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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20426

OFFICE OF ENERGY PROJECTS In Reply Refer To:

OEP/DG2E/Gas 4

Rover Pipeline, LLC

Rover Pipeline Project

Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, LP

Panhandle Backhaul Project

Trunkline Gas Company, LLC

Trunkline Backhaul Project

Docket Nos. CP15-93-000
CP15-94-000
CP15-96-000

TO THE PARTY ADDRESSED:

The staff of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission)
has prepared a draft environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Rover Pipeline Project,
Panhandle Backhaul Project, and Trunkline Backhaul Project (Projects), proposed by
Rover Pipeline, LLC (Rover), Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, LP (Panhandle),
and Trunkline Gas Company, LLC (Trunkline), respectively, in the above-referenced
dockets. Rover, Panhandle, and Trunkline request authorization to construct and operate
certain interstate natural gas pipeline facilities in Michigan, Ohio, Pennsylvania, West
Virginia, Indiana, Illinois, Tennessee, and Mississippi to deliver up to 3.25 billion cubic
feet per day (Bcf/d) of natural gas supply from the Marcellus and Utica Shale producers
in Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and Ohio through interconnections with existing pipeline
infrastructure in Ohio and Michigan to supply interstate natural gas pipelines and storage
facilities as well as markets in the Gulf Coast, Midwest, and Canadian regions.

The draft 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 acceptable levels with the implementation of Rover’s,
Panhandle’s, and Trunkline’s proposed mitigation and the additional measures
recommended by staff in the draft EIS.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (COE), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), Ohio Environmental
Protection Agency (OHEPA), and the West Virginia Department of Environmental
Protection (WVDEP) participated as cooperating agencies in the preparation of the EIS.
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Cooperating agencies have jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to
resources potentially affected by the proposal and participate in the NEPA analysis. The
COE would adopt the final EIS if, after an independent review of the document, it
concludes that its comments and suggestions have been satisfied.

The draft EIS addresses the potential environmental effects of the construction and
operation of the following Project facilities in Michigan, Ohio, Pennsylvania, West
Virginia, Indiana, Illinois, Tennessee, and Mississippi:

) 510.7 miles of new 24- to 42-inch-diameter natural gas pipeline and
appurtenant facilities that include 10 new compressor stations, 19 new
meter stations, 5 new tie-ins, 78 mainline valves, and 11 pig launcher and
receiver facilities®.

) modifications by Panhandle at four existing compressor stations, one
interconnection, and three valve sites; and

o modifications by Trunkline at four existing compressor stations and one
meter station.

The FERC staff mailed copies of the draft 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 area of the Projects;
and parties to this proceeding. Paper copy versions of this EIS were mailed to those
specifically requesting them; all others received a CD version. In addition, the draft 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

Any person wishing to comment on the draft EIS may do so. To ensure
consideration of your comments on the proposal in the final EIS, it is important that the
Commission receive your comments before April 11, 2016.

1 Apigis 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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For your convenience, there are four methods you can use to submit your
comments to the Commission. In all instances, please reference the docket numbers for
the Projects (CP15-93-000, CP15-94-000, and CP15-96-000) with your submission. The
Commission encourages electronic filing of comments and has expert staff available to
assist you at (202) 502-8258 or efiling@ferc.gov. Please carefully follow these
instructions so that your comments are properly recorded.

1)

2)

3)

4)

You can file your comments electronically using the eComment feature on
the Commission's website (www.ferc.gov) under the link to Documents and
Filings. This is an easy method for submitting brief, text-only comments
on the Projects;

You can file your comments electronically by using the eFiling feature on
the Commission's website (www.ferc.gov) under the link to Documents and
Filings. With eFiling, you can provide comments in a variety of formats by
attaching them as a file with your submission. New eFiling users must first
create an account by clicking on “eRegqister.” If you are filing a comment
on a particular project, please select “Comment on a Filing” as the filing
type; or

You can file a paper copy of your comments by mailing them to the
following address:

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

In lieu of sending written or electronic comments, the Commission invites
you to attend one of the public comment meetings its staff will conduct in
the area of the Projects to receive comments on the draft EIS. We
encourage interested groups and individuals to attend and present oral
comments on the draft EIS. The date, time, and location of the public
comment meetings will be published in a separate Notice and will be posted
on the FERC website (www.ferc.gov). Transcripts of the meetings will be
available for review in eLibrary under the Project docket numbers.

Any person seeking to become a party to the proceeding must file a motion to
intervene pursuant to Rule 214 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedures (18
CFR Part 385.214).2 Only intervenors have the right to seek rehearing of the

2 See the previous discussion on the methods for filing comments.



-4-

Commission’s decision. The Commission grants affected landowners and others with
environmental concerns intervenor status upon showing good cause by stating that they
have a clear and direct interest in this proceeding which no other party can adequately
represent. Simply filing environmental comments will not give you intervenor status,
but you do not need intervenor status to have your comments considered.

Questions?

Additional information about the Projects is available from the Commission’s
Office of External Affairs, at (866) 208-FERC, or on the FERC (www.ferc.gov) using
the eLibrary link. Click on the eLibrary link, click on “General Search,” and enter the
docket number excluding the last three digits in the Docket Number field (i.e., CP15-93,
CP15-94, and CP15-96). Be sure you have selected an appropriate date range. For
assistance, please contact FERC Online Support at FercOnline Support@ferc.gov or toll
free at (866) 208-3676; for TTY, contact (202) 502-8659. The eLibrary 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.

Kimberly D. Bose
Secretary
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The staff of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) has prepared
this draft 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 February 23, 2015, Rover Pipeline LLC (Rover), filed
an application with the FERC under Section 7(c) of the Natural Gas Act (NGA) and Part 157 of the
Commission’s regulations to construct, install, own, operate, and maintain certain interstate natural gas
pipeline facilities in Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Ohio, and Michigan. In the same month, Panhandle
Eastern Pipe Line Company, LP (Panhandle) and Trunkline Gas Company, LLC (Trunkline) filed
abbreviated applications with the FERC to conduct upgrades and modifications at existing facilities in
Indiana, Hllinois, Tennessee, and Mississippi.

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 West Virginia Department of
Environmental Protection (WVDEP), and the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OHEPA)
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

Rover’s proposal (the Rover Pipeline Project, referred to as the Rover Project) would involve
construction and operation of new 24-, 30-, 36-, and 42-inch-diameter natural gas pipeline in 510.7 miles
of right-of-way and associated equipment and facilities in Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Ohio, and
Michigan. Rover also proposes to construct and operate 10 new compressor stations, 19 new meter
stations, (11 of which would be located within the new compressor stations), 5 tie-ins, 77 mainline valves,
and 11 pig launchers/receivers.*

Panhandle’s proposal (the Panhandle Backhaul Project, referred to as the Panhandle Project)
would involve modification of piping at four existing compressor stations as well as modifications at
three valve site locations. All proposed modifications would be to existing infrastructure to allow for bi-
directional flow of natural gas through the Panhandle system as well as to establish the Panhandle-Rover
Interconnect near Defiance, Ohio. The Panhandle Project would not involve construction of new pipeline
or other associated facilities.

Trunkline’s proposal (the Trunkline Backhaul Project, referred to as the Trunkline Project) would
involve modifications of existing piping at the Johnsonville, Joppa, Dyersburg, and Independence
Compressor Stations to allow for bi-directional flow of natural gas. The Trunkline Project would also
include modifications of the Panhandle-Trunkline Interconnect through installation of valves and fittings
and modification of piping within the Panhandle-Trunkline Tuscola Compressor Station, as well as
construction and modifications at the existing Bourbon Meter Station.

According to Rover, the Rover Project was developed in response to stranded domestic natural
gas supply from the Marcellus and Utica Shale producers in Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and Ohio to the
Defiance Compressor Station and interconnection with Vector, and transporting it to interconnections

1 Apig 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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with the existing pipeline infrastructure in Ohio and Michigan supplying interstate natural gas pipelines
and storage facilities as well as markets in the Gulf Coast, Midwest, and Canadian regions. Panhandle
stated that the purpose of its Project is to construct and operate the system modifications that will allow
Panhandle to meet the new demand for east-to-west transportation and still maintain its existing
obligations from west-to-east contracts. Trunkline stated that the purpose of its Project is to modify and
update existing facilities to provide bi-directional transmission of natural gas from the Midwest to the
Gulf Coast region.

Dependent upon Commission approval, Rover, Panhandle, and Trunkline (collectively referred to
as the “applicants™) would seek approval to begin construction of their Projects as soon as possible upon
receiving all necessary federal authorizations.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

On June 26, 2014, Rover filed a request with the FERC to initiate the Commission’s pre-filing
process for the Rover Pipeline Project. At that time, Rover was in the preliminary design stage of the
Project and no formal application had been filed with the 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 June 27, 2014, the FERC granted Rover’s
request and established pre-filing docket number PF14-14-000 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.

On November 4, 2014, the Commission issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement for the Planned Rover Pipeline Project, Request for Comments on Environmental
Issues, and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings. The notice was published in the Federal Register on
November 18, 2014, and mailed to more than 15,600 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, listed the date and location of 10 public scoping meetings to be held in the area of the
Project, and established a closing date for receipt of comments of December 18, 2014. On May 1, 2015,
the Commission issued a supplemental Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement
for the Proposed Panhandle Backhaul Project and Trunkline Backhaul Project, and Request for
Comments on Environmental Issues. The notice was published in the Federal Register on May 7, 2015,
and mailed to more than 400 interested parties.

In response to our notices and at our public meetings, we received over 2,000 comments from
landowners, public officials, non-governmental organizations, and government agencies regarding the
Projects. These comments expressed concerns with the proposed location of the pipeline route and the
effects of the Projects on resources including, but not limited to, waterbodies, wetlands, wildlife,
vegetation, threatened and endangered species, property values, homeowner’s insurance, project safety,
blasting, air quality, exportation of natural gas, hydraulic fracturing, cumulative impacts, and alternatives.
These comments are addressed in this draft EIS.

A copy of the draft EIS was mailed to those agencies, tribal organizations, and individuals that
attended meetings or submitted written comments on the Projects, as well as to our environmental mailing
list. The draft EIS has been filed with the EPA, and a formal notice of availability will be issued in the

2 "\We,” “us,” and “our” refer to the environmental staff of the FERC’s Office of Energy Projects.
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Federal Register. The public has 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 to be
held along the pipeline route. All comments received on the draft EIS related to environmental issues will
be addressed in the final 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 Projects, taking into consideration the applicants’ 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 to minimize or avoid these impacts. Cumulative impacts of these
Projects with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions in the Projects’ area(s) were also
assessed. In section 3 of this EIS, we summarize the evaluation of alternatives to the Projects, including
the no-action alternative, system alternatives, major and minor route alternatives, and minor route
variations.

Based on scoping comments, agency consultations, and our independent evaluation of resource
impacts, the major issues identified in our analysis are in regard to waterbodies, wetlands, vegetation,
wildlife habitat, and alternatives. Our analysis of these issues is summarized below and is discussed in
detail in the appropriate resource sections in sections 3 and 4 of this EIS. Sections 5.1 and 5.2 of this EIS
contain our conclusions and a compilation of our recommended mitigation measures, respectively.

Geology and Soils

The primary effect of construction of the Projects on geologic resources would be disturbances to
steep topographic features 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.

Rover performed geotechnical feasibility studies at 26 locations to evaluate subsurface conditions
at the proposed trenchless crossing sites. Studies for the remaining five sites are either ongoing or not
started due to lack of site access. Since Rover has not provided the results of the geotechnical studies for
all proposed trenchless crossings, we are recommending that Rover provide geotechnical feasibility
studies for all locations where the trenchless crossing method is proposed.

Flash flooding is a potential hazard in the Rover Project area. Rover has designed all waterbody
crossings to minimize potential impacts from flash flooding, scouring, and high-flow velocities on the
pipeline. In several areas along the pipeline route, a karst hazard may be present. Rover has also
developed a general Karst Mitigation Plan to mitigate potential impacts and hazards from karst features.

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, the applicants would implement
the mitigation measures contained in the Construction Management Plans (CMPs) (Rover) and FERC’s
Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (Plan) (Panhandle and Trunkline) to
control erosion, enhance successful revegetation, and minimize any potential adverse impacts on soil
resources. Specifically, soil impacts would be mitigated through measures such as topsoil segregation,
temporary and permanent erosion controls, and post-construction restoration and revegetation of
construction work areas. Additionally, Rover would implement its Spill Prevention and Response

ES-3 Executive Summary



Procedures (Spill Procedures) and state-specific Agricultural Impact Mitigation Plans during construction
and operation to prevent and contain and, if necessary, clean up accidental spills of any material that may
contaminate soils. Panhandle and Trunkline would follow the procedures put forth in its Spill Prevention
and Response (SPAR) Plans.

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 Rover’s implementation of its CMPs and Panhandle and Trunkline’s
implementation of FERC’s Plan, as well as our additional recommendations, we conclude that impacts on
geological and soil resources would be adequately minimized.

Groundwater, Waterbody Crossings, Water Use, and Wetlands

None of the Projects would cross or come within close proximity of any designated sole source
aquifers, and no state-designated aquifers have been identified in the Projects’ area(s). The Rover Project
would cross 1 wellhead protection area (WHPA) in Pennsylvania, 1 in West Virginia, 8 in Ohio, and 10 in
Michigan; however, the Panhandle and Trunkline Projects would not cross any WHPAs. One hundred
and nineteen public or private water supply wells are located within 150 feet of the Rover Project. Rover
has agreed to perform pre- and post-construction monitoring for well yield and water quality for private
wells within 150 feet of the proposed construction workspace and within 2,000 feet of proposed
horizontal direction drill (HDD) locations, and provide an alternative water source or a mutually
agreeable solution in the event of construction-related impacts.

Construction activities 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 Rover’s CMPs and FERC’s Procedures (Panhandle and Trunkline). The applicants 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 (Rover) and its SPAR
Plans (Panhandle and Trunkline).

Rover’s proposed pipeline right-of-way would cross 852 waterbodies and 138 drainage features.
Rover is proposing to use the HDD method to cross 43 proposed waterbody crossings and 4 drainages.
Rover is also proposing to use the open-cut method to cross the remaining 943 waterbodies and drainage
features. However, in order to minimize impacts on sensitive waterbodies, we are recommending that
Rover cross all sensitive waterbodies and/or coldwater fisheries using a dry-ditch crossing method.
Rover’s proposed aboveground facility and contractor yard sites intersect 13 waterbodies. Use of
trenchless and dry crossing methods to cross the waterbodies and drainage features, and implementation
of the mitigation measures outlined in Rover’s Procedures and other Project-specific plans would aid in
the effective avoidance or minimization of impacts on surface water resources.

Access roads associated with Rover’s Project would cross seven waterbodies and two drainage
features. Therefore, we are recommending that Rover file site-specific plans for access road crossings of
waterbodies.

Construction of the Rover pipeline would impact a total of 180.5 acres of wetlands, including
40.5 acres of forested wetlands, 112.8 acres of herbaceous wetlands, and 27.2 acres of scrub-shrub
wetlands. Rover would maintain a 10- and 30-foot-wide corridor in wetlands for areas of single pipeline
and dual pipelines, respectively. Rover would also selectively remove trees and shrubs within 15 feet of
the pipeline centerline, impacting a total of 86.0 acres through the operational life of the Project.
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Based on the avoidance and minimization measures developed by Rover, as well as our
recommendations, we conclude that impacts on groundwater, surface water, and wetland resources would
be effectively minimized or mitigated, and would be largely temporary.

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 on the right-of-way.
Although Rover 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 the migratory
birds and other wildlife that use it, still account for about 32 percent of the total Project impacts. Rover is
developing a migratory bird conservation plan in consultation with the FWS that may include
compensatory mitigation.

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. The proposed Project would impact six Important Bird Areas. Rover would minimize
impacts on wildlife by collocating the proposed workspace with other existing rights-of-way
(approximately 24 percent of the proposed alignment) and adhering to its Plan and Procedures.

A variety of migratory bird species, including Birds of Conservation Concern, are associated with
the habitats that would be affected by the pipeline. The clearing of vegetation during the nesting season
could have direct impacts on individual migratory birds. We are recommending that Rover consult with
the FWS regarding measures to be included in Rover’s final Migratory Bird Conservation Plan, including
avoidance, minimization, and compensatory mitigation.

As noted above, Rover’s proposed pipeline right-of-way would cross 852 waterbodies, 29 of
which are classified as fisheries of special concern. Rover has indicated that it would cross all fisheries of
special concern within state-designated dates for crossing windows. Rover has proposed to use an HDD
at 45 waterbody crossings and the open-cut (wet-ditch) method for the remaining crossings, including 28
of the 29 waterbodies classified as fisheries of special concern. Due to the relatively large number of
waterbodies that would be affected by open-cut crossings and the associated potential adverse impacts on
aquatic resources at these sites, we are recommending Rover use dry-ditch methods instead of open-cut
methods for sensitive and coldwater fishery crossings, except for those already proposed for HDD. No
in-stream blasting is expected to be required for any of the pipeline crossings; therefore, we do not expect
any blasting-related fishery impacts. As a pre-emptive measure, Rover developed a Blasting Plan in the
event that in-stream blasting becomes necessary. The Blasting Plan is generally acceptable; however, we
are recommending that Rover revise the Plan to include protocols for in-stream blasting and the
protection of the fisheries and aquatic resources and habitats.

Rover would use 23 waterbodies as sources of water for hydrostatic testing, none of which
contain sensitive fisheries or fisheries of special concern. The Panhandle and Trunkline Projects would
obtain hydrostatic test water entirely from municipal sources. Rover would minimize impacts associated
with hydrostatic testing by fitting intake lines with screens to minimize the entrainment of fish,
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maintaining ambient temperatures, and controlling downstream flow rates to protect aquatic life.
Following completion of the hydrostatic tests, Rover would discharge the test water through energy-
dissipation devices to prevent erosion, stream bed scour, suspension of sediments, flooding, or excessive
flows. After hydrostatic testing of the Panhandle and Trunkline Projects, water would be discharged to
well-vegetated upland areas at a controlled rate. Discharge of hydrostatic test water would comply with
all applicable permits, including the sampling of discharge water to document water quality at the time of
discharge.

Based on Rover’s consultations with the FWS and our review of existing records, 16 federally
listed threatened or endangered species are potentially present in the vicinity of the Project. We are
requesting that the FWS consider this draft EIS as the Biological Assessment for the Projects. We are
recommending that Rover adhere to the FWS tree clearing windows for listed bat species, complete
surveys for the copperbelly water snake, and provide geotechnical studies to the FWS. Based on our
recommendations, we have determined that construction and operation of the Project would have no effect
on 3 of the species and is not likely to adversely affect the remaining 13 identified species. We have also
determined that Rover’s Project is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the eastern
massasauga (proposed for federal listing as threatened) or significantly impact the eastern hellbender,
which is a potential candidate for listing under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). In addition, we are
also recommending that Rover not begin construction until all remaining surveys and consultations with
the applicable federal and state agencies are complete, and it has received written notification from the
Director of OEP to proceed. No federally listed threatened or endangered species would be affected by
the Panhandle or Trunkline Projects.

Fifty-six species are state-listed as threatened, endangered, or were noted by the applicable state
agencies as being of special concern. We are recommending that Rover submit the remaining surveys for
state-listed species that may be present in the Project’s workspaces. In consideration of these
recommendations, as well as those described above for the federally listed species, we conclude that
impacts on state-sensitive species would be avoided or adequately minimized.

Land Use and Visual Resources

Construction of the proposed Projects would impact a total of 9,998.3 acres. Approximately
85.8 percent of this acreage would be used for the pipeline facilities, including the construction right-of-
way and extra workspaces. The remaining acreage is associated with contractor yards (5.9 percent),
access roads (1.3 percent), and aboveground facilities (7.0 percent). Following construction, lands
outside of the permanent right-of-way, extra workspace areas, contractor yards, and temporary access
roads would be allowed to revert to their original land use type. The primary land use types impacted
during construction would be forested/woodland (30.3 percent) and agriculture (53.6 percent). Open
water, open land, industrial/commercial, and residential make up the remaining 16.1 percent of land

types.

Operation of the Projects would permanently disturb 3,507.8 of the 9,998.3 acres impacted during
construction.  The easement for the new permanent pipeline rights-of-way would account for
3,329.6 acres, or 94.9 percent of the acreage. The remaining 178.3 acres (5.1 percent) are associated with
aboveground facilities and access roads.

Rover has identified 55 residences within 50 feet of its proposed construction work area, 14 of
which would be within the construction work area, and 3 within 10 feet. Rover has developed site-
specific construction plans for all residences within 50 feet of construction work areas. In addition to
these residences, Rover has identified an Earth Lodge and a block building (identified as a hunting cabin
by the landowner) that would fall within the construction work areas but has not provided a site-specific
plan for them. Rover has indicated that it would purchase 11 of the 14 residences within the workspace
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and 1 of the residences within 10 feet. Since Rover has not indicated whether it would purchase the
remaining three residences in the workspace, and has not included plans for the Earth Lodge and block
building, we are recommending that updated plans be filed, along with comments from the landowners.
Additionally, we are recommending that Rover file landowner concurrence for all residences that would
be within 10 feet of the construction work area.

No planned developments have been identified within 0.5 mile of the Project area.

In general, impacts on recreational and special interest 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 Rover’s CMPs.

The pipeline would cross several tracts of land supporting specialty crops, such as Christmas tree
farms and a grass-fed cattle farm. Rover is coordinating with landowners to mitigate and compensate for
potential impacts on these lands. If additional specialty crops are identified prior to construction, Rover
would coordinate with landowners regarding mitigation and compensation. Additionally, Rover has
identified a number of parcels enrolled in the Conservation Reserve Program that would be crossed by the
Project. Rover is continuing to consult with landowners and the local farm bureaus to identify any
additional lands enrolled in this program.

Visual resources along the pipeline route are a function of geology, climate, and historical
processes, including topographic relief, vegetation, water, wildlife, land use, and human uses and
development. A portion of the pipeline rights-of-way (about 24.0 percent) 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.

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
161.6 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.

With adherence to Rover’s CMPs, and our recommendations, we conclude that overall impacts
on land use and visual resources would be adequately minimized.

Socioeconomics

The primary socioeconomic impacts of the Projects include population effects 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 of the Rover Project on property
values and insurance policies. The actual potential for these impacts is unclear and would likely be highly
variable. To address this issue, we are recommending that Rover document any property insurance issues
and describe efforts to coordinate with the affected landowners to mitigate impacts. Based on our
experience, we are not aware of instances where an interstate natural gas pipeline has resulted in impacts
on property values.
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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 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

Rover conducted archival research and walkover surveys of the area of the proposed Project to
identify historic aboveground resources and locations for additional subsurface testing in areas with
potential for prehistoric and historic archaeological sites. Rover identified 142 historic aboveground
resources within the area of direct impact for the proposed pipeline route. We have determined that 42 of
these historic aboveground resources are eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). One of the 15 NRHP-eligible resources would be adversely affected by the proposed pipeline
and Rover is developing a treatment plan. Six of the resources required further study to determine
eligibility. If the resources are determined to be eligible, Rover would modify the Project to avoid the
resource.

Rover identified 259 archaeological sites that would be located within the proposed pipeline
construction workspace. In West Virginia, Rover identified 10 archaeological sites within the proposed
pipeline construction workspace. Three of the sites were unassessed and require deep testing for
evaluation. Rover plans to modify its Project if the sites are determined to be eligible. In Ohio, Rover
identified 187 archaeological sites within the proposed pipeline construction corridor. Six of the sites
were considered eligible. One of the sites will be avoided by HDD drilling, two of the sites are outside
the workspace and will be avoided, and three will be avoided by Project modification. In Michigan,
Rover identified 61 archaeological sites within the proposed pipeline construction corridor. Five of the
sites were unassessed. Rover plans to modify its Project for four of the sites. The fifth unassessed site
was previously recorded and requires further evaluation. One site was considered eligible for listing and
requires further work. In Pennsylvania, one archaeological site was within the proposed pipeline
construction corridor.

We consulted with federally recognized Native American tribes (42 associated with Rover’s
Project, 10 associated with Panhandle’s Project, and 1 associated with Trunkline’s Project) to provide
them an opportunity to comment on the proposed Projects. Several tribes and organizations requested
additional consultation or information. Three tribes responded with no objections to the Rover Project,
six tribes responded with no objections to the Panhandle Project, and one tribe responded with no
objections to the Trunkline Project.

To ensure that our responsibilities under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act are
met, we are recommending that the applicants 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
Panhandle and Trunkline 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. Therefore, we conclude that
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the Projects’ construction-related impacts would not result in a significant impact on local or regional air
quality.

The Rover Project would consist of 10 compressor stations, 19 meter stations, 77 mainline valves,
5 tie-ins, and 11 pig launchers/receivers. The majority of new emissions from the Rover Project would
result from operation of the 10 new compressor stations.

Emissions generated during operation of the pipeline portion of Rover’s Project would be
minimal, limited to emissions from maintenance vehicles and equipment and fugitive emissions
(considered negligible for the pipeline). Rover submitted applications for construction and operation of
each compressor station to the WVDEP, Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection, and
OHEPA, as appropriate. The Defiance, Mainline 1, Mainline 2, Mainline 3, and Seneca Compressor
Stations would require Title V permits for operation. However, all compressor stations would be minor
sources with respect to Prevention of Significant Deterioration and New Source Review. All compressor
engines would use oxidation catalysts for control of formaldehyde, carbon monoxide, and volatile organic
compounds.  Minimization of other pollutant emissions would be achieved with normal engine
maintenance and the use of natural gas fuel. Modeled impacts at Rover’s compressor stations were all
below applicable standards. As with pipeline operations, any emissions resulting from operation of
Rover’s compressor stations would not result in significant impacts on local or regional air quality.

Noise Sensitive Areas (NSAs) near the construction areas may experience an increase in
perceptible noise, but the effect would be temporary and local. 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 Lgn. Based on modeled noise levels, mitigation
measures proposed, 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.

Operation of Rover’s meter stations would not result in a perceptible noise increase or exceed the
FERC criterion. Noise from planned or unplanned blowdown events could exceed the noise criteria but
would be infrequent and of relatively short duration.

Noise impacts would result from operation of Rover’s pipeline facilities, compressor stations, and
meter stations. Based on the analyses conducted, mitigation measures proposed, and our
recommendations, we conclude that operation of Rover’s Project would not result in significant noise
impacts on residents and the surrounding communities.

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.

Rover 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
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and other structures, and other conditions that could present a safety hazard or require preventive
maintenance or repairs. Rover would use a Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition system that would
allow for continuous monitoring and control of the Project.

Rover would prepare an emergency response plan 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.

Trunkline and Panhandle Projects would not require construction of any new LNG facilities.
Construction of the upgrades at the existing facilities would be performed in accordance with all
applicable requirements of 49 CFR 192.

We conclude that the applicants’ 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. These projects include
Marcellus Shale development (wells and gathering systems); natural gas facilities that are not under the
Commission’s jurisdiction; other FERC-jurisdictional natural gas pipelines; and unrelated actions such as
residential or industrial developments, transportation projects, wind farms, and utility lines. The region of
influence for cumulative impacts varied depending on the resource being discussed. Specifically, we
included minor projects located within 0.5 mile of the proposed Rover Project area; major projects located
within 10 miles of the proposed Rover Project area; major projects located within watersheds crossed by
the Project; and projects with potential to result in longer term impacts on air quality located within an air
quality control region crossed by the proposed Project.

We received comments associated with development of natural gas reserves in the Marcellus and
Utica Shales. Production and gathering activities are overseen by the affected region’s state and local
agencies with jurisdiction over the management and extraction of the Marcellus and Utica Shale gas
resources. Development of these shale resources is expected to continue in proximity to and during
construction and operation of portions of the pipeline Projects in West Virginia, Pennsylvania, and Ohio.
Although Rover has stated that the natural gas that would be transported through the proposed Project
would consist of existing reserves that are currently stranded at the source due to lack of infrastructure,
our cumulative impacts assessment provides an estimate of the potential acres of impact from the wells
needed to provide the capacity of the proposed Projects. However, because the proposed Projects and
other FERC-jurisdictional projects in the area would not have an adverse impact on water resources, and
considering the significantly greater geographic and time scale for development of the Marcellus and
Utica Shales, the proposed Projects and other FERC-jurisdictional projects in the area would not
contribute in any significance to cumulative impacts on water resources that may be associated with
development of the Marcellus and Utica Shale resources.

Impacts associated with the proposed Projects in combination with other projects, such as
residential developments, wind farms, 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 Rover’s Project, as summarized in section 5.2. Additionally, Rover 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.
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The no-action alternative was considered for the Projects. While the no-action alternative would
eliminate the short- and long-term environmental impacts identified in the EIS, the stated objectives of the
applicants’ proposals would not be met.

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 Rover Project’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 Project markets. Therefore, we do not consider use of existing pipeline systems as feasible
alternatives for the proposed Projects.

We evaluated major route alternatives for each of the Rover Project components. None of the
major route alternatives offered significant environmental advantages over the proposed pipeline route,
except for the Berne Lateral. The Berne Lateral route alternative follows an existing utility corridor,
while the proposed route deviated from the existing corridor in three locations. Therefore, we are
recommending that Rover adopt the alternative route along three distinct sections to follow the existing
right-of-way. Rover assessed numerous minor route variations over the course of Project development
and indicated that, as of June 2015, Rover had adopted a total of 59 variations into its proposed route for
various reasons including landowner requests, avoidance of sensitive resources, or engineering
considerations. Of the 49 stakeholder requested variations that were filed, 13 were resolved through one
of Rover’s adopted variations or workspace adjustments. Of the remaining requests, Rover identified 10
where variations or route adjustments were pending surveys and 26 that were unable to be adopted for
reasons such as engineering limitations, increased number of landowners impacted, and increased
environmental impacts. However, based on our review, we determined that two of the requested
variations were feasible. Additionally, we identified one landowner whose concerns did not appear to be
addressed by Rover’s variation on their parcel. Therefore, we are recommending that Rover file any final
route adjustments where it was continuing to work with individual landowners, as well as adopt several
route adjustments developed by FERC staff to avoid localized resources.

Rover identified 3 residences that were within 10 feet of (but not crossed by) the construction
workspace and an additional 10 residences that are within the construction workspace. Rover has not
provided landowner concurrence for these residences, we are requesting that Rover file written
documentation of an agreement between the landowner and Rover or adopt a variation for each residence.

We evaluated alternatives sites for two compressor stations: the Burgettstown Compressor
Station and Mainline Compressor Station 2. Based on our evaluation, the alternative sites for Mainline
Compressor Station 2 were not considered to offer a significant environmental advantage. For the
Burgettstown Compressor Station, we found that Alternative Site 1 did offer an environmental advantage
over the proposed site. Therefore, we are recommending that Rover adopt Alternative Site 1 as its
proposed site.

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 the applicants 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.
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We conclude that approval of the Projects would result in some adverse and significant
environmental impacts. Although many factors were considered in this determination, the principal

reasons are:

Rover would minimize impacts on natural and cultural resources during construction and
operation of its Project by implementing its Plan and Procedures; HDD Contingency Plan;
state-specific Agricultural Impact Mitigation Plans; Unanticipated Discovery Plans; Spill
Plan for Oil and Hazardous Materials; Blasting Plan; Winter Construction Plan; and Karst
Mitigation Plan.

Trunkline and Panhandle would minimize impacts on natural and cultural resources during
construction and operation of its Project by implementing FERC’s Plan and Procedures, its
SPAR Plan, and its Unanticipated Discoveries Plan.

We would complete Endangered Species Act consultations with the FWS prior to allowing
any construction to begin.

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.

Rover would use trenchless crossing methods for several waterbodies and wetlands. Rover
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.

We are recommending that Rover cross sensitive waterbodies and coldwater fisheries using
dry crossing methods.

We are recommending that Rover finalize with the FWS a Migratory Bird Conservation Plan
that includes documentation of its consultation with the FWS regarding avoidance,
minimization, and compensatory mitigation.

We are recommending that Rover develop a property owner insurance tracking and
mitigation plan.

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

In addition, we developed site-specific mitigation measures that Rover should implement to
further reduce the environmental impacts that would otherwise result from construction of its Project. We
determined that these measures are necessary to reduce the significant and adverse impacts associated
with the Project, 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 draft

EIS.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

In February 2015, Rover Pipeline LLC (Rover) filed an application with the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (Commission or FERC) under Section 7(c) of the Natural Gas Act (NGA) and
Part 157 of the Commission’s regulations to construct, install, own, operate, and maintain certain
interstate natural gas pipeline facilities in Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Ohio, and Michigan. In the same
month, Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, LP (Panhandle) and Trunkline Gas Company, LLC
(Trunkline) filed abbreviated applications with the FERC to conduct upgrades and modifications at
existing facilities in Indiana, Illinois, Tennessee, and Mississippi. Rover, Panhandle, and Trunkline are
seeking Certificates of Public Convenience and Necessity (Certificate), and were assigned Docket Nos.
CP15-93-000, CP15-94-000, and CP15-96-000, respectively, for their applications. We! issued a Notice
of Application for each Project on March 9, 2015, which were noticed in the Federal Register the same
day.

Rover’s proposal, referred to as the Rover Project, would involve the construction and operation
of about 511 miles of new 24-, 30-, 36-, and 42-inch-diameter natural gas pipeline and associated
equipment and facilities in Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Ohio, and Michigan. Rover also proposes to
construct and operate 10 new compressor stations, 19 new meter stations, (11 of which would be located
within the new compressor stations), 5 tie-ins, 77 mainline valves, and 11 pig? launchers/receivers.

Panhandle’s proposal, referred to as the Panhandle Project, would involve modification of piping
at four existing compressor stations as well as modifications at three valve site locations. All proposed
modifications would be to existing infrastructure to allow for bi-directional flow of natural gas through
the Panhandle system as well as to establish the Panhandle-Rover Interconnect near Defiance, Ohio. The
Panhandle Project would not involve new construction of pipeline or other associated facilities.

Trunkline’s proposal, referred to as the Trunkline Project, would involve modifications of
existing piping at the Johnsonville, Joppa, Dyersburg, and Independence Compressor Stations to allow for
bi-directional flow of natural gas. The Trunkline Project would also include modifications of the
Panhandle-Trunkline Interconnect through installation of valves and fittings and modification of piping
within the Panhandle-Trunkline Tuscola Compressor Station as well as construction and modifications at
the existing Bourbon Meter Station.

As part of its application, Rover originally proposed an in-service date of December 2016 for the
Supply Laterals and Mainlines A and B, with the Market Segment in service by June 2017. However, we
acknowledge that this date is no longer feasible. The construction start date is dependent on:
(1) Commission approval of the Projects (which cannot be assumed, and the timing of which cannot be
presumed); (2) the applicants receiving all required federal authorizations; and (3) the applicants meeting
all pre-construction conditions of an Order. The applicants would request to place the facilities into
service following a FERC determination that restoration is proceeding satisfactorily. We expect that an
in-service request would follow shortly after the end of construction. The proposed facilities for the
Projects and their schedules are described in detail in section 2.0.

The environmental staff of the FERC has prepared this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to
assess the environmental impacts associated with the construction and operation of the facilities proposed
by the applicants in accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

L “we,” “us,” and “our” refer to the environmental staff of the FERC’s Office of Energy Projects.

2 Apigis 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 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS), West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection (WVDEP), and Ohio
Environmental Protection Agency (OHEPA) are participating as cooperating agencies in the preparation
of the EIS.® The roles of the FERC and the cooperating agencies in the review process for the Projects
are described in section 1.2.

1.1  PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

According to Rover, the Rover Project was developed in response to stranded domestic natural
gas supply from the Marcellus and Utica Shale producers in Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and Ohio to the
Defiance Compressor Station and interconnection with the Vector Pipeline, L.P. (Vector), and
interconnections with the existing pipeline infrastructure in Ohio and Michigan supplying interstate
natural gas pipelines and storage facilities as well as markets in the Gulf Coast, Midwest, and Canadian
regions. More specifics are provided below. While this EIS will briefly discuss the applicants’ 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 Rover, Panhandle, and Trunkline, the purpose of the proposed
Projects is to:

e move natural gas from producers’ processing plants or interconnections in Pennsylvania,
West Virginia, and Ohio to interconnections with Energy Transfer Partners, L.P.’s existing
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line and other Midwest pipeline interconnections near Defiance,
Ohio; a direct connection with Vector near Howell, Michigan; and interconnections with
Michigan natural gas utilities;

o transfer up to 3.25 billion cubic feet per day (Bcf/d) of natural gas supply from the Marcellus
and Utica Shale producers in Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and Ohio to the Defiance
Compressor Station and interconnection with Vector, and interconnections with the existing
pipeline infrastructure in Ohio and Michigan supplying interstate natural gas pipelines and
storage facilities as well as markets in the Gulf Coast, Midwest, and Canadian regions;

e increase the diversity of supply through the bi-directional meter stations at the Clarington
Station in Switzerland, Ohio, and delivery meters at the interconnections with Rockies
Express Pipeline (REX) in Marion, Ohio, and Columbia Gas Transmission (CGT) in Beech,
West Virginia, to allow access to the East Coast, Gulf Coast, and Chicago markets and offset
the reduction of available gas supply from traditional supply areas that historically served
Ohio and Michigan;

o provide local Midwest gas consumers with access to readily available, stable, and
competitively priced gas supply for local distribution companies connected to the Rover
Project;

e construct and operate the system modifications that would allow Panhandle to meet the new
demand for east-to-west transportation and still maintain its existing obligations from west-
to-east contracts; and

¢ modify and update existing Trunkline facilities to provide bi-directional transmission of
natural gas from the Midwest to Gulf Coast regions.

3 A cooperating agency has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to environmental impacts
involved with the proposal and is involved in the NEPA analysis.
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In June 2014, Rover executed binding precedent agreements* for the entire proposed 3.25 Bcf/d
of additional firm transportation capacity. However, in January 2015, Rover reached an agreement with
Vector that resulted in 100 miles of the originally proposed Project in Michigan no longer being needed.
As a result, Rover currently has 0.15 Bcf/d of capacity still available that Rover anticipates would be
subscribed at a later date.

1.2 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE EIS
Our principal purposes for preparing the EIS are to:

o identify and assess the potential impacts on the natural and human environment that would
result from 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;

e identify and recommend specific mitigation measures, as necessary, to avoid or minimize
environmental effects; and

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

The topics addressed in the EIS include 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, discusses the environmental consequences of the proposed Projects, and
compares the Projects’ potential impacts to those 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 Rover, Panhandle, and Trunkline. Rover has field surveyed approximately 97 percent of the total
Project route (approximately 498 miles). Completion of field surveys is primarily dependent upon
acquisition of survey permission from landowners. If the necessary access cannot be obtained through
coordination with landowners, and the proposed Projects are certificated by the FERC, Rover 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 Projects are certificated by the Commission, then it is likely that a portion of the outstanding
surveys for Rover’s Project (and associated agency permitting) would have to be completed after issuance
of the Certificate. Construction and operation of the Panhandle and Trunkline Projects would take place
entirely upon land owned or leased by the applicants; as such, the need for eminent domain is not
anticipated for these Projects.

1.2.1 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

The FERC is the federal agency responsible for evaluating applications filed for authorization to
construct and operate interstate natural gas pipeline facilities. If the Commission determines that a project
is required by the public convenience and necessity, Certificates would be issued under Section 7(c) of

4 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.
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the NGA and Part 157 of the Commission’s regulations. The Commission bases its decision concerning a
proposed project not only on environmental impact but also on technical competence, financing, rates,
market demand, gas supply, long-term feasibility, and other issues. As such, the 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 the FERC’s regulations implementing NEPA
(18 CFR 380).

As the lead federal agency for the Projects, the 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

The EPA has delegated water quality certifications under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act
(CWA) to the jurisdiction of individual state agencies, 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. Water used
for hydrostatic testing of pipelines that is point-source discharged into waterbodies requires a National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (Section 402 of the CWA) issued by the state,
with EPA oversight. In addition, the EPA has the authority to review and veto the COE decisions on
Section 404 permits.

