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TO THE PARTY ADDRESSED:

The staff of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission)
has prepared a final environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Leach XPress and
Rayne XPress Expansion Projects (Projects), proposed by Columbia Gas Transmission,
LLC (Columbia Gas) and Columbia Gulf Transmission, LLC (Columbia Gulf),
respectively, in the above-referenced dockets. Columbia Gas requests authorization to
construct, operate, abandon in-place, replace, and operate certain natural gas pipeline
facilities in West Virginia, Pennsylvania, and Ohio to transport about 1.5 million dekatherms
of natural gas per day of firm transportation service to natural gas consumers served by
the Columbia Gas pipeline systems. Columbia Gulf requests authorization to add new
compression in Kentucky to provide about 621,000 dekatherms per day of firm
transportation on Columbia Gulf’s system.

The final EIS assesses the potential environmental effects of the construction and
operation of the Projects in accordance with the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The FERC staff concludes that approval of the
Projects would have some adverse and significant environmental impacts; however, these
impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels with the implementation of
Columbia Gas’ and Columbia Gulf’s proposed mitigation and the additional measures
recommended by staff in the final EIS.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Kentucky Department for Environmental
Protection, Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, Pennsylvania Department of
Conservation and Natural Resources, Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Protection, West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection, and West Virginia
Department of Natural Resources participated as cooperating agencies in the preparation
of the final EIS. Cooperating agencies have jurisdiction by law or special expertise with
respect to resources potentially affected by the proposals and participate in the NEPA
analysis. Although the cooperating agencies provided input to the conclusions and
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recommendations presented in the final EIS, the agencies will present their own
conclusions and recommendations in their respective Records of Decision for the
Projects.

The final EIS addresses the potential environmental effects of the construction
and operation of the following facilities:

o 132 miles of new 36-inch-diameter natural gas pipeline, 24 miles of 36-
inch-diameter looping pipeline®, 28 miles of 20-inch-diameter pipeline to be
abandoned in place, 3 new compressor stations, and appurtenant facilities
including 2 existing compressor station modifications, 4 new and 1 modified
regulator stations, 13 pig launcher and receiver facilities?, 9 mainline valves
and 5 odorization facilities proposed by Columbia Gas; and

. two new compressor stations, and a modification to an existing
measurement and regulation station proposed by Columbia Gulf.

The FERC staff mailed copies of the final EIS to federal, state, and local
government representatives and agencies; elected officials; environmental and public
interest groups; Native American tribes; potentially affected landowners and other
interested individuals and groups; newspapers and libraries in the project area; and parties
to this proceeding. Paper copy versions of this final EIS were mailed to those specifically
requesting them; all others received a CD version. In addition, the final EIS is available
for public viewing on the FERC’s website (www.ferc.gov) using the eLibrary link. A
limited number of copies are available for distribution and public inspection at:

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Public Reference Room
888 First Street NE, Room 2A
Washington, DC 20426
(202) 502-8371

Questions?

Additional information about the project is available from the Commission’s
Office of External Affairs, at (866) 208-FERC, or on the FERC website (www.ferc.gov)
using the eLibrary link. Click on the eLibrary link, click on “General Search,” and enter

! A pipeline loop is a segment of pipe constructed parallel to an existing pipeline to

increase capacity.
A pig is an internal tool that can be used to clean and dry a pipeline and/or to
inspect it for damage or corrosion.
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the docket number excluding the last three digits in the Docket Number field (i.e., CP15-
514 or CP15-539). Be sure you have selected an appropriate date range. For assistance,
please contact FERC Online Support at FercOnlineSupport@ferc.gov or toll free at (866)
208-3676; for TTY, contact (202) 502-8659. The eL.ibrary link also provides access to
the texts of formal documents issued by the Commission, such as orders, notices, and
rulemakings.

In addition, the Commission offers a free service called eSubscription that 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
documents. Go to www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/esubscription.asp.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The staff of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) has prepared
this final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to fulfill requirements of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and the Commission’s implementing regulations under Title 18 of the Code
of Federal Regulations Part 380 (18 CFR 380). On June 8, 2015, Columbia Gas Transmission, LLC
(Columbia Gas), filed an application with the FERC under Section 7(b) and 7(c) of the Natural Gas Act
(NGA) and Part 157 of the Commission’s regulations to construct, operate, and abandon certain interstate
natural gas pipeline facilities in Ohio, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia. On July 29, 2015, Columbia
Gulf Transmission, LLC (Columbia Gulf) filed an application with FERC under section 7(c) of the NGA
and part 157 of the Commission’s regulations to construct, operate, and maintain certain interstate related
natural gas pipeline facilities in Kentucky. Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf are seeking Certificates of
Public Convenience and Necessity (Certificate), and were assigned Docket Nos. CP15-514-000 and
CP15-539-000 for their applications, respectively.

The FERC is the federal agency responsible for authorizing interstate natural gas transmission
facilities under the NGA and is the lead federal agency for preparation of this EIS in compliance with the
requirements of NEPA. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (COE), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
(OEPA), the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP), the Pennsylvania
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (PADCNR), the West Virginia Department of
Environmental Protection (WVDEP), the West Virginia Division of Natural Resources (WVDNR), and
the Kentucky Department for Environmental Protection (KYDEP) participated as cooperating agencies in
preparation of the EIS. A cooperating agency has jurisdiction by law or has special expertise with respect
to environmental resource issues associated with a project.

PROPOSED ACTION

Columbia Gas’s proposal, referred to as the Leach XPress Project (LX Project), would involve
the construction, operation, and abandonment of an existing pipeline. The proposed LX Project’s pipeline
facilities would total about 160.7 miles of pipe and add approximately 143,000 horsepower (hp) of
compression to transport up to 1.5 million dekatherms (Dth/d)* per day of natural gas.

Columbia Gas would abandon 28.2 miles of the existing Line R-501 in Fairfield, Hocking, and
Vinton Counties, Ohio. By abandoning a segment of Line R-501 and constructing the R-801 Loop?,
Columbia Gas would enhance the overall reliability and flexibility of its existing R-System and increase
the existing system capacity. Various replacement and upgrade projects along its existing R-System
would allow Columbia Gas to modernize the system facilities, improve system integrity, and enhance
service reliability and flexibility. According to Columbia Gas, the proposed pipeline project was
developed in response to market demand for the transportation of stranded natural gas supplies from the
existing production region to areas of higher demand and premium markets.

Columbia Gas’ proposal (LX Project) includes the following:

e two natural gas pipelines in Ohio, West Virginia, and Pennsylvania (LEX Pipeline -
132 miles; LEX1 Pipeline — 1.2 miles);

A dekatherm is a unit of heating value often used by natural gas companies instead of volume for billing purposes. A
dekatherm is equivalent to 10 therms, or one million British thermal units, or approximately 1,000 cubic feet.
A pipeline loop is a segment of pipe constructed parallel to an existing pipeline to increase capacity.
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e two natural gas pipeline loops in Ohio and West Virginia (R-801 Loop — 24 miles; BM-111
Loop — 2.9 miles);

e abandonment in place of a segment of one existing natural gas pipeline in Ohio (R-501
Abandonment — 28 miles);

e construction of new three compressor stations in Ohio and West Virginia (Lone Oak
Compressor Station, Summerfield Compressor Station, Oak Hill Compressor Station);

o modification of two compressor units in Ohio and West Virginia (Benton Compressor
Station, Crawford Compressor Station);

o installation of three new electric motor-driven compressor units and the decommissioning of
one existing natural gas-driven compressor unit at an existing compressor station (Ceredo
Compressor Station);

e construction of four new regulator stations;

e modification at one existing regulator station;

e 13 bi-directional pig® launcher and/or receiver facilities;
e nine Main Line Valves (MLVS);

o five odorization sites at facilities located along Columbia Gas’ existing pipeline system; and

various appurtenant and auxiliary facilities.

LX Project facilities to be constructed would be located in Marshall and Wayne Counties, West
Virginia; Greene County, Pennsylvania; and Monroe, Noble, Muskingum, Morgan, Perry, Fairfield,
Hocking, Jackson, Lawrence, and Vinton Counties, Ohio.

Columbia Gulf’s proposal, referred to as the Rayne XPress Expansion Project (RXE Project),
would involve the construction and operation of 51,800 hp at two compressor stations in Carter, Menifee,
and Montgomery Counties, Kentucky to enable up to 621,000 Dth/d of firm transportation on its system.

Subject to the receipt of FERC authorization and all other applicable permits, authorizations, and
approvals, Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf propose to start construction of both projects in November
2016 and continue through November 2017. Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf would request to place
the natural gas pipeline facilities into service (i.e., operation) following determination that restoration is
proceeding satisfactorily, which is expected to follow shortly after construction is completed.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

On September 26, 2014, Columbia Gas filed a request with the FERC to initiate the
Commission’s pre-filing process for its pipeline project. At that time, Columbia Gas was in the
preliminary design stage of the project and no formal application had been filed with FERC. The purpose
of the pre-filing process is to involve interested stakeholders early in the project planning process and to
identify and resolve issues prior to filing an application with the FERC. On October 9, 2014, FERC
granted Columbia Gas’s request and assigned the project a pre-filing docket number (PF14-23-000) to

3 A pig is an internal tool that can be used to clean and dry a pipeline and/or to inspect it for damage or corrosion.
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place information related to the pipeline project into the public record. The cooperating agencies agreed
to conduct their environmental reviews of the pipeline project in conjunction with the Commission’s
environmental process.

On January 13, 2015, the Commission issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement for the Planned Leach XPress Project, Request for Comments on Environmental Issues,
and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings. The notice was published in the Federal Register on January 20,
2015, and mailed to more than 1,300 interested parties including federal, state, and local government
representatives and agencies; elected officials; environmental and public interest groups; Native
American Tribes; affected property owners; other interested parties; and local libraries and newspapers.
We* held five public scoping meetings in the project area to provide an opportunity for agencies,
stakeholders, and the general public to learn more about the proposed project and participate in the
environmental analysis by commenting on the issues to be addressed in the draft EIS. The notice briefly
described the project and the EIS process, provided a preliminary list of issues identified by us, invited
written comments on the environmental issues that should be addressed in the draft EIS, listed the date
and location of five public scoping meetings to be held in the area of the project. As a result of route
modifications, the Commission issued a supplemental letter to parties on April 1, 2015. The notice was
mailed to more than 300 interested parties.

On September 4, 2015, the Commission issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement for the Rayne XPress Expansion Project and Request for Comments on Environmental
Issues. The notice was published in the Federal Register on September 11, 2015 and mailed to more than
230 interested parties, including federal, state, and local government representatives and agencies; elected
officials; environmental and public interest groups; Native American Tribes; affected property owners;
other interested parties; and local libraries and newspapers. The notice established a closing date for
receipt of comments of October 5, 2015. In this notice, we stated that we would evaluate the
environmental impacts of the RXE Project in the EIS being prepared for the LX Project.

In response to our notices and at our public meetings, we received 57 written comments and 58
motions to intervene from landowners, public officials, non-governmental organizations, and government
agencies regarding the LX and RXE Projects. These comments primarily expressed concerns with the
proposed location of the pipeline route and the effects of the LX and RXE Projects on resources,
including, but not limited to waterbodies, wetlands, wildlife, vegetation, threatened and endangered
species, project safety, blasting, air quality, and cumulative impacts.

On April 21, 2016, we issued a Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Proposed Leach Xpress Project and Rayne Xpress Expansion Project. This notice,
which was published in the Federal Register, listed the dates and locations of public comment meetings
and established a closing date of June 13, 2016 for receiving comments on the draft EIS. Copies of the
draft EIS were mailed to over 1,670 stakeholders. The public had 45 days after the date of publication of
the EPA’s notice in the Federal Register to comment on the draft EIS either in the form of written
comments or at public meetings held in the LX/RXE Project areas. All comments received on the draft
EIS are addressed in the final EIS.

We held five public comment meetings in the LX/RXE Project area to solicit and receive
comments on the draft EIS. The meetings were held between May 18, 2016 and May 26, 2016 in
Caldwell, Ohio; Moundsville, West Virginia; Logan, Ohio; Oak Hill, Ohio; and Huntington, West
Virginia. The meetings provided the public an opportunity to present oral comments on the analysis of
environmental impacts described in the draft EIS. This final EIS addresses all substantive comments

4 “We,” “us,” and “our” refer to the environmental staff of the FERC’s Office of Energy Projects.
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submitted to the FERC or received at the open houses, scoping meetings, interagency meetings, and
comment meetings on the draft EIS.

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

Construction and operation of the Projects could result in numerous impacts on the environment.
We evaluated the impacts of the LX and RXE Projects, taking into consideration Columbia Gas’ and
Columbia Gulf’s proposed impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures on geology, soils,
groundwater, surface water, wetlands, vegetation, wildlife, fisheries, special status species, land use,
visual resources, socioeconomics, cultural resources, air quality, noise, and safety. Where necessary, we
are recommending additional mitigation measures to further minimize or avoid impacts. We also
assessed cumulative impacts on past, current, and reasonably foreseeable actions in the project areas. In
section 3 of this EIS, we summarize the evaluation of alternatives to the LX and RXE Projects including
the no-action alternative, system alternatives, major and minor route alternatives, and aboveground
facility site alternatives.

Based on scoping comments, agency consultations, and our independent evaluation of resource
impacts, the major issues identified in our analysis are associated with the LX Project, including
waterbodies, forests, and wildlife habitat. Our analysis of these issues is summarized below and
discussed in detail in the appropriate resource sections in sections 3 and 4 of this EIS. Section 5 of this
EIS contains our conclusions and a compilation of our recommended mitigation measures.

Geology and Soils

The primary effect of the Projects on geologic resources would be the disturbance to steep
topographic features and the excavation of consolidated or shallow bedrock during the construction of the
pipeline and aboveground facilities, found along the construction right-of-way. All areas disturbed during
pipeline construction would be graded and restored as closely as possible to pre-construction contours
during cleanup and restoration.

A number of stone and coal mines were identified within, or within proximity to, the Project
areas. Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf have undertaken geotechnical investigations and have
coordinated with the appropriate mining companies regarding the potential for future surface and
longwall mining activities. No impacts are expected as a result of longwall mining activity at the Lone
Oak Compressor Station site. In addition, a total of 222 oil and gas wells have been identified within, or
within proximity to, the LX and RXE Project areas. These sites would be field verified through civil
surveys prior to the start of construction. We are recommending that Columbia Gas file the results of
these surveys and provide measures to minimize hazards for wells located within 100 feet of the LEX
Pipeline.

Based on the avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures developed by Columbia Gas and
Columbia Gulf, including measures outlined in their Project-specific Environmental Construction
Standards (ECS), Columbia Gas’ Longwall Mining Plan, and Columbia Gas’ Blasting Plan, we conclude
that construction and operation of the Projects would not have any significant adverse effects on geologic
resources in the Projects’ areas.

Landslide impacts were assessed for the Projects and due to steep slopes and underlying soils and
geologic conditions in certain areas, 20 minor route deviations were incorporated into the proposed route
of the LX Project to avoid site-specific features (e.g., topography, landowner concerns, sensitive habitat,
or structures). Many of these deviations occurred to minimize the risks associated with construction on
steep side slopes and to avoid difficult and rugged terrain primarily characterized by severe elevation
changes and rocky outcrops.
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The Projects would traverse a variety of soil types and conditions. Construction activities
associated with the Projects, such as clearing, grading, trenching, and backfilling, could adversely affect
soil resources by causing erosion and compaction and by introducing excess rock or fill material to the
surface, which could hinder restoration of the disturbed areas. However, Columbia Gas and Columbia
Gulf would implement the mitigation measures contained in the ECS, which incorporates the measures in
FERC’s Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (Plan), to control erosion,
enhance successful revegetation, and minimize any potential adverse impacts on soil resources.
Specifically, these measures include topsoil segregation, temporary and permanent erosion controls, and
post-construction restoration and revegetation of construction work areas. Additionally, Columbia Gas
and Columbia Gulf would implement its Spill Prevention and Response Procedures (Spill Procedures)
during construction and operation to prevent and contain and, if necessary, clean up accidental spills of
any material that may contaminate soils.

Most impacts on soil would be temporary and short-term. Permanent impacts on soils would
occur at the aboveground facilities, where the sites would be covered with gravel and converted to natural
gas facility use. With Columbia Gas’ and Columbia Gulf’s implementation of their best management
practices (BMPs), ECSs, and implementation of the measures contained in FERC’s Plan, as well as our
additional recommendations for Columbia Gas to conduct civil surveys identifying the location of any
conventional or unconventional oil and gas well locations (including permitted, drilled, producing and
abandoned oil and gas wells) within the LX Project footprint, we conclude that impacts on geological and
soil resources would be adequately minimized.

