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I. NEED AND PURPOSE
A. Introduction
B. Planning Basis for the Action
C. Deficiencies in the System

The current deficiencies in the system are traffic congestion, above average accident rates, frequent flooding, and a substandard intersection.

Roadways are rated for operational effectiveness using a level-of-service (LOS). LOS is a standard means of classifying traffic conditions associated with various traffic volume levels and traffic flow conditions. There are six levels of service at which a roadway can operate, represented by the letters “A” through “F”.  Each level is defined by a maximum value for the ratio of traffic volume (V) to facility capacity (C).  An LOS of A is when volume is well below capacity and traffic is flowing freely. LOS of “B” is when traffic flow is steady but the presence of other vehicles begins to be noticeable.  An LOS of “C” allows for steady traffic flow, but speeds and maneuverability are more closely controlled by the higher volumes. LOS of “D” is approaching an unsteady flow in which speed and maneuverability are severely restricted. LOS of “E” is when traffic flow is reduced to a slow but relatively uniform speed, and traffic volume is equal to or nearly equal to capacity and maneuverability is extremely difficult. The lowest LOS of “F” is when the volume greatly exceeds the capacity and lengthy delays occur.

The build year (2009) average daily traffic (ADT) is 23,500 vehicles along SR 26/US 80.  The projected ADT for design year (2029) is 35,000. This is an increase of 11,500 vehicles per day, a 50 percent increase in traffic volume. The current LOS is 999. The future level-of-service under the no-build scenario would be 999.  The future LOS under the build scenario would be 999.

	Table 1. Average Daily Traffic and Level-of-Service for PROJECT CORRIDOR

	Location
	Average Daily Traffic
	Level-of-Service (LOS)

	
	Current Year 20XX
	Build Year 20XX
	Design Year 20XX
	Current Year 20XX
	Build Year 20XX
	Design Year 20XX

	
	
	
	
	No Build
	No Build
	Build
	No Build
	Build

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


D. Logical Termini

Logical termini is defined as rational end points for a transportation improvement and rational end points for a review of the environmental impacts. The most common termini are points of major traffic generation, especially intersecting roadways. In order to ensure meaningful evaluation of alternatives and to avoid commitments to transportation improvements before they are fully evaluated, the action evaluated shall (1) connect logical termini and be of sufficient length to address environmental matters on a broad scope; (2) have independent utility or independent significance, i.e. be usable and be a reasonable expenditure even if no additional transportation improvements in the area are made; and (3) not restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation improvements.

II. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES
A. Introduction

The proposed project alignments were developed by the Office of Environmental Services, which, as a standard procedure, includes environmental parameters as a part of the location investigation prior to laying out a proposed alignment.  Basic data on the corridor is gathered and studied.  Data for this project included, at a minimum, aerial photography, topographic maps, traffic (existing and projected), previous studies, wetland inventory maps, soil surveys maps, floodplain maps, and Georgia Department of Natural Resources historic resource survey maps.

Wetland and hydric soil boundaries, floodplains, parks and recreational facilities, known or suspected historical and archaeological sites, existing right-of-way, possible UST/landfill/hazardous waste sites, and areas of possible endangered species habitat were delineated on the aerial photography prior to laying out an alignment.  Also identified on the aerial photography are other “controls” such as churches, cemeteries, schools, hospitals, and any other noise sensitive areas.  Only at this point was the proposed alignment developed with every attempt being made to avoid sensitive ecological, historical, and archaeological areas. In the event that avoidance was not possible, every attempt was made to minimize harm to such resources.
The proposed alignment, once laid out on aerial photography, was then field checked and additional refinements were made to further minimize harm to both the natural and built environment. 
Discussed below, are the two alternatives for the widening and improvements of SR 26/US 80/Victory Drive were considered: the build alternative and the no-build alternative. 
B. The Build Alternative
The Build alternative is the proposed construction of 

(See Figure 1, Project Location Map)

