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Appendix Q
FERC’s Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS
ID No. Commentor

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA001 U.S. Department of the Interior (includes USFWS and USGS)
FA002 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

STATE AGENCIES

SA001 Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation
SA002 West Virginia Division of Culture and History

SA003 Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation
SA004 West Virginia Division of Natural Resources

LOCAL AGENCIES
LAOO1 Fabian Bedne, Nashville Metropolitan Council, District #31

NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES
NATO001 Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians
NATO002 Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS

CO0001 Teamsters National Pipeline Labor Management Cooperation Trust, Richard Stern
C0O002 Ohio Valley Environmental Coalition, William Hughes
CO003 Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy, Christopher Tuley

CO0004 Friends of Mill Creek Greenway, Brant N. Miller

CO0005 Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy, Heather Hixson-McGovern
CO0006 Ohio Valley Environmental Coalition

Coo0o07 Ohio Valley Environmental Coalition, Vivian Stockman
C0008 Friends of Mill Creek Greenway, Brant N. Miller

CO009 West Virginia Rivers Coalition

C0010 Mill Creek Watershed Association

Co011 Allegheny Defense Project, Ohio Valley Environmental Coalition, and Sierra Club
Co012 Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy

CO013 American Petroleum Institute

C0014 Ohio Valley Environmental Coalition, William Hughes
INDIVIDUALS

INDOO1 Wayne L. Goddard

INDQ02 Larry B. Dadisman

INDOO03 Mary Wildfire

INDOO4 Marianne Hughes

INDO05 Alex Cole

INDOO6 Barbara Jividen
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INDOOQ7
INDOOS
INDO09
INDO10
INDO11
INDO12
INDO13
INDO14
INDO15
INDO16
INDO17
INDO18
INDO19
INDO020
INDO21
INDO022
INDO23
IND024
INDO25
INDO26
INDO27
INDO28
INDO029
INDO30
INDO31
INDO32
INDO33
INDO34
INDO35
INDO36
INDO37
INDO38
INDO39
INDO40
INDO41
INDO42
INDO43
INDO44
INDO45
INDO46
INDO47
INDO48
INDO49
INDO50
INDO51
INDO52

Caroline Copenhaver
Tamatha Cheke
Chris Tuley
Kristen McCormack
Suzanne D. Goodman
Kurt Lydic

Anna Ortiz

Betty Guffey
Carolyn Kennedy
Carolyn Kennedy
Charles Whiting
Dan Lekich

David Beresford
Don Wimpelberg
Elizabeth Garber
Lauren Spires
Lillian Hawkins
Margaret Cortozzo
Micah Hararove
Mike Younger
Rob Spires

Sam Cartozzo
Timmey Orr
Unknown

Beth Crowder
Chip Westfall

Jim Pritt

Richard Given
Steve McDiffitt
Susan Cleaver
William Douglass
Dan Thomas
Susan Couch
Elenor Dyer
Calvin Burchett
Anthony Bonitatibus
Lou Rife

Aren Sulfridge
Barry Vincent
Suzanne Goodman
Susan Couch
Chris Strong
Matthew Guest
Michael Younger
Robert Argo

Lori Burkett
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INDO53 Andrew Peterson

INDO054 Jamie Peterson

INDO55 Michelle (last name unknown — oral statement in Cane Ridge, TN)
INDO56 Lillian Hawkins

INDO57 Holly Greene

INDO58 Margaret Cartozzo

INDO059 Heather Hixson-McGovern
INDO60 Roger Rotoni

INDO061 Carl Harris

INDO062 Cynthia D. Ellis

INDO063 Christy Gibson

INDO64 William Robertson

INDO65 Elizabeth Forester

INDO66 Terry Flesher

INDO67 Nathan Bumgarner

INDO68 Patrice Nelson

INDO69 Betsy Scott

INDO70 Janet Keating

INDO71 Marilyn Howells

INDOQ72 Mirijana Beram

INDO73 Lillian Hawkins

INDO74 Geraldine and Richard Markus
INDO75 Mary Sansom

INDO76 David Howells

INDO77 Karen Kurtz

INDO78 Aren Sulfridge

INDO79 Cynthia Brewer

INDO80 Jason Partch

INDO081 Ed Jividen

IND082 Barbara Jividen

INDO83 Kathryn M. Pyles

IND084 April Keating
APPLICANT

CPG001 Columbia Gas Transmission
CPG002 Columbia Gulf Transmission
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FEDERAL AGENCIES
FAQ001 — U.S. Department of the Interior (includes USFWS & USGS comments)

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Custom House, Room 244
200 Chestnut Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-2904

April 24,2017

9043.1
ER 17/0091

Ms. Kmberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commussion
Mail Code: DLC, HL-11.2

888 Fist St., NE

Washmgton, DC 20426

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Proposed Mountaineer
XPress (MXP) and Gulf XPress (GXP) Projects by Columbia Gas Transmission,
LLC, FERC Nos. CP16-357-000 and CP16-361-000, West Virginia, Kentucky,
Mississippi, and Tennessee.

Dear Secretary Bose:

The U.S. Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the DEIS for the Proposed MXP
and GXP projects by the Cohmbia Gas Transmussion, LLC. The proposed MXP, would
comprise atotal of 170.7 miles of new natural gas transmussion pipelme and ancillary facities,
and would modify one existing compressor station and result m the construction of two
compressor stations m West Virginia (WV). The MXP would provide the available capactty for
transport of Cohmnbia Gas” product to markets across Columbia Pipelme Group’s system,
mehding the Columbia Gulf Leach mtercomect with Colunbia GXP. The proposed Cohunbia
GXP would mvolve the construction and operation of seven new compressor stations m
Kentucky (KY), Mssssppi (MS), and Tennessee (TN), and an upgrade of an exstmg meter
station m KY.

Fish and Wildlife Service Conments

The U.S. Fish and Wildhife Service (Service) offers the folowing comments m accordance with
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 US.C. 1531 et seq.).

General Comments

FA001-1: Comment regarding the status of section 7 consultations for the

Mountameer Xpress (MXP) (WV) - The Service West Vrreinia Field Office has been work: . . ) N .
N e MXP is noted, and is consistent with our assessment in the EIS.

FA001-1 |With Coluimbia Gas smce 2015 to denfify swrvey and project mformation needed, meluding
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FEDERAL AGENCIES
FAQ001 — U.S. Department of the Interior (includes USFWS & USGS comments) (continued)

FADOI-1
(cont.)

FA001-2

surveys for federally bsted bats and mussels m West Virginia. Once addtional mformation

becomes avatlable the Service will work with the applicant to address any species-spectfic

sssues, and to develop avoidance and minimization measures for Service trust resources.

Gulf Xpress (GXP) (KY, MS, & TN) - Project actvities m the GXP and potential effects to eight
federally-listed species that occur or may occur m the proposed project area located m K'Y, MS,
and TN are covered by the Service approved Multi- Species Habitat Conservation Plan'
(MSHCP) and the resulting programmatic section 7 consultation. Those species are: Indiana bat
(Myotis sodalis), northern long-eared bat (Myortis septentrionalis), Virginia big-eared bat
(Corynorhinus rownsendii virginianus), gray bat (Myotis grisescens), northern riffleshell
(Epioblasma torulosa rangiana), pmk mucket (Zampsilis abrupta), nnning buffalo clover
(Trifolium stoloniferum), and Short’s bladderpod (Physaria globosa).

Cohlmbia Gas has agreed to adhere to the avoidance and mmimizations measures mchided m the
MSHCP for those species. The Service believes that the proposed project GXP 5 consistent with
the MSHCP, and, therefore, no addttional consultation 1 requaed for these species.

Specific Comme nts

GXP activities m KY - Page ES-11 of the DEIS exphims that an additional federally-listed
spectes, snuffbox (Epioblasma triquetra), was not addressed m that February 16, 2016, letter
from the Service orm the November 25, 2016, correspondence from Natural Resowce Group fo
which the Service had responded. Smuffbox 15 not one of the species covered by the MSHCP but
15 addressed on page ES-12 m the DEIS, where the FERC makes a “no effect” determmation for
smuffbox and requests concurrence from the Service. The Service s not required to concur with
“no effect” determmations. After reviewing our species occurrence mformation, whie the
smiffbox does occwr m Carter Counfy, where the Grayson Compressor Station i proposed, there
15 no habitat for the species m the proposed project area and the nearest record of the species
approxmately five miles from the project ste m a different watershed. Based on the mformation
available to us, we do not anticipate mipacts to snuffbox from the proposed project and therefore
we will concur with the “no effect” determmation

If you have any questions regardmg these commments, or requrre addtional mformation, please

contact Christme Willis at (404) 679-7310 or via email at Christme Willis@ fiws. gov.
USGS Commments
The United States Geological Swvey’s (USGS) comiments are mtended to mform readers of

concerns for water quality, public water supply, and construction risks to water resowces m karst
and steep slope condiions, and ecological stream flows.

! “NiSource Habitat ConservationPlan ” Fndangered Species Permits, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, issued May
4. 2015, (accessed Apnl 10, 2017), link:
https://www fivs gow/midwest/Endangered/ pernuts hep/nisonrce/pdfITPamended 1May 2015noappendices pdf

FAQO01-2: As stated in section 4.7.11.2, we have determined that the GXP
would have either no effect or would not likely to adversely affect any of the
federally listed species that could occur in the project vicinity. Consultation
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act is complete for these species.



FEDERAL AGENCIES
FAQ001 — U.S. Department of the Interior (includes USFWS & USGS comments) (continued)

FA001-3

FA001-4

FA001-5

COMMENT: Public supply suiface-water intakes.

The USGS developed a database contaming mformation about wells, surface-water mtakes, and
dsstribution systems of public supply water systems m the Unifed States (Price and Maupm,
2014). Location mformation for public supply systems is restricted from distribution to the
general public, and exact mtake locations are not shown m this review. The downstream distance
between the MXP proposed roufe and surface-water mtakes wentified from the USGS pubhe
supply database (PSDB) was estimated along the length of streams m the National Hydrography
Dataset. Towns m the following table, have mtakes withm 5 nules downstream of the ACP
known route. As a precaution these towns should be contacted and alerted to the time of
construction actvities upstream of ther mtakes.

Town Name | State | County
West Unon | WV | Doddridge
Milton WV | Cabell
Buffalo WV | Putnam

[ COMMENT: Water-Quality Issues and soil compaction resulting from pipeline and access
road construction

The Mountameer XPress and Gulf XPress Projects will traverse a great many streams m West
Voginia. As there 15 potential for water-quality degradation at and downstream of crossmgs,
pre-and post-construction testmg will be conducted, as stated m the DEIS. This DEIS does not
st the analytes that would be tested before and after ppeline mstallation across streams.
Typically, analytes to test for m this siuation would mclude pH, total suspended solids, total
dissolved solds, conductwvity, alkalmity, acudity, sulfates, oil/grease, phenolic, won, manganese,
ahmunum, copper, lead, nckel siver, thallum, zme, chrommm, arsene. mercury, selenmm
cyamde, calemm magnesium hardness, chlondes, antmony, cadmmm berylium, and fecal
colform  As streams i some areas along the Eastern Seaboard have a hich probability of
mobilizing arsenic if sedmments are disturbed, # 15 suggested that total arsenic be mehided on the
analyte hst. Samplmg methods should comply with approved EPA and state samphng methods,
analytical and data quality asswance, and qualty confrol procedures. The samples should be
analyzed usmg EPA-approved methods, and the analyss should be performed by a laboratory
certified to conduct the analyses m each state/commonwealh

If water-quality ssues such as mereased turbidity (the most lkely problem), low dissolved
oxygen, or elvated levels of contaminants of concemn perssst, the approprate state and local
healfh and environmental agencies should be mformed, and monttoring should contmue until
| background condtions are restored.

Two addtional water-quality topics discussed m the DEIS need additional consideration:
F3.1.4. Welhead and aquifer protections areas (WHPAs)

FAO001-3: Columbia’s Environmental Construction Standards (ECS, Section
IV.A.1) state that “Columbia will notify authorities responsible for potable
water supply intakes located within 3 miles downstream, at least one week
before beginning work in the waterbody, or as required by state or local
regulation.” Revised section 4.3.2.1.1 includes this information.

FAO001-4: Columbia Gas does not intend to test water quality of streams
crossed by the MXP as there are currently no testing requirements associated
with permits for stream crossings issued by the agencies with jurisdiction
over the streams or the MXP.



FEDERAL AGENCIES
FAQ001 — U.S. Department of the Interior (includes USFWS & USGS comments) (continued)

FADO1-5
(cont.)

FA001-6

FA001-7

FA001-8

These areas should be protected from contammation to protect public water supples, as
described by the Safe Drmking Water Act. Four WHPAs would be crossed by the Xpress
projects (specifically MXP-100) as currently proposed. Changes m local hydrology from
clearmg, gradmg, excavation and compaction may be detrimental to these areas and the
underlying groundwater. Therefore, serous consideration should be given to reroutmg these
access roads away from such mnportant recharge areas. Only two muleposts are mdicated (50.7
and 113.8) as bemg withm 3 miles of protection areas for four wells, one owned by Doddridge
County Park and the other three by Roane-Jackson Techmcal Center. As a nmmum, these two
organzations should be mformed that ppelme construction will occwr between 144-725 feet
|from the welk.

[43.13 Sprmgs and private water wells

Colmmbi Gas has not completed the process of identifying wells that are within 150 & of project
workspace, though they have identified many, and some are vrtually m the path of the ppelne.
Water-qualty montforing 1 only proposed m the DEIS if requested by the well owner. Water-
qualty montforing should be conducted whether requested or not, unless forbidden by the well
owner. A related comment was given by FERC:

“Columbia Gas has neither completed identification of all private water wells and potable
springs in proximity to project work areas, nor has it identified any specific protection measures
that would be implemented for wells located inside the construction work areas. Therefore, we
recommend that prior to construction, Columbia Gas should:

. file with the Secretary the location of all water wells and potable springs within
150 feet of all areas of disturbance associated with the MXP pipelines and
related aboveground facilities;

. offer to test all water wells within 150 feet of construction workspaces;

. identify measures that would be used to protect the water well ar milepost 107.2;
and

. provide the status (active, abandoned, capped, etc.) of the two waterwells located

at milepost 104.3 and, if active, identify measures to protect these water wells
during construction.”

[COMMENT: Route Variations

Section 3.4 describes many potential route varations, many of them nmor, but collectrvely the
envronmental consequences for a revised route may differ from the currently proposed route.
Such changes may move the pipe or night of way closer to wells, residences and other terrestrial
features that are not near the cwrrently proposed route. Therefore, additwonal work to identify
residents and mfrastructure that may be affected and mforming the residents or appropriate
parties should be completed for all areas where the route 15 changed before construction begms.