The EPA also has jurisdictional authority to control air pollution under the Clean Air Act of 1970
(CAA) (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 is 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. Fish and Wildlife Service

The FWS has responsibilities under the ESA, Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), and the Bald
and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA). The FWS also has special expertise regarding effects on fish
and wildlife and other environmental values and works to conserve, protect, and recover species under the
ESA.

1.2.4 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

The COE has 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 (including wetlands),
except in Michigan where the COE has delegated authority to the Michigan Department of Environmental
Quality (MIDEQ). Because the COE must comply with the requirements of NEPA before issuing permits
under this statute, it has elected to cooperate in the preparation of the EIS. The COE would adopt the EIS
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per 40 CFR 1506.3 if, after an independent review of the document, it concludes that its comments and
suggestions have been satisfied.

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 Projects.

Although this document addresses environmental impacts associated with the proposed Projects
as they relate to Section 404, it does not serve as a public notice for any of the COE’s permits. Rover
filed an application for a Department of the Army Permit under Section 404 of the CWA on February 2,
2015.

1.2.5 Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

The OHEPA is a state agency that works to promote environmental stewardship and
environmental law compliance to ensure a safe and healthy environment within the state of Ohio. The
OHEPA has elected to be a cooperating agency and is assisting in the preparation of this EIS.

1.2.6  West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection

The WVDEP has authority (through delegation from the EPA) for Section 401 Water Quality
Certification. Additionally, the WVDEP reviews and approves all applications for NPDES permits.
Therefore, the WVDEP has elected to be a cooperating agency.

1.3  PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT

On June 26, 2014, Rover filed a request with the FERC to implement the Commission’s pre-filing
process for the Rover Pipeline Project. At that time, Rover was in the preliminary design stage of the
Project and no formal application had been filed with the 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 June 27, 2014, the FERC granted Rover’s
request and established pre-filing docket number PF14-14-000 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, Rover held 13 informational open houses between July and
September 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 questions and express their concerns. We participated in the open houses to provide
information regarding the Commission’s environmental review process to interested stakeholders and to
take comments about the planned pipeline Project and the alternatives. The substantive questions and
concerns raised by the public at the open houses are addressed in this EIS.

In addition, Rover established local points of contact to answer questions and provide
information, established a website with information about the pipeline Project, and sent periodic update
newsletters. Rover also communicated directly with certain landowners where specific issues were raised
regarding individual properties.

On November 4, 2014, the Commission issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement for the Planned Rover Pipeline Project, Request for Comments on Environmental
Issues, and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings. The notice was published in the Federal Register on
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November 18, 2014, and mailed to more than 15,600 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, listed the date and location of 10 public scoping meetings to be held in the area of the
Project, and established December 18, 2014, as the closing date for receipt of comments.

We held 10 public scoping meetings to provide an opportunity for agencies, stakeholders, and the
general public to learn more about the planned pipeline Project and participate in the environmental
analysis by commenting on the issues to be addressed in the draft EIS. Meetings were held in November
and December 2014 in the following locations:

e Toronto, Ohio on November 17;

e Paden City, West Virginia on November 18;
e Cadiz, Ohio on November 19;

e Chelsea, Michigan on November 20;

e Adrian, Michigan on December 1;

e Defiance, Ohio on December 2;

e New Washington, Ohio on December 3;

e Navarre, Ohio on December 4;

e Flint, Michigan on December 10; and

¢ Richmond, Michigan on December 11.

Each meeting was documented by a court reporter, and the transcripts were placed into the public
record for Rover’s Project.

On May 1, 2015, the Commission issued a supplemental Notice of Intent to Prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Panhandle Backhaul Project and Trunkline Backhaul
Project, and Request for Comments on Environmental Issues. The notice was published in the Federal
Register on May 7, 2015, and mailed to more than 400 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 initiated the opening of a scoping comment period for the Panhandle Project and
the Trunkline Project and established June 1, 2015, as the closing date for receipt of comments.
Comments received during this period were then consolidated with previous comments received on the
Panhandle and Trunkline Projects and with comments received on the Rover Project.

In addition, during the pre-filing process, we conducted conference calls on an approximately bi-
weekly basis with representatives from Rover and interested agencies to discuss the pipeline Project’s
progress and issues. Summaries of the calls were placed into the public record.

The transcripts of the public scoping meetings, summaries of the bi-weekly conference calls, all
written scoping comments, and any written comments received after the filing of the applications are part
of the public record for the Projects and are available for viewing on the FERC internet website
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(http://www.ferc.gov).® On June 11, 2015, we issued a Project Update, which outlined the status of the
environmental review process and included a summary of the issues identified through the scoping
process. To date, we have received over 2,000 comments on the Rover Project and about 50 comments
each for the Panhandle and Trunkline Projects.

Table 1.3-1 lists the environmental issues that were identified during scoping and indicates the
section of the EIS in which each issue is addressed. Including comments received at the public scoping
meetings, nearly 2,000 written comments and over 50 motions to intervene were filed with the 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 interveners in the Commission’s proceeding.® Additional issues we independently
identified are also addressed in the EIS.

TABLE 1.3-1

Issues Identified and Comments Received during the Scoping Process
for the Proposed Projects

EIS Section
Issue/Specific Comment Addressing Comment
General
Project purpose and need 11
Coordination of the NEPA reviews by cooperating agencies 1.2
Pre-filing process, its use in Project development, agency coordination, landowner 13
notifications and communications, public participation
Exportation of natural gas 13
Compliance with environmental permits 15
Non-jurisdictional facilities 14
Right-of-way width requirements and configurations 221
Depth of cover 231
Timeframe and schedule for the proposed facilities 24
Future Project expansion 2.7
Measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse impacts on the environment 4.0
Development of natural gas reserves in the Marcellus Shale (fracking) 4.13
Alternatives
Workspace alternatives 2.3,4.8
No action alternative 3.1
Energy conservation 3.11

> 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., PF14-14, CP15-93, CP15-94, or CP15-96).
Be sure to select an appropriate date range.

& The FERC’s Notice of Application (for the Rover Pipeline Project, the Panhandle Backhaul Project, and
Trunkline Backhaul Project), was issued in the Federal Register on March 9, 2015, which opened the 21-day
period for intervention. A total of 54 groups and individuals for the Rover Pipeline Project, 34 for the
Trunkline Project, and 41 for the Panhandle Project requested intervener status. Interveners are official parties
to the proceeding and have the right to receive copies of case-related Commission documents and filings by
other interveners. Likewise, each intervener must provide a copy of its filings to the Secretary of the
Commission and must send a copy of its filings to all other interveners.
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TABLE 1.3-1 (continued)

for the Proposed Projects

Issues Identified and Comments Received during the Scoping Process

and critical infrastructure

Consideration of alternative routes and construction practices to avoid sensitive
resources

Geology

Potential for seismic activity (earthquakes) or landslides to affect the integrity of the
pipeline after construction

Impacts from blasting
Impacts due to construction in karst terrain
Soils
Contaminated soils
Soil compaction
Erosion and sediment control
Water Quality and Aquatic Resources
Storage of hazardous materials and fuel oil, and spill reporting procedures
Dewatering methods and procedures
Waterbody crossing time windows, methods, mitigation, and restoration measures
Impacts on the pipeline from a flood event

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

Impacts on fishery resources, including coldwater fishery streams
Wetlands

Impacts on wetlands

Restoration of wetlands and wetland mitigation
Vegetation

Impacts on mature trees, including restoration plans

Revegetation of areas cleared during construction

EIS Section
Issue/Specific Comment Addressing Comment
Non-gas energy alternatives 312
Consideration of renewable energy alternatives 3.12
Use of other natural gas systems 3.2
Consideration of alternative routes to avoid populated areas, planned development, 34,35

3.3, 3.4, 3.5, appendix |

413

413
413

231,422,485
4.2
421,423,424,425

23,431,432
231,232,425,
2.3.2,4.3.3,4.6.2, appendix L
413,433
43.1

4.6.2

4.4.3, appendix M
445

4.5.3, 4.8.1, appendix N

455

Plans for invasive species control 454
Wildlife

Timing restrictions and compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 4.6.1

Impacts on wildlife from forest fragmentation/forest edge effect 4.6.1
Special-Status Species

Agency coordination and requirements 471

Evaluation of potential impacts on threatened or endangered species and their habitat 4.7.2,47.3
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TABLE 1.3-1 (continued)

Issues Identified and Comments Received during the Scoping Process

for the Proposed Projects

Land Use

Eminent domain and compensation process

Impacts on future development plans

Impacts on existing residences and structures during construction and operation
Compatibility with federally and state-owned lands

Impacts on recreational and special interest areas (including agricultural lands and
organic farms)

Impacts on landowners from removal of lands from conservation programs with
potential tax or penalty implications

Visual impacts of aboveground facilities
Impacts on transportation infrastructure (roads, highways, railroads)

4.8.2
4.8.3
4.8.3
4.8.4
48.4

48.4

4.8.6

2.3.2,4.9.4, appendix G-5,

appendix H

Increased impacts on landowners from trespassers and decreased privacy 4.38.3

Impacts on tourism, ecotourism, and businesses that rely on the land 4.8.4,4.9.2
Socioeconomics

Employment opportunities for local contractors and laborers and increased tax 4.9.1,4.9.7

revenues

Assessment of and impacts on community public safety resources 4.9.3

Traffic impacts associated with the Project 494

Impacts on Environmental Justice communities 498

Impacts on homes, businesses, and land values, potential for increased taxes and 4.95,49.7

lowered property values

Impacts on mortgage rates 495

Impacts on ability to obtain and afford homeowner’s insurance 4.9.6
Cultural Resources

Tribal consultation and impacts on tribal lands and areas of cultural importance to 4.10.1

Native American tribes

Impacts on culturally and historically significant properties 4.10.4
Air Quality

Consistency with the emissions limits and standards 4111

Impacts on air quality resulting from construction activities 4111

Methane leaks and greenhouse gas emissions 4111
Noise

Potential noise impacts resulting from construction activities and proposed mitigation 4.11.2

measures to reduce impacts
Reliability and Safety

Emergency response plans, evacuation plans, and coordination with community public 4.85,4.12.1

safety services

Remote detection of potential issues (e.g., pipeline leaks), safety of pipeline operation 4121

Safety and reliability of constructing and maintaining the pipeline 4121

Pipeline damage from accidental third-party or terrorist actions 4121
Cumulative Impacts

Analysis of cumulative impacts 4.13
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During the pre-filing period, we received over 700 comments regarding potential impacts on the
Market Segment portion of the Rover Project, which at the time included 209 miles of right-of-way
starting in Defiance County, Ohio, and terminating in St. Clair County, Michigan. However, in January
2015, Rover reached an agreement with Vector that resulted in the Market Segment terminating at an
interconnection with the Vector Pipeline in Livingston County, Michigan. This resulted in the proposed
Market Segment being reduced by 109 miles to a total length of about 100 miles and removal of five
Michigan counties from the Project area.

Several of the issues identified both during and after the pre-filing process involved alternative
pipeline routes prompted by localized resources such as water wells or wetlands, as well as larger
resource areas such as aquifers, watersheds, and other environmentally sensitive areas (e.g., natural
habitat management areas or designated scenic areas). These concerns were identified by property
owners, stakeholders, the 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 Rover
into its proposed route. Given this process, subsequent 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 Project.
Section 3.0 presents our analysis of all the alternatives that were identified since the beginning of our
review of these Projects in July 2014. This section also discusses the original routes that were discarded
in favor of routes voluntarily incorporated by Rover to reduce impacts on specific resources.

We also received scoping comments regarding the potential for overseas exportation of natural
gas associated with the Rover Project. Rover has stated that it would supply natural gas from the
Marcellus and Utica Shale Regions to serve markets in the Gulf Coast, Midwest, and Northeast United
States, as well as markets in Canada.

1.4 NON-JURISDICTIONAL FACILITIES

Under Section 7 of the NGA, the 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.

Rover has determined that electric power would need to be supplied to three proposed
aboveground facilities where power is not readily available and that new powerlines would need to be
installed at these facilities. Initially, Rover identified access roads that would encompass the needed
powerlines. However, Rover has since removed those access roads or reduced their widths. Based on
Rover’s initial siting of the access roads and associated impacts, we estimated that the needed right-of-
way for the powerlines would require 7.2 acres of forested land near the Sherwood Compressor and Meter
Station, 2.8 acres of forested land near the Majorsville Compressor Station, and 2.3 acres of open land
near the Cadiz Compressor Station. The total impacts from the construction of these non-jurisdictional
facilities would be 10.0 acres of forested land and 2.3 acres of open land.

Commentors recommended that the impacts associated with producing natural gas from the
Marcellus Shale be included in the environmental review of the Project. Our authority under the NGA
and the NEPA review requirements relate only to natural gas facilities that are involved in interstate
commerce. Thus, the facilities associated with the production of natural gas are not under FERC’s
jurisdiction. The development of the Marcellus Shale, which is regulated by the states, continues to drive
the need for takeaway interstate pipeline capacity to allow the gas to reach markets. Therefore,
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companies are planning and building interstate transmission facilities in response to this new source of
gas supply. In addition, many production facilities have already been permitted and/or constructed in the
region, creating a network through which natural gas may flow along various pathways to local users or
interstate pipeline systems.

That is not to say that the environmental impact of individual production facilities is not
assessed. The permitting of oil and gas production facilities is under the jurisdiction of other agencies,
such as the COE or state agencies. Although we do not examine the impacts of Marcellus Shale
production facilities to the same extent as the Project facilities in this EIS, we have identified existing and
proposed Marcellus Shale production facilities in proximity to the Rover Project and have considered
them within the context of cumulative impacts in the Project area (see section 4.13, Cumulative Impacts).

1.5 PERMITS, APPROVALS, CONSULTATIONS, AND REGULATORY REVIEW

Table 1.5-1 lists the major federal, state, and local permits, approvals, and consultations identified
for the construction and operation of the Projects. Table 1.5-1 also provides the dates or anticipated dates
when Rover, Panhandle, and Trunkline commenced or anticipate commencing formal permit and
consultation procedures. Rover, Panhandle, and Trunkline would be responsible for obtaining all permits
and approvals required to implement the proposed Projects prior to construction regardless of whether
they appear in this table.

TABLE 1.5-1
Major Permits, Approvals, and Consultations Applicable to the Proposed Projects a
Panhandle Trunkline
Permit/ Rover Backhaul Backhaul
Approval/ Project Project Project
Agency Consultation Agency Action Status Status Status
Federal
FERC Certificate of Determine whether the Application Application Application
Public proposed project is in under review under review under review
Convenience and  the public interest, and (filed February  (filed February  (filed February
Necessity consider issuance of a 2015). 2015). 2015).
Certificate.
COE Section 404, Issuance of a Application Not Not Applicable.
CWA Permitand  Section 404 Permit for under review Applicable.
Section 10 discharges of dredged or  (filed February
fill material into waters 2015).
of the United States,
including jurisdictional
wetlands.
Rivers and Issuance of a Section 10 ~ Application Not Not Applicable.
Harbors Act Permit for disturbances under review Applicable.
Section 10 of soils/sediment or (filed February
Permit modifications of 2015).
navigable waters of the
United States.
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TABLE 1.5-1 (continued)

Major Permits, Approvals, and Consultations Applicable to the Proposed Projects a

Panhandle
Permit/ Rover Backhaul Trunkline
Approval/ Project Project Backhaul
Agency Consultation Agency Action Status Status Project Status
EPA Section 404, Delegated to MIDEQ; Application Not Not Applicable.
CWA review Project and under review Applicable.
provide comments to (filed February
MIDEQ regarding 2015).
Section 404/ 401 of
CWA.
U.S. Forest Evaluation of Provided comments to Consultationis  Not Not Applicable.
Service, Wayne Project crossing prevent crossing into complete; no Applicable.
National Forest over Forest USFS-owned land. USFS-owned
Service (USFS) lands are
boundary crossed.
U.S. Department Title 23, 162 Provide comments to Application Not Not Applicable.
of Transportation usc prevent crossings of under review Applicable.

Federal Highway
Administration
National Scenic
Byways Program

FWS

Section 7 ESA
consultation,
Biological
Opinion

Migratory Bird
Treaty Act

Bald and Golden
Eagle Protection
Act

America’s scenic
byways.

Finding of impacts on
federally listed or
proposed species.
Provide Biological
Opinion if the Project is
likely to adversely affect
federally listed or
proposed species or their
habitats.

Provide comments to
prevent taking or loss of
habitat for migratory
birds.

Provide comments to
prevent taking or loss of
habitat for bald and
golden eagles.

(filed February
2015).

Consultation
initiated

June 25, 2014;
ongoing.

Consultation
initiated

June 25, 2014;
ongoing.
Consultation
initiated

June 25, 2014;
ongoing.

Consultation
initiated on
December 17,
2014
(Responses for
Michigan,
Ohio, and
Illinois field
offices
received
January 10,
2015; response
is pending for
the Indiana
field office).

Not
Applicable.

Not
Applicable.

Consultation
initiated on
December 22,
2014; response
is pending.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.
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TABLE 1.5-1 (continued)

Major Permits, Approvals, and Consultations Applicable to the Proposed Projects a

Panhandle
Permit/ Rover Backhaul Trunkline
Approval/ Project Project Backhaul
Agency Consultation Agency Action Status Status Project Status
State of Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania Erosion and Issue Erosion and Application Not Not Applicable.
Department of Sediment Sediment Control under review Applicable.
Environmental Control General General Permit. (submitted in
Protection Permit the third
Southwest quarter of
(Pittsburgh) 2015).
Regional Office BDWM GP-8 Issue permit for Application Not Not Applicable.
Temporary Road  temporary road under review Applicable.
Crossing Permit crossings in (submitted in
Pennsylvania. the third
quarter of
2015).
BDWM GP-5 Issue permit for utility Application Not Not Applicable.
Utility Line line stream crossings. under review Applicable.
Crossing Permit (submitted in
the third
quarter of
2015).
NPDES - Issuance of general Application to Not Not Applicable.
Hydrostatic Test permit for discharges be submitted Applicable.
Water Discharge ~ from hydrostatic testing.  in the second
Permit/Approval quarter of
2016.
Air Permit Issue permit for Application Not Not Applicable.
construction and under review Applicable.
operation of source air (filed February
pollutant emissions. 2015).
Pennsylvania State-listed Provide comments to Consultation Not Not Applicable.
Department of species prevent impacts on state- initiated on Applicable.
Conservation and consultation listed species. June 25, 2014;
Natural Resources ongoing.
Bureau of
Recreation and
Conservation
Pennsylvania Fish  State-listed Provide comments to Consultation Not Not Applicable.
and Boat species prevent impacts on state- initiated on Applicable.
Commission consultation listed species. June 25, 2014;
ongoing.
Pennsylvania State-listed Provide comments to Consultation Not Not Applicable.
Game species prevent impacts on state- initiated on Applicable.
Commission consultation listed species. June 25, 2014;
ongoing.
Pennsylvania NHPA, Review and commenton  Consultation Not Not Applicable.
Historical and Section 106 the Project and its initiated on Applicable.
Museum effects on historic June 25, 2014;
Commission properties. ongoing.
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TABLE 1.5-1 (continued)

Major Permits, Approvals, and Consultations Applicable to the Proposed Projects a

Panhandle
Permit/ Rover Backhaul Trunkline
Approval/ Project Project Backhaul
Agency Consultation Agency Action Status Status Project Status
State of West Virginia
WVDEP Division ~ Water Quality Review and issuance of Application Not Not Applicable.
of Water and Certification WQC. under review Applicable.
Waste (WQCQC), (filed February
Management Section 401 2015).
NPDES Issue NPDES Application Not Not Applicable.
Construction Construction estimated to be  Applicable.
Stormwater Stormwater General submitted first
General Permit Permit. quarter of
2016.
Hydrostatic Test Issue hydrostatic testing Application to Not Not Applicable.
Water Discharge  general permit. be submitted Applicable.
Permit in the second
quarter of
2016.
WVDEP Division  Air Permit Issue permit for Application Not Not Applicable.
of Air Quality construction and under review Applicable.
operation of source air (submitted in
pollutant emissions. February
2015).
West Virginia Waterbody Issue permits for Application Not Not Applicable.
Division of Crossing Permits  waterbody crossings. under review Applicable.
Natural Resources (submitted in
Office of Land the first
and Streams quarter of
2015).
West Virginia NHPA, Review and commenton  Consultation Not Not Applicable.
Division of Section 106 the project and its effects initiated on Applicable.
Culture and on historic properties. June 25, 2014;
History ongoing.
State of Ohio
OHEPA, Division ~ WQC, Review and issuance of Application Not Not Applicable.
of Surface Water Section 401 WQC. under review Applicable.
(submitted in
April 2015).
Isolated Wetland  Issue isolated wetland Application Not Not Applicable.
Permits permit for discharge under review Applicable.
dredged or fill material (submitted in
into isolated wetlands. April 2015).
NPDES Issue NPDES Application Applicationto ~ Not Applicable.
Construction Construction estimated to be  be submitted
Stormwater Stormwater General submitted in at least 30
Permit Permit. the first days prior to
quarter of construction
2016. start.
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TABLE 1.5-1 (continued)

Major Permits, Approvals, and Consultations Applicable to the Proposed Projects a

Panhandle
Permit/ Rover Backhaul Trunkline
Approval/ Project Project Backhaul
Agency Consultation Agency Action Status Status Project Status
Hydrostatic Test Issue hydrostatic test Application to Not Not Applicable.
Water Discharge ~ water general permit. be submitted Applicable.
Permit in the second
quarter of
2016.
Division of Air Air Permit Issue permit for Application Not Not Applicable.
Pollution Control construction and under review Applicable.
operation of source air (filed February
pollutant emissions. 2015).
Ohio Department State-listed Provide comments to Consultation Consultation Not Applicable.
of National species prevent impacts on state- initiated on initiated on
Resources consultation listed species. June 25, 2014; December 17,
ongoing. 2014; response
received in
February
2015.
Ohio State NHPA, Review and commenton  Consultation Consultation Not Applicable.
Historic Section 106 the Project and its initiated on initiated on
Preservation effects on historic June 25, 2014;  December 17,
Office Resource properties. ongoing. 2014; response

Protection and
Review

Stark County Park

District

State of Michigan

MIDEQ Water
Resources
Division Lansing
District Office
and Jackson
District Office

Consultation for
Project crossing
of the Ohio and
Erie Canalway at
the Tuscarawas
River

Sections 401 and
404, CWA

Part 301, Inland
Lakes and
Streams Permit
and Part 303,
Wetland Permit

Soil Erosion and
Sedimentation
Control
Approval

Provide comments to
minimize impacts on the
Ohio and Erie
Canalway.

Review and issuance of
WQC and 404 permit.

Issue Part 301 and Part
303 Permits.

Issue soil erosion and
sediment control permit.

Consultation
initiated on
June 25, 2014;
ongoing.

Application
under review
(submitted in
February
2015).

Application
under review
(submitted in
February
2015).

Application
estimated to be
submitted in
the first
quarter of
2016.

isto be
determined.

Not
Applicable.

Not
Applicable.

Not
Applicable.

Not
Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.
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TABLE 1.5-1 (continued)

Major Permits, Approvals, and Consultations Applicable to the Proposed Projects a

Panhandle
Permit/ Rover Backhaul Trunkline
Approval/ Project Project Backhaul
Agency Consultation Agency Action Status Status Project Status
Water Issue a water withdrawal  Application to Not Not Applicable.
Withdrawal permit. be submitted Applicable.
Permit in the second
quarter of
2016.
Groundwater Issue hydrostatic test Application to Not Not Applicable.
(Hydrostatic) general permit. be submitted Applicable.
Discharge Permit in the second
quarter of
2016.
NPDES Issue NPDES Not Applicationto  Not Applicable.
Construction Construction Applicable. be submitted
Stormwater Stormwater General at least 30
General Permit Permit. days prior to
construction
start.
Michigan State-listed Provide comments to Consultation Consultation Not Applicable.
Department of species prevent impacts on state- initiated on initiated on
Natural Resources  consultation listed species. June 25, 2014; December 17,
ongoing. 2014; response

Michigan State
Housing
Development
Authority Historic
Preservation

Pinkney State
Recreation Area
crossing
consultation

Holly State
Recreation Area
crossing
consultation

Horseshoe Lake
State Game Area
crossing
consultation

Polly Ann Trail
crossing
consultation

NHPA,
Section 106

Provide comments to
minimize impacts on
state special interest and
recreation areas.

Provide comments to
minimize impacts on
state special interest and
recreation areas.

Provide comments to
minimize impacts on
state special interest and
recreation areas.

Provide comments to
minimize impacts on
state special interest and
recreation areas.

Review and comment
on the Project and its
effects on historic
properties.

Consultation
initiated on
June 25, 2014;
ongoing.
Consultation
initiated on
June 25, 2014;
ongoing.
Consultation
initiated on
June 25, 2014;
ongoing.
Consultation
initiated on
June 25, 2014;
ongoing.
Consultation
initiated on
June 25, 2014;
ongoing.

isto be
determined.

Not
Applicable.

Not
Applicable.

Not
Applicable.

Not
Applicable.

Consultation
initiated on
December 17,
2014; response
isto be
determined.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.
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Major Permits, Approvals, and Consultations Applicable to the Proposed Projects a

TABLE 1.5-1 (continued)

Panhandle
Permit/ Rover Backhaul Trunkline
Approval/ Project Project Backhaul
Agency Consultation Agency Action Status Status Project Status
State of Indiana
Indiana NHPA, Review and commenton  Not Consultation Not Applicable.
Department of Section 106 the Project and its Applicable. initiated on
Natural effects on historic December 17,
Resources, properties. 2014; response
Division of received
Historical January 19,
Preservation and 2015.
Archaeology
Indiana State-listed Provide comments to Not Consultation Not Applicable.
Department of species prevent impacts on state-  Applicable. initiated on
Natural consultation listed species. December 17,
Resources, 2014; response
Division of Water received
December 29,
2014.
Indiana NPDES Issue NPDES Not Applicationto  Not Applicable.
Department of Construction Construction Applicable. be submitted
Environmental Stormwater Stormwater General at least 30
Management General Permit Permit. days prior to
construction
start.
State of Illinois
Illinois Historic NHPA, Review and comment Not Consultation Consultation
Preservation Section 106 on the Project and its Applicable. initiated on initiated on
Agency effects on historic December 17, December 22,
properties. 2014; response 2014, response
is to be is pending.
determined.
Ilinois State-listed Provide comments to Not Consultation Consultation
Department of species prevent impacts on state-  Applicable. with EcoCat initiated on
Natural Resources  consultation listed species. on December December 15,
12, 2014; no 2014; response
record received
response. December 15,
2014.
Ilinois NPDES Issue NPDES Not Applicationto  Application not
Environmental Construction Construction Applicable. be submitted required due to
Protection Agency  Stormwater Stormwater General at least 30 Energy Act
General Permit Permit. days prior to Exemption.

construction
start.
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TABLE 1.5-1 (continued)

Major Permits, Approvals, and Consultations Applicable to the Proposed Projects a

Panhandle
Permit/ Rover Backhaul Trunkline
Approval/ Project Project Backhaul
Agency Consultation Agency Action Status Status Project Status
State of Tennessee
Tennessee NHPA, Review and commenton  Not Not Consultation
Historical Section 106 the Project and its Applicable. Applicable. initiated on
Commission effects on historic December 22,
properties. 2014; response
is pending.
Tennessee State-listed Provide comments to Not Not Consultation
Wildlife species prevent impacts on state-  Applicable. Applicable. initiated on
Resources Agency  consultation listed species. December 22,
2014; response
is pending.
Tennessee NPDES Issue NPDES Not Not Application to
Department of Construction Construction Applicable. Applicable. be submitted at
Environment and Stormwater Stormwater General least 30 days
Conservation General Permit Permit. prior to
construction
start.
State of Mississippi
Mississippi NHPA, Review and commenton  Not Not Consultation
Department of Section 106 the Project and its Applicable. Applicable. initiated on
Archives and effects on historic December 22,
History properties. 2014; response
is pending.
Mississippi State-listed Provide comments to Not Not Consultation
Department of species prevent impacts on state-  Applicable. Applicable. initiated on
Wildlife, consultation listed species. December 22,
Fisheries, and 2014; response
Parks is pending.
Muississippi NPDES Issue NPDES Not Not Application not
Department of Construction Construction Applicable. Applicable. required due to
Environmental Stormwater Stormwater General Energy Act
Quality General Permit Permit. Exemption.

a Consultations with Native American tribes are discussed in section 4.10.1.
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20 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 PROPOSED FACILITIES

The proposed Projects evaluated in this EIS include the Rover Pipeline Project, the Panhandle
Project, and the Trunkline Project. The Rover Project would involve construction and operation of new
pipeline, 10 compressor stations, 19 meter stations, and associated aboveground facilities as described
below. The Panhandle Project would consist of modifications at four existing compressor stations and
three valve sites along Panhandle’s existing pipeline system. The Trunkline Project would consist of
modifications at four existing compressor stations and one meter station along Trunkline’s existing
pipeline system. Overview maps depicting the locations of these facilities are provided in figures 2.1-1,
2.1-2, and 2.1-3. Detailed maps showing the pipeline routes, aboveground facilities, and contractor yards
are contained in the figures referenced in the sections below. The non-jurisdictional facilities associated
with the Projects are addressed in section 1.4.

2.1.1 Pipeline Facilities
The proposed Rover Project pipeline facilities would include three main components:

e Nine supply laterals consisting of about 219.8 miles of 24- to 42-inch-diameter pipe,
including 18.6 miles of dual 42-inch-diameter pipeline, 1.2 miles of a 24- inch-diameter
pipeline and a 42-inch-diameter pipeline installed 20 feet apart within the same right-of-way,
and 680 feet of a dual 42-inch-diameter pipeline and a 36-inch-diameter pipeline installed
within the same right-of-way. Collectively, these nine supply laterals would gather gas from
supply sources in Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and Ohio as summarized in table 2.1.1-1
below.

e A dual pipeline mainline consisting of about 190.9 miles of 42-inch-diameter pipeline,
including Mainline B consisting of 183.6 miles of 42-inch-diameter pipe installed adjacent to
Mainline A. These pipes would be installed 20 feet apart within the same right-of-way. Both
would originate in Carroll County, Ohio. Mainline A would terminate at the Defiance
Compressor Station, and Mainline B would terminate 7.3 miles east of the Defiance
Compressor Station.

o A Market Segment would consist of 100.0 miles of 42-inch-diameter pipe originating at the
end of Mainline A in Defiance County, Ohio, and extending north and east through Michigan
to the Vector Pipeline in Livingston County, Michigan.
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TABLE 2.1.1-1

Pipeline Facilities Associated with the Rover Pipeline Project

State / County Pipe Diameter Milepost Range

Length (miles) a

PENNSYLVANIA
Washington County

Burgettstown Lateral 36 inches
Pennsylvania (subtotal)
WEST VIRGINIA

Doddridge County

CGT Lateral 24 inches

Sherwood Lateral 36 inches
Hancock County

Burgettstown Lateral 36 inches
Marshall County

Majorsville Lateral 24 inches
Tyler County

Sherwood Lateral 36 inches
Wetzel County

Sherwood Lateral 36 inches
West Virginia (subtotal)

OHIO

Ashland County

Mainlines A and B 42 inches
Belmont County

Clarington Lateral 42 inches

Majorsville Lateral 24 inches
Carroll County

Burgettstown Lateral 36 inches

Supply Connectors A and B 42 inches

Mainlines A and B 42 inches
Crawford County

Mainlines A and B 42 inches
Defiance County

Mainline A 42 inches

Mainline B 42 inches

Market Segment 42 inches
Fulton County

Market Segment 42 inches
Hancock County

Mainlines A and B 42 inches

0.0-10.4

0.0-5.7
0.0-8.8

10.4-15.8

0.0-123

8.8-32.2

32.2-34.7

79.4 - 95.7

14-26.1
12.3-235

357-51.3
17.3-18.7
18.7-22.6

113.1-130.8

201.1-209.4
201.1-202.1

0.0-55

105-27.4

154.3 - 159.8

10.1
10.1

5.7

9.8

5.5

12.5

234

2.5

59.4

16.4

24.6
11.2

16.0

1.4

3.9

17.7

8.3

1.0

55

17.1

55
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TABLE 2.1.1-1 (continued)

Pipeline Facilities Associated with the Rover Pipeline Project

State / County Pipe Diameter Milepost Range Length (miles) a

Harrison County

Clarington Lateral 42 inches 26.1-32.7 6.8

Cadiz Lateral 30 inches 0.0-34 34

Supply Connectors A and B 42 inches 0.0-17.3 17.2
Henry County

Mainlines A and B 42 inches 182.5-201.1 18.6

Market Segment 42 inches 55-105 5.2
Jefferson County

Burgettstown Lateral 36 inches 15.9-35.7 20.1
Monroe County

Berne Lateral 24 inches 0.0-20 2.6

Clarington Lateral 42 inches 00-14 14

Seneca Lateral 42 inches 15-25.6 24.1

Sherwood Lateral 36 inches 34.7-52.4 18.3
Noble County

Berne Lateral 24 inches 20-3.7 1.6

Seneca Lateral 42 inches 0.0-15 1.6
Richland County

Mainlines A and B 42 inches 95.6-113.1 175
Seneca County

Mainlines A and B 42 inches 130.8 - 154.3 235
Stark County

Mainlines A and B 42 inches 37.2-51.4 144
Tuscarawas County

Mainlines A and B 42 inches 22.7-37.2 145
Wayne County

Mainlines A and B 42 inches 51.4-79.4 28.0
Wood County

Mainlines A and B 42 inches 159.8 - 182.5 22.6
Ohio (subtotal) 369.0
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TABLE 2.1.1-1 (continued)

Pipeline Facilities Associated with the Rover Pipeline Project

State / County Pipe Diameter Milepost Range Length (miles) a
MICHIGAN
Lenawee County
Market Segment 42 inches 27.4-56.5 29.3
Livingston
Market Segment 42 inches 84.4-100.0 15.4
Washtenaw
Market Segment 42 inches 56.5-84.4 27.5
Michigan (subtotal) 72.2
ROVER PIPELINE PROJECT TOTAL 510.7
Note: Totals may not sum correctly due to rounding.
a Lengths listed may not correspond exactly to the milepost range due to route variations that have altered the

pipeline length.

2.1.2  Aboveground Facilities

The proposed Projects would include both construction of new aboveground facilities and
modification of existing facilities. These facilities are listed in table 2.1.2-1 and their locations are
depicted in figures 2.1-1, 2.1-2, and 2.1-3.

TABLE 2.1.2-1

Aboveground Facilities for the Projects

Facility Milepost Operator Municipality County, State

Compressor Stations
New Facilities

Burgettstown BGL 0.0 Rover Smith Washington, PA
Cadiz CZL 0.0 Rover Cadiz Harrison, OH
Clarington CLLO0.0 Rover Switzerland Monroe, OH
Defiance MS 0.0 Rover Defiance Defiance, OH
Mainline 1 MAB 18.9 Rover Orange Carroll, OH
Mainline 2 MAB 77.5 Rover Plain Wayne, OH
Mainline 3 MAB 128 Rover Chatfield Crawford, OH
Majorsville MJL 0.0 Rover Dallas Marshall, WV
Seneca SEL 0.0 Rover Marion Noble, OH
Sherwood SWL 0.0 Rover Beech Doddridge, WV
Existing Facilities

Edgerton -- Panhandle Edgerton Allen, IN
Montezuma -- Panhandle Montezuma Parke, IN
Tuscola -- Panhandle Garrett Douglas, IL
Zionsville -- Panhandle Indianapolis Marion, IN
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TABLE 2.1.2-1 (continued)

Aboveground Facilities for the Projects

Facility Milepost Operator Municipality County, State
Dyersburg -- Trunkline Friendship Dyer, TN
Independence - Trunkline Herando Tate, MS
Johnsonville -- Trunkline Johnsonville Wayne, IL
Joppa -- Trunkline Joppa Massac, IL

Tie-In/ Interconnect Sites
New Facilities
Cadiz Tie-In CLLO0.0 Rover Franklin Monroe, OH
CGT Tie-In SWL 0.2 Rover Beech Doddridge, WV
Mainline B Tie-In SAB 0.0 Rover Switzerland Monroe, OH
Majorsville Tie-In CLL 118 Rover Marion Noble, OH
Sherwood Tie-In SEL 16.7 Rover Beech Doddridge, WV
Panhandle-Rover Interconnect -- Panhandle Defiance Defiance, OH
Existing Facilities
Panhandle-Trunkline Interconnect - Trunkline Montezuma Vermillion, IN
Receipt and Delivery Meter Station a

New Facilities
ANR Delivery MA 208.9 Rover Tiffin Defiance, OH
Berne Receipt BRL 0.0 Rover Franklin Monroe, OH
Burgettstown Receipt* BGL 0.0 Rover Smith Washington, PA
Cadiz Receipt* CZL 0.0 Rover Cadiz Harrison, OH
CGT Delivery CGT 5.7 Rover Beech Doddridge, WV
Clarington Receipt* CLLO.4 Rover Switzerland Monroe, OH
Consumers Energy Delivery MS 75.0 Rover Lima Washtenaw, Ml
Gulfport Receipt SEL 21.9 Rover Switzerland Monroe, OH
Hall Receipt SEL 3.7 Rover Summerfield Monroe, OH
Majorsville Receipt MJL 0.0 Rover Dallas Marshall, WV
PEPL Delivery* MS 0.0 Rover Tiffin Defiance, OH
REX Delivery* SEL 0.0 Rover Marion Noble, OH
Seneca Receipt* SEL 0.0 Rover Marion Noble, OH
Sherwood Receipt* SWL 0.0 Rover Beech Doddridge, WV
Vector Delivery MS 100.0 Rover Handy Livingston, MlI
Existing Facilities
Edgerton 10 Gate -- Panhandle Riga Lenawee, Ml
Tuscola 6 Gate/Mainline Scrubber -- Panhandle Montezuma Vermillion, IN
Zionsville 3 Gate -- Panhandle Cicero Hamilton, IN
Bourbon Meter Station -- Trunkline Arcola Douglas, IL

Note: Meter stations with an asterisk (*) would be collocated with the corresponding compressor station.

a The Clarington Station would contain four meters, and the Cadiz Station would contain two meters.
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Rover would construct a total of 10 compressor stations, 5 tie-in sites, and 19 receipt or delivery
meter stations (collectively, “meter stations”). Six of the new compressor stations would be constructed
along the Supply Laterals, three would be along Mainlines A and B, and the last would be along the
Market Segment. Each compressor station would consist of a compressor building, an office building,
various utility buildings, tanks, valves, and piping. The tie-in sites would be constructed at pipeline
interconnections outside of compressor and meter station sites. The tie-in sites would include a mainline
valve and a launcher/receiver. Rover’s meter stations would be installed at pipeline interconnections
along the routes to measure the receipt and delivery of natural gas between pipeline systems. Eleven of
the meter stations would monitor gas coming into the Rover system (receipt meter stations), six meter
stations would monitor the delivery of Rover’s gas (delivery meter stations), and two of the meter stations
would be designed to monitor gas coming into or leaving the Rover system (bi-directional meter stations).
Six of the meter stations would be sited at a compressor station site: the Cadiz Compressor Station would
accommodate two receipt meters, and the Clarington Compressor Station would house two receipt meters
and two bi-directional flow meters. The remaining nine meter stations would be constructed on newly
leased or purchased parcels along the pipeline right-of-way.

For the Panhandle Project, the applicant proposes to modify four existing compressor stations to
allow for bi-directional flow of natural gas on its existing pipeline system. To accommodate this,
Panhandle proposes to install new pipe, valves, fittings, and associated materials to allow for bi-
directional flow at each of the compressor stations. The Panhandle Project would also include installation
of minor piping, pressure controls, valves, fittings, and associated materials at three valve sites (Edgerton
10 Gate, Zionsville 3 Gate, and Tuscola 6 Gate). These modifications would take place on lands owned
by Panhandle within its existing compressor or meter stations. Panhandle would also install tap valves
and associated piping for an interconnection with the Rover Project at the Rover Defiance Compressor
Station.

