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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20426 

OFFICE OF ENERGY PROJECTS 
In Renlv Refer Tg: 
OEP/DG2E/Ges 3 
AES Ocean Express, L.L.C. 
Docket No. CP02-090-003 

TO THE PARTY ADDRESSED: 

The staff of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) and the 
Mineral Management Service (MMS) have prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to 
discuss the environmental impacts of the Modifications to the Ocean Express Pipeline Project 
proposed by AES Ocean Express, L.LC. (Ocean Express) in the above referenced docket. The 
proposed project is located in Broward County, Florida; State Waters of Florida; and Federal 
Waters of the United States. 

This EA has been prepared to comply with the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for 
implementing NEPA (Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations [CFR], sections 1500-1508), and the 
Commission's regulations (18 CFR 380). The staff concludes that approval of this proposal 
would not constitute a major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human 
environmenL The EA a/so evaluates alternatives to the proposal, including system alternatives; 
major route alternatives; and mute variations. 

The FERC prepared this EA to address the potential environmental impacts of the 
propeeed modifications. The original project was addressed by the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Ocean Express P~peline Project (FEIS) issued on November 28, 2003. The 
modified project would use the same methodologies for deepwater construction and onshore 
conslru~on. However, the landfall portion of the pipeline would be installed in a 14,000-foot 
tunnel instead of the two HDD segments and associated d'h-ect pipelay on the sea_floor. The 
tunnel amendment would also incorporate minor route changes to accommodate the 
methodology. These minor route changes would result in a slight decrease in the length of the 
landfall portion and thus the overall project length. 

Approximately 95 percent of the original project analyzed in the FEIS is relatively 
unchanged, with the exception of the 2-inch increase in pipeline diameter. The tunnel 
amendment would increase the pipeline diameter for the modified project from 24 inches to 26 
inches and internally coat the pipeline to allow increased flow rates. Ocean Express does not 
propose to increase the certificated capacity (842,000 dekatherms/day). (k, ean Express proposes 
to install a pressure reducing station inside the new tunnel to reduce the onshore Maximum 
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Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) to 1,480 pounds per square inch gauge (psig) or less 
from the certificated 2,200 psig. The modifications include an access building at the tunnel shaft 
at the Dania Beach Boulevard Traffic Circle with a gas vent. 

¢ommant  Procedures and Public Meetings 

Any person wishing to comment on the EA may do so. To ensure consideration prior to a 
Commission decision on the proposal, it is important that we receive your comments before the 
date specified below. Please carefully follow these instructions to ensure that your  
comments are received in time u d  properly recorded: 

• Send an originai and two copies o f  your comments to: 

Magalie R. Salas,Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First SL, N.E., Room 1A 
Washington, D e  20426; 

• Reference Docket No. CP02-090-003; 

• Label one copy of  your comments for the attention o f  Gas Branch 3, PJ I 1.3; and 

Mall your comments so that they will  be received in Washington, DC on or 
before March 18, 2005. 

Please note that we are contmuing to experience delays in mail deliveries from the U.S. 
Postal Service. As a result, we will include all comments that we receive within a reasonable 
time flame in our environmental analysis of the project. However, the Commission strongly 
encourages elect~roulc filing of u y  commcots  or  interventions to this proceeding. See 18 
CFR 385.2001(aXI)(iii) and the instructions on the Commission's web site at 
http://www.fcrc.gov under the "e-Filing" link and the link to the User's Guide. Before you can 
file comments you will need to create a flee account which can be created online. 

The EA has been placed in the public files o f  the FERC and is available for public 
inspection at: 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
Public Reference and Files Maintenance Branch 

888 First Street. N.E., Room 2A 
Washington, DC 20426 

(202) 502-8371 

Additional information about the project is available from the Commission's Office of  
External Affairs, at l=866-208-FERC or on the FERC Internet website (www.ferc.~ov) using the 
eLibrary link. Click on the eLibrary link, click on "General Search" and enter the docket number 
excluding the last three digits in the Docket Number field. Be sure you have selected an 
appropriate date range. For assistance with eLibrary, the eLibrary helpline can be reached at 1- 
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866-208-3676, TIT (202) 502-8659 or FERCOnlineStmvort(~£erc.eov. The eLibrary link on 
the FERC Internet website also provides access to the texts of formal documents issued by the 
Commission, such as orda% notices, and rulemakings. 

In addition, the Commission now offers a flee service called ¢Subscripfion which allows 
you to keep track of all formal issuances and submittals in specific dockets. This can reduce the 
amount of time you spend researching proceedings by automatically providing you with 
notification of these filings, document summaries and direct links to the docume~nts. Go to the 
eSubscription link on the FERC Interact websito. 

Magalie R. Sales, 
Secretary 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 OVERVIEW 

The staff of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) and the Mineral 

Management Service (MMS) have prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to discuss the 

envirunmental impacts of the Modifications to the Ocean Express P/pelinc Project proposed by AES 

Ocean Express, L.L.C. (Ocean Express) in Broward County, Florida; State Waters of  Florida; and Fedentl 

Waters of the United States. This EA has been ~t'tau'ed to comply with the r e q u ' ~ t s  of the National 

Envirom'nental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for 

in~lun'mnting NEPA (Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations [CFR], sections 1500-1508), and the 

Commission's regulations (18 CFR 380). 

On January 29, 2004, the FERC issued a certificate of public convenience and necessity to Ocean 

Express for the Ocean Express Pipeline Project in Docket No. CP02-090-00I (AES Project). On 

September 9, 2004 (and supplements on September 15, 2004 and September 20, 2004), Ocean Exia'ess 

filed a modification to the AES Project to substitute tunnel construction methodology for the previously 

authacized horizontal directional dr/l] (HDD) technology to/nstall the nearshore port/on of the pipeline, 

as well as certain design changes for the natural gas pipeline between the United States and the Bahamas 

(modified project). A summary of the proposed project facilities for the AES Project and the modified 

project is provided in Table l-l. 

On April I0, 2003, the FERC issued a Preliminary ~ o n  on Non-Environmental 

(PD) that concurred that energy demands are increasing in south Florida and Ocean ExlxeSs has 

demunstzated a public need for the AES Project to provide a relatively clean fuel supply to south Florida 

to address those needs. The purpose of the tunnel nmdification is to avoid impacts to sensitive marine 

resources in the ncarshore waters of south Florida, especially coral, coral reefs, and hardbottom 

communities. In addition, the modificatiun would allow Ocean Express to complete the project in a mere 

timely manner and provide flexibility in delivering gas to south Florida. 

| - I  I.I OVERVIEW 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

T ~  1-1 
Ocean Express Pipeline Project 

8ummam/of Proposed anm:l Prmdo~u=ly A u t h o d N d  Project Fac:llltkm 

Fm:gllty' 

Apprmdmafe 
Rpollno ( I , ~  

Dimnolor Mllel:X~t © Location/JurlsdlcOon 

O~horo Sogm=.: 

Pipoi~e 26-inch" 

Pipeline 26-~ch" 

43.0 

4.3 = 

MP 0.0 to 

43.0 

RMP 43.0 tO 
47,~ 

U.S. Federal Waters 

F'k)dda Slato Wator~ 

Onsh~r~ Segment: 

Plpek~ 26-inch" 6.0 TMP 47,5 tO 53.0 Broward County 

P I ~  = 20-1rich 0.7 FPt. MP 0.0 tO Broward County 
0.35 

Abovegmtald Facgltte~ f N/A g N/A TMP 53,0 & TMP Bmward County 
47.5" 

UrldElcgR)~ F a d ~  h N/A N/A T ~  47.5" Brow~d County 

Totmi New Pipeline: 54,32 miles ° 

Nm~:  NIA = Nat ~ 

"Dan~tnm ix~olect fadll~,m ~ ~ Ind~cled m ~ pmlX3Ud nlodlttcs~,on Ihznt l~ouk:l difTw born the cadiflcatDd ~ .  

° P.~ect fadi t lu  Incllxle id4xdno wld uaodahKI ~ .  

b ~ Omgih ixovt(le(I ~ ~ miletus. 

= "W41~ ~ ~ I~Ane~o~et: "RMP" rQ~mns ~ Revimd I~,gopmt =rid ~ ~ ~ "rufv~,el MUo~x~st. 

d ~ ~ bmqxg on trend ~r,~qrl ~ u mpamd i:~q ~ F0odda Dq:o, tmer~ ~ ~ i~rom:lon. 

• kldUCJU dual 20-#K:h lagfal Ilnm ~ ~ FPL ~ ~ Pmm, r Fqrant 

f The tamn "Nx~egmund FactllM~ kx pumm~ d thls ~ l e  Indudm Ihe ixq:osed mot~ mtkms, mainline ahuto~ valve ~ ~ 
launddn0~l~eivlng sts~m Io~lod at TMP 53.02~ wld g-,e bmnel ~han/gm~e~ Ixdl~g ind g u  "4mlt at ~ 47.5. 

I N/A Indlcat~ not aR~:al~e. 

• The tom1 ~ F~dlffil~" fo~ ptup(~es of tds ta~e ~ Ihe pmuum mduOIng sta~on and matnll~ ~hutoff v a ~  M 
TMP 47.5 ~ Inslde tho tum1~ p~opooed m g~lodobon ~/~I the mod~cllllon. 

' Does not Inc~de 40.4 milee o~ n o n - J u ~  pil~ine t~d w~Id be ~ In wm.~  beh~en the Bal~mas and the ~ 

~ Mi~x~t  m p ~ w ~  the seaw~d e x ~ t  o(Flodda State w m  (RMP 43.0) to ~-,e tunn~ envy ot the Danla ~ T ~  ~ 
(TMP 47.5). 

I.I OVERVIEW 1-2 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1.! The Original 15"opoud (AES Project) 

The AES Project consists of a new 24-inch diameter interstate natural gas pipeline, and certain 

ancillary facilities, that would extend approximately 54.5 miles from a re~pt  point at the Exclusive 

Economic Zone (EEZ) boundary between the United State~ and the Bahamas to two delivery points in 

Broward County, Florida: one at an interuormection with the existing Florida Gas Transmission System 

(FGT) pipeline at the Florida Power and Light (FPL) Fort Lauderdale Power Plant, and one at an 

interconnection with the FPL gas line that serves the FPL Fort Lauderdale plant. 

The deepwater portion of the pipeline would be laid on the seafloor extending 44.6 nnles west 

from the EEZ. The nearshore portion oftbe pipeline would extend approximately 3.0 miles from the end 

of the direct lay to the onshore landfall site at the Dania Beach Boulevard Traffic Circle. As previously 

certificated, the nearshore portion of the pipeline would be ins~led in three segmen~ including two HDD 

segments totaling over 8,000 feet long, connected by an approximately 9,000-font section of pipe laid 

directly on the seaflonr. From the landfall site, the onshore pipeline would prin'arily be installed by 

trenching, although HDD and boring methodology would be used to cross sensitive resources, such as the 

lntracmstal W a t e ~ y  ([CW) and West Lake Perk, and major transportation i n ~ ,  such as 

htterstate 95 and U.S Route 1. 

Ll.2 The New ~ 0V[odmed Project) 

The modified project would use the same metluxlologies for deepwater construction and onshore 

¢onstruc~on. However, the landfall por~on of the pipeline would be installed in a 14,000-foot tunnel 

instead of tbe two HDD segments and associated direct p/pehty on the seafloor. 

The tunnel amendment would also incaxpornte minor route changes to accommodate the 

methodology. These minor mute changes would result in a dight decrease in the length of the landfall 

portion and thus the overall project length. During the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) 

assesmnent, a portion of the proposed mute was revised to address concerns by the U.S. Navy. The 

1-3 I.I OVERVIEW 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

proposed route in the FEIS was presented by milepost or MP extending from the EEZ for 40.2 miles; and 

the revised route was presented by revised milepost (RMP) from RMP 40.2/MP 40.2 to the onshore 

terminus of the AES Project. Since the tunnel modification would reduce the length of the proposed 

mute, the milepost designations for the modified project in this EA will use MP from the EEZ (MP 0.0) to 

MP 40.2, revised milepost from RMP 40.2 to the beginning of the amended route under the tunnel 

amendment (RMP 44.0), and tunnel milepost (TMP) from the beginning of the amended route ('IMP 

44.0) to the onshore terminus of the modified project (TMP 53.6). 

Approximately 95 percent of the original project analyzed m the FEIS is relatively mmhanged, 

with the exception of the 2-inch increase in pipeline diameter. The tunnel amendment would increase the 

pipeline diameter for the modified project from 24 inches to 26 inches (MP 0.0 to TMP 53.6), and 

internally coat the pipeline to allow increased flow rates. Ocean Express does not propose to increase the 

certificated capacity (842,000 dekathenrts/day). Ocean Express proposes to install a pressure reducing 

station inside the new tunnel to reduce the onshore Maximum Allowable Operating Presmwe (MAOP) to 

1,480 pounds per square inch gauge (psig) or less from the certificated 2,200 psig. The modifications 

include an access building at the tmmel shaft at the Dania Beach Boulevard Traffic Circle with a gas vent. 

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED OF THIS DOCUMENT 

The FERC prepared this EA to address the potential envirommntal impacts of the tunnel 

amendment to supplement our Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Ocean Express Pipeline 

Project (Ocean Exlm~ FEIS or our FEIS) issued on November 28, 2003. This EA will be used by the 

Commission to determine whether the proposed project modifications are in the public convenience and 

necessity. The FERC has pnmary respon~bility for assessing environmental impacts to onshore 

resources and State Waters under section 7 of the Natural Gas Act (NGA) and part 157 and ~ 284 of 

the Commission's regulations. MMS has primary responsibility for offshore analysis in waters of the 

United States, and coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE). The FERC is the lead 

agency and the MMS is a federal cooperating agency for this project because the MMS has jurisdiction by 

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED OF THIS DOCUMENT l -4  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

law as well as special expertise regarding the potential environmental i ~ t s  associated with the portion 

of the proposed project that would be imtalled on the O ~ r  Continental Shelf. 

Our environmental analysis conducted for the Ocean Express FEIS identified potential impacts of 

the AES Project, assessed reasonable alternatives to the proposed action, recommended mitigation 

measures to minimize environmental impacts, and facilitated public involvement in identifying significant 

environmental impacts. We concluded that construction and operation of the AES Project would not 

result in significant environmental impacts with strict adherence to: 

• Ocean Express' Environmental Construction Monitoring and Verification Plan (ECMVP); 

• FERC's Upland Erosion Conu'ol, Revegctation, and Ma'mtemmce Plan (Plan); 

• FERC's Wetland mui W a ~  Construction and Mitigation Procedures (Procedures); 

• FERC's recmmm'ndations included in the Ocean Express FEIS and the Order Issuing 

Presidential Permit And NGA Sections 3 and 7 Authorizations; end 

• Pertinent federal, state, and local regulations and permits. 

Ocean Express' ECMVP for the AES Project h~xl~orat~d the r eq~-~ 'n t s  of FERC's Plan and 

Procedures to im3tcct upland, wetland, and watcrbodies from significant ~ during ccestmction and 

operation of the AES Project. The pertinent portions of the ECMVP were included in our FEIS. 

Subsequent to issuing the FEIS, the FERC Certificate was issued, which identified 28 requirements that 

were previously recommended in the FEIS to further minimize and avoid environmental impacts. 

Ocean Express has revised its ECMVP as pert of its tunnel modification and the pertinent aspects 

oftbe revision m'e discussed in this EA. ~ o r e ,  the purpoee of this EA is to assess whether any new 

or additional impacts would be associated with the tmmel amendment, and, if so, to identify appropriate 

mitigation measures to avoid or minimize those impacts that may be significant. 
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This EA primarily focuses on the potential change in cons~uction impacts to the ncarshor¢ 

marine environment since that is the portion of  the p ~ o s e d  project which would experience the greatest 

degree of modification. Ocean Express designed the proposed tunnel c o n ~ o n  installation to further 

minimize the potential for direct and indirect impacts, and the risk of i ~ t  impacts to scnmtiv¢ 

marine resources, particularly the hardbottom and coral reef resources that occur in the nearshore 

environment of the project area. Tunnel construction methods are described in Section 2.0, "Proposed 

Action," and potential marine impacts are s ~  primarily in Section 3.3, "Water Resom'ces," and 

Section 3.4, "Fishery Resources, Benthic Communities, and Wildlife" of this EA. 

Onshore, the modifications associated with tunnel consm~ction would be limited to the magnitude 

and duration of  ~ o n  impacts within the Dania Beach Boulevard Traffic C~rcle; associated 

alterations in traffic, air emissions, and noise; and potential land use impacts associated with a concrete 

fabrication plant and scdiment disposal. These poten6al impacts are primarily discussed in Section 3.7, 

"Land Use, Recreation, and Visual Resources," and Section 3.10, "Air Quality and Noise." 

1.3 PUBUC REVIEW 

As part of the FEIS process, the FERC held public scoping meetings, site visits, numerous 

interagency meetings, and a public DEIS comment meeting. In response to Ocean Express filing its 

modified application, fl~e FERC issued a Notice of lntent to Prepare an Environmental Assessment for  the 

Proposed Modifications to the Ocean Express Pipeline Projecl and Request for Comments on 

Environmental Issues (NOD on Novemb~" 15, 2004. The notice, which included a description of the 

modified project and ancillary facilities (e.g., the proposcd ~ t e  fabrication plant), was sent to 

i~downers, individuals, organizations, and government entities that expressed an m t e t ~  in the original 

project m~l received a copy of  our FEIS for the project. No new landowners are affcet-d by the propcw, ed 

modifications. It was also sent to all identified potential right-of-way grantors. The distribution list is 

provided in Appendix A. In response to the NOI, we received one public comment letter and two agency 

comment letters. The public and agency comments were generally in favor of the modified project since 
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it would reduce nututcts to the nearshore environment relative to the originally proposed project. In 

addition, the comments requested that potential turmel construction impacts be assessed, and the results of 

that a.ssessrnent be provided publicly. The comments and our reSlXnk~ have been incorporated into this 

public EA. 

IA PERMITS 

The modified project would need to obtain the federal, state, and local permits identified in our 

FEIS. Since the FEIS was issued in November 2003, the AES Project received its certificate of public 

convenience and necessity from the Comm/ss/on on January 29, 2004 (FERC Cert/ficate). 

On March 8, 2004, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) stated that the retx~r~ for the 

AES Project were complete and sufficient in accordance with the Florida State Adm/nislrative Code 

( ~ t e r  1A-46), and that the SHPO maintsmed no objection to the methods proposed by Ocean ~ .  

On July 2, 2004, the State of Florida completed its coastal zone consistency determination, and 

found the AES Project to be cons/stent with the coastal management program. On January 24, 2005, the 

Slate of Florida determined that the po~on of the modified project in Federal Waters was commstent with 

the Coastal Zone Management Program. The Florida Department of Environmental Prmectiun (FDEP) is 

continuing to evaluate the ~mainder of the proposed project m State Waters and onshore as part of its 

Enviromnental Resource Pemit CERP) process. 

On January 4, 2005, we discmu~l the proposed modifications with the U.S. Fish mul Wildlife 

Service (USFWS) staff in Veto Beach, Florida and they indicated that they did not conmder the actions 

Woposed for the modified project to alter in any way the USFWS concm're~ce of effects to 0weatened and 

endangered species, dated February 24, 2004. 

On January 10, 2005, the COE issued its Ikparlment of the Army Permit for the modified project 

under section 404 of the Clean ware1" Act, and section 10 ofthe Rivers and Harbor Act of 1899 (Permit 
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No. SAJ-2002-6555 OP-SLN)). The permit identifmd 76 special permit conditions primarily associated 

with protecting sensitive marine resources and the waters of the United States, and is included m 

Appendix B. 

On January 11, 2005, the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division (NSWCCD) 

notified FERC that the U.S. Navy has no objections to the tunnel amendment. 

On January 28, 2005, the FDEP issued a Consolidated Notice of Intent to Issue Env/ronmental 

Resource Permit Modification and Public Easement to Use Sovereign Submerged Lands for the Ocean 

Express project. The attached draft ERP includes over 100 permit requirements to avoid and minimizc 

environmental impacts potentially associated with the modified project. The ERP issuance will be 

dctcrmined upon completion of the public review process. 

1.5 NON=JURISDIL-~rlONAL FACILITIES 

The non-jurisdictioml faciliti~ associat~l with the AES Project consist of 40.4 miles of 26=inch= 

diameter pipeline that extend fi'om a LNG facility on Ocean Ca)" in the Bahamas to the EEZ boundary 

between the Bahamas and the U.S.; an LNG terminal, LNG tank farm, resasification and sendout system; 

and ancillary structures. Ocean Exlxess submiUed an envn~anental impact assessment (EIA) to the 

Bahamas Environment, Science and Technology (BEST) Commission. The BEST Commission has 

completed its review and forwarded the project to the Bahamian Cabinet for further review. These 

facilities would be located within the jurisdiction of the Bahamian government and are not considered 

further in this EA. 
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2.1 PROPOSED FACILITIES 

As descnbed in the FEIS and certificated by the Commission, the originally proposed AES 

Project would consist of a new 24-inch-diameter interstate na t t~  gas pipeline, and certain ancillary 

facilities, that would extend approximately 54.5 m/les from a receipt point on the EEZ boundary between 

the United States and the Bahamas to two delivery points in Broward County, Florida, one at an 

mtercoemectinn with the existing FGT pipeline at the FPL Fort Lander~e Power Plant, and the other at 

an interconnection with the FPL gas line that serves the FPL Fort L a ~ e  planL Ocean Express' 

proposed tunnel amendment reflects the incorporation of tunnel construction methodology for the 

nearshore portion of its pipeline, as well as certain other design changes. Ocean Express developed the 

proposed modifications to address concerns for sensitive marine habitats traversed by the project, the 

local gas m&,-kcts demand for peak period deliverability, and certain delays that it has encountered m 

meeting its proposed construction schedule. 

The use of the tunnel construction methodology would allow Ocean Express to construct the 

ncaxzlm~ portion of the pipeline using an approximataly 14,000-foot-long tunnel, with certain minor 

route changes to acconnnodatc the methodolog3,, as opposed to the HDDs that the Commission has 

already approved. Ocean F_.xpress also l~oposes to increase the internal l~peline diameter from 24 inches 

to 26 inches and intema/ly coat the pipcliz~, to reduce ~ fiiction and a/low for increased hourly 

flow rates, but does not propose to increase the certificated capacity (842,000 d~ztherms/day) of its 

p~linc. Additionally, Or, can Expr¢~ propoees to install a pressure reducing station inside the tmmel to 

reduce the onshore MAOP to 1,480 psig ~ less, from the certificated MAOP of 2,200 psig. An 

aboveground tunnel shaR/ac, cess building and gas vent would also be installed at the Dania Beach 

Boulevard Traffic Circle. 

No onshore alignment construction changes would be requ'ned in association with the proposed 

modifications. Ocean Express has slightly revised its proposed nearshore rotae to accommodate the 
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tunnel installation methodology and to minimize construction activities outside the tunnel, which would 

be initiated from the Dania Beach Boulevard Traffic Circle (TMP 47.5). The revised nearshore route 

would reduce the length of the proposed pipeime by approximately 0.5 mile, but would not differ 

substantively in alignment from the route of the AES ProjecL Seawaxd of the tunnel exit point, an 

approximately 0.8-mile-long segment of pipeline would extend to a tie-in with the previously authorized 

mute at TMP 44.0/RMP 44.0. East of this point, the offshore mute would be unchanged by the proposed 

modifications. The proposed increase in pipeline diameter would not significantly affect the onshore or 

offshore conslruction procedures descn'bad m the FEIS, except for that segment of the project associated 

with the proposed tunnel construction methodology. Consequently, the description oftba proposed action 

provided in Section 2.0, "Proposed Action," is limited to that segment of the project that would be 

affected by the proposed modifications (TMP ,*4.0 to TMP 47.5). 

The general location of the cunently proposed pipeline and associated ancillary facilities are 

depicted in Figures 2.1-1, 2.1-2, and summarized in Table 2.1-1. 

2.2 LAND REQUIREMENTS 

The land requirements of the offshore and onshore portions of the proposed project are 

summarized in Table 2.2-1. This summary identifies land requirements dining construction and operation 

of the pipeline and associated f~iliti(m, as currently proposed. 

2.2.1 Onshore ~ of the Project 

Construction of the proposed tunnel would be initiated from the Dania Beach Boulevard Traffic 

Circle (TMP 47.5), and the onshore route and construction methods would be consistent with that which 

was descn'bed in the FEIS in association with the previously proposed landfall HDD installa~on. 

Fabrication of concrete tunnel liner segments for the proposed tunnel would require construction of a 

temporary concrete segment fabrication batch plant, which wceld occupy approximately 12 acres. 

Although Ocean Express expects to site the temporary concrete segment fabrication 
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Tabile 2.1-1 
Oceam Exp fN~  Pipeline Project 
Summary o f  PvWoct FacmlHu 

~ w o x ~ m m  
Pipeline Length 

Facility" Dlaunotor (mllo~) ~ M I I o p o ~  Jual~ lc t ton 

New ~ 28-inch 43.0 MP 0.0 to 40.2 
RMP 40.2 to 43.0 

New P I ~  26-1nch 4.3 RMP 43.0 to 44.0 ~ 
TMP 44.0 to 47.5 ~ 

o r . ~ x e  Segme,¢ 

U.S. Federal Waters 

Flodda Stato Watom 

New P l ~ l n e  26-1nch 5.0 "lIMP 47.5 to 53.6 Bfoward County 

New PIpelk~e ~ 20-inch (2) 0.35 + 0.35 FPL MP 0.0 to 0.35 Broward County 

Above, ground Fadli~es e N/A N/A TMP 47.5 and TMP 53.6 Browa~ County 

Unde~round Fadli~e~ f N/A N/A TMP 47.5 Bmward County 

Total New Pipeline 54.3 mlle~ ° 

Nolml: N/A =, Not q)~lcllb~ 

• PmJe~ f a d ~  ~:k~e plp.ine .~(~ ~ tadm.,-. 
I 

• InOIxl~ duel 204nch tMocat Iklm to tho FPt, Fort Liudon~tllo Powor PlanL 

e "l~e film "AboYiign:lJ~l Fa(:lltlo~ for pulpcmm of rids table ktdudlm the tuclnel ilhafl/aocelm Ixdldlng and gall vent at ~ 47.5 
~ In as~dallon with the modlficdon rand I've pc01x~ed morn" mlJons, malnlne ~utolf yaks, md I~g 
l a u ~  Idatlon I o c ~  lit TMP 53.62` 

f Tho term ~ F ~ "  for ~ of thls lal)le InOludu the ixlmum mdu01ng sti~on and maJnlne shutoqf valve at 
TMP 47.5 Oocltad Inldde Ihe tunnel ad~aft) Wopoeed in aMooli~on with the modlflcaUon. 

m Doeo n~t bt¢tlxle 40.4 mllm el norludKl¢10n~ i ~  ~at ~Jk l  be (:onanmlmd In wa~nn between tl~e ~ and I~e 
EEZ. 

R I~epom alend from Iho mm,,Ic¢ Brant of Rodin 8taro W m  (RMP 43.0) Io Iho Iwiwl w~y mt l ie Denla ~ T ~  
C~¢e (TMP 47.S) 
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Table 2.2.t 
o ~ n  ~ Ptt~iir~ Prolec~ 

land Roqulrement~ for PlpelMe and Abovegt~und Fmdlnleo 

ApWo~m== Amo 
~ Du~n0 AppmxJm== At,= 

F~diity(Humt~r n~ht..o~.WayCrou Amr=dmm ~ ~ Oud.O 
o~ = iN)  Se¢Uo. (~Nt) ~ (n~k~) A m )  Oper=U~ (=CrN) 

2o0 43.0 1,042" 1,042" Off.tom Fedeml 
w m  Rpe~ee- 
D~,~ L~ Segm~ 

Offshore stere 
Weto~ Plpdne- 
D~e~ Lay Se~nen~ 

25 1.8 453 b 5.2 = 

Neareh(xe Tunn~ 25 2.7 8.3 a 8.3 a 

On~x)m PIl~lne Construction 5.0 22.6 3.0 
(30, 40, or 55) 

Permanent (4) 

FPL IMPs 0.0 to Consb"uctton (45) 0.35 3.0 0.25 
0.35 

Permanent (6) 

Addltlona~ N/A N/A 36.0 0.0 
Tmwpor~y Work 
Spacee" 

Unde~lmund ~ A  ~ A  
Fadli(l~ 

~ A  ~ A  Aboveground Meter 
StoUons 

o.d ~o.1 

0.7 0.25 

62.3 3.5 

1,665.5 1,069.0 

Onshore Approximate Total Area: 

Appro~l.m~ To~l Arm: 

" Aer~ge ba~J on ~ ~ rtgM.of,.~my ~vJ pen'nene~ em~'eent ln Fedenel W~em. 

