water). 

$ 
PRIOR TO DRAFT
Date of EPA Communication:  Enter the date when EPA identified an impact during the prior to draft time frame and made recommendations to the agency.  In the prior to draft time frame, this communication may include formal or informal meetings, emails, phone calls, etc.  

Description of Impact:  Enter a brief description of impact identified by EPA during the prior to draft time frame, and include quantifiable data when it is reasonably available.  

Recommendation:  Enter a brief description of EPA’s recommendation to the agency on the impact during the prior to draft time frame, and include quantifiable data when reasonably available.

Result (box)::  Check the box that applies to changes or commitments made by the agency during this time frame related to the impact.  The change should be considered in relation to the impact as it was first identified by EPA.

Result (narrative):  If the lead agency has made a change or commitment during the prior to draft time frame related to EPA’s recommendation, briefly describe this result, including quantifiable data when it is reasonably available.

$ 
DRAFT
Date of EPA Communication:  Enter the date when EPA identified an impact and made recommendations to the agency. During the draft time frame, this date will most likely be the date of EPA’s 309 comment letter to the agency.

Description of Impact:  Enter a brief description of an impact identified by EPA in the draft time frame, and include quantifiable data when it is reasonably available.  If EPA identified the impact during the prior to draft time frame that has changed in the draft time frame (due to a decrease or increase in impact), briefly describe the changes.  If EPA identified the impact during the prior to draft time frame that has not changed in the draft time frame, enter- “no change.”

Recommendation:  Enter a brief description of EPA’s recommendation to the agency on the impact in the draft time frame, and include quantifiable data when reasonably available. If EPA made a recommendation during the prior to draft time frame that has changed during the draft time frame, briefly describe the changes.  If EPA made a recommendation in the prior to draft time frame that has not changed in the draft time frame, enter- “no change.”

Result (box):  Check the box that applies to changes or commitments made by the agency during this time frame related to the impact.  The change should be considered in relation to the impact as it was first identified by EPA.

Result (narrative):  If the agency has made a change or commitment during the draft time frame related to EPA’s recommendation, briefly describe this result, including quantifiable data when reasonably available.  
$ 
FINAL
Date of EPA Communication: Enter the date when EPA made a recommendation to the agency on an impact.  During the final time frame, this date will most likely be the date of EPA’s 309 comment letter to the lead agency.

Description of Impact: A new impacts identified by EPA during the final time frame should not be entered on the form.   If EPA identified the impact during the prior to draft or draft time frame that has changed during the final time frame (due to a decrease or increase in impact), briefly describe the changes.  If EPA identified t he impact during the prior to draft or draft time frame that has not changed in the final time frame, enter- “no change” recommendation to the agency on the impact in the final time frame, and include quantifiable data when reasonably available.  If EPA made a recommendation in the prior to draft or draft time frame that has not changed in the final time frame, simply note- “no change.”  If EPA does not make a recommendation during the final time frame, enter- “no recommendation.”

Recommendation:  Enter a brief description of EPA’s recommendation to the agency on the impact in the final time frame, and include quantifiable data when reasonably available.  If EPA made a recommendation in the prior to draft or draft time frame that has not changed in the final time frame, simply note- “no change.”  If EPA does not make a recommendation during the final time frame, enter- “no recommendation.”

Result (box):  Check to box that applies or changes or commitments made by the agency during this time frame related to the impact.  The change should be considered in relation to the impact as it was first identified by EPA.  

Result (narrative):  If the agency has made a change or commitment during the final time frame of the project, related to EPA’s recommendation, briefly describe this result, including quantifiable data when reasonably available. 