For the Trunkline Project, the applicant proposes to modify four existing compressor stations to
allow for bi-directional flow of natural gas on its existing pipeline system. Specifically, Trunkline
proposes to install new pipe, valves, fittings, and equipment to allow for bi-directional flow at each of the
compressor stations. The Trunkline Project would also reconfigure the Bourbon Meter Station to allow
for bi-directional flow by installing new pipe, valves, fittings, and other associated materials. Trunkline
would also replace the existing meters and regulators at this site. All of these modifications would take
place on lands owned by Trunkline within the existing compressor or meter station sites. Trunkline
would also install tap valves and associated piping for an interconnection with the Panhandle Project at
the Panhandle-Trunkline Tuscola Compressor Station.

2.2 LAND REQUIREMENTS

Table 2.2-1 summarizes the land use requirements for the pipelines and associated facilities,
including compressor and meter stations, contractor yards, and access roads that are described in
sections 2.2.1 through 2.2.4 below. A more detailed description of the land use requirements for the
Projects is presented in appendix O. If the Projects are approved, the applicants’ construction and
operational work areas would be limited to those described in the final EIS and any subsequent
Commission authorizations as described in section 2.5.4.
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TABLE 2.2-1

Summary of Land Requirements Associated with the Projects

Land Affected during Land Affected during
Facility Construction (acres) a Operation (acres) a
PIPELINE FACILITIES
Mainlines Pipeline Right-of-Way 3,322.1 1,367.0
Market Segment Pipeline Right-of-Way 1,731.0 613.8
Supply Laterals Right-of-Way 3,5621.2 1,348.7
Pipeline Facilities Total 8,574.2 3,329.6
ABOVEGROUND FACILITIES b
Compressor Stations
Rover Pipeline Project 258.8 126.5
Panhandle Backhaul Project 221.0 0.0
Trunkline Backhaul Project 153.7 0.0
Tie-Ins / Interconnects
Rover Pipeline Project 11.3 11.3
Panhandle Backhaul Project 34 0.0
Trunkline Backhaul Project ¢ 0.0 0.0
Mainline Valves/Valve Sites
Rover Pipeline Project 0.0 0.0
Panhandle Backhaul Project 5.1 0.0
Trunkline Backhaul Project 0.0 0.0
Meter Stations
Rover Pipeline Project 36.5 23.8
Panhandle Backhaul Project 0.0 0.0
Trunkline Backhaul Project 144 0.0
Aboveground Facilities Total 703.9 161.6
CONTRACTOR YARDS
Rover Pipeline Project 590.7 0.0
Panhandle Backhaul Project 0.0 0.0
Trunkline Backhaul Project 0.0 0.0
Contractor Yards Total 590.7 0.0
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TABLE 2.2-1 (continued)

Summary of Land Requirements Associated with the Projects

Land Affected during Land Affected during
Facility Construction (acres) a Operation (acres) a
ACCESS ROADS
Michigan 12.8 3.3
Ohio 60.1 9.8
Pennsylvania 0.7 0.0
West Virginia 55.8 35
Access Roads Total 129.4 16.6
PROJECT TOTAL 9,998.3 3,507.8
a Note: The totals shown in this table may not equal the sum of addends due to rounding.

I

The mainline valves and pig launcher and receiver facilities would be installed within the operational easement and would
not result in additional land impacts beyond those already accounted for above.

The Trunkline’s Panhandle-Trunkline Interconnect would be installed within Panhandle’s Tuscola Compressor Station
and would not result in additional land impacts beyond those already accounted for within the compressor station acreage
impacts.

[}

Construction of the Rover Project would disturb 9,600.8 acres of land, including pipeline
facilities, aboveground facilities, contractor yards, and access roads. Of this, 3,329.6 acres would be for
the permanent right-of-way, 161.6 acres would be for aboveground facilities, and 16.6 acres would be for
permanent access roads. The remaining 6,093.0 acres of disturbed land would be restored and allowed to
revert to its pre-construction use.

For the Panhandle Project, the applicant proposes to use the existing yards at four compressor
stations, totaling 221.0 acres, for construction of modifications and updates at those facilities and as
temporary workspace. Construction activities at the three valve sites would take place entirely within
Panhandle’s existing right-of-way on lands totaling 5.1 acres. Panhandle would install an interconnection
with the Rover pipeline impacting 3.4 acres of land within Rover’s Defiance Compressor Station site.

For the Trunkline Project, the applicant proposes to use the existing yards at four compressor
stations, totaling 153.7 acres, for construction of modifications and updates at those facilities and as
temporary workspace. Construction activities at the Bourbon Meter Station would take place on
14.4 acres of land. Trunkline would install an interconnection with the Panhandle pipeline at the
Panhandle-Trunkline Tuscola Compressor Station site. Impacts for this site are accounted for within
those presented above for the Panhandle Project.

2.2.1 Pipeline Facilities

Of the 8,574.2 acres that would be disturbed during construction of the Rover pipeline facilities,
3,329.6 acres would be retained as new permanent right-of-way and 5,244.6 acres would be used as
temporary workspace.

2211 Collocation with Existing Rights-of-Way

Approximately 24 percent of Rover’s pipeline rights-of-way would be collocated or adjacent to
existing pipeline, roadway, railway, and/or utility rights-of-way. A summary of areas where the Rover
Project would be adjacent to existing rights-of-way is presented in table 2.2.1-1. In these cases, the
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pipeline would not be installed within an existing right-of-way, but may utilize the existing utility right-
of-way for temporary construction workspaces. Due to proximity of portions of the proposed Market
Segment to existing rights-of-way, there would be some overlapping of the Rover permanent right-of-way
with the existing right-of-way, as shown in table 2.2.1-1.

TABLE 2.2.1-1

Summary of Pipeline Collocated with Existing Rights-of-Way

Permanent
Parallel Length Right-of-Way
Start MP End MP (feet) Overlap (feet) Operator
Berne Lateral
0.5 0.9 1,584.0 0.0 Blue Racer Midstream Pipeline
0.7 0.8 528.0 0.0 Transmission Line
0.8 0.5 528.0 0.0 Blue Racer Midstream Pipeline
1.0 11 528.0 0.0 Blue Racer Midstream Pipeline
11 1.6 2,640.0 0.0 Transmission Line
1.6 1.8 1,056.0 0.0 Blue Racer Midstream Pipeline
1.8 24 3,168.0 0.0 Transmission Line
2.4 2.6 528.0 0.0 Blue Racer Midstream Pipeline
2.6 3.2 3,696.0 0.0 Texas Eastern Pipeline
Burgettstown Lateral
0.3 0.4 528.0 0.0 Columbia Gas Pipeline
1.7 3.7 10,560.0 0.0 Columbia Gas Pipeline
14.4 14.8 2,112.0 0.0 American Electric Power
45.2 455 1,584.0 0.0 Access Midstream
475 47.6 1,056.0 0.0 Access Midstream
47.7 48.0 1,584.0 0.0 Access Midstream
Cadiz Lateral — no collocation
CGT Lateral
0.9 2.2 6,864.0 0.0 Summit Midstream Pipeline
2.7 4.0 6,864.0 0.0 Summit Midstream Pipeline
4.2 4.2 528.0 0.0 Summit Midstream Pipeline
4.7 5.0 1,584.0 0.0 Summit Midstream Pipeline
5.0 5.3 1,056.0 0.0 Dominion Pipeline
5.3 5.7 2,112.0 0.0 Energy Transfer Pipeline
Clarington Lateral
0.7 1.6 4,752.0 0.0 Dominion Pipeline
2.1 3.0 4,752.0 0.0 East Ohio Gas Company Pipeline
3.0 3.2 1,056.0 0.0 Overhead Electric Powerline
51 5.8 3,696.0 0.0 East Ohio Gas Company Pipeline
6.4 7.5 528.0 0.0 East Ohio Gas Company Pipeline
8.0 8.5 2,640.0 0.0 CGT Pipeline
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TABLE 2.2.1-1 (continued)

Summary of Pipeline Collocated with Existing Rights-of-Way

Permanent
Parallel Length Right-of-Way
Start MP End MP (feet) Overlap (feet) Operator

9.4 9.7 1,584.0 0.0 East Ohio Gas Company Pipeline
111 11.2 528.0 0.0 East Ohio Gas Company Pipeline
11.4 12.5 5,808.0 0.0 East Ohio Gas Company Pipeline
13.1 13.2 528.0 0.0 Dominion Pipeline

13.2 13.8 3,168.0 0.0 East Ohio Gas Company Pipeline
13.9 15.3 7,392.0 0.0 East Ohio Gas Company Pipeline
15.4 16.7 6,336.0 0.0 East Ohio Gas Company Pipeline
16.8 18.2 7,392.0 0.0 East Ohio Gas Company Pipeline
18.9 19.1 1,056.0 0.0 Dominion East Ohio Pipeline
19.1 19.6 2,640.0 0.0 Blue Racer Midstream Pipeline
19.6 20.2 3,168.0 0.0 East Ohio Gas Company Pipeline
20.2 21.3 5,808.0 0.0 East Ohio Gas Company Pipeline
22.2 22.5 1,056.0 0.0 East Ohio Gas Company Pipeline
22.5 22.6 528.0 0.0 East Ohio Gas Company Pipeline
22.9 23.1 1,584.0 0.0 Dominion Pipeline

29.2 29.8 3,168.0 0.0 Transmission Line

314 31.5 1,056.0 0.0 East Ohio Gas Company Pipeline
31.8 62.3 2,640.0 0.0 Markwest Utica EMG Pipeline
324 32.5 528.0 0.0 Markwest Utica EMG Pipeline
325 32.7 1,056.0 0.0 Transmission Line

Mainlines A and B

19.8 20.1 1,056.0 0.0 Tennessee Gas Pipeline

20.2 20.5 1,056.0 0.0 Dominion

20.9 21.2 1,584.0 0.0 Unknown

22.5 229 2,640.0 0.0 Midstream Pipeline

36.9 375 3,168.0 0.0 Dominion

59.7 60.0 1,584.0 0.0 Dominion Pipeline
111.8 112.9 6,336.0 0.0 Transmission Line
115.1 117.7 13,728.0 0.0 Transmission Line
119.7 121.7 10,560.0 0.0 Unknown
126.4 132.5 31,680.0 0.0 Oglethorpe Power Company
133.7 135.1 7,392.0 0.0 Oglethorpe Power Company
135.7 137.0 6,864.0 0.0 Oglethorpe Power Company
138.1 139.9 9,504.0 0.0 Oglethorpe Power Company
141.1 143.7 14,256.0 0.0 Oglethorpe Power Company
144.4 146.3 10,032.0 0.0 Oglethorpe Power Company
147.0 147.2 1,584.0 0.0 Oglethorpe Power Company
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TABLE 2.2.1-1 (continued)

Summary of Pipeline Collocated with Existing Rights-of-Way

Permanent
Parallel Length Right-of-Way
Start MP End MP (feet) Overlap (feet) Operator
148.0 150.7 14,784.0 0.0 Oglethorpe Power Company
153.7 155.2 7,920.0 0.0 Oglethorpe Power Company
172.8 175.9 15,840.0 0.0 Columbia Gas Pipeline
176.3 178.4 11,088.0 0.0 Columbia Gas Pipeline
179.5 181.1 8,448.0 0.0 Columbia Gas Pipeline
181.8 1835 8,976.0 0.0 Columbia Gas Pipeline
184.2 186.2 10,560.0 0.0 Crossroads Pipeline
187.2 190.2 15,840.0 0.0 Crossroads Pipeline
193.7 195.6 10,560.0 0.0 Crossroads Pipeline
196.6 197.7 5,808.0 0.0 Crossroads Pipeline
Majorsville Lateral

0.3 0.6 2,112.0 0.0 Unknown Overhead Powerline

1.0 11 528.0 0.0 Williams Pipeline

1.9 2.2 1,056.0 0.0 CNX Gas Pipeline

7.0 7.2 1,056.0 0.0 Dominion Pipeline

9.9 10.0 1,056.0 0.0 American Electric Power

111 11.2 528.0 0.0 CGT Pipeline

14.7 15.0 1,584.0 0.0 Unknown Overhead Powerline
18.4 19.5 5,808.0 0.0 XTO Energy Pipeline

19.9 20.2 1,584.0 0.0 East Ohio Gas Company Pipeline
20.5 20.6 1,056.0 0.0 East Ohio Gas Company Pipeline

Market Segment

61.2 62.0 4,224.0 0.0 ITC

67.7 68.6 4,224.0 15.0 Enbridge Pipeline

68.6 69.6 5,808.0 65.0 Panhandle Eastern Pipeline
70.9 76.4 28,512.0 65.0 Panhandle Eastern Pipeline
76.5 77.4 4,224.0 65.0 Enbridge Pipeline

77.6 78.3 3,696.0 65.0 Enbridge Pipeline

78.3 78.6 1,584.0 15.0 ITC

78.6 79.5 4,752.0 0.0 Enbridge Pipeline

82.3 83.5 6,336.0 20.0 ITC

86.5 87.1 1,584.0 20.0 ITC

87.0 87.2 528.0 20.0 ITC

88.0 88.9 4,752.0 20.0 ITC

90.4 94.2 20,064.0 20.0 ITC

94.9 95.1 1,584.0 0.0 ITC

Project Description
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TABLE 2.2.1-1 (continued)

Summary of Pipeline Collocated with Existing Rights-of-Way

Permanent
Parallel Length Right-of-Way
Start MP End MP (feet) Overlap (feet) Operator
95.3 96.6 6,864.0 20.0 ITC
97.1 98.4 6,864.0 20.0 ITC
Seneca Lateral
6.1 7.9 9,504.0 0.0 Texas Eastern Pipeline
8.3 8.7 2,112.0 0.0 Texas Eastern Pipeline
9.0 9.3 1,056.0 0.0 Texas Eastern Pipeline
9.4 12.2 14,784.0 0.0 Texas Eastern Pipeline
12.7 13.0 1,584.0 0.0 Texas Eastern Pipeline
13.2 15.4 11,616.0 0.0 Texas Eastern Pipeline
155 18.4 15,312.0 0.0 Texas Eastern Pipeline
19.0 19.8 3,696.0 0.0 Texas Eastern Pipeline
19.9 21.7 9,504.0 0.0 Texas Eastern Pipeline
22.3 22.8 2,640.0 0.0 Texas Eastern Pipeline
23.0 23.1 528.0 0.0 Transmission Line
23.5 24.3 4,752.0 0.0 Texas Eastern Pipeline
24.3 24.7 2,112.0 0.0 Transmission Line
25.0 25.2 1,056.0 0.0 Texas Eastern Pipeline
25.2 255 1,584.0 0.0 Tallgrass Energy Pipeline
Sherwood Lateral
0.07A 0.17A 528.0 0.0 Key Oil Pipeline
1.07B 1.24B 1,056.0 0.0 Antero Resources Pipeline
1.6 1.8 1,056.0 0.0 Eureka Hunter Pipeline
5.2 53 528.0 0.0 Houston Exploration Co. Pipeline
6.3 6.4 1,056.0 0.0 Dominion Pipeline
8.9 9.0 528.0 0.0 Miss Utility of WV Pipeline
14.3 14.5 1,056.0 0.0 Console Energy Pipeline
16.9 17.1 1,056.0 0.0 Texas Keystone Pipeline
17.6 17.9 1,584.0 0.0 Texas Keystone Pipeline
20.4 20.7 2,112.0 0.0 Unknown Pipeline
27.8 28.2 1,584.0 0.0 Unknown Pipeline
28.9 29.0 528.0 0.0 Unknown Pipeline
37.3 37.8 2,640.0 0.0 Eureka Hunter Pipeline
38.0 38.0 0.0 0.0 Eureka Hunter Pipeline
40.9 41.0 528.0 0.0 Foreign Pipeline
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TABLE 2.2.1-1 (continued)

Summary of Pipeline Collocated with Existing Rights-of-Way

Permanent
Parallel Length Right-of-Way
Start MP End MP (feet) Overlap (feet) Operator
Supply Connector Lines A and B
0.3 0.8 2,640.0 0.0 Dominion Pipeline
11 1.4 2,112.0 0.0 Dominion Pipeline
7.4 8.0 3,168.0 0.0 Midstream Pipeline

2.2.1.2 Right-of-Way Configurations

Rover proposes to use various construction right-of-way widths, depending on the size of the pipe
and land use of the construction area (see table 2.2.1-2). In locations where Rover proposes to use the
Horizontal Directional Drill (HDD) method, there would be limited disturbance of the ground surface
between the trenchless construction workspaces as described further below.

TABLE 2.2.1-2

Summary of Construction Right-of-Way Configurations for the Rover Pipeline Project

Width in Width in Non- Width in

AV\r/i"cjlter]tlljr;al Upland Forested Forested Width for Steep Side

Pipeline Segment and L?amd (feet) Areas Wetlands Wetlands Slope (feet)
Pipe Size (feet) (feet) (feet)
24-Inch-Diameter Pipe
Berne, CGT, and 100 75 75 75 75 plus 25 feet additional
Majorsville Laterals temporary workspace.
30-Inch-Diameter Pipe
Cadiz Lateral 150 125 100 75 125 plus 25 feet additional
temporary workspace.

36-Inch-Diameter Pipe
Burgettstown and 150 125 100 75 125 plus 25 feet additional
Sherwood Laterals temporary workspace.
42-Inch-Diameter Pipe
Seneca and Clarington 150 125 100 75 125 plus 25 feet additional
Laterals and Market temporary workspace.
Segment
Dual 42-Inch-Diameter pipe
Supply Connectors A and 150 135 120 95 135 plus 15 feet additional
B and Mainlines A and B temporary workspace.

Appendix D depicts the typical right-of-way configurations for the Rover pipeline construction.
The width of the construction right-of-way for the various size pipelines would vary depending on site-
specific factors. The construction right-of-way for a single 24-inch-diameter pipeline would typically be
75 feet wide, with 48 feet on the working side and 13 feet on the non-working (spoil) side of the pipeline.
The construction right-of-way for the 30-, 36-, and single 42-inch-diameter pipeline would typically be
125 feet wide, with 75 feet on the working side and 30 feet on the non-working (spoil) side of the
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pipeline. For areas where dual pipelines are to be installed,® the construction right-of-way would
typically be 135 feet wide, with 65 feet on the working side and 50 feet on the non-working (spoil) side of
the proposed pipeline. The permanent right-of-way would be 50 feet wide where a single pipeline is
installed, 60 feet wide where dual pipelines are installed, and 80 feet wide for about 680 feet where the
dual Mainlines A and B pipelines would be installed within the same right-of-way as the Burgettstown
Lateral. Rover has also indicated that it would need an 80-foot-wide permanent right-of-way for about
500 feet where a 42-inch-diameter pipeline and a 24-inch-diameter pipeline would be installed within the
same right-of-way. Since Rover has not provided adequate justification for the use of an 80-foot-wide
permanent right-of-way for dual pipelines, and based on our experience and understanding of pipeline
construction and operations, we believe that a permanent right-of-way larger than 60 feet is not
warranted. Therefore, we recommend that:

e Rover should not exercise eminent domain authority granted under Section 7(h)
of the NGA to acquire a permanent right-of-way greater than 60 feet between
mileposts (MP) SEL 0.0 and SEL 0.1 where dual pipelines would be constructed
within a single right-of-way.

Where the HDD method is used, the permanent rights-of-way would be 10 feet wide. Where the
pipeline is constructed across public roadways, Rover would seek to obtain the appropriate easements,
permits, or license agreements for such construction and operation. To the extent that Rover is issued an
easement, permit, or license agreement for construction and operation of the pipeline within public
roadways, no permanent right-of-way would be maintained unless otherwise required by such agreement.

2.2.1.3 Extra Workspace

In addition to the various construction right-of-way configurations described above, Rover has
requested a wider construction right-of-way in several locations due to the presence of the constraints
mentioned above and for other site-specific, construction-related reasons. Appendix E identifies where
Rover has requested extra workspace for staging areas and resource crossings, and includes workspace
dimensions, the acreage of impact, associated land use, and Rover’s justification for their use. A detailed
discussion of Rover’s requests for extra workspace is provided below in section 2.3 and in
sections 4.3.3.7 and 4.4.4.

No additional temporary workspace has been requested for the Panhandle and Trunkline Projects.

Additional extra workspaces beyond those currently identified could be required during
construction of the Projects. Prior to construction, the applicants would be required to file a complete and
updated list of all extra work areas (including contractor yards) for review and approval (see Post-
Approval Variance Process in section 2.5.4).

2.2.2  Aboveground Facilities

The proposed aboveground facilities for the Rover Project include 10 new compressor stations,
19 new meter stations, 5 new tie-ins, 78 mainline valves, and 11 pig launcher and receiver facilities (see
table 2.1.2-1). Additionally, Rover proposes to install satellite dishes at each of its meter stations.
Construction of the 10 compressor stations, 19 meter stations, and 5 tie-in sites would require 306.5 acres
of land, 161.6 acres of which would be used permanently during operation. Mainline valves, pipe

1 Supply Connectors A and B (MPs 0.0 to 18.6), Mainlines A and B (MPs 18.6 to 202.1), and the 6,700-foot
segment where Bern Lateral would enter (MPs 2.5 to 3.7) and Seneca Lateral (MPs 0.0 to 1.2) would depart
from the Seneca Compressor Station.
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interconnections, and pig launchers/pig receiver (that would not be located at a compressor or meter
station) would be located entirely within the permanent right-of-way and therefore would not encumber
any additional acreage.

Rover proposes to use remote-controlled mainline valves along the pipeline route. These valves
would be continuously monitored at Rover’s gas control center. In the event of an incident, the valves
can be closed with an electronic command.

Construction of the Panhandle Project would affect 229.4 acres of previously disturbed lands on
parcels that are owned or leased by Panhandle. Panhandle would not need to acquire any additional
property for Project operation.

Construction of the Trunkline Project would occur on 168.1 acres of previously disturbed lands
on parcels that are owned or leased by Trunkline. Trunkline would not need to acquire any additional
property for Project operation.

2.2.3 Contractor Yards

To support construction activities, Rover proposes to use 13 contractor yards on a temporary
basis. The contractor yards would be used for equipment, pipe sections, and construction material and
supply storage, as well as for temporary field offices, parking, and pipe preparation and pre-assembly
staging areas. The use of these sites would temporarily affect about 590.7 acres of land. These sites are
classified as having predominately open land, with some industrial/commercial land and a small amount
of agricultural land use (see table 2.2.3-1). These yards are depicted on the maps in appendix B.

No contractor yards would be required for the Panhandle and Trunkline Projects; instead, these
applicants would use existing compressor station sites for equipment and materials storage during
construction.

2.2.4  Access Roads

In addition to public roads, Rover proposes to use 253 private access roads along the pipeline
route (2 in Pennsylvania, 82 in West Virginia, 147 in Ohio, and 22 in Michigan) to construct the pipeline
(see maps in appendix B). Of these 253 roads, 168 are existing roads, 44 would be a combination of
existing and new roads, and 41 would be newly constructed. Rover proposes to maintain 46 of the 253
roads permanently for operations. Twelve of the 207 proposed temporary access roads would be newly
constructed, and 37 would be expanded or widened. Rover has proposed a typical 20-foot width for all
new access roads, with the exception of a 75-foot-wide access road proposed at MP MS 67.9 along the
Market Segment. This 75-foot-wide access road has been identified for permanent access to
MKT-MLV-06. Rover has not provided justification for the need for what we believe is an excessive
width necessary for permanent access to a valve site. Therefore, we recommend that:

e Rover should reduce the width of access road MI-WA-056.000-PAR-5 from
75 feet to 20 feet, and incorporate this change into its Project alignment sheets.

Modifications to existing roads could include tree, brush, or structure removal; widening and/or
grading; installation of culverts; and addition of gravel. The location, description, length, land use, and
type of improvement required (if any) for each of the access roads are listed in appendix F.

The applicants would use existing roads to access each of the work areas during construction of
the Panhandle and Trunkline Projects.
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TABLE 2.2.3-1

Contractor Yards along the Rover Pipeline Project Route

Size
State/Yard County (acres) Land Use
West Virginia
Majorsville Yard Marshall 39.0 Industrial/Commercial
Sherwood Yard Tyler 18.0 Open Land
Subtotal 56.9
Ohio
Ashland Yard Ashland 21.3 Industrial/Commercial
Bucyrus Yard Crawford 66.8 Open Land
Burgettstown Yard Jefferson 200.0 Open Land
Clarington Yard Harrison 48.0 Open Land
Defiance Yard Defiance 23.7 Industrial/Commercial
Dennison Yard Tuscarawas 61.6 Open Land
Dover Yard Tuscarawas 21.8 Industrial/Commercial
Mansfield Yard Richland 23.0 Industrial/Commercial
Seneca Yard Monroe 8.6 Open Land
Subtotal 474.7
Michigan
Oakville Yard Monroe 435 Industrial/Commercial
Whitmore Lake Yard Livingston 155 Industrial/Commercial
Subtotal 59.0
ROVER PIPELINE PROJECT TOTAL 590.7

2.3 CONSTRUCTION PROCEDURES

The Rover Project would be designed, constructed, tested, and operated in accordance with all
applicable requirements included in the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations in 49 CFR
192, Transportation of Natural and Other Gas by Pipeline: Minimum Federal Safety Standards, and
other applicable federal and state regulations, including the U.S. Department of Labor, Occupational
Safety and Health Administration requirements. These regulations are intended to ensure adequate
protection for the public. Among other design standards, Part 192 specifies pipeline material and
qualification; minimum design requirements; and protection from internal, external, and atmospheric
corrosion.

2 Pipe design regulations for steel pipe are contained in subpart C, Part 192. Section 192.105 contains a design
formula for the pipeline’s design pressure. Sections 192.107 through 192.115 contain the components of the
design formula, including yield strength, wall thickness, design factor, longitudinal joint factor, and temperature
derating factor, which are adjusted according to the project design conditions, such as pipe manufacturing
specifications, steel specifications, class location, and operating conditions. Pipeline operating regulations are
contained in subpart L, Part 192.
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To reduce construction impacts, Rover would implement its Construction Mitigation Plans
(CMPs) (see appendix G). The CMPs include Rover’s Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and
Maintenance Plan (Rover’s Plan®), which is based on our Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and
Maintenance Plan (our Plan*). The CMPs also include Rover’s Wetland and Waterbody Construction
and Mitigation Procedures (Rover’s Procedures®), which are based upon and contain many of the
measures found in our Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation Procedures (our
Procedures?). The intent of Rover’s Plan and Procedures is to identify baseline mitigation measures and
construction techniques that incorporate guidelines recommended by various resource agencies (such as
proper disposal of construction materials and debris), as well as other guidelines and plans tailored to
Project-specific issues. The CMPs contain numerous measures designed to prevent or minimize potential
impacts on resources. As indicated in appendix G, Rover’s CMPs include some alternative measures that
differ from our standard Plan and Procedures, such as the use of certain extra workspaces. These
alternative measures are discussed in more detail in sections 4.2.5, 4.3.2, 4.4.3, and 4.4.4, which also
include our recommendations for the appropriateness of these modifications.

Rover’s Plan and Procedures propose six notable modifications from our standard Plan and
Procedures. These modifications, their descriptions, and our recommendations are listed below in
table 2.3-1.

Rover’s Plan and Procedures also include deviations from our standard Plan and Procedures not
listed in table 2.3-1, but they are more protective than our requirements, and we have found them to be
acceptable. Panhandle and Trunkline propose to adopt our Plan and Procedures without modifications.

To avoid or minimize the potential for harmful spills and leaks during construction, Rover has
developed Spill Prevention and Response Procedures (Rover’s Spill Procedures). Rover’s Spill
Procedures describe spill and leak preparedness and prevention practices, procedures for emergency
preparedness and incident response, and training requirements. Additional discussion of Rover’s Spill
Procedures is presented in section 4.3.2.

Other resource-specific plans have been developed for the Rover Project and are included in the
CMP. These plans include the following: Horizontal Directional Drilling Contingency Plan (Rover’s
HDD Plan), Unanticipated Discovery Plan for Paleontological Resources (Rover’s Paleontological
Discovery Plan),® Agricultural Impact Mitigation Plan (for both Ohio and Michigan) (Rover’s AIMP),
Residential Access and Traffic Mitigation Plan (Rover’s Traffic Plan), Karst Mitigation Plan, Blasting
Plan, and Winter Construction Plan (Rover’s WCP). These plans are introduced below and are discussed
in more detail in section 4.0 and appendix G.

3 Rover’s Plan is available on the FERC’s eL ibrary website, located at http://ferc.qgov/docs-filing/elibrary.asp, by
searching Docket Number CP15-93 and Accession No. (20150223-5104).

4 The FERC Plan and Procedures are a set of construction and mitigation measures that were developed in
collaboration with other federal and state agencies and the natural gas pipeline industry to minimize the
potential environmental impacts of the construction of pipeline projects in general. The FERC Plan and
Procedures can both be viewed on the FERC Internet website at
https://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/guidelines.asp.

5 Rover’s Procedures are available on the FERC’s eLibrary website, located at http://ferc.gov/docs-
filing/elibrary.asp, by searching Docket Number CP15-93 and Accession No. (20150223-5104).

& Rover's Paleontological Discovery Plan is available on the FERC’s eLibrary website, located at
http://ferc.gov/docs-filing/elibrary.asp, by searching Docket Number CP15-93 and Accession No. (20150223
5104).
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TABLE 2.3-1

Summary of Proposed Modifications to the FERC’s Plan and Procedures

Applicable FERC EIS
Plan/Procedures Resource Section
Section Issue Description FERC Recommendation  Discussed
Plan, at Cleanup Proposal to exceed the 20-day Acceptable. 221
Section V.A.1 timeframe timeframe for final grading,
following topsoil replacement, and
construction. installation of permanent erosion
controls where dual pipe would
be installed.
Procedures, at Ditches. Add definition for “ditches,” not Acceptable. 4.4.4
Section 1.B.1.d part of stream systems or
naturally occurring, and as such
do not fall under COE
jurisdiction.
Procedures, at Site-specific Proposal to identify locations Acceptable. 444
Sections V.B.2.b justification for where site-specific conditions at
and VI.B.1.a each extra certain waterbody or wetland
workspace area crossings would require extra
with less than workspace areas be located less
50 feet to the than 50 feet from the water’s
water’s edge ofa  edge.
waterbody or
wetland.
Procedures, at Width of Proposal to utilize construction Not Acceptable — the site- 4.4.3
VIA.3 construction rights-of-way beyond the specific justifications for
right-of-way recommended 75 feet within the some areas where the
within the boundaries of federally construction right-of-way
boundaries of delineated wetlands due to the would extend beyond the
federally size of the pipeline and site- recommended 75 feet in
delineated specific soil conditions. federally delineated
wetlands. wetlands are not adequately
justified.
Procedures, at Wetland crossing  Proposal to trench wetland prior ~ Acceptable. 443
VI.B.2.d procedures. to pipe assembly under low-flow
conditions or in unsaturated
wetlands.
Procedures, at Vegetation Proposal to clear vegetation at a Acceptable. 443
VI.D.1 clearing and 30-foot-wide corridor where dual
maintenance. pipe would be installed.
2.3.1 General Pipeline Construction Procedures

This section describes the general procedures proposed by Rover. Rover’s primary pipeline
construction technique in upland areas would be standard sequential assembly line installation (described
below). Rover would have 15 of these assembly lines or “spreads” that would each be simultaneously
completing construction activities at different locations along the route.

Rover has committed to minimize the duration for which the trench would be open. One way in
which Rover would achieve this would be to postpone excavation until after the pipe has been strung,
bent, and welded. Rover estimates that this would reduce the duration of an open trench from about 15
days to 4 days. However, Rover recognizes that certain construction conditions may not allow for this
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type of construction sequence; thus, the more conventional construction sequence is described below and
applied throughout this analysis.

Other specialized construction methods, such as ripping and hammering methods used on steep
side slopes, horizontal bore and HDD methods used to cross under sensitive resources, residential-specific
methods, and procedures for crossing of waterbodies and wetlands, would also be used. These
specialized construction methods are also described below.

Separate crews typically would be used for construction of the aboveground facilities.
Construction procedures for aboveground facilities are described in section 2.3.3.

Survey and Staking

After Rover completes land or easement acquisition and before the start of construction, crews
would mark the limits of the approved work areas (i.e., the construction right-of-way boundaries and extra
workspace, the pipeline centerline, and approved access roads). Affected landowners would be notified
prior to surveying and staking activities. Wetland boundaries and other environmentally sensitive areas
identified in easement agreements or by federal and state agencies would be clearly marked with visible
signage and fenced with erosion control devices for protection. The FERC Plan assigns duties to the
applicants’ environmental inspectors (EI) including “Verifying the location of signs and highly visible
flagging marking the boundaries of sensitive resource areas, waterbodies, wetlands, or areas with special
requirements along the construction work area.” Prior to construction, Rover would use the “Call Before
You Dig” or “One Call” system for each state to verify and mark all underground utilities (e.g., cables,
conduits, and pipelines) along the pipeline route to minimize the potential for accidental damage during
construction.

Clearing Operations

Clearing would be required to remove trees, brush, and other existing vegetation from approved
work areas. This would occur by mechanical means, including hydroaxes, a variety of bulldozers,
bunchers, evacuators, mulcherheads, slashbusters, or bunching saws. Hand cutting with chain saws may
also be used in specific areas as needed. Rover would fell trees during the winter season to minimize
impacts on resident bat species. Trees felled during the winter season would be left in place in a manner
that would not impede the flow of water in creeks or streams, until construction commences in the spring.
Timber would be removed from the right-of-way and sold for lumber or pulp if suitable, disposed of at an
appropriate receiving facility, or chipped on the right-of-way. Burning of cleared vegetation would be
conducted where permitted, in such a manner that would minimize the fire hazard and protect surrounding
vegetation from heat damage. Prior to construction, Rover would coordinate with the appropriate
agencies to develop best management practices (BMPs) to prevent the spread of invasive species, noxious
weeds, and soil pests during clearing or transport operations. Fences would be cut and braced along the
right-of-way, with temporary gates for control of livestock and to limit public access. Mulch, including
wood chips, would not be placed in agricultural areas, wetlands, or waterbodies.

Trees would be cut to grade and stumps would be removed only from the trenchline and working
side of the construction right-of-way as needed. In wetlands, pulling of stumps would be limited to the
trench line and other areas where it is deemed necessary for safety reasons (see section 2.3.2.1 for a
description of stump removal in wetlands). Elsewhere in wetlands, stumps and rootstock would be left
intact to promote revegetation following construction. Excavated stumps would be removed from the
right-of-way for use as erosion control mulch for disposal at approved locations or made available to
landowners upon request.
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Closely following initial disturbance of soil, crews would install erosion control devices at the
locations outlined in the CMPs. The CMPs also include specifications for installation and maintenance of
temporary erosion controls such as soil, silt fence, straw bales, and temporary slope breakers (interceptor
dikes), as well as permanent erosion controls such as permanent trench breakers, slope breakers,
restoration methods, and revegetation measures. The EI would be responsible for ensuring that the
erosion controls are installed correctly, inspected, and maintained in accordance with the CMPs.

Grading

Where necessary, the entire width of the construction right-of-way, including the temporary
construction workspace, would be rough graded with bulldozers to allow for safe passage of equipment
and to prepare the work surface for pipeline installation activities. Backhoes may be used in conjunction
with bulldozers in areas where tree stumps, rock outcrops, and uneven topographic features need to be
removed. A travel lane would be used to allow for the passage of daily construction-related traffic.

Topsoil stripping would occur in agricultural and residential lands and in other areas as requested
by landowners. At least 12 inches of topsoil would be removed where the topsoil depth is greater than
12 inches and would be kept segregated from subsoil until replacement. The entire layer of topsoil would
be removed in areas where topsoil is less than 12 inches deep, as determined by visual inspection. Rover
would strip topsoil from the full right-of-way in uplands, including agricultural lands. Rover has
developed an AIMP for Ohio and Michigan. These plans are discussed below.

Trenching

The trench would be excavated with a rotary trenching machine, backhoe, or track-mounted
excavator to provide at least the minimum cover as required by 49 CFR 192. Trench depth would vary
dependent upon the size of the pipe and cover requirements of the location. Typically, the trench would
be sufficiently deep to provide for a minimum of 3 feet of cover over the pipeline. In certain areas, such
as in agricultural land or at crossings of foreign pipelines and utilities, deeper burial would be required
resulting in an increased trench depth. Rover’s proposed minimum specifications for depth of cover over
the pipeline are listed in table 2.3.1-1.

The Rover Project would cross underground utilities in numerous locations.  Prior to
construction, Rover’s contractors would contact the “One Call” system, or state or local utility operators,
to verify and mark all underground utilities (e.g., cables, conduits, and pipelines) along the pipeline route
for safety reasons and to minimize the potential for accidental damage during construction. In areas
where the location is not apparent, utility lines would be located by field instrumentation and test pits.

Spoil material excavated from the trench would be temporarily piled to one side of the right-of-
way, adjacent to the trench. Subsoil would not be allowed to mix with the previously stockpiled topsoil,
unless the landowner specifies otherwise. Where trench dewatering is needed, water would be discharged
off the right-of-way into a well-vegetated upland area and/or into an approved filter. In the event that
unanticipated contamination is encountered during construction, Rover would stop work and vacate the
contaminated area. It would then notify the Chief Inspector of the contamination, and any equipment
potentially contaminated would be kept onsite. Rover would collect information about the contamination
and notify the agencies listed in Rover’s Spill Procedures. Additionally, Rover has developed a
Paleontological Discovery Plan and Procedures Guiding the Discovery of Unanticipated Cultural

2-23 Project Description



Resources and Human Remains (Rover’s Unanticipated Discovery Plan)’ should those features be
discovered during trenching or construction.

TABLE 2.3.1-1
Rover’s Proposed Minimum Specifications for Depth of Cover
Normal Soil Consolidated Rock
Location a (cover depth in inches) (cover depth in inches)
DOT PHMSA Class 1 36 36
DOT PHMSA Classes 2, 3, and 4 36 36
Land in agriculture 48 36
Drainage ditches of public roads or railroad crossings 60 36
Navigable river, stream, or harbor 60 36
Minor stream crossings 60 36
a As defined by the DOT Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) at 49 CFR 192.5.
Class 1: offshore areas and areas within 220 yards of a pipeline with <10 buildings intended for human
occupancy.
Class 2: areas within 220 yards of a pipeline with >10 but <46 buildings intended for human occupancy.
Class 3: areas within 220 yards of a pipeline with >46 buildings intended for human occupancy and areas within
100 yards of either a building or a small, well defined outside area (such as a playground, recreation area,
outdoor theater, or other place of public assembly) that is occupied by 20 or more persons on at least
5 days a week for 10 weeks in any 12-month period.
Class 4: areas within 220 yards of a pipeline where buildings with four or more stories are prevalent.

Shallow Bedrock and Blasting

The Rover Project would cross numerous areas of shallow bedrock distributed along most of the
route, as discussed in detail in section 4.1. Where bedrock is encountered along the pipeline route, it
would be broken up and removed using one of the following methods. Rover anticipates that
conventional, non-explosive methods would be used, including ripping with a dozer or hammering the
rock with a pointed backhoe attachment before excavating it with a backhoe. During restoration, rock
would be returned to a level no higher than the existing rock profile. Any excess rock would be disposed
of at a landfill or recycling facility or would be used for other approved purposes within the right-of-way
as allowed by the landowner and applicable permits.