DAmm~ir'~ke~2~f~bv`e~r~b~vmye~J~4x~`~`~2~nm~avJeit~r~4xxa~y~n~n 
v,~mpmm n uB~rm~ w ~  rnoomo m m  

" A m ~  bmKJ ~ 2~kx~V, Oo penmment emNmmt ln S ~ e  W~em. 

° Am~ga bo~J on 2 r~ ,kx~t~  m m t r u ~ n  ~ M . d . w ~  mJ  pmmmm~ ~ tn S ~ a  We~m. 

" ~ ~ J ~ l  omhom wotk m p ~  e ~ m ~  ~tv, J oonlrm~ ~m~JB not moourd~ for i~ l ~  ~ ~ . , , m n y .  

' ConMe~d~ of Ihe ~dergrmmd fmBIl~ v~.Ak:l ooour M m Mrom~, ~munt~l Ibr In k~e Im'mpomey m ~ 
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batch plant in existing light indusuial or industrial zoned land within Port Everglades, Ocean Express has 

not yet identified a specific location for that facility or completed environmental surveys of the site. 

Therefore, we reconnnend that: 

Prior to construction, Ocean E ,  preu should identify the specific location, tdze, 

and configuration of the concrete fabrication plant, and file with the Director of 

OF, P, for review and approval, all perthtent information on the proposed site 

including sensitive resources present, agency consultation, survey results, 

potential impacts, and appropriate mitigation, as necessary. The filing shall also 

include documentation demonstrating that Ocean Express has received all 

federal, state, and local approvals for operation of the facility. 

Ocean Express has not proposed any alignment changes to the onshore portion of the project. 

Ocean Express has f~rther indicated that it does not anticipate that the increase in diameter of the pipeline 

from 24 inches to 26 inches would affect the size of the onshore construction or permanent rights-of-way. 

A pressure reducing station and shutoff valve would be located underground within the tunnel entrance 

shaft at the Dania Beach Traffic Orcl© (TMP 47.5). A newly proposed tunnel shaft utility/access building 

and gas vent would service these facilities and would occupy an area less than 0.1 acre during operation 

of the proposed project. With the exception of the tunnel shaft u t i l i t y / ~  building and gas vent, the 

aboveground facilities associated with the proposed project would be identical to the certificated project. 

2.2.2 Offshore Segment oftke Project 

The alignment and land rcquircments of thc offshore portion of the pipeline in Federal Waters 

would not be affectai by the proposed modifications. As descn%ed in tbe FEIS, the portion of the 

pipeline in Federal Wata~ would be constructed within a pe~mment, 200-font-wide right-of-way grant 

thatwould encompess approximately 1,042 acres. Thc offshmc pot'tion of the pipeline in Statc Watcrs 

east of the tunnel exit point would be ~ within a 200-font-wide construction right-of-way. The 

2.2 LAND ~ 2-8 
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tunnel section of the pipeline would he mnstructed in State Waters within a 25-foot-wide right 

construction right-of-way, though tunnel ~nstruction from the project landfall to the tunnel exit point 

would not result in any direct seafinof impacts. Additional offshore ¢ontinsan~ temporary consauction 

work areas would he requin~ to aeconmmdate desisnated vessel nmoring meas, anchofin8 and movement 

of construction and support vessels, and pt~-fabrication of the pipestring that would be used to connect 

the tunnel section oftbe pipeline with the offshore direct lay section of the pipeline. In total, the offshofe 

consa'uction work areas in State Watofs would eacmnpass approximately 461.3 acres. 

Following cons~m~on, permanent easements would be retained in State Waters (25 feet wide) 

and Federal Waters (200 feet wide) fof operation and m a l n t e ~ c e  purposes and would e n ~  

approximately 1,056 acres. The actual awa of seaflonr affected during operation in FederaJ and State 

Waters would be much less than this area. The section of the pipeline extending from the tunnel exit 

point (TMP 44.8) to a water depth of 200 feet of sea water (FSW; approximate RMP 44.3) would be 

covered with articulated concrete mats to provide protective cover and on-bottom stability, as described in 

the FEIS. The approximately 0.4-mile-long mat covered section of the pipeline would impact an area of 

the seaflonr approximately 9 feet in width, e n c o n ~ i n g  approximately 0.5 acre, which is comparable to 

the area affected by concrete mat installation that was described in the FEIS. The tunnel section of the 

pipeline would not result in any seafloof impacts during operation. The seafloor disturbance for the direct 

lay portion of the pipeline with no ~ver  would theofetica]ly be limited to the diameter of the proposed 

pipeline and would encompass approximately 11.7 acres. Actual ~ would likely be less and would 

be determined by post-ecmtruetk~ field surveys. 

2.3 CONSTRUCTION PROCI~IJR]~ 

As desen'bed intbe FEIS, the pipeline faailitiec would be desisned, ~ operated, and 

maintained in aecotdan~ with the DOT regulations under 49 CFR Part 192, 'Wran~3ortstion of Natural 

andDther Gas by Pipeline: Mininmm Fedend Safety Stsachud~" 18 CFR 380.15, "Site and Maintenance 

Requiremont~;" end other appliutble federal and state regulations. Ocean Express has submitted a general 
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Spill Prevention, Containment, and C o t m ~  (SPCC) Plan for the management of  hazardous 

materials, such as fuels, lubricants, and coolants, used during construction. Sim-.spee~c plans would be 

developed for each construction spread once contractors have been selected. 

Ocean Express ourrently pmposee to initiam com~'~on of the tunnel and ncamhorc portion of 

the pmjeet in the first quarter of  2005. It is expeeted that construction of the tunnel and miorotmmel exit 

portions of the Ixojee~ would last uppmxinm~ly 16 months. Deepwalcz pipeline onrmlra~on would 

comm-'nce following completion of tunneling a~ivities and would be completed in approxinmtely three 

to four months. Onshore co~on would also be initiated following r..omplefion oflmmcling activities 

and would be completed in appmxinmtely six months. Ocean Express cur~nfly anticipates that the 

proposed projeet would be placed in service in 2007 or early 2008. 

2.3.1 Offshore Construction Procedures 

23.1.1 General Offshore Construction Procedures 

As desoribed in O~e FEIS, the nearshore segment of the proposed project would u'averse three reef 

systems referred to as Reef l, Reef2-1nner and Reef 2-Outer, and Reef 3. The ncarshore segment oftbe 

AES Project would have been constructed using two HDDs, referred to as the landfall and the offshore 

HDD, which would be separated by a direct pipelay segment between Reef 2olnner and Reef 2-Outer. 

The proposed tunnel modification would replace this HDD installation approach with the currently 

proposed tunnel construction methodology to accomplish installation of the nearshore segment of the 

pipeline. As now pmpose~ a tunnel would extend from the projeet landfall at the Dania Beach 

Boulevard Traffic Circle (IMP 47.5/RMP 48.0), as proposed with the certificated HDD installation 

approach, to an exit point a minimum of 200 feet east of Reef 3 (RMP 44.8). Seaward of the tunnel exit 

point, an approximately 0.8-mile-long segment of pipeline would extend to a tie-in with the previously 

authorized route st RMP 44.0fl'MP 44.0. Thus, the tunnel medificmtion would only affect that segment of  
* 

the certifica~d project bctw~n TMP 44.0 eml TMP 47.5. The offshore ron~ c u t  of TMP 44.0 would b¢ 

unchanged by the proposed modifications. Lik~vise, the proposed increase in pipeline diametor from 24- 
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to 26 inches would not affect the proposed deepwater installation procedures, and pipeline constmct/ou 

would be accon~plisbed as descn'bed in the FEIS. 

The details of the pmpoeed offshore pipeline constru~on plans and procedures are ptmwided in 

Ocean Express' ECMVP and Florida Nearshou: Installation Methods (dated January 2005). Ocean 

Expt'ess revised these documents to reflect the proposed tunnel modification, as well as additional 

resom~ agency consultation since receipt oftbe FERC Certificate. 

2.3.1.2 Speelal/zed Offdmre Constmetlon Proesdares 

The nearshore portion of the pipeline would be installed beneath the seaflour within an 

approximately 2.7-mile-long tunnel. A tunnel boring machine (TBM) would be used to construct a 

watertight 13.6-font-diameter, concrete segment-lined tunnel. The concrete segment-lined tunnel would 

extend approximately 2.6 miles from an entry point at the Dania Beach Traffic Circle (TMP 47.5) to a 

point approximately 650 feet west of the tunnel exit point (TMP 44.9). A microtunnel boring machine 
I 

(MTBM) would then be used to construct a smaller, 42-incli-diameter tunnel from that point to the tunnel 

exit O'MP 44.8). Figure 2.3.1.2-1 depicts the proposed nearshore pipeline including the tunnel alignment. 

Tunnel excavation would be initiated on dry land from a tunnel entrance shaft caisson that would 

be constructed at the Dania Beach Traffic Circle (TMP 47.5). The ca/ssou would measure 140-feet-deep 

by 40-feet-w/da with 24-inch-thick, steel reinforced cone's-re walls. The caisson would be fabricated on- 

site in a series of form, pour, strip, and excavate cycles. The caisson would be flooded during 

consina~on to eliminate hydrostatic pressure differentials. Once consmu:ted to the designed elevation, 

an in/tial co,fete bottom plus wo~d be poured, the caisson would be dewatered and any leaks would be 

sealed. The final concrete w floor would be poured to the "IBM latmch elevation, approximately 

125 feet below sea level (BSL), once the caisson was dawatered, a~l all subsequent construction 

actiyifies woeld be conducted in ~y  conditions. A drawing of the proposed tmmel entrance shaft caisum 

is provided in Figure 2.3.1.2-2. 
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Once caisson construction is complete, a block of soil at the TBM launch site would be grouted 

from inaide the caisaon by driUing out through the caisson and injecting reinfor~ng grout. This grouted 

exit block, which would messo~ approximately 35 feet long and 10 feet wider and taller than the TBM, 

would aid in the TBM exit from the cais~m. A portal seal block would then be poured to receive shaft 

seals that would prevent flooding of the entrance shaft from groundwater seepage during latmch of the 

TBM. The TBM would then be assembled at the base of the entrance shaft and initiate excavation 

.activities. The TBM would progress for approximately 2.6 miles (13,500 feet) along a moderately 

inclining, 0.05 percent slope to TMP 44.9 (Figure 2.3.1.2-3). Once the "IBM reaches "IMP 44.9, it would 

initiate a short vertical curve or dive to remove the IBM from the staging area for the microturmel section 

of the tunnel. All salvageable components would be removed from the IBM, including all fluids and 

hydraulic oils would be removed, and the remaining structure of the IBM would be entombed in 

concrete, consistent with the COE permit issued to Ocean Express (Special Condition #39; Appendix B). 

A concrete,.encased, steel launch tube would then be assembled within the eastern end of the main 

tunnel to align and guide the MTBM. Once the launch tube is installed, the MTBM would be assembled 

and boring of the microtonnel would be initiated. As the MTBM progressed, sections of carrier pipe 

would be welded togcth~ and jacked forward to maintain the integrity of the bore. Once the MTBM 

progressed to the tunnel exit point, a valved flange bulkhead would be placed on the last end of the carrier 

pipe. Divers would discorateet the MTBM from the carrier pipe, and the MTBM would then be recovered 

to a surface support vesael. 

Following tmmcl constm~on, the offshore pipeline would be installed in three distinct segments. 

Segment I of the pipeline would be assembled within the main tunnel by welding togetber sectiom of 

pipe tbet would be delivered to tbe tmmel through tbe tmmN:l enUmu:e ahafL Tbe ~mpleted microCumel 

would la'ovide a conduit for installation of Segment 2 of the pipeline, which would be pre-assembled, 
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placed on the seafionr, and pulled back into the tmmel. Segment 2 of the pipeline would connect Segment 

1 with Segment 3, which would ~nsis t  oftbe offshore, direct lay portion of the pipeline. 

Segment 2 of  the pipeline would consist of an approximately 1,370-font-long pipestring that 

would be laid out on the seafloor within a pull corridor in line with the miorotunnel exit, as depicted in 

Figure 2.3.1.2-1. An anchored pipelay barge (PB) or a dynamically positioned pipelay vessel (DPPV) 

positioned near the mierotonnel exit point would be used to assemble the pipest~g using the general 

methods for deepwater pipeline assembly and installation, as described in the FEIS. Once assembled and 

hydrostatic4tlly tested (see Section 2.4, "Hydrostatic Testing"), a cable would be attached to the Segment 

2 pipestring and it would be pulled back into the mi~rotxmnel using a winch located in the main tunnel. 

Because the seafloor at the microtunnel exit would have a 4 to 6 percent slope, pre-fabricated pipe 

supports would be installed to support the pipes~ng dm'ing pull back operations. The pipe supports 

would be installed using a jack-up barge and permanently anchored to the sea_floor using screw anchors. 

The footprint of the pipe supports wonld be less than that of the protective concrete mats that would be 

installed over this portion of the pipeline, and would not result in additional impacts or seafloor area 

r~u'memonts. Once pulled into position in the rmcrotunnel, the Slice between the microtannel and the 

pipeline would be sealed with grout to prevent ingress of seawater, and the pipestring would be welded to 

Segment 1 inside the tunnel. Ocean Express has proposed, and the COE permit requires, that the main 

tunnel would be maintained in a dry condition during upetation of the proposed project (Spe~al 

Condition #41; Append/x C). 

Segment 3 of  the pipeline would be inataUed via zonventional direct pipelay using a DPPV, 

which would not require anchor placement for ~ation keeping during pipeline construction. Conventional 

direct lay pipeline assembly was des~%ed in the FEJS. This ~gnu:nt of the pipeline would continue to 

the EEZ boundary (MP 0.0). Once completed, the western end of Segment 3 would be positioned 

appro, ximately 40 to 60 feet north of the installed Segment 2 pipcstring. Both the e u t e ~  ond of the 

Segmont 2 and the western end of Segmont 3 would be finisbed with flanged ahandonmont beads. An 
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anchored layberge would w e ~ l e  a flanged tie-in spool and Iowe~ it into position. Divers would 

then bolt the spool piece to Segmenta 2 and 3 to accomplish pipeline fie-in. 

Following pipeline imtallatinn and tie-in of  Segments 2 and 3, the section of the pipeline 

extending from the tmmel exit (TMP 44.8) to a water depth of 200 FSW (TMP 44.3) would be covered 

with articulated concrete mats to provide pipeline protection. The concrete mats would be installed 

lengthwise using an anchored barge and would be stabilized in place using screw piles. The articulated 

conc~'ete mats and their installation were described in the FEIS. After completion of pipeline installati~, 

a hy~o~t i c  test program would be executed to verify the raechanic.l integrity of the system, as 

descn13ed in Section 2.4, "Hydrostatic Testing." 

As required by FERC in the FEIS, Ocean Express has developed a general Storm Handling Plan. 

That plan stipulates the general measures and c~ntinge~wies that would be implemented in the event of a 

storm or other adverse condition to secure barges, vessels, pipe segments, and other construction 

equipment for the purposes of resource protection and safety. The plan provides general contingencies 

for each phase of offshore cons~uction, including those activities in nearshore waters. To provide further 

assurances, the COE permit issued to Ocean Express requires that, in addition to the general Storm 

Handling Plan, each selected consU'u~on contractor would also develop and submit a detailed, vessel- 

and equipment-slgcific storm handling plan for agencT review prior to commencem~t of construction 

activities (Special Condition #71; Appendix B). 

"Funnel Construction 

A 13.6- foot-diameter, ea r th ln ' em~belmceTBM would be used to cmstruct thetumlel. The 

TBM woeld generally e, onsist of a cutterhead, a screw conveyor, an operator slation, a o~ncrete segment 

liner assembly station, and nmltiple ~ ti~tlt ~ ~ ~ a steel cylinder, o~ shield 

(Figure 23.1.2-4). The cutmhead would ceesist o f a  rotath~ face of disk cutters end picks made from 
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durable steel alloys inside the front section of the shield, which is referred to as the cutterhead chamber. 

The cutterhead would grind and crush materials encoontered at the tunnel face in the cut.head chamber. 

The design of the "IBM would enable dewatering of the cutterhead chamber during tunnel construction 

for c u ~ d  inspection and rmintenauce of worn cutter tools, referred to as an intervention. 

An earth pressure balance "IBM operates by matching the rate of spoil t~-moval to the 

penetration rate of the "IBM for the soil being m'med. When excavating through unstable soils such as 

sands, soil conditioners are added at the cutterhead face and in the cutterhead chamber to increase the 

cohesive behavior of the material being excavated and improve the transport and removal of cuttings. 

Soil conditioners may include bentonite, polymers, or foam. Bentonite is a montmorillomte clay from 

Wyoming that is not defined as a hazardous material by U.S. EnvirorLmentai Protection Agency (EPA). 

The COE permit issued to Ocean Express requires that all proposed chemical additives undergo 

aqua~c toxicity testing and t~source agency review and approval prior to their use (Special Condition 

#26; Appendix B). The soil mixture, or muck, that would result from soil conditioner addition would 

take on a paste-like consistency. The external pressure at the tunnel face is balanced with the 

pressure inside the cutterhead chamber by carefully monitoring and conffolling the removal rate of 

muck from the chamber through the screw conveyor. In essence, the TBM would only remove 

quantities of spoil material equal to the quantities being cut as the machine moved forward. The "IBM 

would operate by balancing the external pressure only at the cutterface with that in the cutterhead 

chamber, rather than the HDD method, which requires using drilling muds nmmiained at high pressure 

along the length of the bore. Therefore, the risk of an inadvertent release of drilling fluid, or "frac-out," 

would be very low to nonexist~ since the fluid would be maintained at a relatively low pressure (orders 

of magnitude less than used for HDD), and any minimal pressure would be highly localized at the face of 

the ~ r h e a d  typically 40 feet beneath the scafloor. 
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During tunnel construction activities, the tunnel would be lined with we-cast concrete segments, 

which would be constructed using precision steel molds at the temporary concrete segment fabrication 

batch plant. Each concrete liner segment would consist of individual, precision cast, and steel reinforced 

concrete sections. The liner segments would be assembled within the rear of the shield, and would be 

designed to withstand all anticipated external and internal loading forces. The joints in the concrete liner 

segments would be gasketed to prevent water intrusion, and the segments would be permanently bolted 

together. Once a concrete liner segment was fully assembled, hydraulic propulsion cylinders would be 

used to propel the TBM forward and lock the concrete liner segngnts together. Because the concrete 

liner segment would be assembled within the tail shield, a small gap would exist between the liner 

segment and the excavated ground surface. This void would be immediately filled by cement-based grout 

pumped from pipes embedded in the tail shield as the TBM moves forward. The transition between the 

tail shield and the concrete liner would be sealed by a tail seal system to Wevent water intrusion. 

Ocean Express indicates that the "IBM progress would be guided and monitored by a state-of-the- 

art guidance system. The system would calculate the heading and position of the "IBM for comparison to 

the designed tunnel alignment, and this information would be used to adjust the orientation of the 

concrete liner segments and the tunnel alignment as c.onstn~tion progressed. 

In add/tion to the TBM, various support equlpmont would also operate inside the tmmel. A 

railway would be ~ l r u c t e d  within the tunnel to a-ansport materials (e.g.. muck, cock.re liner segnen~ 

grout, etc.) and personnel betweon the tunnel entxy point and the TBM. The tunnel would also contain 

linear uUliUes such as elec~cal power cable, compressed air, and water lines. As tunnel c ~ o n  

progressed, additional railway track would be laid and linear utilities would be extended. Additional 

tunnel suppm~ equ/pment and facilities would operate at the tunnel conu'actor yard located within the 

Dania Beach Boulevard Traffic Circle. Abovegroond support equipment and facilities would include 

forklifts, a yard crane, fi'ont end loaders, tunnel ventilation fans, air compressors, and office trailers. 
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Ocean Express has developed a Turme| Monitoring and Contingency Plan (included as an 

appendix to the ECMVP) that establishes the specific procedures for monitoring tunneling operations 

in order to minimize potential environmental impacts. In that plan, Ocean Express indicates thai the 

proposed tunnel construction method would eliminate or greatly minimize the potential for 

hazards or geologic concerns that are sometimes associated with turmeling and other boring activities. As 

descn'bed in the Tunnel Monitoring and Contingency Plan, tmmeling activities would be monitored 

carefully to avoid over-excavation, the concrete liner segments would be designed to withstand all 

external and internal loading forces, and a m/nimum overburden of 30 feet would be maintained above 

the tmmcl. These meama-es should eliminate the potential for tmmel collapse. Further, the earth pressure 

balance TBM construction mettx~ was selected by Ocean Express for its ability to adjust to variable 

geologic conditions that might be encotmtered in the project area. If a sinkhole or deposit of loose sand 

was encountered d u ~  tunnel construction, the ground in front of the TBM would be consolidated by 

injection of grout, and tunnel excavation would continue. Additionally, the feasibility of tunnel 

installation along the proposed alignment would be verified fla-ough site-specific geotechnical 

investigations. 

Our rt'vi~v indicates that TBM tmmel cons~u~on in general, and the use of earth ~essm~ 

balance TBMs specifically, is a proven technology. TBMs have successfully been used armmd the world 

in various applications (e.g., ~mm~-tion of subway, railway, road, sewer, water main, penstock, mine 

msi ~I¢~bl© tmmcls) for over 25 years. Histohoally, use of earth pressure balance TBMs in 

unstable sediments like that expected in associ~ion with the proposed proj~'t ~ blow-through at the 

screw conveyor because the muck had little cobesion or plasticity and thus offered little or no resistance 

to hydraulic pressures encountered at the face of the tunnel. However, injection of soil conditioners by 

modem earth pressure balance TBMs increases the muck cohesion, which allows their use in 

unconsolidated formations, including sands and gravels (Hitachi). 
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In dcwloping its proposal, Ocean Express completed extensive consultation with numerous 

tunnel consmaetion con,~ltants and conU'actors. Based on this consultation, Ocean Express has 

determined that the proposed application of tunnel construction metlmdoiogy is feasible. Ocean Express 

indicates that nm~ complex and demanding projects have successfully used earth pressure balance TBMs 

to accomplish tum~l construction under conditions similar to that associated with tim proposed project. 

For example, a 19,000-foot-long by I l-font-diameter tunnel was successfully constructed from an inland 

shaft south of San Diego, California, out and under the Pacific Ocean with 250 feet of water head over the 

tmmel. Appendix C provides a listing of other tunnel projects that were successfully completed using 

earth pressure balance TBMs in excess of lO-feet in diameter. 

Mit'rotunnd CoDtrucflon 

A 42-inch-diameter MTBM would bc used to construct an approxinmtely 650 foot long 

microtunnd. The miemturmcl would extend from the end oftbe main tunnel beneath Reef3 (TMP 44.9) 

to an exit po'mt at the scafloor a mininmm of 200 feet west oftbe edge of Reef 3 (TMP 44.8). The final 

design of the MTBM and its cutting tools would be based on the results of sito-spccific gcotedmical 

investigations to be conducted prior to construction as approved by federal and state resource agencies. 

In general, the MTBM would provide an efficient means for subsoil excavation while minimizing the risk 

of environmental impact. MTBM technology is similar to HDD in that drilling fluid is used to circulate 

drill cuttings from the cutter face back to the enUy point. However, MTBM technology allows for the 

use of much lower drilling fluid lXCSsures below ambient water pressure, thereby minimizing or 

dirrmmtmg the risk of a fro-out relative to HDD construction. 

The MTBM launching frame would be moved into the tunnel and set to match the alignment 

of the launch tube. The MTBM would be set into place and an MTBM support system would be 

assembled in the tunnel. The MTBM support system would include a guidance system, conlrois, 

bentonite system, muck circulation pumps and transfer system, carrier pipe welding equipment, and a 
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jack frame and power controls. The first section o f  carrier pipe would then be bolted to the MTBM 

in preparation for its Munch. 

As the MTBM progressed, carrier pipe would be jacked forward into the bore created by the 

MTBM to support the mierotuenel bore and provide a conduit for subsequent pipeline installation. 

Boring would periodically stop to allow insertion and welding of new carrier pipe and reconnection of the 

MTBM support systems. The carrier pipe would be slightly smaller in diameter than the MTMB to 

minimize friction during pipe jacking. To lubricate the carrier pipe, bentonite would be injected at 

low pressure into the annular space surrounding the carrier pipe through ports spaced at 20-30 feet on 

center. The bentonite fluid would also be used to circulate cuttings back into the carrier pipe and to 

the microturmel enUance. Muck resulting from microturmel excavation activities would be circulated 

back to the Dania Beach Boulevmxl Traffic Circle for cutting selmmtion and recireulatinn of drilling 

fluids. 

Ocean Express has reported that the pressure of  the lubricating bentonite in the annulus of  the 

carrier pipe would be less than the hydrostatic differential pressure between the top of the carrier pipe 

and the ocean floor. This condition would eliminate the risk of a lubrication bentonite frac-out. To 

provide further assurances, the COE permit issued to Ocean Express requires that the pressure of  the 

lubricating bentomte be less than the ambient hydrostatic pressure throughout the micromnnel 

construction process to prevent a potuntial frac-out (Special Condition #38; Appendix B). Ocean 

has also indicated that drilling lXeSma'tm would be reduced as the MTBM approaches the tunnel 

exit point to further reduce the potential for a frac-ooL 

Use of the MTBM would not require excavation of a pit to receive the MTBM or its associated 

drilling fluids. Ocean Express has indicated that the MTBM would be operated in a manner that would 

maintain a hydrostatic pressure diffet~?ntia[ when the MTBM exits the seaflour, such that waters 

surrounding the exit point would have a tendency to flow into the tunnel. This condition would carry 
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sands and sediments back into the MTBM bore and through the return circulation lines in the 

tunnel's carrier pipe, rather than generating a sediment plume as might have occurred in association 

with the previously proposed HDD installation. 

The MTBM would be recovered to the surface and a valved flange would be installed on the 

carrier pipe. The annulus surrounding the career pipe would then be grouted from the main tunnel to 

the exit point, and the carrier pipe would be dra'med back to the main tunnel. 

Spoil Removal 

Ocean Express estimates that about 8,004 cubic yards of spoil would be removed to construct the 

tunnel entrance shaft and about 97,330 cubic yards of spoil would be removed to construct the tunnel and 

rni~-~otunnel. All of this material would be transported beck to and/or removed from the Dania Beach 

Boulevard Traffic Circle workspace area. Spoil materials removed from the tunnel would be loaded on to 

trucks equipped with water-tight liners for transport to an approved landfill for disposal, as required by 

the COE penmt issued to Ocean Express (Special Conditions #31 and #32; Appendix B). 

Soil conditioners would be used to stabilize the tunnel face during "IBM excavation activities and 

could contaminate spoil material removed during excavation activities. Ocean Excess would properly 

handle all tunnel spoils to prevent any potential degradation of soil, surface water, or ground water 

quality. To provide further assurances, the COE permit issued to Ocean ExlxeSs requires that all drill 

cuttings, drilling muds, drilling fluids, and soil conditioners be disposed at an approved landfill (or 

possibly recycled for beneficial use as approved by COE), and any identified contaminated material 

would be segregated and sampled for level of conttmination (Special Condition #31; Appendix B). Any 

such material would then be disposed of in accordance with all federal, state, and local regulations. 
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Construction Traffic 

Constm~on traffic at the Dan/a Beach Traffic Circle would include delivery of  supplies and 

equipment, and off-site disposal of  spoils. These activities would generate an increased volume of traffic 

through the duration of the tunnel boring and pipeline installation process, which is expected to last 

approximately 15 months. The anticipated increased truck traffic m and around the Danla Beach 

Boulevard Traffic Circle associated with implementation of the proposed installation modifications is 

discussed further in Section 3.7, "Land Use, Recreation, and Visual Resources." Day to day construction 

activities would be scheduled to account for heavier than usual traffic flow and to avoid high waffic 

periods. Additionally, an on-site storage facifity at the Dania Beach Boulevard Traffic Circle construction 

site would be designed to hold several days of production materials to give added flexibility. To provide 

further assurance that local traffic patterns would not be disrupted by construction related traffic, the COE 

permit issued to Ocean Express r ~  that project related construction not adversely interfere with 

normal traffic patterns along Dania Beach Boulevard and State Route A1A (Special Condition #20; 

Appendix B). 

US. Navy Restrkqed Area 

A portion of the offshore pipeline route would border U.S. Navy-NSWCCD Restricted Area 

(Figure 2.3.1.2-1). Additionally, the l ~ e c t  would ct~mm the southwestern corner of the restricted area via 

the landfall t m ~ l .  Ocean Express entered into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the 

NSWCCD that finalized the resolution of technical issues at they related to the previously certificated 

route, pipeline desisn, operations and maintenance procedures, and related matters. Based on that 

agreement, Ocean ~ proposed to construct al~oximately 3.8 miles of the offshore route using 

stainless steel pipe rather than the move traditional carbon steel pipe. 