?OM}IEN T: Construction is steep-slope areas

Ground dsturbance m steep-slope terram can cause landshdes and other types of land
movement.  Sudden movement of large amounts of rock, soil and sedment can result m changes
to surface-water and groundwater hydrology and water qualty. Substantil consideration has

FAO001-5: We have added a recommendation to section 4.3.1.2.1
suggesting special notifications prior to and immediately following
construction within these areas.

FAO001-6: Section 4.3.1.3.1 indicates that Columbia Gas would offer all
landowners the option to test any wells within 150 feet of any area
disturbed by construction of the MXP. Rather than waiting for a landowner
to request testing, Columbia Gas would now initiate the offer.

FAO001-7: Section 3.4 discusses the process in which refinements or
modifications to the pipeline route would be reviewed for approval should a
Certificate be issued. Section 2.6.3, the Post-Approval Variance Process,
also discusses the variance approval process in detail, which is consistent
with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements.

FAO001-8: As noted in section 4.1.4.4.1, on April 21, 2017, Columbia Gas
filed with the Secretary its Phase | Geohazard Assessment Report, which
was prepared using publicly available information. The report preliminarily
determined that about 68 percent of the proposed MXP pipeline route has a
“moderate to high” or “high” landslide hazard index rating. Based on the



FEDERAL AGENCIES
FAQ001 — U.S. Department of the Interior (includes USFWS & USGS comments) (continued)

(cont.)

areas should be considered m the DEIS, as stated by FERC.

FAOO]‘S\i'en given to this risk category, but additional detail m planning for construction m steep-slope

If there are any conunents, please contact J. Michael Norrs (mmorris(@ usgs. gov).

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.

Smcerely,

P

3

Lindy Nelson
Regional Environmental Officer

References:

Price, C.V., and Maupm, M.A_, 2014, Documentation for the U.S. Geological Survey Public-
Supply Database (PSDB)—A database of pernmtted public-supply wells, surface-water mfakes,
and systems m the Unted States: U.S. Geological Swrvey Open-File Report 2014-1212_ 22 p.

results of the Phase | Geohazard Assessment, Columbia Gas has initiated a
Phase Il Landslide Hazard Assessment. Part of the Phase Il assessment
includes field verification of the areas of interest that were identified in the
Phase | assessment. Section 4.1.4.4.1 contains a recommendation that prior
to construction, Columbia Gas should file with the Secretary for review and
approval from the Director of OEP, the results of its Phase Il Landslide
Hazard Assessment. Both the Phase Il Landslide Hazard Assessment and
the Landslide Mitigation Plan would be developed in consultation with the
West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection (WVDEP) and
West Virginia Division of Natural Resources (WVDNR).



FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA002 — U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

FAD02-1

&Lnf-o 3:‘31}&0
' k] UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
M & REGION Il
(9{5 1650 Arch Street
ray e Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103-2029

O

)

APR 2 4 2001,
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
838 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Re:  Mountaineer Xpress Project and Gulf Xpress Praject Draft Environmental Impact Statement;
West Virginia, Kentucky, Tennessee, and Mississippi; February 2017 (FERC Docket No, CP16-357-
000, CP16-357-000; CEQ#20170029)

Dear Secretary Bose:

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and Section 309 of
the Clean Air Act the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Mountaineer Xpress Project (MXP) and the Gulf Xpress
Project (GXP) as proposed by Columbia Gas Transmission, LL.C (Columbia Gas) and Columbia Gulf
Transmission, LLC {Columbia Gulf). Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf (the applicants or companies)
request authorization from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or commission) to
construct, operate, and maintain new and upgraded natural gas pipeline and ancillary facilities.
Columbia Gas proposes to construct and operate the MXP, which includes approximately 170 miles of
mostly 36 inch-diameter natural gas transmission pipeline, three new natural gas-fired compressor
stations (CS) and two new regulator stations, and additional gas-fired and electric compression at one
existing CSs and two new CSs which are approved or pending under separate FERC proceedings.
Columbia Gulf proposes to construct and operate GXP, which includes seven new gas-fired compressor
stations, additional and/or improvements at one approved CS under a separate FERC proceeding and
additional compression andfor improvements at one existing meter station. The MXP and GXP (the
projects) would provide about 2.7 million and 860,000, respectively, dekatherms per day of natural gas.

EPA is a cooperating agency for this DEIS. This comment letter jointly reflects the review and
comments of EPA Regions 3 and 4 on the MXP and GXP DEIS. As a cooperating agency, EPA has
engaged FERC in order to raise and resolve issues during scoping, FERC's pre-filing process, and EIS
preparation. EPA appreciates the coordination done by FERC with federal agencics and efforts made to
incorporate suggestions and address concerns raised during scoping and EIS development. This
collaborative approach has resulted in a more thorough and clear analysis and presentation of
information in the EIS.

EPA’s review was primarily concerned with identifying and recommending corrective action for
the environmental impacts associated with the proposal. This letter provides recommendations we
believe would further strengthen FERC’s EIS and consideration of mitigation as it is finalized, in the
areas of geology, streams, wetlands and forests, groundwater and drinking water protection,
comimunities, air protection, and cumulative impacts. More detail on these recommendations are

provided in the enclosed tcchnical comments.

Q-9

FA002-1: Thank you for your review and cooperation in the process.



FEDERAL AGENCIES

FA002 — U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (continued)

It is EPA’s policy to review and comment in writing on all draft EISs officially filed with the
EPA, to provide a rating of the draft EIS which summarizes EPA’s level of concern (EPA Policy and
Procedures, 1984). The purpose of the rating system is to synthesize the level of EPA’s overall concern
with the proposal and to define the associated follow-up that will be conducted with the lead agency
(EPA Policy and Procedures, 1984). Assignments of the rating are based on the overall environmental
impact of the proposed action, including project impacts that are not fully addressed in the DEIS. EPA
rates the environmental impacts associated with the preferred alternative as “Environmental Concerns™
and the DEIS information as “Insufficient” under its DEIS rating scheme. See
_wov/nepafenvironmental-impact-statement-rating-system-criteria.

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss the comments provided in this letter and the
enclosure and answer any questions you may have, at your convenience. EPA recognizes national
energy needs and is committed to energy development and distribution, while assuring environmental
protection. We will continue to work with FERC to address the topics raised by the agency. Please
contact the staff contact for this project Alaina McCurdy at (21 5) 814-2741 or mecurdy.alaina@epa.gov.

Sincerely.
% @%

soCiate Director
Office of Environmental Programs

Enclosure (1) Technical Comments This space left blank intentionally.




FEDERAL AGENCIES
FAQ002 — U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (continued)

FA002-2a

FA002-2b

FA002-2¢

FA00D2-3

FA0024

Enclosure—Technical Comments
Mountaineer Xpress Project and Gulf Xpress Project

1) Geology

We recommend that the final EIS provide additional risk mitigation information related to the
challenging geologic conditions likely to be encountered during construction. Given that blasting, in
combination with steep slopes across 58.2 miles of the route, and active or abandoned mines and
quarries, has the potential to result in adverse impacts, we support FERC’s recommendation regarding
timely filing of the results of a Phase I Landslide Hazard Assessment, as well as timely completion of
relevant field activities and assessments so that the results may be included in a Phase II Landslide
Hazard Assessment to be filed prior to construction. In addition, EPA recommends that the final EIS
evaluate the proximity of streams to locations with high landslide susceptibility in order to ensure that
impacts to these resources are avoided or minimized with appropriate construction techniques. Because
the MXP is entirely within areas with a high incidence and high susceptibility to future landslides zone
we suggest that a Phase 11 Landslide Hazard Assessment include a steep slope mitigation plan and site
specific methodology for erosion control and construction on steep slopes, included as an appendix, or
appropriately referenced. This plan could include specific soil stabilization methods in the EIS such as
| where slope breakers should be implemented.

*

EPA recommends that the EIS evaluate where improvements during construction and operation
of pipelines can be made, based on past performance on other recent pipelines, that may reduce erosion
and sediment control issues, turbidity in streams, impact to surface or ground water supply, and
introduction of invasive species associated with MXP and GXP. This information could provide
recommendations for best management practices (BMPs) and other mitigative approaches for impacts,
and can be incorporated into direct, indirect and cumulative impact analysis,

As the DEIS indicates that challenging geologic conditions are likely to be encountered during
project construction, the DELS also discusses construction challenges and constructability issues in the
rationale for dismissing the Legacy 2 and LXP Alternatives. We recommend clarification of how the
constructability and terrain differs from issues associated with the proposed MXP, such as specifying
how much construction workspace is needed, what amount of space would be considered insufficient,
and how much of the route was deemed to have insufficient workspace.

2) Wetlands, Streams and Forests

The DEIS reports that construction of the MXP and GXP project would temporarily impact
about 7.6 and 0.12 acres of wetlands, respectively. Five hundred eight waterbodies would be crossed by
the centerline of MXP pipelines (411 open-cut crossings, 96 dry-ditch crossings, and 1 HDD), and an
additional 360 waterbodies would be within the pipeline construction right-of-way (ROW) but would
not be crossed by the pipeline directly. GXP could potentially affect 15 waterbodies. Temporary and
permanent workspace and water withdrawals for hydrostatic testing may impact additional wetland and
stream habitat.

Some waterbodies are proposed to be crossed by MXP multiple times, such as the South Fork
Hughes River, Spring Creek and Meathouse Fork, which also contain suitable habitat for federal

1

FA002-2a: See response to comment FA001-8.

FA002-2b: Our recommendation, included in section 4.1.4.4.1, that
prior to construction “Columbia Gas should file with the Secretary for
review and approval from the Director of OEP the results of a Phase |1
Landslide Hazard Assessment, which includes the results of all field
activities to investigate and document the status of all potential landslide
areas, and provide a Landslide Mitigation Plan that includes site-specific
mitigation measures to be conducted during construction and operation
of the project on steep slopes and slip-prone soils” is intended to address
the concerns raised in this comment. Columbia Gas’ Landslide
Mitigation Plan would include:

a. a description of how construction activities would be
conducted on steep slopes and in areas prone to instability;

b. safety protocols for personnel working on steep slopes or
areas prone to instability;

c. measures Columbia Gas would implement if project-related
activities result in instability/landslides during, and after,
MXP construction; and

d. steps to be taken to stabilize and restore such areas affected
by project-related activities.

The Phase Il Landslide Hazard Assessments and the Landslide
Mitigation Plan would be developed in consultation with the WVDEP
and WVDNR.

FAO002-2c: Pipeline construction in areas of rugged topography is
described in section 2.4.4.6 of the EIS. As noted in section 3.3, “The
topographic setting of the MXP is characterized by steep slopes, narrow
ridgetops and valleys, and shallow soils. Construction of the pipeline
would require creating a corridor wide enough to allow for equipment
and personnel to deliver, assemble, and install the pipeline safely. Other
utilities (e.g., powerlines and pipelines) have taken advantage of
ridgetops in the MXP area and are already sited to avoid side slopes and
narrow valleys, which may be prone to extensive erosion during heavy
rainfall events. Co-location opportunities on ridgetops and in the
narrow valleys, which are prominent within the project setting and often
contain waterbodies, limits the availability of workspace needed to
safely construct and operate the proposed facilities. Even with the
limited opportunities available, Columbia Gas was able to co-locate with
other utility corridors almost 24 miles, or about 13.9 percent, of the



FEDERAL AGENCIES

FA

002 — U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (continued)

FA002-4 (continued)

FA002-5

FAO02-6

i

FAOO2-7

FA002-8

endangered mussel species. EPA echoes concerns for multiple crossings of the same waterbody and the
protection of endangered species habitat expressed by the USFWS, an_d supports the USFWS
recommendation to avoid or drastically minimize the number of crossings to th:?se‘slreams. Water
withdrawal may affect recreational and biological uses, stream flow, and resu!l in impacts to stream and
wetland habitat, particularly in streams that will be affected by both construction and vv\_fatlcr _
withdrawals. Consideration of specific streams and wetlands of concern or _hlgh sensitivity, along with
coordinating with appropriate resource agencies, may help determine if additional :ElV?IdanCB a.rvld
minimization efforts may be necessary to reduce impacts to important resources Wlth{n the project area.
Examples include resources on the National Rivers Inventory, communities and riparian habitat.

In order to offset the direct and indirect effects from the fragmentation and conversion qf
regulated waters, EPA recommends that the final EIS present compensatory n?itigation fiddressnzig. bolth
the permanent loss and the permanent conversion of wetlands. EPA can provide expertise on mitigation
monitoring, performance measures, success criteria and other CMIT components, in an effort to improve

mitigation success and more fully address resource loss or conversion.

As reported in Table 4.8-1, of the 3,590 total acres of land affected by MXP constltuctian,_2,327
acres are forested. Based on FERC’s independent analysis, construction of MXP would directly impact
of 2.255 acres of core forest areas {CFA). The DEIS recognizes that forest habitat impacts woluld )
include fragmentation and edge effects that would impact a number of species that de]_:end on interior
forest habitat, EPA recommends that quantification and assessment of effects to interior fcm:si: and
forest fragmentation also describe the long-term and short-term impacts on migratory_ l':urd‘habltat,
including a description of up-front avoidance and minimization efforts and impact mitigation plans for
forest resources.

Discussion on the Legacy 2 Alternative asserts that a co-located route with multiple pipelines
could inhibit wildlife crossings and further reduce interior forests. While these disadvamages_ could
exist for this alternative, the DEIS does not consider the environmental advantages of preserving
existing interior forest blocks elsewhere, or preventing the creation of new forested edges which could
inhibit wildlife crossings. We recommend that the FEIS weigh these envit:onmental advantages and
disadvantages. Similarly, these environmental advantages should be considered for the LXP
I—i\]temative.

3) Groundwater and Drinking Water Protection

While the project area of the planned pipeline does not directly cross wellhead protection areas
(WHPASs) as defined by the West Virginia Bureau of Public Health, the DEIS outlines the proximity of
the project area to four wellhead protection areas (Doddridge County Park Wel! #1 and Roane-Jackson
Technical Center Wells #1-3). Columbia intends to minimize the potential for impacts on WHP;_ﬂ;s
through general construction practices as specified in the Erosion Sediment Qontml Plan and Spill
Prevention, Control and Countermeasures plan. Upgraded construction practices could be \:varranted
near the Doddridge County Park Well #1 and Roane-Jackson Technical Center Wells #1-3 in order to
protect these drinking water sources.

Many private wells exist in close proximity to the proposed project worlfspac_e_. Although some
private wells have been identified in Table 4.3-3, Columbia should continue to {dCl:Il]l}' (through
landowner consultation, civil survey, and county health departments) private drinking water supply

2

MXP route.” Beyond environmental and safety concerns associated
with co-location of MXP with the Legacy 2 and LXP corridors, neither
of these alternatives fully meet the project objective of delivering the
required gas volumes to Columbia Gas’ TCO Pool and other markets on
the CPG system. Therefore, it is our determination that further
evaluation of these alternatives is unwarranted.