If rock cannot be removed by any of these techniques, blasting may be required to fracture the
rock prior to its removal. Blasting would be performed under strictly controlled conditions designed to
prevent potential damage to people and property (such as homes and wells) and to protect nearby
environmentally sensitive resource areas from associated debris. Rover has proposed to offer both pre-
and post-construction testing of water quality and quantity in wells and to identify any damages caused by
construction. Minimum charges needed to perform the blasting would be used. Heavy mats may be used
to prevent the scattering of debris, and blast monitoring would be conducted. Rover developed a Blasting
Plan requiring coordination with appropriate agencies, dependent upon blasting location, to address the
following: public notification prior to blast; pre- and post-blast inspections; and mitigation measures for

7 Rover's Unanticipated Discovery Plan is available on the FERC’s eLibrary website, located at
http://ferc.gov/docs-filing/elibrary.asp, by searching Docket Number CP15-93 and Accession No. (20150223
5104).

Project Description 2-24


http://ferc.gov/docs-filing/elibrary.asp

groundwater, springs, and foundations, and other potential issues and impacts related to blasting (see
section 4.1).

Rover also developed a Karst Mitigation Plan to address potential issues associated with the
presence of shallow carbonate sedimentary (i.e., limestone) rock. This plan is also discussed in
section 4.1. Rover would provide training to ensure that all personnel are aware of karst-like features, the
potential to discover karst-like features during trenching operations, and the protocol for stop-work and
supervisor notification should unanticipated karst features be discovered. Els would monitor the
construction spread for the duration of construction and would implement additional erosion and sediment
controls to limit the flow of surface water runoff into the karst feature. The mitigation plan also includes
provisions for the use of geotechnical specialists and geophysical or geotechnical testing as necessary to
prevent or minimize potential impacts.

Pipe Stringing, Bending, and Welding

Once the trench is excavated, the next process in conventional pipeline construction is stringing
the pipe along the trench. Stringing involves initially hauling the pipe by tractor-trailer, generally in 40-,
60-, or 80-foot lengths (joints), from the contractor yard onto the right-of-way. The pipe would be off-
loaded from trucks and placed next to the trench using a sideboom tractor or similar equipment.
Typically, several pipe joints are lined up end-to-end or “strung” to allow for welding into continuous
lengths known as “strings.” Individual joints would be placed on temporary supports or wooden skids
and staggered to allow room for work on the exposed ends.

The pipe would be delivered to the contractor yards and work areas in straight sections. Some
bending of the pipe would be required to enable the pipeline to follow the natural grade and direction
changes of the right-of-way. Selected joints would be bent by track-mounted hydraulic bending machines
as necessary prior to line-up and welding. Following stringing and bending, the individual joints of pipe
would be aligned and welded together. All welding would be performed according to applicable 49 CFR
Part 192, American Society of Mechanical Engineers, and American Petroleum Institute (API) standards
as well as Rover’s specifications. Only welders qualified to meet the standards of these organizations
would be used during construction.

Every completed weld would be examined by a welding inspector to determine its quality, using
radiographic or other approved methods as outlined in 49 CFR 192 and in accordance with API
specifications. Radiographic examination is a non-destructive method of inspecting the inner structure of
welds and determining the presence of defects. Welds that do not meet the regulatory standards and
Rover’s established specifications would be repaired or removed. After a weld is approved, the joint
would be cleaned and epoxy coated. The coating on the remainder of the completed pipe section would
be inspected and any damaged areas repaired.

Special tie-in crews would be used at some locations, such as at waterbody and road crossings, at
changes in topography, and at other selected locations as needed. A tie-in is typically a relatively small
segment of pipeline specifically used to cross certain features as needed. Once the pipeline segment is
installed across the feature, the segment is then welded to the rest of the pipeline.

Lowering-In and Backfilling

Before the pipeline is lowered-in, the trench would be inspected to ensure that it is free of rocks
and other debris that could damage the pipe or protective coating. Typically, any water that is present in
the trench would be removed and pumped to a vegetated upland through an approved filter. The padding
would consist of subsoil free from rocks greater than 1 inch and would surround the pipe along the
bottom, both sides, and at the top. No topsoil would be used as padding material. Where there is not
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sufficient padding material onsite or when the native material that was excavated from the trench is not
suitable backfill material (i.e., rocky), application of a protective coating (rock shield) or the acquisition
of clean fill from other sources may be necessary.

After the pipe is lowered into the trench, all suitable material excavated during trenching would
be re-deposited into the trench using bladed equipment or backhoes. If rock is excavated from the trench
and subsequently used as backfill, it would not be allowed to extend above the soil horizon where it
naturally is found. The top of the trench may be slightly crowned to compensate for settling. A caliper
pig would run the length of the backfilled pipeline to identify any dents or damage that may have resulted
from the construction or backfilling processes.

Cleaning and Hydrostatic Testing

After burial, the inside of the pipeline would be cleaned to remove any dirt, water, or debris
inadvertently collected in the pipe during installation. Rover would inject a sufficient amount of water
through the pipe to dispel any residual debris. Cleaning water would disposed of in accordance with
applicable permits and regulations.

The pipe would be hydrostatically tested to ensure that the system is capable of withstanding the
operating pressure for which it was designed. Hydrostatic testing involves filling the pipeline with water
and pressurizing the water in the pipeline for at least 8 hours to confirm the pipeline’s integrity. The
testing would be done in segments according to Rover’s requirements and the DOT’s specifications in
49 CFR 192. The exact sequence and timing of hydrostatic testing would depend on the final schedule
for construction (see section 2.4).

Water for hydrostatic testing would potentially be obtained from streams, lakes, or rivers near the
pipeline route. These waterbodies are discussed in more detail in section 4.3. Rover may reuse test water
by transferring water from one test segment to another where practicable. Following testing, the water
would be discharged, at a rate not to exceed 2,000 gallons per minute (gpm), into vegetated upland areas
through a dewatering structure designed to slow the flow of water. All testing activities would be
conducted within the parameters of the applicable water withdrawal and discharge permits.

Cleanup and Restoration

Where single pipe is installed, Rover would backfill the trench within 20 days of finish-grading of
all work areas and would restore work areas to pre-construction contours and natural drainage patterns as
closely as possible, weather permitting. Where dual pipe is installed, Rover‘s final grading and
restoration would take place within 20 days of installation of the second pipe. Permanent slope breakers
or diversion berms would be constructed and maintained in accordance with the CMP as needed. Fences,
sidewalks, driveways, and other structures would be restored or repaired as necessary. If seasonal or
other weather conditions prevent compliance with these timeframes, temporary erosion controls would be
maintained until conditions allow completion of final cleanup.

Restoration activities would be conducted in accordance with state and municipal permit
requirements. Soils that supported vegetation prior to construction would be revegetated using seed
mixes, application rates, and timing windows recommended by local soil conservation authorities or other
duly authorized agencies, landowner requests, and in accordance with the CMP. The right-of-way would
be seeded within 6 working days following final grading, weather and soil conditions permitting, unless
otherwise directed by local soil conservation authorities. Additionally, monitoring of revegetation after
construction would be conducted to evaluate and correct areas requiring remediation.

Cathodic Protection
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Rover would install cathodic protection equipment along the pipeline to prevent the corrosion of
metal surfaces over time. Cathodic protection equipment could consist of cased deep well or
conventional ground beds as described in section 4.12.

2.3.2 Special Construction Techniques

Construction involving wetlands, waterbodies, or construction across or within roads, highways,
railroads, and streets, would require construction techniques that differ from the standard measures
implemented in general areas. Rover’s special construction techniques are summarized below.

23.2.1 Wetland Crossings

Rover’s pipeline would cross palustrine forested, palustrine scrub-shrub, and palustrine emergent
wetlands. Wetland resources are discussed in detail in section 4.4. Construction within, and restoration
of wetlands would be performed in accordance with the wetland construction and mitigation measures
contained in the CMP and Rover’s Procedures.

Clearing of vegetation in wetlands would be limited to trees and shrubs, which would be cut flush
with the surface of the ground and removed from the wetland. Stump removal, grading, topsoil
segregation, and excavation would be limited to the area immediately over the trenchline in order to avoid
excessive disruption of wetland soils and the native seed and rootstock within the wetland. A limited
amount of stump removal and grading may also be conducted in other areas if dictated by safety-related
concerns.

During clearing, sediment barriers such as silt fence and staked straw bales would be installed and
maintained adjacent to wetlands and within temporary extra workspaces as necessary to minimize the
potential for sediment runoff. Sediment barriers would be installed across the full width of the
construction right-of-way at the base of slopes adjacent to wetland boundaries. If trench dewatering is
necessary in wetlands, the trench water would be discharged into stable, vegetated, upland areas and/or
filtered through a filter bag or siltation barrier in accordance with the CMP. No heavily silt-laden water
would be allowed to flow into a wetland.

Construction equipment working in wetlands would be limited to that essential to clear the right-
of-way, excavate the trench, fabricate and install the pipeline, backfill the trench, and restore the right-of-
way. The specific method of construction used in wetlands would depend on the stability of the soils at
the time of construction.

Standard pipeline construction, similar to construction methods described for uplands, may be
conducted in non-saturated wetlands. In areas of saturated soils or standing water, no segregation of
topsoil would occur, and low-ground-weight construction equipment and/or wooden mats would be used
to reduce rutting and mixing of topsoil and subsoil and to facilitate movement of equipment within the
wetland. In unsaturated wetlands and unfrozen wetlands, the top 12 inches of topsoil from the trenchline
would be stripped and stored separately from the subsoil.

Rover intends to use an open-cut crossing method wherever appropriate, including where wetland
soils are saturated and/or inundated. The open-cut technique is similar for inundated areas as in uplands,
and involves stringing and welding the pipeline outside of the wetland and excavating the trench through
the wetland using a backhoe supported by equipment mats. No attempt to inhibit the flow of water during
trenching or installation procedures would be made. Pipe installed in saturated wetlands is typically
coated with concrete or equipped with set-on weights to provide negative buoyancy. After the pipeline
sinks to the bottom of the trench, a trackhoe working on equipment mats backfills the trench and
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completes cleanup. Trenchless construction techniques, such as horizontal bore and HDD, would also be
used to cross under certain wetlands (see section 2.3.2.2).

Because little or no grading would occur in wetlands, restoration of contours would be
accomplished during backfilling. Prior to backfilling, trench breakers would be installed where necessary
to prevent the subsurface drainage of water from wetlands. Where topsoil has been segregated from
subsoil, the subsoil would be backfilled first, followed by the topsoil. Equipment mats, terra mats, and
timber riprap used for equipment support would be removed from wetlands following backfilling.

For wetlands at the base of slopes, permanent interceptor dikes, slope breakers, and trench
breakers would be installed in upland areas adjacent to the wetland boundary. Temporary sediment
barriers would be installed where necessary until revegetation of adjacent upland areas is successful.
Once revegetation is successful, sediment barriers would be removed from the right-of-way and disposed
of properly. The right-of-way in wetlands would be a 10-foot-wide herbaceous strip centered over the
pipeline.

2.3.2.2 Waterbody Crossings

Waterbody crossings would be constructed in accordance with federal, state, and local permits
and the CMP. Surface water resources are discussed further in section 4.3.2, and aquatic resources are
discussed in section 4.6.2. Discussion of potential impacts on fisheries resources, including agency
consultations regarding construction timing restrictions, is also included in section 4.6.2. Rover has
proposed to cross all waterbodies using either an open-cut or trenchless method (horizontal bore or HDD).

The open-cut crossing method is similar to the conventional upland open cut. The pipeline trench
would be cut in-stream and no attempt to stop water flow would be made. The pipe would then be
lowered into the trench, followed by backfilling. Backhoes and other evacuation equipment would be
used to complete the trench and associated backfill. Depending on site conditions, equipment to complete
the crossing may have to operate in-stream; however, the duration of such in-stream operation would be
limited to the time required to complete the crossing.

Drainage features would also be open cut; however, the water in these systems would be
temporarily re-routed or blocked with a trench plug to prevent run-off onto the right-of-way or
downstream.

HDD is the preferred method proposed by Rover for major waterbody crossings and crossings of
federally and state-designated waterbodies to reduce potential stream disturbance. HDD is a trenchless
method that involves drilling a pilot hole along the pipeline path, enlarging it using a reaming tool, and
following this with pre-assembled pipeline.

The pipeline crossings would typically require extra workspaces on each side of the waterbody to
stage construction, fabricate the pipeline, and store materials. These extra workspaces would be located a
minimum of 50 feet from the waterbody edge, except where the adjacent upland consists of actively
cultivated or rotated cropland or other disturbed land, or where site-specific conditions require a reduced
setback (see section 4.3.3 and appendix E).

Rover would install temporary equipment bridges over waterbodies. Bridges may include clean
rock fill over culverts, equipment pads supported by flumes, railcar flatbeds, flexi-float apparatus, and
other types of spans. These bridges would remain in place throughout construction until they are no
longer needed. Each bridge would be designed to accommodate the highest expected flow for the time
the bridge is in place and would be maintained to prevent soil from entering the waterbody. All
construction equipment would be required to use the bridges, except for the clearing equipment needed

Project Description 2-28



for installation of the equipment bridges. The number of clearing equipment crossings of each waterbody
would be limited to one piece of equipment, as specified in Rover’s Procedures. Sediment barriers would
be installed immediately after initial disturbance of the waterbody or adjacent upland. Sediment barriers
would be properly maintained throughout construction and reinstalled as necessary (such as after
backfilling of the trench) until replaced by permanent erosion controls or when restoration of adjacent
upland areas is complete and revegetation has stabilized the disturbed area.

Trench Crossing Construction Methods

Open-cut crossings of waterbodies involve conventional trenching, with no attempt made to alter
the flow of water during construction activities. This construction technique is similar to the standard
pipeline installation process described above for uplands. However, Rover identified it would complete
construction and backfill within 24 hours for minor waterbodies (less than 10 feet wide) and within 48
hours for intermediate waterbodies (10 to 100 feet wide).

Rover has not proposed to cross any waterbodies by dry-ditch construction methods. However,
as discussed in sections 4.3.2 and 4.6.2, we are recommending that Rover cross sensitive waterbodies and
any waterbodies designated as a coldwater fishery with a dry-ditch crossing method. The two typical
types of dry-ditch crossings are the flume and dam-and-pump, described below. Thus, Rover would be
required to use either of these methods (or could choose to propose an HDD or bore) to comply with our
recommendation in section 4.3.2.5.

The flume method is a standard dry waterbody crossing method that involves diverting the flow
of water across the construction work area through one or more flume pipes placed in the waterbody. The
first step involves placing a sufficient number of adequately-sized flume pipes in the waterbody to
accommodate the highest anticipated flow during construction. After the flume pipe(s) are placed in the
waterbody, sand bags or equivalent dam diversion structures are installed in the waterbody upstream and
downstream of the trench area. These devices serve to dam the stream and divert the water flow through
the flume pipe(s), thereby isolating the water flow from the construction area between the dams. The
flume pipe(s) and dams would remain in place during pipeline installation and until the final cleanup of
the stream bed and bank is completed.

The dam-and-pump method is another standard dry waterbody crossing construction method that
may be used as an alternative to the flume method. This method is similar to the flume crossing method,
except that pumps and hoses are used instead of flumes to move water across or around the construction
work area. The technique involves installing a pump upstream of the crossing and running a discharge
hose from the pump across the construction area to a discharge point downstream of the construction area.
After the pump is installed and operational, sandbags or equivalent dam diversion structures would be
installed upstream and downstream of the trench area to isolate the water flow from the construction area
between the dams. An energy dissipation device would be used to prevent scouring of the stream bed at
the discharge location. Water flow would be maintained throughout the dam-and-pump operation until
the pipeline is installed and banks are restored and stabilized.

Trenchless Crossing Methods

Horizontal boring consists of creating a tunnel-like shaft for a pipeline to be installed below
roads, waterbodies, wetlands, or other sensitive resources without affecting the surface of the resource.
Bore pits would be excavated on both sides of the resource to the depth of the adjacent trench and graded
to match the proposed slope of the pipeline. A boring machine would then be used within the bore pit to
tunnel under the resource or wetland by using a cutting head mounted on an auger, creating a horizontal
hole approximately 2 inches larger in diameter than the pipe or casing. The auger would rotate and be
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advanced forward as the hole is bored. The pipeline would then be pushed through the bore hole and
welded to the adjacent section of pipeline.

The HDD method would also avoid disturbing surface and shallow subsurface features (such as
waterbodies, wetlands, vegetation, manmade structures, and public use and protected areas) between two
construction areas and is the preferred method proposed by Rover for crossing major waterbodies. The
HDD method typically involves establishing workspaces in upland areas on both sides of the feature(s) to
be crossed and confining the work and equipment to these areas. The process commences with the
drilling of a pilot hole in an arced path beneath the feature, using a drill rig positioned on the entry side of
the crossing. When the pilot hole is completed, reamers are attached and are used to enlarge the hole in
one or more passes until its diameter is sufficient to accommodate the pipeline. As the hole is being
reamed, a pipe section long enough to span the entire crossing is fabricated (staged and welded) on one
side of the crossing (typically the exit side) and then hydrostatically tested to ensure the integrity of the
welds. When the reaming is complete, the prefabricated pipe section is pulled through the pre-reamed
drilled hole back to the entry side.

A drill head equipped with a global positioning system (GPS) may be used to transmit the drill
location to an operator in order to help guide the drill through the prescribed path. In cases where the drill
head is not equipped with this technology, foot traffic would be required between HDD entry and exit
points to place guide wires to track the progress and guide the movement of the drilling cutterheads.
These guide wires would be placed in upland and wetland areas but would not be laid on the bed of any
waterbodies.

HDD requires prefabricated pipeline, which may necessitate additional workspace if the right-of-
way is not directly aligned with the HDD. Rover also proposes to clear a 10-foot-wide corridor between
the HDD entry and exit holes, with disturbance in this area to be limited to surface impacts, including foot
traffic and some small mechanical equipment such as all-terrain vehicles or backhoes. Access paths to
the water source in support of drilling operations can typically be routed in a meandering fashion, thereby
avoiding trees and any substantial clearing. In section 4.4, we recommend that Rover not clear any trees
between the HDD entry and exit sites during construction. Minor brush clearing, less than 3 feet wide,
using hand tools only is typically allowed to facilitate the use of the HDD tracking system or to acquire
water for makeup of the HDD slurry.

Throughout the drilling process, a slurry of naturally occurring, non-toxic bentonite clay and
water would be pressurized and pumped through the drilling head to lubricate the drill bit, remove drill
cuttings, and hold the hole open. This slurry, referred to as “drilling mud” or “drilling fluid,” has the
potential to be inadvertently released to the surface. The pipeline route would be monitored and the
circulation of drilling mud would be observed throughout the HDD operation for indications of an
inadvertent drilling mud release. If a release is observed or suspected, Rover would immediately
implement corrective actions. The corrective actions that Rover would implement if it uses the HDD
method, including the steps it would take to clean up and dispose of a release, are outlined in its HDD
Plan, which is discussed in section 4.3.3.

It is possible for HDD operations to fail, primarily due to encountering unexpected geologic
conditions during drilling or the pipe becoming lodged in the hole during pullback operations. Potential
causes for abandoning a drill hole include the loss of drill bits or pipe down the hole due to a mechanical
break or failure, a prolonged release of drilling mud that cannot be controlled, failure of the HDD
pullback where a section of pipe cannot be retracted and has to be abandoned, or an inability to correct a
severe curvature of the pilot hole drill path. In any event, reasonable attempts would be made to
overcome the obstacles preventing successful completion of the drill. Such measures could include re-
drilling the pilot hole in a slightly different location or re-conditioning of the pilot hole. Rover would be
required to seek approval from the Commission and other applicable agencies prior to abandoning any
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proposed HDD crossing in favor of a new location, or using another construction method should the
second attempt fail. If an HDD hole were to be abandoned, Rover would seal and grout with cement at
least the upper 30 feet of the bore hole(s), with the top 5 feet filled with soil to allow for revegetation. In
the event that an HDD crossing cannot be completed at the proposed location, Rover would coordinate
with appropriate agencies and propose an alternative location to the FERC.

Geotechnical data testing pertaining to the feasibility of the proposed HDD crossings is ongoing.
As recommended in section 4.1.1.4, Rover would be required to file any outstanding geotechnical studies
prior to the start of drilling operations. If any of the proposed HDD crossings are found to be infeasible,
Rover would be required to submit specific proposed alternate construction methods for review and
approval by the Commission and other applicable agencies.

2.3.2.3 Typical Road and Railroad Construction Methods

The pipeline Project would cross numerous public or private roads and railroads. Two of the
railroads that would be crossed are active and two are inactive, although one inactive railroad is used as a
trail. These roads and railroads are listed in appendices H-1 and H-2, respectively, along with the
proposed crossing method. Roads and railroads would be horizontally bored, open cut, or crossed by
HDD. A description of the horizontal boring and HDD construction techniques is provided above. Open-
cut road crossing methods are described below. The use of horizontal boring or HDD would avoid road
and rail surface impacts, but the use of the open-cut crossing method would not. Road crossing permits
would be obtained from applicable federal, state, and local agencies. These permits would dictate the
specific requirements for the day-to-day construction activities and methods at each crossing.

Open-Cut Road Crossing Method

An open-cut method would be used where approved in the event that horizontal boring or HDD is
not possible, or to cross privately owned roads. Rover does not anticipate the need to open cut any major
roadways. Where paved road crossings are open cut, the pavement over the trench would be cut and
removed. This would be followed by excavation of the trench and installation of the pipeline. To
minimize the potential for impacts on existing utilities, Rover would use the “One Call” system in each
state to have all underground utilities marked. In the event of a utility disturbance, full repair would be
completed by Rover contractors. Trenching would typically be accomplished using a backhoe or
trackhoe augmented by hand-shoveling where necessary to expose and protect existing utilities. If the
roadway surface is paved, the pavement would be restored in accordance with the road crossing permit
requirements. Gravel surfaces would also be repaired to as good as or better than pre-construction
conditions following restoration.

Roadway excavation is anticipated to cause a 4- to 6-hour road closure. Measures to promote
passage of emergency and other vehicles could include use of temporary travel lanes during construction
or installation of steel plate bridges over the work area to allow traffic flow during open trenching.
Traffic flow and access to homes would be maintained, except for the temporary periods when road
blockage is unavoidable due to actual pipeline installation. In circumstances where traffic volumes are
high or congested, Rover would use traffic safety personnel to direct traffic and ensure public safety.

2.3.24 Residential Areas

The proposed pipeline route crosses numerous residential properties and would pass within
50 feet of several properties. Residential structures within 50 feet of construction work areas are
discussed in more detail in section 4.8.3.1; Rover has developed site-specific residential construction
plans for these homes. Special care would be taken when residential areas are adjacent to construction
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activities to minimize neighborhood and traffic disruption, and to control noise and dust to the extent
practicable.

In general, Rover indicated that, when working near or adjacent to residential areas, it would:

e maintain at least a 25-foot-wide buffer from any residence and the construction work area,
where feasible;

o notify local residents in advance of construction activities;

o install safety fencing along the work areas for at least 100 feet on both sides of a residence
and install additional fencing along the work boundary;

e preserve trees and landscaping, where possible;

e preserve and replace topsoil in lawns;

o restore affected structures such as fences, mailboxes, and gates;

¢ limit construction to daytime hours, except where special conditions require otherwise; and

e Dbackfill the trench within 10 days and complete final cleanup within 10 additional days,
weather permitting.

2.3.25 Winter Construction

Rover has proposed to place its Project into service in December 2016 although we acknowledge
that this date is no longer feasible (see section 1.0 and section 2.4, below) and would seek approval to
begin construction as soon as all necessary federal, state, and local approvals and site access can be
obtained. This schedule may involve construction during winter 2016. Therefore, Rover has developed a
WCP to address specialized methods and procedures that would be used to protect resources during the
winter season. The key elements of the WCP include:

o clearing of snow from construction work areas for storage on the edge of the work areas, with
minimal impacts on the surface soil or ground;

e use of mulch and erosion control devices to stabilize topsoil and subsoil piles; and

o delaying final cleanup activities until soils have thawed.

We have reviewed the WCP and have found it acceptable.

2.3.2.6 Federally and State-Owned Lands

Rover is proposing to cross one state-owned land in Michigan; and two national scenic trails, two
national scenic byways, and five scenic byway roadways in Ohio. No state-owned lands would be
crossed in West Virginia or Pennsylvania. Rover has developed site-specific crossing plans that are
discussed further in section 4.8.7.4.

2.3.2.7 Agricultural Lands

The Rover pipeline would cross numerous agricultural lands. Rover has developed state-specific
plans (Rover’s AIMP) to address potential impacts and mitigation for construction on agricultural lands in
Ohio and Michigan. These plans are discussed in detail in section 4.8.4. Measures that would be used by
Rover to prevent or minimize impacts on agricultural lands would include:
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o use of qualified professionals, including engineers, soil scientists, agronomists, and/or
construction and environmental inspectors, to collect and analyze site-specific agricultural
information;

e preservation, segregation, and replacement of topsoil across the full construction right-of-
way;

o removal of rock (4 inches in size or larger) to a depth of 36 inches in Ohio and Michigan, the
common freeze zone in both states;

e repair or replacement of drain tiles or irrigation systems damaged during construction; and

¢ initiation of a crop monitoring program to assess the yields of restored areas post-
construction.

2.3.2.8 Rugged Topography

Rugged topography, such as steep, vertical slopes and steep side slopes (i.e., slopes running
parallel to the proposed route), is present in some areas along the proposed pipeline route. A construction
method used in areas with steep side slopes is called the “two-tone” cut-and-fill method, and this method
may be used when there is a lateral cross of the pipeline across the face of a slope. Typically, the up-
slope side of the construction right-of-way is cut during grading, and the soil excavated from the cut is
then used to fill the down-slope edge of the construction right-of-way in order to provide a safe and level
working surface for heavy equipment. Pipeline construction then occurs on the level surface as it would
in typical construction. During restoration, the spoil materials are placed back into the cut and compacted
to match the original topography and contours. Rover would require extra workspace in these areas for
storage of excavated material from the temporary cut-and-fill areas, as well as for temporary storage of
material such as trench spoil, excess rock, and felled timber.

Erosion control fabric or revetments would be installed in the trench surrounding the pipeline in
areas of steep slopes with high erosion potential and to prevent high-velocity channeling of water along
the trench line, until adequate vegetation cover is established. Seeding and mulching would be performed
in these areas to promote revegetation and slope stability.

2.3.3  Aboveground Facility Construction Procedures

Rover’s proposed aboveground facilities include 10 new compressor stations, 19 new meter
stations, 5 tie-in sites, a pig launcher, a pig receiver, mainline valves, and assorted ancillary facilities at
various points along the proposed route (see table 2.1.2-1 above). Construction activities associated with
these facilities would include installation of erosion controls, clearing, grading, installation of concrete
foundations, fencing, small satellite dish assembly, pressure testing, and restoration grading and
landscaping. Initial work at the meter stations would focus on preparing the sites for equipment staging,
fabrication, and construction. Foundation holes and pipe trenches would be excavated with standard
construction earthmoving equipment, as Rover does not anticipate the use of blasting for aboveground
facility construction. Following foundation work, station equipment and structures would be brought to
the site and installed, using any necessary trailers or cranes for delivery and installation. Following
installation of the facilities, associated equipment, piping, and electrical systems would be installed, and
the sites would be graveled, as necessary, and fenced. Necessary equipment testing and start-up activities
would occur on a concurrent basis.
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24  CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

As part of their applications, Rover, Panhandle, and Trunkline originally proposed an in-service
date of December 2016 for portions of the Projects, which would necessitate starting construction in early
2016, continuing into 2017. However, we acknowledge that this schedule is no longer feasible.
Following the completion of construction, the applicants would request to place the facilities into service
after a determination is made by the FERC staff that restoration is proceeding satisfactorily. We expect
that an in-service request would follow shortly after the end of construction. The applicants would seek
to begin construction of their Projects dependent upon:

o whether the Commission decides to authorize a Certificate;

e subsequent acquisition of additional survey access and easement agreements;
o completion of field surveys and submittal of permit applications;

o receipt of all necessary federal, state, and local authorizations;

o other Project-specific requirements such as waterbody, migratory bird, and rare bat
construction window restrictions (see sections 4.3.3, 4.6, and 4.7);

o satisfaction of all pre-construction conditions of any Certificate issued for the Projects; and

e the FERC’s separate, post-Certificate authorization that construction may begin.

Rover anticipates a peak work force of 14,225 construction workers, of which approximately
50 percent, or roughly 7,112 workers would be local hires (i.e., individuals already residing in the Project
area or employed by local union halls). Most of the estimated 50 percent of non-local workers would
relocate to the Rover Project area and would stay in temporary housing in the vicinity of the Project.

For the Panhandle and Trunkline Projects, construction activities would be completed over a 9- to
12-month period. The applicants expect to use 40 workers for construction at any one site, with
25 percent of the workforce expected to be local. The remaining 75 percent of workers would be non-
local hires who would lodge in temporary housing in the vicinity of the construction sites.

2.5 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE INSPECTION AND MITIGATION
MONITORING

2.5.1 Coordination and Training

The applicants would incorporate the mitigation measures identified in their permit applications,
as well as additional requirements of federal, state, and local agencies, into their construction drawings
and specifications. The applicants would also provide copies of applicable environmental permits and
construction drawings and specifications to their construction contractors.

Each of the applicants would develop environmental training programs tailored to the respective
proposed Project and the requirements for each. The programs would be designed to ensure that:

o qualified environmental training personnel provide thorough and focused training sessions
regarding the environmental requirements applicable to the trainees’ activities;

o all individuals receive environmental training before they begin work on any construction
workspaces;

e adequate training records are kept; and
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o refresher training is provided as needed to maintain high awareness of environmental
requirements.

The applicants would also conduct training for construction personnel regarding proper field
implementation of Rover’s Plan and Procedures for the Rover Project and the FERC Plan and Procedures
for the Panhandle and Trunkline Projects, and other Project-specific plans and mitigation measures.

2.5.2 Environmental Inspection

Rover would be represented on the Project by a Chief Environmental Inspector, and one Lead
Environmental Inspector would be assigned to each construction spread.® Rover would also employ full-
time Els, including agricultural inspectors (Al), for each construction spread during construction. Rover
would train the Els in the implementation of its Plan and Procedures and other mitigation measures as
described in its CMPs (see appendix G). The Els would report directly to Rover’s Environmental
Compliance Manager. The duties of an EI would include ensuring compliance with environmental
conditions attached to the FERC Certificate and other agency permits. The Els would be onsite during
active construction and would have peer status with all other activity inspectors. The EI would have
authority to stop construction activities that violate the measures set forth in the documents and permit
authorizations for the Rover Project, as well as authority to order corrective actions. At a minimum, the
El would be responsible for:

e ensuring compliance with the measures set forth in Rover’s CMPs and all other
environmental permits and approvals, as well as environmental requirements in landowner
agreements;

¢ identifying, documenting, and overseeing corrective actions as necessary to bring an activity
back into compliance;

o verifying that the limits of authorized construction work areas and locations of access roads
are properly marked before clearing;

o verifying the location of signs and highly visible flagging to mark the boundaries of sensitive
resource areas, waterbodies, wetlands, or areas with special requirements along the
construction work area;

o identifying erosion/sediment control and stabilization needs in all areas;

o |ocating dewatering structures and slope breakers to ensure that they would not direct water
into sensitive areas, such as known cultural resource sites or sensitive species habitat;

o verifying that trench dewatering activities do not result in deposition of sand, silt, and/or
sediment near the point of discharge in a wetland or waterbody. If such deposition is
occurring, the EI would stop the dewatering activity and take corrective action to prevent a
reoccurrence;

e advising the Chief Construction Inspector when conditions (such as wet or frozen weather)
make it advisable to restrict construction activities to avoid excessive rutting;

e approving imported soils and verifying that the soil is certified free of noxious weeds and soil
pests, unless otherwise specified by the landowner;

8 A “spread” is an individual segment of the overall Project staffed by its own labor and equipment. The Rover
Project would consist of 15 spreads.
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e determining the need for and ensuring that erosion controls are properly installed, as
necessary, to prevent sediment flow into wetlands, waterbodies, and sensitive areas, and onto
roads;

e inspecting and ensuring the maintenance of temporary erosion control measures at least daily
in areas of active construction or equipment operation, on a weekly basis in areas with no
construction or equipment operation; and within 24 hours of each 0.5 inch or greater of
rainfall;

e ensuring restoration of contours and topsoil;

o ensuring the repair of all ineffective temporary erosion control measures as soon as possible
but not longer than 24 hours after identification;

e ensuring that subsoil and topsoil are tested in agricultural and residential areas to measure
compaction and determine the need for corrective action;

e keeping records of compliance with conditions of all environmental permits and approvals
during active construction and restoration; and

o identifying areas that should be given special attention to ensure stabilization and restoration
after the construction phase. Rover would also employ an Al, who would ensure that
construction within agricultural areas or areas that could affect agricultural resources meets
permit requirements.

Rover would also employ Chief Construction Inspectors and one or more Craft Inspectors for
each spread. The purpose of these inspectors would be for quality assurance and compliance with
mitigation measures, as well as other applicable regulatory requirements and Rover specifications.

Similarly, Panhandle and Trunkline would employ Contractor superintendents to oversee
construction activities.

2.5.3 FERC Third-Party Compliance Monitoring

Rover has agreed to fund a FERC third-party compliance monitoring program during the Project
construction phase. Under this program, a contractor is selected by, managed by, and reports solely to the
FERC staff to provide environmental compliance monitoring services. The FERC Compliance Monitor
would provide daily reports to the FERC on compliance issues and make recommendations to the FERC
Project Manager on how to deal with compliance issues and construction changes, should they arise. In
addition to this program, FERC staff would also conduct periodic compliance inspections during all
phases of construction and throughout restoration, as necessary.

2.5.4 Post-Approval Variance Process

The pipeline alignment and work areas identified in this EIS should be sufficient for construction
and operation (including maintenance) of the Projects. However, minor route realignments and other
workspace refinements sometimes continue past the Project planning phase and into the construction
phase. These changes could involve minor route realignments, shifting or adding new extra workspaces
or staging areas, adding additional access roads, or modifications to construction methods. We have
developed a procedure for assessing impacts on those areas that have not been evaluated in this draft EIS
and for approving or denying their use following any Certificate issuance. In general, biological and
cultural resources surveys were conducted using a survey corridor larger than that necessary to construct
the facilities. Where survey approvals were denied, Rover would complete the required surveys
following a Certificate issuance. If the applicants request to shift an existing workspace or require a new
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extra workspace subsequent to issuance of a Certificate, these areas would typically be within the
previously surveyed area. Such requests would be reviewed using a variance process.

A variance request for route realignments or extra workspace locations, along with a copy of the
survey results, would be documented and submitted to either the onsite compliance monitors or to the
FERC in the form of a *variance request” in compliance with recommended condition number 5 in
section 5.2 of this EIS. Minor variance requests, such as new workspace within the previously surveyed
corridor that would not require tree clearing or impacts on sensitive resources, would be reviewed by the
compliance monitor and could be approved in the field if deemed necessary and acceptable. For larger or
more complex variance requests, the FERC would take the lead on reviewing and making a final
determination on the request. Typically, no further resource agency consultation would be required if the
requested change is within previously surveyed areas and no sensitive environmental resources are
affected.

The procedures used for assessing impacts on work areas outside the survey corridor and for
approving their use are similar to those described above, except that additional surveys, analyses, and
resource agency consultations would be performed to assess the extent of any impacts on biological,
cultural, and other sensitive resources and to identify any avoidance or minimization measures necessary.
All variance requests for the Projects and their approval status would be documented according to the
FERC’s compliance monitoring program as described above. Any variance activity by any of the
applicants (whether submitted through the third-party compliance monitoring program or directly to the
FERC) and subsequent FERC action would be available on the FERC’s e-library webpage under the
docket number for the respective Project (CP15-93, CP15-94, or CP15-96).

After the applicants complete any additional surveys, landowner consultation, analyses, and/or
resource agency consultations, the new work area and supporting documentation (including a statement of
landowner approval) would be submitted to the FERC in the form of a formal variance request, which
would be evaluated in the manner described above for approval or denial.

2.5.5 Post-Construction Monitoring

After construction, the applicants would conduct follow-up inspections of all disturbed upland
areas after the first and second growing seasons to determine the success of restoration. Restoration of
upland areas would be considered successful if the right-of-way vegetation is visually successful in
density and cover, surface conditions are similar to adjacent undisturbed lands, construction debris is
removed, and proper drainage has been restored. For at least 2 years following construction, the
applicants would submit quarterly reports to the FERC that document any problems identified by Rover,
Panhandle, Trunkline, or landowners and describe the corrective actions taken to remedy those problems.
The applicants would perform monitoring for invasive plant species following construction. However,
we are recommending in section 4.5 that the applicants extend the monitoring of invasive species for a
period of 5 years following successful revegetation as determined by the Commission’s post-construction
inspections. The monitoring period for invasive species would be extended as needed or as required by
permits or regulatory agencies.

In accordance with Rover’s CMP and the FERC Procedures, the applicants would monitor the
success of wetland revegetation annually for the first 3 years (or as required by permit) after construction
or until wetland revegetation is successful. Wetland revegetation would be considered successful when
the cover of herbaceous and/or woody species is at least 80 percent of the type, density, and distribution
of the vegetation in adjacent undisturbed wetland areas or as compared to documented, pre-Project
conditions. In accordance with its Procedures, if revegetation is not successful at the end of 3 years, the
applicants would develop and implement (in consultation with a professional wetland ecologist) a plan to
actively revegetate the wetland with native wetland herbaceous and woody plant species.

2-37 Project Description



After construction of the Rover Project, the FERC, cooperating agencies, and/or other agencies
would continue to conduct oversight inspections and monitoring to assess the success of restoration. If it
is determined that the success of any of the restoration activities are not adequate at the end of the
respective timeframes, Rover would be required to extend its post-construction monitoring programs.

26  OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, AND SAFETY CONTROLS

The applicants would operate and maintain the proposed pipeline and/or aboveground facilities in
compliance with the DOT’s regulations provided in 49 CFR 192, the Commission’s guidance at 18 CFR
380.15, and the maintenance provisions of Rover’s Plan and Procedures for the Rover Project and the
FERC Plan and Procedures for the Panhandle and Trunkline Projects. Rover would operate and maintain
the newly constructed pipeline facilities in the same manner as it currently operates and maintains its
existing systems. The pipeline right-of-way would be patrolled by either aerial flyovers or ground
surveys, although additional ground surveys would be conducted as necessary.

The new pipeline would be patrolled to identify:

e erosion concerns occurring along the right-of-way;

o the performance status of erosion control devices;

o third-party activity along the pipeline right-of-way;

o the condition/success of vegetation and plantings; and

e any other conditions that could threaten the pipeline.

Designated personnel for the respective applicants would be notified by its inspectors of any
conditions that need attention. Corrective measures would be performed as needed. Aboveground
facilities such as meter stations and mainline valves would also be inspected to ensure proper working
conditions. Rover’s pipeline cathodic protection system would also be monitored and inspected
periodically to ensure proper and adequate corrosion protection.

Maintenance of the Rover pipeline permanent right-of-way in uplands generally would consist of
mowing once every 3 years. However, Rover may mow a 10- or 30-foot-wide strip centered over the
pipeline (the larger width being associated with locations where the dual pipelines would be installed) in
upland areas and a 10-foot-wide strip in wetland areas (with the exception of HDD segments), along with
selective cutting and removal of trees and shrubs within 15 feet of the pipelines whose roots could
compromise the pipeline integrity and to facilitate inspections. All workspaces affected temporarily
during construction would be stabilized and seeded, and then allowed to eventually revert back to pre-
Project conditions.

The pipeline facilities would be clearly marked at line-of-sight intervals and at crossings of roads,
railroads, waterbodies, and other key points. The markers would indicate the presence of the pipeline and
provide a telephone number and address where a company representative could be reached in the event of
an emergency or before any third-party excavation in the area of the pipeline. The applicants would
participate in the “One Call” programs in the respective Project areas.