Groundwater, Waterbody Crossings, Water Use, and Wetlands

Regional aquifers in the LX Project area originate from Pennsylvanian and Mississippian
principal aquifers. The project would cross 15 drinking water source protection areas (DWSPASs) for
public water supplies associated with groundwater sources in Ohio located within 0.5 mile of the project
and five (5) DWSPAs are located in within the project workspace. There are no other DWSPASs or
wellhead protection areas (WHPA) located within 0.5 mile of the LX Project. The project, including
alternate pipe yard sites, would contain 73 water wells within 150 feet of the project area. There are 24
springs identified along the project area in Ohio, 3 in West Virginia, and 2 in Pennsylvania. Columbia
Gas has agreed to test all water wells and springs within 150 feet of the construction workspace, at the
landowner’s request, for water quality and quantity prior to and after construction, and provide an
alternative water source or a mutually agreeable solution in the event of construction related impacts.

Construction activities in the LX and RXE Projects would not significantly impact groundwater
resources because the majority of construction would involve shallow, temporary, and localized
excavation. These potential impacts would be avoided or further minimized by the use of construction
techniques and mitigation described in in Columbia Gas’ and Columbia Gulf’s Project-specific ECS,
which incorporates measures contained in FERC’s Procedures. Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf would
prevent or adequately minimize accidental spills and leaks of hazardous materials into groundwater
resources during construction and operation by adhering to its Spill Procedures.

The LX Project would cross 1,083 waterbodies (170 perennial, 390 intermittent, and 516
ephemeral, and 7 open water) and the RXE project would cross 5 tributaries. Two of the manmade ponds
in Ohio which are classified as open water are located within the project workspace; however, the ponds
would be avoided during construction activities. Approximately 63 feet of one minor, intermittent
waterbody would be permanently filled as a result of construction and operation of the proposed Lone
Oak Compressor Station. In addition, approximately 100 feet of one minor, ephemeral waterbody would
be permanently relocated to accommodate a new storm water management pond within the existing
Ceredo Compressor Station.
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Columbia Gas anticipates using the open-cut or horizontal directional drill (HDD) methods to
cross all waterbodies. Twenty-four of these waterbodies would be crossed using the HDD method,;
however, the Hocking River in Ohio, a major waterbody, would be crossed via the open-cut method.
Additional measures outlined in Columbia Gas’ ECS would aid in the effective avoidance or
minimization of impacts on surface waterbodies.

Construction of the LX Project (including temporary pipeline impacts, aboveground facility
impacts, and access road impacts) would affect a total of 16.1 acres of wetlands, including 1.4 acres of
forested wetlands, 0.8 acre of scrub-shrub wetlands, and 13.9 acres of emergent wetlands. No wetlands
would be disturbed for the RXE project. A majority of project wetlands would return to pre-construction
conditions. During the operational life of the project, Columbia Gas would maintain a 30-foot-wide
corridor with selective removal of trees that could compromise the integrity of the pipeline coating,
impacting 1.0 acre of wetlands. We are recommending that Columbia Gas provide a copy of its final
wetland compensation plan being developed with the appropriate agencies.

Based on the avoidance and minimization measures developed by Columbia Gas, including the
Project-specific ECS, and pending agency recommendations for wetland mitigation, we conclude that
impacts on groundwater, surface water, and wetland resources would be effectively minimized or
mitigated, and would be largely temporary in duration. Construction and operation-related impacts on
wetlands would be further minimized or mitigated by Columbia Gas’s compliance with the pending
conditions imposed in the permits issued by the COE, the KYDEP, Ohio Department of Natural
Resources (ODNR), the PADEP, and the West Virginia Department of Natural Resources (WVDNR).

Vegetation, Wildlife, Fisheries, and Federally Listed and State-Sensitive Species

The proposed Projects’ impacts on vegetation would range from short-term to permanent due to
the varied amount of time required to re-establish certain community types, as well as the maintenance of
grassy vegetation within the permanent right-of-way and the conversion of aboveground facility locations
to non-vegetated areas. The greatest impact on vegetation would be on forested areas because of the time
required for tree regrowth to pre-construction condition. Construction in forest lands would remove the
tree canopy over the width of the construction right-of-way, which would change the structure and local
setting of the forest area. The regrowth of trees would take years and possibly decades. Moreover, the
forest land on the permanent right-of-way would be permanently impacted by ongoing vegetation
maintenance during operations, which would preclude the re-establishment of trees directly over the
centerline of the proposed pipeline. Although Columbia Gas has attempted to route its pipeline adjacent
to existing disturbed areas and outside forested areas where possible, impacts on forest habitat represents
a significant impact and still account for about 1,380.6 acres of upland forest impacts and 1.1 acres of
forested wetland impacts.

Invasive plant species have the potential to out-compete native plants and colonize areas
disturbed by construction of the pipeline. Potential impacts resulting from invasive species establishment
would be minimized through Columbia Gas’ and Columbia Gulf’s employment of their proposed invasive
species mitigation practices contained within their ECS, such as minimization of sediment transport,
topsoil preservation in wetlands, quick revegetation of native species within the right-of-way during
restoration, and restoration monitoring of the construction corridor. In addition, we are recommending
that Columbia Gas address agency requests for the use of seed mixes that contain native pollinator plant
species in order to benefit pollinating species.

The Projects would affect wildlife and wildlife habitats along the pipeline route and at the
compressor stations. These impacts would be temporary, short-term, long-term, or permanent, depending
on the habitat type impacted, proposed facility type, as well as the location of that habitat within project
workspaces. Overall impacts on wildlife from the LX and RXE Projects would be long-term in forested
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areas, but minor and temporary in other habitats that are previously disturbed. The proposed LX Project
would be located near four Important Bird Areas, but would not cross them. To ensure that the LX
Project’s proposed crossing of the Sunfish Creek State Forest would result in minimal impacts on habitat,
we are recommending that Columbia Gas provide any mitigation measures it has developed with the Ohio
Department of Natural Resources aimed at minimizing impacts on habitat within this forest. Columbia
Gas has routed the pipeline and associated facilities to minimize impacts on wildlife to the maximum
extent possible. Columbia Gas would minimize impacts on wildlife by collocating the proposed
workspace with other existing rights-of-way (approximately 40 percent of the proposed alignment).
Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf would follow measures outlined in their ECS to minimize effects on
wildlife and their associated habitat.

Construction has the potential to impact migratory birds within the project area. A variety of
migratory bird species, including Birds of Conservation Concern, are associated with the habitats that
would be affected by the project. The clearing of vegetation during the nesting season could have direct
impacts on individual migratory birds. As recommended by the FWS, Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf
would conduct clearing activities between September 1 and March 31 to minimize impacts. The final EIS
discusses numerous minimization and mitigation measures that the applicants would implement to
protect migratory birds and their habitat. We are recommending that Columbia Gas further mitigate the
negative impacts on migratory bird habitat by avoiding or minimizing impacts to the degree practicable
through its Final Migratory Bird Conservation Plan developed in consultation with the FWS to further
minimize impacts on birds of special concern.

The LX Project pipeline would cross 983 freshwater waterbodies including 6 Ohio state-
designated superior high quality waters; 3 waterbodies classified by the COE as Section 10 of the Clean
Water Act (navigable waterway); 18 Pennsylvania state-designated Warm Water Fishes Aquatic Life
streams; 1 Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission approved trout water; and 128 waterbodies listed as
303(d) impaired waters. Additionally, the LX Project aboveground facilities would affect 15 waterbodies,
access roads would cross 75 waterbodies, and contractor yards would affect 10 waterbodies. Columbia
Gas would use various crossing methods such as wet open-cut, conventional bore, and HDD and follow
measures outlined in the ECS and Procedures to minimize impacts on waterbodies. Crossings of
waterbodies that support fisheries of special concern would comply with federal and state regulations and
conditions. We are recommending that Columbia Gas construct through waterbodies in compliance with
timing windows established by our Procedures unless expressly permitted in writing by the appropriate
state agency that alternative time windows are granted.

Columbia Gas would use surface water and municipal sources totaling approximately 42 million
gallons for hydrostatic testing. The LX Project proposes to use four waterbodies as sources of hydrostatic
test water for the pipeline and municipal and various sources of test water for aboveground
facilities. WVDEP recommended that water withdrawn from the Ohio River either be discharged back
into the Ohio River or be treated with a WVDEP-recommended biocide prior to discharge. The RXE
Project proposes to use municipal sources for water hydrostatic testing.

Based on Columbia Gas’ and Columbia Gulf’s consultations with FWS and our review of
existing records, 16 federally listed threatened or endangered species are potentially present in the project
areas. We requested that the FWS consider the draft EIS as the Biological Assessment for the
Projects. We have determined that construction and operation of the Projects in accordance with
Columbia Gas’ and Columbia Gulf’s proposed measures and our recommendations would not likely
adversely affect the Indiana bat, northern long-eared bat, Gray bat, Virginia big-eared bat, fanshell, pink
mucket, rabbitsfoot, sheepnose, snuffbox, clubshell, rayed bean, American burying beetle, northern
monkshood, running buffalo clover or small whorled pogonia. We have determined that the proposed
Projects would have no effect on white-haired goldenrod. In order to assess the LX Project’s potential
impact on the Indiana bat and the northern long-eared bat, we are recommending that Columbia Gas not
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begin construction of the LX Project within lands not covered by the Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) in Ohio until FERC staff completes any necessary ESA Section 7
consultation with the FWS for the Indiana bat and northern long-eared bat.

Through desktop analysis and field habitat assessments, we have determined that 1) after
implementation of the MSHCP, and 2) any additional impact minimization measures specified by the
FWS and state agencies, the LX and RXE Projects would have no effect or are not likely to adversely
affect any species federally listed as proposed threatened or species of management concern. We hold
this conclusion for state-listed species as well, with the exception of single-headed pussytoes.
Consultation with PADCNR is ongoing for this species pending the completion of field survey reports.

We are recommending Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf provide results from all outstanding
surveys, correspondence, and mitigation measures for state-listed species prior to construction of the
Projects.

Land Use and Visual Resources

Construction of the proposed Projects would affect approximately 3,196.0 acres of land, while
operations would affect approximately 1,045.0 acres. Right-of-way (including permanent and temporary
right-of-way and approved temporary work space (ATWS)) would account for approximately 76.6
percent of all affected land during the construction phase, and approximately 95.0 percent of all affected
land during the operations.

Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf have identified 116 structures within 50 feet of the
construction work area, including residences, businesses, and other structures such as barns, sheds, or
garages. Of these, 68 are within 25 feet of the construction work area. No planned developments have
been identified within 0.5 mile of the project. Columbia Gas has developed site specific residential
construction plans for all residences crossed within 50 feet of the LX Project’s work limits. We are
recommending that Columbia Gas provide evidence prior to construction of landowner concurrence from
residences that are within 10 feet of the LX Project construction work area.

The LX Project would have two crossings of the North Country National Scenic Trail; one scenic
byway; the Sunfish Creek state forest in Ohio; three recreational trails; one wildlife management area;
and one outdoor recreation area. The LEX Pipeline portion of the LX Project would cross 0.4 mile of the
Sunfish Creek State Forest. Since consultations with ODNR regarding impacts, permitting, and
regulatory requirements are ongoing concerning the impacts on and restoration of wildlife habitat in the
Sunfish Creek State Forest, we recommend continued consultations with the ODNR, formal application
and independent Environmental Assessment, as well as any avoidance or mitigation measures developed
with this agency regarding the Sunfish Creek State Forest crossing.

The LX Project would also be within 0.25 mile of one nature preserve and its two associated
components, an additional nature preserve, one public park, one conservation preserve, and two state
parks. The LX Project would also cross the Dunkard Fork Wildlife Management in West Virginia.
Impacts on recreation in these areas would be temporary and limited to the period of active construction,
which typically would last only several days to several weeks in any one area. These impacts would be
minimized by implementation of Columbia Gas’s ECS.

The LX Project would cross one parcel enrolled in the Conservation Reserve Program and three
conservation easements. The LX Project would also occur within 0.3 mile of one state forest and one
easement within the Wetland Reserve Program. Columbia Gas has agreed to continue to coordinate with
the owners of these easements and refine the pipeline routes regarding BMPs and mitigation measures to
be implemented during construction activities in these areas.
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Visual resources along the pipeline route are a function of geology, climate, and historical
processes, and include topographic relief, vegetation, water, wildlife, land use, and human uses and
development. Approximately 40 percent of the pipeline corridors would be installed within or parallel to
existing pipeline and/or utility rights-of-way. As a result, the visual resources along collocated portions
have been previously affected by other similar activities. Impacts in other areas would be greatest where
a conversion from forested land to a grassy, maintained right-of-way would occur, particularly at viewing
locations such as roadways or trails. Additionally, we are recommending Columbia Gas and Columbia
Gulf provide visual screening plans to benefit nearby noise sensitive receivers located near the proposed
Oak Hill and Means Compressor Stations in response to landowner concerns.

Construction and operation of compressor stations and meter stations would result in a greater
impact on visual resources. Construction of new aboveground facilities would result in conversion of
133.6 acres of forest, agricultural, and open land into industrial land. Several of the facilities are within
the viewshed of residences. Some of these residences have existing visual buffers that would screen their
view of the aboveground facilities, while others would experience altered viewsheds. Overall, visual
impacts on residences close to the aboveground facilities would be permanent.

We conclude that overall impacts on land use and visual resources would be adequately
minimized, with adherence to Columbia Gas’ and Columbia Gulf’s proposed impact avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation plans, and our recommendations.

Socioeconomics

The primary socioeconomic effects of the projects include an increased population associated
with the influx of construction workers and the impact of these workers on public services and temporary
housing during construction. Secondary socioeconomic effects include increased sales and property tax
revenue, job opportunities, income associated with local construction employment, increased vehicle
traffic, and impacts on roads.

We received comments regarding potential adverse effects on property values, traffic safety
within the project area during construction, and concern about eminent domain. The actual potential for
these impacts is highly variable as each individual property that would be crossed by the project is unique.
The effect that an easement may have on property values is an issue that Columbia Gas and landowners
negotiate during the easement acquisition process. The easement acquisition process focuses on
providing fair compensation to landowners for the right to use the property for pipeline construction and
operation. To address traffic impacts related to construction across and within roadways and railroads,
Columbia Gas has developed an acceptable Traffic Control Plan. During construction of the projects,
Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf would maintain traffic safety through use of appropriate traffic control
measures, including the use of flagmen and signs in affected areas. Necessary permits would be obtained
for traffic related impacts and contractors would comply with weight limitations and restrictions.

Construction of the projects would result in minor positive impacts from increases in construction
jobs, payroll taxes, purchases made by the workforce, and expenses associated with the acquisition of
material goods and equipment. Operation of the LX and RXE Projects would have a minor to moderate
positive effect on local government tax revenues from an increase in property taxes that would be
collected.

Cultural Resources
Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf conducted archival research and walkover surveys of the area

of the proposed Projects to identify historic aboveground resources and locations for additional
subsurface testing in areas with potential for prehistoric and historic archaeological sites. Columbia Gas
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identified 149 historic aboveground resources in Ohio and 16 historic aboveground resources in West
Virginia within the area of direct impact for the proposed LX Project. Additionally 96 historic farms
were reported located in various counties in Ohio and 9 historic farms were reported in West Virginia.
No historic aboveground resources were identified in Pennsylvania. We have determined that one of
these historic aboveground resources is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). Sixty sites have been recommended as ineligible, and 104 sites have not been assessed.
Columbia Gas has committed to avoiding and monitoring resources. We are recommending Columbia
Gas file avoidance plans prior to construction of facilities.

Phase | archaeological surveys and architectural reconnaissance surveys are ongoing at the time
of this final EIS for portions of the pipeline corridor, aboveground facilities, temporary workspaces,
contractor yards and access roads. Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf would complete and submit all
survey information in the proposed Area of Potential Effect to FERC prior to construction.

We consulted with federally recognized Native American tribes to provide them an opportunity
to comment on the proposed Projects. Several tribes and organizations requested additional consultation
or information and the Delaware Tribe of Indians requested they participate as a consulting party. The
Catawba Indian Nation and the Delaware Tribe of Indians responded that they have no immediate
concerns within the boundaries of the proposed LX Project area, but requested they be notified if any
unanticipated discovery is encountered during construction.

To ensure that our responsibilities under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act are
met, we are recommending, except in Pennsylvania, that Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf not begin
construction until any additional required surveys are completed, survey reports and treatment plans (if
necessary) have been reviewed by the appropriate parties, and we have provided written notification to
proceed.

Air Quality and Noise

Air quality impacts associated with construction of the proposed projects would include
emissions from fossil-fueled construction equipment and fugitive dust. Such air quality impacts would
generally be temporary and localized, and are not expected to cause or contribute to a violation of
applicable air quality standards. Similarly, emissions associated with modifications at the existing
Columbia Gulf’s RXE facilities would be intermittent and short-term. Once construction activities in an
area are completed, fugitive dust and construction equipment emissions would subside, and the impact on
air quality due to construction would go away completely. Further, construction emissions do not exceed
the General Conformity thresholds in areas of degraded air quality. Since there are counties in the project
areas that are in nonattainment and maintenance areas, we are recommending that Columbia Gas submit a
plan for monitoring in the emissions during construction to ensure emissions meet the General
Conformity requirements. Therefore, we conclude that the projects’ construction-related impacts would
not result in a significant impact on local or regional air quality.