Under the proposed modification, the stainless steel portion of the pipeline wonM be reduced to 

3.3 miles m length (from TMP 44.2 to TMP 47.5), but the alignment would still traverse one comer oftbe 
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Navy restricted area. The additional ten~3rmT workspace associated with the modified offshore 

construction procedures would also encompass a portion of the NSWCCD nestricted area. 

Ocean Express is conrdmating the proposed modifications with the NSWCCD and anticipates 

amending the MOA with NSWCCD to accomnuxiate technical issues related to the proposed 

modifications. Further, the COE permit issued to Ocean Express requires that Ocean Express coordinate 

with the NSWCCD to ensure that construction and opera, on of the proposed project does not adversely 

impact NSWCCD operations (Special Condition #5; Appendix B). By letter filed January 24, 2005, the 

NSWCCD has no comments to submit c~w, eming the proposed modifications. 

Vessd Movement and Mooring Procedures 

Ocean Express has updated its Ntanhore Maneuvering and Anchoring Guidelines (NMAG), 

which is an appendix to the ECMVP, to reflect the tunnel modification as well as resom~e agency 

consultation conducted since issuance of the FERC Certificate. The NMAG provides guidelines that 

govern the movement and mooring procedm~'s for the vessels that would be engaged m construction of 

the nearshore portion of the proposed project The detailed procedures for anchoring the PB were 

provided in the FEIS. Additionally, the COE permit issued to Ocean Express includes several conditions 

related to vessel traffic and monitoring (Special Conditions #43 through #45; Appendix B), anchoring 

(Special Condilions #46 through #52; Appendix B), and spud placement lm3ceduras (Special Condition 

#61; Appendix B). The key elements of the proposed NMAG and COE permit conditions are 

sumnmrized as follows: 

In addition to standard naviga~on aids and safety equipment, all work vessels would be 

equipped with global positioning system-based vessel monitoring systems to monitor all 

vessel movements and confirm that vessels do not maneuver outside ofapwoved areas. 
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All anchors and spuds would be placed in sand bottom areas that avoid coral and hardbottom 

habitats, and these locations would be verified and photo docunmnted to ensure flint they 

occur in complete sand bottom. 

• Anchoring would not be ccnd~ted in designated ~-ef buffer zones, and any vessels anchored 

within 30 feet of designated reef buffer zones would utihze screw pile anchor methods. 

• All deployed anchors would be equipped with beacon transponders to monitor and record any 

anchor nmvement or drag. 

• All mooring lines would be positively floating and equipped with mid-line buoys to avoid 

impacts to coral reefs resulting from anchor sweep. 

• Any vessel movements, anchor movements or drag, sped contact, or other similar mcidants in 

non-approved areas would be surveyed by divers to assess potential inadvertent impects. 

The proposed modifications would eliminate the need for operation of consm~tion work vessels 

inside of the third reef, and fertber minimize the potential for indirect impacts m ~ ~ t  ~ f  ~ 

associated with vessel moverneat and mooring. 

2.3.2 M o r e  Com~rtct ios  Procedures 

As dc~'ribed lx~'viously, Ocean Express has not p~opo~d any alignment changes to the onshore 

potion of the project, ~ it is not anticipated that the increase in diameter of the pipeline from 24 inches 

to 26 inches would affect the previously proposed onshore pipeline consU-uction procedures. Thus, the 

description of the onshore construction procedures presented in the FEIS, as modified by the FERC 

Cer~tica~:, rc~ ins  current with respect to the p m p o ~  modifications. 
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2.3.3 Aboveground Facility Construction Procedures 

The proposed modifications would not affect the design or installation of the certificated 

aboveground meter station facilities, which were described in the FEIS. As described in Section 2.2, 

"Land Requirernents," an underground pressure reducing station and shutoff valve, as well as an 

abovegroond tunnel shaft utility/access building and gas vent would be constructed at the Dama Beach 

Boulevard Traffic Ctrcle (TMP 47.5) in association with the proposed modifications. It is anticipated that 

special fabrication crews would install the shutoff valve and p~asure reducing station concurrent with 

pipeline construction. 

Following completion of pipeline installation inside the tunnel, the entrance shaft would be 

readied for long term service through installation of lighting, connnonication lines, and monitoring 

systems. An elevator used for construction would be modified for future service, and ladders and 

platforms would be similarly modified. Additionally, dewatering pumps would be installed to remove 

any accumulated water. The top oftbe shaft would be fitted with a waterprouf deck and a snmll, utility 

access building would be consU'ucted on the deck to provide access to the lower facilities. The building 

would also house ventilation controls, monitoring equipment, and other utilities. 

Upon completion of ~ t i o n  at the Dania Beach Tnffic Circle, disturbed areas would be 

graded and re-seeded or covered with gravel, as appropriate. Additionally, the aboveground facilities 

would be fenced for secm~ and protection. 

2.4 HYDROSTATIC TESTING 

As described in the FEIS, the pipeline would be hydrostatically pressure tested in accordance 

with DOT safety standards (49 CTR Part 192) to verify its integrity and to ensure its ability to withstand 

the maximum designed operating presst~e. Any leaks detected during the test would be repa'm:d and the 

pipeline would be re-tested. The hydrostatic testing procedures proposed by Ocean Express and 

presented in the FEIS generally renmm current with the exception that the reqm~'d volumes of 
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hydrostatic test walem" would be increased as a re*nit of tbe hum:ase in the im3posed piladine diameter. 

Add/uoually, tbe ~ test of tbe Ixcvio~sly p r~sed  Imdfall and n~f HDD p~I s l ~  woukl ~ 

replaced with hyd~tatic tmta of tt~ tunnel tenon of the pipeline ~md the l~e-as~mld~d ~ ~ 

in s~l~on of tbe pil~. Following hydn~tahc ~ of theae ~cth~s of tbe offdho~ pipdin¢, tbe 

entire offshore ~ would be hydmstalically tested using water withdrawn from ami disd~arged to 

n o n j ~  w a n  in the Bahamas. The volume# of hydrostatic test waist and dischmge locations 

c4n'nmdy prolx~s~l by Oc~m ~ m'~ ~ t ~ l  in Table 2.4-1. 

Tadble Z4-t 
o ~  FJp~m P~enm Pmio~ 

P u r e  of Oll¢~uge 

~ d i ~  (enere o~hom 
~ )  

VOhllWi 
(Garter} 

Hydrot~t discharge (eneve off.ore 
sec~on) 

Receding warm 
Na¢~ and Clmsi 

FPL co<~O warm" 
cm)~, Clau llJ 

mllrlw 
Elwlmnmenlll 

Itmmurces 

Wetl~d on FPL 
W o p ~  md 
<:oo,no m,n~ 

~ I  876,4O0 

HTWD-1 ~ ~ (HDD under FPL) 25,300 FPL cooling warm" ~/~and on FPL 
can-', Clsiml III ~ mild 

cooing 

Danla Cut-~ Dania Cut-off 
~ 2  : Hydrotmd d i ~  (HDD under 1-95) 43,000 c:mnsl, ~ If! canal 

HTWO-2a Hydrotutdl~ct~rge(HDDundecUS. 1) 48,800 DaniaC.,ut-ofl DaNaCut-off 
canal, Clau III cfml 

~ 3  Hydrom~ dlm:~m~e (HDD unde~ Wea Da~8 Cut-o~ Pad¢) 82.2O0 Dmnm cii l l l , Claml III clmml 

HTWO-~ Hydro4mst dmmhmge ((HDO under 50,600 Dma Cut-oil Dine Cut-olf 
NE 7~ Avemm) cmml. ~ III canal 

H ~  ~ (HDO under I C ~  :34,200 IC'W, Clml III ICW 

l-lycs~ dlachame Omndlall bmn~ 
~ ;  Segment 1) 325,200 IC'W, ~ III ICW 

Reef 3is 
~ o ~ m ~  

I HTWD. 6 Hydrot~t dit~aflle (tunnel ~ 15,200 Atlanl¢ Cme~, 14,400 feet 
sec~on; Segment 2) Class III west of ~e 

ixoposed 
discharge 
location 

H'TIM~7 11,121,000 ! AUanl~c Ocean, N/A Off'Ocean Cay, 
The Bahamas 
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a yellow-greta dye gemally sccepted for use in asr~c e n v i m m e ~  would be 

added to tbe hydm~tic test water ased for offshore sedkm of the pipeline to aid in detectioa of potoatial 

leaks. Bocaean tbe pipeEnu woetd be ~ coeted to ~xovide ooneeion pmtoctioa, Ooe~ ~ 

hes indicatod that use of coumion inhibitons in the hydmsla~c test wa|er would likaly not be roquired 

Treatment chemicals, such as corrosion mhibitons, biocides, or oxygen scaveng~ w~mld only be re¢~ 

m asmcia~on with the i x o l ~  h y d r o s ~  tes~g Ixocedm~ if tbo teat water we~ to n~ain m ~ 

pipeline for a period of free exceeding 30 day% which is not expected. If chemical treatments wc~ 

required, AES sta~ that only nuvh-omnentally safe chemicals at non-toxic conc~tratioM would be used. 

To provide further assurances, the FERC Certificate issued for the AES Project requinxl that Ocean 

Express not use conmion inhibitm% biocides, oxyge~ ~avenge~ or other additives that exhibit toxicity 

to aquatic organisms m hydrostatic test water without prie~r writtnu approval by the Director of OEP. 

l~ior to dischmge, ~ ~ hes pmpmed thin the test water would be treted, if ner, e~sasy, 

to ensure compliance with the National Pollutioa Di~arge Eliminaticm System (NPDES) permit, Florida 

standards, and the Bmward County Code (Chapter 27). Ocean Express has revised the Hydrotes~g and 

Pre-commissioning Plan in its ECMVP (December 2004) to reflect the proposed hydrostatic testing 

procedures for all pipeline segments to be tested. Ocean Express would seek all federal, state and local 

authorizations that may be ~ for discharge to the pfolx3s~ t~ceiving waterbodies. Such 

authorizations would be expected to addre~ discharge stmdards and treatment methods, if applicable. 

Although Ocean Express has proposed the discharge of hydrostatic test waters in multiple receiving 

watts, the COE permit requires that there be no discharge of bydmstatic test water into waters of the 

United States, except as allowed by a NPDES permit (Special Condition #29, Appendix B). 

2.5 ENVIRONMENTAL TRAINING AND MONITORING 

As described in the FEIS, Ocean Express would employ at least one mvironmental inspecto¢ (El) 

per coesUuction spread. The Els would be Wesent continually during both onshore and offshore 

constnlction and restoration activities. The specific duties end responsibilities of the Els are described 

2.5 ENVIRONMENTAL TRAININ~ AND 2-30 
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fully in (kean ~ '  ECMVP, which wm developed i~ moperation with FDEP, National Ooean~ and 

Almosl~zcic A d m ~ - N a t i o n a l  Marine Fish~ies Service (NOAA Fisheries), the COE, the EPA, 

and Browani County Depmlmont of Planning 1 1  Eavironmeatai Protection (])PEP). The q3ecific duties 

and n~poasibilities would include monitoring onsho~ and offsho~ construction Im0cess~ including 

HDD and tunnel operations, vessel movement and andu3riag, tmbidity m o n i ~  marine biological 

momtoring, onshore sedimont aad emsioa coatrol monitoring, and hazaxdous materials monitoring. EIs 

woeid be respouble for cafonfing 10ennit, license, and c~fificate cooditioas, ~mring com:ct 

impk~ncntm/on of the onvhmtmental man~ement plans, oversee/rig post-.conshlg~/oa storeys, t ~ t / n g  

the results of inspections, and identifying, docmnmfing and r~portin 8 potential non-mufonnancei to the 

euvironm~tal requircmonts. 

Gcean ~ would also fund huiepcadant ~ird-lumy EIs who would report directly to FERC, 

and who would hav~ aud~ot~y to n~olve site-specific compliance issues that may m'ise during 

construction. These third-pm~ EIs would also be required for onshore and offshore construction and 

would be respomn'ble for monitoring mat ~ compliance with all mitigation measmes l~ommemded 

in the FERC cextifw, ate and in our Plan mul Procedures. The third-party Els would also be responsible for 

prepmng a,d submitting uams reports that woeld be filed with FERC on a weekly basis until all 

~ o n - r e l a t e d  activitiez, includ/n8 n=tocafion and initial permanent seeding, are complete. 

Ocean ~ would conduct ea~tal training for all compmy aml construction 

contract~ penonnel sad Els, as req~n~ by the FERC Certificate end lhe COE permit issued to Oc~n 

Express (Spec/el Condition #15; Appeadix B). The onv/ronmontal training would be conducted in 

accordaw~ with the Environmental Training Syllabi included in the ECMVP. The COE permit requires 

that Ocean Express end the ~ contracton attond a Ixe-co,~ruc6on conference with staff 

repfesontatives of the anvironmontal permitting and licensing agencies at le~t 30 days prior to initiation 

of any pipeline or tunnel consUection activities with the exception of the lunncl shaft excavation (Special 

Condition #14; Appendix B). Ocean Express would coordhlatc wi/h FDEP, COE, and []rowan/County 
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DPEP in writing to ~edule this coefe~me and provide these agencies with a miamnm of 30 days 

advmce writtm notic*. 

2.6 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE PROCEDURES 

The proposed modifications would not affect the gemend operation and maimemamco pmcodun:s 

desm'ibcd in the FEIS. Ocean ~ would opevatc and maintain the proposed facilities in accordance 

with the DOT mgulatiom in 49 CFR P~t 192, am/other applicable federal and state mgulmiom. 

~ Exim~ cummfly has no plem for futme exlmm6oa of the facilities pmpmed. If adddional 

demmd for mma-al gas ml~lies mq,ires future expansion, Ocean Extm~ would seek the 

authoriza6oas from the FERC. Whea end ff an applic, a6on is fried, the mvironmemal imlmct of the new 

proposal would be examined at that time. 

Abandomaeat of the pipeline facilities would be subject to the approval of the FERC under 

Section 7(b) of the NGA and would comply with DOT regulations and specific esreements o¢ stipulations 

made for the pii~line rights-of-way. An envimmmeatal ~ of rely l~Oposed abandeement would be 

conducted whea the application is filed with the FERC. 

2.6 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 2 - 3 2  
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

The following environmental analysis focuses on the new or additional impam to ¢mviromnmtal 

mind humm n:~zrc~ that may be affected by im:mpm~on of the Immel modd'z:mJcm into the AES 

Proj~'t ~ v~s ~viously analyzed in our FEIS. The e n ~ U d  ~ of ccmOuc~nS ~d  

opc r~v  8 the modified p~ject  would vm'y in duration and sign~tw, m ~ .  Four levels o f  impa~t dm'stion 

considered: tempormy, sh~4enn, long~rm, end pems,~nt Tcmpcm'y impacts ~nemlly occur 

drams ~ a U n ~ m  with the resoer.e retmains to l X e ~  credit/ore almost immediately aft= 

diuurbs~e during comdr~5on. Short-term imlm~ could cominee up to approximmely three yews 

following ¢~tstmc/ion. A I o n g ~  /mpact may last ov~ thn~ years, but less tkm thc life of the 

proposed woject. Penuenent impacts may not t~tum to pre-constn~ion cond/l/ons dur/ng the life of the 

project. 

hnpace; were also assessed in r~gard to level of ,ignificance in w.,cofdazg~ with NEPA 

regulations. ~ ~ p~eviously consulted with federal, state, cad local agencies to identify 

appn)pr/~e m/ t /~oo measures to avoid and minimize e~vironmenlal i m p ~  msoc~/ed with 

consWuction md operation of the AES Project In addition, the Ocean Express FEIS and FERC 

Cerl~w, mc identified additional meb-mes to avoid and minimize potential impacts. This emvironmental 

aaalysis will evaluate whe/her the current modifw, a/ions, revised ECMVP, ~d  in~viously identified 

mitigation measures will adequately avoid and minimi~ environmental impacts due to c~nstruct~ end 

oper~ml of the modified project, and if  wm'nmted, identify additional measm~ to avoid and minimize 

impacts. 

3.1 GEOLOGY 

Our FEIS down'bed d~e geologic ~ po~fial geologic hazards, end me, asur~ to avoid and 

minimize po~fial impac~ maccia/ed with geologic r~ources. We concluded that there w~ld be no 

signif~mt impacts to mineral or paleontological resources or po~n~a! h n p ~  to the pro'~c't associa~l 

with geologic hazards. 

3-1 3.1 GEOLOGY 



Jnofflclal FERC-Generated PDF of 20050222-0064 Issued by FERC OSEC 02/16/2005 in Docket#: CP02-90-003 

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

The general geologic setting for the modified project is identical to the seUing for the AES 

project. The additinaal concern associated with the tuanel umcodment is the polontinl for subsidonco 

along the pmposod tunnel due to kmm U~rmin c~ s.bsurf~e void~ 

As a=~=¢oed in section 2.0, "Propo=~ Ac|io~" Oc== ~ hm ~ the tum=~ font= 

and construction methods to avoid aad minimize the potential impacts msocim~ with tmme.I 

From the safety gund~int '  Ocean Express determined that a minimum of 30-font of cov~ 

between the tunnel and the occm floor is ~ c m x l  to accommodate intervontmas. From the sctlknmont 

standpoint' Ocean ~ states that muctural g4x~echnical design has l~oven that with onvef of at least 

two times the diumcter of a tunnel is maintained and all other factms remain equal; smface soUlumem is 

negligible. In msca~,  when cover is Ires than two dimmeta% there is a potential of s~ttkm~nt bo:amso of 

th," lack of cover for the natural bridging ~lTcct of soft to be c-'~'(x~iv© without the need for a m-~foccod 

line~. In lightofthe factthat theTBMsmeeffecfively 15-footindinmeter, Ocoan ~ ~ a t i v e l y  

selec*ed the 30-foot minimum rover. The concrete lining that vamid be used with the TBM does not 

require the two timm tunnel diameter oveaburden since the mncrete segments provide the oncemmy 

structural support for the tunnel. However, Ocean Express has stipulated as a design requirement that a 

30-font minimum overburden be maintained for the main tunnel excavation as an added safety measure to 

criminate the risk of soil settlement, and to protect workea, s while ~ the cotterhead (intervention). 

Ocean Express has e, on&tcted substrate borings, which indr, am the substrate along the tunnel path 

is generally marine deposits and unconsolidated stud with a high proportion of fmm. Daring tunneling, 

the TBM would monitor the substrate in front of the carter to identify substrate type and potential voids, 

and employ measures to maximize cutting efficiency such as soil conditioners, foem, o¢ injecting grout 

into voids. As the TBM advances, lm~-fabricated concrete segments would be installed immediately 

behind the "IBM, which are designed to withstand up to 3 million pounds of extemul force to stabilize the 

tunnel. As described in Section 2.3.1.2, "Specialized Offshore Construction Procedures," Ocean Express 

would implement a Tunnel Monitoring and Control Prognun to ensure that tunnel stability is monitored 

3.~ OEOt,OGY 3-2 
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end maintained. In addition, the COE permit nxluires ~ Ocem ~ complete • tmmelin 8 risk 

analyus and feasibility mudy that demonstrates there will be no oollapse, heave, or sulmidezce lmrior to 

initiating consmtction (Special Condition #9; Appendix B). The~ore, there Would be no sigmr~mt 

impacts to senlosic resources associated with consm~ion or operation oftbe modif~l l~oje~. 

3.2 SOILS AND SEDIMENTS 

Our FEIS desc~ribed the soil and sediment types and l i m i ~  along the AES Pmjea rome, as 

well as the impacls and ~ 0 p c i a t e  mitigation measures to avoid and minimize potential impeca to soil 

and sed/meats. The FEIS concludes that the AES project would be constructed in auxmlaace with our 

Plen and Procedures, and we acenptod minor varisoces n~lumtedby Ocean Express since the varieno=s 

would be as protective as (or more p~'o~:tive than) the requirements in our Plan and Procedures. 

The only additional impacts to soils and sediments potentially associmed with the modified 

project would be increased ommrection activity at the Danin Beach Traffhc Circle (TMP 47.5) and the 

mic~mnnel exit point (TMP 44.5). ~ of subsurface soils and sediment removed flora the tunnel 

me discussed in Section 3.7, "Lind Use, R=cre~on, and Visual Resources." 

Construction and s ~ i n g  at the tunnel enWy point would result m the re~noval of soils associated 

w/th excavating the 40-foot diameter shaft and the sod dlsturbamce for stasing the runnel cons~uc~n 

includin8 the shaft, exlra workspo~, m~d Irafftc OmT/dom for supplying the mnstrucfic~n activities and 

spoil removal. The footprint of the staging a~a would not be soy huBer than pmposod for the AES 

Project evaluated in the FE1S. The construction aurea would be maintained du~rin8 ommre~ic~n and 

unimproved areas would be ~stored ~ conswu~on to p~-4~mm~tioo conditions in w~ndance with 

oor Plm. In additien, the COE permit requires erosion control dovices be installed sod monitored daily at 

the c .ons tn~n  s~to to minimize ermion (Special Conditien #21, Appendix B). 

The tunnel exit point would be bored with the micmtunnel and exit into the seafloor in m area of 

open sm~d. Ocean Expnum reports this "punch out" would result in a tendency for the surface waters to 

3°3 33. SOILS AND SEDIMENTS 
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enter and fill the rmcroumnel. It is anticipated that hydrostatic pressure would readily equilibrate, and any 

loss of seal/merits into the 42-inch microtunnel would be minor and temporary since the pressures would 

be expected to equilibrate within seconds, the surrounding sand would replace any m/nor amotmts of 

sediment that entered the micronumel based on natural processes, and the exit point would be covered 

with concrete m a ~ .  

3.3 W A T E R  RESOURCF_~ 

Potential impacts to water reanm'ces discussed in the Ocean Express FEIS focused on 

groundwater, onshore surface waters, and marine waters. The FEIS described the muting, installation and 

monitoring measures lXOposed by Ocean Express; and the requin~ments by FERC to protect water 

resources in our Plan and Procedures, as well as additional conditions imposed by FERC to avoid and 

minimize impacts to water resota'ces. With strict adherence to these requirements, we determined the 

iml~cts to water resources would not be significant. As described previously, the tunnel amendment 

would not revolve substantial modifications to any segnznt oftbe pipeline route other than that segment 

where the tunnel would replace two HDDs and a direct lay section. We did not identify any modified or 

new water ~ impacts associated with the proposed pipeline diameter clumge. Consequently, we 

have only identified and analyzed those in~cts  to water resources associated with the tunnel 

consUuctiot% especially at the tmmel enU7 and exit points. 

3.3.1 Groundwater Resources 

prior to initiating tmmel excavation, Ocean ExlxeSS would finalize a Nearshore Constxu~on Plan 

and a tunnel safety and monitoring plan, in ac~xdance with the appropriate permits from the CUE, 

FDEP, and the Sou~h Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) asanctated with groundwater 

discharges. During construction, Ocean Express would dewater the caisson after the tunnel entry 

excavation is complete, dispose of the water m accordance with federal and state perm/ts, and monitor for 

any inflows of groundwater through any breaches in the concrete plug. If any inflow occurred, Ocean 

Express would repatr the concrete plug to prevent groundwater seepage. 
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Out Procedures provide baseline protection menstnes for groundwater resources (see FEIS 

Section 3.3.1). In addition, the COE permit requires that there be no discharges of hydrostatic test water 

into the groundwater, except as authorized by a NFDES permit (Special Condition #29;, Appendix B), and 

that there be no discharge of groundwater into the waters of the United States without appropriate agency 

authorization (Special Condition #34; Appendix B). Therefore, ~ would be no significant impact to 

groundwater associated with contraction or operation oftbe modified project. 

3.3.2 OMhore Surface Wxter Resosrces 

Then: would be no additional in~cts  to onshore surface waters asseciated with the modified 

preject relative to those previously described in our FEIS. Subsequent to the issuance of the FEIS, the 

COE issued a project permit that requires there be no discharge of hydrostatic test waters, groundwater, or 

dewatering of the tunnel into the water8 of the U.S., except as authorized by a NPDES permit (Special 

Conditions #29, #30, and #34; Appendix B). With strict adherence to our Plan, our Procedures, the 

requirements in the FERC Certificate, and federal, state, and local permits, there would be no significant 

impact to the onshore surface waters assoc/ated with conslructinn or operation of the modified project. 

3.3.3 Mar iu  Water Resoarees 

The marine segment of the modified project crosses approximately 48 miles of Atlantic Ocean 

marine watera. The segment would extend from the EEZ bmmdary between the United States and tbe 

Bahanms (MP 0.0) to nearshore at the Dania Beach Boulevard Tratiic Circle (RMP 48.0, TMP 47.5). The 

pipeline would be installed betwem the EEZ and RMP 44.0 as described in our FEIS. The only 

modification to this portion of the proposed pipeline would be the increase in the diameter of the pipe 

from 24 inches to 26 inches. We identified no additional, measurable impact to water resomr, es along this 

portion of the mute relative to those described in o ~  FEIS. 

Construction activities along the nesrshore portion of the pipeline that could potentially impact 

marine water resources include tmmeFrmcrotaonei construction, p ipes~g  tie-in cons~ction, and vessel 
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anchoring. These construction activities could result m turbidity associated with disturbance of the 

seafloor surface. Potential inadvertent impacts to water resouw, es identified in the Ocean Express FEIS 

associated with the nearshore segment of the proposed project include frac-outs and fuel spills. 

In general, potential impacts to marine water resources would be decreased by the tunnel 

amendment since the modification would completely eliminate two of the three entry/exit points and 

associated dredging and substrate replacement proposed as part of the AES Project. With the tunnel 

amendment, turbidity/sedimentatiou impacts would be reduced from 5.1 acres to a maximum of 1.0 acres 

relative to the AES Project. None of the marine acreage impacted during construction of the tunnel would 

be landward of the tunnel exit point (dominant reef trends). As discussed in Seclion 3.4, "Fishery 

Resotu-ces, Benthic Communities, and Wildlife," turbidity is primarily a concern to sensitive coral or 

hardbottom biota. Ocean Express would condm:t a pce-construction survey to verify that the exit point is 

in an area of open sand to reduce the likehV~od that turbidity associated with the exit point would impact 

sensitive resources. Additionally, there is a reduced amotmt of ncarshore construction vessel traffic with 

the tunnel amendment. 

Ocean Extxess modeled the levels of turbidity and sedimentation that could be generated by 

~ o u  a~ivities associated with the AES Project, especially HDD methods (HPA 2003) as 

discussed in our FEIS. For lmrpose$ of the tunnel amendment, these previously-modeled turbidity 

impacts would be considered the worst-case scenario since the extent and duration of seafloor 

under the turmel amendment would be greatly reduced compared to the HDD methods ~ as part of 

the AES Project. In addition to the elimination of dredging associated with the two entry/exit pits, 

turbidity and sedimentation would be avoided or minimized at the remaining exit site since Ocean 

Express predicts that the surroouding water would tend to flow into the microtunnel chamber rather than 

outward, which would create a turbidity plume. F ~ ,  the COE permit has required fiat the hydrostatic 

pressm-e in the microtunnel be less than the ambient hydrostatic pressure to avoid turbidity in the marine 

environment (Special Condition #38; Appendix B). 
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As a conservative estimate (overestimate), Ocean Express has proposed to use the previous model 

results from the Offshore HDD imnchout operations to estimate the extent and duration of potential 

turbidity and sedimentatio~ impacts associated with the tunnel amendment (1.0 acre trader the worst-case 

scenario). As discussed in our FEIS, the extent and dmation of turbidity and sedimentation for the AES 

Project would not be significant if conducted in accordance with Ocean Express' construction and 

monitoring plans and FERC requirements. 

Ocean Express propos¢~ to conduct compliance turbidity sampling at the microtunnel exit 

locatimt during construction. As described in our FEIS, federal and state resotw~ agencies haw 

developed project-specific turbidity thresholds for the AES Project, specifically a tl'ffeshold of 4-hour 

duration of 15 nephelometric turbidity tmits CNTUs) in reef areas, and a 1.5 millimeters per day 

sedimentation threshold in reef areas. The COE permit also requires Ocean Express to monitor actual 

turbidity with an Acoustic Doppler Cunent Profiler (ADCP), and provide an overlay map that includes 

the results of the existing sediment transport modeling and actual ADCP-mapped plumes, if any, after 

installation oft.he microtunne! (Special Conditions #59 and #60; Appendix B). 