Rover would also inspect and maintain the proposed compressor station facilities, including
calibrating equipment; assessing cathodic protection systems; checking safety systems; and monitoring
pressures, temperature, and vibration data. Rover would also mow and maintain the landscaping around
the compressor station.
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2.7 FUTURE PLANS AND ABANDONMENT

Rover currently has not identified nor is currently proposing any plans for future expansion of its
Project. Rover states that, at the end of the Project life cycle, it would abandon all Rover Project
facilities. At the time of abandonment, Rover would be required to seek specific authorization from the
FERC for that action. The public would have the opportunity to comment on the abandonment proposal.

Panhandle and Trunkline currently have not identified, nor are they currently proposing, any
plans for future expansion or abandonment of their respective Projects.
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES

In accordance with NEPA and our policy, we evaluated alternatives to the Projects. The purpose
of this evaluation is to determine whether there are reasonable alternatives that would result in less
environmental impact than the Projects as proposed while still meeting the Projects’ objectives. As
described in section 1.1, Rover indicated that the Project objectives were to:

e move natural gas from producers’ processing plants or interconnections in Pennsylvania,
West Virginia, and Ohio to interconnections with certain Midwest pipeline interconnections
in Ohio and Michigan;

o transfer up to 3.25 Bcf/d of natural gas supply from the Marcellus and Utica Shale producers
in Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and Ohio through interconnections with existing pipeline
infrastructure in Ohio and Michigan to supply interstate natural gas pipelines and storage
facilities as well as markets in the Gulf Coast, Midwest, and Canadian regions;

e increase the diversity of supply through bi-directional metering to allow access to the East
Coast, Gulf Coast, and Chicago markets and offset the reduction of available gas supply from
traditional supply areas that historically served Ohio and Michigan; and

e provide local Midwest gas consumers with access to readily available, stable, and
competitively priced gas supply for local distribution companies connected to the Project.

Panhandle stated that the purpose of its Project is to construct and operate the system
modifications that would allow Panhandle to meet the new demand for east-to-west transportation and
still maintain its existing obligations from west-to-east contracts.

Trunkline stated that the purpose of its Project is to modify and update existing facilities to
provide bi-directional transmission of natural gas from the Midwest to the Gulf Coast region.

The alternatives to the proposed actions that we address in this section include the no-action
alternative, system alternatives, route alternatives, minor route variations, and aboveground facility site
alternatives.

We established several key criteria to evaluate the potential alternatives identified. Each
alternative was evaluated in consideration of whether or not it would:

e meet the Projects’ objectives, as described above;
¢ be technically and economically feasible and practical; and

o offer a significant environmental advantage over the proposed action.

With respect to the second criterion, it is important to recognize that not all conceivable
alternatives are technically feasible and practical. For example, some alternatives may not be possible to
implement due to technological difficulties or logistics, or be so cost-prohibitive as to render a project
non-viable. The FERC does not design natural gas pipeline projects. Rather, pipeline companies propose
and design pipeline projects in response to market conditions. In turn, we analyze these proposals and a
reasonable range of alternatives. In conducting this analysis, it is important to recognize the
environmental advantages and disadvantages of a proposed action in order to focus the analysis on
reasonable alternatives that may reduce impacts and offer a significant environmental advantage. A
detailed discussion of the environmental consequences of the proposed Projects (both positive and
negative) is included in section 4.0.
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Using the evaluation criteria discussed above and subsequent environmental comparisons, each
alternative was considered to the point where it was clear that the alternative was not reasonable, would
result in substantially greater environmental impacts that could not be readily mitigated, offered no
potential environmental advantages over the proposed Projects, or could not meet the Projects’ objectives.
Alternatives that appeared to result in less than or similar levels of environmental impact were reviewed
in greater detail. The following sections discuss and analyze each of the alternatives evaluated in
sufficient detail to explain why they were eliminated from further consideration or are recommended for
adoption into the respective Project.

For environmental data presented within this alternatives analysis, we use data collected from
desktop sources (e.g., maps, literature, aerial photography, and agency databases). Rover collected field
survey data for its proposed route and some (but not all) alternatives. Therefore, to present the most
consistent comparisons of potential impacts on environmental resources, this section presents data
obtained from desktop sources for both the proposed route and alternative routes, even when field data
may exist.

We evaluated both quantitative and qualitative data in our analyses of alternatives. Subjective
assessments were also used to evaluate numerous disparate parameters that are either difficult or
impossible to unify into a simple decision-making method for an alternatives analysis. These parameters
do not always have equal weight in the assessment, with factors such as overall disturbance (segment
length, amount of acreage to be disturbed), longer-term impacts (forest impacts), impacts on federally or
state-regulated resources (streams and wetlands — particularly forested wetlands), or affecting safety or
constructability (side slope construction). Factors with longer-term impacts or impacts on sensitive
resources generally carry more weight than factors with short-term impacts (agricultural row crops or
hayfields), non-regulated resources, or certain other factors.

During the preliminary design stage for the Rover Project, the applicant participated in our pre-
filing process (see section 1.3). This process emphasizes identification of potential stakeholder issues
early in the development of a project, as well as identification and evaluation of alternatives that may
avoid or minimize these issues. During this process, Rover made multiple modifications to its proposed
pipeline route to address stakeholder concerns. The majority of route changes were made to avoid or
minimize conflicts with existing or planned land uses, including agricultural areas, or to route the pipeline
off of or increase the distance from residential and commercial businesses, recreation areas, nature
preserves or other infrastructure. These changes were subsequently made part of Rover’s proposed route
when it filed its FERC application and supplements.

3.1 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The Commission has two courses of action to process applications under Section 7 of the NGA:
(1) deny the requested action (the no-action alternative); or (2) grant the Certificate with or without
conditions. If the no-action alternative is selected by the Commission, the proposed facilities would not
be constructed and the short- and long-term environmental impacts from the Projects would not occur. In
addition, if the no-action alternative is selected, the stated objectives of the applicants’ proposals would
not be met. The no-action alternative would eliminate the additional means to move production to
markets in the Midwest and Canada; deny Midwest consumers access to readily available, stable, and
competitively priced gas supply; and decrease diversity of supply. As a result, the no-action alternative
would cause suppliers of natural gas to pursue other means of natural gas transport, and users would need
to rely on other fuels (such as heating oil) or seek other means to meet or curtail their energy needs, which
could result in increased natural gas prices in the market areas due to less available supplies.

Production of natural gas is estimated to increase 45 percent from 24.4 trillion cubic feet in 2013
to 35.5 trillion cubic feet in 2040 (DOE/EIA, 2015a). This increase is primarily attributed to a rise in
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shale gas production in the lower 48 states. The Marcellus and Utica Shale areas of West Virginia,
Pennsylvania, and Ohio will produce significant volumes of gas, which will be stranded from domestic
and Canadian markets under the current infrastructure. The purpose of the Rover Project is to connect
stranded gas from Marcellus and Utica Shale areas to processing facilities in the Gulf Coast, Midwest,
and Northeast, for redelivery to U.S. and Canadian markets.

The lack of a new pipeline with access to supply sources into the region could prolong existing
supply constraints in the proposed delivery areas, which could create winter-premium pricing and
exacerbate price volatility for all natural gas users in the areas. Additionally, this could increase the
difficulty for others, such as the operators of gas-fired electric generating plants, to find economical gas
supplies. This, in turn, could lead to higher gas and electric rates in the region and could lead to energy
shortages during times of winter peak demand.

Production of natural gas has historically been greatest along the Gulf Coast, but due to declines
in production from shale formations in that region, such as the Haynesville Shale formation in Texas,
flow of natural gas is now mostly from northern shale regions to western and southern markets
(DOE/EIA, 2015a; Pentland, 2014). Gas from the Marcellus and Utica Shale regions would compensate
for this reduction in gas supplies. Ohio and Michigan are the 8" and 9" largest consumers of natural gas
relative to the 50 states, respectively, but both are net importers of natural gas to meet needs for industrial,
commercial, and residential consumption. However, supplies from the Gulf of Mexico have decreased by
approximately 46 percent in the last 5 years (DOE/EIA, 2015a). Rover estimates that 78 percent of the
natural gas moved through the Project would be supplied to U.S. markets, including several local utilities
and storage areas in Ohio and Michigan.

The burning of natural gas at power plants to produce electricity also results in reduced air
emissions compared to other fossil fuels, such as coal and fuel oil. According to the EPA (2013), natural
gas produces at least 50 percent less carbon dioxide (CO2), almost 70 percent less nitrogen oxides (NOx),
and about 99 percent less sulfur oxides compared to a coal-fired power plant. A number of coal-fired
plants in the Midwest and Northeast have closed since November 2013, including three Consumers
Energy coal-fired power plants (947 megawatts [MW]) (DOE/EIA, 2014). Coal-fired facilities are being
retired by their operators for several reasons, including the need to comply with the EPA’s Mercury and
Air Toxics Standards, weak electricity demand growth, and continued competition from generators fueled
by natural gas (DOE/EIA, 2014). If the no-action alternative is adopted, air emissions may be increased if
other sources of energy were to be used.

The no-action alternative would not provide the potential economic benefits associated with the
proposed Projects, including increased jobs, secondary spending, and tax revenues during construction, as
well as increased property tax revenues to local governments during operations as discussed in
section 4.9. Further, the no-action alternative would not provide additional natural gas service to
consumers and municipalities in Ohio and Michigan or other interstate pipelines. The above-mentioned
transition in energy sources in the Project areas has been hastened by the relatively lower cost of natural
gas, which has economic and cost savings benefits that are then passed along to consumers of electricity.

In summary, the no-action alternative would avoid the environmental impacts of the proposed
Projects, but it would not meet the objectives of the proposed Projects and would likely result in the need
for alternate means to satisfy the demand for natural gas or other sources of energy in the Midwest and
beyond. End users then may seek energy from other sources including other fossil fuels and renewable
energy that could also lead to increased energy conservation.
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3.1.1 Energy Conservation and Energy Efficiency

Energy conservation measures have played and will continue to play an important role in
reducing energy demand in the United States. The Energy Policy Act of 2005 includes guidelines to
diversify America’s energy supply and reduce dependence on foreign sources of energy, increase
residential and businesses’ energy efficiency and conservation (e.g., EPA Energy Star Program), improve
vehicular energy efficiency, and modernize domestic energy infrastructure (U.S. Congress, 2005).

West Virginia, Pennsylvania, Ohio, and Michigan have adopted initiatives that promote energy
efficiency and conservation. The details for the legislation and effectivity of the programs varies from
state to state, as described below.

The West Virginia State Energy Plan (WV Energy Plan) provides recommendations to foster an
innovative clean energy economy. These recommendations include both fossil and renewable energy
sources, with the goal of providing analysis of future energy needs in a cost-effective and sustainable
manner (West Virginia Division of Energy, 2015). According to the WV Energy Plan, West Virginia has
the highest residential energy consumption per household when compared to all other Appalachian states,
and has the lowest energy efficient efforts in the region. The WV Energy Plan provides policy
recommendations to the state and the utility public service commission to become more energy efficient.
In addition, the West Virginia Division of Energy provides energy services to businesses, communities,
and homeowners, and promotes the development of new energy sources through formulation and
implementation of fossil energy, renewable energy, and energy efficiency programs.

Pennsylvania fosters expansion of the energy market, as the state’s energy policies equate
domestic energy production with job creation. A component of the state’s core energy values is the
protection of the environment and is reflected by the passing of Act 129 by the Pennsylvania General
Assembly in 2008, which required that any Pennsylvania Electric Distribution Company with more than
100,000 customers adopt an energy efficiency and conservation program. As of 2013, Act 129 has
resulted in an energy savings of 3.5 million MW hours and a reduction in peak demand of 500 MW. The
state is an advocate for providing affordable and domestic energy to consumers. Started in June 2013, the
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission directed the development of plans to reduce electricity usage for
3 years.

The Ohio Revised Code, Title 49, chapter 4928 contains an alternative energy portfolio standard,
which states that, by 2027, at least 25 percent of Ohio’s energy must be provided from alternative energy
sources. The legislation incorporates the use of renewable energy credits and requires that at least half of
the alternative energy standard (12.5 percent) must come from renewable sources such as wind, solar, and
hydropower. The remaining 12.5 percent can be derived from alternative energy sources such as nuclear
power plants, fuel cells, and clean coal technology. The Renewable Energy Portfolio Standard has set
annual, incremental percentage requirements for utility providers through 2027 and stipulates
continuation of the 25 percent energy portfolio standard thereafter.

Michigan adopted a Renewable Energy Standard per the Public Act 295, passed in 2008, which sets
energy savings targets for energy service providers. In an effort to meet these targets, utility providers
started to offer energy savings programs in 2009. As of 2012, electricity providers have exceeded the
energy efficiency goal and have met 125 percent of the Energy Optimization goal. In addition to the
Renewable Energy Standard, Michigan’s 21% Century Electric Energy Plan supports the integration of
renewable resources into the state’s energy supplies, and projects Michigan’s electric needs through 2027
(Lark, 2007). The plan also outlines the creation and implementation of energy efficiency programs
statewide.
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3.1.1.1 Combined Heat and Power

Combined heat and power (CHP), also known as cogeneration, accounts for almost 12 percent of
electrical power generation in the United States (U.S. Clean Heat and Power Association, 2015). CHP is
the simultaneous production of electricity and heat from a single fuel source, such as natural gas, biomass,
biogas, coal, or oil. CHP is not a single technology, but an energy system that can be modified depending
on the needs of the energy end user. CHP systems consist of a number of individual components
configured into an integrated whole to recover and use waste heat from the production of electricity.
These components include the prime mover, generator, heat recovery equipment, and electrical
interconnection. The prime mover drives the overall system and typically includes reciprocating engines,
combustion turbines, steam turbines, microturbines, and fuel cells (EPA, 2011a). In the United States,
CHP decreases energy use by about 1.3 trillion British thermal units (Btus) per year and contributes to
overall reductions in NOx and sulfur dioxide (SO.) emissions (U.S. Clean Heat and Power Association,
2015).

Recently, the EPA evaluated the opportunity for the use of CHP at wastewater treatment facilities
and found that, as of June 2011, wastewater treatment CHP systems were in place at 133 sites in 30 states,
representing 437 MW of capacity (EPA, 2011a). Although 78 percent of the facilities identified rely
solely on biogas from on-site anaerobic digesters, some facilities use other fuel sources (e.g., natural gas
or fuel oil) either because the facility does not use anaerobic digesters or because biogas is not a
practicable option due to site-specific technical or economic conditions. Wastewater CHP systems
typically work best when used at facilities with influent flow rates of 5 million gallons per day (mgd) or
more (EPA, 2011a). This is because waste stream volumes this large are typically required to produce
sufficient quantities of biogas to make CHP usage economically feasible. The EPA’s 2011 study
examined the potential for increasing CHP use at wastewater treatment facilities with influent rates of at
least 1 mgd. Smaller wastewater facilities that use anaerobic digesters can produce sufficient biogas
through conventional means (given high enough biosolids loadings) or augment their digester process to
raise the biogas generation rate (e.g., addition of collected fats, oils, and greases; use of microbial
stimulants). About 37 percent of the wastewater treatment facilities with influent flows of 1 to 5 mgd and
using anaerobic digestion processes are candidates for deployment of CHP (EPA, 2011a). If all of these
facilities instituted CHP, an additional 54 MW per day of electrical generation and 4,997 million Btu per
day of thermal energy could be produced nationally.

While the Energy Policy Act of 2005 and these other state and municipal programs promote
increased energy efficiency and conservation by supporting new energy-efficient technologies (such as
CHP) and increasing funds for energy efficiency research, and would no doubt minimize energy use, they
are not expected to eliminate the increasing demand for energy or natural gas. Additionally, the
implementation and success of energy conservation in curtailing energy use is a long-term goal, extending
well beyond the timeframe of the proposed Projects.

Projections by the DOE’s Energy Information Administration (EIA) support this conclusion.
According to the Annual Energy Outlook 2015 with Projections to 2040 (DOE/EIA, 2015b) reference
case, despite increased efficiency, natural gas consumption is expected to grow from 26.1 quadrillion Btu
per year in 2012 to 30.5 quadrillion Btu per year in 2040.

While energy conservation reduces demand for energy sources such as natural gas, and may be a
long-term alternative or partial alternative for the Projects, implementation of sufficient energy
conservation measures to eliminate the need for the proposed Projects is not feasible in the short-term. As
such, we do not consider energy conservation or energy efficiency a practicable alternative to the
proposed Projects, and they were eliminated from further analysis.
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3.1.1.2 Renewable Energies

The Commission also received numerous comments suggesting that electricity generated from
renewable energy sources could eliminate the need for the Rover Project and that the use of these energy
sources, as well as gains realized from increased energy efficiency and conservation, should be
considered as alternatives to the Project. Renewable energy projects planned or proposed in the region
would help to diversify the electricity market in the regions, thus helping to protect consumers from
potentially volatile fossil fuel prices and assisting regions with achieving their renewable portfolio
standard goals. Accordingly, while these renewable energy projects would benefit the energy market by
diversifying the array of fuels used to generate electricity, they are not expected to meet consumers’
overall electricity needs. Moreover, renewable energy is not completely interchangeable with natural gas.
Most renewable energy sources are used to generate electricity. While natural gas is used for this
purpose, it is also used for space heating and cooking. Although these uses could be served by electricity
instead of natural gas, existing natural gas-based heating and cooking systems would need to be converted
to electric-based systems, which may be prohibitively expensive for many consumers. Additionally,
moving electricity from the point of generation to consumers may require major investment in electric
transmission lines as well as other additional infrastructure costs. Also, the development of the renewable
projects and the associated transmission lines would have potentially adverse effects on air, water,
ecological values, and other resources.

Further, the general purpose of the Projects is to transport natural gas supply from the Marcellus
and Utica Shale producers in Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and Ohio through interconnections with
existing pipeline infrastructure in Ohio and Michigan to supply interstate natural gas pipelines and storage
facilities as well as markets in the Gulf Coast, Midwest, and Canadian regions. The generation of
electricity from renewable energy sources is a reasonable alternative for a review of power-generating
facilities. Authorizations related to how individual regions of the United States will meet demands for
electricity are not part of the application before the Commission, and their consideration is outside the
scope of this EIS. Therefore, because the purpose of the Rover Project is to transport natural gas, and
generation of electricity from renewable energy sources or the gains realized from increased energy
efficiency and conservation are not transportation alternatives, they cannot function as a substitute for the
Rover Project and are not considered or evaluated further in this analysis.

3.2 SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES
3.2.1 Transportation System Alternatives

System alternatives would make use of other existing, modified, or proposed pipeline systems (or
other transportation systems) to meet the stated objectives of the Projects. A system alternative would
make it unnecessary to construct all or part of the proposed Projects, although some modifications or
additions to another existing pipeline system may be required to increase its capacity, or another entirely
new system may need to be constructed to meet the Projects’ purpose and need. Such modifications or
additions would result in environmental impacts that could be less than, similar to, or greater than those
associated with construction of the proposed Projects. The purpose of identifying and evaluating system
alternatives is to determine whether potential environmental impacts associated with construction and
operation of the proposed facilities could be avoided or reduced by utilizing another system but while still
meeting the basic objectives of the Projects.

To be a practicable system alternative to the proposed Projects, other systems or modified
systems would need to meet the applicants’ stated objectives (see sections 1.1 and 3.0) and be both
technically feasible and practicable. Two of the applicants’ objectives that are crucial to evaluation of
system alternatives would be their ability to:
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o deliver up to 3.25 Bcf/d of natural gas supply from the Marcellus and Utica Shale regions in
West Virginia, Ohio, and Pennsylvania through interconnections with existing pipeline
infrastructure in Ohio and Michigan to supply interstate natural gas pipelines and storage
facilities as well as markets in the Gulf Coast, Midwest, and Canadian regions; and

o retrieve and transfer natural gas supplies from multiple producers’ processing plants.

Another important consideration is whether a system alternative is economically practical. The
shippers would deliver gas from existing sources in Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and Ohio to the various
interconnections that supply natural gas to markets throughout the country. To be economically
practicable, a system alternative must be capable of meeting shippers’ requirements.

Figure 3.2.1-1 provides a geographic overview of the Projects’ area(s), as well as the relative
location of other existing interstate natural gas pipelines in the area that were evaluated as system
alternatives. The status of existing systems is described below in section 3.2.2.

3.2.2 Pipeline System Alternatives

As discussed in section 1.3, since Rover’s entering into the Commission’s pre-filing process, and
in response to comments received about its Project, Rover has incorporated one substantial system
alternative into the Project. Rover had initially planned to construct the Market Segment from the
Defiance Compressor Station in Defiance, Ohio, to the Union Gas Dawn Hub in Ontario, Canada. Rover
and Vector reached an agreement during the FERC’s pre-filing process to shorten the Rover Project and
provide an interconnection near Market Segment MP 100.0. With Vector’s Mainline Expansion Project
in place, incorporation of this system alternative eliminated 110 miles of pipeline from the original
proposal and provides the required capacity to move contracted product to the Union Gas Dawn Hub.

Rover’s parent company, Energy Transfer (or its affiliates), own and operate several existing
pipeline systems, including the Panhandle and Trunkline Systems. None of these existing pipeline
systems are capable of meeting the Rover Project’s purpose and need because these systems do not have
enough available capacity and/or do not proceed and connect to the appropriate locations. However, in
addition to the aforementioned systems, four other existing pipeline systems are operating in the vicinity
of the Project:

e Utica East Ohio Midstream (UEO Midstream);

e Columbia Gas Transmission (CGT);

¢ Rockies Express Pipeline, LLC (REX); and

e TransCanada ANR East Pipeline Project (ANR East).

Rover obtained data for each pipeline system and determined, as described below, that UEO
Midstream and ANR East are not viable system alternatives, and the CGT and REX pipelines do not
provide the capacity or service to the same receipt/delivery markets as Rover. We have independently
reviewed this information and conclude that these pipelines do not have the available capacity to transport

the required volumes of natural gas to the delivery points at the Defiance Compressor Station or the
interconnection with Vector in Michigan in their current configuration.
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The UEO Midstream is in a similar geographic area, but has a different orientation than portions
of the Clarington Lateral and the Supply Connector Lines A and B. More importantly; however, this
pipeline system does not move processed transmission quality gas supplies; instead, it moves unprocessed
gas to facilities to process the natural gas liquid components. For these reasons, we determined that it was
not a viable system alternative.

The CGT system (a Columbia Pipeline Group and NiSource Company) originates near the Gulf
of Mexico in Louisiana and terminates in central Ohio, with several east-west laterals. Some capacity
does exist within this system, but it cannot accommodate an additional 3.25 Bcf/d and therefore does not
meet the purpose and need of the Rover Project.

REX’s existing pipeline moves natural gas from producers in the Rocky Mountains to the
supplies in the Midwest (terminating in Clarington, Ohio). The existing pipeline has a maximum capacity
of 1.8 Bcf/d, which does not meet the Rover Project purpose and need.

Rover made attempts to combine aspects of several of its Supply Laterals as well as Mainlines A
and B with TransCanada’s proposed ANR East Project. The ANR East Project would be similar to the
Rover Project in that receipt points would be located in Clarington and Cadiz, Ohio, and delivery points
would be in Defiance, Ohio. As discussed in section 4.13.4, TransCanada has not filed an application
with the FERC. Based on discussions between Rover and TransCanada, Rover stated that the ANR East
Pipeline Project would not provide the capacity required by its suppliers. Since ANR East has not filed
an application nor has it released information on potential subscribers, we conclude that the ANR East
Project is not a feasible alternative to the Project.

In summary, none of the existing pipeline systems discussed in this section are equipped to
transport the contracted volume, 3.25 Bcf/d, nor are they connected to the Rover Project’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 Project markets. Therefore, we do not consider use of existing pipeline systems as feasible
alternatives for the proposed Projects.

3.2.3 Modification of Existing Pipeline Systems

Because none of the existing pipeline systems in the Project area have the capacity to meet the
Projects’ objectives in their current state, they would require substantial modifications to meet the
Projects’ objectives. These modifications could include greenfield pipeline construction to connect to the
supply area, delivery area, or both; the use of existing pipeline(s) where possible along with looped
pipeline (i.e., new pipeline construction generally adjacent to an existing pipeline); additional
compression; or some combination of these options.

We dismissed major system alternatives from further consideration if their environmental impacts
were considered to be greater than those of the proposed Projects. These scenarios at a minimum involved
routes that would need to be partially looped with an existing pipeline and would require new greenfield
segments that exceeded the length of the proposed Rover pipeline (510.7 miles). This eliminated system
alternatives involving greenfield and looping options of the ANR East and REX Clarington West from
further analysis. While some existing infrastructure could be expanded in order to meet the objectives of
Rover’s Project, environmental impacts would either remain the same or increase during the expansion
process.
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Alternatively, the CGT system which is currently under expansion as part of the Leach Xpress
Project,* would have greenfield lengths associated with about 30 miles of looped pipeline that would be less
than Rover’s proposed pipeline. If approved, the Leach XPress Project will increase the capacity of CGT's
system by 1.5 Bcf/d and will move regional gas supplies to various markets, including interconnections with
NiSource’s Columbia Gulf Transmission Pipeline in Leach, Kentucky. The Leach XPress Project is about
10 miles from the Rover Project, paralleling Rover’s proposed Seneca Lateral in Monroe County, Ohio.
Even with the upgrades to the CGT system, it would not meet the capacity of the currently proposed Rover
Project nor would it service the same markets.

3.3 COLLOCATION WITH EXISTING PIPELINE SYSTEMS

We reviewed the potential to maximize collocation of the Rover pipeline almost completely along
existing pipeline systems either alone or in tandem with other existing systems, or a combination of
existing and proposed pipeline systems. In addition, we evaluated the potential for partial collocation
with an existing pipeline system. One existing pipeline system was evaluated that met this criteria: the
Panhandle System.

Panhandle Collocation Alternative

In order to increase the percentage of the Market Segment that would parallel existing rights-of
way, we evaluated an alternative route that would parallel three of Panhandle’s pipelines from the
Defiance Compressor Station to the Panhandle’s Edgerton valve site in Lenawee County, Michigan
before turning northwest to parallel two of Panhandle’s pipelines for 31 miles, continuing north for
28 miles to Brighton, Michigan then continuing 9 miles to the Vector pipeline (see figure 3.3-1). This
Panhandle Collocation Alternative would follow Panhandle’s existing system for 92.0 miles, or
82.8 percent of the route, as compared to Rover’s proposed route, which is more greenfield (22.9 miles, or
22.7 percent collocated) (see table 3.3-1). We also received numerous comment letters suggesting that
the Project should follow Panhandle’s existing right-of-way. Both routes would require a crossing of a
recreation area (Brighton Recreation Area by the alternative route and Pinckney Recreation Area by the
proposed route). These recreation areas offer similar recreational opportunities, such as camping, hiking,
fishing, cross-country skiing, and would be subject to similar crossing lengths ( about 1.5 miles). The
alternative route would impact fewer forest lands (3.7 and 30.5 fewer acres of forested wetland and
upland forest, respectively) and would result in five fewer crossings of perennial streams. However, the
Panhandle Collocation Alternative is 11.1 miles longer than the proposed route, potentially impacting
136.6 more acres during construction. Furthermore, the Panhandle Route Alternative could result in the
expansion of the existing right-of-way to up to 200 feet wide in some locations, further impacting
additional landowners already encumbered by three pipeline easements. Taking everything into
consideration, we conclude that the Panhandle Route Alternative does not offer a significant
environmental advantage over the proposed route, and are therefore are not recommending it.

1 Leach Xpress Project is listed on the FERC website as Docket No. CP15-514.
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TABLE 3.3-1

Comparison of the Proposed Route to the Panhandle Collocation Alternative

Panhandle
Collocation
Environmental Factor Unit Proposed Route Alternative Difference

Total length miles 100.0 1111 -11.1
Length adjacent to existing rights-of-way miles 22.9 92.0 69.1a
Percent adjacent to existing rights-of-way percent 22.7 82.8 60.1a
Total construction right-of-way acres 1,196.5 1,339.9 -143.4
NWI emergent wetlands (75 feet wide) acres 24.9 30.6 -5.8
NWI scrub-shrub wetlands (75 feet wide) acres 13.2 18.9 -5.7
NWI forested wetlands (75 feet wide) acres 22.0 18.3 3.7
Forest (75 feet wide) acres 168.5 138.0 305
Agricultural land (100 feet wide) acres 913.0 1,056.0 -143.1
Open land (75 feet wide) acres 54.9 78.1 -23.2
Permanent right-of-way (50 feet wide) acres 606.3 671.6 -65.3
NHD intermittent streams crossed number 22 47 -25
NHD perennial streams crossed number 27 23 4
NRHP-listed properties within 500 feet number 0 0 0
Roads crossed number 83 152 -69
Railroads crossed number 14 8 6
Residences within 50 feet of the centerline number 1 -1
NSAs (e.g., schools, hospitals) within 500 feet number 0 0 0
Public lands crossed miles 14b 15¢ -0.1

NHD - National Hydrography Dataset

NRHP — National Register of Historic Places

NSA — Noise Sensitive Area

NWI — National Wetlands Inventory

Note: Comparisons are based on publicly available GIS data.

i.e., the proposed route reflects a greater amount of greenfield (non-collocated) construction.
Pinckney Recreation Area

Brighton State Recreation Area

(2 (o |}
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3.4 ROUTE ALTERNATIVES AND ROUTE VARIATIONS

Major route alternatives include those that deviate from the proposed route for considerable
distance, often a majority or more of the proposed route’s length, and that follow a substantially different
pathway from the source area to the delivery area. Minor route alternatives deviate from the proposed
route less substantially than major route alternatives, are often designed to avoid large environmental
resources or engineering constraints, and typically remain within the same general area as the proposed
route. Minor route variations are typically site-specific and may allow for avoidance of certain localized
features such as a residence, wetland, or orchard.

This assessment includes route alternatives and variations identified by Rover, the FERC staff,
landowners, municipalities, and other stakeholders. Many of the alternatives identified below are the
result of Rover adopting changes to reduce impacts on specific resources; therefore, some of the
alternatives presented are routes that were originally identified by Rover as part of its planned route
during pre-filing that have since been replaced by a new proposed route. Our assessment of the
environmental consequences of the variations already incorporated by Rover into its proposed route is
included as part of our environmental analysis of the proposed Projects in section 4.0.

Discussions of alternatives for the tie-in/interconnection sites for the Supply Laterals are
encapsulated in the discussion for the corresponding Supply Lateral.

3.4.1 Major Route Alternatives

We evaluated major route alternatives for the Supply Laterals, Mainlines A and B, and the
Market Segment. These alternatives, along with a comparison of potential environmental impacts and
other relevant factors, are described below.

3411 Supply Lateral Alternatives
Sherwood West Alternative

The Sherwood West Alternative was identified by Rover during the FERC’s pre-filing process
and its early route development. The Sherwood Lateral (proposed route) and the Sherwood West
Alternative both originate at the Sherwood Compressor Station and generally follow the same path in a
northwesterly direction for about 25 miles (see figure 3.4.1-1). Just south of the Wayne National Forest
Proclamation Boundary in Monroe County, Ohio, the alternative route takes a more westerly route to a
terminus at the Seneca Compressor Station. Overall, the alternative route is about 2.1 miles shorter than
the proposed route and would result in 32.5 fewer acres impacted during construction (see table 3.4.1-1).
However, the Sherwood West Alternative crosses about 1.3 miles of the Wayne National Forest
Proclamation Boundary. The proposed route culminates at the Sherwood Tie-in, about 16.5 miles east of
the Seneca Compressor Station and thus would avoid crossing the Wayne National Forest Proclamation
Boundary. Because the proposed route would avoid impacts on the Wayne National Forest Proclamation
Boundary and the alternative route was not identified as offering any significant environmental
advantages over the proposed route, we did not consider this alternative further.
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TABLE 3.4.1-1

Comparison of the Proposed Route to the Sherwood West Alternative

Proposed Sherwood West

Environmental Factor Unit Route Alternative Difference

Total length miles 54 51.9 2.1
Length adjacent to existing rights-of-way miles 0.9 4.3 34a
Percent adjacent to existing rights-of-way percent 1.6 8.3 6.7a
Total construction right-of-way acres 897.9 865.5 324
NWI emergent wetlands (100 feet wide) acres 0 0 0.0
NWI scrub-shrub wetlands (100 feet wide) acres 0 1.3 -1.3
NWI forested wetlands (75 feet wide) acres 0 0.1 -0.1
Forest (125 feet wide) acres 715.1 694.1 21.0
Agricultural land (150 feet wide) acres 134 125.3 8.7
Open land (125 feet wide) acres 48.8 46 2.8
Permanent right-of-way (50 feet wide) acres 328.6 3145 14.1
NHD intermittent streams crossed number 40 61 -21
NHD perennial streams crossed number 19 10 9
NRHP-listed properties within 500 feet number 0 0 0
Roads crossed number 114 95 19
Railroads crossed number 1 1 0
Residences within 50 feet of the centerline number 2 0 2
NSAs (e.g., schools, hospitals) within 500 feet number 0 0 0
Public lands crossed miles 0 1.3 -1.3

NHD — National Hydrography Dataset

NRHP — National Register of Historic Places

NSA — Noise Sensitive Area

NWI — National Wetlands Inventory

Note: Comparisons are based on publicly available GIS data.

a i.e., the proposed route reflects a greater amount of greenfield (non-collocated) construction.

Berne Lateral Alternative

The Berne Lateral Alternative was originally identified by Rover during the FERC’s pre-filing
process and Rover’s early route development. The alternative route largely follows the proposed route,
with offsets occurring in three locations. For purposes of our comparative analysis, the Berne Lateral
Alternative was divided into three sections, (see figure 3.4.1-2, map 1). This allowed us to evaluate the
potential for incorporating one or more sections of the alternative into the proposed route.

A comparison of the environmental and other routing considerations associated with the Berne
Proposed Route compared to the Berne Lateral Alternative Sections 1, 2, and 3 are presented in
tables 3.4.1-2, 3.4.1-3, and 3.4.1-4 and are depicted in figure 3.4.1-2, maps 2-4.
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For each case, the three sections of the Berne Lateral Alternative would be similar to the
corresponding section of the proposed pipeline route in length and would result in similar impacts on
waterbodies, wetlands, and nearby residences. However, each segment of the Berne Lateral Alternative
route follows an existing right-of-way and would affect a total of 2.3 fewer acres of forested land. For these
reasons, we recommend that:

¢ Rover should adopt Berne Lateral Alternative Sections 1, 2, and 3 into its
Project design.

TABLE 3.4.1-2
Comparison of the Proposed Route and the Berne Lateral Alternative Section 1
Proposed Berne
Environmental Factor Unit Route Alternative 1  Difference
Total length miles 0.8 0.8 0.0
Length adjacent to existing rights-of-way miles 0.6 0.8 0.2a
Percent adjacent to existing rights-of-way percent 74.0 100.0 26.0a
Total construction right-of-way acres 7.5 7.1 0.4
NWI emergent wetlands (75 feet wide) acres 0.0 0.0 0.0
NWI scrub-shrub wetlands (75 feet wide) acres 0.0 0.0 0.0
NWI forested wetlands (75 feet wide) acres 0.0 0.0 0.0
Forest (75 feet wide) acres 7.3 6.8 0.5
Agricultural land (100 feet wide) acres 0.2 0.3 -0.1
Open land (75 feet wide) acres 0.0 0.0 0.0
Permanent right-of-way (50 feet wide) acres 5.0 4.7 0.3
NHD intermittent streams crossed number 1 1 0
NHD perennial streams crossed number 0 0 0
NRHP-listed properties within 500 feet number 0 0 0
Roads crossed number 1 1 0
Railroads crossed number 0 0 0
Tracts crossed number 7 8 -1
Residences within 50 feet of the centerline number 0 0 0
NSAs (e.g., schools, hospitals) within 500 feet number 0 0
Public lands crossed miles 0.0 0.0 0.0
NHD — National Hydrography Dataset
NRHP — National Register of Historic Places
NSA — Noise Sensitive Area
NWI — National Wetlands Inventory
Note: Comparisons are based on publicly available GIS data.
a i.e., the proposed route reflects a greater amount of greenfield (non-collocated) construction.

Alternatives 3-16



TABLE 3.4.1-3

Comparison of the Proposed Route and the Berne Lateral Alternative Section 2

Proposed Berne

Environmental Factor Unit Route Alternative 2  Difference
Total length miles 0.5 0.5 0.0
Length adjacent to existing rights-of-way miles 0.4 0.5 0.la
Percent adjacent to existing rights-of-way percent 87.1 100.0 129a
Total construction right-of-way acres 4.6 4.3 0.3
NWI emergent wetlands (75 feet wide) acres 0.0 0.0 0.0
NWI scrub-shrub wetlands (75 feet wide) acres 0.0 0.0 0.0
NWI forested wetlands (75 feet wide) acres 0.0 0.0 0.0
Forest (75 feet wide) acres 4.6 4.3 0.3
Agricultural land (100 feet wide) acres 0.0 0.0 0.0
Open land (75 feet wide) acres 0.0 0.0 0.0
Permanent right-of-way (50 feet wide) acres 3.1 2.9 0.2
NHD intermittent streams crossed number 0 0 0
NHD perennial streams crossed number 0 0 0
NRHP-listed properties within 500 feet number 0 0 0
Roads crossed number 0 0 0
Railroads crossed number 0 0 0
Tracts crossed number 3 3 0
Residences within 50 feet of the centerline number 0 0 0
NSAs (e.g., schools, hospitals) within 500 feet number 0 0 0
Public lands crossed miles 0.0 0.0 0.0
NHD - National Hydrography Dataset
NRHP — National Register of Historic Places
NSA - Noise Sensitive Area
NWI — National Wetlands Inventory
Note: Comparisons are based on publicly available GIS data.
a i.e., the proposed route reflects a greater amount of greenfield (non-collocated) construction.
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TABLE 3.4.1-4

Comparison of the Proposed Route and the Berne Lateral Alternative Section 3

Proposed Berne

Environmental Factor Unit Route Alternative 3  Difference
Total length miles 0.6 0.6 0.0
Length adjacent to existing rights-of-way miles 0.4 0.6 02a
Percent adjacent to existing rights-of-way percent 68.3 100.0 31.7a
Total construction right-of-way acres 6.4 7.0 -0.6
NWI emergent wetlands (75 feet wide) acres 0.0 0.0 0.0
NWI scrub-shrub wetlands (75 feet wide) acres 0.0 0.0 0.0
NWI forested wetlands (75 feet wide) acres 0.0 0.0 0.0
Forest (75 feet wide) acres 3.0 1.4 1.5
Agricultural land (100 feet wide) acres 3.2 5.4 -2.2
Open land (75 feet wide) acres 0.2 0.2 0.1
Permanent right-of-way (50 feet wide) acres 3.7 3.8 0.0
NHD intermittent streams crossed number 1 0
NHD perennial streams crossed number 0 0 0
NRHP-listed properties within 500 feet number 0 0 0
Roads crossed number 00 0 0
Railroads crossed number 0 0 0
Tracts crossed number 3 3 0
Residences within 50 feet of the centerline number 0 0 0
NSAs (e.g., schools, hospitals) within 500 feet number 1 1 0
Public lands crossed miles 0.0 0.0 0.0
NHD - National Hydrography Dataset
NRHP — National Register of Historic Places
NSA - Noise Sensitive Area
NWI — National Wetlands Inventory
Note: Comparisons are based on publicly available GIS data.
a i.e., the proposed route reflects a greater amount of greenfield (non-collocated) construction.
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3.4.1.2 Mainlines A and B — NEXUS Alternative

The NEXUS Alternative involves collocation with the proposed NEXUS project. NEXUS filed its
application with the FERC on November 20, 2015, in Docket No. CP16-22-000. The proposed NEXUS
project is a 250-mile natural gas pipeline from Kensington, Ohio, to Southeastern Michigan that would
deliver 1.5 Bcf/d. The NEXUS Alternative would result in a single right-of-way that would contain both
projects, instead of two separate rights-of-way located about 30 miles apart. A comparison of the
environmental considerations associated with proposed route compared to the NEXUS Alternative is
presented in table 3.4.1-5. The NEXUS Alternative begins at about MP MAB 52.4, where the route would
turn north away from the proposed route along 26 miles of a new greenfield path before intersecting with
the NEXUS route. The alternative then follows the NEXUS route for about 97 miles before it diverges and
continues to the southeast for 47 miles along a new greenfield route, and then rejoins the proposed
Mainlines A and B route near MP MAB 203.6 (see figure 3.4.1-3).