(See Figure 2, Typical Section)
C. The No-Build Alternative
D. Alternatives No Longer Under Consideration
Use the following if it does not appear in the Wetland section of the document:
The alignment for the proposed project was developed by the [Office of Design Policy and Support, Road and Airport Design, Urban Design, or District X Design] which, as a standard procedure, includes environmental parameters as a part of the location investigation prior to laying out a proposed alignment.  Basic data of the corridor is gathered and studied.  Data for this project included, at a minimum, aerial photography, topo maps, traffic (existing and projected), previous studies, wetland inventory maps, soil survey maps, floodplain maps, and Georgia Department of Natural Resources historic resource survey maps.

Wetland or hydric soil boundaries, floodplains, parks and recreational facilities, known or suspected historical and archaeological sites, existing right-of-way, possible UST/landfill/hazardous waste sites, and areas of possible endangered species habitat were delineated on the aerial photography prior to laying out an alignment.  Also identified on the aerial photography are other "controls" such as churches, cemeteries, schools, hospitals, and any other noise sensitive areas.
Only at this point was the proposed alignment developed with every attempt being made to avoid sensitive ecological, historic and archaeological areas.  In the event that avoidance was not possible, every attempt was made to minimize harm to such resources.
The proposed alignment, once laid out on aerial photography, was then field checked and additional refinements were made to further minimize harm to both the natural and built environment.
III. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
A. Types of Effects: Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 
The Council of Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR §1500-1508) requires that not only direct impacts, but indirect and cumulative impacts (ICI) also be evaluated.  
Direct, indirect, and cumulative effects can be defined as follows:
Direct effects are caused by, and coincide in time and place, with the action. 

Indirect effects are caused by the action and are later in time, but are still reasonably foreseeable.  Indirect effects may include growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems.  
(Please edit the text in BLUE with project specific information ) 

In an attempt to analyze, the area of potential indirect effects has been extended outside the project corridor.  This project is located between Athens and Elberton, Georgia and will improve access to these cities for residents within the project corridor.  East to West, the impacts analysis focused on the immediate project corridor and includes the cities of Athens and Elberton.  North to South, the area of analysis includes the cities of Comer and Carlton as well as existing developments including the Georgia Highway 172 Industrial Park (If necessary).  

Cumulative effects are the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.
Because they are not environmental resources, indirect and cumulative effects analysis has not been included for the following sections: Section 4(f) Applicability; Invasive Species Survey; U.S. Coast Guard/Corps. of Engineers Applicability; Relocations; Construction; and USTs/Hazardous Waste.
B. Effects on the Social Environment

1. Land Use Changes

Land use in the proposed project area is ________________________.  The project is consistent with the current land use plan and would not precipitate land use changes or change development patterns.
2. Economic

The amount of additional right-of-way needed to implement the proposed project would be minimal and would not result in significant effects on the tax bases for 
There would be no major adverse impacts to neighborhoods, services, and/or community facilities as a result of project implementation.  The proposed improvement would enhance safety for the highway user and increase accessibility to business and residential driveways.

OR

The proposed improvements to __________ __________ would not cause major adverse impacts to neighborhoods.  However, reductions in yard and property size would occur.  The project has been designed to minimize effects to individual properties where possible, [IF SYMMETRICAL] and the symmetrical widening would result in less damage to property than would widen on one side.  Property owners would be compensated for all right-of-way acquisitions in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.

[MEDIAN] Since the present roadway has no median, driveways to residences or businesses on ________ ________ may be entered or exited from either direction.  Although the XX-foot wide raised median included in the proposed widening would have crossovers at major intersections and where otherwise deemed necessary, movements at most business and private driveways would be limited to one way entering and exiting.  However, the median would enhance safety for the highway user and ensure that the capacity improvements are not offset in the future by heavy left turning movements.