Columbia Gas’ LX Project would consist of the construction of three new compressor stations,
modifications at two existing stations, decommissioning of one existing natural gas-driven compressor
unit among other modifications at an existing compressor station, abandonment of one compressor
station, four new regulator stations, modification at one existing regulator station, 13 bi-directional pig
launcher and/or receiver facilities, nine mainline valves, and five new odorization stations. Columbia
Gulf’s RXE Project would consist of the construction of two new compressor stations and modification at
a measuring and regulator station. The majority of new emissions from the Columbia Gas’ and Columbia
Gulf’s Projects would result from operation of the five new compressor stations.
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Emissions generated during operation of the pipeline portions of the LX Project would be
minimal, limited to emissions from maintenance vehicles and equipment and fugitive emissions
(considered negligible for the pipeline). Based on potential emission rates, the proposed Lone Oak, Oak
Hill, and Grayson Compressor Stations would be subject to Title V permitting for the LX and RXE
Projects. Columbia Gas would need to apply for a Title VV permit for the Lone Oak and Oak Hill
Compressor Stations within twelve months of commencing operation. The Ceredo Compressor Station
currently operates under the authority of a Title VV permit; therefore, a Title V application would need to
be submitted to revise the existing permit to account for the modifications at the Ceredo Compressor
Station. The Initial Operating Permit obtained for the construction of the Grayson Compressor Station
includes the operating permit requirements for Title V; therefore, a subsequent Title V' permit application
is not required for the Grayson Compressor Station.

The New Source Performance Standard (40 CFR 60) (NSPS) Subpart JJJJ (Standards of
Performance for Stationary Spark Ignition Internal Combustion Engines) sets emission standards for
oxides of nitrogen (NOx), carbon monoxide, and volatile organic compounds. Since the Projects’
emergency engines would be greater than 130 hp, the emission standards of Subpart JJJJ would apply to
the emergency generators at the LX and RXE Projects and Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf would
comply with the emission standards. NSPS Subpart KKKK (Standards of Performance for Stationary
Combustion Turbines) sets emission limits for NOx and sulfur dioxide (SO,). The combustion turbines at
the Lone Oak, Summerfield, Oak Hill, Grayson, and Means Compressor Stations would have heat inputs
causing them to be subject to Subpart KKKK. Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf would demonstrate
compliance with the NOx emission limits through annual performance tests. We are recommending
Columbia Gas file a Construction Emission Plan to ensure construction emissions of NOx remain under
the General Conformity applicability threshold. Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf would demonstrate
compliance with the SO, limits through the use of pipeline quality natural gas. The LX and RXE Projects
would not trigger any additional NSPS at the existing facilities. As discussed in section 4.11.1.2, the
potential greenhouse gas (GHG) emission rates associated with the proposed Lone Oak, Summerfield,
and Oak Hill Compressor Stations would total approximately 497,021CO,e. The potential GHG emission
rates associated with the proposed Grayson and Means Compressor Stations would total approximately
331,860 CO.e.

Noise Sensitive Areas (NSAS) near the construction areas may experience an intermittent increase
in perceptible noise during construction, but the effect would be temporary and local. Construction of
aboveground facilities would be limited to daytime hours. Noise mitigation measures that would be
implemented during construction include the use of sound-muffling devices on engines and installation of
barriers between construction activity and NSAs. Additional noise mitigation measures could be
implemented to further reduce construction noise disturbances at NSAs. Generally, nighttime noise
would not increase during construction, with the exception of HDD activity. Proposed mitigation would
reduce noise levels from HDD activity to below 55 dBA Ly, (decibels on the A-weighted scale and day-
night noise level). Based on modeled noise levels, our recommendations that Columbia Gas prepare a
revised HDD noise mitigation analysis and weekly construction status reports, and the temporary nature
of construction, we conclude that the Projects would not result in significant noise impacts on residents
and the surrounding communities during construction.

Columbia Gas proposes seven HDD locations. HDD activities would use a wide variety of
equipment with a majority of the noise being generated at the entry points. Columbia Gas would
implement general mitigation measures, and we are recommending that Columbia Gas provide noise
measurements and site-specific mitigation measures to reduce noise from HDD activities below the
required level.

Columbia Gas’s project would require blasting in some areas of the proposed route resulting in
potential noise and vibration effects. Columbia Gas has developed a Project-specific Blasting Plan. In
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comparison with other construction noise, the sound resulting from blasting would be brief and
infrequent. Blasting would be conducted in accordance with applicable agency regulations, including
pre- and post-blast inspections, advance public notification, and mitigation measures as necessary.

Noise impacts would result from operation of the Project’s aboveground pipeline facilities,
compressor stations, and meter stations. The new and modified compressor stations would be designed so
that the total noise from each of these facilities operating at full capacity would not exceed our
requirements, resulting in noise levels at an Ly, of 55 dBA or lower, at the nearest NSA. Columbia Gas
and Columbia Gulf would implement noise control measures to reduce noise impacts at aboveground
facilities. All site noise sources that could cause perceptible vibration would be adequately mitigated at
regulator stations and odorization sites. Based on the analyses conducted, mitigation measures proposed,
and our recommendations that Columbia Gas prepare noise surveys after placing the compressor stations
in service, we conclude that operation of Columbia Gas’ and Columbia Gulf’s Projects would not result in
significant noise impacts on residents and the surrounding communities.

Given adherence to Columbia Gas’ and Columbia Gulf’s proposed measures as well as our
additional recommendations, we conclude that potential air and noise-related impacts associated with the
Projects would be adequately minimized or mitigated.

Reliability and Safety

The pipeline and aboveground facilities associated with the proposed Projects would be designed,
constructed, operated, and maintained to meet the Department of Transportation’s Minimum Federal
Safety Standards in 49 CFR 192 and other applicable federal and state regulations. These regulations
include specifications for material selection and qualification; minimum design requirements; and
protection of the pipeline from internal, external, and atmospheric corrosion.

Columbia Gas would implement its own management plan for its pipeline facilities, which would
be clearly marked at line-of-sight intervals and at other key points to indicate the presence of the pipeline.
The pipeline system would be inspected to observe right-of-way conditions and identify soil erosion that
may expose the pipe, dead vegetation that may indicate a leak in the pipeline, conditions of the vegetative
cover and erosion control measures, unauthorized encroachment on the right-of-way such as buildings
and other structures, and other conditions that could present a safety hazard or require preventive
maintenance or repairs. Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf would use Supervisory Control and Data
Acquisition systems that would allow for continuous monitoring and control of the Project.

Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf would prepare emergency response plans that would provide
procedures to be followed in the event of an emergency that would meet the requirements of 49 CFR
192.615. The plan would include the procedures for communicating with emergency services
departments, prompt responses for each type of emergency, logistics, emergency shut down and pressure
reduction, emergency service department notification, and service restoration.

We conclude that Columbia Gas’ and Columbia Gulf’s implementation of the above measures
would protect public safety and the integrity of the proposed facilities.

Cumulative Impacts

Three types of projects (past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects) could potentially
contribute to a cumulative impact when considered with the proposed Projects. Cumulative analysis
considered projects meeting one or more of the criteria listed below. These criteria define the Projects’
regions of influence used in this analysis to describe the general area for which the proposed
Projects could potentially contribute to cumulative impacts. The region of influence for the cumulative
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analysis included projects within the proposed Projects’ boundaries of the eight-digit hydrologic unit code
watersheds affecting water resources and aquatic resources; projects located within 0.5 mile of the
proposed Projects’ areas that may impact wildlife, vegetation, and land use; counties within the proposed
Projects’ construction areas and where non-local workers are expected to reside during construction and
operations personnel are expected to reside permanently and an additional 10 to 15 miles into the adjacent
counties for portions of the proposed projects near a county border; geological resources within the
proposed Projects’ footprint; construction related air emissions within 1.2 miles of the proposed Projects’
workspace; and projects occurring 0.5 mile or less from facilities creating operational noise associated
with the proposed Projects. We have identified three types of projects that could potentially cause a
cumulative impact when considered with the proposed projects. These include: (1) infrastructure; (2)
FERC jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional linear pipeline projects; and (3) major residential, commercial,
and industrial development projects within counties affected by the Projects. These include ten identified
natural gas related projects, one transportation interchange project, and one residential subdivision
project.

Impacts associated with the proposed Projects in combination with other projects, such as
residential developments, utility lines, and transportation projects, would be relatively minor overall. We
have included recommendations in the EIS to further reduce the environmental impacts associated with
Columbia Gas’s and Columbia Gulf’s Projects, as summarized in section 5.2. Additionally, Columbia
Gas selected a route that collocates with existing rights-of-way where feasible. Therefore, we conclude
that the cumulative impacts associated with the proposed Projects, when combined with other known or
reasonably foreseeable projects, would be effectively limited.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The no-action alternative was considered for the proposed Projects. While the no-action
alternative would eliminate the short- and long-term environmental impacts identified in this EIS, the
stated objectives of Columbia Gas’ and Columbia Gulf’s proposals would not be met. The Projects could
also reduce the reliance on alternative energy sources such as coal, oil, nuclear energy, or a combination
of these.

Our analysis of system alternatives included an evaluation of whether existing or proposed
natural gas pipeline systems could meet the Projects’ objectives while offering an environmental
advantage. There is no available and suitably located capacity for existing pipeline systems to transport
the required volumes of natural gas, nor are they connected to the Columbia Gas’s gas supply area in the
Marcellus and Utica Shale regions of West Virginia, Pennsylvania, and Ohio. No existing pipeline
system with the capacity to transport the contracted load connects the Marcellus and Utica Shale regions
to serve the identified Project markets. Therefore, we do not consider the use of existing pipeline systems
as feasible alternatives for the proposed Projects.

We evaluated two major route alternatives for the LX Project. Neither of the major route
alternatives offered significant environmental advantages over the proposed pipeline routes. Columbia
Gas assessed numerous minor route variations over the course of Project development, and incorporated
many of these into the proposed route evaluated in the EIS.

Based on consultations with landowners, resource agencies, municipal governments, field review,
and impact assessment, Columbia Gas is evaluating landowner requested variations, agency requested
variations, and minor route alternatives for the proposed LX Project to avoid site-specific features such as
topography, landowner concerns, sensitive habitat, or structures. Since some of the landowner requested
variations are still in development, we are recommending that Columbia Gas further assess the minor
route evaluations. Columbia Gas should conduct these assessments in coordination with the landowners
and either incorporate a route that avoids the resources of concern, or otherwise explain how potential
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impacts on resources have been effectively avoided, minimized, or mitigated. We also evaluated one
additional minor route alternative through areas in which two other FERC-regulated pipeline projects (the
Rover Pipeline Project and the Appalachian Lease Project) have proposed routes similar to that of the LX
Project.

A portion of the proposed LX Project route would be adjacent to Texas Eastern Transmission,
LP’s (Texas Eastern) existing permanent pipeline for about 17 miles between LEX Pipeline mileposts
(MP) 34.6 and 52.2. Within this portion, the LEX Pipeline would closely overlap Rover Pipeline LLC’s
(Rover) Seneca Lateral (part of the Rover Pipeline Project) for about 13 miles in Monroe County,
Ohio. In response to a FERC information request, Rover and Columbia reached an agreement in early
July of 2016 to design their respective pipeline facilities in a manner such that both pipelines would be
constructed and operated safely with minimal environmental and stakeholder impacts. Columbia Gas and
Rover Pipeline LLC have tentatively agreed to use a non-exclusive easement for this overlap, which
includes a mutual new permanent right-of-way width of 50 feet located on the south side of Texas
Eastern’s right-of-way. Their tentative design would be to distance their pipelines 20 feet from each
other. Whichever pipeline is installed first in time would be located 40 feet from Texas Eastern’s closest
pipeline (a 30-inch-diameter pipeline), and that pipeline’s temporary right-of-way would overlap Texas
Eastern’s permanent right-of-way overlap by 10 feet.

We also evaluated two locations of the proposed LX Project’s Oak Hill Compressor Station to
determine whether environmental impacts would be reduced or mitigated by the use of alternative facility
sites. We did not identify any alternative sites that would offer a significant environmental advantage to
the proposed site.. These alternative sites were excluded from consideration due to landowner preference,
increased environmental impacts, accessibility, location constraints, additional construction needs,
increased impacts on forested land or sensitive resources, and proximity to residential areas.

MAJOR CONCLUSIONS

We determined that construction and operation of the Projects would result in limited adverse
environmental impacts, with the exception of impacts on forested land. This determination is based on a
review of the information provided by Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf and further developed from
environmental information requests; field reconnaissance; scoping; literature research; alternatives
analyses; and contacts with federal, state, and local agencies, and other stakeholders.

We conclude that approval of the LX Project would result in a significant environmental impact
to forests. Forested impacts from the construction of the LX Project would be significant; however, due
to the prevalence of forested habitats within the project area and eventual regrowth of prior forested areas
outside of the permanent right-of-way, in addition to Columbia Gas’ mitigation and routing, we conclude
that the permanent conversion of forested lands would be reduced to less than significant levels.
Although many factors were considered in this determination, the principal reasons are:

e LX and RXE Projects would minimize impacts on natural and cultural resources during
construction and operation of its Project by implementing Columbia Gas and Columbia
Gulf’s ECS, which incorporates FERC’s Plan and Procedures and includes a Spill Prevention,
Containment and Control Plan and a Winter Construction Plan; HDD Contingency Plan;
Unanticipated Discoveries and Emergency Procedures; Procedure Guiding the Discovery of
Unanticipated Cultural Resources and Human Remains; Blasting Plan; Traffic Control Plan;
Longwall Mining Plan; Fugitive Dust Control Plan; Polychlorinated Biphenyl Risk
Management Plan; and Polychlorinated Biphenyl Soil Management Plan.

e We would complete Endangered Species Act consultations with the FWS prior to allowing
any construction to begin.
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e We would complete the process of complying with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and implementing the regulations at 36 CFR 800 prior to allowing any
construction to begin.

o Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf would be required to obtain applicable permits and provide
mitigation for unavoidable impacts on waterbodies and wetlands through coordination with
the COE and applicable state agencies.

e We are recommending that the applicants further mitigate the negative impacts on migratory
bird habitat by avoiding or minimizing impacts to the degree practicable, and file its Final
Migratory Bird Conservation Plan developed in consultation with the FWS.

e We would provide oversight of an environmental inspection and mitigation monitoring
program that would ensure compliance with all mitigation measures that become conditions
of FERC authorizations and other approvals.

In addition, we developed site-specific mitigation measures that Columbia Gas and Columbia
Gulf should implement to further reduce the environmental impacts that would otherwise result from
construction of its Projects. We determined that these measures are necessary to reduce the significant
and adverse impacts associated with the Projects, and in part, are basing our conclusions on
implementation of these measures. Therefore, we are recommending that these mitigation measures be
attached as conditions to any authorization issued by the Commission. These recommended mitigation
measures are presented in section 5.2 of the final EIS.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

On June 8, 2015, Columbia Gas Transmission, LLC (Columbia Gas) filed an application with the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) under section 7(b) and 7(c) of the
Natural Gas Act (NGA) and part 157 of the Commission’s regulations to construct, operate, and abandon
certain interstate natural gas pipeline facilities in Ohio, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia. On July 1,
2015, NiSource, Inc. created a separate legal company, Columbia Pipeline Group which includes
Columbia Energy Group and its subsidiaries Columbia Gas, and Columbia Gulf Transmission, LLC
(Columbia Gulf). On July 29, 2015, Columbia Gulf filed an application with FERC under section 7(c) of
the NGA and part 157 of the Commission’s regulations to construct, operate, and maintain certain
interstate related natural gas pipeline facilities in Kentucky. Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf are
seeking Certificates of Public Convenience and Necessity (Certificate), and were assigned Docket Nos.
CP15-514-000 and CP15-539-000 for their applications, respectively. On October 23, 2015 and March
18, 2016, Columbia Gas filed supplemental information to the June 8, 2015 application.

Columbia Gas’ proposed facilities, referred to as the Leach XPress Project (LX Project), total
about 160.7 miles of new pipeline and 143,000 horsepower (hp) of compression to transport up to
1,500,000 dekatherms per day (Dth/d)* of natural gas. Facilities to be constructed are located in:

e Marshall and Wayne Counties, West Virginia;
e Greene County, Pennsylvania; and

e Monroe, Noble, Muskingum, Morgan, Perry Fairfield, Hocking, Jackson, Lawrence and
Vinton Counties, Ohio.

