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>> C. Humphrey: 

So you have talked about what cumulative effects are and why we should consider them and all the different methods and how do you pick a method and what do you do and where do you consider cumulative effects and all that's really great and somewhat theoretical.

>> Dr. Wildesen: 
Great theory, isn't it?
>> C. Humphrey: 
Do you happen to have an example?
>> Dr. Wildesen: 
An example! I am so glad you asked. Yes, I do. It's something that is also available on the NTC website that you can download. Isn't that a coincidence?
>> C. Humphrey: 
That's a coincidence.
>> Dr. Wildesen: 
I didn't tell you. I snuck it in there. Just in case you would ask this question. It's an old EIS for the army corps of engineers in the port of Houston. Lot of players, which becomes relevant in a minute here. There are a lot of things to notice in this document, and I hope you have printed it out because I'm going to walk you through some of the page numbers and if you haven't printed it out, you can jot them down and look at it later. The first thing to notice is that there was an interagency coordination team ‑‑ first there is an interdisciplinary team on pages 3 and 4, Roman numeral III and IV of the document you will see all the players listed. Interdisciplinary team, mostly contractors, some agency people. There was also a thing called the cumulative effects subcommittee of the interagency coordination team. Wow! I don't see that on very many documents anymore. And I should. You should. Because one of the things that's crucial to effective cumulative effects analysis, especially if it's a big gnarly controversial project is having that buy‑in, getting all of those players to agree on step by step as you go. So notice who those people are and who the players are. Notice on page 5‑2 you'll have a fair amount of discussion about things like the geographic scope, how they determined it, the boundaries that they picked, the definitions of habitat that they used, the specific information about what impacts, what data they had that were quantitative, what were qualitative and what they could simply describe in a narrative. Because they knew there was something but they didn't have the numbers. Notice again how they picked the projects, and that you will find, I believe, also on that same page. They picked it because of the nature and degree of impacts. They didn't look at everything. There's a lot going on in the Galveston bay area all the time. They picked 10 projects based on the nature and degree of impacts, the data that were available, the relevance of the data, all of that. They had data sources which they also described briefly and talked about the methodology, and I'll talk about that a little bit more detail in a minute. The evaluation criteria, all that stuff. Keep in mind that that cumulative effects ‑‑ or cumulative impact subcommittee bought off on every step of the way. You know, this was agreed upon. It wasn't just a bunch of consultants out in thin air pulling ‑‑ consultants pulling numbers out of a hat and saying maybe this will work. It was thought about, evaluated, figured out. Notice also that it was useful ‑‑ actually useful for alternatives analysis in table 1 on page 7‑4 is the ‑‑ provides a summary of that. So just some things I would like to point out about the methodology here. Again on page 5‑2 you'll find the criteria that they used. On page ‑‑ that were magnitude, intensity and duration of effect. So you might pickets, but these are the ones they picked. They chose to use acres as their indicator. You'll see that discussed on 5‑3. They looked at weights. They chose to weigh things differently. Some resources are more important than others. Some impacts are more serious than others. They did all that. You see that discussed on 5‑4. And the habitat assessment unit, which was the final result of all of this calculation, is on table 2, page 5‑5, and I just want to close with the description here of how the alternatives really ‑‑ how this was really helpful in analyzing alternatives. So if you look at table 1 on page 7‑2, you'll see several open columns and several shaded columns. The first open column is the no project, what would happen if we didn't do anything out there, and you'll notice there are some impacts, even if nothing happened. The next one is the alternative they call the open bay. Again, some habitat assessment units calculated for that. The next one is what they call the bug, or beneficial uses group, habitat units calculated for that. Then each of those three alternatives in the shaded areas had cross‑calculations so you could compare one alternative with another and compare them with no project, for example. And then at the bottom of the ‑‑ bottom of the chart there is the lowest number. All of the alternatives had some impact, but the beneficial uses group had the least number of impacts or the least amount of impact as calculated through this analysis of cumulative effects. So it was actually helpful in doing that. So keys to success that I've noticed in this particular case, and I think they are generalizable to the future, are things like there's a clear rationale for selection of everything, of the resource, the boundaries, the tools, the projects you're going to analyze, all of that. There's a clear description of the process. You may not like it, but it's there for you to examine. And that's really important. You'll also notice that this doesn't go on page after page after page. It's a relatively concise and clear. There was buy‑in from the major players which I've mentioned before. That's something that you'll want to make sure that you have. The more complex your project, the more players, the more it's important to get them on the same page with you in terms of what these criteria are and the thresholds and how you're going to go about this process. And my very favorite is it really is applied to decision making. It's helpful in analyzing the alternatives in compare and contrast with those alternatives. And so my closing remark, I didn't ‑‑ it's not ‑‑ it's not as quite as concise as Ted's was where he says it's fundamental to the NEPA process. This is a quote again out of the CEQ guidance, though, the old guidance that says... "essential to effectively managing the consequences of human activities on the landscape." I couldn't say it better myself. Here are some of the web resources that I've talked about. White House.gov/CEQ which we now here is NEPA.gov. Yea! NTC.BLM.gov. That's what you know and love. Oops. ENVIROtrain.com is ETCI's website and some of the stuff on here we've been talking about that you can get there as well. And web.MAC.com/ENVIROtrain. We're now in the Podcasting business there. Thanks for your attention. Back to you.
>> C. Humphrey: 
Those pod casts if we can divert, you have three of them so far?  

>> two of them up. The third one will go up next week.
>> C. Humphrey: 
One is about cumulative effects?
>> Dr. Wildesen: 
Yes.
>> C. Humphrey: 
I tried that website and I couldn't get it to work and I think it has to do with ‑‑ gosh, what was it ‑‑
>> Dr. Wildesen: 
There may be firewalls or something. I can't get it to from your computer either.
>> C. Humphrey: 
I think Jeanie got it to. I think we needed quick time loaded on our computers or something.
>> Dr. Wildesen: 
If you need anything, it will be a free download from somewhere.
>> C. Humphrey: 
I think we have to talk to our I.T. people. Actually that Galveston example was real helpful in bringing it all home. It's good to get a good example every once in a while because most of the time we like to bring up bad examples and it's good to have a good example.
>> Dr. Wildesen: 
And from somebody else, too, so you can see how they did it and figure out ‑‑
>> C. Humphrey: 
One of the other things you said is in the CEQ guide ounce cumulative effects there's lots and lots of examples in there. I know people are always looking for examples.
>> Dr. Wildesen: I'm looking for your examples, too. If you guys have examples of things, and maybe we can talk about that the rest of the time some.