3. Relocations

The project alignment was chosen to minimize impacts to residents and property to the fullest extent possible.  The proposal to construct a new location bypass around Dellwood represents a major effort by the GDOT to minimize displacements.  The bypass averts as many as 19 displacements that would result from widening US 1/SR 4 through Dellwood.  The impact of the build alternative on residential and commercial properties has been assessed through a Conceptual Stage Study.  The study reports that the project may displace ….

The GDOT can assure that the relocatees would receive the appraised fair-market value for their property.  Relocatees would also be offered decent, safe and sanitary housing within their financial means.  Within a reasonable period of time prior to displacement, a comparable replacement dwelling would be made available for displaced individuals and families.
4. Community Cohesion

5. Churches and Institutions

6. Community Impacts/Environmental Justice

In accordance with Executive Order 12898, the proposed project has been analyzed to avoid disproportional adverse effects to minority and low income populations and communities.  Minority persons include citizens or lawful, permanent residents of the U.S. who are African-American, Hispanic, Asian-American, American Indian or Alaskan Native.  Low income persons are defined as those whose median household income is below the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines.  Minority or low income communities are groups of minority or low income persons who live in reasonably close proximity to one another.
7. Public Involvement 
C. Effects on the Cultural Environment

1. Cultural Resources

In compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and amendments thereto, the proposed project has been surveyed for archaeological and historic resources, especially those on or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  The purpose of the survey was to locate, identify and evaluate the significance of any historic and archaeological resources within the project corridor.  The survey boundary and methodology were established using the GDOT/Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Cultural Resource Survey Guidelines.  These guidelines were established as a result of past interaction with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and his staff and were agreed upon by FHWA and the SHPO. 

The Department of Natural Resource’s 
As a result of these efforts, 
2. Historic Resources
No existing or eligible National Register properties were located within the project's area of potential environmental effect.  Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not affect existing or eligible National Register properties.  This conclusion has been coordinated with the SHPO. OR

In the event of a no adverse effect due temp easement use the following paragraph.

The temporary easement that is necessary for this project will not require a Section 4(f) Evaluation.  Section 4(f) does not apply to the temporary occupancy, including those resulting from a right-of-entry, construction, other temporary easements or short-term arrangements, of a significant publicly owned public park, recreation area or wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or any significant historic site where temporary occupancy of the land is so minimal that it does not constitute a use within the meaning of Section 4(f). 

A temporary occupancy will not constitute a use of 4(f) resource when all of the conditions set forth in 23 C.F.R. 771.135(p)(7) are met:

1. Duration (of the occupancy) must be temporary, i.e., less than the time needed for construction of the project, and there should be no change in ownership of the land;

2. Scope of the work must be minor, i.e., both the nature and the magnitude of the changes to the 4(f) resource are minimal;

3. There are no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts, nor will there be interference with the activities or purpose of the resource, on either a temporary or permanent basis;

4. The land being used must be fully restored, i.e., the resource must be returned to a condition which is at least as good as that which existed prior to the project; and

5. There must be documented agreement of the appropriate Federal, State, or local officials having jurisdiction over the resource regarding the above conditions.

3. Archaeological Resources
An archaeological survey was conducted within the project corridor in accordance with GDOT Archaeological Survey Guidelines developed by the GDOT Staff Archaeologists in consultation with DNR Historic Preservation Section Staff and concurred in by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO).  These guidelines provide general survey boundaries and methodological approaches to archaeological surveys based on the type/scope of proposed highway projects and are followed during the initial identification of archaeological resources.