Ocean Express' modeling study also evaluated potential turbidity and sedimentation associated 

with other offshore activities that disturb the seafloor (HPA 2003). The study predicted that turbidity 

associated with anchors, and jacimp barges, would be minimal and that suspended sediment would settle 

to the seafloor within 20 seeJm~ and within about 13 feet of the structure causing the d i ~ e .  The 

model indicates that these activities would not result in an exoeedeame of either the turbidity or 

sedimentation threaholds established by the federal and state resotw~ agencies. To further avoid and 

minimize impacts to marine rcsmnc~ associated with anchoring and jackup barges, Ocean Express would 

perform pre-comm~tm dive surveys to locate apptvimate anchor locations, the use of tramponder 

bcacov.s on all a~chors to monitor any anchor movement (and dive surveys to document impacts if 

movement is detected), and midline buoys and floating anchor lines to eliminate lmtential impacts of 

anchors and anchor sweep to nmrme resources. 
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The potential inadvertent release of drilling mud and fuels are described in our FEIS along with 

measures to avoid and minimize inadvertent impacts, such as avoiding tbe use of toxic substance= in 

drillmg muds and strict adbemncc to a SPCC Plan. The potential for a fi'ac-out of drilling muds 

asso~ated with the previously proposed HDD methods was min'nmzed by various operational and 

monitoring methods as described in our FEIS. Implementation of the tunnel construction method would 

further minimize the potential for a frac-out since the construction of the tunnel and the nucrotunnel do 

not reqmre increasing pressure in the bore hole above the ambient hydrostatic pressure. Consequently, 

there would be no elevated pressure along the length of the bore as was proposed with HDD. To further 

avoid and minimize potential impacts of frac-ottts, Ocean Express would perform aquatic bioassay tests 

on all proposed additives and would continuously use underwater video to monitor the microtonnel 

exit operations during microtunnel exit/fie -in operations and pipeline pull-in. Additionally, the COE 

permit rcqmres that the hydrostatic pressure in the microtunncl be less than the ambient hydrostatic 

pressure (Special Condition #38; Appen~x B); and that there be no discharge of any materials from the 

tunnel construction into waters of the United States, except as authorized by a NPDES permit, including 

drilling muds, chilling fluids, drill cutlingr~ or soil conditioners (Special Condition #30; Appendix B). 

With the mitigaUve measures proposed by Ocean Express, FERC requirements, and federal, state 

and local peffnit requirements, consmu~on and operation of the modified project would not have a 

significant impact on water resources. 

3.4 FISHERY RESOURCES, BENTHIC COMMUNITIF_~ AND WILDLIFE 

The Ocean Express FEIS described the fishery resources, benthic communities, and wildlife that 

would potentially be /mpactod by the AES Project with specific emphasis on cora~hardbottom 

communities and Essential Fish Habitat (EFH). The FEIS described the routing, installation, and 

monitoring measures proposed by Ocean Express; and the requirements by FERC to protect fishery 

resources and wildlife in our Plan and Procedures as well as additional conditions imposed by FERC to 

avoid and minimize impacts to these msoorces. With strict adherence to these requirements, we 
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determined the impacts to fishery resources, benthic communities, and wildlife would not be significanL 

As described previously, the tunnel amendment would not involve substantial modifications to any 

segment o f  the pipe/me mute other than that segment where the tunnel would replace two HDDs and a 

direct lay section in the ncarshore environment. The tmmel amendment would not result m any additional 

impacts to fi-eshwater fisheries or wildlife. Consequently, we have only identified and anab-z~ those 

impa~ to marine resources associated with the tunnel an',endm~t, especially at the tunnel exit point. 

Although the tunnel m'nendment would generally decrease impacts to marine resom'ces, 

construction and operation of the modified project could alter the extent of dn'ect, indirect, and 

inadvertent impacts to some marine resom~cs. 

3.4.1 Direct Impacts 

Additional direct impacts associated with the modified project could include physical disturbance 

of marine habitat, especially the seafloor, due to microtmmel construction, pipestrmg tie-in, vessel 

anchoring, and possibly increased pipe diameter. The primary resomce of concern would be potential 

in,pacts to cot'als and l i ~ b o t t o m .  Along the proposed mute, the dominant reef trcnds/high-relief 

coral reefs would be avoided in the nesrshorc environment using lbe tunnel ~ o l o g y .  The 

live/hardbouom in the vicinity of the tunnel exit point and along the deepwater route is primarily 

of a mixture of sand and rubble with solitary or emati clusters of rocks sm'rounckd by sand. 

In general, direct ~ to nem'shore ~ would be decreased by the turmel amendment 

since the mudification would completely eliminate two of the three enlry/exit points and reduce the extent 

of seafloor distmbance at the remaining one. Overall, the nearsho~ marine acreage (sand and 

sand/rubble) directly and indirectly impacted by construction west of Reef 3 (including Reef 3) ~ u l d  

decrease from almmt 10 acres using previously proposed HDD methods (including about 1.9 acres of 

permanent impact) to no acreage in~cted using tunnel methods (no tempor~ or permanent impacts). 
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Microtunnel construction and exit could cause direct impacts associated with exiting the soafloor, 

transition to direct pipelay, and anchoring. To avoid and minimize potential impacts to coraFlivebottom, 

Ocean Express would locate the tunnel exit hole site and associated anchoring locations in coarse-grained, 

sandy habitat at least 200 feet from Reef 3 based on pre-construe~on surveys. If corals were observed in 

the area, Ocean Express would avoid or minimize impacts by slightly altering the pipeline route or 

updating the impact area calculations and mitigation associated with hardbottom impact. The COE 

perrmt requires that Ocean Express submit an agency approved mitigation plan to COE upon completion 

of the p r e - c o ~ o n  survey (Special Condition #55; Appendix B). Under the tunnel amendment, the 

pipestring and corresponding pullback corridor along the scafloor would be approximately 80 percent 

shorter than lXOposed using HDD methods. Incorporating the tunneling methods would decrease the 

acreage of hardlmttom imimcted along the nearshove portion of the pipeline and microtunnel exit and he- 

m by approxirattely 6O percent (O.7 to 0.3 acres). 

Other direct ~ to coral of hardbottom could occur in the vicinity of the exit point due to 

anchors, anchor lines, and jackup berges during tunnel cons/ruction. To ~ avoid and minimize 

~ t s  associated with anchoring. Ocean Express would use trmurlXmder beacons on all anchors to 

monitor any anchor movement (and dive surveys to document impacts if movement is detected), and use 

midline buoys and floating anchor lines to eliminate potential ~ of anchors and anchor sweep to 

hardbottor~ To ensure anchors avoid pot~rlt~l] irrg~ts to coral comlramities and other biota, Ocean 

Express would require that laybaxge anchoring be limited to mapped sand bottom areas. ~ would 

also be a rccf buffer of 100 fcct from the easterly edge of Rccf 3 that no vessels would be allowed to 

anchor cxccpt using scrcw pilc methods (uncw anchors would be used for anchorages within 30 feet of 

tbe reef). T ~  work arcas would only be located within sand habitat. Exclusion zones would also 

be cstsblished within temporary work areas that sm'roond isolated patcbes of hardhoUom with high 

/medium density coverage with a 30-font buffer. For the jackup hargc% tbe COE permit requires use of 

an undcrwater c ~  night vision and/or divcrs to monitor lowcnng of the spuds to avoid contact with 
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corals and/or live/hardbottom, and photo-documentation of actual placement of spuds on the jacimp 

barges to document any impact to coral or hardbottom resources (Special Condition #61; Appendix B). 

Seaward of the microtunnel construction activities, the pipeline would be installed as described in 

our FEIS, including direct lay of the pipe on the seafloor with the use of c.~crete mats to cover the 

p*q)elme extending to a depth of approximately 200 FSW. The only additional irn~ct associa~:d with 

modified project east of the turmel exit point would be the increased pipe diameter from 24 inches to 26 

inches on the seaflonr east from approximately a depth of 200 FSW (RMP 44.3) to the EEZ (MP 0.0). 

Using the pipe diameter as an estimate oftbe maximum fontlmrint oftlm seafloor impacted, this inm~ase in 

pipe diarnctc~ would result m an 8 percent increase in the acreage impacted along the dscpwatcr portion 

oftbe modified project (approximately 10.7 to I 1.7 acres). 

Deepwater habitat surveys were conducted to charazterize the proposed route into a variety of 

habitats including hard boRom reef and reef transition areas, sand, sand with rubble, and soft bottom sand. 

The surveys indicated that the mbslratc along the pcopo¢,~ route consisted of open sand habitat (63 

~rc~mt) or sand-rubble habitat (37 percent). Most of the sand rubble habitat had minimal biota 

(app~xinmtely 54 peTr, cnt), no sand rubble areas had between 5 and 20 percent cover, and the renmining 

sand rubbl© habitat had over 20 pcrr, cnt biotic cover (46 pecccn 0. Due to the disoovcry of decpwatcr 

corals in the vicinity of the proposed project area, a n~evahmtion of a potential area for decpwat~r coral 

was c~nplctod to further characterize potential coral thickets and mound habitat at depths greater than 

650 FSW; however, the closest coral thicket was found approximately 580 feet north of the pipeline mute 

while the closest dead coral motmd was located a p ~  80 feet north of the pipeline route. The 

minor increase in pipe diameter woold slightly increase the ~ c a ]  hardbottom acreage directly 

impacted by the project footprint from 4.0 acres to 4.3 acres relative to the 24-inch pipe diameter. The 

actual impact on oncolonized rock could be subs~antially less since the footprint of the pipeline directly 

on flat rock subs~tte would be ciosm" to one inch wide (less than 02  acre total). 
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Pre-conmruction surveys would be conducted between MP 29.7 and RMP 44.7 to select a specific 

route that avoids sensitive resources. The surveys would identify and rrmp deepwater corals in 

hardbottom areas where there is a lfigher probability fur occurrence. Following the survey, a Florida 

dcepwater coral expert would review the data and potential avoidance or mitigation measures proposed. 

Because deepwater corals associated with exposed hardbottom featmes at depths greater than 100 feet are 

a primary concern, Ocean Express proposes to conduct a side scan sonar survey from water depths of  100 

FSW to the EEZ Boundary in bardbottom areas to identify high reflectivity or other signatures that 

indicate hardbottom. Subsequent video surveys of  these potential bardbottom areas would be performed 

to confirm the initial habitat characterizations and to calculate the amount of ~ t  to each habitat type. 

Monitoring would be conducted during direct lay operations to minimize irapacts to hardbottom, and 

p o s t ~ o n  surveys, particularly between MP 29.7 and RMP 44.7, would be conducted to docmnent 

the actual impact of the pipeline and recovery of the resources. Mitigation for the actual impact to 

bardbottom resources would be determined in coordination with federal and state resource agencies (see 

Section 3.4.5, "Additional Mitigation"). 

There would be no significant direct impacts to marine resources ~ a t e d  with the modified 

project with strict adherence to Ocean Express' ECMVP, the FERC requirements identified in our FEIS 

and FERC ~ c a t e ,  and federal, state, and local permits and regulation& 

3.4.2 Indirect  Imlmets 

Increased turbidity and sedimentation from constntction activity could result in indirect impacts 

to hardbottoms m the project area in association with physical disturbance of  the seaflonr. Turbidity is 

primarily a concern to sensitive coral or hardbottom biota, because it could decrease water clarity, which 

in turn could affect feeding efficiency. Our FEIS provides a detailed discussion of  potential impacts of 

turbidity and sedimentation on corals and measures to avoid and minimize impacts. For the original AES 

Project, the primary source of turbidity and sedimentation would have been associated with the dredging 

of three HDD entry/exit points. Under the modified project, two of the three entry/exit points have been 
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eliminated and the remamin 8 exit point would not reqmre dredsing. Impacts to sensitive resources 

~ t e d  with tm-bidity and sedimentation would be further minimized at the tunnel exit site since the 

surrounding water would tend to flow into the turmei chamber during punch-out operations, as discussed 

in Section 3.3, "Water Resources." Even though the proposed microtonnel ptmch-out does not revolve 

dredging, Ocean Express has proposed to use the previous results from modeling turbidity and 

sedimentation clue to the Offshore HDD purch*out operations as a worst-case estimate for determining 

mitigation (0.7 acl"e). The COE permit requires that Ocean Express monitor turbidity and sedimentation 

during construction, and submit an overlay map of the actual ADCP-nmpped (Special Condition #60; 

Appendix B). We believe that the actual ADCP-mapped plumes would document a substantial decrease 

in the turbidity and sedimentation plume modeled for the original AES ProjecL 

Ocean Express proposes to condu~ e~pliance turbidity sampling at the microtunnei exit 

location during construction. As descn'bed in our FEIS and FERC Certificate, federal and state resota'ce 

agencies have developed p r o j e c t ~ i f i c  ua'bidity thresholds, specifically a threshold of 4-boor duration 

of 15 NTUs in reef areas, end a 1.5 millimeters per day sedimentation ~ l d  in reef areas. A marine, 

sedimentation, and reef monitoring plan agreed upon with the appropriate agencies would also be 

followed with periodic Im'bidity monitoring during and immediately following installation operations. 

The COE permit requires that Ocean Express n,,tmJt~ actual tm'bidity, and provide an oveTlay map thai 

includes the results (Speml Condition #59; Append~ B). 

Ou~n Express' modeling study also evaluated potontial turbidity and sedingntation associated 

with other o ~  a,~ivities that disturb the seaflocx (HPA 2003). As discussed in Section 3.3, 'Water 

Resources," the study wedicted that turbidity associated with anchor% and jaclmp barges, would be 

mining. 
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With strict adherence to Ocean Express' ECMVP, FERC requirements identified m our FEIS and 

FERC Certificate, and federal, state, and local permits, there would be no significant redirect impacts to 

marine resources asso~ated with the modified projecL 

3.4.3 Inadvertent Impacts 

Potential inadvertent impacts to coral reefs and marine fishery resources identified in the Ocean 

Express FEIS include inadvertent releases of drilling muds (frac-outs), toxic ~ t i c  test waters, and 

fuels during construction, and natural gas ruptures during operations. In addition to accidental releases, 

them could be inadvertent physical impacts due to ship grounding or inappropriate anchoring methods. 

Our FEIS provided a detailed discussion of these potential impacts, and identified measures to avoid and 

minimize potential impacts associated with these inadvertent releases. The potential for these inadvertent 

releases are further avoided and minimized with ~ o n  of the tunnel ~ t ,  and Ocean 

Express would still be required to adhere to the measures identified in the FEIS and FERC Certificate. 

The risk of frac-out would be substantially reduced relative to the AES Project ~ tunnel and 

microtunnel construction do not require drilling muds to be maintained at pressures greater than ambient 

hydrostatic pressure. To ~ minimize impacts, the COE permit requires that hydrostatic pressure of 

the microttnmel be maintained below ambient h ~ t J c  pressm~ (Special Condition #38; Appendix 

B); and twice daily sm%'eys be conducted along the sensitive reef resources (Reef 3) and microtonnel 

route to document any impacts to sensitive resotn'ces (Special Condition #57; ~ i x  B). 

Releases of toxic hydrostatic test waters would be avoided since the FERC Certificate requires 

that no toxic additives can be used in the test waters, m~l COE requlx~ that no hydrostatic test water be 

discharged into waters of the United States, except as authorized by a NPDES permit (Spe~al Condition 

#29; Appendix B). 

The risk of an accidental fuel spill or ship groundings in nenrslmm waters would be reduced 

relative to HDD installation since the amount of construction traffic in the nearshore environment would 
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be reduced as part oftbe tunnel amendment. Tunnel construction would be primarily land-based instead 

of wator-based as was previously proposed for HDD installation. 

The risk of a ruptm'e during operation would be Ru~er minimized under the tunnel amendment 

since the tunnel would allow access and visual inspection of approxinmtely 14,000 feet of pipeline, the 

tunnel would have gas monitors, and there would be a mainline valve at the seaward end of the turmel and 

a gas vent at the landward end of the tunnel. 

With strict adherence to Ocean Express' ECMVP, FERC requirements identified in our FEIS and 

Certificate, and federal, state, and local permits, there would be no significant inadvertent impacts to 

marine resources associated with construction and operation of the modified project. 

3.4.4 Emmntial Fish Habitat 

We previously prepared an EFH assessment for NOAh. Fisheries that described the EFH 

commmmties in the project area, potential impacts to those resotwces, and the mitigation rueagm'es that 

would be necessary to avoid and rninim/ze those in'@ucts associated with the AES Project. The 

assessment concluded that there would be no direct or indirect impacts to specific types ofEFH includm8 

seagrass; intertidal flats; oyster reefs; pelagic Sargassum; or estoarin¢, pelustrine or freshwater wedands. 

The only EFH that would be impacted would be coral/hardbottom and the pelagic water colonm. A 

summaxy of the acreages of EFH that would be directly or indirectly impected (temporary and permauem) 

by the modified project are summarized in Table 3.4.4-1. 

The EFH ~ t  for the AES Project conclu~k~l that the direct impacts to nearshore 

would not be significant and the direct impacts on ~ t e ~  corals would be 

negligible. In addition, the assessment found that the indirect impacts of turbidity and sedimentation on 

coral and hardbottom would be negligible for the AES Project. The modified project would reduce both 

the temporary and permanent impacts to coral and hardbottom by ovm" 60 percent in the 

e m v i r o ~ t  due, in part, to completing avoiding the dominant reef trends. The potential impacts to 
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deepwater coral would also be minimal based on rouhng, and pipelaymg and post construction surveys as 

described in Section 3.4.1. In addition to the ECMVP, Ocean Express would also be required to adhe~ to 

the requirements described in o~" FEIS and included in the FERC Certificate as well as the COE permit to 

fta'ther avoid and minhnize impacts to EFH resources (as described in Sections 3.4.1 and 3.4.2, and 

Appendix n). 

Tab/o 3.4.4-t 
Summary of  Quanh'tatlvo Impacts to Emmcdhd Fl~h Habitat with Tunnogng Method 

Temporary ~ Pormene~ h ~ c ~  
(Ar.m~) (Arms) 

Ea~lmlanl Film I~bttnnl 

Estuarine ~ ( M a n g ~ )  W e ~  Veget~on 

Sea rass 
IntedJdeJ F I ~  

P a ~ f l n e  ~ ScnJ~-S~mb, and Forested (Fm~wster) 
Weffand~ ~ 

Coral, Coral Ree~s, ond Live/I-~m:l Bot~ms 

Pe lv i c  Water Godumn 

Direct I Indirect Direct I Indirect 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

o 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

02g 0.2#' 4.46 ~ 0 

0 0 0 0 

o o.69 ° o o 

• No Impocm I~ecouse t t~  EFH woe a~z~d by czenuc~n (leeCh. 

I Iml~c~ to rand n~bblo h a l ~  Nsocfglod with ~ afleclad m as ~ml~t-cme ~ m ' k )  fr~n the odgblally 
;xupo~d emwdm or m oU~hom HO0 e~t pn t the mw~aR kx:~on ot me cumm~ ~ m~nmnn~ e~d~. 

' f n ~  maodMm with ~ botOome affecmd by a 26-~ch I n ~  ~d~h. ~ "  comm~cn ixal)m~, a ~4x:h v~o~ would 
msufl in a 4~-o~e k ~ a ~  

' I.~:,act mmx:taleO v~lh ~ N o n a u d ~ d l t y  p~lygon augroctmd m a i~1~rlrl-cme iN:enado from ~ qe~ca'qalkxl ~ the 

The impact to the pelagic water colunm would also be reduced with incorporation of the tunnel 

amendmenL The pelagic water colunm would theoretically be impacted by turbidity. As stated in 

Section 3.4.2, "Indcrect Impacts," the extent of turbidity would be substantially reduced with 

incorporation oftbe tunnel amendment, and it is possible that it would be virtually eliminated. It is also 

important to note that turbidity modeling was conducted within one meter of the seafloor and the impacts 
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to the pelagic water column would be substantially smaller and of shorter duration than in areas proximal 

to the seafloor. In addition, Ocean Express would monitor turbidity during ~ t i o n  and cease 

construction activities if turbidity values exceeded conservative thresholds established for coral species 

that are not as tolerant or able to avoid turbidity plumes as would be pelagic fishes. 

We determined that the potential impacts to EFH were not significant for the original AES 

Project, and cmglude that they would be substantially reduced with incorporation of the tunnel 

amendment. Therefore, there would be no significant im~ct to EFH associated with the modified project 

with stxi~ adherence to the mitigation measures proposed by Ocean Expcess, FERC r e q ~ t s ,  and 

federal, state and local permit requirengnts. By ie*ter dated February 3, 2005, NOAA Fisheries stated 

that its concerns would be addressed by full adherence to the mitigative trzastm~ ~ by Ocean 

Express and the requirements included in the COE permit, the FERC Certificate, and state and local 

authorizations. NOAA Fisheries further stated that the modified woject r~resents a significantly less 

damaging alU~nafivc with respect to ncarsho~ resonrce impacts. 

3.4.5 Addltlosal Mifllgatios 

Ocean Express has developed an Offshore Mitigation and Restoration Plan to quantify and 

mitigate for impacts to the seafloor off Broward Cmmty. This mitigation plan has been developed in 

coordination with federal, state, and local reamm~ agencies. The plan detcribes survey neech wior to 

constru~on, durin8 c ~ x ~ t i o n ,  and long-term monitoring after construction to document and quantify 

the extent end recovery of ~ tesotuces. In addition, the plan identifies the apwo~h for 

~ t o r y  mitigation for direct, indirect, and inadvertent impacts to the seafloor. As 

described in the Ocean Express FEIS, onmpensatory mitigation would consist ofremoving tires that were 

placed on the seafloor offFort Laudetdale in the 1970s. Ove~ 2 million tires were placed offshore as a 

waste management/reef enhancement effort. Subsequently, it has been determined that the tires provide 

little, if any, ecological value as reef habitat and may adversely impact marine habitat conditions. It is our 

understanding that Ocean Express and federal, state, and local resource agencies have determined that 
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removal and proper disposal of tires is the appropriate mitigation, and tbey are continuing to coordinate 

on the scale of the effort. As pert of the COE permit, COE rescrves the fight to dctenrdne the most 

appropriate type of mitigation for inadvertent impacts (Special Condition #51; Appendix B). 

3.5 VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 

The Ocean Express FEIS described the vegetative communities associated with upland and 

wetland habitats along the proposed route of the AES Project including aboveground facilities. In 

addition, Ocean Express requested minor variances to our Pmcedmes that would be es protective or more 

protective than the requirements in our Procedures. Therefore, we accepted the requested variances. We 

also included a condition for Ocean Express to submit an acceptable invasive species control plan, which 

was provided by Ocean Express to FERC and the cooperating agencies on April 29, 2004. We have 

concluded that thcrc would be no significant impacts to vesetative r e s o ~  associated with construction 

or operation oftbe AES Project. 

The tunnel amendment would not modify the acreage or location of potential impacts to terrestrial 

vegetation or wetland habitat along the proposed route. Therefore, the potential impacts to these 

resources would be identical under the rood/fled project to those identified in our FEIS. Therefore, 

potential impacts to vegetation would be adequately mitigated by strict adherence to our Plan and 

Procedures, the FERC requirements in our FEIS and Cenfificate, the Ocean Express' ECMVP, and all 

federal, state, and local permits. 

3.6 PROTECTED, THREATENED, AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

The Ocean Express FEIS provided a discussion of the federal- and state-listed threatened and 

endangered species that could be potentially impacted by the AES Project. The FEIS described the 

likelihood of species occurrence and mcasta-es to avoid and minimize impacts to the federally-listed wood 

stork, fotsr sea turtle species, the American crocodile, and the West Indian manatee as well as state-listed 

wading birds and the brown pelican. The FEIS included two conditions to protect fedcrally-listed species. 
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These conditions were related to protection of wood stork nesting areas m West Lake Park, and 

confirmation of resource agency comments/approval of the Manatee Protection Plan. In addition, the 

FEIS included two conditions to protect state-listed species associated with protecting nesting areas of 

wading birds and brown pelicans m west Lake Park. With incorpm~tion of these conditions, we 

concluded that construction and operation of the AES Project would not be likely to adversely affect these 

species. 

Subsequent to the FEIS being issued, USFWS determined on February 24, 2004 that the AES 

Project would either have "no effect" or "would not be likely to adversely affect" any federally-listed 

species nor would it affect any critical habitat for federally-listed species. 

The tmmel ~ t  would not influence construction activities associated with West Lake 

Park, the ICW, or listed species that do not utilize marine habitats. The araendment would reduce 

potential nnpacts to the nearshore environment by completely tunneling under habitat potentially utilized 

by federally-listed sea tm'tles and the West Indian manatee; and reduce the amount of nearshore 

construction vessel traffic, which would reduce the likelihood of inadvertent impacts to manatees or sea 

turtles. The turmel amendment would not alter decpwater consUxtction activities. We have consulted 

with the USFWS in Veto Beach, Florida, regarding the modified project and it has indicated that it has no 

additional concerns associated with the tunnel modification. The~fore, the likelihood of species 

occurrence, compensation and monitoring requirements, and determination of affect for construction and 

operation of the modified project remain identical to those described in our FEIS for tlm AES Project. 

That is, the modified project would not be h'kely to adversely affect any federally- or s~ate-listed species. 

3.7 LAND USE, RECREATION, AND VISUAL RESOURCF~ 

The Ocean Express FEIS descn'bed the potential ~ of the AES Project on land use, 

recreation, and visual resources in the project area. The FEIS specifically discusses the overall land use 

acreages required for the project and potential impacts to residential and conmnercial areas, mms~rtation, 
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public recreational areas, coastal zone management, and visual resources during construction and 

operation. The FEIS presents the measures proposed by Ocean Express to minimize impacts to these 

resources in accordance with our Plan and Procedures. In addition, the FEIS and FERC Certificate 

identify additional requmanents imposed by the FERC to further avoid and minimize potential impacts. 

Since the onshore route proposed for the AES Project is not being modified, additional impacts to 

land use associated with the tunnel amendment primarily include land use requirements for offshore 

consm.,ction and secondary onshore impacts associated with tunnel consUuotion. These secondary 

impacts may include increased traffic, the need for a concrete fabrication plant, and the consUuvtion of an 

aboveground building at the Dania Beach Traffic Circle. 

The overall land use requirements for the modified project would decrease during construction 

and operahon relative to the land use needs for the AES Project. Offshore and onshore land use 

requireng-nts for the modified project are provided in Table 2.2-1. Specifically, the acreage requirements 

would decrease by about 17 percent during conslruction and approximately 5 percent during operation of 

the modified project relative to the original AES Project. 

3.7.1 Offshore 

The reducCdon in overall land use requirements would be associated with the reduction in the 

length of the offshore pipeline by approximately 0.5 mile, and elimination of seafloor disturbance along 

the tunnel route under the tunnel amendment. The land use requirements for the deepwater portion of the 

project (IMP 0.0 to AMP 43.3) would not be altered by the modified project. The decpwater acreage 

would include a 200-foot right-of-way in Federal Waters during constnmtion and operation. While the 

right-of-way in Federal Waters is based on the easement granted by the MMS, it does not characterize the 

actual con.station impact. The actual construction impact in Federal Waters would essentially be limited 

to the foutprmt of the proposed 26-inch-diameter pipeline. 
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Construction of the nearshore portion of the pipeline would impact acreage associated with the 

tunnel exit tie-in, pipeslring pullback con'idoL concrete mats, and direct pipelay. Construction methods in 

the nearsls3~ environment are described in Section 2.3.1, "Offshore Constru~on Procedures." The 

specific acreages impacted by ncarshorc ~ activities are provided in Section 3.4, "Fishery 

Resources, Benthic Commumties, and Wildlife." The nearshore construction activity would occur within 

a contingency work area of 448 acres and mcotpct'ate the mea for the construction fight-of-way and 

temporary workspaces. The actual seafloor disturbance within this contingency work area would be 

about 1 percent oftbe c~ntmsency work area (see Section 3.4, "Fishery Resources, Benthic Communities, 

and Wildlife"). As a result of the change in installation methods in the ncarshore area, actual seaflonr 

distm-bence for the modified project would be approximately 80 percent less than that Im3posed for the 

original AES Project. To be conservative, the calculation of the land use needs for the ncarshore tunnel 

~ro~ing includes a 25-font right-of-way along the tunnel mute during construction and operation, even 

though no seafloor i m p ~  over the tunnel segment is expected. 

3.7.2 Oashore 

In general, potential irat~tcts to land use along the onshore pipeline route oftbe modified project 

would be cJ3mparable to those described in the Ocean Exlxess FEIS. There would be co|~lzuction of a 

permanent building at the Dania Traffic Circle. There would also be additional impacts during 

censtru~on associated with the creation of a concrete febrication plant, and increased construction traffic 

associated with the Dania Beach Traffi© Circle. 

Even though the onshore mute would not be altered by the tunnel amendment, onshon: land use 

acreage would increase during o~mruction due primarily to the creation ofa 12-a~ concrete fabrication 

plant for the tunnel. Ocean Express proposes to coronet a fabrication plant for conslxu~on of thc 

concrete segments used to line the tunnel. Ctnrently, the location of the fabrication plant has not been 

finalized, but Ocean Express expects it to be located on land designated for light industrial use, possibly 

within the Port Everglades facility. The fabrication plant would be a minor temporary alteration of 
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activities on indumrial property, and may not constitute a change in the land use. We have included a 

recotmm.'ndation in Section 2.2, "Land Requirements," that Ocean Exl~tess identify the specific location 

of the fabrication plant including the size, configuration, land use, results of field surveys, and discussion 

of any potential impacts to sensitive resources and appropriate mitigation measures. The recommendation 

also requires that Ocean Express document that it has received all federal, state, and local approvals for 

operabon of the facility. The acreage tmpacted by construction would be restored in accordance with our 

Plan. The increase in the diameter of the pipeline would not require an increase in the construction of 

permanent right-of-way. Ocean Expeess does not propose to increase the onshore acreage impacted 

during operation of the modified project compared to the AES Project. 