FA002-3: On March 2, 2017, Columbia Gas filed a supplement to its
application, which included updates to these numbers. See sections 4.3
and 4.4.

FAO002-4: As noted in section 4.7.2, the USFWS has been working with
Columbia Gas since 2015 to identify survey and project information
needed, including surveys for federally listed mussels in West Virginia.
Once additional information becomes available, the USFWS will work
with Columbia Gas to address any species-specific issues and develop
avoidance and mitigation measures for federally protected species
affected by the project. Columbia Gas anticipates completing necessary
project field surveys in late spring or summer 2017.

Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf would be required to mitigate for
temporary and permanent impacts on wetlands as specified in the
conditions of each project’s section 404/401 permit.

FA002-5: Columbia Gas has provided information indicating that it is
working towards a long-term agreement with the WVDNR that would
incorporate special construction, restoration, and operational conditions
within WVDNR controlled tracts of land. Because specific measures
have not been finalized, we have included the following
recommendation in section 4.5.4.1:

“As soon as information is available and prior to construction, Columbia
Gas should identify any specific construction, restoration, replacement,
and/or operation mitigation measures identified through its discussions
with the WVDNR that it would implement to promote compatibility
with the restoration and management of upland forest areas.”

FAQ002-6: See response to comment FA003-2c.

FA002-7: See response to comment FA001-5.
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FAO02-8 (continued)

FA002-9

FA002-10

FA002-11

wells within 150 feet of the project workspace. This table also summarizes these wells and Columbia’s
status on identifying private well use. Further, EPA recommends that, prior to construction, Columbia
finalize the status of the wells marked as ‘Pending” due to ongoing consultation with the county health
departments. The DEIS mentions that specific protection measures that would be implemented for
active wells located inside construction areas have not yet been identified. We recommend that the final
EIS identity specific measures that would be used to protect these wells at a level as those identified for
human consumption, in addition to the previously mentioned hand-dug water supply well at milepost
107.2.

The DEIS outlines several Surface Water Intake Facilities and Source Water Protection Areas
{SWPAs) crossed by the project (Table 4.3-6), and designates whether the project intersects with the
Zone of Critical Concern (ZCC), the Zone of Peripheral Concern (ZPC), or both. To prevent impacts on
public and private water supplies, we recommend that the final EIS consider route deviations that do not
directly pass through state-defined SWPAs, especially those where the project crosses ZCCs multiple
times (Convestro, milepost 0.1 — 6.4; Town of West Union, milepost 46.0 — 52.8; Milton Water,
milepost 155.8 — 163.9). We recommend that appropriate government entities and/or water utilities that
manage cach SWPA be identified and coordinated with to identify specific protective measures for any
SWPAs crossed by the project be developed prior to construction. Protective measures where the final
pipeline route crosses SWPAs may include upgraded construction techniques.

L—

4) Communities
We appreciate FERC’s use of appropriate benchmarks in the Environmental Justice (EJ)

analysis. To improve the clarity of the analysis, tables could include the actual benchmarks used to
identify areas of Environmental Justice concern be made available in an easily identifiable and simply
understood format. While census tracts and block groups of concern are mentioned and identified in the
text following the tables, it would be helpful to have all of the benchmark values clearly listed in the
table in such a way as to give readers meaningful information that helps to inform and clarify the
process. [t would also be helpful to indicate which census tracts or block groups exceed the
benchmarking criteria in the tables. [t would be helpful to inelude locations of areas of potential EJ
concern on appropriately scaled maps.

The EJ assessment should consider all of the adverse and beneficial impacts that may occur
during construction and operation of the project in the study area or adjacent to it, that may reasonably
be anticipated to have an impact upon minority andfor low-income populations. It is recommended that
the impacts of short term site activities such as construction, truck traffic, noise and fugitive dusts be
clearly considered at as to their role in impacting the lives of residents in the study area. It is also
suggested that FERC consider the air quality impact on populations of concern in non-attainment areas.

The DEIS mentioned that the proposed Cane Ridge Compressor Station “...would resuit in a
noticeable increase in noise levels, the noise levels would remain below our noise criterion...” Please
note that the use of electric driven compressor units may result in reduced noise impacts to the
community and environment. We suggest that the practicability of such units be considered as a way to
reduce noise impacts to the community surrounding the Cane Ridge Compressor Station,

FAO002-8: Section 4.3.1.3.1 includes a recommendation that prior to

construction, Columbia Gas should:

o file with the Secretary the location of all water wells and potable
springs within 150 feet of all areas of disturbance associated with the
MXP pipelines and related aboveground facilities;

o offer to test all water wells within 150 feet of construction
workspaces; and

e provide the status (active, abandoned, capped, etc.) of the two water
wells located at milepost 164.3 and, if active, identify measures to
protect these water wells during construction.

Any private drinking water supply well with a “pending” status
would be considered active for human consumption and protections
would be employed as such.

FA002-9: Section 4.3.2.1.1 has been modified to include a
recommendation that Columbia Gas consult with the appropriate
government entities and/or water utilities that manage each SWPA to
identify specific protective measures for any SWPAs crossed by the
project. See also response to comment FA001-3.

FAO002-10: The tables in section 4.9.9 (Environmental Justice) have
been revised in response to this comment.

FAO002-11: Section 3.6 includes an expanded discussion of electric
motor driven compressors. Columbia Gulf has determined that gas
turbine engines are the most suitable option to achieve hydraulic
efficiency at the Cane Ridge Compressor Station. While there may be a
noticeable increase over ambient noise levels during operation, as
discussed in section 4.11.2.3.2, the predicted noise levels attributable to
operation of the Cane Ridge Station at the closest noise-sensitive area
(NSA) would be below our noise criterion as well as the Metropolitan
Government of Nashville & Davidson County daytime and nighttime
limits.
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FA002-12

—

5) _Air Protection

There are (5) major compressor stations located in non-attainment areas or Maintenance areas
(see table 4.11. page 4-263). The applicability of these stations to the New Smfrcc RQVIE“: (NSR) reg-._:lz}llon
is based on the potential-to-emit (PTE) for each compressor station and comparison to applfcable permitting
thresholds in tons per year. (The PTE are shown in tables 4.11-4 through 4 1.I -9, presented in sections
4.11.1.2.3 and 4.11.1.2.4.), It is shown that for each station considered individually, the PTE of the station is
below the major source threshold requirement of 250 tons per year. However, if they are looked at
cumulatively, the total PTE for each criteria pollutant exceeds the 250 ton per year threshold, and in some
cases, is greater than ten-times (10x) the threshold. Please see the table below:

Formalde-
hyde
(Single
HAP) {tpy)

Total
HAPs

(tpy)

NOX co
{tpy) {tpy}

VOC
(tpy)

PM10/PM2.5
(tpy)

502
(tpy)

CO2e
(tpy)

Total Station
Emissions Qak Lane
Compressor
Emissions from the
Sherwood
Compressor Station
Emissions from the
White Oak
Compressor Station
Ernissions from the
Mount Olive
Compressor Station
Emissions from
Expansion of the
Ceredo Compressor
Station

Emissions from
Expansion of the Elk
River Compressor
Station

TOTAL
EMISSIONS

127.5 | 188.36 | 28.31 15.11 | 1.65| 276,728 1.72 2.5

101.85 | 239.93 11.75| 1.25 | 224,976 1.36 2

89.35 | 213.82 | 18.46 10.32 193,436 122 178

120.39 244 | 24.93 14 | 1.51 | 264,200 162 | 2.37

3,582.56 | 309.93 | 96.64 41.05 | 1.21 | 208,685 40.09 | 57.78

98.37 | 243.38 | 76.15 11.65 | 1.27 | 228,025 1.86

4120.02 | 14394 | 268.2 103.5 8| 1396050 47.26 | 68.29

Major source

threshold 250 250 250 250 | 250 NfA 10 25

The cumulative total emissions would trigger NSR. While such cumulative effects may be
considered outside the scope of some permitting programs under the Clean Air Act, air emissions from
pipeline compressor station projects such as MXP may have ambient air ir_npaots in such a way as to
hamper an area’s ability to achieve and maintain national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS).
Under 40 CFR 51.160, West Virginia DEQ must consider the cumulative impact from numerous sources

on attaining and maintaining air quality standards. We recommend the final EIS consider this situation
4

FAO002-12: The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
delegates its permitting authority under the Clean Air Act in West
Virginia to the WVDEP and we take no position on the WVDEP’s
decisions under its federally delegated permitting authority. We
understand that the MXP compressor stations were permitted as separate
sources (and modeling is performed for each area) and we evaluated
them as separate sources given their distance from each other.

We analyzed cumulative air quality impacts based on the geographic
scope, which was extended to a conservative 50-kilometer radius around
each compressor station (per EPA’s own Prevention of Significant
Deterioration [PSD] guidance). Since the compressor stations do not
fall within each other’s geographic scope, the emissions were not
combined.
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FAOD2-14

as a component of a cumulative effects analysis and consider additional mitigation efforts to address this
issue,

6) _Cumulative Impacts

EPA recommends that additional analysis of cumulative impacts be provided in the final EIS.
The DEIS concludes that the curmulative effect on surface waterbody resources would be temporary and
minor, and that groundwater effects would be less than significant. Aquatic resources have the potential
to be cumulatively impacted by many factors, including waterbody crossings, change in recharge
patterns, clearing, erosion, landslides, and other geohazards, blasting, and water withdraws for
hydrostatic testing, We believe the consideration of these factors from other past, present and reasonably
foreseeable projects is critical as other FERC jurisdictional projects occur in similar geologic settings
and occur within the same watersheds as the proposed action.

Accordingly, we recommend FERC consider performing a cumulative impact assessment at the
individual watershed scale, 1. e. by individual HUC 10 or 12. We suggest this assessment include
stream crossings and surface and groundwater withdrawals, as these will likely have more impact to
surface waters than acres disturbed. Other environmental variables that influence the degree of impact,
such as miles of high quality and impaired streams; location of rare, threatened, and endangered species:
number of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permitted outfalls; and any water
restoration plans in the HUC are also relevant to cumulative impacts, and can strengthen FERC’s
determinations whether cumulative impacts to stream crossings are temporary and minor. We
recommend that the cumulative impact analysis also consider impacts to water quality, headwater
streams, and high quality and/or sensitive aquatic resources.

We recommend FERC specifically identify subwatersheds where the proposed action would
likely have a cumulative impact. Below please review an example of methodology used to assess the
cumulative impact of stream crossings, the number of stream crossings per HUC10 and HUC12 for the
MXP and other FERC jurisdictional pending or approved projects. This type of data assessment could
help highlight areas of special concern and high potential for cumulative impacts, such as the
Headwaters Middle Island Creek which is impaired for benthic macroinvertebrates and has high
numbers of stream crossings. [eadwaters also are critical for the downstream Federally-listed
endangered freshwater mussels, where they occur. By identifying these areas, FERC can focus efforts to
minimize stream crossings in these areas through minor route modifications.

Table 1: HUC 10°s with highest number of cumulative stream crossings
Additional
# of stream pipelines in HUC
HUC 10 HUC Name Crossings with MXP
Headwaters Middle Rover, ACP, MVP
1 0503020104 Island Creek 58
2 0503020102 Fishing Creek 35 ACP, MXP
Qutlet Middle Island ACP, Rover
3 0503020105 Creck 27
s 0503010611 Fish Creek 25 LXP
5 0503020103 McElroy Creek 17 ACP, Rover
5

FA002-13: Cumulative impacts of the MXP and GXP along with other
projects occurring or reasonably foreseeable in the same watersheds
were considered in our cumulative impacts assessment.

FA002-14: We created a new table that lists the HUC-12
subwatersheds along the MXP project and any other projects we
evaluated that occur in the same HUC-12. See table 4.13-5.
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Table 2: HUC 12°s with the highest number of cumulative stream crossings

#of Additional
Stream pipelines in HUC
HUC 12 Name Crossings | with MXP
1 050302010402 | Buckeye Creek* 19 Rover, ACP, MVP
2 050302031008 | Grass Run-South Fork Hughes River | 14 n/a
3 050302010403 | Meathouse Fork* 13 ACP, MVP
4 050302010204 | Upper Fishing Creek 13 n/a
5 050302010404 | Nutter Fork-Middle Island Creek* 12 Rover
6 050301061105 | Lower Fish Creek 11 LXP

* = |ocated within the same HUC 10, Headwaters Middle Island Creek, 0503020104,

This area left blank intentionally.
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STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION
DIVISION OF WATER RESOURCES
William R. Snodgrass - Tennessee Tower
312 Rosa L. Parks Avenue, 11 Floor
Nashville, Tennessae 37243-1102

April 10, 2017

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE. Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Ie: OEP/DG2E/Gas 4
Columbia Gulf Transmission, LL.C
Gulf Express Project: FERC Docket No. CP16-361-000

Dear Ms. Bose:

The Division has reviewed the information that was senf as a notice on intent fo prepare an environmental
assessment for the Columbia Gas Transmission Project. It is my understanding from reading the document that the
only portion of the project that will be in Tennessee is are the two new compressor stations located in Cane
Ridge/Nashville/Davidson County and Clifion JunctionWayne County.  As proposed this activity does not pose a
significant impact on programs regulated by the Division of Water Resources. Review of the site location does not
indicate that there are any issues with public water supplies. navigable waters or that the project would impact a

river that is part of the Nationwide Rivers Inventory or any wild or scenic river within Tennessee.

The disturbed areas for both properties are well over the one acre threshold and will require a General NPDES
Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activities (CGP). The exact location of the
Clifton Junction compressor station is not given in the draft EIS, but I was able to determine the location via map
parcel data for Wayne County. It is not clear from the draft EIS if the Cane Ridge site could impact the unnamed
tributary to Mill Creek. If there is the potential for impact. the project will need an Aquatic Resource Alteration

Permit (ARAP) application to be filed.

As noted in the draft EIS. the two compressor station sites are located in karst terrain. The particular geologic
formations involved are less likely to form sinkholes than some of the other geologic formations in Middle and East
Tennessee. Should sinkholes or other karst drainage features be encountered during the two projects, the
modification of sinkholes is regulated under the Underground Injection Control (UIC) Program and requires

| Division approval. The UIC Program is housed in the Drinking Water Unit.

If you have any further questions. I will be glad to try to assist you. You may reach me at (615) 532-0170 or
tom.moss@tn.gov.

Sincerely,

0O .-;: p (4 !.-"I.o'f/\']ﬂ'}ﬁﬁ.
S

Thomas A. Moss

Environmental Review Coordinator

Compliance and Enforcement Unit

SA001-1: The commenter’s statements regarding project activities and
their impacts on resources within Tennessee regulated by the Division of
Water Resources are noted.