No archaeological resources were located within the proposed project corridor.  It is concluded, therefore, that the project would not affect archaeological resources on or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.  This conclusion has been coordinated with the SHPO.  
OR
Describe each site, discuss impacts, avoidance, minimization, and mitigation.
4. Historic Markers
[The proposed project would require that a historical marker entitled “
The construction contract would require that the contractor contact the Georgia Department of Natural Resources (GDNR) Historic Marker Program representative, Historic Marker Maintenance Supervisor, Mr. Glenn Smith, at (770) 389‑7810 or Ms. Linda Moye at (404) 656-5335 to arrange for the storage of the marker during construction.  The contractor would be responsible for the removal of the marker and for its replacement in the location designated by the GDNR representative, unless the GDNR representative prefers to handle the removal and replacement himself.
5. Parklands/Recreation Areas/Wildlife Refuges

There are no publicly owned parklands/recreation areas/wildlife refuges of state, local or national significance located in the project corridor.  Therefore, project implementation would not affect these resources.  
Or describe resource and include a map showing location and a graphic showing impact, if any.

6. Section 4(f) Applicability

Section 4(f) refers to the temporary and/or permanent use and constructive use of land from a significant publicly owned public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or any significant historic site.  Investigation of the project corridor has identified no use of such lands or sites; therefore, no Section 4(f) Evaluation is required.

OR

Section 4(f) refers to the temporary and/or permanent use and constructive use of land from a significant publicly owned park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or any historic site.  Investigation of the project corridor has identified 
D. Effects on the Natural Environment
1. Water Quality

[Discuss DNR classification, identify WQMU, surface water intakes, etc.] 

No significant impacts to the water quality in the project area are expected to occur as a result of the proposed project.

Provisions in the construction contract would require the contractor to exercise every reasonable precaution during construction to prevent the pollution of streams in the project vicinity.  Where possible, early revegetation of disturbed areas would be accomplished so as to hold soil movement to a minimum.  Dumping of chemicals, fuels, lubricants, bitumens, raw sewage, or other harmful wastes into or alongside of streams or impoundments, or natural or manmade channels leading thereto, would be prohibited.

Additional contract provisions would require the use of temporary erosion control measures as shown on the construction plans or as deemed necessary during construction.  These temporary measures may include the use of berms, dikes, dams, sediment basins, fiber mats, netting, gravel, mulches, grasses, slope drains, and other erosion control devices or methods, as applicable.  These provisions are coordinated with the permanent erosion control features insofar as practical to assure economical, effective, and continuous erosion control throughout the construction and post-construction periods and are in accordance with the 23 CFR, Part 650, Subpart B.
2. Waters of the U.S.

The proposed project corridor has been surveyed with respect to involvement with Waters of the U.S. as required by the provisions of Executive Order 11990 and subsequent federal regulations.
a) Wetlands

No wetlands were observed within the area of the project.  
OR

Although wetlands were given special consideration during the location of this project, 

1) prevalence of hydrophytic vegetation


2) hydric soils


3) permanent or periodic inundation or saturation.

The wetland impact areas are described in Table 1.

The functions provided by these wetlands are the provision of wildlife habitat, nutrient/sediment retention, some dissipation of erosive forces, and overflow for 
Unavoidable wetland losses will be mitigated by restoration of existing degraded wetland habitats or creation of new wetlands in borrow facilities.  Both will be undertaken, where feasible, on‑site within the project right-of-way or at suitable off‑site locations (such as borrow pits).  Restoration will be given preference over creation in each case.  Mitigation of wetland losses will be at a ratio of 1:1 or greater.  Restoration of degraded wetland habitats will include restoring wetland hydrology and planting hydrophytes in former wetlands that have been filled, drained, or cultivated for purposes of agriculture, silviculture, or development.  Creation of new wetland habitat will be undertaken when restoration is not feasible.  Creation includes excavation and contouring of a specified non-wetland area (usually adjacent to an existing wetland habitat) so that the baseline elevation will result in inundated or saturated soil conditions, and planting of appropriate wetland species.
This project would be expected to produce some increased siltation within the wetlands and stream crossings during the construction phase.  Environmental harm would be minimized by standard construction erosion and sedimentation control devices.  Measures to minimize harm to wetlands, water quality, wildlife, and fish and game habitat include:

1.
Preservation of roadside vegetation beyond the limits of construction where possible;

2.
Early revegetation of disturbed areas so as to minimize soil erosion;

3.
The use of slope drains, detention/retention structures, surface, sub‑surface and cross drains, designed as appropriate or needed, so that discharge would occur in locations and in such a manner that surface and sub‑surface water quality would not be affected (the outlets may require aprons, bank protection, silt basins and energy dissipaters);

4.
Inclusion of construction features for the control of predicted erosion and water pollution in the plans, specifications and control pay items (GDOT Standard Specification 715 identifies the pollution control measures which may be used);

5.
The dumping of chemicals, fuels, lubricants, bitumens, raw sewage, or other harmful wastes into or alongside streams or impoundments, or into natural or manmade channels leading thereto, would be prohibited.
Discuss mitigation

b) Streams

Discuss each stream, impacts, avoidance, minimization, and mitigation.  Include a map showing the location of streams.

c) Open Waters
d) Measures to Avoid and Minimize Impacts
3. Floodplains

A survey of the project corridor for floodplains as required by the provisions of Executive Order 11988 has identified a transverse crossing of the 100-year floodplain associated with 

OR

An encroachment on the regulatory floodway associated with 
4. Farmland

The project would not involve farmland as defined in the Farmland Protection Policy Act, 7 CFR Part 658.

OR

(With NRCS coordination) The project is being developed in compliance with provisions of the National Farmland Protection Policy Act.  In accordance with 7 CFR, Part 658, criteria have been applied to determine effects to farmland, and the project is compatible with the provisions of the Farmland Policy Act.  The project would displace approximately 
OR

(Without NRCS coordination) The project is being developed in compliance with provisions of the National Farmland Protection Policy Act.  In accordance with 7 CFR, Part 658, criteria have been applied to determine effects to farmland, and the project is compatible with the provisions of the Farmland Policy Act.  The project would displace approximately 
5. Threatened and Endangered Species
Include this paragraph if it is included in the ecology report. 

Per the June 24, 2003 Endangered Species Act Joint Coordination Procedures (JCP), the proposed project is of the type listed in Appendix A of the JCP and, therefore, will have no effect on federally listed species or habitat.  However, obligations under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act must be reconsidered if:  (1) new information reveals impacts of this identified action that may affect listed species or habitat in a manner not previously considered; (2) a new species is listed or habitat is determined that may be affected by the identified action; or, (3) the project is modified in a manner not previously considered.

Discuss habitat for the species.
	Federally Listed Species Known to Occur in 

	Common Name
Faunal / Floral Species
	Scientific Name
	Federal Status
	Habitat
Summarize habitat or state “None”
	Habitat Available
Yes or No
	Species Impact Expected
“No Effect”,  “Not Likely to Effect”, “Will Adversely Effect”

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Key: T = Threatened; E = Endangered


 [If state species are indicated, include the following]  
[If status review species are indicated, include the following ‑ Name the species] 
6. Wildlife and Habitat
7. Invasive Species

In accordance with Executive Order 13112, a survey for populations of invasive species that may be spread during construction was conducted for this project.  The invasive species for which the survey was conducted are those, which have been, identified by the Department as having the highest priority due to environmental and economic impacts.  Both the selected species and the management practices will be re-evaluated and revised as more information is obtained.
(List of which species found).

During the construction process, the Department will take measures to prevent or minimize the spread of these species as appropriate for the time of the year.  These measures will include removal and disposal of vegetative parts in the soil that may reproduce by root raking, burning on site any such parts and aboveground parts that bear fruit, controlling or eradicating infestations prior to construction, and cleaning of vehicles and other equipment prior to leaving the infested site.  The measures used will be those which are appropriate for the particular species and the specific site conditions which exist on the project, as described in Georgia Standard Specifications Section 201, Clearing and Grubbing of Right-Of-Way.