Ocean Express has proposed an aboveground natmal gas vent and tunnel shaft utility/access 

building within the Dania Beach TratTic Circle. The land use requirements for these aboveground 

facilities would be less than 0.1 acre. The building would be 240 square feet, 10 feet high, and would 

replace the ~ that is currently located in the traffic circle. Because the area is located adjacent to 

major roadways, and the access building would replace an existing ~ ,  no significant adverse 

i m l ~  to visual resources are anticil~mxL 

The tunnel construction would increase truck traffic at the Danm Beach Traffic Circle associated 

with delivering additional supplies, such as concrete segments, as well as disposing of increased spoil 

volumes relabve to the AES Project. Ocean Express conducted a ¢affic impact analysis that found up to 

60 trucks per day, of two to three trucks per horn-, would be required to support tmmel installation 

(Kimley-Hofn and Associates 2004). Since the FEIS was issued, Ocean Express also has proposed that 

construction along Dania Beach Boulevard may require up to 30 days to complete and require the closure 

of up to two lanes of t ral~ at times. The Ocean Express FEIS and FERC Certificate require that Ocean 

Express develop a Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) plan in consultation with the Florida Department of 

T ~ t i o n  (FDOT) and the Broward County Aviation Deparlm~t to minimize construction impacts 

to traffic. The COE perrmt requires that project construction not result in closmes of portions of 
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roadways for more than 24 hours unless approved by FDOT, and that it not interfere with normal traffic 

patterns almg Dama Beach Boulevard or Highway AIA (Special Condition #20; Appendix B). The 

additimml enu:k U'afi~c from tunnel r~lslrttetion would result in a minor temporary increase in traffic 

between the fabrication plsnt and the Dania Beach Traffic Circle and between the Dania Beach Traffic 

Circle and the disposal location. With strict adherence to an agency-approved MOT plan, the increased 

traffic would not constitute a significant impact to wansportation. 

Ocean Express ~ to locally dispose of the spoils where it ~3uld serve a beneficial use, 

such as the expansion oftbe Fort Lauderdale international Airport or beach renoorishment projects iftbe 

sediment satisfies applicable sediment standards. The COE permit requires that the spoils be disposed at 

an approved landfill unless Ocean Express obtains a modification to the permit to recycle the spoils 

(Spe~Aal Condition #31; ~ B). (kean Express and COE are c~xdinating on the appropriate 

disposal methods for the spoils as they relate to applicable sediment standards and apl~ropriate 

disposition. 

3.7.3 Coastal Zene 

The Ocean Express FEIS and FERC Certificate required that Ocean Express not begin 

construction until it had received a determination from the State of Florida that the project was ~s i s ten t  

with the Coasud Zone M ~ t  Program. On July 2, 2004, the State of Florida completed its coastal 

zone ~ e m t e ~ y  detennimtion, and found the AES Project to be mnsistent with the Coestai Zone 

Management Program. Since the lsrge majority of tbe AES Project has not been altered, and the tonnel 

amendment was developed, in port, to ~ avoid and minimize irr~v~ to sensitive marine resoorces 

of greatest concern under the Coastal Zone Management ~ we consider the modified project to 

also be consistent with Florida's coastal zone policies. 

On January 24, 2005, the State of Florida ~ that the portion oftbe modified project in 

Federal Waters was consistent with the Coastal Zone Management Pmgrmn, and FDEP is evaluating the 
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coastal zone consistency oftbe remamdar of the modified project in State Waters and onshore as part of 

its ERP review process. 

3.7.4 Colduslons 

Overall land use acreage for the modified project would decrease by about 17 percent during 

construction and about 5 percent during operation of the modified project compared to the original AES 

Project. The decrease would primarily be associated with decreased disturlmnce of the senfloor during 

construction. Onshore land use acreage increased slightly due to a re-calculation of the acreage impacted 

during ~ o n  including temporary wot'kspaces. There could be minor addit~nal i ~ t s  associated 

with increased truck traffic or the construction and operation of a permanent Imilding at Dania Beach 

Traffic Circle. However, construction and operation of the modified project would not result in 

significant ~ to land use, recreation, or visual resources. 

3.8 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The Ocean Express FEIS descnl~l the onshare and offshore cultural n~sources associated with 

the AES Project based on record searches and field surveys. It also discussed consultation with SH]~ 

and Native American tribes regarding known cultural resources and mcthoda for eddressmg unanticipated 

discoveries during ~ o n .  The FEIS concluded that Ocean Express would need to defer any 

consU, uction activities until it received FERC's aplxoval on cultural ~ reports, ffeaUnents plans, 

and agency comments regarding the 1907 New York to Havana cable, onshore resutwce probability areas 

and offshore anomalies, a revised Unanticipated Discoveries Plan and Emergency Scenario 17,espon~ 

Plan, and a revised anchor handling plan. 

On February 4, 2004, Ocean Express filed the requested reformation with the Commission, 

MMS, and the SHIK). On March 8, 2004, the SHPO reported that the Ocean Express submittal was 

complete and sufficient in accordance with Florida Administrative Code, Chapter 1A-46. In addition, the 

SHPO reported that it nmintained no objections to the AES Project methods. 
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The tunnel amendment would not air,'," the proposed deepwateT pipeline route. The proposed 

tunnel route was included in the geophysical mrvey corridor for the cultural resource sm'veys conducted 

to support the AES Project. In addition, the tunnel modification would eliminate surface disturbance in 

the nemshore environment associated with the two HDD enU'y/exit points and the 9,000 feet of direct 

pipelay connecting the HDDs. The tunnel amendment would not alter the proposed onshore pipeline 

route, but it would include the creation ofa 12-a~re concrete fabrication plant. In Section 2.2, "Land Use 

Requirements," we have included a recommendation for Ocean E x p ~  to identify the fabrication site 

and provide the necessary survey results, consultation, and mitigation measures to avoid and minimize 

impacts to sensitive resom.ces, which would include cultural resom'va:s. 

In accordance with section 106 of the National Historical Preservation Act, we have determined 

that then: would be no significant impact to cultm-al resources associated with the inca3q3oration of the 

tunnel amendment if (kean Express addresses the section 106 requirements as they pertain to the 

concrete fabrica~on plant. 

3.9 SOCIOECONOMICS 

The Ocean Express FEIS dcscn'bed the existing socioeconomic conditions in the project area 

including the local economy, employment, housing, commumity services, U'anspo~tion+ and tourism. 

The FEIS described the potential adverse and ben~cial impacts to these socio~nornic ~ related to 

~ o n  and operation oftbe AES Project, ~ concluded it would have no significant adverse impact 

on the economy, employment, housing, community services, ~ or tourism in the project 

In general, the AES Project would have a positive impact on mnployment and t ~  local c~o0my;, no 

adverse impsot on tourism; and insignificant, temporary iml~CtS on ~ and ~c~a~c~m! fishing, 

and diving ac~vities due to minor increases in boat U'aff~c in the nearshore cnvimnmcnL 

The tmmci amendment would r~tlt  m little or no additional impact (positive or negative) on the 

socioeconomic conditions in the project area relative to the AES Project. There would be minimal change 
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in the size of the peak workforce (maximum of 5 pereen 0. The tuonel/microtmmel construction would 

require approxinmtely 16 months, which is aplxoximately a year longer than was proposed for HDD 

installation (onshore). These clumges to the wodfforce would have a neutral to positive influence on the 

regional socioeconomics due to slight increases in overall project-related income, servzces, and tax 

revenue for the local economy. 

3.]0 AIR QUALrrY AND NOISE 

3.10.1 Air Qul i ty  

The Ocean Express FEIS discussed current air quality in the project area and potential impacts to 

air quality relative to federal regulatory standards including National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

(NAAQS), Title40 CFR (Parts 6, 51, and 93), andFedenfl Class 1 areas (40 CFR 81.407). The FEIS also 

described various mitigation measm'es that Ocean ~ would implement, and we concluded that these 

measures would effectively minimize air quality impacts. 

The modified project does not alter the intimcts to air quality associated with construction of the 

onshore route or the deepwater portion of the pipeline. Turmel construction would potontmlly alter the 

location, amount, and dmation of air emi~iorm associated with tunnel comtrtmtion. There would not be 

substan~al increases in air emissions at any location other than the Dania Beach Traffic Circle. Under the 

tunnel autendm~t, the construction of the tmmel would be initiated from the Dania Beach Traffic Circle 

and would extend approximately 3.0 miles before the mi~'otmmei exited the seaflonr. This would result 

in all air emissions for excavation and construction of the tunnel shaft, o p e ~ o n  of the "IBM, 

~ t i o n  and installation oftbe concrete segments, and ~ o n  and separation of spoils, being 

released at the Dania Beach Traffic Circle over a total of approximately 16 montbe. There would also be 

emissions from increased truck traffic includ'mg some emissions at the Daina Beach Traffic Circle. 

Although there would be some differences in the exact machinery used, the emissions of concern 

(i.e., nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxide) would be consistent with those identified in our FEIS since 
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the machinery and vehicles would be diesel-powered. Ocean Express calculated emissions for the tunnel 

construction and prepared a General Conformity Determination in accordance with the Clean Air Act. 

The emission calculations confirmed that the em/.~on type and emission rates for tunnel o~nstruction 

would be comparable to those for HDD installation of this nearshore pipeline segment. In addition, the 

Conformity Determination concluded that etmsstons from the modified project would not interfere with 

the NAAQS attainment status of Broward County (located within the Southeast Florida Intrastate Air 

Quality Control Region) or maintenance of the county's ozone status. In addition, the C~formity 

Determination found that the modified project would conform with the applicable requirements of the 

Florida State Implementation Plan. 

The tunoel ~ t  does not include any permanent, statiormry emission sources, so emissions 

would be considered temporary and minor during consmmtion. Therefore, the modified project would 

not result in any significant impacts to air quality. 

3.10.2 Noise 

The Ocean Express FEIS descn'bed the ambient noise conditions in the la'oject area based on a 

field survey conducted by Ocean Express at various onshore locations including the Dania Beach Traffic 

Circle. The field ma-vey found ambient noise levels were approximately 68 to 74 decibels on the A- 

weighted scale (dBA) at all survey locations due to tmckgmund tmnspormtic, n noise. Ocean Express 

conducted a noise impact analysis for the evigiradly proposed AES Project to estimate project noise 

levels. The analym found that project noise levels at all locations were below residential noise limits as 

specified in Article VII of the Broward County Code (55 dBA) with the use of appropriate mitigation 

meum'es. Ocean Express reported mitigation tmammes tray include special mufflers, prefabricated noise 

barriers or engineering controls such as noise attenuating enclosmzs. 

As part of the tunnel ~ t ,  Ocean Express subsequently conducted a noise impact analysis 

for the Dania Beach Traffic Circle asse~ated with the proposed tmmel c o ~ o n  and staging activities. 
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In addition, the noise impact analysis included evaluation of noise associated with fabrication of the 

concrete segments for the tunnel st a potential fabrication site near Port Laudania. Ocean Express has not 

finalized selection of a site for the proposed concrete fabrication plant, but has stated that it prefers the 

site to be proximal to the Umnel consm~tinn site to minimize tndfic impacts. 

The purpose of the subsequent noise impact analysis was to estimate the noise levels that would 

be associated with the proposed tunnel consm~on  itself as well as fabrication of the concrete segments. 

The noise impact analysis considered a worst-case scenario based on the various types of consm~on 

equipment operating simultaneously at a location. The noise inlq3act analysis ~ that the worst° 

case noise levels at both locations would be below the residexztial noise limits in the Broward County 

Code at the nearest reside~es (55 dBA) wifimuZ noise abatem~* mees~res. Speeifiudly, the nearest 

residences to the Dania Beach Traffic Circle would be approximately 500 feet from the conslmt~on area, 

and the worst-case project noise levels would be 36 dBA. The nearest residences to the potential concrete 

fabrication plant would be approximately 0.6 miles from the potential site, and the wors t -~e  project 

noise levels would be 23 dBA. 

Ocean Express has not finalized the location of the concrete fabrication plant nor identified the 

potential proximity or dm'ation of construction noise associated with the fabrication plant to the proposed 

construction activities at the Dania Bach Traffic Circle, Therefore, we recommend that: 

Prior to construction, Ocmm Express should file the results of an up4hfled acoustical 

analysis and noise mJltptlon plan with the IMreclor of OEP for review and RpprovaL 

The amdysis should quantify the magnitude, duration, u d  frequency spectrum of 

prbtcipal noise sources asanchtted witlt concrete fabrication illcJuding the potential 

cumulative noise associated wtth pro|ect-rehtted noise of  the concrete fabrication plant 

and tunnel construction at semiltve receptors, and specify noise mitignlton measures 

necessary to reduce the noise levels to comply with local noise ordinances. 
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Ocean Express has committed to satisfy the Broward County Code, and would monitor actual 

noise levels during conslruction, and implement appropriate noise abatement measures, as needed. 

Therefore, ~ o n  of the modified project wottld not result/n any sign/ficant impacts to ambient 

noise levels. The only detectable noise during operation would be during maintenance, which would be 

minor and short-term. Therefore, there would be no significant impacts to ambient noise levels during 

c o n s m ~ o n  or openmon of  the proposed la~ject 

3.11 RELIABILITY AND SAFETY 

The Ocean Express FEIS des~bed the measures taken to maximize the reliability and safety of 

the AES Project including federal safety standards goventin 8 natural gas pipelines and project-sp~ific 

measures associated with muting, pipeline installatiun, and inspection f~xluency and procedures din-rag 

operations. The FEIS also deu=ibed the historic safety record for interstate natural gas pipelines 

including a comperison to other types of accidents. The FEIS concluded that the available data show that 

natmal gas pipelines continue to be a safe and reFmble means of energy transportation. 

As described in Section 2.3.1.2, *'Specialized Offshore Construction Procedores," Ocean Express 

developed the tunnel construction methods and materials to eliminate potential tunnel collapse or 

subsidence. The modified project would be ~ and operated in accordance with federal and state 

safety ~ t i rement .  The tmmel modification has been designed and wottld be mmstmcted, operated, and 

maintained in ascocdance with ~e  DOT Min'mmm Federal Safety Standards in49 CFR Part 192, and any 

other applicable safety standards. Additionally, the proposed tunnel would be designed, constructed, 

installed, inspected, operated, and ~ as applicable, in ~ with applicable U.S. 

~ t  of Labor, Occulmtional Health and Safety AdminisU'ation and local building code 

requirements. 

The tunnel design includes gas monitors and a 8as vent to detect and safely vent any gas from the 

tunnel. The natural gas vent and tunnel shaR utility access building at the Dania Beach Traffic Circle 
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would be enclosed within a secured fenced area and the access door to the Tunnel Shaft Utility/Aocess 

building would be locked. The door and fence would be locked and alarmed to prevent access by 

unauthorized personnel. The tunnel would be maintained in a dry condition during operation of the 

pipeline, in ~ to allow aoce~ for regular inspection and any maintenance. 

Therefore, the reliability and safety of the tunnel modification would be ensured by completing 

the construction and c, onducting day-to-day pipeline operations m compliance with federal and state 

safety regulations. 

3.12 CUMULATIVE IM]FACTS 

The cumulative impacts of various projects in the vicinity of the AES Project were described in 

the Ocean Express FEIS. These other projects included other natural gas pipeline projects, expension of 

the Fort ~ e - H o l l y w o u d  International Airport, shore protection projects, dredging projects, and 

fiber optic cables. The FEIS conchukd that each of tbese projects would result in temporary and minor 

impacts during construction, and that any penmment impacts of these projects would be apixopriately 

mitigated under federal, state, and local regulations and permit requirements. 

Updated estimates of the potential impacts to marine hardbottom, seagrass beds, mangroves, and 

wetlands of the modified project and other projects in the general vicinity are summarized in Table 3.12- 

1. The only additional projects identified since the Ocean Express FEIS was issued in November 2003 

are hurricane recovery projects that are being developed in response to the hurricanes that made landfall 

along the east coast of south Florida in 2004. FDEP developed a hurricane recovery plan to address and 

coordinate the short- and long4erm recovery efforts for the state's beaches (FDEP 2004). It outlines 

management strategies that incorporate on-going and emergency federal, state, and local efforts to repair 

and restore the beach and dune systems. COE reports that hurricane recovery projects would not alter the 

i ~  acreage associated with existing shore protection projects, but could influence the timing of 

implementation. It is expected that compliance with permitting and approval requirements will ensm~ 
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avoidance and minimization of environmental nntmcts of these projects, where possible, as well as 

incccporate mitigation for umvoidable impacts wh~re warranted. 

The modified project was developed, m part, to avoid and minimize impacts to sensitive 

resources by careful project routing, utilization of tunnelling to avoid sensitive resources, and 

development of  appropriate mitigation measures. The impacts oftbe modified project would generally be 

minor and temporary to shorl-term, and largely be comparable or less than those for the original AES 

Project conslituting a small fraction of the overall cumulative impacts of the various projects m the 

reg/on. Consequently, only a small cumulative effecl is antic/paled when the impacts of  the proposed 

project are added to past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects m the inca. 
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Table 3.12-t 
Summary of CumldMhm Impacts to 8kmllar I ~ t l n ~  
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4.0 A L T E R N A T I V E S  

The Oc~m Expn:as FEIS mncluded tlmt the AES Project, m proposed, wm lm:fened when 

~ m p m ~  to no *~tim or postponed ~ altmmdves, system alemu~e~,  f,~ility siting tltemmives, 

mute alternatives, and route vmimions. The no action or postponed action altern~ves woukl not satisfy 

the need to provide e n a ~  supplies to south Florid~ In midition, no onvimumonUdly superior 

altemalives we~  identified in mmpmson to the AES Pm'je~ including three system almnofives, three 

facility siting alternatives, six route alternative% and four mute variations. Specifically, the FEIS found 

that the expmmon of exislmg natural gas pipelines, or ~ l i o n  of pmpeeu~ natmal gas pipelines m 

south Florida would not be envimmentally superior to the modif'ted proje~ and multiple systems 

c, onstructnd, into south Florida may be ueedcd to meet inc:reasin8 cncrlKy demands. Tbea~otl, alternatives 

would be potentially superior to the modified pmje~ only if  the need for gas and electric generation have 

de,eased in south Flmida, the modified project would increase impacts relative to the AES Project, or if  

new or improved din'natives were subsequently identified that reduced environmental impar~ relat/vc to 

the modif~l  proje~ 

The~ is no evidence t im the future demands for namnd gas or electricity in ~ ( h  Florida have 

decreased. In fact, the recognition oftbe value of natural gas to provide a mlahvcly clean fuel supply to 

meet future enersy needs a~mm the c, ounl~y has ~ since the FEIS was issued. Natural gas is 

generally ~nsidex~l to be a cleaner fuel with f e w  emissions than oil m" coal aad the technology 

cummtly exiMs for effmiently utili~q~ natural gas in contrast to the solar, hydrogm or other alternative 

fuels. Natural gas is pmje~:d to play an incrcesmg role in fueling new and existing power gene~mion 

pimtts in Florida, which is one of the fastest growing states in the U.S. Most of the planned generation 

capa~ty expected to come online in the coming ye, m~ is natural gas-fired. Therefore, there is no evidence 

that the need for natural gas hm decreased in south Florida. 

The modif~l project was developed, in part, to reduce environmental impacts, cspecially to 

sensitivc marine resources. As described m Section 3.0 "Environmental Analysis," the environmental 
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impacts o f the  modified project have ~ ndative to those ideafifted for the ~ AES Project, 

especially ndafive to direct, ind/rect, and inadvertent impacts to sensitive marine 

The prims'3, public and aSe~'y comments on the l~V/ously pmpmed AES Project w e e  related 

to potential i m p a ~  to nemshom marine resomces, and as a result, most alternatives ideat~gd in the FEIS 

were developed to avoid or minimize these ha]pacts. By o~mpletely avoiding the semifive nearsho~ 

re~tn~es, the modified project ~ these concerns and there have been no new alternatives 

identified. 

Then~o~, we believe ~hat ~ m o d i ~ d  project o ~  an ~ s / e  mute and n~aI l~/on  

method to ddiva" a ~ s ~ p l y  o f  n~n 'a l  gas to sou th~s~ 'n  Florida and have not ideai~'~d 

altenu~v© which provides adwn~ses  over the l~mposcd mod//'~d pfoje~. 

3.12 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 4 -2  



Jnofflclal FERC-Generated PDF of 20050222-0064 Issued by FERC OSEC 02/16/2005 in Docket#: CP02-90-003 

5.0 FERC STAFF'S CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.0 FERC STAFF'S CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.I SUMMARY OF THE STAFF'S ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

We have concluded that c o ~ o n  and operation of the modified project would largely 

decrease the environmental impacts relative to those identified for the originally proposed AES Project. 

In general, the tunnel amendment would not change the construction n~Jmds along the deepwateT" and 

onshore portions of the mute, which total over 92 percent of  the length of the proposed project mute. In 

the nearshore environment, the tunnel mnendnm~t would subs~tially decrease the extent of direct 

seafloor ~ e ,  substantially reduce the extent of turbidity and sednnentation, and further minimize 

potential inadvertent impacts associated v~th frac-outs, acxidcntal spills, and vessel traffic. 

Although the tunnel amendment would reduce overall environnm~tal impacts relative to the 

originally proposed AES Project, time would be some addit~n~ ~ assoc/med with the tunnel 

m ~ a e n t ,  primarily dur/ng consmmion. As part of  the tunnel amendment, Ocean Express has 

developed a revised ECMVP that updates the proposed methods to mitigate for potential impacts 

associated with nem'shore installation, anchoring, turbidity, sedimentation, and spill pzevention. These 

plans include offslm~ nmmtonng prior to ~ o n  to docmn~t baseline conditions, construction 

surveys to document and reduce potential iml~tS during installation, and post-conslz'u~on surveys to 

do~unent the zecovez7 of the resom'ces to pre-cco.sU'uction condifiorm. In add~on, Ocean ~ would 

be requhed to adhere to the requireme~ i d e n t ~  in the FERC Cert~cate for the original AES Project, 

and the recommendations in this EA as well as federal, state, and local regulations and permit. 

s. a GeoZogy 

The geologic setting would be comparable to that descn'bed in the FEIS. There would not be 

additiorml ~ associated with ~ or paleontological rcsouurces, or geologic hazards. The 

proposed tunneling method would include a minimum of  30 feet of overburden, use of a tunnel boring 

machine that has been proven to be effective in unconsolida~l substratc like that found along the 

proposed route, and the use of reinforced concrete to timber minimize the risk of collapse, subsidence, or 

5-] 5.1 SUMMARY OF THE STAFF'S 
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scttl~nent. The COE permit requires finalization of the tunneling feasibility study prior to construction 

and the avoidance of subsidence associated with tunnel construction (Appendix B). 

5.1.2 SeUs and Sedlmenls 

Under the modified project, potential impacts to manne sediments would decrease relative to the 

originally proposed AES Project since the tunnel amendment would eliminate two of the three lXeWOusly 

entry/exit points in the nenrsbe~ environment, and eliminate dredging at the remaining one. 

Ocean Express would monitor turbidity and sedimentation at the microtunoel exit point and cease 

operations if rates exe~,eded project-specific thresholds established by federal, state, and local resource 

agencies. 

The only onshore disturbance associated with the tunnel modification would be at the Dania 

Beach Traffic Ctrcle and the conccL'te fabrication plant. The fnotpcmt of the oonstruction area at the 

Dania Beach Traffic Circle would not increase, but tbe~ would be additional construction activities. We 

have included a recomme~adetion that Ocean Express provide the pertinent onvimnmontal infornmtion on 

the proposed e~-rete fabrication plant and identify appropriate mitigation to avoid and minimize 

environmental impacts for approval by the Director of OEP prior to c, onslru~on (see Section 2.2, "l_and 

Requirements"). The recommendation also requires that Ocean Express ~ t  that it has received all 

federal, state, and local aplxovals for operation of the facility. All constru~on activities would be 

conducted in accordance with our Plan and Procedures to minimize erosion including restoring the 

c.onsmu~on area to pre*construction conditions with the ex(~'ption of a new tunnel sha~ building. 

5.1.3 Water Resources 

The tunnel amendment would not modify the onshore route of the proposed project, and there 

would be no new or additional in-q~cts to groundwater or onshore surface waters. As mentioned above, 

the tunnel amendment would substantially decrease potential turbidity in marine waters, and turbidity 

would be monitored during construction in ac~,Jm~nce with turbidity tl'n~holds established by federal, 

5.1 SUMMARY OF THE STAFF'S 5-2 
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slate, and local resouzce agencies. All construction activities would be conducted in accordance with our 

Procedures. 

The COE permit identifies add/tional requirements to further avoid and minimize i ~ t s  to 

groundwater and waters of lhe United States including no discharge of hydrostatic test water into 

groundwater or surface waters; no discharge of groundwater into surface waters; and no discharge of 

drilling muds, drilling fluids, drill cuttings , soil conditioners, or water from the tunnel into the waters of 

the United States (unless the discharge is authorized by an appropriate agency or NPDES penmt). 

5.1A Fishery Reaonrees, Benthic Communities, u d  Wildlife 

The tunnel araendment was developed in part to further reduce potential impacts to sensitive 

marine ~ ,  such as corals and latrdbottom, relative to the originally proposed AES Project. The 

mnoel amendment would reduce direct seaflonr disturbance by approximately 80 percent in the nearshe~ 

environment relative to the AES Project, including a 60 percent decrease m hardbottom impacts. The 

hardbottom that would be impacted is charazterized as sand/rubble habitat ~ of low-relief, 

solitary rocks or groups of rocks - most with mininll or no biotic cover. Direct impacts associated with 

temporary work areas and anchoring would be further avoided by limiting seaflonr disturbance to open 

sand areas; using screw anchors fixed to the seaflon~, visually monitoring and photo-docum~ting spud 

p ~ t ;  using ~ on ancho~ to detect movement; and truing midline buoys and floating 

anchor lines to avoid potential impacts with anchor sweep. 

There would be no alteration of ¢ormmt~on methods or the proposed pipeline route in deepwater 

(great~ than 200 FSW) as part of the turmel amendmenL However, there would be an increase in the 

pipe diameter from 24 to 26 inches. Based mlely on pipe diameter, this would result in an 8 percent 

increase in the footprint of the pipe on the sea_floor (10.7 to 11.7 acres). The majority of the mute is 

characterized as open sand (63 percent). Sand/rubble habitat with minimal biota (less than 5 percent 

5-3 5.1 SUMMARY OF THE STAFF'S 
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cover) accounts for an additional 20 percent of the scafloor and the remaining 17 percent is sand/rubble 

habitat with over 20 percent biotic cover. 

Deepwater corals were not observed along the proposed route although dead coral mounds were 

observed within approximately 80 feet. No live coral mom3ds were observed within 500 feet of the 

proposed mete. Actual impacts would be fiullzr minimized by visually monitoring pipelay to avoid 

sensitive resources, conducting p o s t ~ t i o n  surveys to quantify the actual impact and recovery, and 

determining appropriate mitigation in coordination with federal, state, and local resource agencies as 

descn~bed in Ocean Express' Offshore Mitigation and Restoration Plan. 

Overall, the potential impects to EFH would decrease with incorlXmttion of the tunnel 

amendment In the ncarshore enviromxtent, impacts to hardbottom would decrease 60 percent Potential 

nnpects to pelagic water colmnn re~0erc~m would substantially decrease with elimination of dredging. 

The most conservative emmmte of turbidity and sedimentation at the remaining exit point totals 0.7 acre 

based on previously perfommt modeling for the original HDD exit hole. The COE permit requires that 

Ocean Express monitor tmbidity and sedimentation during construc~on and submit a map of the ADCP- 

mapped plume. We anticipate that the actual ADCP-mapped turbidity plume would be smaller than that 

modeled for the original AES Project. 

$.1.5 Vegetation Commualties 

The tmmel ame~dmont, as proposed, would not result in any new or additional impacts to upland 

vegetation or wetlands. Ocean Express has not identified the specific location or resources associated 

with the 12-acre concrete fabrication planL It is expected the fabrication plant would be located on 

developed land at Port Everglades, and not impact sensitive vegetation or wetland msumr, es. However, 

we have included a re~0wanondation that this information be provided for approval prior to const~tion 

(see Section 2.2, "Land Requirements"). 