Columbia Gulf’s proposal, referred to as the Rayne XPress Expansion Project (RXE Project),
would involve the construction and operation of 51,800 hp at two compressor stations (CS) in Carter,
Menifee, and Montgomery Counties, Kentucky, to enable up to 621,000 Dth/d of firm transportation on
its system. The LX and RXE Projects are collectively referred to as (Projects).

The FERC environmental staff prepared this final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to
assess the environmental impacts associated with the construction and operation of the LX and RXE
Projects in accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
RXE Project facilities are related to the LX Project; therefore, they are being evaluated together in this
EIS. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA), Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP), Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and
Natural Resources (PADCNR), West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection (WVDEP), West
Virginia Department of Natural Resources (WVDNR), and Kentucky Department for Environmental
Protection (KYDEP) are participating as cooperating agencies in the preparation of the EIS.? The roles of
FERC and the cooperating agencies in the review process are described in section 1.2.

The vertical line in the margin identifies text that has been modified in this final EIS and differs
materially from the corresponding text in the draft EIS.

A dekatherm is a unit of heating value often used by natural gas companies instead of volume for billing purposes. A
dekatherm is equivalent to 10 therms or one million British thermal units.

A cooperating agency has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to environmental impacts involved with
the proposed Project and is involved in the NEPA analysis.
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11 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

While this EIS will briefly describe each of the project’s purpose, it will not determine whether
the need for the Projects exists, as this will later be determined by the Commission. Based on information
provided by Columbia Gas:

o the purpose of the LX Project is to expand the capacity of Columbia Gas’ existing pipeline
system to transport up to 1,500,000 Dth/d® of natural gas to meet the market demand for the
transportation of stranded natural gas supplies from the existing production region to areas of
higher demand, premium markets.

Based on the information provided by Columbia Gulf:

o the proposed RXE Project is necessary to respond to the specific market need to transport up
to 621,000 Dth/d of natural gas in a north-to-south direction.

The LX Project is supported by binding precedent agreements® with four anchor shippers
collectively representing more than 90 percent of the project’s capacity. The RXE Project is fully
supported by binding precedent agreements with shippers with contract terms of 15 and 16 years from the
in-service date.

Under section 7 of the NGA, the Commission determines whether interstate natural gas
transportation facilities are in the public convenience and necessity and, if so, grants a Certificate to
construct, operate, and abandon them. If the Commission determines that a project is required by the
public convenience and necessity, Certificates would be issued under Section 7(b) and 7(c) of the NGA
and Part 157 of the Commission’s regulations. Section 7(b) of the NGA specifies that no natural gas
company shall abandon any portion of its facilities subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction without the
Commission first finding that the abandonment will not negatively affect the present or future public
convenience and necessity. The Commission bases its decision on technical competence, financing, rates,
market demand, gas supply, environmental impact, long-term feasibility, and other issues concerning a
proposed project. The scope of this EIS discusses the environmental impacts of constructing and
operating Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf’s natural gas facilities.

1.2 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE EIS

Our® principal purposes for preparing the EIS are to:

e identify and assess the potential impacts on the natural and human environment that would
result from the implementation of the proposed Projects;

e describe and evaluate reasonable alternatives to the proposed projects that would avoid or
substantially lessen adverse effects of the Projects on the environment while still meeting the
Project objectives;

For conceptualization purposes only, a natural gas capacity of 1,500,000 Dth/d would be sufficient to power roughly
14.3 million homes annually (if it were used solely for residential energy production). This estimate assumes an
average household energy consumption of 11,000 kilowatt hours per year. If these Projects are approved, the natural
gas could be used in a variety of applications, not solely for residential energy generation.

A precedent agreement is a binding contract under which one or both parties has the ability to terminate the agreement
if certain conditions, such as receipt of regulatory approvals, are not met.

S “We,” “us,” and “our” refer to the environmental staff of FERC’s Office of Energy Projects.
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e identify and recommend specific mitigation measures, as necessary, to avoid or minimize
environmental effects; and

e encourage and facilitate involvement by the public and interested agencies in the
environmental review process.

The topics addressed in the EIS include: project alternatives; geology; soils; groundwater; surface
waters; wetlands; vegetation; wildlife and aquatic resources; special status species; land use, recreation,
special interest areas and visual resources; socioeconomics; cultural resources; air quality and noise;
reliability and safety; and cumulative impacts. The EIS describes the affected environment as it currently
exists based on available information and the environmental consequences of the proposed Projects, and
compares the Projects’ potential impact to that of various alternatives. The EIS also presents our
conclusions and recommended mitigation measures.

Our description of the affected environment is based on a combination of data sources including
desktop resources such as scientific literature and regulatory agency reports as well as field data collected
by Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf. Columbia Gas has field surveyed about 154.7 miles (96.3 percent)
of the total pipeline facilities along the LX Project route. Completion of field surveys has been dependent
upon winter weather, project design, and acquisition of survey permission from landowners. If the
necessary access cannot be obtained through coordination with landowners and the proposed project is
certificated by FERC, Columbia Gas may use the right of eminent domain granted to it under section 7(h)
of the NGA to obtain a right-of-way. Therefore, if the LX Project is certificated by the Commission, then
the outstanding surveys (and associated agency permitting) would have to be completed after issuance of
the Certificate. Columbia Gulf has completed all surveys for the proposed and alternative sites.

We received comments regarding the potential impacts associated with natural gas development
activities, including production of natural gas from shale formations. Our authority under the NGA
relates only to natural gas facilities that are involved in interstate commerce. The permitting of oil and
gas production facilities is under the jurisdiction of various state and federal agencies where those
facilities are located. Thus, the facilities associated with the production of natural gas are not under
FERC jurisdiction. However, to the extent the review of such facilities are relevant, they are included as
part of our analysis of cumulative impacts.

1.2.1 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Purpose and Role

FERC is an independent federal agency responsible for evaluating applications for authorization
to construct and operate interstate natural gas pipeline facilities. FERC is the lead federal agency for the
preparation of this EIS in compliance with the requirements of NEPA, the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing the procedural provisions of NEPA (Title 40 Code of
Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508), and FERC’s regulations implementing NEPA (18 CFR
380).

As the lead federal agency for the proposed Projects, FERC is required to comply with section 7
of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act, section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), and section 307 of the
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972. These and other statutes have been taken into account in the
preparation of the EIS.

1.2.2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Purpose and Role

The EPA is an independent federal agency responsible for protecting human health and
safeguarding the natural environment. The EPA has delegated water quality certifications under
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section 401 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) to the OEPA, WVDNR, KYDEP, and the Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP), but the EPA may assume this authority if no state
program exists, if the state program is not functioning adequately, or at the request of a state.

The EPA also oversees the issuance of a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit by the state agency, under section 402 of the CWA, for point-source discharge of water
used for hydrostatic testing of pipelines into waterbodies. The EPA has the authority to review and veto
the decisions on section 404 permits. The EPA also has jurisdictional authority to control air pollution
under the Clean Air Act (CAA) (Title 42 United States Code [USC] Chapter 85) by developing and
enforcing rules and regulations for all entities that emit toxic substances into the air. Under this authority,
the EPA has developed regulations for major sources of air pollution. The EPA has delegated the
authority to implement these regulations to state and local agencies, who are also allowed to develop their
own regulations for non-major sources. The EPA also establishes general conformity applicability
thresholds, with which a federal agency can determine whether a specific action requires a general
conformity assessment.

In addition to its permitting responsibilities, the EPA is required under section 309 of the CAA to
review and publicly comment on the environmental impacts of major federal actions including actions
that are the subject of draft and final EISs, and responsible for implementing certain procedural provisions
of NEPA (e.g., publishing the Notices of Availability of the draft and final EISs in the Federal Register)
to establish statutory timeframes for the environmental review process.

1.2.3 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Purpose and Role

The COE is a federal agency within the U.S. Department of Defense with jurisdictional authority
pursuant to section 404 of the CWA (33 USC 1344), which governs the discharge of dredged or fill
material into waters of the United States, and section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act (33 USC 403),
which regulates any work or structures that potentially affect the navigable capacity of a waterbody.
Because the COE would need to evaluate and approve several aspects of the project and must comply
with the requirements of NEPA before authorizing fill activities or work under the above statutes, it has
elected to participate as a cooperating agency in the preparation of this EIS. The COE would adopt the
EIS per 40 CFR 1506.3 if, after an independent review of the document, it concludes that its comments
and suggestions have been satisfied. The LX Project occurs within the Huntington and Pittsburgh
Districts of the COE.

Columbia Gas states that the proposed LX Project meets the criteria for a nationwide general
permit (Nationwide Permit 12) under Section 404 of the CWA. Nationwide permits are a type of general
permit designed to authorize certain activities that have minimal individual and cumulative adverse
effects on the aquatic environment and generally comply with the related laws cited in 33 CFR 320.3.
Activities that result in more than minimal individual and cumulative adverse effects on the aquatic
environment cannot be authorized by nationwide permits. Nationwide Permit 12 has preconstruction
notification requirements that trigger case-by-case review of certain activities. Two nationwide permit
general conditions require case-by-case review of all activities that may adversely affect federally listed
endangered or threatened species or historic properties (i.e., general conditions 18 and 20). Accordingly,
Columbia Gas submitted a preconstruction notification to the COE on June 12, 2015.

Columbia Gulf states that the proposed RXE Project meets the criteria for a nationwide general

permit (Nationwide Permit 12) under Section 404 of the CWA. Accordingly, Columbia Gulf has
submitted a preconstruction notification to the Louisville District COE in August 2015.
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As an element of its review, the COE must consider whether the proposed Projects represent the
least environmentally damaging practicable alternative pursuant to the CWA Section 404(b)(1)
guidelines. The term *“practicable” means available and capable of being done after taking into
consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of the overall purposes of the project.
Although this document addresses environmental impacts associated with the proposed project as they
relate to Section 404, it does not serve as a public notice for any of the COE’s permits. Based on its
participation as a cooperating agency and its consideration of the final EIS (including responses to
comments), the COE would issue a Record of Decision to formally document its decision on the proposed
action, including section 404(b)(1) analysis and required environmental mitigation commitments.

1.2.4 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Purpose and Role

The FWS is responsible for ensuring compliance with the ESA. Section 7 of the ESA, as
amended, states that any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal agencies should not
“...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species or result in the
destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is determined...to be critical...” (16
USC 1536(a)(2)). The FWS also reviews project plans and provides comments regarding protection of
fish and wildlife resources under the provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC 661 et
seg.). The FWS is responsible for the implementation of the provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(MBTA) (16 USC 703) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) (16 USC 688).

Section 7 of the ESA requires identification of and consultation on aspects of any federal action
that may have effects on federally listed species, species proposed for federal listing, and their habitat.
The ultimate responsibility for compliance with section 7 remains with the lead federal agency (i.e.,
FERC for these Projects).

As the lead federal agency for the Projects, FERC consulted with the FWS pursuant to section 7
of the ESA to determine whether federally listed endangered or threatened species or designated critical
habitat are found in the vicinity of the Projects, and to evaluate the proposed action’s potential effects on
those species or critical habitats. FERC coordinated with the FWS regarding other federal trust wildlife
resources, such as migratory birds. The FWS elected to cooperate in preparing this EIS because it has
special expertise with respect to environmental impacts associated with the Projects.

1.2.5 Ohio Environmental Protection Agency Purpose and Role

The OEPA is a state agency whose goal is to protect the environment and public health by
ensuring compliance with environmental laws. Those laws and related rules outline OEPA's authority
and what must be considered when making decisions about project-regulated activities. Because the
OEPA would need to evaluate and approve several aspects of the project, it has elected to participate as a
cooperating agency in the preparation of this EIS.

1.2.6  West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection

The WVDEP is a state agency responsible for implementing and enforcing West Virginia’s
environmental regulations with respect to managing the state’s air, land, and water resources. The
WVDEP has authority (through delegation from the EPA) for Section 401 of the CWA Water Quality
Certification. Additionally, the WVDEP reviews and approves all applications for NPDES permits. The
WVDEP has requested to be a cooperating agency in order to lend their experiences and insight with
environmental impacts relative to this type of activity and provide recommendations on assessment,
minimization, and mitigation of potential environmental impacts. Therefore, the WVDEP has elected to
be a cooperating agency.
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1.2.7 West Virginia Department of Natural Resources Purpose and Role

The WVDNR is a state agency charged with enforcing regulations enacted to protect fish,
wildlife, and critical habitat resources. Because the WVDNR would need to evaluate and approve several
aspects of the LX Project, it has elected to participate as a cooperating agency in the preparation of this
EIS.

1.2.8 Kentucky Department for Environmental Protection Purpose and Role

The KYDEP is a state agency whose mission is to protect and enhance Kentucky's public health,
our citizens' safety and the quality of Kentucky's natural resources. Because the KYDEP would need to
evaluate and approve several aspects of the RXE Project, it has elected to participate as a cooperating
agency in the preparation of this EIS.

1.3 PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT

On September 26, 2014, Columbia Gas filed a request with FERC to implement the
Commission’s pre-filing process for the LX Project. At that time, Columbia Gas was in the preliminary
design stage of the project and no formal application had been filed with FERC. The purpose of the pre-
filing process is to encourage the early involvement of interested stakeholders, facilitate interagency
cooperation, and identify and resolve issues before an application is filed. On October 9, 2014, FERC
granted Columbia Gas’ request and established pre-filing Docket No. PF14-23-000 to place information
related to the pipeline project into the public record. The cooperating agencies agreed to conduct their
environmental reviews of the pipeline project in conjunction with the Commission’s environmental
review process.

During the pre-filing process, Columbia Gas held seven informational open houses in November
2014. The purpose of the open houses was to provide affected landowners, elected and agency officials,
and the general public with information about the pipeline project and to give them an opportunity to ask
guestions and express their concerns. We participated in the open houses and provided information
regarding the Commission’s environmental review process to interested stakeholders and to take
comments about the proposed pipeline project and the alternatives. An additional open house was held in
on April 8, 2015 to account for a major reroute of the LX Project. The substantive questions and
concerns raised by the public at the open houses are addressed in this EIS.

In addition, Columbia Gas established a single point of contact to answer questions and provide
information, established a website with information about the pipeline project (https://www.cpg.com/
current-projects/leach-xpress-project), and sent periodic update newsletters.  Columbia Gas also
communicated directly with certain landowners where specific issues were raised regarding individual
properties.

On January 13, 2015, the Commission issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement for the Planned Leach XPress Project, Request for Comments on Environmental Issues,
and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings. The notice was published in the Federal Register on January 20,
2015 and mailed to more than 1,500 interested parties, including federal, state, and local government
representatives and agencies; elected officials; environmental and public interest groups; Native
American Tribes; affected property owners; other interested parties; and local libraries and newspapers.
The notice briefly described the project and the EIS process, provided a preliminary list of issues
identified by us, invited written comments on the environmental issues that should be addressed in the
draft and final EIS, listed the date and location of three public scoping meetings to be held in the area of
the project, and established a closing date for receipt of comments of February 12, 2015.
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We held five public scoping meetings to provide an opportunity for agencies, stakeholders, and
the general public to learn more about the proposed pipeline project and participate in the environmental
analysis by commenting on the issues to be addressed in the draft and final EIS. The first meeting was in
Moundsville, West Virginia on January 27, 2015, followed by meetings on January 28, 2015 in Caldwell,
Ohio; January 29, 2015 in Oak Hill, Ohio; February 3, 2015 in Logan, Ohio; and February 4, 2015 in
Huntington, West Virginia. Three people commented at the meeting in Moundsville, four people
commented at the meeting in Caldwell, four people commented at the meeting in Oak Hill, eight people
commented at the meeting in Logan, and four people commented at the meeting in Huntington. Each
meeting was documented by a court reporter, and the transcripts were placed into the public record for
Columbia Gas’ LX Project.

In addition, during the pre-filing process, we conducted conference calls on an approximately
biweekly basis with representatives from Columbia Gas and interested agencies to discuss the pipeline
project’s progress and issues. Summaries of the calls were placed in the public record and are available
for viewing on the FERC internet website (http://www.ferc.gov).®

On July 29, 2015, Columbia Gulf filed an application for its proposed RXE Project. On
September 4, 2015, the Commission issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement for the Rayne XPress Expansion Project and Request for Comments on Environmental Issues.
The notice was published in the Federal Register on September 11, 2015 and mailed to more than
230 interested parties, including federal, state, and local government representatives and agencies; elected
officials; environmental and public interest groups; Native American Tribes; affected property owners;
other interested parties; and local libraries and newspapers. The notice briefly described the project and
the EIS process, provided a preliminary list of issues identified by us, invited written comments on the
environmental issues that should be addressed in the draft EIS and established a closing date for receipt of
comments of October 5, 2015. In this notice, we stated that we would evaluate the environmental impacts
of the RXE Project in the EIS being prepared for the related LX Project.