SA001-2: The status of NPDES and section 404 permitting requirements
for GXP facilities in Tennessee are discussed in section 4.3.2.4.2. As
indicated in table 1.5-1, Columbia Gulf anticipates filing its NPDES permit
application in June 2017. No impacts on surface waterbodies are
anticipated from construction and operation of the Cane Ridge Compressor
Station.

SA001-3: As discussed in section 2.4.4.8, geotechnical investigations of
the compressor station sites encountered soil materials with karst terrain,
but they did not exhibit typical signs of active features. If sinkholes are
discovered during development of the sites, Columbia Gulf would comply
with Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC)
regulations for sinkhole modifications.
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O R | G l N A L The Culture Center
1900 Kanawha Blvd., E.

Charleston, WV 25305-0300

Randall Reid-Smith, Commissioner

l WEST I'

owiansy - VIRGINI T ok e oS
ax . . . . B
Culture and History 5583562
April 7,2017

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary Gl
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ‘g'ﬂ
888 First Street NE, Room 1A =
Washington, DC 20426

vt Ll

i
i

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement dated February 2017
Columbia Gas Transmission, Mountaineer Xpress Project
FERC Docket No(s). CP16-357-000 and CP16-361-000
FR#:  15-800-MULTI-11

Qe o !

Dear Mr. McKee:

W have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared for the aforementioned project to
determine its effects on cultural resources. As required by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of

1966, as amended, and its implementing regulations, 36 CFR 800: “Protection of Historic Properties,” we submit our
comments.

In general, we are amenable to the informaticn presented in the DEIS; however, a few emendations ought to be made to
correct the document. First, our office has not concurred with the argument—either from Columbia Gas, ERM
(Columbia’s CRM consultant), or FERC—that the pipeline’s construction will have no “significant negative impact on
the viewshed™ of the Morris Memorial Children’s Hospital or any other property that is considered eligible for or
ineluded in the National Register of Historic Places. As the DEIS noted, consultation continues between our office and
Columbia/ERM regarding eligibility and any potential effects the undertaking may have on historic properties. Finally,
the DEIS should be corrected to indicate that the Mud River Covered Bridge was listed in the National Register of
Historic Places in 1975. It is not, as the DEIS explains, a National Historic Landmark. We will continue to provide
additional comments to Columbia and their consultant, ERM, for this undertaking as we receive the information we
have previously requested.

We appreciate the opportunity to be of service. If vou have guestions regarding our comments or the Section 106
process, please contact Lora A. Lamarre-Deiott, Senior Archaeologist, or Mitchell K. Schaefer, Structural Historian,
at (304) 358-0240.

Drputy State Historic Preservation Officer
SMP/MKS

CC:  Mr Larry McKee
Senior Archaeologist
Environmental Resources Management
3300 Breckinridge Blvd., Suite 300
Duluth, Georgia 30096

SA002-1: Thank you for the clarification; section 5.1.10 has been modified
to reflect the information provided by the WVVSHPO.
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STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37243-0435
ROBERT J. MARTINEAU, JR. BILL HASLAM
COMMISSIONER GOVERNOR

April 24,2017

Via Electronic Submittal at FERC.gov
Attn: Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Office of Energy Projects

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

Dear Ms. Bose:

The Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC) appreciates the opportunity to provide
comments on the Columbia Gas Transmission, LLC (Columbia Gas) proposed Mountaineer XPress Project
(MXP), and the Columbia Gulf Transmission, LLC (Columbia Gulf) proposed Gulf XPress Project (GXP)
included in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) prepared by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC). Columbia Gas requests authorization to construct and operate a total of 170.7 miles of
natural gas transmission pipeline, new compressor stations, and other appurtenant facilities and to modify one
existing compressor station and two pending compressor stations located in West Virginia. Columbia Gulf
requests authorization to construct and operate compressor stations and to upgrade an approved compressor
station and one existing meter station in Kentucky, Tennessee, and Mississippi.

Actions considered in detail within the Draft EIS include:

¢ Proposed Action Alternative — Columbia Gas requests authorization to construct and operate a total of
170.7 miles of natural gas transmission pipeline, new compressor stations, and other appurtenant
facilities, and to modify one existing compressor station and two pending compressor stations, all located
in West Virginia. The MXP would provide about 2,700,000 dekatherms per day (Dth/d) of available
capacity for transport to multiple Midwest, Northeast, and Mid-Atlantic markets across Columbia
Pipeline Group’s system, including the Columbia Gulf Leach interconnect with Columbia Gulf. Columbia
Gulf requests authorization to construct and operate compressor stations and to upgrade an approved
compressor station and one existing meter station in Kentucky, Tennessee, and Mississippi. The GXP
would provide about 860,000 Dth/d of natural gas delivery to markets in the Gulf Coast region. Under the
proposed action the GXP project would lead to the construction of the Cane Ridge Compressor Station on
approximately 23 acres in Antioch Township, Davidson County, Tennessee, and the Clifton Junction
Compressor Station on approximately 29 acres in Waynesboro, Wayne County, Tennessee.

e No-Action Alternative — Under the no-action alternative, the environmental impacts identified in the
Draft EIS would not occur. Existing natural gas transportation systems would continue to provide natural

This area left blank intentionally.
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gas service to these regions; however, the projects’' customers would likely seek natural gas and
transportation services from other sources. To increase capacity or to provide access to new sources of
natural gas, the Companies’ may need to construct additional and/or new gas pipeline facilities and
appurtenances in other locations (i.e., system alternatives) to provide the volumes of natural gas
contracted through the projects’ binding precedent agreements with the respective shippers. Alternatively,
customers of the projects’ shippers could seek to use other energy alternatives, such as alternative fuel or
renewable energy sources, which could also require new facilities. If other new natural gas pipeline
facilities or other energy infrastructure were approved and constructed, each project would result in
specific environmental impacts that could be less than, similar to, or greater than the current proposals.

e System Alternatives — To analyze system alternatives, the Draft EIS evaluated potential impacts
associated with using other existing interstate natural gas pipelines to transport an equivalent volume of
gas to meet customer requirements set forth in the binding precedent agreements, and to provide firm
transportation service to Columbia Gas’ TCO Pool’, as well as more southerly markets accessible from
Columbia Gulf’s pipeline. One of the primary purposes of the MXP is to increase deliverability by
approximately 1,800,000 Dth/d to the TCO Pool.

e Major Pipeline Route Alternatives — FERC received comments during the public scoping period
regarding the use of co-location opportunities with other utilities to reduce MXP impacts on landowners,
communities, and the environment.* Columbia Gas’ route review during the MXP pipeline siting process
considered co-location opportunities where practicable, with several caveats. Even with the limited
opportunities available, Columbia Gas was able to co-locate with other utility corridors almost 24 miles,
or about 13.9 percent, of the MXP route. Additionally, FERC analyzed two major route alternatives to the
MXP that involved looping/upgrades to the existing Columbia Gas pipeline systems with greater ability
to co-locate pipelines (Legacy | and Legacy 2 Alternatives), and one major route alternative (LXP
Alternative) that included modifications to a Columbia Gas project currently under FERC review (the
LXP; Docket No, CP15-514). These alternatives are substantially different from the proposed MXP route
and from each other.

e Pipeline Route Variation Alternatives® — During development of the MXP, Columbia Gas identified
and evaluated numerous route variations and alignment modifications as additional information became
available.®

' Columbia Gas Mountaineer X Press Project (MXP) and the Columbia Gulf XPress Project (GXP) collectively.

2 Columbia Gas Transmission, LLC (Columbia Gas) and Columbia Gulf Transmission, LLC (Columbia Gul) collectively.

# The TCO Pool is the main pooling point on Columbia Gas’ system. Specifically, the TCO Pool refers to Columbia Gas’ highly liquid
trading pool. Shippers may make deliveries into the TCO Pool, i.e., Columbia Gas® Interruptible Paper Pool, from any source delivered into
Columbia Gas™ system. The TCO Pool is a daily and monthly pricing point listed by S&P Global Platts as “Columbia Gas, Appalachia.™

* A pipeline is considered co-located with an existing corridor if the new right-of-way is adjacent to or overlaps the existing right-of-way.

A pipeline can parallel an existing linear facility without being co-located (i.e., there is a separation between the rights-of-way), but this can
result in multiple clear-cuts along similar paths with limited benefit in reducing impacts on environmental and other resources. Parallel
configurations are typical for a gas pipeline where the corridor being followed is a foreign pipeline or utility, or where the company does
not have multiple line rights within its existing right-of-way. In either scenario, whether truly co-located or simply paralleling another
utility, construction within or adjacent to existing rights-of-way can minimize impacts on visual sightlines and intrinsic value, depending on
how the new pipeline is configured in relation to the existing corridors. Because co-location usually minimizes vegetation clearing, it
subsequently reduces fragmentation of forested habitats. Conversely, multiple corridors can have negative impacts on landowners, and
studies have shown there can be detrimental effects on certain species of wildlife in areas with multiple co-located pipelines, as corridors
can expand to the point that they create barriers to wildlife passage, and in some cases, effectively isolate populations. The extent of this
effect depends on the species, life cycles, the geography of an area, and the cleared corridor width.

* Route variations differ from system or major route alternatives in that they are designed to reduce impacts on specific localized features,
are typically shorter than major route alternatives, and do not result in a significant departure from the original alignment.

“In its application filing, Columbia Gas identified and provided its rationale for adopting 21 minor variations and 3 more significant route
modifications (the Maxwell Ridge, Sherwood Lateral, and Hurricane Creek Alternatives) that were considered. Two of the modifications

Q-20
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SA003-1
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¢ MXP Aboveground Facility Site Alternatives — Columbia Gas selected the proposed compressor
station locations to optimize gas flow hydraulics, integrate with other pipelines on the Columbia Gas
system, and to minimize construction challenges given that much of the terrain where compression is
required is mountainous and rugged. The three new compressor station sites proposed by Columbia Gas
are privately owned parcels for which Columbia Gas has obtained purchase rights. No significant issues
were identified with any of the three proposed sites, and FERC received no comments to evaluate any

specific alternate sites during the public scoping period. As such, FERC did not evaluate alternatives sites

for the Sherwood, White Oak, or Mount Olive Compressor Stations. Additionally, FERC did not receive
comments or evaluate alternatives for modifications at existing compressor facilities during the public
scoping period.

*  GXP Compressor Station Alternatives — The number and locations of the compressor stations proposed
for GXP considered the basic flow dynamics of natural gas on Columbia Gulf’s system and the effects of

the GXP. To determine the amount of compression needed by the GXP and the location of compressor
stations, Columbia Gulf used a combination of factors, including compression ratios, fuel consumption,
and compressor suction and discharge pressures.’

As the environmental and natural resources regulatory authority in Tennessee, TDEC's comments will focus on
proposed actions and associated impacts that will occur in Tennessee. Proposed actions occurring in Tennessee
are included as part of the GXP project. Under the proposed action, Tennessee would see two new natural gas
compressor stations constructed:

e The Cane Ridge Compressor Station is proposed for construction on approximately 23 acres in Antioch
Township, Davidson County, Tennessee.

¢ The Clifton Junction Compressor Station is proposed for construction on approximately 29 acres in
Waynesboro, Wayne County, Tennessee.

TDEC’s Office of Energy Programs has reviewed the Draft EIS and provides the following comments regarding

the proposed actions occurring within Tennessee.

+ Section 4.5.1.1.1 “Pipeline Facilities” — In the final EIS, TDEC recommends that consideration be given
to using electric-powered lawn equipment, which is as much as fifty percent (50%) quieter than
traditional gas-operated models. Electric-powered lawn equipment has zero air emissions onsite, reduces
petroleum-fuel purchases, and eliminates used oil waste.

¢ Section 4.1.4.8 “Flash Flooding” — TDEC encourages Columbia Gas to elevate essential electric
components, utility boxes, and any backup power generation as a resiliency measure to ensure safe
operation in the event of a flash flood or an extreme flood event. Columbia Gas should evaluate beyond

were specifically developed in response to commenis received during project scoping. In its October 13, 2016 supplemental filing,
Columbia Gas identified an additional 48 route changes, which resulted from further project refinements in consideration of its 2016 field
surveys, stakeholder comments, input from FERC staff, and other considerations. These route adjustments were adopted to address
landowner concerns, design changes, and constructability constraints, as well as to avoid certain parcels and landmarks.

7 Columbia Gulf proposed the new compressar stations to meet the volumetric and pressure requirements for its existing lines, as well as to

meet the requirements of the project shippers, while minimizing environmental impacts and maintaining service to existing customers.

Applying site-specific conditions to the results ol hydraulic modeling led Columbia Gulf to determine that each compressor station must be

located within approximately 1 mile upstream and downstream of the optimal compression location. This would achieve the hydraulic
efficiency necessary to meet the required project shipper volume.
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SA003-1: Lawn maintenance on a 10-acre site with electric powered
equipment would be impractical from an efficiency perspective. In its
response to our May 9, 2017 data request, Columbia Gulf indicated it
would not be using electric-powered lawn equipment. Since maintenance
activities would be conducted infrequently on a seasonal basis, we do not
anticipate these activities should warrant special mitigation.

SA003-2: TDEC’s recommendation is noted.
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SA003-6

SA003-7]

SA003-5

SA003-2 the FEMA 100-year floodplain map for the Cane Ridge and Clifton Junction Compressor Stations in
(cont.)

Tennessee as recent flooding events in Middle Tennessee have exceeded 100-year floodplain levels.?

TDEC's Division of Water Resources (DWR) has reviewed the Draft EIS and provides the following comments
regarding the proposed action occurring within Tennessee.

s The project as proposed will include the disturbance of more than one acre, and will therefore require a

SA003-3 NPDES - General Stormwater Construction Permit, as well as a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

and Best Management Practices Plan.” TDEC acknowledges that this consideration is included in the
Draft EIS and recommends that it be included in the Final EIS.

e [t is not clear from the Draft EIS if the Cane Ridge Compressor Station could impact the unnamed
tributary to Mill Creek on the east-southeast portion of the property. If there is the potential for impact,

SA003-4 the project will need to file an Aquatic Resource Alteration Permit (ARAP) application.'” TDEC

recommends that additional clarification on potential impacts to the unnamed tributary to Mill Creek be
included in the Final EIS.

s  Asnoted in the Draft EIS, the two compressor station sites are located in karst terrain. The particular
geologic formations involved are less likely to form sinkholes than some of the other geologic formations
in Middle and East Tennessee. Should sinkholes or other karst drainage features be encountered during
the two projects, the modification of sinkholes is regulated under the Underground Injection Control
(UIC) Program and requires DWR approval.'' TDEC recommends that these considerations be addressed

in the Final EIS.