5. I SUMMARY OF THE STAFF'S 5-4 
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5.1.6 Protected, Threatened, and Endangered Spec/es 

USFWS determined that the originally proposed AES Project would not be likely to adversely 

affect federally-listed species. The tunnel modification, as proposed, would not result in any new or 

additional impacts to federally-listed endangered or threatened species, and USFWS has indicated that it 

has no concerns associated with the tunnel modification. It is unlikely that the concrete fabrication plant 

would have any potentml impacts to listed species. However, we have recommended that Ocean Express 

provide the necessary information for the specific fabrication site to address Section 7 issues, and we 

would re-imtiate co~sullation with USFWS to develop ~ t v  mitigation measures if the site is 

identified as potentially providing habitat for listed species. 

5.1.7 Land Use, Recreation, and Vissal  Remurces 

OveTall land use requirements would decrease with incorporatice of the tunnel amendmont 

including approxinmtely 17 percent during consU'uction and about 5 percent during operation. This 

decrease would be due primarily to reductions in seaflour disturbance associated with the 0.5-mile 

decrease in the overall length of the offshore pipeline and a reduction in the offshore construction work 

areas. The onshore route and construction methods have not been modified as part of the tunnel 

~ L  The 12-acre concrete fabricat~un plant would increase the onshore land use acreage for the 

modified project, although it would not likely constitute a change in land use since Ocean Express expects 

that the fabrication plant would be sited on existing induslria/lands. 

Tunnel ~ n ~ / o n  would also res~dt in an increase in ~ t i o n  h'a~c associated with the 

Dan/a Beach Tra~c C/role relat/ve to tbe originully proposed AF~ Projec~ Oce~ ~ has conducted 

a traffic study that found fl~e would be up to 60 W~ks per day, averaging two to flu~e ~ ~ ~ .  

Our FEIS and FERC Certificate require that Ocean EXlm~ coordinate with the FDOT and Broward 

County Aviation Depamnent to minimize potential/rnl~ts to traffic. 

S-5 5+ I SUMMARY OF THE STAFF'S 
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The only new permanent impact associated with the tunnel amendment would be the addition of  a 

gas vent and tunnel shaft/access building at the Dania Beach Traffic Circle. This facility would require 

less than 0.1 acre of land and would not constitute a significant ur~pact to visual resources since it would 

replace an existing slructure in a developed setting. 

On July 2, 2004, the State of Florida completed its coastal zone consistency determination and 

fotmd the original AES Project to be consistcnt with the Coastal Zone Management Program. Since the 

tunnel mnendment generally reduces impacts to the ~ of greatest concern under the Coastal Zone 

Management Program, we consider the modified project to be consistent with Florida's coastal zone 

policies. In JanumT 2005, the State of Florida determined that the portion of  the modified project in 

Federal Waters was ccesistcnt with the Cc~ta l  Zone Management Program, and FDEP is currently 

evaluating the coastal zone consistency of the remainder of the modified project as part of the ERP review 

process. 

S.I.8 Cul tura l  R u o s r c e s  

On Mmrch 8, 2004, the SFIPO reported that Ocean Express had Ixovided complete and suffic/em 

r e p o ~  for the cciginal AES Project, and the SHIK) ma'mta/ned no objections to the AES Project. The 

tunnel amendment would not alter potential iml~cts to the deepwater route, and the nearshore route was 

surveyed as pm~ of the original geophysical sm'w'y for the AES Project The only onshore mod/ficat/on 

associated with cultural resources under the tunnel amendment would be the addition of  a 12-acre 

concrete fabrication plant presumably at Port Everglades. It is not likely that a Port Everglades site would 

have cultural resource implications, but we have included a recommendation for Ocean Express to 

condu~ the necessary surveys and consultation, and develop any appropriate mitigation to address any 

issues associated with sensitive resources. 
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5.1.9 Socioeconomks 

The tunnel amendment would have minimal influence on the regional socioeconomic conditions 

in the project area. In general, the turmel amendment may have a general beneficial impact on project- 

related income, services, and tax revenue for the local economy due to the slight increase in the workforcc 

(less than 5 percent) and extended duration of the tunnel construction relative to the previously proposed 

HDD instaJlation. 

5.1.10 Air Quality mad Noise 

The tmmel amendment would not result in any new or additional impacts to air quality relative to 

the original AES Project except at the Dania Beach Traffic Circle. The tunnel amendment would result in 

new and additional equipment being used for a longer duration at the tunnel entry and inside the tunnel. 

Ocean Express prepared a General Conformity Detenn/nat/on in accordance with EPA guidance, and 

found that emission typc and rates would be compantblc to I-IDD techniques proposed for the AES 

Project. In addition, the General Conformity Determination concluded that the modified project would 

not interfere with the NAAQS attainment slatus in Broward County, or ma/ntenance of the county's 

ozone status. The General Conformity Determination also found that the modified project would conform 

with the applicable requirements oft.he Florida State Implementation Plan. 

The tunnel ~ t  would primarily influence the noise levels at the Dania Beach Traffic 

Circle, which has res/dences and businesses within a 0.5-mile radius. Ocem~ Express is ~ t l y  

the final location fc~ the concrete fabrication plant, which would generate noise during 

constzucfio~ We have included a recommenda~on in this EA that Ocean ~ file the results of a 

revised noise impact analysis and noise m/tigation plan that incm"pomtcs the firm] location for the 

concrete fabrication plant with FERC for approval prior to construction. 
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5.1.11 Alternative; 

The alternative analysis for the original AES Project concluded that there were no 

environm~tally superior alternatives to the AES Project that would satisfy the growing energy needs of  

south Florida. In this EA, we evaluated whether the energy needs had decreased, the nmdified project 

would result in greater impact than the AES Project, or there were new or improved alternatives. 

There is no evidence that future demands for natural gas or electricity have decreased in south 

Honda. This EA has concluded that the modified project would reduce potenl~l ~ t s  relative to the 

original AES Project, and we have not identified any new aires'natives that provide advantages ow~" tl~ 

modified project. 

Therefore, we believe that the modified project offers an aplxOlxiate route and installation 

method to deliver a new supply of uatural gas to southeastern Florida. 

S.2 FERC'S STAFF RECOMMENDED M]TIGATION 

The FERC C,e~flcate for the original AES Project specified 28 requirements or conditions in 

addi~an to tho~ identified in oor Plan and Procodm~% or that nmy be required by federal, state, and local 

regulations and permits. In addition to those 28 conditions, we rcconm~end that the following measures 

be included as c~mditions to further mitigate the e~v/ronmcntal iml~cts associated with the 

and operation oftbe modified project, if the Commi~on  cerfificatea the modified project: 

Prior to construction, Ocess Express shsli identify the specific lou~on ,  size, 

and conflL, urntion of tke concrete Fabrication plant, and file witk the Director of 

OEP, for review tnd  approval, all per~inem information on the proposed site 

including semittve resources preseut, q e n c y  consultation, survey results, 

potentitl impacts, and appropriate mitigation, as necessary. The filing shtll  also 

fnclude documentation demons~sting that Ocean Express has received all 

federal, state, and local approvals for operation of the facili~. 
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Prior to consl3~actiou, Ocean Expreu shall file the results of • revised acoustical 

tnalysfs tad morse mitigation plan for the modified project with the Director of 

OEP for review and approval. The analysis should quantify the mlgnitude, 

duration, and frequency spectrum of principal noise sources associated with 

concrete fabrication Including the potential cumulative noise associated with 

proJect-rehtted noise of the concrete fabrication plant and tunnd construction at 

se]nudtive receptors, and specify noise mJtJgagion me~umres neeessary to reduce 

the noise levds to comply with local noise ordinances. 
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Florida Museum of Natural History, Dickinson Hall 
Roger Portell, Coll. Mgr. Invet. Paleo 

Florida Soil and Water Conse~ation Council 
Director 

Florida State University 
Marine Laboratory 
Director 

John U. Lloyd Beach State Park 
Sidney Leve 
Department of Natural Resources 

Trustem of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund 
Nova Southeastern University 

Richard Dodge 
South Florida Water Management District 
West Lake Park State Rec Area 

Department of Natural Resources 
Trustees ofthe Internal Improvement Trust Fund 

LOcal Government Ageacle~ 

Broward County 
Attorneys Office 

Melissa P. Anderson, Assistant County Attorney 
Aviation Department 

Diana Lewis 
Dolores Smith, P.E. 

Port Ev~gladas Dept. 
Ken Krauter, Port Director 
Paul Stanton, Assistant to Port Director 

County Commissioners 
Broward County DPEP 

Steve Higgins 
County Planning Council 

Central Broward Water Con~l  District 
Michael Crowley, DisU-ict Manager 

City of Dania Beach 
Robert Anton, Mayor 
Ivan Pato, City Manager 
Laurence Leeds, AICP, Director, Growth Management 
Brenda Lee Chaliflour 
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APPENDIX A (continued) 
Distribution List 

Local ~ v c r u m e n t  Agencies (continued) 

City of Fort Lauderdale 
F. T. Johnson, City Manager 

City of Hollywood 
Lorie Mertens, Senior Policy Analyst 

Ft. I_~derdale Chamber of Commerce 
Hollywood Council of Civic Association 

Steve Welsch 
Palm Beach County Attome/s Office 

Lillian Walesky, Legal Assistant 
South Horida Ecological Office 

Chuck Kelso, Deputy Field Supervisor 
South Florida Regional Planning Council 

Carolyn A. Dekle 
Christina Miskis 
John E. Hulscy, Regional Planner 

Libraries 

Broward County Library 
Dania Beach Paul DcMaio 
Davie/Cooper City Library 
Helen B. Hoffman Plantation L~rary 
Hollywood Library 
Pembroke Pines Library 
Rivcrland Library 
West Regional Library 

M e a l .  

Deerfield Tim~ 
Shirley Green 

Miami Herald 
John Dorschner 
Mike Vasquez 

New Times Broward-Palm Beach 
Sun-Sentinel 

David Fleshier 
Waterfront News 
WPLG-TV 10 

Kerry Weston 
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APPENDIX A (continued) 
Distribution List 

Native American 

Miecomakee Tribe of Indians of Florida 
Steve Terry, NAGPRA Representative 

Muskogee (Creek) National of Oklahoma 
R. Perry Beaver, Principal Chief 

Poach Bank of  Creek Indians 
Fred L. McGhee, Chairman 

Seminole Nation of Oklahoma 
Emman Spain, Historic Preservation Officer 

Sere'mole Tribe of Florida 
James Billy, Chairman 

Individuals and Organizations 

Butters Construction 
West City Port 95 Warehouse LP 

Cry of the Water 
Deloitte and Touche 

Security Capital Ind. Trust 
EWE Warehouse Inveslment XIV Ltd. 
FEC Railroad 

Dan McDermott, Regional Manager 
Florida Power and Light Company 

Property Tax Department 
Louis Dreyfus 

Tom Pisula 
Sea Oaks Condominium 

Gerfi McTigue 
Self Service Launderette Inc. 
Wayne McDonald 

Henry Oreal 
wP Carey and Co. inc. 

Auto QRS 11-39 Inc. 
Andrew Rogerson, Ph.D. 
April Middleman 
 Lrbaree King 
Berto Morales 
Bill Barrott 
Bill Wmenitz 
Bob Franks 
Brian Scherf 
C.K. Mielyna 
Catherine Dwore 
Charlene Scalese 
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APPENDIX A (continued) 

Distribution List 

Indlvldmds and Orgaaizaflon~ (continued) 

Charlene Volpe 
Charles Mayer 
Christa Berry 
Cilta Ross 
Clive Taylor 
Connie Couture 
Dale Blostein 
David Filler 
David Nielsen 
Dennis Sweeney 
Diane Howard 
Dr. Livingston S. Marshall. Jr., Ass. Professor, Biology IX'partmc'nt, Morgan State University 
Ed Summer 
G. Counts 
Gary I.,u~Itke 
George A. Jason 
George Carros 
Jack Halpem 
James Thomas, Ph.D. 
Jan Reed 
Jim Higgins 
JJ Kelly 
John Etling 
John Frosbutter 
Justin Mellender 
K. Brandt 
Karen Gottlieb 
Kerry R. Cochell 
Kevin Boyd 
Lafayette Herring 
Lee Lavery 
Maggie Martorell 
Manha A. McGeary 
Melville Pollak 
Michael J. Miller 
Mike Grady 
Mimi Donly 
MP Malone 
Natalie Schneider 
Norma and Woody Fisher 
Pa~cia Hart 
Patricia Rafael 
Randy Manchester 
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APPENDIX A (continued) 

Distribution List 

Individuals and Organizations (conOnued} 

Raymond McAllister 
Richard Villarrucl 
Rita Masi 
Robert Lovejoy 
Robert Mikes 
Sam Halpcrt 
Stephen Attis 
Sue Cocking 
Susan B. Peterson 
Susan Epps 

Landowners Not L'~t~l - Privileged and Confidential b i fo rm~on  - NQt for Release 
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Q D E P A R T M E N T  O F  T H E  A R M Y  
,Ltcl(soNvIJ.E DlSllRIG'T CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

4 4 ~  POA BOULEVAI~, SUIIE !¢0 
pNJ4 EMEACH G/b~DGN~ RJORI~  ~1410 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY PERMIT 

Permittee: AES Ocean Express LLC 
c/o Donald J. Bartlett 
Two Alhambra Plaza 
Suite 1104 
Coral Gables, FL 33134 

Perm/t No. SAJ-2001-6555 (IP-SLN) 

Issuing Office: U.S. Army Engineer District? Jacksonville 

NOTE: The term "you" and its derivatives, as used in this 
permit, means the permittee or any future transferee. The term 
"this office" refers to the appropriate district or division 
office of the Corps of Engineers having jurisdiction over the 
permitted activity or the appropriate official of that office 
acting under the authority of the commanding officer. 

You are authorized to perform work in accordance with the terms 
and conditions specified below. 

Project Description: The applicant proposes to install a 26" 
pipeline designed to transport up to 842,000 Dekatherms ("Dth") 
per day of natural gas for a project known as the AES Ocean 
Express Pipeline Project. The Project will include approximately 
47.5 miles of 26" offshore pipeline from Dania Beach to the 
Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) and approximately 6.12 miles of 26" 
onshore pipeline. The Project will receive natural gas from a 
liquefied natural gas (LNG) storage terminal and re-gasification 
facility located on Ocean Cay in the Bahamas. Gas will be 
delivered by a 26" offshore pipeline from the Bahamian side, 
approximately 40.2 miles in length, connecting at the EEZ 
boundary. The U.S. portion of the pipeline will be designed, 
constructed, and operated in accordance with applicable federal, 
state and local regulations, codes and standards. 
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The applicant, AES Ocean Express LLC, proposes to install the 
nearshore portion of the 26-inch pipeline by using an Earth 
Pressure Balance (EPB) Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM). The EPB TBM 
will create approximately 14,000 feet by 13'7" (internal 
diameter) of segmented concrete lined tunnel (Tunnel) from the 
Dania Beach Boulevard (Route AIA) traffic circle, east beneath 
the ocean floor, to a point east of Reef-3. The exit of the 
tunnel will be performed by a micro-tunnel mechanism that will 
meet the ocean floor surface at approximately 0.05% incline. The 
exit location of the micro-tunnel will be approximately 200-feet 
east of the eastern edge of Reef 3. The tunnel approach is 
proposed to minimize impacts to natural hardbottom features in 
the Nearshore project area. After punch out beyond Reef 3 the 
pipe will be directly laid on the ocean floor and covered with 
articulated concrete mats. Where water depths exceed 200 feet, 
the pipeline will lay directly on the ocean floor with no cover. 
The nearshore pipeline portion will be externally coated with 
concrete, and a pressure reducing station will be installed 
inside the Tunnel to reduce the onshore Maximum Allowable 
Operating Pressure (MAOP) to 1480 psig or less. 

Direct and indirect effects of the nearshore portion of the 
project on the biological environment will be limited to a 
temporary disturbance of 0.29 acres and 0.15 acres of permanent 
impacts to naturally occurring transitional reef habitat and 0.38 
acres of permanent impacts to barren sand bottom. Transitional 
reef habitat is described as areas of patchy live hard 
bottom/sand, sand rubble and/or low (<3 feet) or no relief hard 
bottom with sand veneer, low density (<20% biota coverage 
consisting primarily of soft corals and sponges). Hard bottom 
habitats (hard bottom with greater than 20% biota coverage) are 
not expected to be impacted as a result of the AES Ocean Express 
Pipeline Project. Transition area impacts are associated with 
the proposed ~pull corridor" of the Tunnel Exit/Tie-In pipe 
string, and direct lay segments of the pipeline in areas where 
construction-related sedimentation is expected to exceed either 
1.5 ;m~ of sedimentation per day or 16 mg/L turbidity. 

The Onshore portion of the Project is not expected to result in 
impacts to sensitive wetland resources. The onshore portion of 
the Project will include the construction of a below ground 
shutoff valve and pressure reducing facility near the landfall 
point, one above ground main pipeline shutoff valve, one pig 
launching/receiving station and two meter stations located near 
the FPL and FGT tie-in point (see Figure 2). No compression 
facilities will be required for the Project. 
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Four water bodies (two stormwater retention culverts at the Fort 
Lauderdale-Hollywood International /tirport (FLL), and two unnamed 
tidal water culverts at Perimeter Road will be crossed using 
conventional open cut trenching techniques. The onshore portion 
of the AES Ocean Express Natural Gas Pipeline project will result 
in 0.04 acres of temporary impacts to these surface waters, and 
impacted areas will be restored to pre-existing grade upon 
completion of construction. /ill other surface waters traversed by 
the onshore pipeline will be horizontally directionally drilled 
(HDD). 

Project Location: The Project will include nearshore, and 
onshore components. The nearshore portion of the Project will 
traverse waters of the Atlantic Ocean and coastal ocean bottom in 
southeast Florida, approximately 0.4 miles south of Port 
Everglades in Broward County, Florida. For the purposes of the 
DA permit, nearshore is defined as that portion of the proposed 
pipeline that will be constructed in tidal waters that occur 
between the mean high water line on the coastal barrier island 
and the eastern limit at three geographic miles from the 
shoreline. The nearshore portion of the AES Ocean Express 
Pipeline will consist of approximately 4.4 miles of 26" natural 
gas pipeline. The offshore, or deepwater component of this 
project consists of the project located within 1000-feet to 2000- 
feet of water depths below the ocean surface. 

The onshore portion of the Project will include approximately 
6.12 miles of 26" natural gas pipeline; for the purposes of the 
DA permit, onshore is defined as areas west of the mean high 
water line on the coastal barrier island. The onshore Pipeline 
will extend from a landfall point located within the Dania Beach 
Boulevard (Route AIA) Traffic Circle west beneath the 
Intracoastal Waterway, trenched along the north side of Dania 
Beach Boulevard and West Lake Park, installed via HDD beneath the 
West Lake Park (just west of the existing FPL access road) and 
Dania Cut-off canal, to two tie-in points, one to the existing 
Florida Gas Transmission Company (FGT) pipeline system and :he 
other to the Florida Power and Light (FPL) Fort Lauderdale Power 
Plant, both located approximately 1.5 miles West of Interstate 
95. 

The onshore portion of the Project will traverse the following 
water bodies: Intracoastal Waterway, West Lake Park, Dania 
Cutoff Canal, two stormwater retention culverts at the Fort 
Lauderdale-Hollywood International Airport (ELL), two unnamed 
tidal water culverts at Perimeter Road, and the FPL Fort 
Lauderdale Cooling Water Canal. Crossings of the Intracoastal 
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Waterway, West Lake Park, Dania Cutoff Canal and the FPL Fort 
Lauderdale Cooling Water Canal will be installed via HDD. The 
remaining four onshore waterbody crossings will be accomplished 
using open cut trenching techniques. Latitude and longitude for 
key points of the project are as follows: 

Geographic Position: Landfall and tunnel shaft at Dania Circle 

Latitude 26 ° 03' 13.87" 

Longitude 80 ° 06' 49.12" 

Micro-Tunnel Exit Point 
Latitude 26 ° 01' 29.06" 
Longitude 80 ° 05" 04.57" 

State of Florida Territorial Limit 

Latitude 25 ° 41' 27.42" 

Longitude 79 ° 42' 35.31" 

Permit Conditions: 

General Conditions: 

i. The time limit for completing the work authorized ends on 
~ r  i t 2009. If you find that you need more time to 
complete the authorized activity, submit your request for a time 
extension to this office for consideration at least one month 
before the above date is reached. 

2. You must maintain the activity authorized by this permit in 
good condition and in conformance with the terms and conditions 
of this permit. You are not relieved of this requirement if you 
abandon the perm/tted activity, although you may make a good 
faith transfer to a third party in compliance with General 
Condition 4 below. Should you wish to cease to maintain the 
authorized activity or should you desire to abandon it without a 
good faith transfer, you must obtain a modification of this 
permit from this office, which may require restoration of the 
area. 

3. If yOU discover any previously unknown historic or 
archeological remains while accomplishing the activity authorized 
by this permit, you must immediately notify this office of what 
you have found. We will initiate the Federal and state 
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coordination required to determine if the remains warrant a 
recovery effort or if the site is eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places. 

4. If you sell the property associated with this permit, you 
must obtain the signature and maillnq address of the new owner in 
the space provided and forward a copy of the permit to this 
office to validate the transfer of this authorization. 

5. If a conditioned water certification has been issued for your 
project, you must comply with the conditions specified in the 
certification as special conditions to this permit. For your 
convenience, a copy of the certification is attached if it 
contains such conditions. 

6. You must allow representatives from this office to inspect 
the authorized activity at any time deemed necessary to ensure 
that it is being or has been accomplished in accordance with the 
terms and conditions of your permit. 

Special C o n d i t i o n s :  

The attached Special Conditions are applicable only to the above 
referenced Permit Number: 

Definitions 
Agencies - means the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection, and Broward County 
Environmental Protection Department. 

ECMVP - Environmental Construction Monitoring and Verification 
Plan 

TBM - Tunnel Boring Machine 

FDEP - Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Southeast 
District 

Broward County - Broward County Environmental Protection 
Department 

NMFS - National Marine Fisheries Service 

1. The permittee shall abide by the relevant special 
conditions of the attached Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection (FDEP) permit #06-0193181-002, issued April 27, 2004, 
and any modifications thereof. 
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2. AES Ocean Express shall not begin any construction until 
it has received a final determination from the FDEP for the 
tunneling construction portion of the project and Ocean Express 
has filed a copy of the FDEP water quality certification 
determination with the Corps. 

3. Ocean Express shall not begin any construction until it 
has received a determination from FDEP - Office of 
Intergovernmental Programs, that the project is consistent with 
its Coastal Zone Management Program and Ocean Express has filed a 
copy of the coastal zone consistency determination with the 
Corps. 

4. Prior to construction, Ocean Express shall coordinate 
with the Corps and United States Coast Guard to establish a 
timeline for updating the appropriate navigation charts to show 
the as-built location of the Ocean Express pipeline. 

U.S. NAVY COORDINATION 
5. The permittee shall coordinate with the Naval Surface 

Warfare Center, Carderock Division (MSWCCD) to ensure that tunnel 
construction, the Earth Pressure Balance (EPB) Tunnel Boring 
Machine (TBM), and operation of the pipeline does not adversely 
impact NSWCCD operations within the Naval Restricted Area and 
further offshore. AES Ocean Express shall inunediately upon 
receipt, submit to the Corps a copy of the final approved 
Memorandum of Agreement between NSWCCD and AES Ocean Express LLC 
for the tunnel construction. 

US DOTCOORDINATION 
6. The Ocean Express Natural Gas Pipeline shall be 

constructed and maintained in accordance with the U.S. Department 
of Transportation Safety (US DOT) Standards (49 CFR Part 192), 
which prescribes the minimum standards for pipeline design and 
construction. In addition, the pipeline will be designed and 
constructed to meet or exceed government safety requirements (CFR 
49 Part 192). 

7. The permittee agrees that prior to commencement of 
construction Ocean Express shall submit to the Corps the final 
SHP0 determination from SHPO's review of the following requested 
documents: 

a. an evaluation of the historic significance of the 1907 
New York to Havana cable, 

b. A cultural resources assessment documenting the 
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investigation of all onshore resource probability areas 
and offshore anomalies, 

c. A revised Unanticipated Discoveries Plan and Emergency 
Scenario and Response Plan, and 

d. A revised anchor-handling plan, which indicates how Ocean 
Express will avoid, the anomalies recommended for avoidance. 

8. The permittee shall generate a spreadsheet with project 
specific time-lines and incorporate specific survey dates and 
report submittal time frames as deemed by agency permit specific 
conditions. The permittee shall generate this spreadsheet and 
submit it to the ~agencies" for ease of organizing project 
timeframes. 

GEOTECHNICAL 

9. The 
explorations 
commencement 
construction 

soRn~. SURVEYS 
permittee agrees to complete the geotechnical 
along the proposed tunnel route prior to 
of tunnel construction, with the exception of the 
of the tunnel shaft. In addition, prior to 

co*muencement of tunnel construction with the TBM, Ocean Express 
agrees to analyze the geotechnical data. Ocean Express shall 
develop and submit a final tunneling risk analysis and 
feasibility study and incorporate the analysis of the 
geotechnical data. The feasibility study shall demonstrate that 
the tunnel construction can be completed successfully without 
collapse or heave of the tunnel and that subsidence of the reef 
structure will not occur. The risk analysis and feasibility 
study shall be reviewed by the Corps, including the NMFS, and 
approved by the Corps a minimum of 30-days prior to the 
commencement of tunnel construction with the TBM. 

MODIFICATIONS (conditions i0, II) 

10. Ocean Express shall follow the construction procedures 
and mitigation measures described in its application and as 
supplemented (including responses to staff data 
requests), unless a modification is requested. Ocean Express must 
fulfill all modification requests as follows: 

a. Request any modification to these procedures, measures, 
or conditions in a formal letter addressed to the Corps (South 
Permits Branch}; 

b. Justify each modification relative to site-specific 
conditions; 
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c. Explain how that modification provides an equal or 
greater level of environmental protection than the original 
measure; and 

d. For modifications requesting any significant changes to 
the project, coordination with other agencies, including NMFS, 
shall occur and comments shall be provided to the Corps. The 
Corps will conduct the final review of the modification and make 
a final decision. The Corps (South Permits Branch) shall grant 
approval in writing before the permittee can use that 
modification. 

11. The permittee agrees that if any future repairs to the 
pipeline are needed and may affect wetlands or surface waters, 
particularly impacts to important natural resources, such as 
coral or other hardbottom, the permittee shall apply for all 
required federal, state, and local approvals as appropriate. 

~ N T A L  ~ 8 ~ I O N  MONITORING AND VERIFICATION PLAN 

12. The project activities shall be conducted in strict 
accordance with the permit's specific conditions; project 
drawings; permit Attachment A: 'Florida Nearshore Installation 
Methods'; permit Attachment B: 'Onshore Installation Methods'; 
and permit Attachment C: ~Environmental Construction and 
Monitoring Verification Plan (ECMVP)' and associated appendices. 
The ECMVP appendices include: 

Appendix A: Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures 
Plan (September 2003 - 17 pages); 

Appendix B: Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and 
Maintenance Plan (August 2003 - 18 pages); 

Appendix C: Wetland and Waterbody Construction and 
Mitigation Procedures (September 2003 - 25 pages); 

Appendix D: Marine Biological (Manatee, Cetacean and Sea 
Turtle) Monitoring Plan (September 2004 - I0 pages); 

Appendix E: Plan for the Unanticipated Discovery of 
Hazardous Wastes or Contaminated Sites (January 2004 - 6 pages); 

Appendix F: Hydrotesting and Pre-Commissioning Plan 
(September 2004 123 pages); 

Appendix G: Marine Turbidity, Sedimentation and Reef 
Monitoring Plan (September 2004 - 25 pages; 

Appendix H: Horizontal Directional Drill Monitoring and 
Contingency Plan (September 2004 - 35 pages); 

Appendix I: Offshore Mitigation and Restoration Plan 
(October 2004 41 pages); 

Appendix J: Environmental Training Syllabi (5 pages); 
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Appendix K: Emergency Scenario and Response Plan (September 
2004 - 34 pages); 

Appendix L: Florida Nearshore Maneuvering and Anchoring 
Guidelines (October 2004 - 18 pages); 

Appendix M: Miami Escarpment Installation Guidelines 
(October 2004 - 9 pages; 

Appendix N: Coral Relocation Plan (January 2004 - 3 pages); 
and 

Appendix O: 
Appendix P: 

2004 - 26 pages) 
Appendix Q: 

(October 2004 

Storm Handling Plan (September 2004 - II pages) 
Tunnel Monitoring and Contingency Plan (October 

Microtunnel Monitoring and Contingency Plan 
- 15 pages) 

The incorporation of the permit attachments/plans into the permit 
shall not be construed as a release from liability by the Corps 
for the contents of the attachments~plans themselves. The 
liability for the contents (including errors and omissions) of 
the attachments/plans lies solely with AES Ocean Express LLC. 
Failure to address specific issues within the Plans does not 
relieve the permittee from meeting all applicable Federal, State, 
County, and local government's rules and regulations. 

Any substantial deviations from the permit attachment/plans that 
have been incorporated into the permit shall require Corps 
approval in the fore of e permit modification. 