On April 21, 2016, we issued a Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Proposed Leach XPress Project and Rayne XPress Expansion Project. This notice,
which was published in the Federal Register, listed the dates and locations of public comment meetings
and established a closing date of June 13, 2016 for receiving comments on the draft EIS. Copies of the
draft EIS were mailed to over 1,650 stakeholders. The EPA noticed receipt of the draft EIS in the Federal
Register on April 27, 2016.

We held five public comment meetings in the Leach XPress Project area to solicit and receive
comments on the draft EIS. Due to the scope and potential environmental effects from the Rayne XPress
Project, we determined that it was not necessary to hold separate public comment meetings in the Rayne
XPress Project area. The meetings were held between May 18, 2016 and May 26, 2016 in Caldwell,
Ohio; Moundsville, West Virginia; Logan, Ohio; Oak Hill, Ohio; and Huntington, West Virginia. The
meetings provided the public an opportunity to present oral comments on the analysis of environmental
impacts described in the draft EIS. A combined total of approximately 80 individuals attended these
comment meetings, including 10 who provided oral comments. We also received nine individual
comment letters from federal and state agencies; companies/organizations; and individuals in response to
the draft EIS prior to the close of the comment period on June 13, 2016. No form letters or petitions were
submitted. We also continued to accept comment letters past the close of the comment period through
July 8, 2016. Those letters received through July 8, 2016 included one comment letter from the

Using the “eLibrary” link, select “General Search” from the eLibrary menu and enter the docket number excluding the
last three digits in the “Docket Number” field (i.e., PF14-23). Be sure to select an appropriate date range.

1-7


http://www.ferc.gov/

Huntington District COE and are included in our comment responses contained in Volume 11.” Letters
received after July 8, 2016 continued to be posted to the eLibrary site and were reviewed by staff for
additional new substantive concerns, but are not included in VVolume | because no new issues were raised
that were not already addressed in previous comment letters. Transcripts from the public comment
meetings, as well as written comment letters, were entered into the public record and are available for
viewing on the FERC’s eL.ibrary website (www.ferc.gov).

This EIS addresses all substantive comments submitted to the FERC or made at the open house,
scoping meetings, interagency meetings, and comment meetings on the draft EIS. Table 1.3-2 lists the
environmental issues and concerns identified by commenters during the scoping and comment process
and identifies the section of the EIS where the issue is addressed. Fifty-eight motions to intervene were
filed with FERC and placed in the public record for the Projects. Table 1.3-1 also lists comments that
were received after the formal scoping period closed, including the relevant environmental comments
raised by individuals requesting to be intervenors in the Commission’s proceeding.® Additional issues we
independently identified are also addressed in the EIS.

Numerous commenters expressed support for the Leach XPress Project, noting the potential local
employment opportunities that would be generated by the LX Project. However, many commenters
expressed opposition to the LX Project. The LX Project’s purpose and need, property values, impacts on
sensitive resources, and routing were common objections. Other concerns included drinking water
impacts, safety concerns, wildlife impacts, and economic impacts.

Copies of this final EIS have been mailed to the agencies, individuals, organizations, and other
parties identified in the distribution list provided as appendix A. Additionally, the final EIS has been filed
with the EPA for issuance of a formal Notice of Availability in the Federal Register. In accordance with
the CEQ’s regulations implementing NEPA, no agency decision on the proposed actions may be made
until 30 days after the EPA publishes the Notice of Availability in the Federal Register. However, the
CEQ regulations provide an exception to this rule when an agency decision is subject to a formal internal
appeal process that allows other agencies or the public to make their views known. This is the case at the
FERC, where any Commission decision on the proposed action would be subject to a 30-day rehearing
period. Therefore, the FERC decision may be made and recorded concurrently with the publication of the
final EIS or any time thereafter.

Several of the issues identified during our environmental review process involved alternative
pipeline route variations to avoid or minimize impacts on resources such as mining areas, water wells or
wetlands, and larger resource areas such as aquifers, watersheds, and state parks. These concerns were
identified by property owners, stakeholders, FERC staff, and other agency staff. Many of these
alternative routes that avoided sensitive resources were developed early in the process and voluntarily
incorporated by Columbia Gas into its proposed route of the LX Project. Given this process, subsequent

Each comment letter received through July 8, 2016 has been scanned and sorted by commentary type (i.e. federal
agencies, Native American tribes, state agencies, companies and organizations, individuals, public meetings, and
applicant). The comments within each letter or transcript have been coded and a response to each comment provided
side-by-side with the scanned letter. These letters and responses are included in Volume Il of the EIS.

8 FERC’s Notices of Application for the LX and RXE Projects, issued in the Federal Register on June 22, 2015 and
August 11, 2015, respectively, opened the 21-day period for intervention. A total of 38 groups and individuals for the
LX Project and 20 groups and individuals for the RXE Project requested intervenor status. Interveners are official
parties to the proceeding and have the right to receive copies of case-related Commission documents and filings by
other intervenors. Likewise, each intervenor must provide a copy of its filings to the Secretary of the Commission and
must send a copy of its filings to all other intervenors. Only intervenors have the right to seek rehearing of the
Commission’s decision.
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alternative route comparisons often were not necessary if the resource was avoided or the stakeholder’s
concerns were otherwise resolved. Other alternative routes, however, both small and large, remained
viable throughout the course of the LX Project. Route adjustments were made throughout the pre-filing
and post-filing process. These route adjustments are presented in table 1.3-1 below. Section 3.0 presents
our analysis of the alternatives that were identified since the beginning of our review of these Projects in
October 2014.

TABLE 1.3-1
Minor Route Alternatives Adopted into the Proposed Pipeline Route for the LX Project
Start End
Alternative Milepost Milepost County, State Description
Deviation A 0.0 (LEX) 7.7 RR-1 Marshall, WV; Deviation A was adopted to mitigate the risks of crossing
(LEX) Greene, PA multiple ongoing construction sites and existing underground

facilities by avoiding the congested area. Incorporation of this
deviation minimizes risks associated with construction on
vertical side slopes. This deviation would not require the
additional discharge line associated with the original route to
cross multiple pipelines resulting in safer and more efficient
construction in this area.

Deviation A-1% 0.0 (LEX) 1.3 (LEX) Marshall, WV; Deviation A-1 was adopted due to the MarkWest Processing

Greene, PA Plant's future plans for facility expansion.
Deviation A-2° N/A N/A Marshall, WV Deviation A-2 was presented in Columbia Gas’ October 2015

filing to accommodate the location of the Lone Oak CS.
Columbia Gas has shifted the Lone Oak CS site which
resulted in the removal of Deviation A-2.

Deviation B 16.6 (LEX) 18.6 (LEX) Marshall, WV Deviation B was adopted to minimize engineering complexity
associated with steep slopes and rocky outcrops. This
deviation also reduced aesthetic disturbances on residential
properties by reducing the number of residences located 100
feet from the pipeline from six to three.

Deviation B-1" 16.7 (LEX) 17.2 (LEX) Marshall, WV Deviation B-1 was adopted to avoid a planned oil well pad
and associated tank site crossed by the previously proposed
route. Incorporation of this deviation eliminates impacts on
wetlands and waterbodies crossed by the previously
proposed route.

Deviation B-2" 18.4 (LEX) 18.6 (LEX) Marshall, WV Deviation B-2 was adopted to accommodate a new location
for MLV #2 at the request of a landowner.
Deviation C 23.6 (LEX) 27.7 (LEX) Marshall, WV; Deviation C was adopted to avoid difficult and rugged terrain
Monroe, OH primarily characterized by severe elevation changes and
rocky outcrops, thereby minimizing engineering complexity.
Deviation C-1° N/A N/A Marshall, WV; Deviation C-1 was adopted to minimize workspace necessary
Monroe, OH to safely conduct drilling operations on vertical side slopes

and rocky outcrops. However, further studies have indicated
a more suitable route and are incorporated as Deviation C-2.
Deviation C-1 has been removed.

Deviation C-2° 25.2 (LEX) 26.9 (LEX) Marshall, WV; Deviation C-2 was adopted to reduce constructability issues
Monroe, OH associated with the location and configuration of the

previously proposed HDD pullback workspace located on the
west side of the Ohio River crossing. Deviation C-2
minimizes potential risks associated with construction across
steep slopes. Additionally, Deviation C-2 reduces the
number of wetland and waterbody crossings and reduces the
length of pipeline proposed through the Sunfish Creek State

Forest.
Deviation D 51.8 (LEX) 59.6 (LEX) Monroe, OH; Deviation D was developed and adopted to accommodate the
Noble, OH proposed Summerfield CS site located at the LEX Pipeline

MP 58.00 along the proposed route. The original
Summerfield CS site was removed from consideration due to
increased environmental impact.

Deviation D-1? 57.8 (LEX) 58.3 (LEX) Noble, OH Deviation D-1 was developed and adopted to reduce stream
impacts and limit the number of crossings.
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TABLE 1.3-1 (cont’d)
Minor Route Alternatives Adopted into the Proposed Pipeline Route for the LX Project

Start End

Alternative Milepost Milepost County, State Description

Deviation D-2° 54.5 (LEX) 55.8 (LEX) Noble, OH Deviation D-2 was adopted to avoid construction of the
pipeline under an existing corrugated metal culvert located at
the previous crossing of Highway 78 as per a request from
the Ohio Department of Transportation.

Deviation E 122.2 (LEX) 0.4 (LEX1) Hocking, OH; Deviation E was adopted and would avoid potential impacts

Fairfield, OH on several prehistoric and historic archaeological sites
identified on field surveys along the previous route.

Deviation F 68.6 (LEX) 88.7 (LEX) Noble, OH; Deviation F was adopted and would reduce construction

Muskingum, through areas designated as ReCreation Land. This

OH; Morgan, deviation would minimize potential constructability constraints

OH associated with inundated areas and difficult terrain, thus
reducing additional environmental impacts requiring
increased costs and potential schedule delays associated
with additional erosion controls and mitigation.

Deviation F-1° 69.8 (LEX) 70.0 (LEX) Noble, OH Deviation F-1 was adopted to avoid a natural spring.

Deviation G ° 0.2 (LEX1) 0.4 (LEX1) Fairfield, OH Deviation G was developed to accommodate the future
expansion of facilities associated with a nearby school and
would result in similar environmental impacts as the previous
route. Since Columbia Gas’ initial application, Deviation G
has been replaced with Deviation L.

Deviation 1* 19.4 (LEX) 22.3 (LEX) Marshall, WV Deviation | was developed and adopted, in part, to allow
Noble Energy to construct a well pad in the vicinity of the
previously proposed route. Deviation | also accommodates
the Blue Racer Pipeline.

Deviation J° 100.0 (LEX) 100.2 (LEX) Perry, OH Deviation J was adopted to reduce impacts on waterbodies
and the number of stream crossings required.

Deviation K? 114.0 (LEX) 114.3 (LEX) Perry, OH Deviation K was adopted to reroute around a Wetland
Reserve Program easement.

Deviation L? 127.2 (LEX); R-System RS  Hocking, OH; Deviation L was adopted to avoid cultural resources identified

K-260 RS Site; Fairfield, OH during field surveys.
Line K-260
Deviation M*# 8.9 (R-801 9.4 (R-801 Hocking, OH Although Deviation M increases forest impacts, it was
Loop) Loop) adopted in response to landowner requests.

Deviation N ° 14.1 (LEX) 15.1 (LEX) Marshall, WV Deviation N was adopted to avoid the future construction of
newly identified foreign pipelines. Additionally, this would
avoid several oil and gas well pads that were recently
constructed or currently undergoing construction.

Deviation O ° 50.7 (LEX) 51.0 (LEX) Monroe, OH Deviation O was adopted to avoid potential impacts on a
planned oil well pumpjack.

Deviation P ° 7.4 (LEX) 9.5 (LEX) Marshall, WV Deviation P was adopted in response from the West Virginia

Department of Transportation to avoid a soil nail
reinforcement project. The new route would also
accommodate a shift in the Lone Oak CS site.

Deviations adopted into the LX Project Route after the June 8, 2015 Filing.

Deviations adopted into the LX Project Route after the March 18, 2016 Filing.
Deviations removed from the LX Project Route after the March 18, 2016 Filing.
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TABLEL1.3-2

Environmental Issues Identified and Comments Received for the LX and RXE Projects

Issue/Specific Comment

EIS Section
Addressing Comment

Alternatives

Consideration of alternative routes to avoid populated areas, planned development, and
critical infrastructure

Consideration of alternative routes and construction practices to avoid sensitive resources
Geology

Impacts related to future mining operations

Impacts from blasting
Soils

Erosion and sediment control

Contaminated soils
Water Quality and Aquatic Resources

Storage of hazardous materials and fuel oil, and spill reporting procedures

Impacts on groundwater, existing hydrology, and drinking water supply (including public and
private wells)

Impacts on septic systems
Waterbody crossing time windows, methods, mitigation, and restoration measures

Impacts of horizontal directional drill crossings, including inadvertent releases of drilling
mud, drilling spoil management and disposal

Impacts on fishery resources
Wetlands
Impacts on wetlands
Vegetation
Impacts on mature trees and plants
Revegetation of areas cleared during construction
Plans for invasive species control
Wildlife
Impacts of wildlife and wildlife habitat
Impacts on wildlife from forest fragmentation
Timing restrictions and impacts on birds and bats
Special Status Species
Agency coordination and requirements
Evaluation of potential impacts on threatened or endangered species and their habitat
Land Use
Impacts on future development plans
Eminent domain and compensation process
Impacts on existing residences and structures during construction and operation
Impacts on recreational and special interest areas (including agricultural lands)
Visual impacts of aboveground facilities
Impacts on transportation infrastructure (roads, highways, railroads)
Impacts on businesses which rely on the land
Socioeconomics
Employment opportunities for local contractors and laborers and increased tax revenues
Traffic impacts and maintaining safety during construction

Impacts on homes, businesses, and land values, potential for increased taxes and lowered
property values

Potential health impacts associated with proximity to pipeline and compressor stations.

3.0

3.0

4121
4.1.2.2

4.2.2
4.2.1.7

4.3.2.6
4.3.1

4.3.1.7
4.3.25
4.3.25

4.3.2

4.4.3

455
4.5.5
4.5.4

4.6.1.4
4.6.1.4
4.6.1.4

4.7.1
4.7.4

4.8.3.2
4.8.2
4.8.3
4.8.4
4.8.6
4.9.4
4.9.5

4.9.1
4.9.4
4.9.6

4.12
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TABLE 1.3-2 (cont’d)
Environmental Issues Identified and Comments Received During the Scoping Process for the LX and RXE Projects

EIS Section

Issue/Specific Comment Addressing Comment
Cultural Resources

Tribal consultation and impacts on tribal lands and areas of cultural importance to Native 4.10.4

American tribes

Impacts on culturally and historically significant properties 4.10.3.2
Air Quality

Consistency with the emissions limits and standards 4111

Impacts on air quality from construction equipment 4111
Noise

Noise impacts resulting from construction activities and proposed mitigation measures to 4.11.2.3

reduce impacts

Noise impacts from compressor equipment on nearby residents and proposed mitigation 4.11.2.3

measures to reduce impacts
Reliability and Safety

Safety and reliability of constructing and maintaining the pipeline 4.12

Potential for explosion and loss of life 4.12
Cumulative Impacts

Analysis of cumulative impacts 4.13

14 NON-JURISDICTIONAL FACILITIES

Under section 7 of the NGA, FERC is required to consider, as part of its decision to authorize
interstate natural gas facilities, all factors bearing on the public convenience and necessity. Occasionally,
proposed Projects have associated facilities that do not come under the jurisdiction of the Commission.
These “non-jurisdictional” facilities may be integral to the need for the proposed facilities (e.g., a power
plant at the end of a FERC-jurisdictional pipeline), or they may be merely associated as minor, non-
integral components of the jurisdictional facilities that would be constructed and operated as a result of
certification of the proposed facilities.

Non-jurisdictional facilities necessary to operate the LX Project are anticipated to include two
new Point of Receipt (POR) facilities located near Majorsville, West Virginia and Clarington, Ohio, as
well as the addition of new power supplies and other utilities at the new compressor stations and new
regulator stations (RS). Non-jurisdictional facilities for the LX Project are detailed in table 1.4-1.

Non-jurisdictional facilities necessary to operate the RXE Project are limited to the addition of
new power and water supply at the Grayson CS and Means CS. Discussions with the local energy
providers indicate that no new substations or power-generating facilities would be required to meet the
demands of the compressor stations. Additionally, there are existing power lines adjacent to the
compressor station sites; therefore, no new power lines would be necessary. Power is anticipated to be
provided by Grayson Rural Electric Cooperative Cooperation (Grayson CS) and the Rural Electric
Association (Means CS). Water supply is anticipated to come from the Grayson Utilities Commission
(Grayson CS) and the Jefferson Water System (Means CS).
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TABLE 1.4-1

Non-Jurisdictional Project Facilities for the LX Project

Facility Name

Non-Jurisdictional Service

Summary of Non-Jurisdictional Service

Existing Columbia Gas
pipeline system

Lone Oak Compressor
Station

Summerfield
Compressor Station

Crawford Compressor
Station

Oak Hill Compressor
Station

Ceredo Compressor
Station

K-260 Regulator
Station (the LEX1
Pipeline milepost 0.0)

Receiver facility located
at the terminus of the
LEX1 Pipeline

R-System Regulator
Station

Benton Regulatory
Station

Regulator Station 1286

POR. Connect existing pipeline to third-
party systems

New electrical power line, which would
interconnect to American Electric Power
(AEP), West Virginia’'s existing 138-kilovolt
(kV) overhead poles located 0.7 mile
southwest from the proposed facility.