TDEC's Division of Archaeology (DoA) has reviewed the Draft EIS and provided the following comments
regarding the proposed action occurring within Tennessee. Environmental Resources Management Archaeologists
conducted cultural resource surveys at the two proposed compressor stations in Tennessee. Two prehistoric
archaeological sites were located within the footprint of this proposed project. However, they were determined to
be ineligible for the National Register of Historic Places. The Tennessee State Historic Preservation Officers
concurred with these findings (May 16, 2016); DoA also agrees with Columbia Gas’ recommendation that no
further archaeological surveys are required for this project to move forward.

TDEC’s Division of Natural Areas (DNA) has reviewed the Draft EIS and has no specific comments regarding

the proposed actions or its alternatives potential impacts to endangered species.”” In regards to clearing activities,
if any wood is transported from site, special consideration should be given to protect against the spread of the
Emerald Ash Borer (Agrilus planipennis), a federally regulated invasive species found in Tennessee. TDEC

¥ For example, the Opry Mills Mall site in Metro Nashville was built two feet above the 100-year floodplain levels, yet the 2010 historic
flood exceeded those levels. Similar rainfall levels have been seen in the Metro Nashville area since 2010 and pose significant risk to these
same watersheds. For more information visit hitp://www tennessean.com/story/news/local/201 5/05/02/promise-floodwall-
nashville/26759801/.

¥ For more information on NPDES Stormwater Construction Permitting please visit http:/www.tn.gov/environment/article/permit-water-
npdes-stormwater-construction-permit. Additionally, Projects in Metro Nashville where ground cover, natural or man-made, is removed
require a grading permit in addition to a CGP. hitp://www.nashville.ocov/Water-Services/ Developers/Stormwater-Review/Who-Needs-A-
Grading-Permit.aspx.

' For more information on the AR AP program please visit https: //‘www.tn.gov/environment/article/permit- water-aquatic- resource-

" TDEC’s UIC Program is housed in the Drinking Water Unit, more information can be found at

https: www.tn.gov/environment/article/permit-water-underground-injection-control -permit.

"2 The Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency (TWRA) manages information relaied to state listed rare animal species, and should be
consulted in addition to the Division of Natural Areas.
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SA003-3
See response to comment SA001-2.

SA003-4: No impacts on surface waterbodies are anticipated from
construction and operation of the Cane Ridge Compressor Station. See
section 4.3.2.4.2 of the final EIS.

SA003-5: See response to comment SA001-3.

SA003-6: The DoA’s concurrence with project findings and
recommendations is noted.

SA003-7: The DNA recommendation for Columbia Gulf to inspect wood
materials to be transported offsite has been added to section 2.4.1.2.
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SA003-7

‘ recommends Columbia Gas include language in the Final EIS to identify any ash trees onsite and check for
cont.

infestation or otherwise that may be deemed to present a hazard of the spread of the Emerald Ash Borer."

TDEC’s Division of Solid Waste Management (SWM) has reviewed the Draft EIS and recommends the Final
SA003-8|EIS reflect that any wastes associated with construction at the two compressor station sites in Tennessee must be
handled in accordance with the Solid and Hazardous Waste Rules and Regulations of the state."

TDEC’s Division of Air Pollution Control (APC) has reviewed the Draft EIS and provides the following
comments regarding the proposed action occurring within Tennessee.

e The estimated natural gas compressor emissions are likely to be at levels that will require Title V permits
to be issued by each of the separate state and county (local air program) jurisdictions they are proposed to
be constructed within. TDEC does not issue permits for facilities inside of Davidson County. Facilities
inside of Davidson County would fall under the juriscli:,tion of the Metro Nashville Local Air Program
and must comply with their permitting regulations."” TDEC recommends that the likely need for Title V
permits be referenced in the final EIS.

SA003-9

+ TDEC Title V construction permits for facility ID# 91-0098 were issued August 31, 2016 and September
9, 2016 for the proposed facility located off US 64 Savannah Highway, (Clifton Junction) in Wayne
County. Both permits expire on August 30, 2017, and the facility is required to apply for a Title V
Operating Permit when the source begins operation. TDEC recommends that the likely need for Title V
permits be referenced in the final EIS.

SA003-10

* Davidson and Wayne counties are both classified as attainment for all National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) pollutants. The applicant has conducted air quality modeling using the
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) approved AERMOD modeling software for the two
compressor stations proposed to be constructed in Tennessee and has provided summary reports detailing
that emissions will minimally impact the NAAQS for the pollutants evaluated. Because both counties are
currently classified as attaining the NAAQS, General Conformity applicability determinations will not be
required.

SA003-11

+ No demolition of existing structures is described as planned for this project (in Tennessee), however, if
any existing structures were to be subject to demolition, both the state and local asbestos NESHAPs R&D
programs will need to be notified 10 working days in advance of the planned demolition(s). Any existing
pipeline segments in Tennessee that may be subject to replacement should also be evaluated for both
asbestos and PCBs prior to any activities that would otherwise disturb any wrappings or coatings on the

SA003-12

pipe found to contain these regulated materials. If these materials are found to be present. appropriate
measures must be taken to implement special handling and disposal of the affected pipeline segments in
accordance with federal, state and or local asbestos or PCB regulations.

* The Draft EIS includes a listing on page 4-282 of the State of Tennessee Air Regulations that the Wayne

SA003-13 County facility would be subject to with regard to air permitting requirements. TDEC recommends that

" For more information regarding the Emerald Ash Borer please visit https:/www.in.gov/agriculture/topic/ag-businesses- uh
' Reference TDEC SWM Rule 0400 C hapter 11 for Solid Waste and Chapter 12 for Hazardous Waste hitt tn. [
¥ For more information on the Metro Nashville, Air Pollution Control program visit http://www.nashville.gov/Health-
Department/Environmental -Health/Air-Pol lution-Control.aspx or contact John Finke, Director Division of Pollution Control Metro Public
Health Department 2500 Charlotte Avenue Nashville, TN 37209-4129 Phone: (615) 340-5653 Email: john finkef@nashville.gov.
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SA003-8: As stated in section 1.5, Columbia Gulf would be responsible
for all permits and approvals required to implement the proposed project
prior to construction, consistent with the conditions of any authorization
issued by FERC.

SA003-9: Table 1.5-2 has been modified to identify Metropolitan
Government of Nashville & Davidson County as the regulatory agency for
air permitting in Davidson County. We also have identified the
Metropolitan Government of Nashville & Davidson County as the
permitting agency for the Cane Ridge Compressor Station in section
411.1.3.2.

SA003-10: The Title V applicability for all new compressor stations is
noted in section 4.11.1.3.2, Federal Regulations, and more specifically
under the Kentucky, Tennessee, and Mississippi Regulations heading in
that same section.

SA003-11: Further description of General Conformity is described in
section 4.11.1.1.1

SA003-12: See response to comment SA003-8.

SA003-13: We have updated section 4.11.1.3.2 to include this corrected
information under Kentucky, Tennessee, and Mississippi Regulations.
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SA003-13 the applicable Metro (Davidson County) regulations also be listed for the project that is proposed for
(cont.) Davidson County. '

* Footnote 41 on page 4-290 references a procedure to obtain the modeling information discussed in the

Draft EIS. On attempting to obtain this information for review purposes, the following message statement SA003-14: Inits May 16. 2017 response to FERC’s data request Columbia
SA003-14] was displayed: “The General and Advanced Searches are not available at this time.” It would be desirable Gulf indicated it has Coorainated with TDEC representatives to ;ovide the
to have additional time to review this information and any MOVES modeling results obtained after p P

modeling using the MOVES transpartation model. requested information. Copies of correspondence between Columbia Gulf and
TDEC were attached to the response as confirmation.

TDEC appreciates the opportunity to comment on this Draft EIS. Please note that these comments are not
indicative of approval or disapproval of the proposed action or its alternatives, nor should they be interpreted as
an indication regarding future permitting decisions by TDEC. Please contact me should you have any questions
regarding these comments.

Sincerely,

2?-(4{&’ V772 J?/fj’

Kendra Abkowitz, PhD

Director of Policy and Planning

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation
Kendra. Abkowitz(@tn.gov

(615) 532-8689

ce: Molly Cripps, TDEC, OEP
Lacey Hardin, TDEC, APC
Lisa Hughey, TDEC, SWM
Tom Moss, TDEC, DWR
Mark Norton, TDEC, DoA
Stephanie A. Williams, TDEC, DNA

' The Metro Nashville regulations can be found at hitp://www.nashville gov/Heal th-Department/Environmental-Health/Air- Pollution-
Control/Pollution-Downloads aspx.
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Division oF NATURAL RESOURCES
Wildlife Resources Section
Operations Center
P.C. Box 67
Elkins, West Virginia 26241-3235
Telephone (304) 637-0245
Fax (304) 637-0250

Jim Justice Stephen S. McDaniel
Governor Director

April 24, 2017

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St. N.E.. Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Subject: Mountaineer Xpress Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement . . .
Columbia Gas Transmission, LLC This area left blank mtentlonally.

Docket CP16-357
Dear Ms. Bose:

The West Virginia Division of Natural Resources, Wildlife Resources Section has
received the Mountaineer Xpress Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement and appreciates
the opportunity to review and provide comments on this project. We have provided comments
relating to wildlife, wetlands. aquatic resources and public lands in West Virginia.

For questions, please contact Clifford Brown. Environmental Resources Specialist, by
phone (304) 637-0245 or email Clifford.L.Brown@wv.gov.

Q-25
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Comment
#

Comment
Author

Page #
/Section

Paragraph

Comment

SA004-1

WVDNR

ES-9

Proposed locations for vegetative clearing during the May nesting period should be described and
justified.

SA004-2

WVDNR

ES-10

Because there will be significant fragmentation of cerulean warbler habitat and WV supports the
majority of the current cerulean warbler breeding population, replacement of interior forest habitat
for unavoidable impacts and adverse effects should be provided.

SA004-3

WVDNR

4-11

First bullet

The Landslide Mitigation Plan should contain notification procedures, including notification of WVDNR
for any landslides or slips on WMAS; and notification of both WNDNR and WVDEP for landslides that
may impact streams or wetlands.

SA004- 4

WVDNR

4-80

Table 4.4-1

Conversion impacts should be determined for both PSS and PFO wetlands.

SA004-5

WVDNR

4-108

First bullet

Replacement of core forest habitat for unavoidable impacts and adverse effects to interior forest
wildlife species should be provided.

SA004-6

WVDNR

4-110

First bullet

Columbia should include Integrated Vegetation Management (IVM) in development of BMPs for ROW
maintenance and noxious and invasive weed management.

SA004-7

WVDNR

4-121

This MOU also obligates FERC to "Require, as appropriate, applicants to mitigate negative impacts an
migratory birds and their habitats by proposed actions, in compliance with and/or supporting the
intent of the MBTA, Executive Order 13186, BGEPA, ESA and other applicable statutes”. Including,
"compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments".

SA004- 8

WVDNR

4-154

First bullet

The mussel survey period in WV as outlined in the current West Virginia Mussel Survey Pratocols is
May 1 to October 1.

SA004- 9

WVDNR

4-192

Can eminent domain be exercised on State property acquired or managed with Federal funds, e.g.
Pittman-Robertson Wildlife Restoration Program?

SA004-10

WVDNR

4-200

Table 4.8-6

Sportsman Park is operated by the Wirt County Commission. WVDNR has a Public Access Site at the
park for boating and fishing on the Little Kanawha River.

SA004-11

WVDNR

4-204

A portion of Lewis Wetzel WMA was acquired with USFWS Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration funds,
not the Lantz Farm. To date, WVDNR has not made a determination of interference in the purpose of
Federal Aid Grant W-35-L from the USFWS, Division of Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration for this
project. WVDNR will provide a statement of determination and supporting documentation to the
USFWS for consideration. USFWS will review the documentation provided and subsequently respond
to WVDNR with a conclusion of support, or denial, with respect to a determination of interference for
the purpose of the grant.

SA004-12

WVDNR

5-17

A portion of Lewis Wetzel WMA was acquired with USFWS Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration funds,
not the Lantz Farm. To date, WVDNR has not made a determination of interference in the purpose of
Federal Aid Grant W-35-L from the USFWS, Division of Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration for this
project. WVDNR will provide a statement of determination and supporting documentation to the
USFWS for consideration. USFWS will review the documentation provided and subsequently respond
to WVDNR with a conclusion of support, or denial, with respect to a determination of interference for
the purpose of the grant.
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SA004-1: In section 4.6.3.1, we have included a
recommendation that Columbia Gas file an update with the
Secretary regarding the status of Migratory Bird Treaty
Act (MBTA) consultations with the USFWS and WVDNR
regarding the development of its MBTA Tree Clearing
Strategy (and provide a copy of the final plan, if
available); and identify special measures, if any, that
Columbia Gas would implement to reduce impacts on
cerulean warbler habitat.

SA004-2: We are recommending that Columbia Gas
continue to consult with the WVDNR and USFWS to
further reduce impacts, particularly on the large Core
Forest Areas preferred by the cerulean warbler. As stated
in section 4.6.5.1, Columbia Gas would continue to
consult with authorizing agencies to address location-
specific impact minimization and mitigation measures
regarding wildlife, wetlands, and other regulated sensitive
environmental features.

SA004-3: See response to comment FA002-2b.

SA004-4: Footnote a/ in table 4.4-1 describes how
conversion impacts for PSS/PFO wetlands were
determined.

SA004-5: The recommendation in section 4.5.4.1 has
been modified to include replacement in Columbia Gas’
discussions with the WVDNR regarding upland forests.

SA004-6: The recommendation in section 4.5.5.1 has
been modified to specify that the BMPs should include
IMV.

SA004-7: The Memorandum of Understanding between
FERC and the USFWS states in section F.2, the
Commission shall “require, as appropriate, applicants to
mitigate negative impacts on migratory birds and their
habitats by proposed actions, in compliance with and/or
supporting the intent of the MBTA, Executive Order
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This area left blank intentionally.

Q-27

13186, BGEPA, ESA, and other applicable statutes.” The
memorandum further clarifies that mitigation includes
avoiding, minimizing, rectifying, reducing, or
compensating for the impact. Although we agree that
compensatory mitigation is one way to off-set the impacts
resulting from forest loss, there are other avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures described in
section 4.5.4.1 and 4.6.3.1 that would reduce forest
fragmentation and impacts on core forests. While FERC
does not require compensation, have asked the applicant to
develop a MBTA plan, with appropriate mitigation
measures, in consultation with USFWS and WVDNR.
Columbia Gas is required to obtain the necessary permits
and authorizations required to construct and operate the
project. As such, to the extent the state has regulatory
authority and permitting jurisdiction for these features,
Columbia Gas would consult with the appropriate state
agency. State agencies would have the opportunity to
review Columbia Gas’ proposed crossings during the
permitting process and, if necessary, identify additional
mitigation measures beyond that proposed.