PRE-CONSTRUCTIONMEETINGS AND TRAINING (conditions 13-16) 
13. The permittee shall be responsible for ensuring that 

the permit, the attached plans, and all conditions are explained 
to all construction personnel worklngon the project, and for 
providing each contractor and subcontractor with a copy of this 
permit before construction begins. 

14. After selection of the contractor and subcontractors to 
perform the authorized activities and a minimum of 30 days prior 
to the initiation of each phase of work, with the exception of 
the construction of the tunnel shaft, authorized by this permit 
(i.e. onshore construction and nearshore construction), the 
permittee (or authorized agent) and the contractors and 
subcontractors shall attend a pre-construction conference with a 
representative of all interested federal, state, and local 
agencies. The permittee shall contact the Corps in writing to 
schedule the conference. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, South 
Permits Branch, 4400 PGA Boulevard - Suite 500, Palm Beach 
Gardens, Florida 33410, (561)472-3519. The permittee shall 
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contact all other regulatory and commenting agencies in writing 
at least thirty (30) days prior, to the schedule of the 
conference. In addition, the permittee shall develop training 
modules relating to sensitive wetland areas, coral resource 
sensitivity, nature a~d configuration and mapping of coral 
communities, value, and resource protection measures. The 
permittee shall submit the training modules to the Corps (South 
Permits Branch), at least 30-days prior to the pre-construction 
meeting, for review and approval for use during the pre- 
construction meeting. The Corps (South Permits Branch), will 
review and comment on the draft training modules within 15-days 
of submittal. The permittee will be required to utilize these 
training modules to instruct all staff involved with this 
construction project. 

15. The permittee shall be responsible for ensuring that 
all of the employees hired for the construction of the AEs Ocean 
Express Pipeline attend a minimum four (4) hour environmental 
training course provided by the permittee. The training for the 
offshore construction activities shall include, but not be 
limited to, an overview of sensitive marine resources in the" 
project area, appropriate measures to be taken to ensure the 
protection of sea turtles and marine mammals during construction, 
turbidity monitoring requirements and procedures, and measures to 
be taken in the event of anticipated and unanticipated actions 
that could result in harm to marine resources. The training 
shall occur prior to any employee commencing work on the project 
and shall include a signed statement of completion for each 
employee. In addition, prior to construction, all Environmental 
Inspectors, shall be trained in accordance with the ECMVP 
Appendix J: 'Environmental Training Syllabi'. The permittee 
shall provide the Corps documentation that each employee hired 
for the construction of the AES Ocean Express Pipeline has 
received the environmental training. Any 3~party inspector(s) 
who is selected by FERC and FDEP to work on this project shall 
take part in the training provided for the Environmental 
Inspectors. 

16. The permittee shall implement a strict Quality 
Assurance and quality control program during all construction 
operations, including entrance shaft construction, tunnel 
construction, vessel transit, material transfer, and HDD 
activities. Ample staff shift changes shall occur and shall be 
designed so that staff exhaustion and complacency during 
oversight are avoided. The permittee shall ensure that the 
contractor schedules personnel to receive a minimum of 6 hours of 
rest in any 24-hour period. Rest periods may be interrupted in 
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case of emergency, drill, or other overriding operational 
necessity. 

17. This permit, or a copy thereof, complete with all 
conditions, attachments, exhibits, and any future modifications, 
shall be kept at each construction spread office. A map showing 
the nearest spread office shall be kept at the work site of the 
permitted activity. 

18. The structures/work authorized by this permit shall not 
be placed/conducted on any property, other than that owned or 
controlled by the permlttee (including easements), without the 
prior written approval of that property owner, or as directed by 
court through condemnation procedures. 

/I~SLqWCYA£CES8 FOR INSPECTI~S 

19. The permittee shall agree to grant access to any member 
of the regulatory agencies with proper safety equipment and 
training including: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), 
Florida FDEP of Environmental Protection (FDEP) and their 
compliance agents; Florida Fish & Wildlife Conservation 
Comm/ssion (FFWCC), and the Broward County Environmental 
Protection Department (BCEPD), for purposes of monitoring and 
compliance inspections with a minimum I hour notice to the AES 
Project Manager or his/her designee. The permittee shall make 
safety training available to any member as necessary to come on 
site during construction. 

Should it be necessary, the permittee shall provide 
transportation to and from the project sites for each the 
following: 

A post-relocation/pre-construction compliance inspection of any 
coral removal areas, if needed 
Inspections of any identified unauthorized impact areas 
Tunnel construction/Post-installation/pipeline-pull-in compliance 
inspections 
Post-pullback compliance inspection of the pull corridors 
Post-construction compliance inspection of direct lay pipeline 
sections 
During construction and post-construction inspections of the 
onshore HDD areas for unauthorized impacts 

The permittee shall notify the Corps, FDEP, and Broward County 
upon completion of the preceding construction components and 
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shall schedule the inspections. The permittee shall schedule the 
inspections outlined above between 8:00 AM-5:00 PM and shall 
notify the Corps, FDEP, Broward County and other regulatory 
agencies a m/nimum of 5 business days prior to the scheduled 
inspection date. 

ROAD TRAFFIC D I S ~ S  

20. The permittee agrees that project construction will not 
interfere with normal traffic patterns along the roadway of Dania 
Beach Boulevard and AIA. The permittee agrees to develop a 
traffic pattern for ingress and egress of construction vehicles 
and deliveries of equipment so that no portions of the roadways 
will be closed for more than 24-hours, unless otherwise approved 
by the Florida DOT. The permittee agrees to develop traffic 
patterns that do not block portions of the Dania Beach traffic 
circle on a daily basis. A traffic flow contingency plan shall 
be developed and submitted to the ~agencies" for review prior to 
construction. 

DANIATRAFFIC CIRCLE 

21. The permittee agrees that prior to co~unencement of any 
construction, appropriate silt fencing, staked hay bales, or 
other means of erosion control devices will be installed to 
contain runoff and erosion as a result of construction. The 
permittee agrees to visually inspect the erosion control devices 
on a daily basis for the entire phase of construction. If there 
is an event of failure or a breach in the erosion control device, 
immediate repair shall occur. 

22. The permittee agrees to maintain clean construction 
practices in and around the Dania Beach Traffic Circle. The 
permittee agrees to set up a facility at the exit location of the 
Dania Beach Traffic Circle that will aid in washing and cleaning 
the tires of the construction vehicles. This will aid in keeping 
dirt and construction materials off of the public roads. 

BIRD NESTING SEASON 

23. If construction is scheduled to occur within the wood 
stork nesting season, brown pelican nesting season, or wading 
bird nesting season Ocean Express shall conduct additional 
surveys in all areas immediately adjacent 
to mangroves (i.e., West Lake Park) to determine the presence of 
any of these active nests. If active wood stork rookeries, brown 
pelican rookeries, or wading bird rookeries are observed prior to 
construction, 
Ocean Express shall immediately notify the Corps and consult with 
the USFWS to establish a protection buffer zone or construction 
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setback from the nests and/or protective monitoring measures 
until the young have fledged and work adjacent to these areas 
shall not cou~mence until the additional protection is in place. 

MANATEES 
24. The perntittee agrees to abide by the Standard Manatee 

Construction Conditions, June 2001, designed to protect the 
endangered West Indian manatee. 

EgUl P~T FAILURE 
25. The permittee shall adhere to the Ocean Express 

Pipeline Project Emergency Scenario and Response Plan - Appendix 
K of the ECMVp. The permittee shall adhere to this plan in the 
event of certain unexpected equipment failures or potential 
emergencies related to the construction phase, and other 
problematic conditions that may be encountered during 
construction. Some equipment failure measures are also described 
in the Tunnel Monitoring and Contingency Plan, Appendix P of the 
ECMVP. 

DRILLING ADDITIVES 
26. The permittee agrees that prior to the start of this 

project, Ocean Express will perform aquatic toxicity tests for 
any and all proposed chemical additives that may be used during 
construction operations. The permittee shall prepare a report 
with the results of the toxicity tests, the MSDS sheets for each 
proposed additive, and the proposed concentrations of the 
additives that will be used. The permittee shall submit the 
information to the ~agencies" at a minimum of 90 days prior to 
the start date of construction for the agencies to review and 
approve the additives to be used. 

HYDROSTATIC TEST RATER (conditions 27-29) 
27. Ocean Express shall not use corrosion inhibitors, 

biocides, oxygen scavengers, or other additives that exhibit 
toxicity to aquatic organisms in hydrostatic test waters unless 
and until the testing and reporting requirements of Specific 
Condition # 26 above has been followed and adhered to for any 
hydrostatic test water additives. 

28. The permittee agrees that prior to the start of 
hydrostatic testing, Ocean Express will perform aquatic toxicity 
tests for any and all proposed chemical additives that may be 
used during the hydrostatic testing of the pipeline after it has 
been installed into the tunnel. The permittee shall use marine 
organisms for toxicity tests for additives in Marine waters, not 
freshwater organisms. For additives to be used in freshwater 
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environments, freshwater organisms shall be used for toxicity 
tests. The permittee shall prepare a report with the results of 
the toxicity tests, the MSDS sheets for each proposed additive, 
and the proposed concentrations of the additives that will be 
used. The permittee shall submit the information to the 
~agencies" a minimum of 90 days prior to the start date of 
hydrostatic testing for the agencies to review and approve the 
additives to be used. 

29. There shall be no discharge of hydrostatic test water 
into waters of the United States except as authorized by a NPDES 
permit. 

DISCHARGZOFMATERIALS 
30. The permittee agrees that there shall be no discharge 

of any materials from the tunnel construction into waters of the 
United States, such as construction water (except as authorized 
by a NPDES permit), drilling muds, drilling fluids, drill 
cuttings, or soil conditioners. 

31. The permittee agrees to dispose of construction water 
(unless authorized by a NPDES permit), drilling muds, drilling 
fluids, drill cuttings (unless recycled), or soil conditioners at 
an approved landfill. The permittee agrees that at a minimum of 
90 days prior to the start date of construction a letter of 
acceptance for the waste material shall be signed by the 
director(s) of the landfill(s) and submitted to the agencies for 
approval. The permittee shall dispose of the materials at no 
other locations other than the approved landfills unless 
authorized by a modification to this permit. The permittee 
agrees that if evidence of contaminated soil, sediment, or 
groundwater is identified, the material will be segregated and 
sampled for the level of contamination. The contaminated 
material shall be disposed of in accordance with all federal, 
state, and local regulations. 

32. The permittee agrees to store construction waste 
materials and transport them to the landfill in water-tight 
construction vehicles with liners. There shall be no discharge 
or run-off of water or other hazardous liquids from the 
construction waste during storage, loading into the waste 
vehicles, or transport to the landfill. The permittee agrees 
that the trucks shall not drip or leak as they are traveling on 
the roadways. 

33. The permittee agrees to adhere to the Spill Prevention, 
Control and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan in the event of 
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inadvertent releases of oil or hazardous substances. The SPCC is 
Appendix A to the Environmental Construction and Monitoring 
Verification Plan (ECIMVP), October 2004. The perm_ittee agrees to 
have available at all construction spreads adequate spill 
response equipment including personal protective equipment to 
immediately respond to and to contain any oil or hazardous 
material leaks or spills 

GROUNDRATER 
34. The per~tittee agrees that there shall be no discharges 

of groundwater into the waters of the United States without the 
appropriate agency authorization. The permittee agrees to obtain 
the appropriate permits from the South Florida Water Management 
District and the Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
for groundwater discharges. 

35. The permittee agrees to carefully monitor the 
dewatering of the shaft after the excavation is complete. The 
permittee shall monitor for any inflows of groundwater through 
any breaches in the concrete plug. Prior to the co~muencement of 
construction, Ocean Express shall verify and make any necessary 
changes to the safety plan, of Appendix P of the ECMVP, and 
submit it to the Corps if any changes are necessary, which shall 
address worst-case scenarios and how these events will be 
handled. 

SHAFT CONSTRUCTION 
36. To prevent bottom heave, the perm/ttee agrees to 

monitor the shaft construction for differences in hydrostatic 
pressure between the inside and outside of the shaft. 

TUNNEL CONSTRUCTION (conditions 37-42) 
37. The permittee agrees to abide by the Tunnel Monitoring 

and Control Program as outlined in the Tunnel Monitoring and 
Contingency Plan (Appendix P; ECMVP) and the Microtunnel 
Monitoring and Contingency Plan (Appendix Q; ECMVP) and ensure 
that the TBM and the micro tunneling will not be advanced unless 
the following conditions which may indicate a presence of a 
void/cavity are met: 

a. The rate of spoil removal matches the penetration rate 
of the TBM for the soil being mined, in essence, to remove the 
correct amount of soil that is displaced by the TBM and/or 
tunnel. 

b. Tunnel alignment is maintained. 
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Upon detection of a possible void/cavity, the TBM will stop 
forward advancement; a probe will be drilled from the TBM to 
inspect the integrity and size of the void. Grout will fill the 
void/cavity, if necessary. 

38. The permittee shall, at all times, maintain the 
pressure on the lubricating bentonite in the annulus space 
outside of the m/cro-bore carrier pipe at a level that it is less 
than the hydrostatic pressure differential in a manner to prevent 
a frac-out during micro-tunnel construction. 

39. The permittee agrees that before burial or entombment 
of the TBM, trailing gear and any salvageable components will be 
removed from the tunnel. This permit authorizes that everything 
forward of the cutter-head bulkhead will be left in place. All 
salvageable hydraulic, electronic, and structural components rear 
of the bulkhead will be removed. The remaining portions of the 
TBM shall be flushed completely free and clear of any hydraulic 
oil tanks and any traces of oils. A concrete form shall be 
erected inside of the pre-cast tunnel lining to entomb the TBM. 

40. The permittee agrees that if project construction 
aspects deem it necessary to remove the TBM via punching-out of 
the ocean floor, Ocean Express shall IMMEDIATELY notify the Corps 
by telephone and in writing. The Corps and other agencies must 
review this proposal and resources present. An area devoid of 
resources, in sand bottom, shall be selected for TBM removal. 

41. The permittee agrees to maintain the tunnel in a dry 
condition. 

42. The permittee agrees that in the event that tunneling 
cannot be implemented, work shall be terminated and alternative 
actions should be evaluated. In the event that impacts are 
significant and adverse, and appropriate and adequate mitigation 
cannot be provided, then project abandonment should be considered 
as an alternative. 

VESSEL TRAFFIC and MONITORING (conditions 43-45) 
43. The permittee agrees to adhere to the Nearshore 

Maneuvering and Anchoring Guidelines, which is Appendix L to the 
ECMVP. The waters described by "nearshore" are those that extend 
from the Florida coastline to water depths offshore at 200 meters 
or the 3 geographic mile limit. 

44. The permittee agrees that all vessels that will be used 
in the construction of this project will be equipped with 
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standard navigation aids, safety lighting and cou~nunication 
equipment. A Vessel Monitoring System shall be implemented to 
continuously monitor all construction vessel (not including 
monitoring vessels or service vessels operating in water depths 
greater than 200 feet) movements and provide electronic 
representation of real time position relative to reef limits, 
workspace, transit and vessel holding areas onboard each vessel. 
This system shall be GPS based and designed to confirm that 
vessels remmain within the designated work area, transit areas or 
holding areas. 

a. The vessel monitoring system shall track the vessels' 
location using a minimum of 30-second intervals. The vessel 
monitoring system shall confirm that the vessels remain within 
the appropriate and designated work areas, transit areas, and 
holding areas (including the temporary construction area, the 
boundary of which is depicted by Drawing 1 of Appendix L of the 
ECMVP. Any vessel deviation from these areas shall be doc~nnented 
and immediately addressed. The perm/ttee agrees that if an 
incident were to occur inside the Temporary Work A/eas or outside 
of these areas, such as accidental anchor deployment, equipment 
falling overboard, or other activities that may damage coral 
reefs; the permittee shall record and document GPS coordinates at 
the location of the incidental occurrence. 

b. The permittee agrees to generate maps showing all of the 
vessel tracks on a weekly basis. A log-book containing this data 
shall be kept on file in the construction office at the 
construction site, at all times. The maps shall demonstrate that 
the vessels maneuvered successfully within the approved areas and 
should also show any vessel tracks indicating any maneuvering 
that may have occurred outside of the authorized areas. The 
permittee shall submit weekly reports describing all vessel 
activities and shall subntit maps to the Corps depicting any 
vessel movements that occurred outside of the designated work 
area, transit areas or holding areas. 

c. The vessel track data in the log-book, mentioned above, 
shall be evaluated by the environmental inspector on a weekly 
basis. If a vessel excursion outside of the approved areas is 
detected, the permittee shall /m~nediately, by telephone, notify 
the agencies of the event. The "agencies" shall decide upon the 
severity of the incident if divers shall immediately be deployed. 
If determined necessary by the Agencies, the permittee agrees to 
deploy divers, or in the event of an incident in waters beyond 
diving lintits the permittee shall record video survey of the area 
where the vessel(s) maneuvered outside of the approved areas as 
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soon as possible but in no event no later than one week after the 
excursion. Photo documentation shall be obtained to evaluate the 
coral reef habitat for any inadvertent impacts. 

d. If any unauthorized impacts have occurred, the permittee 
shall immediately; within a maximum of 24-hours of detection; 
notify by telephone, the Corps (South Permits Branch at 561/472- 
3519), and all "agencies". The permittee shall immediately, 
within a maximum of 24-hours of detection, ground-truth the 
deviated paths (provided that they are within safe diving limits 
and weather permitting) and document any impacts. The Corps 
(South Permits Branch) will determine appropriate recovery 
actions , which will include time-lag and risk assessments and 
mitigation efforts according to the Regulatory Mitigation 
Protocol for South Florida. The Corps (South Permits Branch), 
will determine final mitigation upon the applicants' submittal of 
a mitigation plan within 60 days of the impact incidence. The 
compensatory mitigation may be in the form of tire removal, 
however, the Corps reserves the right to accept the most 
appropriate form of mitigation for the type of unauthorized 
impact that may have occurred, so that the damaged resources will 
be fully compensated. The Corps (South Permits Branch), will 
coordinate this plan with ~agencies", and will submit comments to 
the permittee within 30-days from submittal. 

45. The required digitally recorded data mentioned above in 
special condition 43 shall include: date, time, vessel name, 
location points of the vessels, and the activity that the vessel 
was participating in. This information shall be provided to the 
Corps (South Permits Branch), in conjunction with the mapped 
excursion vessel tracks once a week during construction 
activities. 

ANCHORING (conditions 46-52) 
46. The permittee agrees to position Beacon transponders on 

the anchors deployed within 100 feet of any existing 
telecommunications cables to record for any anchor movement or 
drag. Upon detection of any anchor movement, tension on the 
anchor line to that anchor will be reduced as necessary to stop 
the anchor movement. In addition, upon detection of anchor 
movement, Ocean Express shall dispatch divers and/or ROV to 
investigate whether any impacts to resources has occurred, and 
determine what actions are necessary to avoid additional anchor 
movement (including possible resetting or replacement of the 
anchor). If impacts from anchor movement (or communication cable 
movement caused by anchor movement) are discovered, appropriate 
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reports shall be made to the regulatory agencies as required by 
the ECMVP. Also refer to specific conditions 66 and 67. 

47. This permit does not authorize anchor placement in 
coral reefs or on hardbottom areas off of Broward County. All 
anchors shall be placed in complete sand bottom and shall 
completely avoid coral and hardbottom habitat. Anchor placements 
are to occur in designated Temporary Work Areas, which have been 
identified in the application as sandy areas. 

48. The permittee agrees that at all times while anchoring 
off of Broward County all anchoring lines shall have mid-line 
buoys and positively floating buoyant anchoring lines. This 
permit does not authorize impacts to the coral reefs as a result 
of anchoring. The permittee shall ensure that there are no 
impacts to the coral reef system as a result of anchoring. 
Anchor sweep is prohibited which may cause impacts directly to 
the coral reef system or indirectly as a result of turbidity or 
sedimentation. 

49. The permittee agrees to use the pre-selected locations 
for anchoring on the seafloor within the Temporary Work Areas. 
The corners of the pre-selected anchor locations and one point in 
between, shall be identified with GPS coordinates and State Plane 
Coordinates in NAD27. The permittee agrees to indicate these 
coordinates on the existing Temporary Work Area map and submit it 
to the Corps. Once anchor are deployed the permittee agrees to 
identify anchor locations on a plan view drawing on Laser 
Airborne Depth Survey (LADS) maps, if possible, and shall 
indicate any other specific features such as shipwrecks, fiber 
optic cables, etc., that may be within a minimum of 50' of the 
anchor areas. The per~Littee shall also generate separate larger 
scale maps of each anchor location as a zoomed view. 

50. The permittee shall verify anchor locations to ensure 
that the anchoring locations are in complete sand bottom. The 
permittee shall take panoramic color photographs or video 
documentation of the area surrounding the anchor selection sites 
to demonstrate selection of sand bottom areas. The photographs 
shall have date, time, and location recorded on them. Where 
anchoring is occurring in water depths beyond diver limits video 
documentation shall be conducted to document the area around the 
pre-selected anchoring zone to demonstrate that anchoring will be 
in sand bottom. 

51. The permittee agrees that at no time during the project 
will vessels be authorized to anchor within the established Reef 
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Buffer Zones. The permittee agrees that all anchoring within 30 
feet of the Reef Buffer will be restricted to screw pile anchor 
methods. The permittee shall ensure that the actual locations of 
anchor placement or installation areas, are recorded by GPS and 
State Plane Coordinates in NAD27. To demonstrate compliance of 
the pre-selected anchor locations the actual deployed anchor 
locations shall be overlaid on the maps that depict the pre- 
selected anchor locations. These maps shall be submitted to the 
~agencies" after anchor deployment once a week. If anchors are 
moved and re-deployed these new anchor locations shall be 
recorded and plotted as mentioned above. If there is an event of 
non-compliance, the permittee shall ia~nediately notify, by 
telephone, the "agencies". Within one week of the incident the 
permittee agrees to deploy divers, or in the event of an incident 
in waters beyond diving limits the permittee shall record video 
survey of the area, where anchoring has occurred outside of the 
approved anchor locations. Documentation of any inadvertent 
impacts shall be obtained from the inspections of the coral reef 
habitat. A report shall be submitted to the ~agencies", 
including a copy to the NMFS, explaining the scenarios of the 
unauthorized impacts and the findings of the inspection. 

The Corps (South Permits Branch) will determine appropriate 
recovery actions and mitigation efforts according to the South 
Florida Mitigation Protocol, which will include time-lag and risk 
assessments. However, the Corps reserves the right to accept the 
most appropriate form of mitigation for the type of unauthorized 
impact that may have occurred, so that the damaged resources will 
be fully compensated. The Corps (South Permits Branch), will 
determine final mitigation upon the applicants' submittal of a 
mitigation plan within 60 days of the impact incidence. The 
compensatory mitigation may be in the form of tire removal, 
however, the Corps reserves the right to accept the most 
appropriate form of mitigation for the type of unauthorized 
impact that may have occurred, so that the damaged resources will 
be fully compensated. The Corps (South Permits Branch), will 
coordinate this plan with ~agencies", including a copy to the 
NMFS, and will submit comments to the permittee within 30-days 
from submittal. 

52. The permittee agrees that in the event that additional 
anchor space is needed beyond the Temporary Work Areas, 
additional areas shall be selected on a case-by-case basis. 
These Contingency Work Areas may be located in rubble and/or low 
to no relief hardbottom areas with low density biota coverage, 
although, the anchor placement within the Contingency Work Areas 
shall be selected in sand bottom areas. The permittee shall 
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indicate these additional anchor selection areas on LADS maps and 
shall immediately submit the maps to the "agencies" for approval 
prior to their use. ~Agency" approval of these additional anchor 
areas will be contingent upon their placement in sand bottom 
areas located a minimum of I00 feet from the nearest edge of any 
resource. 

During the placement of these anchors diver verification shall be 
used to demonstrate compliance with anchor placement in sand 
bottom areas. Mid-line buoys and buoyant floating anchor lines 
shall be used when these anchors are deployed. 

EXCLUSION ZONES 

53. The permittee agrees that there shall be no impacts to 
the two areas designated as Exclusion Zones for any reason. 
There shall be no anchoring, no anchor sweep, no turbidity or 
sedimentation impacts, (note that the easternmost exclusion zone 
is within the sedimentation/Turbidity impact polygon. Impacts 
are not anticipated in this area. However, they will be included 
in the /mpact table in Appendix I, Offshore M/tigation and 
Restoration Plan, to the ECMVP with a note that it is included 
because Ocean Express did not re-run their 
Turbidity/sedimentation modeling for the Micro-tunnel exit since 
no plume is expected.), no pipeline installation impacts etc., to 
these resources classified as high to mediLun density biota. If 
in the event that unanticipated inadvertent impacts occur to 
these resources, appropriate mitigation shall be assessed in 
accordance with the South Florida Mitigation Protocol, which will 
include time-lag and risk assessments. However, the Corps 
reserves the right to accept the most appropriate form of 
mitigation for the type of unauthorized impact that may have 
occurred, so that the damaged resources will be fully 
compensated. Also see specific condition #66 and 67. 

MICRO-T[RM~ELEXIT LOCATION (conditions 54-561 
54. The permittee agrees that a secondary launch tube may 

be installed in the main tunnel as a precautionary measure and 
used in the event of the primary launch tube or microtunnel 
failure. Use of the secondary launch tube to redirect the 
m/crotunnel will require a modification from the Corps. In the 
modification request, the permittee shall provide revised exit 
coordinates, modified work area drawings, revised anchoring 
plans, additional biological information if necessary, and 
avoidance and minimization of impacts to resources to the maximum 
extent practicable. 
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55. The permittee agrees that at least 90-days prior to the 
co~encement of any construction aspects of the project, with the 
exception of the construction of the tunnel shaft, pre- 
construction surveys will be conducted at the micro-tunnel exit 
location. This survey shall consist of 500 kHz side scan sonar 
surveys of the area described below for the micro-tunnel exit 
location and 15 meter offsets. The swath shall cover a minimum 
of 30 meters with a resolution of 0.75 cm and the following: 

a. Pre-construction surveys shall be conducted in a 
north/south direction at the proposed micro-tunnel exit location, 
and shall extend at a minimum of 500-feet to the north and 500- 
feet to the south of the micro-tunnel exit location. These 
surveys will be used by the perm/ttee to identify the final exit 
location with the least impact potential for corals. 

b. Pre-construction surveys shall be conducted in an 
east/west direction at the final micro-tunnel exit location 
determined in 52 (a) above, and shall extend at a minimum of 500- 
feet to the east and 500-feet to the west of the micro-tunnel 
exit location to fully document the exit location. 

c. The pre-construction surveys of the subject area shall 
also document the extent and size of the ~Exclusion Zones". A 
quantitative analysis shall be provided to the Corps. 

d. The permittee shall identify any areas that support 
hardbottom and/or coral resources within the proposed micro- 
tunnel exit location; 

e. The permittee has pre-selected the micro-tunnel exit 
location in an area of sand bottom. If this micro-tunnel exit 
location deems to be not feasible, the permittee shall 
demonstrate why this is not possible and shall avoid and minimize 
impacts to high ecological value deepwater resources to the 
greatest extent practicable (including the establishment of 
adequate buffers); and 

e. The permittee shall su~nit an updated mitigation plan 
for final review and approval upon completion of the pre- 
construction survey. 

Results of the survey(s) and mitigation plans must be 
submitted to the Corps, NMFS, Broward County, and FDEP for review 
and approval at least 60 days prior to commencement of 
construction, with the exception of the construction of the 
tunnel shaft. 
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56. If the permittee fails to conduct the pre-construction 
surveys of the micro-tunnel exit location prior to the 
commencement of construction of any portions of this project, 
with the exception of the construction of the tunnel shaft, the 
Corps will assume total permanent impacts of a 200-foot by 200- 
foot (0.92 acres) area surrounding the micro-tunnel exit 
location. 

MONITORING SURVEYS OVER REEF 3 DURING CONSTRUCTIQN 

57. The permittee agrees to conduct monitoring during 
tunnel construction beneath Reef 3 and during the micro tunneling 
operations. The monitoring area will include the area from the 
westerly edge of Reef 3 and extend a minimum of 200-feet beyond 
(east of) the micro tunnel exit point along the tunnel/micro 
tunnel center line. This monitoring will consist of twice daily 
500 kHz side scan sonar surveys of the tunnel center line and 15 
meter offsets. The swath will cover a minimum of 30 meters with 
a resolution of 0.75 cm. These records will be compared to the 
pre-construction side scan sonar survey data to demonstrate that 
no unanticipated impacts have occurred as a result of the tunnel 
and micro tunnel construction. The survey data will be 
maintained at the project field office. Daily email reports of 
any anomalous results, if any, will be provided to the Corps and 
all other appropriate regulatory agencies. The survey data shall 
be submitted to the Corps post-micro-tunnel construction. 