E. Effects on the Physical Environment

1. Noise

[Use the following suggestions when there are IMPACTS, Otherwise, check w/NOISE as to which paragraph(s) from the NOISE Report that you should use when there are no impacts.  1st paragraph is for substantial increase impacts using a range or not.  2nd paragraph is for impacts approaching the criterion.  It is possible to have one or the other type of impacts or both.  REMOVE BOLDING clarifying differences.]
[The maximum existing L10 noise level in decibels (dBA) on SR 
Affected sites along the project corridor would have a maximum predicted L10 noise level of 
[Noise abatement measures such as barriers and acquisition of right-of-way were considered.  None were found to be reasonable and feasible.]   The Noise Impact Assessment is included in the Appendix of this document.
2. Air

[NO STUDY] Based on the analysis of similar projects in the area, this project was evaluated for its consistency with state and federal air quality goals.  It was determined that implementation of the project would contribute to the improvement of ambient air quality by providing a more free‑ flowing traffic facility.
This project is in an area where the State Implementation Plan does not contain any transportation control measures.  Therefore, the conformity procedures of the Final Conformity Guidance do not apply to this project.
[OUTSIDE CHEROKEE, COWETA, FAYETTE, FORSYTH, HENRY, PAULDING, CLAYTON, COBB, DEKALB, DOUGLAS, FULTON, GWINNETT OR ROCKDALE]  This project was evaluated for its consistency with state and federal air quality goals.  Results indicated that the project is consistent with the State Implementation Plan for the attainment of clean air quality in Georgia and is in compliance with both state and federal air quality standards.
For this project, the predicted peak one-hour concentration of carbon monoxide, 
Please include this appropriate language, in addition to statement that project comes from a conforming plan and TIP in environmental documents for projects that are not of air quality concern.

A qualitative PM2.5 hotspot analysis is not required for this project since it is not an air quality concern.  The Clean Air Act and 40 CFR 93.116 requirements were met without a hotspot analysis, since this project has been found not to be of air quality concern under 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1).

This project is in an area where the State Implementation Plan does not contain any transportation control measures.  Therefore, the conformity procedures of the Final Conformity Guidance do not apply to this project.
NON‑ATTAINMENT AREA [INSIDE CHEROKEE, COWETA, FAYETTE, FORSYTH, HENRY, PAULDING, CLAYTON, COBB, DEKALB, DOUGLAS, FULTON, GWINNETT OR ROCKDALE] This project was evaluated for its consistency with state and federal air quality goals.  Results indicated that the project is consistent with the State Implementation Plan for the attainment of clean air quality in Georgia and is in compliance with both state and federal air quality standards.
For this project, the predicted peak one-hour concentration of carbon monoxide, 
This project is in an area where the State Implementation Plan (SIP) contains Transportation Control Measures (TCM's) for serious ozone non‑attainment for air quality.  On June 28, 1995, the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) adopted the FY 96 ‑ FY 2001 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the Atlanta region.  The proposed project is included in a conforming TIP and RTP and, therefore, conforms to the SIP.  The project is identified in the TIP as Project Code CL 041.  The TCM’s in the SIP were last approved by the EPA on November 10, 1983. 
3. Climate Change
The issue of global climate change is an important national and global concern that is being addressed in several ways by the Federal government. The Transportation section is the second largest source of total greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) in the U.S. and the largest source of CO2 emissions – the predominant GHG. In 2004, the transportation sector was responsible for 31 percent of all U.S. CO2 emissions. The principal anthropogenic (human-made) source of carbon emissions is the combustion of fossil fuels, which account for approximately 80 percent of anthropogenic emissions of carbon worldwide. Almost all (98 percent) of transportation-sector emissions result from the consumption of petroleum products such as motor gasoline, diesel fuel, jet fuel, and residual fuel. 
To date, no national standards have been established regarding greenhouse gases, nor has the EPA established criteria or thresholds for GHG emissions. On April 2, 2007, the Supreme Court issued a decision in Massachusetts et al v. Environmental Protection Agency et al that the EPA does have authority under the Clean Air Act to establish motor vehicle emissions standards for CO2 emissions. The EPA is currently determining the implications to national policies and programs as a result of the Supreme Court decision. However, the Court’s decision did not have any direct implications on requirements for developing transportation projects.