New electrical power line, which would
interconnect to Washington Electric, Ohio’s
existing 69-kV overhead poles located
approximately 3.5 miles southwest from the
proposed facility.

None required.

New electrical power line, which would
interconnect to AEP, Ohio’s existing 69-kV
overhead poles located approximately
3.2 miles west of the proposed facility.

New substation that would receive 138 kV of
incoming power from the adjacent AEP,
West Virginia power station.

New electrical power line, which would
interconnect to AEP, Ohio’s existing
overhead distribution poles located

1.3 miles west of the proposed regulator
station.

New electrical power line, which would
interconnect to AEP, Ohio’s existing
120/240 volt (V) overhead poles located
0.1 mile west of the receiver facility.

New electrical power line from AEP, Ohio.
The new power line would interconnect to
AEP, Ohio’s existing overhead distribution
poles located approximately 0.5 mile west of
the proposed regulator station.

New electrical power line, which would
interconnect with South Central Electric,
Ohio’s existing 120/240 V overhead poles
located approximately 0.1 mile west of the
proposed regulator station.

Extension of existing power service from
AEP, Ohio’s existing 120/240 V overhead
poles located 0.05 mile southwest of the
regulator station.

Constructed by outside parties near the existing
MarkWest Plant in Marshall County, West Virginia and in
the Clarington, Monroe County, Ohio area. Columbia
Gas would use these POR facilities to connect its existing
pipeline system to third-party systems in the Majorsville,
West Virginia and Clarington, Ohio areas in order to
obtain the new firm transportation service for the
proposed project.

In general, each of these POR facilities would consist of
an approximately 200- by 200-foot fenced facility;
however, the scope of these POR facilities is still being
developed by the responsible outside parties, and the
necessary facilities have not been determined. The POR
facilities would be constructed, owned, and operated by
currently unidentified outside parties in accordance with
all applicable state and local permits.

The incoming power would be connected to a new pad
mounted service transformer at the station. In addition, a
communication system, water well, and sanitary sewer
would be installed within the proposed facility fence line.

The incoming power would be connected to a new pad
mounted service transformer at the station. In addition, a
communication system, water well, and sanitary sewer
would be installed within the proposed facility fence line.

Columbia Gas anticipates that the existing power service
to the Crawford Compressor Station would be sufficient
for the proposed modifications.

The incoming power would be connected to a new pad
mounted service transformer at the station. In addition, a
communication system, water well, and sanitary sewer
would be installed within the proposed facility fence line.

The incoming power would be connected to a new pad-
mounted service transformer located on AEP, West
Virginia’s property to meet station requirements and
distribute 12.5 kV to the new compressor units.

The incoming power from the extension would be
connected to a new distribution panel with a main breaker
at the station. Columbia Gas anticipates that the
extension of the existing power service to the proposed
facility would be sufficient for this project.

The incoming power would be connected to a new
distribution panel with a main breaker at the facility.

The incoming power would be connected to a new
distribution panel with a main breaker at the station.

The incoming power would be connected to a new
distribution panel with a main breaker at the facility.

Columbia Gas anticipates that the extension of the
existing power service to the proposed facility would be
sufficient for this project.
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TABLE 1.4-1 (cont’d)
Non-Jurisdictional Project Facilities for the LX Project

Facility Name Additional Service Summary of Non-Jurisdictional Service
McArthur Regulator New electrical power line, which would The incoming power would be connected to a new
Station interconnect with Buckeye Rural Electrical distribution panel with a main breaker at the facility.

Cooperative’s existing 120/240 V overhead
poles located 0.3 mile south of the proposed
regulator station.

R-486 Odorization New electrical power line, which would The incoming power would be connected to a new
Station interconnect with Buckeye Rural Electrical distribution panel with a main breaker at the facility.
Cooperative’s existing 120/240 V overhead
poles located 0.1 mile north of the
odorization site.

R-130 Odorization Extension of existing power service from The incoming power would be connected to a new

Station AEP, Ohio’s existing 120/240 V overhead distribution panel with a main breaker at the facility.
poles located less than 0.1mile west of the Columbia Gas anticipates that the extension of the
odorization site. existing power service to the proposed facility would be

sufficient for this project.

R543 Odorization Extension of existing power service from The incoming power would be connected to a new

Station AEP, Ohio’s existing 120/240 V overhead distribution panel with a main breaker at the facility.
poles located 0.01mile southwest of the Columbia Gas anticipates that the extension of the
odorization site. existing power service to the proposed facility would be

sufficient for this project.

The non-jurisdictional electrical facilities are part of private construction Projects under state and
local jurisdiction. The federal government has no financial involvement, no permitting authority, and no
federal lands are involved; therefore, there is no cumulative federal control or responsibility associated
with these electrical facilities. Additionally, FERC has no authority over the permitting, licensing,
funding, construction, or operation of local electric lines. Though construction of the non-jurisdictional
electrical facilities may overlap with the construction of the Projects, construction of these facilities
would result in negligible environmental impacts due to sufficient extension of the existing power service
to the proposed facilities. A discussion of these non-jurisdictional facilities is provided in section 4.13.3.

15 PERMITS, APPROVALS, CONSULTATIONS, AND REGULATORY REVIEW

Tables 1.5-1 and 1.5-2 list the major federal, state, and local permits, approvals, and consultations
identified for the construction and operation of the LX and RXE Projects. Tables 1.5-1 and 1.5-2 also
provide the dates or anticipated dates when Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf commenced or anticipates
commencing formal permit and consultation procedures. Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf are
responsible for obtaining all necessary permits and approvals required to implement the proposed Projects
prior to construction.
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TABLE 1.5-1

Applicable Major Permits, Licenses, Authorizations, and Clearances for the LX Project

Permit/Clearance/Approval Agency Status
Federal
Certificate of Public FERC Application submitted June 8, 2015; supplemental

Convenience and Necessity

Section 10 Navigable Waters
Permit and Section 404 Permit:
Nationwide Permit 12

ESA, Section 7 Consultation

Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act, Migratory Bird
Treaty Act

West Virginia

CWA Section 401 Individual
Water Quality Certification

National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Construction
General Permit — General Water
Pollution Control Permit

CAA Permit: Minor New Source
Review Permit and Title V
Source Operating Permit (Lone
Oak Compressor Station)
Modification of existing Title V
Source Operating Permit
(Ceredo Compressor Station)

Surface Water Withdrawal
Permit (Water Management
Plan)

NPDES General Permit for
Discharges of Hydrostatic Test
Water

West Virginia Threatened and
Endangered Species
Consultation/Clearance

Surface Water Withdrawal
Permit

Office of Land and Streams
Stream Activity Application

National Historic Preservation
Act Section 106 Consultation

COE - Huntington and Pittsburgh

Districts

FWS — West Virginia Field Office
and Ohio Ecological Services Field

Office

FWS — Region 5 Migratory Bird

Permit Office

WVDEP

WVDEP

WVDEP

WVDEP

WVDEP

WVDNR

WVDNR

WVDNR

West Virginia State Historic
Preservation Office

application submitted October 23, 2015; supplement
submitted March 18, 2016

Applications submitted June 12, 2015; supplemental
filing anticipated November 6, 2015, modifications
submitted April 1, 2016

Consultations ongoing; mussel survey reports
submitted October 15, 2015; notification letter
documenting compliance with MSHCP and
requesting concurrence for Project activities outside
MSHCP covered lands submitted June 3, 2016;
supplemental species-specific plant survey reports
for OH submitted June 14, 2016

Consultations ongoing

Application submitted June 12, 2015; supplemental
filing November 2, 2015, modifications submitted
April 1, 2016; Notice of application completeness
issued April 19, 2016

Application submitted May 12, 2016

Minor New Source Review Permit application (Lone
Oak Compressor Station) permitted December 7,
2015, Title V Source Operating Permit application
anticipated to be submitted within 12 months of
facility in-service date

Water Management Plan anticipated to be submitted
June 2016

Applications anticipated to be submitted November
2016

Sensitive freshwater mussel species survey reports
submitted October 19, 2015; Concurrence received
July 6, 2016

Actual water use data anticipated to be submitted
subsequent to withdrawal activities in first Quarter
2018

Applications submitted June 12, 2015; supplemental
filing submitted November 6, 2015, modifications
submitted April 1, 2016 and application for new
impacts submitted April 15, 2016

Draft Phase | Reports submitted February 18, 2015;
concurrence issued for Draft Initial Phase | Reports
on March 20, 2015. Draft Supplemental Phase |
Reports submitted October 16, 2015, concurrence
issued for Draft Supplemental Phase | reports on
November 30, 2015. Second Draft Supplemental
Phase | reports submitted March 16, 2016;
Concurrence issued for Second Draft Supplemental
Phase | Reports on April 11, 2016
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TABLE 1.5-1 (cont'd)

Applicable Major Permits, Licenses, Authorizations, and Clearances for the LX Project

Permit/Clearance/Approval

Agency

Status

Pennsylvania

Chapter 105 Water Obstruction
and Encroachment General
Permit 5 for Utility Line
Crossings (GP-5)

CWA Section 401 Water Quality
Certification

PAG-10 NPDES Hydrostatic
Testing of Tanks and Pipelines

Pennsylvania Threatened and
Endangered Botanical Species
Consultation/Clearance

Pennsylvania Threatened and
Endangered Bird and Mammal
Species Consultation/Clearance

National Historic Preservation
Act Section 106 Consultation

Ohio

CWA Section 401 Individual
Water Quality Certification

NPDES General Permit for
Discharges of Hydrostatic Test
Water

CAA Permits: Permit-to-Install
and Operate Permit
(Summerfield Compressor
Station) Title V Source
Operating Permit (Oak Hill
Compressor Station)

Surface Water Withdrawal
Permit

Ohio Threatened and
Endangered Species
Consultation/Clearance

PADEP - Southwest Regional
Office, Bureau of Waterways and
Engineering and Wetlands

PADEP - Southwest Regional
Office, Bureau of Waterways and
Engineering and Wetlands

PADEP- Bureau of Point and Non-
Point Source Management

Pennsylvania Department of
Conservation and Natural
Resources

Pennsylvania Game Commission

Pennsylvania Historical and
Museum Commission, Bureau for
Historic Preservation

OEPA

OEPA

OEPA

Ohio Department of Natural
Resources

Ohio Department of Natural
Resources

Application submitted December 28, 2015.

Application and Environmental Assessment
submitted March 23, 2016

Applications anticipated to be submitted November
2016

Consultations ongoing; Plant survey reports and
request for concurrence submitted December 2,
2015. Letter of concurrence issued for plant surveys
completed to date on January 6, 2016.
Supplemental plant survey reports submitted June 7,
2016; Letter of concurrence issued for all plant
surveys on June 10, 2016

Letter received March 27, 2015, deferring to FWS

Letter received September 9, 2015 indicating the
project would not affect architectural resources, and
no survey is required; Draft Phase | Archeological
Survey Report submitted October 16, 2015.
Concurrence issued for Draft Phase | Report on
November 20, 2015

Applications submitted June 12, 2015; supplemental
filing anticipated November 6, 2015, madifications
submitted April 1, 2016

Application anticipated to be submitted November
2016

Permit-to-Install and Operate permit application
(Summerfield Compressor Station) submitted June
18, 2015, Permit-to-Install and Operate for the
Summerfield CS issued on September 25, 2015

Permit-to-Install permit application (Oak Hill
Compressor Station) submitted June 25, 2015,
Permit-to-Install for the Oak Hill CS issued on
November 20, 2015

Title V Source Operating Permit application (Oak Hill
Compressor Station) anticipated to be submitted
within 12 months of facility in-service date

Application anticipated to be submitted November
2016

Consultations ongoing; mussel survey reports
submitted August 26, 2015; Outstanding mussel
survey reports anticipated to be submitted upon
completion in July/August 2016. Concurrence
anticipated to be received September 2016; Informal
concurrence request for all other listed species
submitted on June 3, 2016. Concurrence anticipated
to be received July/August 2016.
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TABLE 1.5-1

Applicable Major Permits, Licenses, Authorizations, and Clearances for the LX Project

Permit/Clearance/Approval Agency

Status

Sunfish Creek State Forest Ohio Department of Natural
Right-of-Way Lease Agreement Resources

National Historic Preservation Ohio State Historic Preservation
Act Section 106 Consultation Office

Local

NPDES Erosion and Sediment Greene County Conservation
Control General Permit -2 (Ch. District
102)

Right-of-Way Lease Agreement Application and
Environmental Assessment submitted September
2015. Modifications to Environmental Assessment
submitted March 18, 2016

Draft Initial Phase | Reports submitted February 18,
2015; Concurrence issued for Draft Initial
Archeological Survey Report on February 28, 2015;
Comments issued for Draft Initial Architectural
Survey Report March 25, 2015 — Architectural
evaluations requested

Draft Supplemental Phase | Reports submitted
October 16, 2015; comments on Draft Supplemental
Phase | Archeological Survey Report received
January 7, 2016; Revised Draft Supplemental Phase
| archeological Survey Report submitted February
16, 2016; Concurrence issued for Revised Draft
Supplemental Phase | Archeological Report April 15,
2016

Comments on Draft Supplemental Phase |
Architectural Report received December 11 and 16,
2015 (Summary of 2014 and 2015 Architectural
Survey requested). Requested summary of 2014 and
2015 Architectural Survey submitted January 21,
2016. Comments on Summary of 2014 and 2015
Architectural Survey received February 23, 2016.
Revised Architectural Survey summary table
submitted July 8, 2016

Second Draft Supplemental Phase | Reports
submitted March 16, 2016 Concurrence issued for
Second Draft Supplemental Phase | Archeological
Report on April 26, 2016

Application submitted December 28, 2015
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TABLE 1.5-2

Applicable Major Permits, Licenses, Authorizations, and Clearances for the RXE Project

Permit/Clearance/Approval

Agency

Status

Federal

Certificate of Public Convenience
and Necessity

Section 404 Permit: Nationwide
Permit 12

Endangered Species Act, Section 7
Consultation

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection
Act, Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Tribal

National Historic Preservation Act
Section 106 Consultation

Kentucky

Kentucky Heritage Council — State
Historic Preservation Office

CWA Section 401 Water Quality
Certification; Permit to Construct
Across or Along a Stream/
Floodplain Construction Permit

Kentucky Pollutant Discharge
System General Permit
(KYR2100000) for Storm Water
Discharges Associated with
Construction Activities

Division of Air Quality State — Origin
Operating Permit

Water Withdrawal Permit

Kentucky Pollutant Discharge
System Hydrostatic Test Water One
Time Discharge Authorization

Groundwater Protection Plan

State Threatened and Endangered
Species Consultations and
Clearances

State Threatened and Endangered
Species Consultations and
Clearances

State Threatened and Endangered
Species Consultations and
Clearances

FERC
COE - Louisville Districts

FWS — Kentucky Ecological Services Field
Office

FWS — Region 4 Migratory Bird Permit Office

Tribal consultations

Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act

KYDEP

KYDEP

KYDEP

KYDEP

KYDEP

KYDEP
Kentucky State Nature Preserve Commission

Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife
Resources

Kentucky Division of Forestry

Application Submitted July 29, 2015
Applications submitted August 2015

Consultations ongoing; request for
concurrence submitted March 5,
2015

Consultations ongoing; request for
concurrence submitted July 2015

Request for concurrence submitted
June 30, 2015

Request for concurrence submitted
July 15, 2015

WQC April 13, 2016
Received Floodplain Permit for
Grayson CS May 9, 2016

Received Floodplain Permit for
Means CS May 11, 2016

Anticipated submitted June 20, 2016

Application submitted March 20, 2015
Means CS

Received Permit for Grayson CS on
April 11, 2016

Anticipated submittal date
September 2015

Anticipated submittal date
September 2015

Received approval March 30, 2016
Receive approval June 22, 2015

Receive approval July 31, 2015

Request for concurrence submitted
June 15, 2015; No response
anticipated
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20 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 PROPOSED FACILITIES
2.1.1 Pipeline Facilities

The LX Project consists of four new natural gas pipelines, LEX Pipeline, LEX1 Pipeline, the R-
801 Loop, and the BM-111 Loop, totaling 160.7 miles; the abandonment in-place of 28.2 miles of the
existing Line R-501; and associated auxiliary and appurtenant facilities, as discussed in the aboveground
facilities section below. An overview map of the LX Project location is provided in figure 2.1-1.