~ r ~ R B I D I ~ N I ~ I N G  
58. The permittee agrees that compliance turbidity sampling 

will be conducted at the micro-tunnel exit location in the manner 
and at the locations specified in A ppendlx G, ]Marine Turbidity, 
Sedimentation and Reef Monitoring Plan of the ECMVp. Within 60- 
days prior to commencement of construction, Ocean Express shall 
develop and submit to the Corps a turbidity monitoring plan and 
select monitoring sites at the nearest edge of adjacent resource. 
The Corps shall review this plan for appropriate monitoring site 
selection locations. If the current direction is not 
determinable at the time of construction, then the compliance 
samples shall be recorded from four evenly spaced locations 
within a 20-foot perimeter of construction. Background turbidity 
samples shall be collected 180-meters up current of construction 
each time monitoring is to be conducted. Turbidity samples shall 
be collected every two hours during punch-in or punch-out of the 
micro-tunnel exit construction operations, 24 hours per day for 
this segment of the project. 
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a.) If turbidity exceeds 29 NTU above background at any time 
during the construction process, work will stop immediately. 

b.) If turbidity exceeds 15 NTU, but is less than 29 NTU 
above background, a retest will be conducted every 15 minutes at 
the same location where the compliance sample was recorded. 

I.) If turbidity remains stable (at plus or minus 2 
NTU) or declining, monitoring will continue every 15 
minutes. 

2.) If turbidity drops to less than 15 NTU above 
background at the 4th retest monitoring will continue every 
2 hours. 

c.) If turbidity remains 15 NTU or more above background at 
the 4th retest work will in~nediately stop. 
If turbidity has not returned to below 15 NTU's above background 
at the end of the 3 hour monitoring period, then work will cease" 
until the cause is identified and corrected and until turbidity 
returns at below 15 NTU's. 

If, during monitoring, turbidity increases at a rate greater than 
2 NTU for three successive retests work will immediately stop. 

In addition, the permittee shall not violate turbidity 
requirements imposed by the Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection in its permit, number 06-0193181-002. 

Turbidity monitoring reports shall be ~tted weekly to the 
Department of The Army at: South Permits Branch, 4400 PGA 
Boulevard, Suite 500, Palm Beach Gardens, Florida 33410. As part 
of the monitoring report, the permittee shall provide a data 
summary cover page stating whether or not there were any 
turbidity exceedences or anomalies, their cause, and what was 
done to remediate the situation. 
Monitoring reports shall also contain the following information: 

(a) permit number; 
(b) dates of sampling and analysis; 
(c) time of day samples taken; 
(d) depth of water body; 
(e) depth of sample; 
(f) antecedent weather conditions; 
(g) direction of flow; 
(h) wind direction and velocity; 
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(i) a statement describing the methods used in 
collection, handling, storage and analysis of the samples; 

(j) a map indicating the sampling locations; and 
(k) a statement by the individual responsible for 

implementation of the sampling program concerning the 
authenticity, precision, limits of detection, and accuracy of the 
data. 

ACOUSTIC DOPPLER CURRENT PROFILER (AIX:P) Iconditions 59 r 60) 
59. Acoustic Doppler Current Profiling shall be used to 

track the movement and character of suspended sediment plumes. 
Measurements shall be recorded at the frequency interval 
specified in the turbidity special condition and at locations 
within the densest portion of the plume. Any plumes that violate 
the turbidity special condition criteria will trigger immediate 
cessation of tunnel construction activities. The ADCP recorded 
sedimentation field and turbidity plumes shall be mapped. AES 
Ocean Express shall provide a map that includes an overlay of the 
results of the sediment transport modeling results and the ADCP 
mapped plumes. In the case that the instrumentation and 
associated mapping reveal additional areas of impact, the 
resources within those areas will be examined for signs of impact 
as prescribed in the Appendix G, Marine Turbidity, Sedimentation 
and Reef Monitoring Plan of the ECMVP, photo-documented with the 
geographic location, and included into the monitoring protocol. 
Inadvertent impacts will require twice the agreed upon mitigation 
ratio required for less sensitive habitats. 

60. The permittee agrees that upon completion of the tunnel 
punch-out activities, the permittee shall prepare and submit an 
overlay map that includes the results of the existing sediment 
transport modeling and actual ADCP-mapped plumes, if any. If AES 
Ocean Express identifies additional potential impact areas, Ocean 
Express shall examine resources within those areas as part of its 
post-construction monitoring program, as described in the ECMVP, 
Appendix I: ~Offshore Mitigation and Restoration Plan". 

SPUD PLACEMENT PROCEDORE8 

61. The permittee agrees that to lower the feet (spuds) of 
the jack-up vessel to the seafloor for micro-tunnel construction 
assistance, the feet will only be positioned in areas of sand 
bottom or if spud placement in sand bottom is not possible then 
the placement of the spuds shall follow the criteria specified 
in Appendix N, Coral Relocation Plan, of the ECMVP. 

a. Each time the jack-up vessel is assembled 
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and the spuds are lowered, an underwater camera, night vision, 
and/or scuba divers that are trained in the identification of all 
corals and marine co~mnunities, shall be used to ensure that the 
placement of each spud will avoid contact with corals and/or 
live/hardbottom to the maximum extent practicable and shall only 
be positioned in sand bottom or if spud placement in sand bottom 
is not possible then the placement of the spuds shall follow the 
criteria specified in Appendix N, Coral Relocation Plan, of the 
ECMVP. 

b. After plac~ent of the spuds of the "lift" vessel, they 
shall be photo-documented with the date, depth, geographic 
location, and time of day super-imposed on the photograph. Each 
time the spuds are to be relocated, the spuds will be raised and 
the permittee agrees to deploy a diver to inspect the area (post- 
spud placement survey) under the "lift" vessel. The diver shall 
photo-document the area under the "lift" vessel, with the date, 
depth, geographic location, and time of day super-imposed on the 
photograph, to verify that no impacts to corals and/or 
live/hardbottom, and marine communities shall occur. No impacts 
to sensitive resources are authorized by this permit activity, 
for the placement of the spuds of the jack-up vessels except for 
the calculated impacts as provided in the Appendix I, Offshore 
Mitigation and Restoration Plan of the ECMVP. 

c. If impacts to corals and/or live/hardbottom, and marine 
communities do occur from spud placement, divers will be deployed 
immediately after inspection to perform triage measures and to 
reattach coral communities. The damaged areas shall be flagged, 
GPS identified, the depth and time shall be recorded, and photos 
of the triage procedures shall be documented. A qualified lead 
diver (an on-site staff member overseeing coral triage 
operations) with a minimum of a Master's Degree and prior 
experience in successful coral triage shall be used. 

d. Some work associated with micro-tunnel exit activities 
are outside of safe diving limits therefore, these sites shall be 
guided and documented by remote video documentation. The 
permittee agrees to record video documentation while the spuds of 
the "lift" vessel are being placed on the seafloor. Video 
documentation must be recorded while the spuds are positioned on 
the seafloor to fully document that they are being placed in sand 
bottom and that impacts to coral/hardbottom resources do not 
occur except as provided as Appendix I, Offshore Mitigation and 
Restoration Plan, of the ECMVP. After the spuds have been 
removed from areas beyond safe diving limits, the permittee 
agrees to record video documentation to demonstrate that the 
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spuds were placed in sand bottom or to indicate the extent of any 
impacts that may have occurred to coral/hardbottem resources 
except for the calculated impacts as provided as Appendix I, 
Offshore Mitigation and restoration Plan, of the ECMVP. If coral 
relocation is necessary, the Corps reserves the right to review 
the coral relocation efforts and to assess mitigation measures 
where needed for any coral relocation activities due to stress on 
the corals, improper relocation efforts, unsuccessful relocation 
efforts, etc. 

Report Submission 
All pre, during, and post documentation of spud placement must be 
submitted in the form of video and report and shall be submitted 
to the Department of the Army within 60 days after completion of 
the tunnel-exit and all jack-up vessels have vacated the area. 
The report shall include two stages; pre-construction 
conditions/initial set-up, and post-construction conditions. 
Photos of each spud placement locations, and detailed 
quantitative and qualitative data as specified in Appendix I, 
Offshore Mitigation and restoration Plan, of the ECMVP, at the 
two stages shall be submitted to the Corps for review. If 
unauthorized impacts have occurred see conditions #66 and 67. 

DEEPWATERROUTE SURVEYS (conditions 62-64) 
62. At least 90 days prior to initiating offshore 

construction between about milepost (MP) 29 and~MP 44.7, Ocean 
Express shall submit to the Corps for review and written 
approval, a pre-installation video survey plan for pre-selecting 
a suitable pipeline route to avoid deepwater corals that 
includes: 

a. the identification and mapping of high probability 
exposed hardbottom regions along the pipeline centerline; 

b. specifications on the resolution and survey method; 
c. designation and draft contractual agreement with a 

recognized Florida deepwater coral expert to independently review 
the pre-installation video; 

d. avoidance and minimization to high ecological value 
deepwater resources to the greatest extent practicable (including 
the establishment of adequate buffers); and 

e. mitigation strategies, if required. 

The results of this pre-construction survey will be used to avoid 
impacts to deepwater coral thickets, to the extent practicable, 
in the manner described in Appendix M, Miami Escarpment 
Installation Guidelines, of the ECMVP. Results of the survey(s) 
and mitigation strategies must be submitted to the Corps, NMFS, 
the Department of the Interior's Mineral Management Service 
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(N~4S), and Florida DEP for review at least 60 days prior to 
construction. A recognized Florida deepwater coral expert will 
independently review the pre-construction survey. The Florida 
deepwater coral expert shall be selected by the permittee in 
consultation with NMFS. 

63. If the permittee fails to conduct the pre-construction 
deepwater surveys, in accordance with the condition mentioned 
above, Appendix I, Offshore Mitigation and Restoration Plan, and 
Appendix M, Miami Escarpment Installation Guidelines, of the 
ECMVP, prior to and if the permittee fails to get the agencies 
final approval of the pre-selected deepwater route that is a 
suitable pipeline route to avoid deepwater corals or exhibits 
avoidance and minimization to high ecological value deepwater 
resources to the maximum extent practicable prior to the 
commencement of construction of any portions of this project, 
with the exception of the construction of the tunnel shaft, the 
Corps will assume total permanent impacts of the length of the 
pipeline not surveyed by 26 inches wide. 

64. At least 45 days prior to initiating offahorQ 
construction between MP 25 and RMP 44.7, Ocean Express shall 
submit to the Corps for review and written approval, a post- 
construction monitoring plan that would provide for a qualitative 
assessment of impacts to significant deepwater resources that 
could not be avoided by construction of this segment of the 
pipeline. The plan shall include provisions for: 
a. an as-built baseline survey (immediately post-construction) 
for the pipeline between MP 25 and RMP 44.7; and 
b. an assessment of impacts to deepwater resources at year two 
following construction. 

An interagency team comprised of representatives from the Corps, 
FERC, MMS, NMFS, and the Florida DEP would review the results of 
the year two survey and determine 
the need for monitoring of these resources at year four. If 
monitoring at year four is required, the team would review the 
results and determine if a final monitoring 
survey is needed at year I0. The plan shall propose survey 
methodologies including the types of equipment to be used, the 
expected resolution of survey data, and the dimensions of the 
survey corridor. 

SEAGRASS SURVEY 
65. The permittee agrees that at a minimum of 15 days prior 

to commencement of HDD activities in the ICW, the applicant shall 
submit to the Corps and NMFS a seagrass survey that fully adheres 
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to the Recommendations for Sampling Halophila johnsonii at a 
Project Site. (see attached) 

NOTIFICATION OF INJURY TO~%TURALRESOURCES 

66. The permittee shall ilmnediately notify the Corps (South 
Permits Branch at 561/472-3519), and the other "agencies", by 
telephone, within a maximum of 24-hours upon detection and submit 
a preliminary written report, within one week of investigation of 
the incident, in the event of unauthorized or inadvertent damage 
to natural resources. The permittee shall document any 
unauthorized or inadvertent impacts or accidents that have 
occurred to seagrass, coral and/or hardbottom resources. The 
permittee shall initiate within 24 hours upon detection of any 
incident (weather permitting), the immediate triage, recovery, 
stabilization, and restoration of any injury to natural resources 
in the event of unforeseen accidents from any construction 
activities, such as anchor damage, anchor cable scouring, 
material transfer, pipeline failure, micro-tunnel failures, 
vessel groundings, etc. A preliminary injury assessment shall be 
submitted to the Corps (South Permits Branch), within one week of 
the incident. The Corps (South Permits Branch), will determine 
appropriate recovery actions. A total project injury assessment 
shall be submitted within the post-construction report, which 
shall be submitted 120 days post-construction. 

MITIGATXONOF INADVERTENT IMPACTS 

67. The permittee shall avoid injury to all mangrove 
wetland habitat, freshwater wetland habitat, and submerged 
aquatic habitats (outside of the permitted impacts) within the 
project footprint and vicinity by any and all construction 
activities. Unavoidable impacts shall require restoration and 
mitigation. Wetland mitigation ratios shall be determined based 
on UMAM analysis, hardbottom mitigation ratios shall be 
determined in accordance with the South Florida Mitigation 
Protocol. In the case of inadvertent or unauthorized impacts, 
the permittee shall submit a mitigation plan to the Corps (South 
Permits Branch), which will include compensatory mitigation that 
will account for time-lag and risk assessments. The Corps 
reserves the right to accept the most appropriate form of 
mitigation for the type of unauthorized impact that may have 
occurred, so that the damaged resources will be fully 
compensated. The Corps (South Permits Branch), will coordinate 
this plan with NMFS, FWS, and EPA, and will submit comments to 
the permittee within 30-days from submittal by the permittee. 

CORAL TRANSPLANTATION (conditions 68-691 
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68. If for any reason, any portions of the project 
construction may deem it necessary for corals to be relocated, 
AES Ocean Express shall i~mmediately notify the Corps by telephone 
and in writing. The permittee has agreed to minimize impacts to 
certain sensitive resources by implementing a coral relocation 
plan in the manner described in Appendix N, Coral Relocation of 
the ECMVP, the Coral Relocation Plan. Prior to commencing coral 
relocation pursuant to this plan, the permittee shall notify the 
Corps by telephone and in writing. If detrimental impacts to 
additional high ecological value resources are anticipated during 
construction, but can be avoided through coral transplantation, 
construction in the subject area shall be halted until such 
corals are relocated in accordance with Appendix N of the ECIMVP, 
the Coral Relocation Plan, and the subject area is free and clear 
of the resources. The permittee shall implement a QA/QC plan to 
ensure and oversee that coral transplantation efforts are 
successful. The permittee shall ensure that all participants 
conducting project activities are held to the standards highest 
quality of work. The permittee and the Corps (South Permits 
Branch), will re-assess mitigation accordingly and will account 
for time-lag and risk into the consideration if needed. The 
Corps reserves the right to accept the most appropriate form of 
mitigation for the type of unauthorized impact that may have 
occurred, so that the damaged resources will be fully 
compensated. 

69. The permittee agrees to develop and submit a detailed 
monitoring plan for the relocated corals. Time-lines and 
monitoring methods shall be identified. The plan shall be 
approved by the Corps, NMFS, FWS, EPA, FDEP, and Broward County, 
within 30 days of submittal. 

TRANSPLANTED CORAL SUCCESS CRITERIA 

70. At a minimum, the relocated corals shall maintain an 
80% survival rate after 6 months from the initial relocation 
date. Thereafter, the relocated corals shall maintain that 80% 
survival throughout the life of the monitoring program. Should 
the Corps (South Permits Branch), determine that the relocated 
corals are not achieving this survival criteria, additional 
mitigation may be required as deemed appropriate by the Corps 
(South Permits Branch), through a modification. The permittee 
agrees to prepare a report that clearly describes in detail, 
possible reasons for not reaching an 80% survival rate. The 
permittee agrees to monitor the mitigation reef and corals at 6 
months from the initiation of coral transplantation, 1 year, 2 
years, 5 years, and 7 years post transplantation. The permittee 
agrees to submit a mitigation reef monitoring report within 90 



Jnofflclal FERC-Generated PDF of 20050222-0064 Issued by FERC OSEC 02/16/2005 in Docket#: CP02-90-003 

days after each monitoring event to document the status of the 
relocated corals. AES Ocean Express will not be held to any 
failures caused by natural events or other non-project related 
events that may hinder coral transplantation success rates. 

STORM CONTINGENCY PLAN 
71. AES Ocean Express has drafted a Storm Contingency Plan 

as Appendix O of the ECMVP. The permittee is required to adhere 
to the Storm Handling Plan (Appendix O to the ECMVP) and in 
addition will require the final selected contractor to submit to 
the ~agencies" his/her companies" detailed Storm Handling Plan 
prior to the colmnencement of construction, with the exception of 
the construction of the tunnel shaft. 

THIRD PARTY ENVIRO~IENTAL INSPECTORS (conditions 67f 68) 
72. The permittee shall provide a plan, in consultation 

with FERC that indicates how AES would provide compliance 
monitoring of the Corps conditions within the framework of the 
FERC third-party compliance monitoring task. The permittee will 
allow sufficient time for the Corps and FERC to discuss these 
issues. The Third party environmental inspector issues will be 
resolved at a maximum of 30-day prior to commencement of 
construction, with the exception of the construction of the 
tunnel shaft. 

73. As required by the FDEP Permit and the FERC 
Certificate, and by this Corps authorization, the permittee 
agrees that the third party environmental inspectors will not be 
AES Ocean Express employees and shall be independently employed 
as third-party environmental inspectors to ensure compliance with 
all conditions and procedures. 

POST-CONSTRUCTION SUCCESS/FAILURES 
74. At a maximum of 120 days after construction of the 

United States portion of the project is finished, Ocean Express 
shall prepare and submit a post-construction report, detailing 
successes and failures that occurred during the project 
construction. This report should identify the lessons learned in 
connection with the project in terms of the technologies used, 
anticipated and unanticipated impacts to marine resources, and 
measures that would provide greater fishery resource protection 
in similar type future projects. 

75. For all requested submittals and reports please submit 
them to the U.S. Ar~y Corps of Engineers, South Permits Branch, 
4400 PGA Boulevard, Suite 500, Palm Beach Gardens, Florida 334]0, 
and a copy of the post-construction reports shall be submitted to 
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the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Division, 
Enforcement Branch, Attention: Lisa Abernathy, Post Office Box 
4970, Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019, fax 904-232-1684, 
telephone 904-232-3526. 

76. If prehistoric artifacts, such as pottery or ceramics, 
stone tools or metal implements, dugout canoes, or any physical 
remains that could be associated with Native American cultures, 
or early colonial American settlement are encountered at any time 
within the project site area, the permitted project shall cease 
all activities involving subsurface disturbance in the immediate 
vicinity of such discoveries. The permittee, or other designee, 
should contact the Florida Department of State, Division of 
Historical Resources, Review and Compliance Section, at 850-245- 
6333, or 800-847-7278, as well as the appropriate permitting 
agency office. Project activities shall not resume without 
verbal and/or written authorization from the Division of 
Historical Resources. In the event that unmarked htunan remains 
are encountered during permitted activities, all work shall stop 
immediately, and the proper authorities notified in accordance 
with Section 972.05 Florida Statutes. 

Further Infozmation : 

I. Congressional Authorities: You have been authorized to 
undertake the activity described above pursuant to: 

Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. 
403). 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344). 

Section I03 of the Marine Protection, Research and 
Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (33 U.S.C. 1413). 

2. Limits of this authorization. 

a. This permit does not obviate the need to obtain other 
Federal, state, or local authorizations required by law. 

b. This permit does not grant any property rights or 
exclusive privileges. 

c. This permit does not authorize any injury to the property 
or rights of others. 
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d. This permit does not authorize interference with any 
existing or proposed Federal projects. 

3. Limits of Federal Liability. In issuing this permit, 
Federal Government does not assume any liability for the 
following: 

the 

a. Damages to the permitted project or uses thereof as a 
result of other permitted or unpermitted activities or from 
natural causes. 

b. Damages to the permitted project or uses thereof as a 
result of current or future activities undertaken by or on behalf 
of the United States in the public interest. 

c. Damages to persons, property, or to other permitted or 
unpermitted activities or structures caused by the activity 
authorized by this permit. 

d. Design or construction deficiencies associated with the 
permitted work. 

e." Damage claims associated with any future modification, 
suspension, or revocation of this permit. 

4. Reliance on Applicant's Data: The determination of this 
office that issuance of this permit is not contrary to the public 
interest was made in reliance on the information you provided. 

5. Reevaluation of Permit Decision. This office may reevaluate 
its decision on this permit at any time the circumstances 
warrant. Circumstances that could require a reevaluation 
include, but are not limited to, the following: 

a. You fail to comply with the terms and conditions of this 
permit. 

b. The information provided by you in support of your permit 
application proves to have been false, incomplete, or inaccurate 
(see 4 above). 

c. Significant new information surfaces, which this office 
did not consider in reaching the original public interest 
decision. 

Such a reevaluation may result in a determination that it is 
appropriate to use the suspension, modification, and revocation 
procedures contained in 33 CFR 325.7 or enforcement procedures 
such as those contained in 33 CFR 326.4 and 326.5. The 
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referenced enforcement procedures provide for the issuance of an 
administrative order requiring you comply with the tenms and 
conditions of your permit and for the initiation of legal action 
where appropriate. You will be required to pay for any 
corrective measures ordered by this office, and if you fail to 
comply with such directive, this office may in certain situations 
(such as those specified in 33 CFR 209.170) accomplish the 
corrective measures by contract or otherwise and bill you for the 
cost. 

6. Extensions. General condition 1 establishes a time limit for 
the completion of the activity authorized by this permit. Unless 
there are circumstances requiring either a prompt completion of 
the authorized activity or a reevaluation of the public interest 
decision, the Corps will normally give favorable consideration to 
a request for an extension of this time limit. 

7. If the work authorized is not completed on or before K)ec~m~er 
I, 2009, authorization, if not previously revoked or specifically 
extended, shall cease, and be null and void. 

Please refer to the attached form, Notification of 
Administrative Appeal Options and Process, concerning your 
options on acceptance of this permit. For appeals of special 
conditions, applicants must first appeal to the District Engineer 
(Branch Chief), to be mailed to the above letterhead address. To 
appeal this decision, or for appeals based on other concerns, the 
applicant should mail the completed form to the following 
address: 

Commander, South Atlantic Division 
U.S. A/my Corps of Engineers 
ATTN: Appeals Review Officer 
CES/d>-CM-CO-R, Room 9M15 
60 Forsyth St., SW. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303-8801 
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Your signature below, as permlttee, indicates that you accept and 
aqree to comply with the terms and conditions of this permit. 

. _ _ _  , / _  I O .  
(AP~L~'-~T NAME and TITLE) ~ IDLE) 

This permit becomes effective when the Federal official, 
deslgnated to act for the Secretary of the Army, has signed 
below. 

When the structures or work authorized by this permit are still 
in existence at the ti~e the property is transferred, the terms 
and conditions of this permit will continue to be binding on the 
new owner(s) of the property. TO validate the transfer of thls 
permit and the associated llabilities associated with compliance 
with its terms and conditions, have the transferee sign and date 
below. 

(TRAMS FEREE-S IGNATURE) {DATE) 

im 

(NAME-PRINTED) 

(ADDRESS) 

(CITY, STATE, AND ZIP CODE) 



Jnofflclal FERC-Generated PDF of 20050222-0064 Issued by FERC OSEC 02/16/2005 in Docket#: CP02-90-003 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY PERMIT 

Attachments to Department of the Army 

Permit Number SAJ-2001-6555(IP-SLN) 

I. PERMIT DRAWINGS: Included as Attachments # 1 - 30, dated 
December I, 2004. 

2. Environmental Construction Monitoring and Verification Plan, 
December 2004 - on file at the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
South Permits Branch Office, 4400 PGA Boulevard - Suite 500, Palm 
Beach Gardens, Florida 33410. 
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Attached is: 

INITIAL PROFFERED PERMIT (Standard Permit or Letter of 

permission) 

See 

Secti 

on 

below 

A 

PROFFERED PERMIT (Standard Permit or Letter of B 

permission) 

PERMI T DENIAL C 

APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION D 

PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION E 
I 

SECTION~ I :i::,- The~!~following identifies:~your~rights and options ~ ~ ~ 

regarding: ~nis trat ive appeal: decis ion •~:.i ~ ~: 

Additional :iinformation:may be found: at: :: i: : ...... 

http ://usace' army2 mi i/:inet:/functions/cw/cecW0 / reg i : :: : 

corps/~:reguia£ionSat:~33 ...... CFR::Part ~-~ 331. .......... ' ..... ..... , ~: .... 

A" INITIAL PROFFERED PERMIT" You may accept or object to the 

pe rmi t. 

• ACCEPT: If you received a Standard Permit, you may sign the permit document 
and return it to the district engineer for final authorization. If you 
received a Letter of Permission (LOP), you may accept the LOP and your work 
is authorized. Your signature on the Standard Permit or acceptance of the 
LOP means that you accept the permit in its entirety, and waive all rights 
to appeal the permit, including its terms and conditions, and approved 
jurisdictional determinations associated with the permit. 

• OBJECT: If you object to the permit (Standard or LOP) because of certain 
terms and conditions therein, you may request that the permit be modified 
accordingly. You must complete Section II of this form and return the form 
to the district engineer. Your objections must be received by the district 
engineer within 60 days of the date of this notice, or you will forfeit your 
right to appeal the permit in the future. Upon receipt of your letter, the 
district engineer will evaluate your objections and may: (a) modify the 
permit to address all of your concerns, (b) modify the permit to address 
some of your objections, or (c) not modify the permit having determined that 
the permit should be issued as previously written. After evaluating your 
objections, the district engineer will send you a proffered permit for your 
reconsideration, as indicated in Section B below. 
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B" PROFFERED PERMIT" You may accept or appeal the permit 

• ACCEPT: If you received a Standard Permit, you may sign the permit document 
and return it to the district engineer for final authorization. If you 
received a Letter of Permission (LOP), you may accept the LOP and your work 
is authorized. Your signature on the Standard Permit or acceptance of the 
LOP means that you accept the permit in its entirety, and waive all rights 
to appeal the permit, including its terms and conditions, and approved 
jurisdictional determinations associated with the permit. 

• APPEAL" If you choose to decline the proffered permit (Standard or LOP) 
because of certain terms and conditions therein, you may appeal the declined 
permit under the Corps of Engineers Administrative Appeal Process by 
completing Section II of this form and sending the form to the division 
engineer. This form must be received by the division engineer within 60 
days of the date of this notice. 

C" PERMIT DENIAL" You may appeal the denial of a permit under the Corps 
of Engineers Administrative Appeal Process by completing Section II of this 
form and sending the form to the division engineer. This form must be received 
by the division engineer within 60 days of the date of this notice. 

D: APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION: You may accept or 

appeal the approved JD or provide new information. 

• ACCEPT: You do not need to notify the Corps to accept an approved JD. 
Failure to notify the Corps within 60 days of the date of this notice, 
means that you accept the approved JD in its entirety, and waive all rights 
to appeal the approved JD. 

• APPEAL: If you disagree with the approved JD, you may appeal the approved 
JD under the Corps of Engineers Administrative Appeal Process by completing 
Section II of this form and sending the form to the division engineer. This 
form must be received by the division engineer within 60 days of the date of 

this notice. 

E- PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION" You do not need to 

respond to the Corps regarding the preliminary JD. The 

Preliminary JD is not appealable. If you wish, you may request an 

approved JD (which may be appealed), by contacting the Corps 

district for further instruction. Also you may provide new 

information for further consideration by the Corps to reevaluate 

the JD. 

SECTION II - REQUEST FOR APPEAL or OBJECTIONS TO AN INITIAL 
. . . .  , 

PROFFERED PERMIT 
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REASONS FOR APPEAL OR OBJECTIONS: (Describe your reasons for appealing 
the decision or your objections to an illitial proffered permlt in clear concise 
statements. You may attach additional information to this form to clarify 
where your reasons or objections are addressed in the administrative record.) 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: The appeal is limited to a review of the administrative 
record, the corps memorandum for the record of the appeal conference or 
meeting, and any supplemental information that the review officer has 
determined is needed to clarlfy the administrative record. Neither the 
appellant nor the Corps may add new information or analyses to the record. 
However, you may provide additional information to clarify the location of 
information that is alread~ in the administrative record. 
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If you have questions regarding this 
decision and/or the appeal process you may 
contact: 

If you only have questions 
regarding the appeal process you 
may also contact: 

RIGHT OF ENTRY: Your signature below grants the right of entry to Corps of 
Engineers personnel, and any government consultants, to conduct investigations 
of the project site during the course of the appeal process. You will be 
provided a 15-day notice of any site investigation, and will have the 
opportunity to participate in all site investigations. 

Date: l Telephone 
Signature of appellant or agent. ! ~number: 
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APPI~qDIX C 

APPENDIX C 

OF EARTH PRESS-UI~ BALANCE TUNNI~LS 
(FROM ~ E.xm~gss) 
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