Recognizing these concerns, FHWA is working with other modal administrations through the Department of Transportation Center for Climate Change and Environmental Forecasting to develop strategies to reduce transportation’s contribution to greenhouse gases – particularly CO2 emissions – and to assess the risks to transportation systems and services from climate changes.

Because climate change is a global issue and the emissions changes due to project alternatives are very small compared to global totals, GHG emissions were not calculated for the alternatives considered. FHWA does not believe it is informative at this point to consider GHG gas emissions in a project level NEPA document. The climate impacts of CO2 emissions are global in nature. Further, due to the interactions between elements of the transportation system as a whole, emissions analyses would be less informative than ones conducted at regional, state, or national levels. Because of these concerns, CO2 emissions cannot be usefully calculated in this document in the same way that other vehicle emissions are addressed. As more information emerges and as policies and legal requirements evolve, approaches to climate change at both the project and policy level will be reviewed and updated.

4. Energy/Mineral Resources

5. Construction/Utilities

Construction of the proposed project would create unavoidable inconveniences to motorists, but construction activities would be conducted in a manner that would maintain access and minimize conflict with traffic.  The safety and convenience of the general public and residents of the area would be provided for at all times.
Any necessary relocation of utilities i.e., water, sewer, telephone, etc. would be accomplished with no long term interruption of services.  All other required construction functions would be accomplished in a timely and orderly fashion so as to keep disruptions minimal, for short duration and so as not to compromise safety.

6. UST’s/Hazardous Waste Sites

A survey for sites which may contain hazardous materials, including soil and/or water contaminated by leaking underground storage tanks, has been conducted for this project.  [No sites were found.] OR [ 
F. Permits/Variances

1. U.S. Coast Guard Permit

A U.S. Coast Guard Permit is not required for this project because no waters under Coast Guard jurisdiction are involved.

2. Forest Service/Corps Land

3. Section 404

The placement of fill material in waters of the United States requires a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1977.  There are three levels of this permit, and the determination of the appropriate one is based primarily on the type of fill activity and the amount and location of fill involved.  It is anticipated that either a Nationwide or a Regional Section 404 permit would be required for this project due to the crossing of 
4. Tennessee Valley Authority

5. Stream Buffer Variance

6. Coastal Zone Management Coordination
7. National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
The NPDES was created by the federal Clean Water Act to control water pollution by regulating the discharge of pollutants to surface waters. In Georgia, any ground disturbing activities that exceed one acre are covered under the State’s NPDES permit. [Ground disturbing activities exceeding one acre would occur for the proposed project. Therefore, a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the NPDES General Permit will be submitted prior to construction.] OR [Ground disturbing activities exceeding one acre would not occur for the proposed project. Therefore, a NPDES General Permit is not required.]
IV. Section 4(f) Evaluation

V. COORDINATION AND COMMENTS

During the early project development, a number of agencies, including local governments and local planning agencies, were contacted and asked for their comments on the proposed action.  Copies of comments received from the responding agencies appear in the Appendix.
The Georgia Department of Transportation will advertise the availability of this environmental assessment and will hold a public hearing.  Any comments concerning this environmental assessment should be addressed to the following:

Mr. Glenn Bowman, P.E.


or
Mr. Rodney N. Barry, P.E.
State Environmental Administrator                              
Division Administrator

Georgia Department of Transportation


Federal Highway Administration

600 West Peachtree Street



Atlanta Federal Center

16th Floor





61 Forsyth Street, S.W.

Atlanta, GA  30308




Suite 17 T100
Atlanta, GA  30303-3104
After review of comments received during the comment period, a decision will be made by the responsible officials concerning which alternative will be selected.
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