SA004-8: No changes required to the recommendation.
Mussel surveys will be conducted during the permitted
survey period as conditions allow. The survey period has
been added to section 4.7.2.

SA004-9: As a general matter, a holder of a certificate of
public convenience and necessity may exercise eminent
domain under section 7(h) of the Natural gas Act to
obtain the necessary rights-of-way through State property,
regardless of whether the State property was acquired or is
managed with federal funding.

SA004-10: We have incorporated this information into
table 4.8-6.

SA004-11: Section 4.8.2.2.1 has been revised to include
the text provided.
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SA004-12: Section 5.1.8 has been revised such that the
information provided relating to the Lewis Wetzel WMA
has been removed from the description of Lantz Farm.

This area left blank intentionally.

Q-28
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METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
Member of Council

FABIAN BEDNE
Metro Council 314t District
Historic Metro Courthouse e One Public Square, Suite 204 ® Nashville, TN 37219
Telephone 615-829-6226

2
April 24, 2017 - 3
£ 83
The Honorable Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 1 ;;;;
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission I
888 First Street NE, Room 1A Le] ?;%O
Washington, D.C., 20426 O R J G I N A L w o=
w m
=

Dear Secretary Bose,
| would like to advocate the interests of my constituents and strongly encourage you to deny certificate
approval for FERC Docket Number CP16-361-000, Columbia Gulf Transmission, LLC's Gulf Xpress Project
LA001-1 |(GXP). The ertenstve proposed project includes construction of a néw gas compressor station in the
Cane Ridge tommunity of my district in Davidson County, Tennessee, This gas compressor station will
have a direct and negative imipact on the surrounding community and have deleterious effects on
| resident’s wellbeing. o T :

The proposed gas compressor station would be located on B Road approximately 0.5 mile west of
0ld Hickory Boulevard, an area that is zoned residential, not industrial. This station would be in very
close proximity to many subdivisions, two schools, and less than a mile away from the Mill Creek Park
LA001-2 | @nd from the Greenway system that is currently undergoing an expansion as part of the Master Plan
conceived ten (10} years ago. Construction has also just begun on a nearby $3 million dollar sports field.
There is no doubt the location of this gas compresser station will pose health, safety and environmental
risks to the surrounding community. It is also clear that the Columbia Gulf company can better locate
| this station in an alternate site already zoned for industrial uses.

While an FERC fact sheet notes that "accidents are rare and usually the result from outside forces or
L.A001-3 | unauthorized action by someone other than the pipeline company”, they cannot guarantee an accident
will not occur. What will happen to the residents, schools, and park system in the immediate vicinity?

In a notice for the draft environmental impact statement (EIS) for the GXP, the FERC staff “concludes
that approval of the proposed projects would result in some adverse and significant environmental
LA001-4 [impacts.” An FERC fact sheet also notes that “natural gas-fired engines and turbines burn a portion of
the natural gas in the pipeline and would emit pollutants.” The proposed station would in fact be a
natural ‘gas-fired turbine-driven compressor. Everi more concerning is the fact that the FERC's EIS
acknowledges that generally, station sites are in rural areas with population densities less than the

One Public Square, Suite 204 Nashville, Tennessee 37219 Office: 615/862-6780 Fax: 615/862-6784
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LA001-1: Comment noted.

LA001-2: Comment noted.

LAO001-3: Reliability and Safety are discussed in section 4.12. See response to
comments IND009-5 and IND0O06-4.

LAO001-4: Comment noted. The complete quote is as follows: “The draft EIS
assesses the potential environmental effects of the construction and operation of
the MXP and GXP in accordance with the requirements of NEPA. The FERC
staff concludes that approval of the proposed projects would result in some
adverse and significant environmental impacts. However, if the projects are
constructed and operated in accordance with applicable laws and regulations, the
mitigation measures discussed in this EIS, and our recommendations, these
impacts would be reduced to acceptable levels.” Note that this summary
paragraph references both the GXP and the MXP. The only potentially
significant environmental impact identified during our review of both projects is
associated with the MXP (specifically to Core Forest Areas). See response to
comments IND010-4 and IND021-2 regarding air emissions. It is not
unprecedented for metropolitan areas to incorporate natural gas infrastructure as
part of their energy supply plans. In densely populated areas, additional safety
measures are incorporated into the design, testing, and operation of the facilities
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(cont.)
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LA0O1-6

LA0O1-7

LADOL-8
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statewide averages, except for the Cane Ridge site in Davidson County, Tennessee, which s the second
largest population center in the state. This clearly reveals that Cane Ridge is not an appropriate location
ior a gas compressor station.

'In addition to detrimental health impacts, residents are also worried that property values will
dramatically decrease, and the possibllity that they could be forced to sell or lease their land for
easements or right of ways. This station will not only be a burden to current residents, but will also
| make the area less desirable for prospective home buyers, further decreasing property values.

[ advocates for the compressor station purport that the station will be good for business and create
opportunities in the community, but this does little to placate resident’s concerns. The previously
referenced EIS reports that Columbia Gulf estimates 90% of the construction workforce at the
compressor station site will be non-local, leaving Just 10% as local hires. Additionally, since the
compressor site will be situated in an urban area, unlike the other proposed stations in this project,
there will be a substantial increase in traffic along Barnes Road which will result in delays to local
| commuters,

[Constituents have increasingly and overwhelmingly voiced their concerns to me, fellow Council
members, and state officials. In light of these concerns, | sponsored an ordinance in 2016 that adds gas
compressor stations to the list of facilities that are regulated locally as a major source of air pollutants in
Nashville. This ordinance also requires that gas compressor stations obtain construction permits to
open. As part of this ordinance, Nashville’s health department director could also deny a construction
permit if a facility violates air quality standards. The numerous adverse effects of this compressor
station necessitate action to protect the surrounding ecosystem and thousands of residents who live in
close praximity to this proposed station. It is overwhelmingly apparent that Columbia Gulf Transmission
| is pursuing this station for their own gain while providing no benefit to the surrounding community.

?gain. | implore you to deny certificate approval for Columbia Gulf Transmission for the Gulf Xpress
Project, specifically for the Cane Ridge, Tennessee gas compressor station. This community has strongly
conveyed their concern and disapproval. | respectfully ask you to consider the health, environmental,

| and residential implications of this planned station, Thank you for your time and attention.

Sincerely,

19»«-4' 3!4&:1_
Fabian Bedne
Councilmember, District 31

FB/dg
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as required by DOT regulations at 49 CFR 192 (see section 4.12.1).

The U.S. Energy Information Administration map below illustrates the location of
natural gas compressor stations in the United States, many of which are located in
metropolitan areas.
https://www.eia.gov/pub/oil_gas/natural_gas/analysis_publications/ngpipeline/compressormap.html

g |

Legend

= Interstate Pipeline
= Intrastate Pipeline
m = Compressar Station

LAOO01-5: See response to comment IND017-9.

LAO001-6: Potential impacts on the local economy are discussed in section 4.9.8.2.
While the majority of the construction workforce would be non-local, there would
still be a beneficial impact on the community through increases in the local tax
revenue as well as through other construction expenses. Potential traffic impacts
related to construction and operation of the Cane Ridge Compressor Station are
discussed in section 4.9.5.2. Columbia Gulf recognizes the possibility of delays
during peak traffic hours and would work with local transportation officials to
mitigate transportation and traffic impacts on Barnes Road during the 10-month
construction period.

LAOQ01-7: See response to comment CO005-3. Benefits associated with the GXP
are discussed in section 4.9.8.2.

LAO001-8: Comment noted.
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NATO01-1

Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians
Tribal Historic Preservation Office
P.O. Box 455
Cherokee, NC 28719
Ph: 828-359-6852 Fax 828-488-2462

DATE: 19— April - 17

TO: Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
ATTN: To Whom It May Concern
888 First Street, NE
Washington, DC 20426

PROJECT: FERC No. CP16-357-000.
Hello:

The Tribal Historic Preservation Office of the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians (EBCI THPO)
accepts the invitation to comment on this proposed section 106 activity under §36CFRE00.

It is the opinion of the EBCI THPO that no cultural resources important to the Cherokee people
should be adversely impacted by this proposed federal undertaking. As such, this proposed
undertaking may proceed as planned. In the event that project design plans change, or cultural
resources or human remains are inadvertently discovered during site prep and construction
phase, the EBCI THPO requests that all work cease and be notified so we may continue the
nation-to-nation consultation process as stipulated under §36CFR800.

If we can be of further service, or if you have any comments or questions, please feel free to
contact me at (828) 359-6852.

Sincerely,

Heon(uit="

Holly Austin

Tribal Historical Preservation Office

Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians

Q-31

NATO001-1: Thank you. Comments are noted.
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Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians
Tribal Historic Preservation Office
P.O. Box 455
Cherokee, NC 28719
Ph: 828-359-6852 Fax 828-488-2462

DATE: 19— April - 17

TO:  Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
ATTN: To Whom It May Concern
888 First Street, NE
Washington, DC 20426

PROJECT: FERC No. CP16-361-000.
Hello:

The Tribal Historic Preservation Office of the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians (EBCI THPO)
accepts the invitation to comment on this proposed section 106 activity under §36CFR800.

It is the opinion of the EBCI THPO that no cultural resources important to the Cherokee people
should be adversely impacted by this proposed federal undertaking. As such, this proposed NATO002-1: Thank you. Comments are noted.
undertaking may proceed as planned. Inthe event that project design plans change, or cultural
resources or human remains are inadvertently discovered during site prep and construction
phase, the EBCI THPO requests that all work cease and be notified so we may continue the
nation-to-nation consultation process as stipulated under §36CFRE800.

NAT002-1

If we can be of further service, or if you have any comments or questions, please feel free to
contact me at (828) 359-6852.

Sincerely,

Heo ="

Holly Austin
Tribal Historical Preservation Office
Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians

Q-32
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CO001 - Teamsters National Pipeline Labor Management Cooperation Trust

ORIGINAL

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

Dear Secretary Bose:

Please find written comments submitted by the “Teamsters National Pipeline
Labor Management Cooperation Trust” for the Mountaineer Xpress and Gulf Xpress
Pipeline Projects (FERC Docket Numbers CP16-357-000 and CP16-361-000).

i 1 would like this cover letter along with the enclosed “Agreement and Declaration
CO00L-1| of Trust Establishing the Teamsters National Pipe Line Training Fund” to be part of
our comments for the record.

This document gives an overview of our organization’s mission.

If you have any questions I can be reached at (703} 508-8690.

Sincerely,

040 o=

Richard Stern, Administrator
Teamsters National Pipeline Labor
Management Cooperation Trust

Enclosure

March 20, 2017 iU E T

Q-33

CO001-1: Thank you for your comment.

Note to reader: This comment letter included over 40 pages of
supplemental information related to the pipeline construction industry,
including the Declaration of Trust and Purposes for the Teamsters National
Pipeline Labor-Management Cooperation, pipeline worker training
brochure and employment requirements, information regarding the
construction process known as horizontal directional drilling, driver
training requirements, drug and alcohol testing policies, and the Teamsters
Military Assistance Program. The visibility of the attachments were low
quality; therefore were not copied into this appendix. The comment and all
attachments can be viewed at http;//www.ferc.gov. Using the “eLibrary”
link, select “Advanced Search” from the eLibrary menu and enter
20170324-0017 in the “Numbers: Accession Number” field.
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Comments submitted on behalf of OVEC by:

William J Hughes
862 Scheidler Run Rd
New Martinsville, WV 26155

DEIS for Columbia Gas Transmission
FERC Docket Number CP16-357; and
CP16-361

Comments to FERC on MVP DEIS for Columbia Gas Transmission, filed by William J
Hughes, on behalf of Ohio Valley Environmental Coalition

1. These comments here also include: Exhibit A, the red, three binder with 105
photographs; Exhibit B, six pages of Descriptions of Photographs which is
insider the front cover of the three binder; Exhibit C, an eight page list of
WVDEP-DWEY air quality permits, inserted into the back pocket of the three ring

binder.

2. Some of my comments here are based on my very detailed, close up
observations and documentation of a recently FERC approved, constructed,
completed and now in use 30-inch natural gas pipeline. This would be your
Docket numbers CP-41-000 and CP15-41-001. It is an EQT pipeline. That
project was called the Ohio Valley Connector. My almost daily observations
spanned over a 10-month period from January 2016 fo late November, 2016.

3. Our home is located near the midway point in the overall length of the OVC
pipeline and the right of way for it passes about 150 feet from my mailbox.

4. Our home is about 1.5 miles from the proposed Right of Way for the
Mountaineer Xpress pipeline (MXP) near Mile Post 17. Many of the same roads
will be used for construction work. The proposed MXP cuts Wetzel County in
half, from north to south slightly east of our home.

5. | am aware that it is not be possible to extrapolate the cumulative environmental
impacts from one pipeline construction project to predict the exact outcome of
another much larger project. The MXP will have a larger diameter and will be
over four times longer. It is not unreasonable to expect the community and
environmental impacts to be greater or at least the same as we experienced.

6. Section 4.0 in the MXP DEIS starts the Environmental Analysis; within it is
section 4.11 (page 4-260) on Air Quality and Noise and section 4.13 (pg 4-319)

on Cumulative Impacts;

Pr i/
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This area left blank intentionally.
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C0002

— Ohio Valley Environmental Coalition, William Hughes (continued)

C0002-1

7. And within that is section 4.13.1 Projects and Activities Considered (page 4-
319) This paragraph includes:

In accordance with NEPA, we considered the cumulative impacts of the MXP and GXP and other
projects or actions in the area of each. As defined by the CEQ, a cumulative effect is the impact on the
environment that results from the incremental impact of the proposed action when added to other past,
present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency or person undertakes
such other actions (CEQ, 1997). Although the individual impact of each separate project may be
miner, the additive or synergistic effects of multiple projects could be significant. This cumulative
impacts analysis includes other actions meeting the following three criteria:

« the action impacts a resource that is also potentially affected by the MXP or GXP;
* the action causes the impacts within all or part of the same geographic scope as the MXP or GXP; and

» the action causes this impact within all or part of the temporal scope for the potential impacts from the
MXP or GXP.

8. A few paragraphs further (page 4-320) it says:

“We recognize that oil and natural gas exploration and production activities are ubiquitous in many of
the counties crossed by the MXP. Oil and natural gas exploration activities include improvement or
construction of roads, preparation of a well pad, drilling and completion of wells, and construction of
gathering systems and consequent rights-of-way. We have not examined the impacts associated
with these activities to the same extent as the other projects identified in table 4.13-2 because
the status, scale, and timing of these facilities are unknown.”