The proposed pipeline facilities consist of the following components:

. LEX Pipeline — Installation of 132.4 miles of new 36-inch-diameter natural gas pipeline,
which would begin near the existing MarkWest Energy Partners, LP Processing Plant
(MarkWest Plant) located in Marshall County, West Virginia and traverse Greene
County, Pennsylvania, and Monroe, Noble, Muskingum, Morgan, Perry, Hocking, and
Fairfield Counties, Ohio before terminating at the proposed R-System RS in Hocking
County, Ohio.

. LEX1 Pipeline — Installation of 1.2 miles of new 30-inch-diameter natural gas pipeline,
which would begin near milepost (MP) 127.4 of the proposed LEX Pipeline and
terminate at an intersection with the existing Line K-260 in Fairfield County, Ohio.

. R-801 Loop — Installation of 24.2 miles of new 36-inch-diameter natural gas pipeline
loop, which would begin at the proposed R-System RS located in Hocking County, Ohio
and extend south before terminating at the proposed McArthur RS in Vinton County,
Ohio.

o BM-111 Loop - Installation of about 2.9 miles of new 36-inch-diameter natural gas
pipeline loop, beginning in Lawrence County, Ohio and terminating at the existing
Ceredo CS in Wayne County, West Virginia.

o R-501 Abandonment — Abandonment in-place of 28.2 miles of the existing 20-inch-
diameter natural gas Line R-501, which begins at the existing Crawford CS in Fairfield
County, Ohio and traverses Hocking County, Ohio before terminating at the proposed
McArthur RS in Vinton County, Ohio.

About 40 percent (64.6 miles) of the new pipelines would be co-located with existing Columbia
Gas rights-of-way (43.1 miles) or paralleling existing utility corridors (21.5 miles). Table 2.1.1-1
provides a summary of existing corridors with which the LX Project is paralleling or co-located. Areas
where Columbia Gas was unable to co-locate the pipelines with existing rights-of-way or parallel existing
corridors were primarily due to constructability issues (e.g., crossings of streams, wetlands, congested
areas, or side-slope terrain) or efforts to minimize impacts on residential and commercial developments.

A portion of the proposed LX Project route would be adjacent to Texas Eastern Transmission,
LP’s (Texas Eastern) existing permanent pipeline for about 17 miles between LEX Pipeline mileposts
(MP) 34.6 and 52.2. Within this portion, the LEX Pipeline would closely overlap Rover Pipeline LLC’s
(Rover) Seneca Lateral (part of the Rover Pipeline Project) for about 13 miles in Monroe County,
Ohio. In response to a FERC information request, Rover and Columbia Gas reached an agreement in
early July of 2016 to design their respective pipeline facilities in a manner such that both pipelines would
be constructed and operated safely with minimal environmental and stakeholder impacts. Columbia Gas
and Rover Pipeline LLC have tentatively agreed to use a non-exclusive easement for this overlap, which
includes a mutual new permanent right-of-way width of 50 feet located on the south side of Texas
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TABLE 2.1.1-1

Locations of Adjacent Corridors for the LX Project

Corresponding

Beginning Ending Length Construction
Pipeline/Company Corridor Type Milepost Milepost (miles) Typical *
LEX
Columbia Pipeline 1.1 1.2 0.1 17
Columbia Pipeline 1.4 1.6 0.2 17
Columbia Pipeline 2.7 2.9 0.2 17
MarkWest Pipeline 3.7 3.7 0.1 16
MarkWest Pipeline 4.1 4.2 0.0 16
MarkWest Pipeline 8.3 RR-1 8.3 RR-1 0.0 16
Texas Eastern Pipeline 8.3 RR-1. 9.6 RR-1 1.2 16
Texas Eastern Pipeline 11.3 14.1 RR-2 2.8 16
AEP Powerline 14.1 RR-2 14.2 RR-2 0.1 18
Williams Pipeline 14.3 RR-2 14.8 RR-2 0.5 16
Williams Pipeline 15.0 RR-2 15.0 RR-2 0.0 16
AEP Powerline 15.6 RR-2 15.6 RR-2 0.0 18
Spectra Pipeline 16.2 16.7 RR-3 0.5 16
AEP Powerline 17.1 RR-3 17.3 A 18
Blue Racer Pipeline 18.3 18.6 RR-4 0.3 16
Blue Racer Pipeline 19.7 20.5 0.9 16
AEP Power line 29.4 30.3 1.0 18
Spectra Pipeline 30.4 30.8 0.5 16
AEP Power line 30.8 31.2 0.4 18
Spectra Pipeline 31.3 314 0.1 16
AEP Power line 314 315 0.1 18
Spectra Pipeline 32.5 35.7 3.2 16
Spectra Pipeline 36.7 41.8 5.1 16/7
Spectra Pipeline 42.3 45.0 2.7 7
Spectra Pipeline 46.2 550.7 4.5 7
Spectra Pipeline 51.1 51.3 0.3 7
Spectra Pipeline 51.6 51.8 0.1 7
Spectra Pipeline 59.6 60.9 1.3 7
W.E.C. Power line 60.9 61.4 0.5 1
Spectra Pipeline 62.2 63.1 0.9 7
AEP Power line 68.7 68.8 0.1 1
AEP Power line 69.6 70.5 0.9 1
AEP Power line 714 72.0 0.6 1
Spectra Pipeline 72.3 73.4 1.2 7
W.E.C. Power line 73.5 74.2 0.7 1
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TABLE 2.1.1-1 (cont'd)
Locations of Adjacent Corridors for the LX Project

Corresponding

Beginning Ending Length Construction
Pipeline/Company Corridor Type Milepost Milepost (miles) Typical *
Spectra Pipeline 74.2 75.4 1.2 7
East Ohio Gas Company Pipeline 75.4 78.4 2.9 7
Spectra Pipeline 78.4 81.0 25 7
Texas Eastern Pipeline 80.9 82.6 1.7 7
Kinder Morgan Pipeline 82.6 84.4 1.8 7
Kinder Morgan Pipeline 85.3 85.7 0.4 7
Kinder Morgan Pipeline 85.7 85.8 0.1 7
Kinder Morgan Pipeline 87.3 87.5 0.2 7
Kinder Morgan Pipeline 87.7 87.8 0.1 7
Kinder Morgan Pipeline 88.3 88.4 0.1 7
Unknown Power line 112.4 112.7 0.3 1
Columbia Pipeline 127.2 127.4 0.2 8B
Columbia Pipeline 128.1 128.1 0.1 8B
Columbia Pipeline 127.7 128.8 0.1 8B
Columbia Pipeline 130.9 131.1 0.1 8B
Subtotal 42.9
LEX1
AEP Power line 0.00 1.0 1.0 1
Subtotal 1.0 -
R-801 Loop
Columbia Pipeline 0.0 0.5 0.5 8A
Columbia Pipeline 0.6 6.4 5.8 8A
Unknown Power line 7.2 7.5 0.3 1
Columbia Pipeline 7.7 8.6 0.1 8A
Columbia Pipeline 9.4 115 2.1 8A
Columbia Pipeline 12.2 16.8 4.6 8A
Columbia Pipeline 171 19.6 25 8A
Columbia Pipeline 19.8 22.1 2.2 8A
Columbia Pipeline 22.2 22.7 0.5 8A
Columbia Pipeline 23.4 24.2 0.8 8A
Subtotal 20.1 8A
BM-111 Loop
Columbia Pipeline 1.8 2.5 0.7 8B
Subtotal 0.7 -
Total 64.6 -

a Typical construction work area configurations are contained in appendix C.
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Eastern’s right-of-way. Their tentative design would be to distance their pipelines 20 feet from each
other. Whichever pipeline is installed first in time would be located 40 feet from Texas Eastern’s closest
pipeline (a 30-inch-diameter pipeline), and that pipeline’s temporary right-of-way would overlap Texas
Eastern’s permanent right-of-way overlap by 10 feet (Appendix C). Columbia Gas has determined that it
would have to deviate from the tentative mutual route agreed with by Rover Pipeline LLC, should the
LEX Pipeline be the outside (southernmost) installed pipeline, for five minor route deviations. These
deviations would allow the outside pipeline’s route to accommodate construction constraints caused by
steep terrain, geologic features, residences and waterbodies. Given that these deviations have not been
identified, we recommend that:

e As part of its Implementation Plan, Columbia Gas should confirm the location
of the LEX Pipeline between MPs 34.6 to 52.2 within its non-exclusive easement
and identify any locations where the LEX Pipeline along this segment would
deviate from the non-exclusive easement in accordance with recommendation 5
(see section 5.2).

2.1.2 Route and Workspace Modifications

Table 2.1.2-1 lists the minor route deviations Columbia Gas incorporated into the proposed route,
since the issuance of the draft EIS. The route deviations presented as (Deviation P, Deviation B-2 and
Deviation D-2) have been incorporated into the proposed route, and as such are no longer alternatives.
This final EIS includes the impacts of these deviations as part of the proposed action.

TABLE 2.1.2-1
Minor Route Deviations Incorporated into the Proposed Project
Parcel
Project Number or Requested Minor Route
Segment  Reroute ID MP Variation Columbia Gas' Analysis / Response
LEX N/A Launcher  Landowner requested Residential structure is located on an industrial property and
Facility proposed structure is unoccupied. The landowner plans to remove the
relocation unoccupied residence.
LEX WV-MA- Not Landowner requested Columbia Gas evaluated information and supporting data to
194.000 specified  pipeline be moved to avoid  identify the safest route through this area. The route
WV-MA- forest and property evaluation modifies the pipeline route on two or more of the
196.000 impacts landowner’s properties.
LEX WV-MA- 7.4 WVDOT recommended Columbia Gas routed the LEX Pipeline west and north of
095A.000 avoiding a soil nail previously proposed route between MP 7.4 and MP 9.6.
reinforcement project Reroute would impact residence that has been agreed upon
with the landowner for demolition of the structure and has
been incorporated into the proposed route as Reroute 1.
LEX 18.64 RR-4 18.4 Landowner requested Columbia Gas routed the LEX Pipeline southeast and south
relocation of MLV on of originally proposed route to accommodate new location of
property MLV. The reroute has been incorporated into the proposed
route as Reroute 4.
LEX 56.02 RR-7 54.5 Ohio DOT recommended Columbia Gas routed the pipeline southwest for 0.6 mile and
avoiding corrugated metal northwest for 0.9 mile to avoid this area. The reroute has
culvert on Highway 78 been incorporated into the proposed route as Reroute 7.
LEX OH-MO- 51.5 Consider adjusting route Columbia Gas has addressed the landowner’s concerns.
208.000 across property The right-of-way on the affected property was acquired on
April 26, 2016.
LEX OH-MU- 82.9 Consider adjusting route Landowner concerns were addressed and the right-of-way
071.000 across property on the affected property was acquired on March 16, 2016.
LEX OH-MN- N/A Landowner requested Unrelated route alternative incorporated into the proposed
120.001 route adjustment across route prior to issuance of DEIS has eliminated impacts on
property this property
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2.1.3 Aboveground Facilities

Aboveground facilities associated with the LX Project include:

. Three new compressor stations (Lone Oak CS, Summerfield CS, and Oak Hill CS);

. modifications at two existing compressor stations (Crawford CS and Ceredo CS);

. four- new regulator stations (K-260 RS, R-System RS, Benton RS, and McArthur RS);
. modifications at 1 existing regulator station (RS-1286);

o thirteen bi-directional launcher and/or receiver facilities;

. nine mainline valves (MLV); and

° five new odorization stations along the existing R-System.

These facilities are summarized in table 2.1.2-2 and locations shown in appendix B maps.

Aboveground facilities associated with the RXE Project include two new compressor stations
(Grayson CS and Means CS) and modifications at the Means Measuring and Regulator Station (Means
M&R). These facilities are summarized in table 2.1.2-3 and the locations are shown in appendix B. An
overview map of the RXE Project location is provided in figure 2.1.2-1.

Further, detailed descriptions of the proposed aboveground facilities and modifications to existing
aboveground facilities are provided in sections 2.1.2.1 and 2.1.2.2, respectively.

2131 New Aboveground Facilities

LX Project

Lone Oak Compressor Station — Columbia Gas proposes to construct the Lone Oak CS, Marshall
County, West Virginia to provide pressure management for deliveries from Columbia Gas’ existing Line
10100 and the existing MarkWest Plant. The compressor station would include three natural gas-driven
compressor units housed in two compressor buildings, metering, filter separators, gas coolers, valves, and
associated piping. Columbia Gas would also install vent silencers, controls to allow for remote
start/stop/by-pass of the compressor units, and security fencing around the facility. Outside of the
compressor station facility fence lines, Columbia Gas would install a 24-inch-diameter suction line that
would extend about 400 feet northwest of the Lone Oak CS to tie-in to the existing Line 10100.
Additionally, a tie-in facility would be constructed at the end of the suction line to accommodate the
proposed connection with the existing Line 10100. The location of the Lone Oak CS is provided in
appendix B.

Summerfield Compressor Station — Columbia Gas proposes to construct the Summerfield CS in
Noble County, Ohio to provide pressure management for deliveries to the existing Crawford CS. The
Summerfield CS would include two natural gas-driven compressor units housed in a compressor building,
metering, filter separators, valves, and associated piping. Columbia Gas would also install vent silencers,
controls to allow for remote start/stop/by-pass of the compressor units, and security fencing around the
facility. The compressor station facility would be fenced, and land within the permanent footprint not
covered by rock or facility foundations would be maintained in an herbaceous state.
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Oak Hill Compressor Station — Columbia Gas proposes to construct the Oak Hill CS, about 1,500
feet east of MP 51.5 on the existing Line R-501 in Jackson County, Ohio to provide pressure management
for deliveries from Columbia Gas’ existing R-501, R-601, and R-701S lines to the existing Ceredo CS.
The compressor station would include three natural gas-driven compressor units housed in two
compressor buildings, metering, filter separators, gas coolers, valves, associated piping, vent silencers,
controls to allow for remote start/stop/by-pass of the compressor units, and security fencing around the
facility. Outside of the proposed compressor station facility fence lines, Columbia Gas would install 36-
inch-diameter suction/discharge lines that would extend about 2000 feet west-northwest of the Oak Hill
CS to connect to the existing R-System. Additionally, a tie-in facility would be constructed at the end of
the suction/discharge lines to accommodate the proposed connection with the existing R-System.

Regulator Stations — Columbia Gas proposes to construct four new regulator stations to allow for
natural gas flow between the proposed pipelines and Columbia Gas’ existing pipeline system. In
addition, Columbia Gas would install pressure regulation and overpressure protection at these facilities as
well as an odorization system at the K-260 RS and the R-System RS. Columbia Gas would install a 30-
inch-diameter incoming line that would extend about 210 feet south of the K-260 RS fence lines to
connect to the proposed LEX Pipeline. The R-System RS would require a 24-inch-diameter incoming
line that would extend about 360 feet west of the facility fence lines to connect to the existing Line R-
701N.

Launcher and Receiver Facilities — The proposed LX Project would require the construction of a
total of 13 bi-directional launcher and/or receiver facilities, as shown in table 2.1.2-2. A launcher for
Line R-501 would be installed within the McArthur RS to replace the existing launcher located at the
Crawford CS that would be abandoned as part of the proposed R-501 Abandonment. The launcher
facility at the BM-111 Loop would require the installation of a new 36-inch-diameter connecting line
extending about 424 feet south from the launcher facility to tie in to the existing R-System within
Columbia’s existing Burlington Meter Station.

Mainline Valves — Columbia Gas proposes to install a total of nine new MLVs, including eight on
the LEX Pipeline and one on the R-801 Loop.

Odorization Stations — To maintain compliance with the U.S. Department of Transportation
(DOT) Minimum Federal Safety Standards (49 CFR Part 192), Columbia Gas proposes to construct four
new odorization stations along the R-System in Jackson and Lawrence Counties, Ohio to odorize its
existing R-486, R-130, R-543, and R-300/R-500 lines. In addition, Columbia Gas would install odorant
systems at the existing Benton CS in Hocking County, Ohio and within the proposed K-260 RS and R-
System RS.
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TABLE 2.1.2-2
Aboveground Facilities for the LX Project

Facility Milepost Location County, State Description
LEX
Lone Oak Compressor Station 7.4 Marshall, WV Construct a new compressor station
facility for a combined 47,700 hp.
Summerfield Compressor Station 57.1 Noble, OH Construct a new compressor station

Launcher and Receiver Facilities 0.0; 7.4;57.1; 131.3 Marshall, WV; Noble
and Hocking, OH

MLVs 3.1, 18.6 RR-4, 31.7, Marshall, WV;
49.3, 65.6, 84.3,104.2, Monroe, Noble,
122.0 Morgan, Perry, and
Hocking, OH
LEX1
K-260 Regulator Station 0.0 Fairfield, OH
Launcher and Receiver Facilities 0.0,1.2 Fairfield, OH
R-801 Loop
R-System Regulator Station 0.0 Hocking, OH
Benton Regulator Station 12.8 Hocking, OH
RS-1286 Regulator Station b 21.6 Vinton, OH
McArthur Regulator Station 24.2 Vinton, OH
Launcher and Receiver Facilities 0.0; 24.2 Hocking and Vinton,
OH
MLVs 9.7 Hocking, OH

facility for a combined 15,400 hp.