TABLE 3.4.1-5

Comparison of the Proposed Route to the NEXUS Alternative

Mainlines A and B,
MPs 52.4 to 203.6

Proposed NEXUS

Environmental Factor Unit Route Alternative Difference
Total length miles 151.2 170.4 -19.2
Length adjacent to existing rights-of-way miles 123.7 90.4 -33.4a
Percent adjacent to existing rights-of-way percent 79.7 53.0 -26.7a
Total construction right-of-way acres 2,735.4 3,038.5 -303.1
NWI emergent wetlands (120 feet wide) acres 9.7 24 7.3
NWI scrub-shrub wetlands (120 feet wide) acres 6.5 8.5 -2.1
NWI forested wetlands (75 feet wide) acres 5.3 10.5 -5.2
Forest (135 feet wide) acres 187.8 319.6 -131.7
Agricultural land (150 feet wide) acres 2,429.4 2,511.1 -81.7
Open land (135 feet wide) acres 118.1 207.8 -89.7
Permanent right-of-way (60 feet wide) acres 1,112.6 1,239.4 -126.8
NHD intermittent streams crossed number 134 77 57
NHD perennial streams crossed number 41 48 -7
NRHP-listed properties within 500 feet number 0 0 0
Roads crossed number 161 174 -13
Railroads crossed number 17 28 -11
Residences within 50 feet of the centerline number 3 1 2
NSAs (e.g., schools, hospitals) within 500 feet number 0 0 0
Public lands crossed miles 0.0 0.0 0.0
NHD - National Hydrography Dataset
NRHP — National Register of Historic Places
NSA — Noise Sensitive Area
NWI — National Wetlands Inventory
Note: Comparisons are based on publicly available GIS data.
a i.e., the alternative route reflects a greater amount of greenfield (non-collocated) construction
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The Nexus Alternative is 19.2 miles longer than the corresponding segment of the proposed route
and would affect 303.1 more acres of land during construction. The additional acreage would include
131.7 more acres of forested uplands as well as an increase in the impacts on forested wetlands. Given
that the NEXUS Alternative does not offer a greater environmental advantage over the proposed route, we
conclude that adoption of this alternative is not preferable to the proposed route.

3.4.1.3 Market Segment Alternative

Since filing its application, Rover adopted the so-called Market Segment Route Alternatives 1
through 4 as the proposed route. Thus, the Market Alternative evaluated below is the formerly proposed
route that Rover presented in its application. Because we have received several landowner comments
regarding the impacts of the Market Segment, we are evaluating below whether to recommend that Rover
be required to re-adopt its originally considered route.

For purposes of our comparative analysis, the Market Segment Alternative was divided into four
sections, (see figure 3.4.1-4, map 1). This allows us to evaluate incorporating potentially one or more
sections of the alternative into the proposed route. The Market Segment Alternative route generally
follows the proposed route, meandering from one side to the other of the proposed route but generally
staying within 750 feet of the proposed route, except at the four sections discussed below, where the
offset increases to between 1,600 and 4,800 feet.

A comparison of the environmental and other routing considerations associated with the proposed
Market Segment compared to Market Segment Alternative Sections 1-4 are presented in tables 3.4.1-6 —
3.4.1-9 and depicted in figure 3.4.1-4, maps 2-5.

The Market Segment Alternative Section 1 is 0.9 mile longer and would affect 3.1 more acres
than the proposed pipeline route from MPs MS 68.0 to MS 81.8 in Washtenaw County, Michigan (see
table 3.4.1-6). Section 1 of the alternative would impact 4.8 more acres of forested wetlands than the
corresponding portion of the proposed route, but it would impact 2.6 fewer acres of emergent wetlands
and would result in one less perennial stream crossing. The Market Segment Alternative Section 1 would
parallel existing pipeline easements for about 19.8 percent of its route, while the proposed Market
Segment route would parallel existing easements for 73.5 percent. Based on the proposed route having
been developed in response to landowner requests and concerns, and a large portion of the route being
collocated, we do not consider adoption of the alternative route to be preferable to the proposed Project
route.

3-25 Alternatives



¥ 4

NI

: .
White »
Oak Twp Genoa
Marion Twp
¢ Twp
,,,,,,,,,,,,,, P8
- Map 5 of 5. % Enghton
MRS
f WE 9 EQ
a8 Brnghton State
P92 EQ Recreation Ame:
]MP 91EQ Map 4 of 5
Unadilla s P 201 2
Twp o Gt
MPBEEQY
Stockbridge : £ 57EQ Ham burg
Twp Gregory £ bl
Twp K FPihckney W
tockbridge I 5%'@} ney
A Pinckney 85 EQ
q Map 3 of 5. s o, - —
T - Receaton— P 84 EQ 7 VWhitm ore
E Ama Lake
frles eq
MP&EC&' 134 ft
| Z Lyndon Dexter
= Twp La Twp Web stef
'r‘ 79 EQ Twp
Waterloo -
Twp - Map 2 of 5._ Yo
+d
Dexter
P77 EQ
I': Sylvan | Chelsea REES D
~ Twp 6
P75 EQ .,..
ma_Twp ok Scio Twp
P74 EQ
)
EQ
Grounds
EQ
i Grass
55 " alake Twp : L
§
o
SApm
Lodi Twp
o 1 2 3 4 5 Sharon
N T Mies Twp 1
Locator Map -
g Legend Figure 3.4.1-4
; Map 1 of 5
m Map Index P :
Market Segment Alternative
Proposed Market Segment .
_ Overview
& Proposed Market Segment Mileposts ) i .
Rover Pipeline Project
e _ger il Ee ERE, DeLerrme, TorTon, Intermap, inzrement F Cern, GEDOO, LSGS, 740, NPS, MRGAN, Ge sl T I @i capan, METL Cari China {Hong Kong), sw sl Nenrrgrcia, B Cosnlres!Map connbutors, and the GI3 Lse mirLrily

Alternatives

3-26




z

Svlvan
Twp

CHRYSLER
=

Chelsea

4 5

1 Miles

MP 83 EQ
MP 82 EQ 10341
&

Dexter
.}IMP 81.75 (End of Market Segment Alternative 1)

MP 81 EQ

MP 80 EQ
MP79EQ
y‘mm
(*

MP 78 EQ

Dexter

T

MP 77 EQ

‘MP% EQ

lmp 75EQ ]
: S
inra=hw,p
WP 74 EQ N

Freedom
‘NP@ l\\.‘p

:iMP 67.99 (Start of Market Segment Alternative 1):

w, Tamiom, |lerrap, nar

]

Legend
Proposed Market Segment
Proposed Market Segment Mileposts
—mm— Market Segment Alternative 1

Market Segment Alternative 1 Mileposts

Figure 3.4.1-4
Map 2 of §
Market Segment Alternative 1
Rover Pipeline Project

F Corn, GLO0, LGS, T 10, NP5, MRGAN, Gochasn, B 1K

daslor 1L, erarce Sunzy, Letapan, ML 11 Lai China (| ang 1ang), sm sslona, Meomyincia, B Crzna el Map contibLiors, and o @13 User Camirtnly

3-27 Alternatives



z

rutnam M

T'wp e

Mgy er R

MP 86.82 (End of Market Segment Alternative 2)[1

Monks Rd

JmpeseQ

E-Main=St
Pinckney

R=D1
jo) %8 ()

py-Aunauld

Sarah ©—

|
\d mu“"\

Kaun3au

¥

“MP 83.88 (Start of Market Segment Alternative 2)|

0 025 05 0.75 1

W T ) Mies

Locator Map

Stinchfield Woods R

Mi

2

TRL, DaLermm, T

o, Ilerirap, ner

Legend
Proposed Market Segment

©  Proposed Market Segment Mileposts

—=m— Market Segment Alternative 2

Market Segment Alternative 2 Mileposts

TIPS, PRCAN, ek, 20 Kadksr

Figure 3.4.1-4
Map 3 of 6
Market Segment Alternative 2
Rover Pipeline Project

pan, MET1 st Chna { ang

Alternatives

3-28




z |

MP 89.54 (End o
_\Mpeo EQ ¢ Market Segment

. Alternative 3)

Timber

Trace
Golf Club

MP 88.23 (Start of
Market Segment
Alternative 3)

‘.\

Putnam
Twp M.,

26,

MP 87 EQ

¥ 0.26 05 0.76 1
| — —— ]
Locator M .
M M Legend Figure 3.4.1-4
Proposed Market Segment Map 40f 5
&

Proposed Market Segment Mileposts Market Segment Alternative 3

—m—m Market Segment Alternative 3 Rover Pipeline Project

TAL, Do T

Market Segment Alternative 3 Mileposts
miTom, Intermap, incremen: F Cerp, GEOCO, LEGES, A0, NPS, MRCAN, GecBase, |GV, Kadaster Suny, Ce

pan, ML 1T st China (L ang 1), 6m sslona, MeamyinGia, B Crona eel Map connibuiors, an

3-29

Alternatives



N
MP 97.81 (End of Market Segment Alternative 4)|
W Rd | Rd
Dea
lunsell-Rd >
Lak
ines Rd
wpesEal,
i) srker
MP 94 S
P &4 E8)e)
Veller
_IMP 93.19 (Start of Market Segment Alternative 4)|
\MP 93EQ
¥ 05 1 1.5 2
[ == e—— —e— S
Locator Map .
— Legend Figure 3.4.1-4
Proposed Market Segment Map 50f5
@  Proposed Market Segment Mileposts Market Segment Alternative 4
—m—mo Market Segment Alternative 4 Rover Pipeline Project
®  Market Segment Alternative 4 Mileposts

TR, Diel erias, Tam o, I, nere e F oo, GLOC0, e, -0, WF%, FRGAN, Gocba, &

S, W] G Chia [ Tor i), 6m sslona, WEeiieia, B Crr e el Mg comnors, and e 18 Lse  CamniLoly

Alternatives 3-30




TABLE 3.4.1-6

Comparison of the Proposed Route to Market Segment Alternative Section 1

Market Segment,
MPs 68.0 to 81.8

Proposed Alternative

Environmental Factor Unit Route Route Difference
Total length miles 11.6 125 -0.9
Length adjacent to existing rights-of-way miles 8.5 25 -6.0a
Percent adjacent to existing rights-of-way percent 735 19.8 -540a
Total construction right-of-way acres 196.2 209.2 -13.0
NWI emergent wetlands (120 feet wide) acres 15.8 12.5 3.3
NWI scrub-shrub wetlands (120 feet wide) acres 6.5 1.6 5.0
NWI forested wetlands (75 feet wide) acres 24 6.2 -3.8
Forest (135 feet wide) acres 34.8 42.6 -7.9
Agricultural land (150 feet wide) acres 152.8 159.3 -6.5
Open land (135 feet wide) acres 8.6 7.2 14
Permanent right-of-way (60 feet wide) acres 724 74.6 -2.2
NHD intermittent streams crossed number 4 6 -2
NHD perennial streams crossed number 8 7 1
NRHP-listed properties within 500 feet number 0 0 0
Roads crossed number 13 14 -1
Railroads crossed number 1 1 0
Tracts crossed number 63 56 7
Residences within 50 feet of the centerline number 7 1 6
NSAs (e.g., schools, hospitals) within 500 feet number 0 0 0
Public lands crossed miles 0 0 0
NHD - National Hydrography Dataset
NRHP — National Register of Historic Places
NSA - Noise Sensitive Area
NWI — National Wetlands Inventory
Note: Comparisons are based on publicly available GIS data.
a i.e., the alternative route reflects a greater amount of greenfield (non-collocated) construction.
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TABLE 3.4.1-7
Comparison of the Proposed Route to Market Segment Alternative Section 2
Market Segment,
MPs 83.9 to 86.8
Proposed Alternative
Environmental Factor Unit Route Route Difference
Total length miles 3.0 2.9 <0.1
Length adjacent to existing rights-of-way miles 0.4 2.1 17a
Percent adjacent to existing rights-of-way percent 135 714 58.0 a
Total construction right-of-way acres 43.0 36.2 6.8
NWI emergent wetlands (120 feet wide) acres 0.5 3.3 -2.8
NWI scrub-shrub wetlands (120 feet wide) acres 1.6 0.4 1.3
NWI forested wetlands (75 feet wide) acres 13 1.6 -0.3
Forest (135 feet wide) acres 275 154 12.1
Agricultural land (150 feet wide) acres 12.5 15.3 -2.8
Open land (135 feet wide) acres 3.0 5.5 -2.5
Permanent right-of-way (60 feet wide) acres 18.0 17.9 0.1
NHD intermittent streams crossed number 0 0 0
NHD perennial streams crossed number 1 1 0
NRHP-listed properties within 500 feet number 0 0 0
Roads crossed number 3 3 0
Railroads crossed number 0 0 0
Tracts crossed number 26 27 -1
Residences within 50 feet of the centerline number 2 0 2
NSAs (e.g., schools, hospitals) within 500 feet number 0 0 0
Public lands crossed miles 0 0 0
NHD - National Hydrography Dataset
NRHP — National Register of Historic Places
NSA — Noise Sensitive Area
NWI — National Wetlands Inventory
Note: Comparisons are based on publicly available GIS data.
a i.e., the proposed route reflects a greater amount of greenfield (non-collocated) construction.
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TABLE 3.4.1-8
Comparison of the Proposed Route to the Market Segment Alternative Section 3
Market Segment,
MPs 88.2 to 89.5
Proposed Alternative
Environmental Factor Unit Route Route Difference
Total length miles 1.3 13 0
Length adjacent to existing rights-of-way miles 0 0 0
Percent adjacent to existing rights-of-way percent 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total construction right-of-way acres 215 21.6 -0.2
NWI emergent wetlands (120 feet wide) acres 0.4 0.0 0.4
NWI scrub-shrub wetlands (120 feet wide) acres 0.0 0.5 -0.5
NWI forested wetlands (75 feet wide) acres 0.1 0.0 0.1
Forest (135 feet wide) acres 2.0 1.2 0.7
Agricultural land (150 feet wide) acres 145 13.0 15
Open land (135 feet wide) acres 5.0 7.3 -2.3
Permanent right-of-way (60 feet wide) acres 8.0 7.8 0.2
NHD intermittent streams crossed number 0 0 0
NHD perennial streams crossed number 0 0 0
NRHP-listed properties within 500 feet number 0 0 0
Roads crossed number 0 0 0
Railroads crossed number 0 0 0
Tracts crossed number 0 0 0
Residences within 50 feet of the centerline number 0 1 -1
NSAs (e.g., schools, hospitals) within 500 feet number 0 0 0
Public lands crossed miles 0.0 0.0 0.0
NHD - National Hydrography Dataset
NRHP — National Register of Historic Places
NSA — Noise Sensitive Area
NWI — National Wetlands Inventory
Note: Comparisons are based on publicly available GIS data.
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TABLE 3.4.1-9

Comparison of the Proposed Route to the Market Segment Alternative Section 4

Market Segment,
MPs 93.2 to 97.8

Proposed Alternative
Environmental Factor Unit Route Route Difference

Total length miles 4.6 4.5 1.0
Length adjacent to existing rights-of-way miles 4.6 4.3 -0.3a
Percent adjacent to existing rights-of-way percent 100.0 95.6 -44a
Total construction right-of-way acres 68.45 66.2 2.3
NWI emergent wetlands (120 feet wide) acres 4.3 3.8 0.4
NWI scrub-shrub wetlands (120 feet wide) acres 2.0 5.1 -3.2
NWI forested wetlands (75 feet wide) acres 4.3 4.2 0.1
Forest (135 feet wide) acres 18.9 25.8 -6.9
Agricultural land (150 feet wide) acres 47.6 38.3 9.4
Open land (135 feet wide) acres 19 2.2 -0.2
Permanent right-of-way (60 feet wide) acres 28.1 275 0.6
NHD intermittent streams crossed number 0 0 0
NHD perennial streams crossed number 0 0 0
NRHP-listed properties within 500 feet number 0 0 0
Roads crossed number 3 3 0
Railroads crossed number 0 0 0
Tracts crossed number 40 15 25
Residences within 50 feet of the centerline number 0 0 0
NSAs (e.g., schools, hospitals) within 500 feet number 0 0 0
Public lands crossed miles 0 0 0
NHD - National Hydrography Dataset

NRHP — National Register of Historic Places

NSA — Noise Sensitive Area

NWI — National Wetlands Inventory

Note: Comparisons are based on publicly available GIS data.
a i.e., the alternative route reflects a greater amount of greenfield (non-collocated) construction.

The Market Segment Alternative Section 2 diverges from the proposed route at MP MS 83.9 in
Washtenaw County, Michigan, for approximately 2.9 miles before rejoining the proposed route at
MP MS 86.8 in Livingston County, Michigan. Alternative Section 2 would affect 6.8 fewer acres than
the proposed pipeline route, including 1.3 acres of scrub-shrub wetland (see table 3.4.1-7), and would
result in no residences within 50 feet of the centerline. However, Alternative Section 2 would impact 2.8
and 0.3 more acres of emergent and forested wetlands, respectively. The Market Segment Alternative
Section 2 would parallel existing pipeline easements for 71.4 percent of route, compared to 13.5 percent
for the proposed route. Rover has stated that it is working with International Transmission Company
(ITC), the operator of the electrical transmission with which the Market Segment Alternative Section 2
would be collocated, but to this date has not provided us with any updated information based on its
discussions. It appears that collocation with the existing transmission line may offer an environmental
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advantage, but at this time we do not have enough information to make a conclusion regarding this
alternative. Therefore, in order to fully inform our conclusions, we recommend that:

e Prior to the end of the draft EIS comment period, Rover should file a report
with the Secretary on the status of its negotiations with ITC on the potential to
collocate the proposed pipeline with the ITC corridor.

The Market Segment Alternative Section 3 would diverge from the proposed route at
MP MS 88.2 in Livingston County, Michigan, for approximately 1.3 miles before rejoining the proposed
route at MP MS 89.5. Section 3 alternative would be about the same length as the proposed route;
however, it would affect 0.2 more acre of land, including 0.5 acre of scrub-shrub wetlands and 0.4 acre of
emergent wetlands (see table 3.4.1-8). Neither the proposed Market Segment route nor the Market
Segment Alternative 3 section parallels any existing rights-of-way. However, the proposed route was
developed in response to landowner requests and concerns and would affect fewer landowners.
Therefore, we do not consider adoption of the alternative route to be preferable to the proposed Project
route.

The Market Segment Alternative Section 4 diverges from the proposed route at MP MS 93.2 in
Livingston County, Michigan, for approximately 4.5 miles before rejoining the proposed route at
MP MS 97.8. Section 4 Alternative would be 1.0 mile shorter and would impact 2.3 fewer acres than the
proposed route (see table 3.4.1-9). The Market Segment Alternative Section 4 route would parallel
existing pipeline easements for 95.6 percent of its route, as compared to 100 percent for the proposed
route. However, the proposed route was developed in response to landowner requests and concerns and
would affect fewer landowners. Therefore, we do not consider adoption of the alternative route to be
preferable to the proposed Project route.

3.4.2 Minor Route Alternatives

Although they can extend for several miles, minor route alternatives deviate from the proposed
route less substantially than major route alternatives. Minor route alternatives are often designed to avoid
large environmental resources or engineering constraints, and typically remain within the same general
area as the proposed route.

Rover identified five minor route alternatives in its application. Four were associated with the
Market Segment and are described above in section 3.4.1.3. The last one of these has not been adopted
into Rover’s proposed route: the Sherwood Route Alternative 1. This alternative is discussed below.

Sherwood Route Alternative 1

The Sherwood Route Alternative 1 was the original route identified by Rover for crossing the
Ohio River. The alternative route diverges from the proposed route at MP SWL 32.9, where it runs
northwest-north of Paden City, then turns west to cross the Ohio River and Paden Island (home to Paden
Island National Wildlife Refuge managed by the FWS) using the HDD crossing method, then rejoins the
proposed route at MP SWL 36.9 (see figure 3.4.2-1). While the proposed route is 0.6 mile longer and
would affect 9.8 more acres than Sherwood Route Alternative 1 (see table 3.4.2-1), the additional distance
from the National Wildlife Refuge would help to minimize noise impacts on the wildlife that live in the
refuge. Therefore, we do not find the Sherwood Route Alternative 1 to be preferable to the proposed
route, and it is not further evaluated.
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TABLE 3.4.2-1

Comparison of the Proposed Route to the Sherwood Route Alternative 1

Sherwood Lateral
MPs 32.9 - 36.9

Sherwood
Proposed Route
Environmental Factor Unit Route Alternative 1 Difference

Total length miles 4.0 34 0.6
Length adjacent to existing rights-of-way miles 0.0 0.0 0.0
Percent adjacent to existing rights-of-way percent 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total construction right-of-way acres 61.8 52.0 9.8
NWI emergent wetlands (120 feet wide) acres 0.0 0.0 0.0
NWI scrub-shrub wetlands (120 feet wide) acres 0.0 0.0 0.0
NWI forested wetlands (75 feet wide) acres 0.0 0.2 -0.2
Forest (135 feet wide) acres 41.0 38.3 2.6
Agricultural land (150 feet wide) acres 10.9 44 6.5
Open land (135 feet wide) acres 9.9 9.3 0.6
Permanent right-of-way (50 feet wide) acres 241 20.5 3.7
NHD intermittent streams crossed number 0 1 -1
NHD perennial streams crossed number 3 1

NRHP-listed properties within 500 feet number 0 0

Roads crossed number 13 8

Railroads crossed number 1 0 1
Tracts crossed number 24 32 -8
Residences within 50 feet of the centerline number 1 0

NSAs (e.g., schools, hospitals) within 500 feet number 0 0 0
Public lands crossed miles 0.0 0.0 0.0

NHD — National Hydrography Dataset

NRHP — National Register of Historic Places

NSA — Noise Sensitive Area

NWI — National Wetlands Inventory

Note: All calculations are based on publicly available GIS data.
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3.4.3 Route Variations

In addition to the major and minor route alternatives described above, we evaluated route
variations that are much smaller in scale. Typically, they are shorter in length and involve minor shifts in
the pipeline alignment to avoid a site-specific resource issue or concern. These site-specific issues
included proximity to homes and property boundaries; avoidance of forested land, waterbodies, wetlands,
side slopes, and special agricultural areas; and addressing impacts on other construction-related,
environmental, or landowner concerns. While many of these minor variations were incorporated, a
smaller number were reviewed and rejected by Rover for environmental or construction engineering
reasons, or because some of them subsequently became isolated and obsolete because of incorporation of
other alternatives. As of June 2015, Rover had adopted a total of 59 variations into its proposed route for
various reasons, including landowner requests, avoidance of sensitive resources, or engineering
considerations.

Appendix | presents a summary of the 49 comments filed to the FERC docket by stakeholders who
identified route variations to avoid specific resources. Based on Rover’s capacity agreement with Vector
(see discussion in section 3.2.2), about 110 miles of the Market Segment in Northern Michigan was
eliminated; therefore, comments filed by stakeholders identifying route variations in these areas were not
considered further and are not included in appendix I. Rover stated that 27 of the route variations identified
in the comments presented in appendix | (along with our conclusions) were not adopted for reasons such as:

e engineering and constructability issues;
e substantial increases in the number of affected landowners;
¢ inability to locate the landowner or parcel number; and

e increases in environmental impacts.

Of the remaining, 12 comments are addressed through Rover’s adoption of other route adjustments,
7 comments are identified as having a planned or proposed route adjustments that are currently being
investigated by Rover through surveys and landowner coordination, 2 comments are identified as being
addressed through minor alterations of construction work areas, and 1 comment is identified as addressed
through ongoing consultation to identify site-specific mitigation measures. We generally concurred with
Rover’s assessment, and conclusions for these stakeholder-identified minor route variations are listed in
appendix I. However, based on our evaluation of the landowner comments (as described in appendix ), we
concluded that further evaluation was needed for three landowners where Rover stated that it was unable to
address the landowner concerns or adopt the requested variation.

Overall, Rover indicated that it was continuing to work with landowners at 10 locations to develop
a route adjustment, modification in construction work areas, and/or mitigation measures to address specific
concerns but has not yet formally filed or adopted any changes. Additionally, we found that concerns from
three additional landowners needed to be addressed. Therefore, because these landowner concerns remain
unresolved, we recommend that:

e Prior to the end of the draft EIS comment period, Rover should file with the
Secretary any route adjustments, workspace modifications, or mitigation
measures as developed through Rover’s ongoing consultations with landowners
or as directed by the FERC Staff for parcels with a status of pending in
appendix | of the draft EIS. Rover should also include updated alignment sheets
incorporating any route adjustments and associated modifications of
construction methods and mitigation.
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Additionally, we requested that Rover evaluate additional variations as a result of comments we
received from landowners as well as from our review of the Project. These included variations to avoid
11 residences that would be within the proposed construction workspace and variations for another
12 residences that would be within 10 feet of (but not within) construction workspace. Subsequently,
Rover purchased one of the residences within the construction workspace and made several adjustments
to the pipeline route (such as decreasing the right-of-way width, moving or eliminating additional
temporary workspace, and adopting variations), which reduced the number of residences that were
crossed by or within 10 feet of the workspace. However, the adoption of several variations resulted in
impacts on new residences, including three additional homes within the construction workspace and three
additional homes within 10 feet. Adjustments by Rover that successfully addressed an issue of concern
are not discussed further. Table 3.4.3-1 describes the analysis and our conclusions for the locations where
potential variations were identified and Rover was unable to adjust the proposed route, or where adopted
variations resulted in newly affected residences. Because Rover has not adopted variations around these
residences nor provided landowner concurrence, we recommend that:

o Rover should adopt the route variation for each residence as identified in
table 3.4.3-1 and depicted in the corresponding figure in appendix 12, or file
with the Secretary written documentation that Rover and the landowner have
reached an alternative agreement. If an agreed-upon alternative arrangement
involves a variation not filed, Rover should file with the Secretary any updated
alignment sheets, site-specific plans, and/or landowner agreements.

TABLE 3.4.3-1

Minor Route Variation Analysis of Residences within 10 feet of Construction Workspace

FERC-Requested
Minor Route
Variation

FERC
Conclusion

Rover's Analysis /
Response

Parcel
Number MP

Project
Segment

Residences within 10 Feet

Mainlines A and OH-TU- 31.41  Move the construction Rover evaluated a Proposed route not
B 0.24.000 workspace further from  route around the acceptable. If Rover is
the residence (currently  residence; the route unable to get concurrence
8.0 feet from variation would be from the landowner, we
residence). 0.53 mile and would recommend that Rover
impact an additional adopt the identified route
three landowners and variation (see
a stream. For these appendix 12, figure 12-1).
reasons, Rover did not
adopt the variation.
Market Segment  MI-WA- 75.68  The FERC evaluated NA Proposed route not
093.510 a route around the acceptable. If Rover is

residence. The
variation is 600 feet
east of the residence
and impacts more
forested land. It
affects four new
landowners, with the
distance between the
variation workspace
and homes ranging
from about 30 to
120 feet.

unable to get
concurrence from the
landowner, we
recommend that Rover
adopt the identified
route variation (see
appendix 12,

figure 12-2).
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TABLE 3.4.3-1 (continued)

Minor Route Variation Analysis of Residences within 10 feet of Construction Workspace

FERC-Requested

Project Parcel Minor Route Rover's Analysis / FERC
Segment Number MP Variation Response Conclusion
Market Segment MI-LI- 95.92  Move the construction Rover adopted a Proposed route not
073.54 workspace further from  variation that moved acceptable. If Rover is

the residence.

the workspace from
0.8 t0 9.9 feet away
from the home. An
additional potential
variation around the
home follows the ITC
corridor; however,
Rover is still in
negotiations with ITC
regarding the route.

unable to get concurrence
from the landowner, we
recommend that Rover
adopt the identified route
variation (see

appendix 12, figure 12-3).

Residences within the Construction Workspace

Sherwood Lateral

Majorsville
Lateral

Majorsville
Lateral

OH-MO-
SHC-
003.000

34.42

WV-MA- 7.24
ML-
038.000

WV-MA-
ML-
063.310

11.38

Analysis for residence
within the construction
workspace that has not
yet been purchased by
Rover.

Analysis for residence
within the construction
workspace that has not
yet been purchased by
Rover.

Analysis for residence
within the construction
workspace that has not
yet been purchased by
Rover.

This residence is
within the path of the
HDD crossing of the
Ohio River. Several
alternatives for this
crossing have
previously been
submitted. Rover is
coordinating with the
landowner to reach an
agreement to purchase
the tract.

Rover stated that a
route variation is not
possible due to the
crossing of State
Route 88, a residential
area, and an adjacent
pipeline. Rover is
coordinating with the
landowner to reach an
agreement to purchase
the tract.

The residence is
between steep slopes,
a stream crossing,
County Road 8/1 road
crossing, and two
overhead power lines.
Rover asserted that a
variation is not
possible. Rover is
coordinating with the
landowner to reach an
agreement to purchase
the tract.

Proposed route not
acceptable. If an
agreement to purchase
the property cannot be
reached, we recommend
that Rover adopt the
identified route variation
(see appendix 12,

figure 12-4).

Proposed route not
acceptable. Ifan
agreement to purchase
the property cannot be
reached, we recommend
that Rover adopt a route
variation. We have
reviewed the Project
information and, based
on a desktop analysis,
have identified a
variation (see

appendix 12, figure 12-5)
that appears feasible.

Proposed route not
acceptable. Ifan
agreement to purchase
the property cannot be
reached, we recommend
that Rover adopt a route
variation. We have
reviewed the Project
information and have
identified a potential
variation (see

appendix 12, figure 12-6).

Alternatives
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Minor Route Variation Analysis of Residences within 10 feet of Construction Workspace

TABLE 3.4.3-1 (continued)

FERC-Requested

Project Parcel Minor Route Rover's Analysis / FERC
Segment Number MP Variation Response Conclusion
Burgettstown OH-CA- 37.06  Analysis for residence The house is under Proposed route not
Lateral HL- within the construction construction. Rover acceptable. Ifan
011.100 workspace that has not has provided a route agreement to purchase
yet been purchased by variation around the the property cannot be
Rover. property. The reached, we recommend
variation is similar in that Rover adopt the
length to the proposed identified route variation
route. Rover is (see appendix 12,
coordinating with the figure 12-7).
landowner to reach an
agreement to purchase
the tract. However,
Rover has stated that
if the landowner
would prefer the
variation around the
residence, Rover
would evaluate the
variation through
surveys.
Burgettstown OH-CA- 49.02  Analysis for residence Rover has provided a Proposed route not
Lateral HL- within the construction route variation around  acceptable. If an
071.000 workspace that has not the property. The agreement to purchase

yet been purchased by
Rover.

variation is similar in
length to the proposed
route. Rover is
coordinating with the
landowner to reach an
agreement to purchase
the tract. However,
Rover has stated that
if the landowner
would prefer the
variation around the
residence, Rover
would evaluate the
variation through
surveys.

the property cannot be
reached, we recommend
that Rover adopt the
identified route variation
(see appendix 12,

figure 12-8).
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TABLE 3.4.3-1 (continued)

Minor Route Variation Analysis of Residences within 10 feet of Construction Workspace

Project
Segment

FERC-Requested
Minor Route
Variation

Rover's Analysis /
Response

FERC
Conclusion

Mainlines A and
B

Market Segment

Market Segment

Parcel
Number MP
OH-TU- 31.43
0.24.000
MI-WA- 78.69
101.500
MI-WA- 71.48
073.500

Analysis for residence
within the construction
workspace that has not
yet been purchased by
Rover.

Analysis for residence
within the construction
workspace that has not
yet been purchased by
Rover.

The FERC identified
variation is about
180 feet to the west,
impacting no new
landowners, but
potentially impacting
more wetlands and
forested land. Rover
has not indicated
whether it plans to
purchase this

property.

Rover has provided a
route variation around
the property. The
variation is similar in
length to the proposed
route. Rover is
coordinating with the
landowner to reach an
agreement to purchase
the tract. However,
Rover has stated that
if the landowner
would prefer the
variation around the
residence, Rover
would evaluate the
variation through
surveys.

Rover has provided a
route variation around
the property. The
variation would use
existing ITC corridor.
Rover is currently
discussing this
potential reroute with
ITC and will provide
further information to
the FERC once
discussions are
completed.

NA

Proposed route not
acceptable. If an
agreement to purchase
the property cannot be
reached, we recommend
that Rover adopt the
identified route variation
(see appendix 12,

figure 12-1).

Proposed route not
acceptable. If an
agreement to purchase
the property cannot be
reached, we recommend
that Rover adopt its route
variation (see

appendix 12, figure 12-9).

Proposed route not
acceptable. If an
agreement to purchase
the property cannot be
reached, we
recommend that Rover
adopt the identified
route variation (see
appendix 12,

figure 12-10).

Alternatives
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TABLE 3.4.3-1 (continued)
Minor Route Variation Analysis of Residences within 10 feet of Construction Workspace
FERC-Requested
Project Parcel Minor Route Rover's Analysis / FERC
Segment Number MP Variation Response Conclusion
Market Segment  MI-LI- 85.47  The variation would NA Proposed route not
005.000 be adjacent to the ITC acceptable. If an
corridor and follow a agreement to purchase
portion of the Market the property cannot be
Segment Alternative reached, we
Section 2 route (see recommend that Rover
section 3.4.1.3). Rover adopt the identified
has not indicated route variation (see
whether it plans to appendix 12,
purchase this figure 12-11).
property
Market Segment ~ MI-LI- 88.35  The variation would NA Proposed route not
024.500 be about 475 feet to acceptable. If an
the north and would agreement to purchase
cross a portion of a the property cannot be
golf course. Rover has reached, we
not indicated whether recommend that Rover
it plans to purchase adopt the identified
this property. route variation (see
appendix 12,
figure 12-12).
ATWS — Additional temporary workspace
Note: Bolded rows represent those residences that, due to a variation adopted after the filing of the application, are now
within 10 feet of the workspace.

3.5 ABOVEGROUND FACILITY SITE ALTERNATIVES

We evaluated the locations of the proposed aboveground facilities to determine whether
environmental impacts would be reduced or mitigated by the use of alternative sites for these facilities.
Our evaluation involved inspection of aerial photography and mapping. The aboveground facilities for
the proposed Rover Project include 10 compressor stations, 19 meter stations, 5 tie-in facilities, mainline
valves, and pig launchers/receivers (typically located inside compressor or meter station sties). In the
discussion that follows, the analyses of meter stations that are collocated with a compressor station are
encapsulated in the discussion for the corresponding compressor station.

3.5.1 Compressor Station Alternatives

Rover has proposed 10 compressor stations along the Supply Laterals and Mainlines A and B
routes. During the pre-filing process, Rover identified and evaluated alternative locations for all
10 compressor stations as part of its site-selection process. Our analysis of alternative compressor sites
was driven by comments discussing specific issues of concern with the sites and our independent
consideration of the sites’ impacts. As a result, we evaluated alternative sites for three compressor
stations: the Burgettstown Compressor Station, the Mainline Compressor Station 2, and the Clarington
Compressor Station. Consideration of alternative sites concentrates on avoiding or minimizing impacts
on forested land, wetlands, and waterbodies and on siting the facility as far as practicable from NSAs.
Additionally, evaluation of potential sites must consider the presence of suitable access roads and the
location of ancillary facilities, such as electric distribution lines.
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3.5.11 Burgettstown Compressor Station

Early in the application process, Rover’s preferred location for the Burgettstown Compressor
Station encompassed 14.6 acres of open land and 1.1 acres of forested land. Rover has since changed this
preferred location to encompass 19.1 acres of predominately forested land within the same parcel as the
original location (see table 3.5-1 and figure 3.5-1). The original site is now considered Alternative Site 1.
Alternative Site 1 would require the least amount of forest clearing. To date, Rover has not provided
justification for the change in the proposed site. Based on the additional 14.2 acres of impacts on forest
lands and potential for associated impacts on wildlife, in addition to Site 1 being available for purchase,
we have determined that Alternative Site 1 offers an environmental advantage. Therefore, we
recommend that:

o Rover should adopt the Burgettstown Compressor Station Alternative Site 1
into its Project design.

We do recognize that the lack of forested lands surrounding the site would allow nearby receptors
to see the station. To minimize this impact, we are recommending in section 4.8.7.2 that Rover develop a
visual screening plan for the Burgettstown Compressor Station.

TABLE 3.5-1
Comparison of the Proposed Site to Burgettstown Compressor Station Site Alternatives
Alternative Site
Site 1 Proposed
Environmental Factor Unit (Originally Proposed) Site
Total site size acres 15.7 19.1
Forest land acres 11 15.3
Agricultural land acres 0.0 0.0
Open land acres 14.6 3.8
NWI wetlands acres 0.0 0.1
Nearest residence (direction) feet 1,150 (S) 1,130 (NW)
Within floodplain - No No
Parcel available for purchase - Yes Yes
NWI — National Wetlands Inventory
Note: All calculations are based on publicly available GIS data.
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3.5.1.2 Mainline Compressor Station 2

Since filing its application, Rover identified a new location for the Mainline Compressor
Station 2 to accommodate route adjustments adopted along the Mainlines A and B route. The currently
proposed site for the Mainline Compressor Station 2 encompasses 21.4 acres consisting predominately of
agricultural land with some forested land (see table 3.5-2 and figure 3.5-2). The alternative site is a
27.3-acre parcel predominately of agricultural lands with a small amount of open land. Both sites contain
wetland areas; however, Rover has designed the layout of the proposed site such that the aboveground
facilities would not permanently impact any wetlands. Based on our assessment of the alternative site
(and lack of comments on the specific parcel in question), we did not find a significant environmental
advantage over the proposed site. Therefore, it is not evaluated further.

TABLE 3.5-2

Comparison of the Proposed Site to the Mainline Compressor Station 2 Site Alternative

Environmental Factor Unit Alternative Site Proposed Site

Total site size acres 27.3 21.4
Forest land acres 0.0 0.6
Agricultural land acres 26.5 20.6
Open land acres 0.8 0.2

NWI wetlands acres <0.1 8.6
Nearest residence feet 890 (NE) 1,230 (E)
Within floodplain - No No
Parcel available for purchase -- Yes Yes

NWI — National Wetlands Inventory

Note: All calculations are based on publicly available GIS data.
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3.5.2 Electric Compressors

Because electric compressors have the ability to reduce air and noise impacts, we analyzed the
feasibility of using electric motor-driven compressor units in lieu of the proposed natural gas-fired
compressor units at the Rover compressor stations. Although technically feasible, Rover stated that the
use of electric units would fail to meet the Project’s purpose and need due to the following: (1) the
amount of time required to install required electrical supply to each compressor station site; and (2) the
greater capital and operating costs required for electric units, which would exceed contractual
requirements.

Electric power required to operate one 45,000-horsepower compressor station would be
approximately 34,000 MW—a substantial load that would require upgrades to existing infrastructure.
Rover estimated a timeframe of 2 to 5 years for sufficient electrical supply to be in place, which would
prevent the Project from being in service per the terms of contractual agreements. Also, newly
constructed substations could be necessary depending on the distance to the closest existing substation.
These facilities would likely result in additional environmental impacts and additional burdens on
landowners.

The electric transmission lines would cause significant costs to the Project, while the proposed
gas-driven compressor stations could be supported with the existing power lines located in proximity
through site selection. The cost of using electric power for the compressors would increase the operating
cost of the station.