9. If one reads and digests the complete statement here this DEIS is actually
saying, that FERC and Columbia are required to consider all the cumulative
impacts which might affect the same resource, OUR AIR, at about the same
time, and in the same general location of our neighborhood. However, then
there is the extremely inadequate, borderline high-school-level excuse of why
they did not do so, which is that the status, scale and timing are unknown.
Someone at Columbia Gas needs to do their homework here. To help
Columbia and FERC out, | would like to also submit my Exhibit C  which took
me maybe 30 minutes to find and print. This Exhibit X list eight pages of many
dozens of locations just within Wetzel County which have known gas related
operations and an WVDEP Air Quality permit. These are not UNKNOWN. A
similar list could be quickly generated for every county in West Virginia thru
which the MXP passes. These locations and the detailed Air Quality permit

37
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CO0002-1: Thank you for this information. See updates to section 4.13.1, which
includes a new discussion of gas production facilities in the vicinity of the MXP.
Subsection 4.13.2.9.1 addresses concerns related to oil and gas exploration
activities on air quality.
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which accompanies them, of compressor stations; de-hy stations and gas
processing plants, are not UNKNOWN. Almost every natural gas compressor
station within the state has an DAQ permit now. It is common knowledge;
readily available.

10. In general, within this DEIS there are multiple, major omissions, and an
apparent, broad based, intentional, concerted effort on the part of Columbia to
avoid any real acknowledgement or evaluation of the cumulative impacts on
overall air quality by glossing over many nearby contributors to air guality.

11.  One of the most significant omissions in the MXP DEIS, is all the
thousands of operating gas wells and many hundreds of horizontal gas well
pads. Table 4.13-1 on page, 4-322 lists Cumulative Impact Geographic Scope
distance of 31 miles for air quality emissions sources during operations. Every
well pad within the counties of Marshall, Wetzel, Tyler and Doddridge are within
31 miles of one of the MXP compressor stations. Many of these well pads are

L__only small fractions of a mile away from the actual RoW for the MXP.

[12. The failure to address air pollution caused by natural gas well pads as a

contributor to overall air quality represents a major flaw in this Columbia Gas

DEIS for its MXP. There is no reasonable or accurate way to consider the

cumulative impacts to long term, total, regional, cumulative air quality natural

gas infrastructure when Columbia totally ignores one of the major sources of
the air pollution. That is what is being done when FERC allows them to ignore
all the existing large well pads with thousands of shale gas wells whose
operation is totally interconnected and interdependent. These well pads truly
share a symbiotic relationship with the pipelines. They absolutely need each
other. The existence and location of these gas producing or processing plants
and gas well pads are readily available and easy to locate and identify and
quantify. All the work has been done by WVDEP-OOG. Each of these well
pads have many (NGL) condensate storage tanks on the well pads, which vent

VOC's to the atmosphere; and combustion units within the three phase

separators; some have their own small de-hy units on the pad. WVDEP DAQ

has on file air quality permits for all these well pad locations. This information is
common knowledge. Its omission must have been intended. And the omission
of this represent a fatal flaw to any attempt at a comprehensive evaluation of
this or any large FERC pipeline. Nowhere within the FERC MXP documents
does it make any attempt to take all these sources into consideration.

317

CO002-1
(con't)

COo02-2

CO002-3

Q-36

CO002-2: See response to comment CO002-1

C0O002-3: The EIS was prepared by FERC staff in accordance with NEPA,
CEQ guidelines, and other applicable requirements. The EIS is consistent with
FERC style, formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of cumulative
impacts. However, we have updated section 4.13.1 to address gas production
facilities in the vicinity of the MXP.
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CO002-4

CO002-5

CO002-6

13.

There are many relevant “minor” point sources of air emissions not
included here in the DEIS. The designation of “minor” is only technically correct
in that they do not mathematically exceed the 100 TPY of a regulated pollutant
to be labeled a "major” source. Calling them “minor” does not mean insignificant

|_of that the air is actually good for long term public health.
14.  Another major, and presumably intentional limitation to the DEIS is the use

of a very poor quality base map to show the pipeline route. It is very difficult to
see much detail.

Throughout the FERC documents are what | would have to categorize as
“non-sequitur’ statements or arguments. Meaning, of course, that the simplistic
conclusion statement(s) is (are) not at all supported by whatever facts,
generalizations or vague allusions which might have preceded them. Table

15.

4.11-1 (page 4-263) shows air quality within this MXP area. It indicates that
areas designated as unclassified are treated as : “attainment”. Many areas
of WV thru which the proposed MVP would travel, are in counties in the
category of unclassified with regard to air quality. That means we do not know.
It does not mean that they are in attainment. There are very few air monitors
across the state of WV and none in Wetzel, Tyler, Doddridge, or Ritchie
Counties. The simple truth is that we do not know what the current,
cumulative air quality is in any of the counties of WV which are being impacted
by the ten years of continuing shale gas operations or their associated pipelines
like the MXP or the recently completed OVC. There has never been any effort
to aggregate the air emissions of all the gas processing and TEG De-hy units
and well pads and compressor stations et cet. All of them are usually given a
generic DAQ permit as a single, isolated, point source of air pollution as though
they exist and operate in an isolated sealed vacuum. Or within a sealed
Plexiglas bubble. The FERC documents do in fact give some casual mention

that the diesel fumes and compressor stations might contribute to air pollution,
and would result in permanent air quality impacts (see pg 4-354 and 4-356)

but that acknowledgment is always followed by over-simplified phrases that
emissions would be generally localized and minimal, and that therefore we
conclude that the cumulative impact of the projects in table 4.13-2 (page 4-324)
in combination with the MXP project would not significantly affect local or
regional air quality. Unfortunately for all our residents, Table 4.13-2 ff, with the

9/7
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CO002-4: “Minor” and “major” point sources are regulatory terms under the
Clean Air Act. They are included for disclosure of permitting authorities and
not intended to reflect a FERC conclusion or opinion regarding the source’s
relative importance. Air regulations and permitting requirements are discussed
generally in 4.11.1.1.1, and those applicable to MXP are discussed in section
4.11.1.2.2.

CO002-5: Detailed mapping for the MXP was included in appendix B-1 of the
draft EIS and is reproduced in the final EIS.

CO002-6: With respect to air permitting under the Clean Air Act, there is no
difference between “unclassified” and “attainment” areas. Designations are
based on the most recent set of air monitoring or modeling data characterizing an
area. See also response to comment CO012-8 and additional cumulative air
discussion under section 4.13.2.9.1.

Regional air monitoring data are available to the public online at
https://www.epa.gov/outdoor-air-quality-data. Background concentrations used
in the modeling analysis were derived from these data. The most representative
air quality monitor was used for each compressor station site. See the modeling
analysis in section 4.11.1.2.4.
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CO002-7

CO002-8

exception of many more FERC pipelines, the table does not include any natural
gas facilities anywhere.

[16. For example of see pages: 4-267; 4-282; 4-319-320; 4-332;

Of course, there is no justification to this gross over simplification of air pollution
characteristics and related problems. Air pollution does not freeze and sit still
forever stuck at the top of the exhaust stack. It does, in fact, get blown away,
downwind to where my neighbors live. We do in fact know that no industrial
category, toxic or hazardous air pollutant is ever local or contained or confined.
Public health professionals have known for decades and they have well
documented the "long legs” of small particles from diesel fumes and the
downwind spread of the resultant ozone formed by the combined NOx and VOC

L so prevalent in any active natural gas field operations and production.

17.  Once the honest acknowledgment is made that we do not know
(unclassified) the actual air quality status of all these WV counties since they
are unclassified, absolutely no conclusion can be made as to how much any
other project, pipeline or compressor station will make matters much worse or
will be insignificant as the FERC DEIS dreamingly states over and over.
However, we just cannot keep pretending that air pollution of all forms do not
add up and maybe, disperse and travel downwind and accumulate in valleys.
The frequent unsubstantiated statement in the DEIS that all emissions for the
MXP are “localized” is patently absurd since no air emission can be guaranteed
to stay where we put them. Exhaust stack fumes will always travel and spread.
Their effect is ongoing and cumulative and has public health consequences
even if we pretend otherwise. And the assumption among the gas industry and
apparently among some FERC evaluators seems to be that if the WV air is now
“sort of OK”, then we can continue to dump whatever pollutant we want into our
common atmosphere until there is a widespread, recognized and acknowledged

public health problem years later. Did not Allegheny County (Pittsburgh) in
~ Penn. come to this obvious conclusion over 50 years ago ? It had filthy,
unhealthy, air and it was not good for public health. It behooves us to now
avoid public health air problems rather than create them now and force future
generations to undo the effects of our ignorant industrial behavior in our rural
neighborhood.

5/7
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CO002-7: Using an EPA recommended model, air dispersion modeling was
performed to predict maximum ground level concentrations of the criteria
pollutants that would be emitted from MXP facilities and determine the potential
off-site impacts of air pollutants from the compressor stations. No exceedances of
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards were predicted. See section
4.11.1.2.4 for a discussion of this analysis. Further background on air dispersion
modeling can be found on the EPA’s Support Center for Regulatory Atmospheric
Modeling website at https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/scram/dispersion_prefrec.htm.

CO002-8: See response to comments CO002-6 and CO002-7.
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COo

19

CO002-9b

18.  The Conclusions and Recommendations section begins on page 5-1. From
page 5-22, it states that, “The air quality impacts associated with construction
of the MXP and GXP would include temporary, localized increases in tailpipe
emissions from fossil-fueled construction equipment.....and “Operation of the
MXP and GXP aboveground facilities would result in long-term air emissions
from stationary equipment (e.g., turbines, emergency generators, and heaters
al compressor stations and M&R stations), including emissions of NOx, CO,
particulate matter, SO2, VOCs, GHGs (including fugitive CH4), and HAPs... ..

| However, since this Columbia Gas DEIS at no time includes ANY emissions
from horizontal well operations and related gas processing, this then seems to
give FERC the perplexing but unsubstantiated ability to simplistically conclude:
"“Based on our analysis and compliance with federal and state air guality
regulations, we conclude that operational emissions would not have a

| significant impact on local and regional air quality”. This is just another
example, one of many, of the oversimplified, nen-sequitur arguments contained
throughout the FERC documents. There is absolutely no rational, logical way
that the conclusion given can be drawn from the sketchy, partial, wishful
thinking style of sentences cobbled together here in this DEIS. We can and
~__must be smarter than this.

In Section 4.9.5.1 (pg. 4-230-235) there is a discussion of traffic and
transportation issues. Based on my detailed observations and documentation here
on the construction of the OVC pipeline, there were literally hundreds of truck trips
to and from the four nearby laydown and work yards. Construction equipment was
regularly loaded and unloaded from big flatbed trucks on the public highway. The
routine travel of all local residents was delayed and restricted daily. On our very
narrow local roads, residential traffic was always forced to yield to pipeline workers
even when we had the right of way.

0z-9

Any time, any pipeline associated truck, of any size needed to pull into or out of any
laydown yard next to the highway, the pipeline contractor would stop all local,
routine traffic. This was done every day for the convenience of the pipeline
construction company. Mud was dropped onto the public roadway and sometimes
cleaned up. Old, visibly obsolete trucks would be burning black diesel fumes every
day all along the public roads used by the pipeline contractor. All of this continual

&7

Q-39

C0O002-9: See response to comment CO002-1

CO002-9b: Traffic related to construction and operation of the MXP is discussed
in section 4.9.5. Cumulative impacts from MXP construction traffic are discussed
in section 4.13.2.6.1. Columbia Gas’ ECS for MXP addresses Temporary Road
Access (and mud tracking) in section I1.D.4 (page 7).
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CO0002-11

CO002-1

C0002-1

C0002-10

CO002-14

community impacts for just a 30-inch pipeline which was only 31 miles long here in

WV.

20. There is no way fo avoid the obvious connection between all these FERC
pipeline projects and the many hundreds of existing and thousands proposed,
shale gas wells in WV and Penn and eastern Ohio. The only reason many
additional pipelines are allegedly needed is to allow for more shale gas to be
produced and transported out of the state and in some cases out of the country.
There are currently thousands of conventional wells here in WV. For many
decades those wells have not needed these oversized pipelines and their
massive compressor stations. Therefore, any reasonable Environmental Impact
evaluation must look at the whole picture and attempt to make a reasoned,
scientific, factual evaluation of our current and long term air quality and its

L impact on future public health.

[21.  This proposed MXP 36-inch pipeline should not be allowed to be located
whereby a residential dwelling would be within the PIR for the rated pressure of
L the gas.

[22.  Given the excessive sedimentation (see photo 80) which | saw here

2 downstream during a routine pump around, all larger streams and rivers

L crossed by the MXP should be required to use HDD to get the pipe under them.
2 Since many of us only just recently received the printed hard copy of the

23.
3 MXP DEIS, we would like to request an extension of the final date to submit
L comments beyond the April 24™.

24, On page 4-274, emissions data for the Ceredo compressor station are
listed. Since three, 11,000 HP electric powered motors are used for the
compressors, their proportionate share of air pollution at the coal fired

| generating plant which provides the electric power should be included here.

7/7
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CO002-10: See response to comment CO006-3. As stated in section 1.1.1, the
Commission’s role in reviewing the details of any project is to make a
determination of public convenience and necessity. A FERC EIS serves to inform
the Commission as to the environmental impacts associated with a proposed
action, but does not establish or justify the overall “need” for a project. If a
Commission determination of public convenience and necessity is made in the
affirmative, after a thorough review of a host of environmental and non-
environmental factors, then the “need” for the project is affirmed.

CO002-11: Pipeline Reliability and Safety are discussed in section 4.12.
Interstate natural gas pipelines are regularly sited in residential communities, and
residential communities are frequently constructed around existing pipelines.
Pipelines constructed and operated by U.S. Department of Transportation
(USDQT) standards are, by definition, considered safe.

CO002-12: Waterbody construction is discussed in section 2.4.4.2. Permits,
Approvals, Consultations, and Regulatory Requirements for waterbody crossings
can be found in section 1.5.4. While a horizontal directional drill (HDD) can be a
good option for certain waterbody crossings, our experience is that a direct
crossing of a waterbody in 24-48 hours can often be preferable from an
environmental standpoint than setting up an HDD operation with accompanying
extra workspace which could take weeks to complete. As discussed in section
4.3.2.4.1, downstream turbidity from a dry-ditch crossing should dissipate
quickly, and sedimentation should be minor.

C0002-13: The commenter’s request to extend the comment period is noted. We
have continued to accept and respond to comments received after the close of the
public comment period in development of the final EIS.