Install six bi-directional launcher and/or
receiver facilities, including one at the
start of the LEX Pipeline at the
MarkWest Plan, two at the new Lone
Oak CS, two at the new Summerfield
CS, and one at the new R-System RS.

Install eight new MLV assemblies along
the LEX Pipeline.

Construct a new RS and tie-in facility at
the intersection of the LEX Pipeline and
LEX1. Install a new odorization system
to odorize from the LEX Pipeline to the
existing Line K-260 and Crawford CS.

Install two bi-directional launcher and/or
receiver facilities, including one at the
new K-260 RS and one at the terminus
of the pipeline.

Construct a new RS and tie-in facility to
the R-801 Loop and existing R-601 and
R-701 Lines.

Construct a new RS and tie-in facility to
the R-801 Loop and existing R-515, R-
601, and R-701N lines at the terminus of
the existing Line R-515 to allow flow
from the existing Benton CS.

Modify the existing regulator and replace
the associated building to tie-in to the R-
801 Loop and existing Line R-443 at the
existing RS-1286 RS.

Construct a new RS and tie-in facility to
the R-801 Loop and existing SR-595, R-
501, R-601, and R-701S lines at the
terminus of the R-801 Loop.

Install three bi-directional launcher
and/or receiver facilities, including one at
the new R-System RS and two at the
new McArthur RS.

Install one new MLV assembly along the
R-801 Loop.
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TABLE 2.1.2-2 (cont’d)
Aboveground Facilities for the LX Project

Facility

Milepost Location

County, State

Description

BM-111 Loop
Ceredo Compressor Station b

Launcher and Receiver Facilities °

Existing Columbia Pipeline System
Crawford Compressor Station b

Oak Hill Compressor Station

Benton Compressor Station b

R-486 Odorization Station

R-130 Odorization Station

R-543 Odorization Station

R-300 / R-500 Odorization Station

2.9

0.0; 2.9

51.5°

52°

34.7°

37.1°

53.7°

88.0°

Wayne, WV

Lawrence, OH
and Wayne, WV

Fairfield, OH

Jackson, OH

Hocking, OH

Jackson, OH

Jackson, OH

Jackson, OH

Lawrence, OH

Milepost is associated with Columbia Gas’ existing R-501 Line.
Project activities would occur at existing aboveground facilities.
Milepost is associated with Columbia Gas’ existing Line R-515

Install three new electric motor-driven
compressor units for a combined 33,000 hp
(ISO), decommission one existing natural gas
compressor unit replacing with one of the three
new electric units, resulting in a total certificated
capacity of 65,000 hp, and modify piping at the
existing compressor station to increase
operations flexibility.

Install two bi-directional launcher and/or receiver
facilities, including one at the start of the BM-111
Loop and one at the existing Ceredo CS at the
terminus of the loop.

Modify piping, valves and regulators and
construct new regulator buildings within and
outside of the existing compressor station to
allow for the flow of the proposed quantities of
natural gas.

Construct a new compressor station facility,
which would include three new natural gas
compressor units for a combined 47,700 hp.

Install a new odorization system at the existing
compressor station facility to odorize gas from
the existing Line R-515 to the existing Line C-18.
Replace about 700 feet of an existing 4-inch
bypass line with a new 12-inch bypass line.

Construct a new odorization system facility to
odorize gas from the existing R-501 and R-601
Lines to the existing R-486 Line towards
Hamden, OH.

Install a new odorization system facility at the
existing Wellston RS to odorize gas from the

existing R-501 and R-601 lines to the existing
Line R-130 towards Coalton and Altoona, OH.

Install a new odorization system facility at the
existing Oak Hill RS to odorize gas from the
existing R-501, R-601, and R-701S lines to the
existing Line R-543 toward Oak Hill and Cedar
Heights Clay, OH.

Install a new odorization system facility at the
existing South Point RS to odorize gas from the
existing Line R-501 to the existing Line R-300
towards South Point, OH.
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TABLE 2.1.2-3
Aboveground Facilities for the RXE Project

Milepost
Facility Location County, State Description

Means Measurement and 6.0? Montgomery, KY Modifications to station piping and SCADA" systems.

Regulation Station

Grayson Compressor Station 68.0° Carter, KY Construct a new compressor station facility consisting of
two new natural gas compressor units for a combined
36,400 hp.

Means Compressor Station 6.5° Montgomery and Construct a new compressor station facility consisting of

Menifree, KY two new natural gas compressor units for a combined

15,400 hp

Approximate milepost associated with Columbia Gulf's existing Mainline 100, 200, and 300.
Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA).

RXE Project

Grayson Compressor Station — Columbia Gulf proposes to construct the Grayson CS about
2.5 miles northeast of Grayson, Kentucky. The Grayson CS would be surrounded by a 7.5-foot-tall
security fence and accessed from the south via Beckwith Branch Road, an existing access road. Columbia
Gulf proposes to install one 15,900 hp I1SO rated Solar Mars 100 gas turbine/ compressor unit and one
20,500 hp ISO rated Solar Titan 130 gas turbine/compressor unit at the Grayson CS. The turbines/
compressor units would be housed in two new compressor buildings. The compressor buildings would be
acoustically insulated to reduce the sound transmission. Additional buildings and major auxiliary
equipment to be installed include an auxiliary building, control/ warehouse building, filter separators, and
associated equipment piping. The Grayson CS would be designed in a manner which allows compression
to be utilized to flow gas North to South or South to North in any of the Mainlines 100, 200, and 300.
The station piping would be designed for a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) of 1,200
pounds per square inch gauge (psig).

Means Compressor Station — Columbia Gulf proposes to construct the Means CS about 25 miles
southeast of Mt. Sterling, Kentucky. The Means CS would be surrounded by a 7.5-foot-tall security fence
and accessed from the east via Hawkins Branch Road, an existing access road. A new 30-foot-wide
asphalt access driveway would be constructed within the site and maintained as part of the permanent
station operations; within the fence line a 30-foot-wide paved road would provide access to the
compressor building, control building, filter/separator area. With the exception of the access roads, the
equipment area within the site shall be gravel covered as practical. In addition to periodic site visits by
Columbia Gulf personnel, necessary automation and controls would be installed to allow for remote
station operation from Columbia Gulf’s Monitoring Center located in Charleston, West Virginia.
Columbia Gulf proposes to install two 7,700 hp ISO rated Solar Taurus 60 gas turbine/ compressor units.
The turbines/ compressor units would be housed in one new compressor Building, which would be
acoustically insulated to reduce the sound transmission. Additional buildings and major auxiliary
equipment to be installed include an Auxiliary Building, Control/ Warehouse Building, Filter Separators,
station valves, and associated equipment piping. The station piping would be designed for a MAOP of
1,200 psig.

2.1.3.2 Existing Aboveground Facilities
LX Project

Crawford Compressor Station — Modifications at the Crawford CS would accommodate the
capacity increase resulting from the proposed LX Project as well as the proposed R-501 Abandonment.
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The majority of the activities at the Crawford CS would be conducted entirely within the existing facility
fence lines or existing facility access roads. However, a new regulator valve facility is proposed east of
the existing Crawford CS outside of the facility fence.

Ceredo Compressor Station — Modifications at the Ceredo CS would accommodate the capacity
increase resulting from the proposed LX Project. The proposed modifications would require a permanent
expansion of the northern facility fence line to accommodate the proposed compressor units and
equipment required for station blowdowns. In addition, the eastern fence line would be permanently
expanded to accommodate gas coolers, piping a new office/warehouse building, permanent access road
and parking area., .

RS-1286 Regulator Station — Modifications at the R-1286 RS would allow for interconnection on
the proposed R-801 Loop would replace the current connection of RS-1286 Regulator Station at the
existing Line R-501 that is proposed to be abandoned as part of the LX Project. Construction of the new
interconnect would require a minor expansion of the existing RS-1286 facility to accommodate the new
regulator building.

Odorization Stations — Columbia Gas’ existing pipeline system currently transports odorized
natural gas from the existing Ceredo CS north along the existing Line BM-111 and into the R-System for
deliveries throughout Ohio. However, following completion of the proposed LX Project, the flow of
natural gas along the existing R-System would be reversed to accommodate the new capacity that would
be provided by the LEX Pipeline and transport it south to various markets and delivery points located
within and outside of Ohio. Therefore, to maintain compliance with the DOT Minimum Federal Safety
Standards (49 CFR 192), Columbia Gas proposes to construct five new odorization stations at existing
facilities to odorize natural gas along its existing pipeline system following the flow reversal that would
be created by the proposed project.

RXE Project

Means Measuring and Regulation Station — The Means M&R Station is an existing facility
located in Menifee County, Kentucky. Columbia Gulf owns the property on which Means M&R is
located. Columbia Gulf proposes to modify the Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA)
system within an existing building as well as install ancillary below ground piping and minor
aboveground appurtenance facilities. All work would be conducted within the existing fenced boundary.

2.2 LAND REQUIREMENTS

The LX Project would disturb a total of about 3,161.6 acres of land during construction. Of this,
operations would require use of 987.7 acres (consisting of 926.3 acres for the permanent pipeline facilities
and 61.4 acres for aboveground facilities) and the remaining 2,173.9 acres of disturbed land would be
restored and allowed to revert to its pre-construction use. Tables 2.2-1 and 2.2-2 summarize the land
requirements of the LX Project pipeline and aboveground facilities, respectively, and sections 2.2.1
through 2.2.4 describe the LX Project land requirements in further detail.

The RXE Project would disturb a total of about 32.2 acres of land during construction.
Permanent operations would require 19.0 acres. Table 2.2-3 summarizes the land requirements of the
RXE Project aboveground facilities and sections 2.2.5 and 2.2.6 describe the RXE Project land
requirements in further detail.
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TABLE 2.2-1
Summary of Land Requirements Associated with the LX Project Pipeline Facilities

Land Affected During Land Affected During

Facility Construction (acres)® Operation (acres) b

LEX

Pipeline 1796.2 800.1

Additional Temporary Workspace 202.2 0.0

Access Roads 49.4 17

Contractor Yards 397.1 0.0

Cathodic Protection 1.9 1.9
LEX1

Pipeline 15.7 7.3

Additional Temporary Workspace 11 0.0

Contractor Yards 9.3 0.0
R-801 Loop

Pipeline 318.4 98.4

Additional Temporary Workspace 29.3 0.0

Access Roads 17.3 0.0

Contractor Yards 110.7 0.0

Cathodic Protection 0.5 0.5
BM-111 Loop

Pipeline 290.8 16.4

Additional Temporary Workspace 6.4 0.0

Access Roads 0.5 0.0
Existing Columbia Pipeline System

R-501 Abandonment 12.9 0.0

Access Roads 16.4 0.0
LX Project Pipeline Facilities Total 3,015.2 926.3

Land affected during construction includes land proposed for use under operations (permanent).
Land affected during operation consists only of new permanent impacts.
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TABLE 2.2-2
Summary of Land Requirements Associated with LX Project Aboveground Facilities

Land Affected During Land Affected During

Facility Construction (acres)® Operation (acres) "
LEX
Lone Oak Compressor Station 36.7 23.2
Summerfield Compressor Station 6.8 4.6
Access Roads 25 25
Launcher 0.8 0.6
MLVs 0.5 0.5
LEX1
K-260 Regulator Station 9.4 1.2
Incoming Line 0.2 0.2
Tie in Valve 0.0 0.0
Receiver 2.1 1.0
Access Roads 4.0 4.0
R-801 Loop
R-System Regulator Station 5.2 2.3
Outgoing Line 0.4 0.4
Tie- in Facility 0.2 0.2
Benton Regulator Station 2.4 11
RS-1286 Regulator Station © 0.2 0.1
McArthur Regulator Station 2.8 1.9
MLVs 0.1 0.1
Access Roads 1.4 1.4
BM-111 Loop
Launcher 0.8 0.8
Ceredo Compressor Station ° 16.4 2.9
Access Road 0.0 0.0
Existing Columbia Pipeline System
Crawford Compressor Station © 22.0 0.4
Oak Hill Compressor Station 18.7 6.4
Suction/Discharge Lines 3.7 3.7
Tie-in Facility 0.4 0.4
Benton Compressor Station © 3.8 0.3
R-486 Odorization Station ° 0.1 0.0
R-130 Odorization Station © 0.1 0.0
R-543 Odorization Station © 0.1 0.1
R-300 / R-500 Odorization Station ° 1.3 0.0
Access Roads 3.4 13
Aboveground LX Facilities Total 146.6 61.4

Land affected during construction includes land proposed for use under operations (permanent).
Land affected during operation consists only of new permanent impacts.
Project activities would occur at existing aboveground facilities
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TABLE 2.2-3
Summary of Land Requirements Associated with RXE Project

Land Affected During Land Affected During

Facility Construction (acres)® Operation (acres) "
Existing Facilities

Means Measuring and Regulation Station 1.0°¢ 3.2°
New Facilities

Grayson Compressor Station 11.8 8.6

Means Compressor Station 19.4 7.2
RXE Project Total 32.2 19.0

a

Land affected during construction includes land proposed for use under operations (permanent).
Land affected during operation consists only of new permanent impacts.

Construction and operation activities within the Means Measuring and Regulation Station would take place within the
existing fence line which includes previously disturbed land within an industrial facility.

b

c

2.2.1 LXProject New Pipeline Facilities

It is anticipated that new pipeline construction would typically require a construction work area
width of 110 feet in upland areas to accommodate the proposed 30- and 36-inch-diameter pipelines.
However, a width of 125 feet (in uplands) would be required for construction of the LEX Pipeline from
MPs 0.0 to 39 in order to provide, sufficient working width for safe and efficient construction of 36-inch-
diameter pipeline through hilly terrain and steep slope conditions. As shown in the typical construction
standards in Appendix C, the permanent right-of-way would be 25 feet on either side of the pipeline plus
60 feet of ATWS (five feet on the soil spoil side and 55 feet on the working side). Where 125 feet of
construction work area would be required, the additional 15 feet of ATWS would be located on the
working side. Where the pipeline would cross wetlands, the construction work area would be a total of 75
feet, including the 50 foot permanent right-of-way.

About 26 percent of the LEX Pipeline is characterized by slopes greater than 30 percent,
requiring large construction equipment to be adequately stabilized to ensure safe working conditions
during construction. In addition, if rock is encountered during construction, additional space would be
needed to separate excavated rock from topsoil and to store rock separately from topsoil. Following
construction, a 50-foot-wide permanent easement centered on the installed pipeline would be retained.
See appendix C for typical construction work area cross-section diagrams of various configurations for
this proposal.

A 75-foot-wide construction work area would be used in all wetland areas except where alternate
measures are requested as discussed in section 4.3. In areas where the construction work area is proposed
to be co-located with existing Columbia Gas and non- Columbia Gas pipeline rights-of-way, Columbia
Gas would overlap its temporary workspace to the extent feasible, while providing a safe distance of
separation between the proposed and existing pipelines. Overlap areas often require less newly-disturbed
construction work area widths. In some areas of the proposed R-801 Loop, new permanent easement
would overlap up to 20 feet with existing permanent easement, resulting in only 30 feet of additional new
permanent easement.

In total, construction of the four new pipelines (excluding use of additional temporary workspace
[ATWS], contractor yards, cathodic protection installations, and access roads) would affect 2,160.1 acres.

In addition to the four new pipelines, the R-501 Abandonment would require work at about 97
areas, primarily within the previously disturbed permanent right-of-way, but including several temporary
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access roads, temporary workspaces, and pipe yards outside the permanent right-of-way. These areas are
depicted on the alignment sheets provided in appendix B, resulting in a total of 29.3 acres of temporary
impacts. The majority of activities associated with the R-501 Abandonment (which involves leaving the
existing pipeline in place) would occur within the existing, previously disturbed right-of-way

As presented in table 2.2-1, approximately 922.2 acres of the total land that would be affected by
pipeline construction would be maintained as new permanent easement. Areas disturbed by construction
that are not part of the new permanent easement would be allowed to revegetate to previous conditions
and contours would be restored to pre-construction conditions following the completion of construction
activities. New permanent easement areas would be revegetated, with restrictions, and contoured to pre-
construction conditions except for the addition of permanent slope breakers for erosion control.

Additional Temporary Workspace — In addition to the previously described typical pipeline
construction work areas, ATWS may be required where site-specific conditions warrant the use of
specialized construction procedures to reduce environmental impacts and to maintain safe working
conditions. Columbia Gas would require ATWS for road, wetland, waterbody, and foreign utility line
crossings; steep and 