Finally, gas-driven turbines are generally preferred over electric compression to provide reliable,
uninterrupted natural gas transmission because the fuel supply does not require a third-party for operation.
Gas-driven emergency generators with capacity to power electric compressors would be infeasible, and
would be significantly larger than the proposed turbines. Gas turbines would not be affected by an
electrical outage at the compressor station. For these reasons, we conclude that electric-driven
compressor units at the proposed Rover compressor stations would not offer a significant environmental
advantage over the proposed gas-driven turbines.

3.5.3 Meter Stations

Because 11 meter stations would be collocated with proposed compressor stations, those facilities
were evaluated in association with their respective compressor station sites. For the eight stand-alone
meter stations, the search for alternatives was constrained to adjacent areas that could accommodate
shipper receipt points. The five meter stations associated with the Supply Laterals include the CGT, Hall,
Gulfport, Berne, and Majorsville Meter Stations. The remaining three meter stations are associated with
the Mainlines A and B or the Market Segment and include the ANR, Consumers Energy, and Vector
Meter Stations. Rover did not identify alternative sites for the CGT, Hall, Gulfport, or Vector Meter
Stations as these sites met the Project needs, had landowners willing to sell or lease parcels for the
facility, and were found to have limited environmental impacts. These sites are predominately
agricultural lands, with some open land, and would affect less than 0.1 acre of forest land (see table 4.8.1-
1). Therefore, these sites are not further evaluated. For the remaining meter stations, we did not identify
any reasonable alternative sites for the proposed meter stations that would offer an environmental
advantage to the proposed sites. Therefore, we find the proposed sites to be acceptable.

3.5.4 Other Aboveground Facilities

The locations of mainline valves along the proposed pipeline route were partly determined based
on DOT safety regulations that specify the maximum distance between sectionalizing block valves and
require that these facilities be located in readily accessible areas. All mainline valve locations are within
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proposed aboveground facilities or permanent rights-of-way. We did not identify any significant
environmental constraints with the proposed valve locations, nor did we receive comments concerning the
locations of the valves. Therefore, given the limited footprint of the mainline valves and the
considerations above, alternatives to their locations were not evaluated.
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

This section of the EIS primarily provides our analysis of impacts associated with construction
and operation of the Rover Project and the proposed modifications and upgrades to the Panhandle and
Trunkline pipeline systems. As discussed in section 2.3.3, these proposed modifications and upgrades at
existing facilities, including four existing compressor stations and three valve sites along Panhandle’s
existing pipeline system and four existing compressor stations and one meter station along Trunkline’s
existing pipeline system, would involve limited ground disturbance on previously impacted lands owned
or leased by the applicants. Except as noted in the subsections below, the proposed modifications and
upgrades at the compressor stations, meter station, and valve sites would not impact environmental
resources.

The environmental consequences of constructing and operating the Projects would vary in
duration and significance. Four levels of impact duration were considered: temporary, short-term, long-
term, and permanent. Temporary impacts generally occur during construction with the resource returning
to pre-construction condition almost immediately afterward. Short-term impacts could continue for up to
3 years following construction. Impacts were considered long-term if the resource would require more
than 3 years to recover. A permanent impact could occur as a result of any activity that modifies a
resource to the extent that it would not return to pre-construction conditions during the life of the Projects.
We considered an impact to be significant if it would result in a substantial adverse change in the physical
environment.

The applicants, as part of their proposals, developed certain mitigation measures to reduce the
impact of the Projects. In some cases, we determined that additional mitigation measures could further
reduce the Projects’ impacts. Our additional mitigation measures appear as bulleted, boldfaced
paragraphs in the text of this section and are also included in section 5.2. We will recommend to the
Commission that these measures be included as specific conditions in any Certificate the Commission
may issue to the applicants for these Projects.

The conclusions in the EIS are based on our analysis of the environmental impact and the
following assumptions:

o the applicants would comply with all applicable laws and regulations;
e the proposed facilities would be constructed as described in section 2.0 of the EIS;

o the applicants would implement the mitigation measures included in their applications and
supplemental submittals to the FERC and cooperating agencies, and in other applicable
permits and approvals; and

e the applicants would comply with our recommended mitigation measures.
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4.1 GEOLOGY
4.1.1 Geologic Setting

The Projects would cross several physiographic provinces and sections as well as a wide variety
of bedrock, surficial geology, and topography. The Rover Project would cross the Appalachian Plateau
Province and Central Lowlands Province in Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Ohio, and Michigan (Fenneman
et al., 1946). The Panhandle and Trunkline Projects would be located in the Coastal Plain Province and
the Central Lowlands Province in Michigan, Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Tennessee, and Mississippi
(Fenneman et al., 1946). Table 4.1.1-1 provides details for the Projects’ physiography, general geologic
formations, relief and elevation ranges, slope characteristics, overburden type, and bedrock type.
Descriptions of the geologic conditions present along the Projects are provided below.

4111 Pipeline Facilities
Supply Laterals

The Supply Laterals component of the Rover Project would be located in Pennsylvania, West
Virginia, and Ohio. These areas are characterized as a dissected plateau with steep relief ranging from
160 to 330 feet. Relief decreases as the pipeline route progresses from east to west. According to the
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), the majority of bedrock in this area is comprised of the Conemaugh and
Dunkard Groups, which consist of sandstone, siltstone, mudstone, and shale (USGS, 2007a; USGS,
2008). Surficial geology consists of colluvium, bedrock, and a small amount of glacial lake deposits.
The majority of surficial geology in Pennsylvania and Ohio is made up of colluvium (OHDGS, 2005;
USGS, 2003a). In West Virginia, sandstone, siltstone and shale bedrock is exposed at the surface, and the
overburden material is mainly absent but consists of very thin colluvium when present (USGS, 2003a).
Table 4.1.1-2 provides additional detail on the surficial geology that would be crossed.

Mainlines A and B

Mainlines A and B would be located entirely within Ohio, starting in southeast Ohio and crossing
the majority of the state in a northwesterly direction. Topography along these pipelines would transition
from the steep high relief areas of eastern Ohio with average relief ranging from 160 to 330 feet to
moderate and then low relief in northcentral Ohio with average relief ranging from a few feet up to
100 feet. The majority of the bedrock in this area consists of the Allegheny and Pottsville groups, the
Lockport Dolomite, as well as the Maxville Limestone, Rushville, Logan, and Cuyahoga Formations
(USGS, 2007a). Approximately 85 percent of the surficial geology that would be crossed in this area
consists of glacial deposits (OHDGS, 2005; USGS, 2003a).
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TABLE 4.1.1-1

Summary of Physiographic and Geologic Characteristics along the Projects

Relief Range in Age and Bedrock Associated
Start End Physiographic Physiographic Ranges Elevation Overburden Bedrock Depth Aboveground
Pipeline Segment MP MP Province Section(s) (ft) (ft, amsl) a Slope Type Type (ft bgs) Facility(s)
ROVER PIPELINE PROJECT SUPPLY LATERALS
Sherwood Lateral 0.0 54.1 Appalachian Kanawha 780 602-1,382  steep to river alluvium  Pennsylvanian  2.3->5.0  Sherwood
Plateaus Section: Central very steep sedimentary Compressor and
Allegheny ridges and rocks Meter Station
Plateau valleys
CGT Lateral 0.0 5.7 Appalachian Kanawha 780 602-1,382  steep to river alluvium  Pennsylvanian  2.3->5.0 CGT Meter Station
Plateaus Section: Central very steep sedimentary
Allegheny ridges and rocks
Plateau valleys
Seneca Lateral 0.0 25.6 Appalachian Kanawha 780 602-1,382  steep to river alluvium  Pennsylvanian  2.2->5.0 Seneca Compressor
Plateaus Section: Central very steep sedimentary Station, and Seneca,
Allegheny ridges and rocks Rex, Hall, and
Plateau valleys Gulfport Meter
Stations
Berne Lateral 0.0 3.7 Appalachian Kanawha 780 602-1,382  steep to river alluvium  Pennsylvanian ~ 2.2->5.0  Berne Meter Station
Plateaus Section: Central very steep sedimentary
Allegheny ridges and rocks
Plateau valleys
Clarington Lateral 0.0 327 Appalachian Kanawha 780 602-1,382  steep to river alluvium  Pennsylvanian  2.1->5.0  Clarington
Plateaus Section: Central very steep sedimentary Compressor and
Allegheny ridges and rocks Meter Station
Plateau valleys
Majorsville Lateral 0.0 9.0 Appalachian Kanawha 780 602-1,382  steep to river alluvium  Pennsylvanian ~ 2.6->5.0 Majorsville
Plateaus Section: Central very steep sedimentary Compressor and
Allegheny ridges and rocks Meter Station
Plateau valleys
Cadiz Lateral 0.0 29 Appalachian Kanawha 780 602-1,382  steep to river alluvium  Pennsylvanian >5.0 Cadiz Compressor
Plateaus Section: Central very steep sedimentary and Meter Stations
Allegheny ridges and rocks
Plateau valleys
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TABLE 4.1.1-1 (continued)

Summary of Physiographic and Geologic Characteristics along the Projects

Relief Range in Age and Bedrock Associated
Start End Physiographic Physiographic Ranges Elevation Overburden Bedrock Depth Aboveground
Pipeline Segment MP MP Province Section(s) (ft) (ft, amsl) a Slope Type Type (ft bgs) Facility(s)
Supply Connector Lines 0.0 18.8 Appalachian Kanawha 330 904-1,301 steepto river alluvium  Pennsylvanian  2.3->5.0 None
Aand B Plateaus Section: Central very steep sedimentary
Allegheny ridges and rocks
Plateau valleys
Appalachian Kanawha 160-330  904-1,301 rolling glacial drift Pennsylvanian  2.3->5.0 None
Plateaus Section: Western ridge tops, sedimentary
Allegheny hilly to rocks
Plateau steep
slopes
Burgettstown Lateral 0.0 51.3 Appalachian Kanawha 330 646-1,331  steep to river alluvium  Pennsylvanian 1.6 ->5.0  Burgettstown
Plateaus Section: Central very steep sedimentary Compressor and
Allegheny ridges and rocks Meter Stations
Plateau valleys
Appalachian Kanawha 160-330  646-1,331 rolling glacial drift Pennsylvanian  1.6->5.0 None
Plateaus Section: Western ridge tops, sedimentary
Allegheny hilly to rocks
Plateau steep
slopes
ROVER PIPELINE PROJECT MAINLINES
Mainlines A and B 0.0 68.0 Appalachian Kanawha 160-330  656-1,312 rolling glacial drift Pennsylvanian ~ 1.9->5.0 Mainline
Plateaus Section: Western ridge tops, sedimentary Compressor Station
Allegheny hilly to rocks 1
Plateau steep
slopes
68.0 101.0  Appalachian Lake Erie 7-50. 656-1,312  steep glacial till, Devonian, 23->5.0 None
Plateaus Glaciated valley outwash, Mississippian
Plateau walls glacial lake and
sedimentsand  Pennsylvanian
stratified drift ~ sedimentary

deposits, and
some modern
stream
deposits

rocks
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TABLE 4.1.1-1 (continued)

Summary of Physiographic and Geologic Characteristics along the Projects

Relief Range in Age and Bedrock Associated
Start End Physiographic Physiographic Ranges Elevation Overburden Bedrock Depth Aboveground
Pipeline Segment MP MP Province Section(s) (ft) (ft, amsl) a Slope Type Type (ft bgs) Facility(s)
101.0 1575  Central Till Plains: mostlya  656-1,312 narrow, glacial till, Devonian 29->50 Mainline
Lowlands Indiana and Ohio  few feet, shallow outwash and sedimentary Compressor Stations
Till Plain, but can valleys lacustrine rocks 2and 3
Eastern Part be upto deposits
100 feet
157.5 209.4  Central Eastern Lake and mostlya  656-1,312  flatto glacial till, Devonian to 0.5->5.0 None
Lowlands Till Plains: few feet, undulating  outwash and Mississippian
Indiana and Ohio  but can lacustrine sedimentary
Till Plain, be upto deposits, thin rocks:
Northeastern 100 feet loess in some including
Part areas limestone and
dolostone
Central Eastern Lake: mostly 6 656-1,312 mostly flat  glacial till, Mississippian >5.0 ANR Meter Station
Lowlands Erie-Huron Lake feet, but outwash and to Silurian
Plain can be as lacustrine sedimentary
high as deposits rocks:
31 feet including
limestone and
dolostone
ROVER PIPELINE PROJECT MARKET SEGMENT
Market Segment 0.0 100.0 Central Eastern Lake: mostly 6  710-997 mostly flat  glacial till, Mississippian >5.0 Defiance
Lowlands Erie-Huron Lake feet, as outwash and to Silurian Compressor Station
Plain high as lacustrine sedimentary
31 feet deposits rocks:
including
limestone and
dolostone
Central Eastern Lakeand mostlya  710-997 flat to glacial till, Devonian to >5.0 Consumers Energy
Lowlands Till Plains: few feet, undulating  outwash and Mississippian Meter Station
Indiana and Ohio  but can lacustrine sedimentary
Till Plain, be upto deposits, thin rocks:
Northeastern 100 feet loess in some including
Part areas limestone and
dolostone
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TABLE 4.1.1-1 (continued)

Summary of Physiographic and Geologic Characteristics along the Projects

Relief Range in Age and Bedrock Associated
Start End Physiographic Physiographic Ranges Elevation Overburden Bedrock Depth Aboveground
Pipeline Segment MP MP Province Section(s) (ft) (ft, amsl) a Slope Type Type (ft bgs) Facility(s)
Central Eastern Lake: mostly 710-997 mostly flat, glacial till, Mississippian >5.0 Vector Meter
Lowlands Southern <15 feet, some belts  some to Jurassic Station
Michigan and up to 165 of hills unconsolidated  sedimentary
Northern Indiana with sand and rocks
Drift Plain stronger gravel
slopes outwash.
PANHANDLE BACKHAUL PROJECT
Edgerton 10 Gate - N/A N/A Central Eastern Lake N/A 800 mostly flat  glacial and Devonian >5.0 N/A
Valve Setting Lowlands post glacial shale
lake deposits
Zionsville 3 Gate - N/A N/A Central Eastern Lake N/A 815 mostly flat  glacial till Devonian >5.0 N/A
Valve Setting Lowlands limestone and
dolostone
Tuscola 6 Gate/ N/A N/A Central Eastern Lake N/A 575 mostly flat  glacial till Pennsylvanian >5.0 N/A
Mainline Scrubber Lowlands shale and
sandstone
Panhandle-Rover N/A N/A Central Eastern Lake N/A 720 mostly flat  glacial till Devonian >5.0 N/A
Interconnect Lowlands limestone and
shale
Edgerton Compressor N/A N/A Central Till Plains N/A 755 mostly flat  glacial till Silurian >5.0 N/A
Station Lowlands limestone
Zionsville Compressor N/A N/A Central Till Plains N/A 875 mostly flat  glacial till Devonian - >5.0 N/A
Station Lowlands Mississippian
Shale
Montezuma N/A N/A Central Till Plains N/A 500 mostly flat  glacial till Pennsylvanian >5.0 N/A
Compressor Station Lowlands shale and
sandstone
Tuscola Compressor N/A N/A Central Till Plains N/A 670 mostly flat  glacial till Pennsylvanian >5.0 N/A
Station Lowlands shale and

sandstone
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TABLE 4.1.1-1 (continued)

Summary of Physiographic and Geologic Characteristics along the Projects

Relief Range in Age and Bedrock Associated
Start End Physiographic Physiographic Ranges Elevation Overburden Bedrock Depth Aboveground
Pipeline Segment MP MP Province Section(s) (ft) (ft, amsl) a Slope Type Type (ft bgs) Facility(s)
TRUNKLINE BACKHAUL PROJECT
Panhandle-Trunkline N/A N/A Central Till Plains N/A 670 mostly flat  glacial till Pennsylvanian >5.0 Tuscola Compressor
Interconnect Lowlands shale and Station
sandstone
Bourbon Meter Station ~ N/A N/A Central Till Plains N/A 655 mostly flat  glacial till Pennsylvanian  >5.0 N/A
Lowlands shale and
sandstone
Johnsonville N/A N/A Central Till Plains N/A 505 mostly flat  glacial till Pennsylvanian  >5.0 N/A
Compressor Station Lowlands shale and
sandstone
Joppa Compressor N/A N/A Atlantic Coastal  Eastern Gulf N/A 380 mostly flat  lake deposits Cretaceous >5.0 N/A
Station Plain Coastal Plain and alluvium sandstone,
clay, and mud
Dyersburg Compressor ~ N/A N/A Atlantic Coastal  Eastern Gulf N/A 345 mostly flat  loess and Quaternary silt  >5.0 N/A
Station Plain Coastal Plain loessal
alluvium and
colluvium
Independence N/A N/A Atlantic Coastal ~ Eastern Gulf N/A 140 mostly flat  loess and Eocene sand >5.0. N/A
Compressor Station Plain Coastal Plain loessal clay, or mud
alluvium and
colluvium

ft amsl = feet above mean sea level.
ft bgs = feet below ground surface.

a Elevations (feet amsl) for the Panhandle and Trunkline Projects were determined using USGS topographic maps and represent the average elevation at the facility modification location.

Sources:

Fenneman and Johnson, 1946; USGS, 2003a; USGS, 2007a; USGS, 2007b; USGS, 2007c; USGS, 2008; USDA, 2015




TABLE 4.1.1-2

Surficial Geology Crossed by the Rover Pipeline Project (miles)

Project Component Surficial Geology Ml OH PA wv
Berne Lateral Colluvium 0.0 3.7 0.0 0.0
Burgettstown Lateral Colluvium 0.0 35.9 104 0.0

Lake deposits 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0
Bedrock 0.0 0.0 0.0 51
Cadiz Lateral Colluvium 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0
CGT Lateral Bedrock 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.7
Clarington Lateral Colluvium 0.0 32.7 0.0 0.0
Sherwood Lateral Colluvium 0.0 18.3 0.0 0.0
Bedrock 0.0 0.0 0.0 35.7
Majorsville Lateral Colluvium 0.0 11.3 0.0 0.0
Bedrock 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.6
Seneca Lateral Colluvium 0.0 25.6 0.0 0.0
Supply Connector Lines A and B Colluvium 0.0 18.8 0.0 0.0
Mainlines A and B Colluvium 0.0 9.6 0.0 0.0
Moraine 0.0 1415 0.0 0.0
Kames and eskers 0.0 55 0.0 0.0
Lake deposits 0.0 17.6 0.0 0.0
Outwash 0.0 9.8 0.0 0.0
Market Segment Moraine 29.7 14.0 0.0 0.0
Glacial till 10.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
Glacial outwash sand and gravel and 7.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
postglacial alluvium
Ice-contact outwash sand and gravel 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lake deposits 5.2 14.6 0.0 0.0
Glacial till 13.4 0.0 0.0 0.0

Sources: USGS, 2007a; USGS, 2007b; USGS 2008
Bedrock = Residuum parent bedrock including limestone, shale, siltstone, and sandstone.

Market Segment

The Market Segment component of the Rover Project would be located within northwestern Ohio
and southeastern Michigan. Topography in this area is relatively flat in northwestern Ohio and becomes
increasingly hilly moving north into Michigan. Topographic relief ranges from 6 to 165 feet with
elevations ranging from 710 to 997 feet above mean sea level in this area. The majority of bedrock
consists of Antrim Shale, Coldwater Shale, Marshall Sandstone, and the Sunbury and Bedford
Formations, with the Coldwater Shale unit being the largest subcomponent (USGS, 2007a; USGS,
2007b). The surficial geology in the area of Ohio in which the Market Segment would be located consists
of nearly equal portions of glacial deposits. In Michigan, the majority of the surficial geology is the result
of glaciation and consists mainly of glacial moraines, tills, and outwash material (see table 4.1.1-2) (Esch,
2012; USGS, 20033).
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4.1.1.2 Aboveground Facilities

Various aboveground facilities are associated with each of the Rover pipeline components. Six
new compressor stations, 2 new delivery stations, 11 new receipt stations, and 2 bi-directional meter
stations are associated with the Supply Laterals. Three new compressor stations and two new delivery
stations are associated with Mainlines A and B, and one new compressor station and two new delivery
stations are associated with the Market Segment. These aboveground facilities are collocated with the
proposed Rover pipelines; therefore, the locations of the aboveground facilities would exhibit
physiography and geology similar to the areas crossed by the pipelines.

The Panhandle Project includes modifications to four existing compressor stations and four gates
along Panhandle’s existing pipeline system. All facilities are in the Central Lowlands Province
physiographic region (Fenneman and Johnson, 1946). This area consists of Silurian to the
Pennsylvanian-age sedimentary bedrock (Vigil et al., 2000) (see table 4.1.1-1). Surficial geology consists
generally of glacial deposits.

The Trunkline Project includes modifications at five existing compressor stations and one meter
station along Trunkline’s existing pipeline system. All facilities are within the Coastal Plain Province and
the Central Lowlands Province (see table 4.1.1-1). The Coastal Plain Province is characterized by
Cretaceous to Holocene-age sedimentary bedrock (Frazier, 2007). Topography in the area of the
Trunkline Project consists of a terraced landscape that either leads to or is found along creeks and rivers
(William and Mary, 2011).

41.1.3 Contractor Yards and Access Roads

The access roads and contractor yards are in the same general vicinity as the Rover pipelines, and
geologic conditions would not vary significantly. The Panhandle and Trunkline Projects would site their
contractor yards within the fence lines of the existing compressor stations to be modified and that have
been previously disturbed, therefore geologic conditions would not vary. No new or temporary access
roads would be created for the Panhandle and Trunkline Projects.

4.1.14 Geotechnical Investigations for Horizontal Directional Drill Crossings

Rover is continuing to conduct geotechnical investigations to evaluate subsurface conditions at
the proposed HDD crossing sites. The purpose of these investigations is to confirm the understanding of
the geology of the immediate area and to help design each crossing. These geotechnical investigations
would help determine the feasibility of using either an HDD or other trenchless crossing method. Rover
is currently proposing to cross 31 locations using the HDD method. The majority of the geotechnical
investigations are complete and were submitted to the Commission in July 2015. Table 4.1.1-3
summarizes the status of the geotechnical investigations for each of the proposed HDD crossing locations.
Because Rover has not provided the results of all of the geotechnical studies for all proposed trenchless
crossings, we recommend that:

e Prior to construction, Rover should file with the Secretary all outstanding
geotechnical feasibility studies for trenchless crossing locations.

As previously discussed, the Panhandle and Trunkline Projects do not include a pipeline
component, therefore would not require trenchless crossings.
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TABLE 4.1.1-3

Summary of Geotechnical Investigations for the Horizontal Directional Drill Method Along the

Rover Pipeline Project

Crossing Distance

Status of
Geotechnical

Pipeline Segment Feature Avoided Start MP (feet) Investigations
Sherwood Lateral Middle Island Creek 13.0 1,907 Complete
Middle Island Creek 23.7 2,953 Complete
Ohio River 33.8 6,370 Complete
CGT Lateral None proposed - - N/A
Seneca Lateral None proposed - - N/A
Berne Lateral None proposed - - N/A
Clarington Lateral Captina Creek 6.0 1,854 Complete
Interstate 70 18.9 2,394 Complete
Majorsville Lateral Ohio River 11.9 2,803 Ongoing
Cadiz Lateral None proposed - - N/A
Supply Connector Highway 151 16.8 1,340 Complete
Lines Aand B
Burgettstown Lateral Ohio River 16.8 7,124 Ongoing
Mainlines A and B Indian Fork 25.6 4,097 Complete
Sandy Creek 35.7 1,340 Complete
Interstate 77 39.6 1,649 Complete
Tuscarawas River 41.9 4,616 Complete
Tributaries (2) - 53.5 1,640 Complete
North Fork Sugar
Creek
Prairie Lane 68.3 2,129 Complete
Norfolk Southern 69.2 1,787 Complete
Railroad
State Highway 3 71.9 1,761 Complete
(Columbus Road)
U.S. Highway 30 77.0 1,650 Complete
(West Lincoln Way)
Interstate 71 91.7 1,343 Complete
U.S. Highway 42 / 94.6 1,349 Complete
Railroad
Black Fork Mohican 95.9 1,995 Ongoing
River
County Route 12/ 135.3 1,847 Complete
Honey Creek
Honey Creek 140.6 1,340 Complete
Sandusky River 142.4 1,640 Complete
Interstate 75 170.2 3,485 Complete
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TABLE 4.1.1-3 (continued)

Summary of Geotechnical Investigations for the Horizontal Directional Drill Method Along the
Rover Pipeline Project

Status of
Crossing Distance Geotechnical
Pipeline Segment Feature Avoided Start MP (feet) Investigations
State Route 109/ S. 190.3 2,616 Complete
Fork Turkeyfoot
Creek
Maumee River 200.7 2,380 Complete
Market Segment State Route 52 62.2 3,001 Ongoing
(Austin Road)
Interstate 94 T4.7EQ 2,144 Complete
Portage River 84.5EQ 2,070 Complete
Lake at Vines Road 95.1 1,815 Complete
Marion-Losco Drain 96.8 3,462 Ongoing

(Jewell Road)

N/A = Not applicable
Source: Terracon, 2015

4.1.2 Mineral Resources

Mineral resources identified within 0.25 mile of the Rover Project include active, inactive, and
permitted (but not yet constructed) oil and gas wells. Mineral resources also include both underground
and surface mining operations including coal, sand, gravel, clay, flagstone, and halite mines (USGS,
2014b). Information regarding mineral resources in proximity to the Rover Project facilities was obtained
through the Pennsylvania Spatial Data Access (PASDA) GIS data layer for Industrial Mineral Mining
Operations (PASDA, 2015a), the Ohio Department of Natural Resources (OHDNR, 2015a), the West
Virginia Geological Survey Interactive Data Tool (WVGS, 2015), and the USGS Mineral Resource Data
System (USGS, 2014b).

Mineral resources within 0.25 mile of the Panhandle and Trunkline Projects vary by region.
These resources would not be impacted because all activities related to these Projects would take place at
existing facilities.

4121 Mining

There are 121 known mining operations within 0.25 mile of the Rover Project, consisting mainly
of coal, sand, gravel, and limestone mines (see table 4.1.2-1). Of these mines, 51 active mining
operations and 54 inactive would be crossed by the Project rights-of-way. In addition to mapped mines,
unmapped abandoned mines could be present along the Rover Project route. Section 4.1.3.6 provides
additional information on unmapped historic mines and the potential hazards associated with them.
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Mines Located Within 0.25 Mile of the Rover Pipeline Project

TABLE 4.1.2-1

Distance
Distance from
Project Start End Affecteda  Projectb
Component MP MP (miles) (feet) Name ¢ Type Resource Status
Sherwood N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Lateral d
CGT Lateral d N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Seneca Lateral 21.6 21.8 0.3 0.0 North Underground Coal Inactive
American Coal
Corporation
Seneca Lateral 23.6 25.6 2.1 0.0 North Underground Coal Inactive
American Coal
Corporation
Seneca Lateral 23.7 23.8 0.0 0.0 Quarto Mining  Surface Coal Active
Company
Seneca Lateral 23.8 23.8 0.0 0.0 Quarto Mining  Surface Coal Active
Company
Seneca Lateral 0.4 0.4 0.0 1,756.0  Christman Surface Stone, Active
Quarry Crushed/
Broken
Seneca Lateral 1.2 1.2 0.0 1,003.8  Christman Surface Limestone  Inactive
Quarry
Clarington 0.0 4.1 4.1 0.0 North Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral American Coal
Corporation
Clarington 4.1 5.8 1.8 0.0 Unknown Underground Coal Active
Lateral
Clarington 5.1 6.2 1.0 1,058.9  Cravat Coal Surface Coal Active
Lateral Company
Clarington 6.3 6.4 0.1 1,025.9  Belmont Coal Surface Coal Active
Lateral Incorporated
Clarington 6.6 6.8 0.1 0.0 Captina Coal Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral Company
Clarington 6.9 7.1 0.2 0.0 Crow Oil & Underground ~ Coal Inactive
Lateral Gas Company
Clarington 7.6 8.1 0.5 0.0 North Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral American Coal
Company
Clarington 8.7 14.3 5.6 0.0 Unknown Underground Coal Active
Lateral
Clarington 144 15.2 0.8 0.0 Y & O Coal Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral Company
Clarington 15.4 15.5 0.1 1,020.9  Marietta Coal Surface Coal Active
Lateral Company
Clarington 16.0 16.7 0.6 0.0 R & F Coal Surface Coal Active
Lateral Company
Clarington 16.0 18.1 21 0.0 Unknown Underground  Coal Active
Lateral
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Mines Located Within 0.25 Mile of the Rover Pipeline Project

TABLE 4.1.2-1 (continued)

Distance
Distance from
Project Start End Affecteda  Projectb
Component MP MP (miles) (feet) Name ¢ Type Resource Status

Clarington 17.0 17.0 0.0 0.0 R & F Coal Surface Coal Active
Lateral Company
Clarington 17.1 17.1 0.0 0.0 R & F Coal Surface Coal Active
Lateral Company
Clarington 18.1 18.8 0.7 0.0 Saginaw Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral Mining

Company
Clarington 19.8 19.8 0.1 0.0 R & F Coal Surface Coal Active
Lateral Company
Clarington 19.8 19.8 0.0 0.0 R & F Coal Surface Coal Active
Lateral Company
Clarington 20.3 20.3 0.0 0.0 Progress Coal Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral Company
Clarington 20.5 20.9 0.4 0.0 R & F Coal Surface Coal Active
Lateral Company
Clarington 20.5 20.8 0.3 0.0 Progress Coal Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral Company
Clarington 20.9 20.9 0.0 0.0 R & F Coal Surface Coal Active
Lateral Company
Clarington 21.3 21.4 0.0 0.0 Elm Grove Underground ~ Coal Inactive
Lateral Mining

Company
Clarington 21.8 22.5 0.6 1,189.2  Bannock Coal  Surface Coal Active
Lateral Company
Clarington 22.1 22.2 0.1 0.0 R & F Coal Surface Coal Active
Lateral Company
Clarington 22.2 22.2 0.0 0.0 Elm Grove Underground  Coal Inactive
Lateral Mining

Company
Clarington 222 25.7 3.4 1,201.4  The Ohio River  Surface Coal Active
Lateral Collieries

Company
Clarington 224 22.6 0.1 0.0 Warner Underground  Coal Inactive
Lateral Collieries
Clarington 22.6 22.6 0.0 1,206.4 Bannock Coal Surface Coal Active
Lateral Company
Clarington 22.7 22.9 0.2 0.0 Monaco Coal Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral Mining

Company
Clarington 23.2 235 0.3 0.0 Monaco Coal Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral Mining

Company
Clarington 24.3 25.5 1.2 0.0 Consolidation Underground  Coal Inactive
Lateral Coal Company
Clarington 26.1 26.2 0.1 0.0 Consolidation Underground  Coal Inactive
Lateral Coal Company
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TABLE 4.1.2-1 (continued)

Mines Located Within 0.25 Mile of the Rover Pipeline Project

Distance
Distance from
Project Start End Affecteda  Projectb
Component MP MP (miles) (feet) Name ¢ Type Resource Status

Clarington 26.2 26.3 0.1 0.0 Consolidation Underground ~ Coal Inactive
Lateral Coal Company
Clarington 26.3 27.6 14 0.0 Consolidation Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral Coal Company
Clarington 26.3 27.3 0.9 0.0 Consolidation Surface Coal Active
Lateral Coal Company
Clarington 27.4 275 0.2 0.0 Consolidation Surface Coal Active
Lateral Coal Company
Clarington 27.7 27.8 0.1 0.0 Consolidation Surface Coal Active
Lateral Coal Company
Clarington 28.1 28.2 0.2 0.0 R & F Coal Surface Coal Active
Lateral Company
Clarington 28.2 28.3 0.0 917.3 Consolidation Surface Coal Active
Lateral Coal Company
Clarington 28.3 28.3 0.0 0.0 Consolidation Surface Coal Active
Lateral Coal Company
Clarington 29.3 29.9 0.6 0.0 Consolidation Surface Coal Active
Lateral Coal Company
Clarington 30.1 30.4 0.3 0.0 Consolidation Surface Coal Active
Lateral Coal Company
Clarington 30.7 30.7 0.0 0.0 Ensurco Surface Limestone  Active
Lateral Associates

Incorporated
Clarington 30.8 30.9 0.0 0.0 Ensurco Surface Limestone  Active
Lateral Associates

Incorporated
Majorsville 0.6 2.0 15 0.0 Consol Energy ~ Underground Unknown Active
Lateral
Majorsville 5.3 7.0 1.6 0.0 Consol Energy ~ Underground Unknown Active
Lateral
Majorsville 7.1 7.7 0.5 0.0 Consol Energy ~ Underground Unknown Active
Lateral
Majorsville 8.2 8.4 0.2 0.0 Hitchman Coal  Underground Coal Active
Lateral & Coke

Company
Majorsville 8.6 8.7 0.1 0.0 Hitchman Coal  Underground Coal Active
Lateral & Coke

Company
Majorsville 9.5 9.7 0.2 0.0 Hitchman Coal  Underground  Coal Active
Lateral & Coke

Company
Majorsville 9.8 9.8 0.0 0.0 Hitchman Coal  Underground  Coal Active
Lateral & Coke

Company
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TABLE 4.1.2-1 (continued)

Mines Located Within 0.25 Mile of the Rover Pipeline Project

Distance
Distance from
Project Start End Affecteda  Projectb
Component MP MP (miles) (feet) Name ¢ Type Resource Status

Majorsville 10.0 10.1 0.1 0.0 Hitchman Coal  Underground  Coal Active
Lateral & Coke

Company
Majorsville 10.2 10.9 0.7 0.0 Hitchman Coal  Underground  Coal Active
Lateral & Coke

Company
Majorsville 111 11.2 0.0 0.0 Hitchman Coal  Underground  Coal Active
Lateral & Coke

Company
Majorsville 12.4 14.1 1.6 0.0 Cambria Underground  Coal Inactive
Lateral Colleries

Company
Majorsville 14.1 14.4 0.3 0.0 Rail & River Underground ~ Coal Inactive
Lateral Coal Company
Majorsville 14.4 16.1 1.7 0.0 Rail & River Underground ~ Coal Inactive
Lateral Coal Company
Majorsville 15.2 17.2 2.0 0.0 Rail & River Underground ~ Coal Inactive
Lateral Coal Company
Majorsville 17.2 17.6 0.4 0.0 Cambria Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral Mining

Company
Majorsville 17.6 194 17 0.0 North Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral American Coal

Company
Majorsville 194 19.6 0.2 0.0 North Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral American Coal

Company
Majorsville 19.6 20.3 0.7 0.0 North Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral American Coal

Company
Majorsville 20.9 22.2 13 0.0 North Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral American Coal

Company
Majorsville 22.3 23.2 0.9 0.0 Unknown Underground Coal Active
Lateral
Majorsville 224 22.6 0.1 0.0 Cravat Coal Surface Coal Active
Lateral Company
Majorsville 23.3 23.6 0.3 0.0 Unknown Underground  Coal Active
Lateral
Cadiz Lateral 0.0 0.9 0.9 0.0 Consolidation Surface Coal Active

Coal Company
Burgettstown 0.0 0.4 0.4 0.0 Unknown Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral
Burgettstown 2.1 2.3 0.3 0.0 Unknown Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral
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Mines Located Within 0.25 Mile of the Rover Pipeline Project

TABLE 4.1.2-1 (continued)

Distance
Distance from
Project Start End Affecteda  Project b
Component MP MP (miles) (feet) Name ¢ Type Resource Status

Burgettstown 4.2 4.4 0.2 1,632.0  Unknown Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral
Burgettstown 15.2 15.4 0.1 1,632.0 Unknown Surface Coal Active
Lateral
Burgettstown 155 155 0.0 0.0 Unknown Surface Coal Active
Lateral
Burgettstown 16.3 16.6 0.3 0.0 Kaul Clay Underground Clay Inactive
Lateral Company
Burgettstown 16.4 16.5 0.1 0.0 Kaul- Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral Oberkirch

Company
Burgettstown 16.8 16.9 0.0 0.0 Kaul Clay Underground  Clay Inactive
Lateral Company
Burgettstown 16.9 17.0 0.1 0.0 Kaul Clay Underground Clay Inactive
Lateral Company
Burgettstown 16.9 17.0 0.0 0.0 Rutledge Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral Brothers
Burgettstown 17.0 17.0 0.0 0.0 Morelli Coal Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral Company
Burgettstown 17.0 17.1 0.1 0.0 Kaul Clay Underground Clay Inactive
Lateral Company
Burgettstown 17.1 17.1 0.0 0.0 Rutledge Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral Brothers
Burgettstown 20.2 20.3 0.1 0.0 S&D Surface Coal Active
Lateral Construction

Corporation
Burgettstown 255 25.7 0.2 1,035.3  The Ohio River  Surface Coal Active
Lateral Collieries

Company
Burgettstown 29.4 29.8 0.4 0.0 North Underground  Coal Inactive
Lateral American Coal

Company
Burgettstown 34.3 34.4 0.1 0.0 Y & O Coal Underground  Coal Inactive
Lateral Company
Burgettstown 344 345 0.0 0.0 Y & O Coal Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral Company
Burgettstown 34.9 35.6 0.6 0.0 Y & O Coal Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral Company
Burgettstown 35.6 35.6 0.0 0.0 Y & O Coal Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral Company
Burgettstown 35.6 35.7 0.0 0.0 Y & O Coal Underground  Coal Inactive
Lateral Company
Burgettstown 35.7 35.8 0.1 0.0 Y & O Coal Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral Company
Burgettstown 35.8 36.0 0.1 0.0 Y & O Coal Underground Coal Inactive
Lateral Company
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TABLE 4.1.2-1 (continued)

Mines Located Within 0.25 Mile of the Rover Pipeline Project

Distance
Distance from
Project Start End Affecteda  Project b
Component MP MP (miles) (feet) Name ¢ Type Resource Status

Burgettstown 49.6 50.1 0.4 0.0 Unknown Underground Coal Active
Lateral
Burgettstown 50.2 50.8 0.7 0.0 Unknown Underground Coal Active
Lateral
Mainlines A 2.2 31 1.0 0.0 R & F Coal Surface Coal Active
and B Company
Mainlines A 3.2 3.4 0.2 0.0 R & F Coal Surface Coal Active
and B Company
Mainlines A 154 18.2 2.9 0.0 Unknown Underground Coal Active
and B
Mainlines A 16.1 16.4 0.2 0.0 Puskarich Surface Coal Active
and B Mining

Incorporated
Mainlines A 184 18.5 0.1 0.0 Muskingum Underground Coal Inactive
and B Coal Company
Mainlines A 194 19.9 0.6 0.0 Unknown Underground Unknown Active
and B
Mainlines A 20.2 215 13 0.0 Unknown Underground Unknown Active
and B
Mainlines A 21.7 22.2 0.5 0.0 Somers Mining  Underground  Coal Inactive
and B Company
Mainlines A 255 25.8 0.3 0.0 Puskarich Surface Limestone  Active
and B Mining

Incorporated
Mainlines A 259 25.9 0.5 0.0 Puskarich Surface Limestone  Active
and B Mining

Incorporated
Mainlines A 26.0 26.1 0.0 0.0 Puskarich Surface Limestone  Active
and B Mining

Incorporated
Mainlines A 30.3 30.7 0.6 0.0 Red Malcut Surface Coal Active
and B Incorporated
Mainlines A 30.8 314 0.6 0.0 Red Malcut Surface Coal Active
and B Incorporated
Mainlines A 31.0 311 0.1 0.0 Markley, Underground  Coal Inactive
and B George J.
Mainlines A 31.2 31.8 0.5 0.0 Federal Clay Underground  Clay, Coal Inactive
and B Products

Company
Mainlines A 321 321 0.0 0.0 Strong, W.G. Underground Coal Inactive
and B
Mainlines A 32.2 32.7 0.5 0.0 Miller Mining  Surface Coal Inactive
and B Incorporated
Mainlines A 32.2 32.3 0.5 782.0 Strong, W.G. Underground  Coal Inactive
and B
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TABLE 4.1.2-1 (continued)

Mines Located Within 0.25 Mile of the Rover Pipeline Project

Distance
Distance from
Project Start End Affecteda  Projectb
Component MP MP (miles) (feet) Name ¢ Type Resource Status

Mainlines A 38.8 38.9 0.0 0.0 Countywide Surface Coal Inactive
and B Landfill

Incorporated
Mainlines A 39.3 39.3 0.0 835.7 Countywide Surface Coal Inactive
and B Landfill

Incorporated
Mainlines A 46.1 46.1 0.0 0.0 Wilmot Mining  Surface Coal Inactive
and B Company
Mainlines A 51.9 52.8 0.9 1,047.9 Mullet Coal Surface Coal Active
and B Company
Mainlines A 55.3 57.9 2.5 1,615.7 Salt Creek Surface Coal Active
and B Corporation
Market N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Segment d
a Mathematical discrepancies are due to rounding.
b Adistance of 0.0 mile indicates that the mining operation would be crossed by the Rover Project.
c Unknown mines located in proximity to one another could be the same mine crossed at different locations. For the

purposes of this report, unknown mines are individually identified.
d No mines were identified within 0.25 mile of the specified Project component.
Sources: OHDNR, 2015a; PASDA, 2015a; USGS, 2014b; WVGS, 2015

41.2.2 Oil and Gas Production

A total of 864 active and 22 inactive oil and gas wells were identified within 0.25 mile of the
Rover Project. An additional eight wells with an unknown status are also within 0.25 mile of the Rover
Project. Table 4.1.2-2 summarizes wells in the Rover Project area by status and nearest Project
component. Appendix J provides a complete list of all 894 wells within 0.25 mile of the Rover Project
along with their location relative to the Project area, well type (i.e., oil or gas), and status. Of the active
wells within 0.25 mile of the Rover Project, the closest would be 2.2 feet from the Burgettstown Lateral at
MP BGL 4.0. Several additional wells would be within 100 feet of the Rover Project. One active natural
gas storage facility was identified within 0.3 mile of the CGT Lateral route at MP CGT 5.7 (EIA, 2008),
and the OHDNR (2015a) database identified three gas storage wells along Mainlines A and B near MP
MAB 74.4. The closest of these gas storage wells would be 68.6 feet from the Rover Project.

Unmapped oil and gas wells could also be present along the Rover Project route. Section 4.1.5
identifies measures that Rover would implement when working near active oil and gas wells and in the
event a previously unknown well is encountered during construction.
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TABLE 4.1.2-2

Summary of Oil and Gas Wells within 0.25 Mile of the Rover Pipeline Project

Component Active Wells Inactive Wells Unknown Total
Berne Lateral 9 1 0 10
Burgettstown Lateral 90 2 0 92
Cadiz Lateral 1 0 0 1
CGT Lateral 45 3 3 51
Clarington Lateral 26 0 0 26
Mainlines A and B 257 3 3 263
Majorsville Lateral 38 0 0 38
Market Segment 9 12 0 21
Seneca Lateral 69 0 0 69
Sherwood Lateral 268 1 2 271
Supply Connector 52 0 0 52
Total 864 22 8 894

Sources: OHDNR, 2015a; PASDA, 2015a; USGS, 2014b; WVGS, 2015

4.1.3 Geologic Hazards

Geologic hazards including seismicity (e.g., earthquakes), surface faults, soil liquefaction,
landslides, flash flooding, ground subsidence due to karst topography and mining activities, shallow
bedrock, and blasting were evaluated for the Projects. These hazards are discussed in the sections that
follow. Conditions necessary for the development of other geologic hazards, including avalanches and
volcanism, are not present in the vicinity of the Projects and are therefore not discussed below.

4.1.3.1 Seismicity

The majority of significant earthquakes around the world are associated with tectonic subduction
zones, where one crustal plate is overriding another (e.g., the Japanese islands), where tectonic plates are
sliding past each other (e.g., California), or where tectonic plates are converging (e.g., the Indian Sub-
Continent). Unlike these highly active tectonic regions, the Project areas are not located in proximity to
any tectonic plate boundaries and are relatively seismically quiet except for several fault zones described
below. Earthquakes, however, do occur in the area of the Projects, largely due to trailing edge tectonics
and residual stress release from past orogenic (i.e., mountain building) events.

The shaking during an earthquake can be expressed in terms of the acceleration due to gravity.
Based on USGS seismic hazard mapping, the Rover Project facilities are in areas where the maximum
peak horizontal ground accelerations of 4 to 10 percent of the force of gravity (g) have a 2 percent chance
of being exceeded in 50 years. Peak horizontal ground accelerations between 2 and 4 percent g have a
10 percent chance of being exceeded in 50 years (Petersen et al., 2014). Peak ground accelerations less
than 10 percent g are considered as having little to no potential for damage. In general, modern electric
arc-welded steel pipelines have not sustained damage during seismic events except due to either
permanent ground deformation or traveling ground-wave propagation greater than or equal to a Modified
Mercalli Intensity of VIII (O’Rourke and Palmer, 1994a).
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The State of Ohio Hazard Mitigation Plan identifies two seismically active areas (see figure 4.1.3-
1). These zones, both of which are located more than 60 miles from the Project area, are in the areas of
Lake County and Shelby County and are characterized by poorly known faults that are deeply buried.
The faults in these areas developed about 1 billion years ago during mountain building events (OHEMA,
2011). No areas of high incidence of earthquakes were identified within Pennsylvania, West Virginia, or
Michigan. Table 4.1.3-1 identifies historic earthquakes that have occurred nearest to the Rover Project
area since 1853. The largest magnitude earthquake was a 4.98, which occurred in 1986. Since 1853, 39
earthquakes have occurred in the Rover Project area the closest of which occurred about 30 miles away
from the Rover Project. No earthquakes occurred within the counties crossed by the Rover Project, and
all earthquakes were of a magnitude of less than 5.0 (USGS, 2015a).

Seismicity in the area of the Panhandle Project is relatively low with the estimated peak ground
accelerations of 1 percent g or an earthquake with a 10 percent chance of being exceeded within 50 years
(i.e., a 500-year earthquake). Since 1900, three earthquakes, all with a magnitude of less than 5.0 have
occurred in the vicinity of the Panhandle Project area. The quakes included a 2.6 magnitude quake
5.8 miles away in 2015, a 3.6 magnitude quake 3.3 miles away in 2000, and a 3.2 magnitude quake
9.9 miles away in 1990.

Seismicity within the majority of the Trunkline Project area can be characterized as relatively low
with ground accelerations for an earthquake with a 10 percent probability of occurring within 50 years of
less than 10 percent g. However, parts of the Trunkline Project located in southern Illinois, western
Kentucky, and western Tennessee are in close proximity to the New Madrid fault, and ground
accelerations on the order of 25 to 30 percent have been estimated for a 500-year earthquake in this area.

The Panhandle and Trunkline Projects do not require the construction of new facilities that could
potentially be affected by earthquake activity, therefore we do not consider impacts associated with
seismicity to these Projects to be a concern.

4132 Faults

Faulting due to tectonic events over geologic time scale is not known to occur along the Rover
pipeline route, but small seismic events have been recorded. For a fault to be considered active,
displacement must have taken place during the Holocene Epoch within the last 10,000 years (USGS,
2006). The Bowling Green Thrust Fault located near MP MAB 170.0 is the only mapped fault that would
be crossed by the Projects. The exact age of the Bowling Green fault is unknown, but a paper by the Ohio
Geological Society (OHGS, 1995) states that the fault formed most likely during the late cretaceous.
However, it is possible that this fault is younger but due to undisturbed glacial sediments not younger
than the Pleistocene 1.8 million years ago. A Quaternary fault is an active fault that has been recognized
at the surface and has evidence of movement in the past 1.6 million years. A review of the USGS
Quaternary Fault and Fold Database of the United States did not identify any active Holocene-age faults
in the vicinity of either the Rover or Panhandle Project facilities. Portions of the Trunkline Project (i.e.,
the Dyersburg and Joppa Compressor Stations) would be in relatively close proximity to the New Madrid
seismic zone at a distance of about 47 and 60 miles, respectively (USGS, 2006).
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TABLE 4.1.3-1

Earthquake Magnitude 3.5 and Greater Occurrence in Proximity to the

Rover Pipeline Project

Distance From

Project (miles) Magnitude Year Closest Project Component Source
5.4 41 1824 Majorsville Lateral WVGES
25.2 44 1853 CGT Lateral WVGES
42.8 3.6 1909 Majorsville Lateral WVGES
38.4 3.6 1963 Burgettstown Lateral WVGES
415 45 1964 Sherwood Lateral WVGES
435 3.5 1965 Sherwood Lateral WVGES
42.8 35 1967 Sherwood Lateral WVGES
384 4.6 1969 Sherwood Lateral WVGES
42.0 3.7 1972 Sherwood Lateral WVGES
10.9 4.0 1776 Mainline A Ohio DNR
10.9 45 1779 Mainline A Ohio DNR
34.8 35 1834 Mainline A Ohio DNR
22.2 35 1843 Mainline A Ohio DNR
19.6 3.7 1848 Berne Lateral Ohio DNR
34.7 35 1854 Mainline A Ohio DNR
14.6 3.8 1873 Mainline A Ohio DNR
21.3 4.7 1875 Mainline A Ohio DNR
12.3 4.8 1884 Mainline A Ohio DNR
9.6 3.8 1885 Mainline B Ohio DNR
17.4 3.8 1886 Berne Lateral Ohio DNR
16.9 3.8 1892 Mainline A Ohio DNR
35.2 4.3 1901 Berne Lateral Ohio DNR
19.3 3.6 1926 Berne Lateral Ohio DNR
18.8 3.7 1929 Mainline A Ohio DNR
21.2 4.2 1930 Mainline A Ohio DNR
18.4 4.7 1931 Mainline A Ohio DNR
17.2 4.9 1937 Mainline A Ohio DNR
17.6 5.4 1937 Mainline A Ohio DNR
20.3 4.4 1943 Mainline B Ohio DNR
19.4 4.1 1944 Mainline A Ohio DNR
11.6 3.9 1952 Berne Lateral Ohio DNR
9.0 35 1955 Market Segment Non ITC Ohio DNR
15.7 3.7 1956 Mainline A Ohio DNR
18.8 3.7 1957 Mainline A Ohio DNR
2.0 3.7 1967 Mainline B Ohio DNR
19.6 3.7 1967 Berne Lateral Ohio DNR
5.4 41 1824 Majorsville Lateral PA DCNR
42.8 3.5 1909 Majorsville Lateral PA DCNR

Environmental Analysis

4-22




TABLE 4.1.3-1 (continued)

Earthquake Magnitude 3.5 and Greater Occurrence in Proximity to the
Rover Pipeline Project

Distance From

Project (miles) Magnitude Year Closest Project Component Source
24.8 3.7 1852 Burgettstown Lateral PA DCNR
38.4 3.6 1963 Burgettstown Lateral PA DCNR
6.0 4.2 1927 Mainline B PA DCNR
33.2 3.9 1857 Mainline B PA DCNR
215 4.2 2015 Market Segment Non ITC USGS
16.0 3.5 2013 Berne Lateral USGS
13.4 3.7 2011 Burgettstown Lateral USGS
315 3.8 2010 Mainline A USGS
12.9 3.7 2007 Mainline B USGS
24.8 35 2006 Mainline B USGS
43.6 3.8 2004 Mainline A USGS
24.1 3.6 2003 Mainline B USGS
28.6 3.9 2001 Mainline B USGS
21.3 4.5 1998 Burgettstown Lateral USGS
37.6 3.6 1995 Berne Lateral USGS
9.7 3.5 1994 Market Segment Non ITC USGS
22.6 3.6 1993 Mainline B USGS
26.2 35 1992 Mainline B USGS
29.0 3.5 1991 Sherwood Lateral USGS
27.9 35 1987 Mainline B USGS
16.4 45 1986 Mainline A USGS
21.1 5.0 1986 Mainline B USGS
36.5 3.5 1983 Berne Lateral USGS
38.5 3.6 1979 Berne Lateral USGS
42.9 4.7 1976 Sherwood Lateral USGS
39.9 3.6 1974 Sherwood Lateral USGS

Sources: WVGS, 2014; OHDGS, 2015; Faill, 2003; USGS, 2015a

4.1.3.3 Soil Liguefaction

Soil liquefaction is a phenomenon often associated with seismic activity in which saturated, non-
cohesive soils temporarily lose their strength and liquefy (i.e., behave like viscous liquid) when subjected
to forces such as intense and prolonged ground shaking. Areas susceptible to liquefaction may include
soils that are generally sandy or silty and are mostly located along rivers, streams, lakes, and shorelines or
in areas with shallow groundwater (University of Washington, 2000). Due to the Project areas’ low
potential for seismicity and that the area consists of previously graded stabilized industrial ground,
hazards from soil liquefaction are not anticipated.
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4134 Landslides

Landslides are defined as the movement of rock, debris, or soil down a slope. Slope failure
causing a landslide can be initiated by precipitation, seismic activity, slope disturbance due to
construction or other activity, or a change in groundwater conditions, such as a seasonal high groundwater
table. Construction factors that may increase the potential for slope failure could include trenching along
slopes and the burden of construction equipment on unstable surfaces.

Information on landslide incidence and susceptibility was obtained through a review of the
digitally compiled Landslide Overview Map of the Conterminous United States (USGS, 1997). Several
locations near the Projects were identified as being susceptible to landslides. Red beds, areas made up of
red mudstone, can become weakened when wet and could potentially produce landslides. Red beds have
been identified in the Dunkard, Monongahela, and Conemaugh bedrock groups in Pennsylvania, West
Virginia, and eastern Ohio. About 224 miles along the Rover pipelines have been identified as having a
high susceptibility to landslides. Table 4.1.3-2 provides landslide susceptibility and incidence for the
Rover Project.

One component of the Panhandle Project, the Panhandle-Rover Interconnect, was identified as
having moderate susceptibility to landslides with a low incidence of landslide events. All other facilities
associated with the Panhandle and Trunkline Projects have a low susceptibility to landslides with low
incidence rate.

Landslides are associated with steep slopes. About 198 miles of the Rover pipeline routes would
be constructed in areas where the average slopes are between 15 and 30 percent, and about 138 miles of
the pipeline routes have average slopes greater than 30 percent. Table 4.1.3-3 provides areas of steep
slopes that would be crossed by the Rover Project. Construction and operation of the Panhandle and
Trunkline Projects would occur at previously graded, existing facility sites. Therefore, hazards due to
steep slopes are not anticipated for these Projects.

Rover performed an analysis of the expected geologic conditions and hazards along the proposed
pipeline routes. The analysis was limited to a desktop review of publically available information
including state-specific soils, bedrock, elevations, landslide susceptibility, and mining location data layers
provided by OHDNR, PADCNR, WVGES, the Michigan Department of Technology, Management, and
Budget GIS Open Data Portal, and USGS. These sources were used to determine areas prone to potential
hazards from landslides, underground mines, and surface mines (Terracon, 2015). Rover is currently
conducting an aerial survey to assess conditions along the Project right-of-way to determine areas that
may be of interest and require ground truthing (i.e., field surveys and potential additional geotechnical
analysis). However, to date the FERC has not received an update or any results of the additional
geotechnical investigation. Therefore, we recommend that:

e Prior to the end of the draft EIS comment period, Rover should file with the
Secretary all outstanding geotechnical studies and recommendations related to
potential hazards from landslides, underground mines, and surface mines.
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TABLE 4.1.3-2

Landslide Hazards in the Rover Pipeline Project Area

Crossing
Distance Landslide Landslide
Facility Start MP End MP (miles) a Susceptibility Incidence b
SUPPLY LATERALS
Sherwood Lateral 0.0 53.0 53.0 High Moderate
CGT Lateral 0.0 5.7 5.7 High Moderate
Seneca Lateral 0.0 2.8 2.8 High No data
2.8 25.6 229 High Moderate
Berne Lateral 0.0 0.3 0.3 High Moderate
0.3 3.7 34 High No data
Clarington Lateral 0.0 19.0 19.0 High Moderate
Majorsville Lateral 0.0 23.6 23.6 High Moderate
Cadiz Lateral 0.0 2.9 2.9 High No data
Burgettstown Lateral 0.0 15.9 15.9 High Moderate
15.9 42.3 26.5 High No data
42.3 51.3 9.0 High Low
Supply Connector Lines A and B 0.0 9.3 9.3 High No data
9.3 18.9 9.6 High Low
MAINLINES
Mainlines A and B 18.9 255 6.6 High Low
255 110.3 84.9 N/A Low
110.3 119.8 9.5 N/A Moderate
119.8 205.5 85.7 N/A Low
205.5 209.4 39 N/A Moderate
MARKET
Market Segment 0.0 6.6 6.6 N/A Moderate
6.6 101.2 94.6 N/A Low
a Mathematical discrepancies are due to rounding.
b No data - information was not provided.

KI/A = Information is not available
Source: USGS, 1997
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TABLE 4.1.3-3

Summary of Steep Slopes Crossed by the Rover Pipeline Project

Crossing Distance

(miles)
Project Component ASR 15 - 30% ASR > 30%
Berne Lateral 0.9 25
Sherwood Lateral 241 16.2
Burgettstown Lateral 15.9 104
Cadiz Lateral 0.4 0.8
CGT Lateral 4.0 0.9
Clarington Lateral 10.7 9.0
Majorsville Lateral 6.6 11.9
Seneca Lateral 14.7 6.2
Supply Connector Lines A and B 7.3 5.6
Mainlines A and B 9.5 4.8
Market Segment 4.8 0.5
Total 99.0 68.7

ASR = average slope range
Sources: USGS, 2007a; USGS, 2007b; USGS, 2008

4.1.35 Flash Flooding

The National Weather Service defines a flash flood as a flood caused by heavy or excessive
rainfall in a short period of time generally less than 6 hours (NWS, 2010). The potential for flash
flooding to occur and significantly impact construction or operation of the Projects is low but possible on
streams in the area of the Rover pipelines. The greatest potential for flash flooding to occur along
waterbodies in the area of the Rover Project is associated with high intensity, short-duration storm events.
The potential for higher water levels during flash flooding events may be increased by the clearing of
vegetation and soil disturbance caused by the construction of the pipeline. Section 4.3.2.6 provides a
discussion of the potential for scour to occur along the Project.

The work to be conducted as part of the Panhandle and Trunkline Projects would be limited to
modifications at existing facilities and no waterbody crossings are associated with these Projects.
Therefore, the potential for hazards from flash flooding for these Projects is very low.

4.1.3.6 Ground Subsidence

Common causes of ground subsidence include the presence of karst terrain, underground mining,
and significant groundwater or fluid withdrawal, such as that associated with oil-producing regions.
Ground subsidence can affect pipelines and aboveground facilities by causing loss of support that could
result in bending and/or rupture of pipelines and the weakening of foundations of aboveground facilities.
For buried pipelines, the areas of greatest concern are at the edges of the zone of subsidence. This is
where permanent differential ground displacements are highest and where the greatest stresses in the
pipeline are likely to occur.
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Karst Topography

Karst features such as sinkholes, caves, and caverns can form as a result of the long-term action
of groundwater on soluble carbonate rocks (e.g., limestone and dolostone), and collapse at ground level
triggered by rainfall events. The risk of the development of sinkholes along the Rover pipeline routes is
relatively low, based on a geologic literature review including USGS digital maps of karst topography
(OHDGS, 1999; USGS, 2014a; Weary and Doctor, 2014). According to Weary and Doctor (2014), the
Rover Project would cross 89.4 miles of areas that potentially have karst terrain, most of which are
located completely in northwest Ohio. Rover performed a desktop evaluation to identify potential karst-
prone areas along the Rover Project route. The results of this analysis are presented in the
Characterization of Karst Prone Areas Relative to the Proposed Pipeline Route Report and will be used
to conduct additional analysis in areas of known and probable karst areas (i.e., a more refined desktop
aerial photographic analysis and potentially field surveys) (Tetra Tech, 2015). Table 4.1.3-4 summarizes
the findings of the report. Rover will submit the results of the additional analysis to the Commission
upon completion.

The Panhandle and Trunkline Projects are not located in areas known to have karst features
(National Atlas, 2012).

TABLE 4.1.3-4

Summary of the Karst Topography Investigation for the Rover Project Area

Probability of

Section Segment MP Devgzr;rtnent Recommendations
Supply Laterals Burgettstown Lateral 0.0-52.0 Low No additional action recommended.
CGT Lateral 0.0-6.0 Low No additional action recommended.
Sherwood Lateral 0.0-54.0 Low No additional action recommended.
Majorsville Lateral 0.0-24.0 Low No additional action recommended.
Clarington Lateral 0.0-33.0 Low No additional action recommended.
Cadiz Lateral 0.0-3.0 Low No additional action recommended.
Berne Lateral 0.0-4.0 Low No additional action recommended.
Seneca Lateral 0.0-26.0 Low No additional action recommended.
Supply Connector 0.0-128.0 Low No additional action recommended.
Line Aand B
Mainlines Mainlines A and B 128.0-161.0 High Aerial photography and topography review.

Field reconnaissance based on photography
and topography review.

Mainlines A and B 161.0-195.0 Moderate Aerial photography and topography review.
Field reconnaissance based on photography
and topography review.

Mainlines A and B 195.0-210.0 Low No additional action recommended.
Market Segment Market Line 0.0-93.0 Low No additional action recommended.
Market Line 93.0-100.0 Low Due to lack of drift thickness, aerial

photography and topography review
recommended. Field reconnaissance based
on photography and topography review.

Source: Tetra Tech, 2015
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Mining Hazards

Two types of mining could present ground subsidence hazards to the Projects. Longwall mining
proceeds by excavating rectangular panels that vary in size from 500 to 2,000 feet in width and 5,000 to
12,000 feet in length. Longwall mines are designed so that the ceiling of each panel is temporarily
supported while excavation is ongoing. When excavation is complete, the supports are withdrawn to
deliberately collapse the ceiling. A long-term study of subsidence due to longwall mining operations in
the Pittsburgh Coal bed in Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and Maryland by the U.S. Bureau of Mines
demonstrated that subsidence began essentially with undermining, and that less than 10 percent took place
in the first 30 days, 60 to 90 percent within 60 days, and that subsidence was complete within 1 year
(USDOI, 1995). Unanticipated subsidence can occur when intentional collapse of a longwall panel's
ceiling is not complete and uniform, as this leaves voids that later fall in. Following collapse of the
longwall panel, the surface above the panel generally subsides 3 to 5 feet (PADEP, 2004a). Subsidence
above completed longwall panels forms troughs that tend to be elliptical in shape. Downward vertical
movement occurs at all areas within the trough, greatest at the center and decreasing outward.

Room and pillar mines are designed to leave columns of coal intact, which are shored up with
timbers to provide sufficient support to keep the overburden from falling in. Consequently, the surface
above a room and pillar mine should not subside. On occasion, room and pillar mines are closed by
removing portions of the remaining pillars in order to extract additional coal, which results in a deliberate
and controlled collapse of parts of the mine that can cause surface subsidence. Unanticipated subsidence
can occur if the columns of coal and timbers left in place in an abandoned room and pillar mine deteriorate
and give way under the weight of the overburden. However, for abandoned room and pillar mines, it “is
difficult, if not impossible, to predict if or when failure ... might occur” (PADEP, 2010) or to predict the
magnitude of surface subsidence, unless accurate mine location and dimension information is available.
Surface subsidence due to room and pillar mining with less than 100 feet of cover (vertical distance between
the coal seam and the surface) could be as much as 50 percent of the vertical mining height. According to
the PADEP, subsidence attributable to the collapse of room and pillar mining usually occurs where the
vertical distance between the coal seam and the surface is less than 50 feet (PADEP, 2010).

As stated above in section 4.1.3.4, Rover conducted a desktop review of the Project area to
identify potential areas with geological hazards, including areas that have, or are likely to have,
underground and surface mines (Terracon, 2015). Rover is in the process of evaluating areas of potential
concern to determine if further investigation is warranted. Since Rover has not completed its evaluations,
we recommend that:

e Prior to the end of the draft EIS comment period, Rover should file with the
Secretary all outstanding geotechnical studies and recommendations related to
karst topography and associated hazards.

4.1.3.7 Shallow Bedrock

Soils with bedrock present within 5 feet of the surface are considered to have shallow depth to
bedrock. Areas with shallow bedrock classifications were identified using the National Resource
Conservation Service’s (NRCS) Soil Survey Geographic Database (SSURGO) (USDA, 2015). It is not
anticipated that blasting would be required for construction of any of the Projects. If shallow bedrock is
encountered, other methods of bedrock removal such as ripping, chipping, or grinding would be used to
remove bedrock. The Rover Project would traverse 172.0 miles of areas identified to have shallow depth
to bedrock (USDA, 2015).
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The Panhandle and Trunkline Projects would not cross areas with shallow depth to bedrock.
Areas of shallow depth to bedrock that would be crossed by the Rover Project are listed in appendix K
and summarized in table 4.1.3-5.

TABLE 4.1.3-5

Areas of Shallow Depth to Bedrock Crossed by the Rover Pipeline Project

Miles Crossed Miles Crossed Total Shallow Bedrock

Component Competent Bedrock Weathered Bedrock a Miles Crossed b
Berne Lateral 2.6 0.8 34
Burgettstown Lateral 20.6 8.7 29.3
Cadiz Lateral 0.0 0.1 0.1
CGT Lateral 45 0.9 5.4
Clarington Lateral 19.3 1.9 21.2
Majorsville Lateral 20.9 0.6 215
Seneca Lateral 22.1 1.4 23.4
Sherwood Lateral 224 22.6 45.0
Supply Connector Lines A and B 45 7.0 115
Mainlines A and B 6.7 45 11.2
Market Segment 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 123.6 48.4 172.0
a Weathered bedrock (Paralithic) is easier to remove using conventional methods than is non-weathered bedrock (lithic).
b Mathematical discrepancies are due to rounding.

Source: USDA, 2014a

4.1.3.8 Blasting

The Rover Project would cross soils with shallow depth to bedrock; however, Rover intends to
use mechanical methods other than blasting in these areas should it be required. In the unlikely event that
Rover encounters bedrock that cannot be excavated using conventional methods, blasting may be
required. Rover has provided a general blasting plan that is provided in appendix G.

As previously stated, the Panhandle and Trunkline Projects are not within areas of shallow
bedrock, therefore blasting would not be required in these areas.

4.1.4 Paleontological Resources

Paleontological resources including plant, invertebrates, and vertebrate fossils may be found in a
variety of geologic formations. Potential impacts on paleontological resources associated with the
Projects may occur as a result of construction and may include impacts from trenching a pipeline, using
heavy equipment, grading, and excavation. We do not anticipate that construction of the Projects would
uncover significant paleontological resources, and no known paleontological sites have been identified.
However, there is the potential for unanticipated discovery of fossils along the entirety of the Rover
pipeline routes especially in areas of shallow bedrock or where bedrock removal is necessary. To
minimize impacts on paleontological resources that may be uncovered during pipeline construction,
Rover would follow the procedures provided in its Paleontological Discovery Plan. Additional details on
how Rover would handle an unanticipated discovery are provided in section 4.1.5.
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Due to the work being limited to modifications to existing facilities and ground breaking being
limited to shallow excavation occurring on previously disturbed soils, we conclude paleontological
resources would not be impacted by the Panhandle and Trunkline Projects.

4.1.5 General Impacts and Mitigation

The overall effect of the Projects on geologic resources would be minor. The primary effect of
pipeline construction on geologic resources would be restrictions on mining operations in proximity to the
pipelines and disturbances to steep topographic features. As described in section 2.3, all areas disturbed
during construction, including those considered rugged terrain, would be graded and restored as closely as
possible to pre-construction contours during cleanup and restoration. Restoration would start within 20
days after the completion of pipeline construction. In areas where dual pipelines would be installed,
restoration would begin within 20 days of backfilling of the second trench. Panhandle and Trunkline
have adopted our Plan and Procedures and would use them to restore land disturbed by modifications to
the existing facilities.

There are approximately 63 active mines and 58 inactive mines within 0.25 mile of the Rover
Project. Of these mines, Rover’s Project would cross 71 underground and 34 surface mines. Rover
would establish communication plans and work with mine operators to prevent any hazards to the
pipeline. Construction and operation of the Projects would not result in a significant impact on either
current or future mining or oil and gas operations. Any restriction on such operations in the Project areas
would be determined through an easement agreement between the applicants and the relevant mine
operator. The easement agreement would provide guidance on where excavation could occur within an
easement, heavy equipment crossing requirements, notices, and blasting requirements. Additionally,
underground mining would be limited to a depth of 300 feet within the pipeline easement and would be
negotiated with the mine operator. Aboveground mining would not be permitted within the permanent
pipeline easement. If possible, Rover would purchase the mineral rights for aboveground facilities where
subsurface coal is located.

The nearest active oil or natural gas well to the Projects is 2.2 feet away from the Rover pipeline
construction right-of-way. This is an oil well near MP BGL 4.0. Rover would follow certain measures to
minimize hazards when installing the pipeline within 100 feet of oil and gas wells. These measures
include the installation of warning signs and safety fences along the work area within 100 feet of any
well. Welding activities that would take place within 100 feet of a well would require hot work permits
and a fire watch. Rover would also prefabricate the section of the pipeline within 100 feet of a well in
order to minimize welding activities required in the area.

There is potential for an unknown abandoned oil or gas well to be discovered during pipeline
construction. If an unknown well were encountered during construction, Rover would report the well to
the appropriate state agencies and attempt to ascertain the well owner in order to facilitate well closure if
needed. If required, Rover would adjust the route to avoid the previously unknown well. Because the
Panhandle and Trunkline Projects would take place entirely at existing facilities, potential impacts on
mineral resources (i.e., mines and wells) are not expected.

Based on the low probability of localized earth movements or geologic hazards in the vicinity of the
Projects, we do not anticipate any impacts attributable to such movements or hazards. Maintained pipelines
constructed using modern arc-welding techniques have performed well in seismically active areas of the
United States, such as California (O’Rourke and Palmer, 1994b). Only large, abrupt ground displacements
have caused serious impacts on pipeline facilities. Due to the limited potential for large seismically induced
ground movements in the area of the Projects, there is very little risk of earthquake-related impacts on the
pipeline and other Project facilities. The Rover Project would cross the Bowling Green Fault at approximate
MP MAB 170; however, there are no mapped faults within Ohio known to generate seismic events of
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magnitude 6 or greater. Several of the facilities that are part of the Trunkline Project are in proximity to the
New Madrid Fault Zone; however, due to work being limited to modifications to existing facilities, we do
not believe seismicity poses a significant hazard to the Project. Conditions necessary for soil liquefaction to
occur would likely be present in some portions of the Project areas. However, due to the low potential for
strong and prolonged ground shaking associated with a seismic event to occur, the potential for soil
liquefaction to occur in the vicinity of the Projects is very low.

Several areas exist along the Rover Project area that have steep slopes and have a high susceptibility for
landslide activity. Rover is preparing a geotechnical report that will address areas of steep slopes and
landslides and provide mitigation recommendations for construction in these areas. In addition to using
mitigation measures that will be included in its geotechnical report, Rover would implement BMPs on a
site-specific basis as stated in its Plan to address slope stability and construction on steep slopes. The
BMPs that would be implemented are based on past working experience and guidance from the FERC’s
Plan and include:

e Dburial of the pipeline to a deeper depth;

e installation of drainage systems (French drain) to drain stormwater away from the right-of-
way;

e installation of temporary and permanent trench plugs;
e avoiding changes to natural drainage patterns;
o use of trench breakers to prevent water from draining down the trench;

e use of rip-rap, shoring, jute matting, waddles, reinforced fill, compacted fill, rock lined
swales;

e periodic inspection of the right-of-way for the life of the pipelines and inspection after rain
events during construction and restoration; and

e periodic monitoring of the pipeline in areas where there is a potential landslide hazard for
2 years following the completion of construction.

Panhandle and Trunkline Projects would use the BMPs provided in the FERC’s Plan throughout
construction.

Federal regulations administered by the DOT/PHMSA (49 CFR 192.317) require that pipeline
“operator(s) must take all practicable steps to protect each transmission line or main from washouts,
floods, unstable soil, landslides, or other hazards that may cause the pipeline to move or to sustain
abnormal loads.” Rover has designed waterbody crossings and aboveground facilities located within
flood plains to minimize potential impacts from flash flooding, scouring, and high flow velocities during
pipeline construction and operation. High flow mitigation measures during construction include
providing equipment to handle increased flow, such as standby pumps at dam-and-pump locations and
sizing flume pipes to be able to accommodate storm level flows. A concrete coating would be applied to
the pipeline where installed beneath waterbodies to reduce the buoyancy of the pipe and prevent surfacing
of the pipeline during a flooding event. Flash flood events in areas cleared of vegetation could cause
sedimentation and erosion. Rover’s Plan requires the inspection and maintenance of temporary erosion
control measures on at least a daily basis until either permanent erosion control measures are installed or
restoration is complete. Within 20 days of backfilling the trench or where dual pipelines would be
installed backfilling of the second trench, all work areas would be final graded and restored to pre-
construction contours and natural drainage patterns as closely as possible, weather permitting. Remaining
vegetation and erosion and control measures, such as trench breakers or slope breakers, would assist in
minimizing erosion until vegetation grows back.
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Ground subsidence is a potential hazard in several areas along Rover’s Project. Karst features such
as sinkholes, caves, and caverns can form as a result of the long-term action of groundwater on soluble
carbonate rocks (for example, limestone and dolostone). The risk of the development of sinkholes along the
proposed pipeline is low; however, there are still several areas where karst hazards may potentially be
present along the pipeline route. Rover conducted a desktop analysis of the Project area to identify karst-
prone areas. Rover will use the results of this analysis to conduct a more in-depth review of those areas
identified with a moderate or high likelihood of containing karst terrain and develop site-specific
recommendations and mitigation methods for construction within karst-prone areas. Rover has also
developed a general Karst Mitigation Plan to mitigate potential impacts and hazards from karst features (see
appendix G). BMPs that may be used by Rover during construction in areas of karst terrain include:

e installing stormwater control measures;

e monitoring sediment/erosion control measures throughout the construction process and after
rain events;

e using additional erosion control techniques such as two rows of silt fencing where water
flows into a karst feature such as a sinkhole, swallow hole, karst conduit or cave;

o refueling vehicles at least 200 feet from a karst feature opening;
e staging construction waste and debris away from karst terrain;

o adhering to Rover’s Spill Procedures to minimize and remediate any inadvertent releases or
spills;

e monitoring of unidentified existing wells and springs within karst areas;

e maintaining natural groundwater recharge rates by adhering to Rover’s Karst mitigation plan
and following the measures put forth in Rover’s Plan and Procedures;

e revegetating disturbed areas after construction activities are complete;
o discharging hydrostatic test waters away from areas of known karst terrain;
e contacting geotechnical specialists if karst features are found during construction; and

e monitoring pre- and post-construction of well yield and water quality for all wells located 150
feet from the construction work area or within 2,000 feet of HDD locations. If a well were
determined to be impacted by construction, Rover would compensate the landowner with an
alternative water source or new comparable well. (No potable springs have been identified
within 150 feet of the Project.)

In addition to the standard BMPs for controlling erosion at locations where water may flow into a
karst feature, additional measures would be employed by Rover. These measures may include the use of
at least two rows of silt fencing, monitoring of sediment and erosion control measures throughout
construction and after a rain event, routing of runoff to sediment ponds, routing water away from the karst
feature, or containerization of stormwater. Karst features would not be crossed by the Panhandle or
Trunkline Projects, therefore the associated potential increased risk of ground subsidence is not a concern
in these areas.

Ground subsidence could also occur due to active or historical mines crossed by Rover’s Project.
In areas of active mining, Rover would communicate with mine operators to determine when and where
planned subsidence would occur. Rover would conduct inspections prior to construction to determine
where and what modifications would be required to reduce subsidence hazards to the proposed pipelines.
In known subsidence areas, Rover may use grouting, dynamic compaction, geo grid foundations, slanted
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trench wall design, a thicker-walled pipe, pipe with gentler bends, granular backfill, contraction and
extension joints, and/or vertical supports to mitigate potential subsidence hazards. Rover would conduct
post-construction monitoring to identify any potential subsidence hazards. In areas where active mining
has taken place, inspections would be conducted by trained field engineers. In certain situations, Rover
may also use measures such as domain reflectometry to conduct long-term real-time monitoring of
subsidence conditions.

Due to the nature of the construction at the Panhandle and Trunkline Project areas, blasting would
not be required. Rover also does not anticipate the need for blasting during construction of its Project.
Rover would first attempt to remove bedrock by using conventional methods such as ripping; however,
blasting may become necessary. Rover would comply with all federal, state, and local regulations for
blasting and has developed a Blasting Plan (see appendix G) that describes the blasting protocols and
mitigation measures that would be used if blasting would be needed.

Rover’s Blasting Plan discusses the following topics:

o safety;
e drilling procedures;
e Dlasting procedures;

e protective measures such as fire precautions, flyrock, vibration monitoring, and a resolution
procedure for blasting complaints;

e training and licensing information; and

e Dlasting permits.

As discussed in section 4.1.3.8 above, general mitigation measures include installation of blasting
mats in congested areas, shallow waterbodies, and near structures as well as the use of warning signals,
flags, and barricades. Rover would work with landowners to evaluate complaints of damage to personal
property potentially caused by blasting activities. Due to the potential for contamination and increased
turbidity, Rover would conduct monitoring with landowner permission of wells and springs within 150
feet of blasting activities for turbidity and bacteriological parameters before and after blasting occurs.
Additionally, blasting may also have an impact on the yields of wells and springs within 150 feet of
blasting activities. Since Rover’s Blasting Plan does not specify testing springs and wells for yields, we
recommend that:

e Prior to construction, Rover should file with the Secretary a revised Blasting
Plan to include testing of wells and springs within 150 feet of blasting for yield
both pre- and post-construction.

Additionally, in section 4.6.2.3 we are recommending that Rover also revise the blasting plan to
include fishery protection protocols for areas where blasting may occur in waterbodies. To minimize
impacts on paleontological resources that may be uncovered during pipeline construction, Rover would
follow the procedures provided in its Paleontological Discovery Plan and would notify the Pennsylvania
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, the West Virginia Geological and Economic Survey,
the Curator at Orton Geological Museum at Ohio State University, or other contacts at Western Michigan
University, depending on where the unanticipated discovery is made. No impacts on paleontological
resources are anticipated by the Panhandle and Trunkline Projects due to the work being limited to
modifications to existing facilities and ground breaking being limited to shallow excavation occurring on
previously disturbed soils.
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4.2 SOILS
4.2.1 Existing Conditions

The soils crossed by the Projects were identified and assessed using various data sources including
digital soils data such as the SSURGO database and published soil surveys, where available. The SSURGO
database is a digital version of the original county soil surveys developed by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA) and the NRCS for use with a geographic information system (GIS) (USDA, 2014a). It
provides the most detailed level of soils information for natural resource planning and management. The
attribute data within the SSURGO database provides the proportionate extent of the component soils and
their properties for each soil map unit. The U.S. General Soil Map was obtained from the NRCS Soil Data
Mart and the NCRS Web Soil Survey.

4211 Pipeline Facilities

The Rover pipeline would cross approximately 344 different soil series associations, series, or
complexes. The Rover Project would primarily affect loam soils, the majority of which are silty loams
with a wide variety of characteristics. The soil series types that would be crossed by the Rover pipelines
are listed by milepost in appendix K.

4.2.1.2  Aboveground Facilities

Compressor stations along the Rover Project would cross 34 soil series types, the majority of
which are moderately well to well drained and have a high potential to be eroded by water. The Rover
meter stations would be located on 24 different soil types which display a wide variety of characteristics.
Rover’s mainline valves would be constructed within the pipeline right-of-way; therefore, soil types
would be the same as those discussed above for the associated pipeline segm