CO002-14: Because electric-powered sources have no air emissions themselves,
they are not regulated by the EPA. The point source generating the electricity is
the regulated entity (e.g., a coal-fired electricity generating unit). Section 3.6 has
been updated to provide further details regarding electric motor-driven
COMPressors.
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Note to Reader: As part of this comment submittal package, OVEC included
over 100 photographs of pipeline-related construction activities from a different
project(s) as exhibit B. Additionally, exhibit C contained a list of air permits
issued by the WVDEQ (unrelated to the MXP). We do not have any further
responses regarding these photographs or air permits unrelated to the MXP. Due
to the volume of pages we have not included those exhibits in this appendix.
Persons interested in reviewing the photographs and/or air permits, please follow
these steps:

The comment and all attachments can be viewed at http;//www.ferc.gov. Using
the “eLibrary” link, select “Advanced Search” from the eLibrary menu and enter -
20170330-4002 in the “Numbers: Accession Number” field.

This area left blank intentionally

Q-41
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> Keep

¥ Southeast

“Nashville
Healthy

Motion to Intervene Out of Time

Basis for Intervening:

As the Vice President of Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy, a 501(c)(3) community based
group, | represent thousands of private citizens living within three miles of the proposed Cane
Ridge Gulf Xpress Compressor Station. The station would adversely impact the health, property
values, and lifestyles of these citizens.

If the station were constructed, there would be continual noise pollution disturbing the peace

CO003-1a] @nd quiet of residential areas, as a result of over 40,000 horsepower turbines running non-stop,
and periodic loud blasts from blowdowns conducted as part of routine maintenance, which also
would release raw natural gas/methane and other chemicals into the atmosphere.

The compressor station will have only a small buffer of frees to be planted by CGT along its
south side next to Barnes Road, which will offer negligible noise buffering to users of the Mill
Creek Greenway, and negligible noise and visual buffering to residences of numerous
subdivisions including Stanford Village, Mill Run, Barnes Cove, Hidden Creek and many more.
The compressor station’s location above the road will allow its noise to resonate down to the Mill
Creek Greenway and the subdivisions that lie in the valley of Mill Creek below.

CO003-1b

The Station would have a strong negative impact on the air quality of not only Greenway users
and nearby neighborhoods, but of Southeast Nashville as well. Hazardous byproducts of this
station, which will be continually released into the atmosphere, will include chemicals known to
cause cancer, including benzene, formaldehyde, chromium, and others.

CO003-2
Radon gas, which is densely present in this natural gas obtained from Marcellus and Utica
shales, would be released into the atmosphere of the surrounding neighborhoods, schools, and
parks at all times, creating the risk of lung cancer to users and residents who breathe this air.

[In the event of a catastrophic failure of the compressor station, with resulting explosions and
C0O003-3 | fires, nearby residents would surely face serious injury and death.

Kﬂill Creek, which is very close to the proposed gas compressor station (less than half of a mile),
C0003-4 | 15 the only habitat of the federally-listed, endangered Nashville Crayfish. Pollutants originating
| from the Station could pose a hazard to this endangered species.

The proposed compressor would create no local jobs and no revenue for Davidson County. It
would add to the pollution (clean air attainment) burden, which could decrease availability for
potential job-producing operations to locate to the Nashville area.

Q-42

COO003-1a: As stated in section 4.11.3.2, noise levels during operation of
the Cane Ridge Compressor Station would not exceed our criterion of 55

dBA Ldn. Noise from planned or unplanned blowdown events could exceed
the noise criteria but would be infrequent and of relatively short duration.
Using CadnaA modeling, which takes into account additional parameters
such as area terrain, we performed additional noise modeling for the Cane
Ridge Compressor Station and found the anticipated noise levels to be lower
than Columbia Gulf had initially projected. Based on the analyses
conducted, mitigation measures proposed, and our recommendations, we
conclude that operation of the GXP would not result in significant noise
impacts on residents or the surrounding communities.

Table 4.11-24 provides the gas composition for GXP compressor stations.
Gas releases during blowdown events and fugitive gas emissions would be
pipeline quality gas that is primarily comprised of CH4, ethane, and
propane (hydrocarbons) and not highly toxic compounds. Hexane is the
only gas component that is a listed HAP and is present in only trace
amounts.

CO003-1b: The Cane Ridge Compressor Station is proposed for
construction on an approximately 31-acre site, of which approximately
10.6 acres would be permanently affected for operation of the facility. The
remainder of the site would remain undeveloped to provide a visual and
noise buffer to the surrounding community. Noise from the facility would
be limited to an Ldn of 55 dBA at the nearest receptor, which is less than
allowed by local standards. We have updated the EIS with our own noise
modeling for the Cane Ridge station, presented in section 4.11.2.3.2.

Columbia Gulf purchased the residential land located within the temporary
work space for the Cane Ridge site and would convert it to open land
following construction. The visual screening plan developed by Columbia
Gulf for the Cane Ridge station is presented in section 4.8.3.2 and
appendix M-2.

CO003-2: As discussed in section 4.11.1, models of air quality impact for
the Cane Ridge station indicate potential air emissions at concentrations
below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. Our analysis of the
risk of exposure to “other chemicals” and radon in natural gas is described
in section 4.11.1.3.5.
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CO003-5

CO003-6

Columbia Gulf Transmission LLC (CGT) did not exercise due diligence in performing its
requirement to select potential alternative gas compressor station sites in Davidson County or in
surrounding counties. Of four alternative sites selected for evaluation, two were excluded from
further analysis (CGT Resource Report 10, 10.6.2.2), one which “was already under contract to
be sold,” and the other “because the landowner was not interested in selling their property.” It
seems apparent that CGT conducted merely a perfunctory search for alternatives sites in order
to satisfy a requirement to do so. If CGT were serious about finding alternative sites, they would
have done a more thorough search, including in industrially-zoned land and less-populated
lareas in Davidson and the two adjoining counties, Williamson and Rutherford.

Davidson County Substitute Ordinance No. BL2015-1210 requires land to be zoned as
Industrial in order for a gas compressor station to be built there. However, no alternatives were
presented on industrially-zoned land in Davidson County. CGT still needs to do everything
possible to find an industrially-zoned location, even if it means doing so at extra cost. |, along
with numerous other citizens of Davidson County, think that CGT needs to find a suitable
location for the gas compressor station, and if in Davidson County, it needs to be situated in an
lindustrially-zoned area to comply with our county ordinance.

Theretore, | am respectfully requesting to be included as an Intervener in Docket CP16-361.
Sincerely,
Christopher Tuley

Vice President
Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy

Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy Mission Statement:

Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy is an organization comprised of diverse community members
from the southeast Nashville area who are aligned to focus on keeping our environment healthy,
our living areas healthy, and our property investments healthy in our communities.

Q-43

CO003-3: Safety data for natural gas facilities indicate that operation of
the GXP would represent only a very slight increase in risk to the general
public. Section 4.12, Reliability and Safety, discusses the safety record of
natural gas facilities in the United States, the project impact on public
safety, and measures that Columbia Gulf would take to operate its facilities
safely.

CO003-4: Potential surface water impact associated with construction and
operation of the Cane Ridge station are discussed in section 4.3.2.4.2.
Section 4.7.8.2.1 discusses potential impacts on the Nashville crayfish.

CO003-5: Columbia Gulf considered alternative sites during its siting
process, prior to the selection of the Cane Ridge site, as discussed in section
3.6.2. As noted in our discussion, certain hydraulic parameters must be met
for siting a compressor station; it is not as simple as merely finding a vacant
industrial lot to construct on. Further, site availability is an important
consideration. Although section 7 of the Natural Gas Act does confer
eminent domain authority for aboveground facilities, the Commission
greatly prefers that land acquisition for compressor stations be obtained
from a willing landowner, rather than through condemnation. The EIS
recommending a compressor station site that is not available for sale or
lease would run counter to this goal. We requested that Columbia Gulf file
information for additional alternatives identified during the draft EIS public
comment period. Section 3.6.2 has been revised to include our evaluation
of the additional sites.

CO003-6: See response to comment CO003-5. During the draft EIS
comment period, we identified one alternative site, and several others were
identified in public comments. Our evaluation of these alternatives is
presented in the revised section 3.6.2. As noted there, many of the
suggested alternative sites would require extra pipeline to connect the
compressor station to the existing mainline system, as well as additional
looping. The extra impacts associated with such rights-of-way, as well as
other factors, led us to conclude that the alternate sites did not confer an
environmental advantage or, in some cases, would result in a greater
environmental impact compared to the proposed site.
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CO004

— Friends of Mill Creek Greenway, Brant N. Miller

CO004-1

CO004-2

CO004-3

Submissicn Description: (doc—less) Out—of-Tims Moticon to Invervene of
Friends of Mill Creek Greenway, Mill Creek Park Section under CPLE-3EL1-

Sukmissicn Date: 3/27/2017 8:31:15 PM
Filed Dats: 3/28/2017 8:30:00 AM

-000 Epplication for Public Convenisnce and Necsssity for
. Gulf ¥press Project of Columbia Gulf Transmission, LLC

Filing Party/Contacts:
Signer (Representative)

Friends of Mill Creek Greenway, Mill Creek Park Section
inyl@comcast .net

Basis for Intervening:
Ls the chairman of Friends of Mill Creek Greenway, I represent hundreds

users of the Mill Creek Gresnway, Mill Cresk Park 3e=ction, which is

located within 0.25 mile of the proposed Cane Ridge Gas Compressor

Station. The

o Parks, and
used by hundreds of local residents as a place to walk, run, and bike in

rk and Greenway are operated by Nashville M=t

a tranquil, clean natural setting, which is also a protected natural
corridor for native Tennessee wildlife. The 3tation would adversely
impact the experience, and sven the health, of Park and Greenway ussrs
|through noise and air pollution.

There would be continual noise pollution disturbing the peace and guiet
of adjacent residential areas, as a result of 40,000 horsepower turbines
running non-stop, and periocdic loud klasts from blowdowns conducted as
part of routine maintenance, which also would release raw natural
gas/methane and other chemicals into the atmosphsre.

The compressor station will have only a small buffer of trees to be
planted by CGT along its south side next to Barnss Road, which will offer
negligibles noiss buffsring to users of the Gresnway, and negligible noiss
and visual buffering to residences of Stanford Village, Mill Run, Barnes
Cove, and Hidden Cresk. The compressor station’s location above the road
will allow its noiss to resonate down to the Gresnway and ths

subdivisions that lis in ths walley of Mill Cresk bslow.

The Station would have a strong negative impact on the air quality of not
only Gresnway users and nsarby neighborhoods, but of 3outhsast Nashville
as well. Hazardous byproducts of this station, which will be continually
relsassd into the atmosphers, will include chemicals known to cause
cancer, including benzens, formaldshyds, chromium, and othsrs.

Q-44

CO004-1: Comment noted.

CO004-2: See response to comment CO003-1.

CO004-3: See response to comment CO003-2.
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CO004 - Friends of Mill Creek Greenway, Brant N. Miller (continued)

CO004-3
(cont.)

CO004-4

CO004-5

Radon gas, which is densely present in this natural gas obtained from
Marcellus and Utica shales, would be released into the atmosphere of the
neighborhoods at all times, creating the risk of
lung cancer to users and residents who breathe this air.

Greenway and surroundin

In the event of a catastrophic failure of the compressor station, with
resulting explosions and fires, nearby Greenway users and resident would
be face injury and death.

Mill Creek, which borders our Greenway and is very close to the proposed
gas compressor station, is the only habitat of the federally-listed,
endangered Nashville Crayfish. Pollutants originating from the Station

CO004-6

CO004-7

|could pose a hazard to this endangered speciss.

The proposed compresscor would create no local jobs and no revenus for
Davidson County. It would add to the pollution (clean air attainment)
burden, which could decrease availabkility for potential job-producing
[operations to locate to the Nashville area.

station sites in Davidson County or in surrounding counties. 0Of four
alternative sites selected for evaluation, two were excluded from further
analyvsis (CGT Resource Report 10, 10.6.2.2), one
contract to be sold,” and the other “because the landowner was not
interested in selling their property.” It seems apparent that CGT
conducted merely a perfunctory search for alternatives sites in order to
satisfy a requirement to do so. If CGT were sesricus about finding
alternative sites, they would have done a more thorough search, including
in industrially-zoned land and less-populated areas in Davidson and the
two adjoining counties, Williamson and Rutherford.

Columbia Gulf Transmission LLC (CGT) did not exercise dues diligence in
performing its requiremsnt to select potential alternative gas compressor

which “was alresady under

Davidson County Substitute Ordinance No. BL2015-1210 requires land to be
zoned as Industrial in order r a gas compressor station to be built
thers. However, no alternatives were presented on industrially-zonsd
land in Davidson County. GT still needs to do everything possible to
find an industrially-zoned location, ewven if it means doing so at extra
cost. I, along with numerous other citizens of Davidson County, think
that CGT needs to find a suitable location for the gas compressor
station, and if in Davidson County, it nesds to be situated in an
industrially-zoned area to comply with our county ordinance.

Thersfore, I am respectfully reguesting to ke includsd as an Intsrvensr

in Docket CPlé-361.

Sincerely,

Brant N. Miller,Chairman
Friends of Mill Cresk Gresnway
Mill Creek Park Section

Q-45

CO004-4: See response to comment CO003-3.

CO004-5: See response to comment CO003-4.

CO004-6: See response to comment CO005-3.

CO004-7: See response to comment CO003-6.
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CO005 - Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy, Heather Hixson-McGovern

Motion to Intervene Out of Time
Docket # CP16-361

Basis for Intervening: As not only a private citizen and land owner living in the
Stanford Village subdivision located directly across from the proposed site with over 100
homes in our community alone, but also as the Secretary and Marketing Chair of Keep
Southeast Nashville Healthy, a 501(c)(3) community based group, | feel | represent
thousands of citizens in several subdivisions living within three miles of the proposed
Cane Ridge Gulf Xpress Compressor Station. As both a group and a community at
large we have several concerns regarding the impact this 44,000HP station would have
onh our area including:

» | The adverse impacts to our health including both air and noise pollution: If the
station were constructed, there would be continual noise pollution disturbing the
CO005-1{ residential areas as a result of the over 40,000 HP turbines running non-stop

coupled with the periodic loud blasts from blow downs conducted as part of
_routine maintenance. These blow downs also pose a concem as they release
raw natural gas/methane and other chemicals into the atmosphere. Plans by

CGT for the proposed station show only a small buffer of trees to be planted
along its south side next to Barnes Road, which will offer minimal noise buffering
to not only the many users of the Mill Creek Greenway, but also very minimal
noise and visual buffering to the residences of numerous subdivisions including
Stanford Village, Mill Run, Delvin Downs, and more. The station would have a
strong negative impact on the air quality of not only Greenway users and nearby
CO005-2 | neighborhoods, but on Southeast Nashville as a whole. Hazardous byproducts of
this station, which will be continually released into the atmosphere, will include
chemicals known to cause cancer including benzene, formaldehyde, chromium,
and others. Radon gas, which is densely present in this natural gas obtained
from Marcellus and Utica shales, would be released into the atmosphere of the
surrounding neighborhoods, schools (of which there are 2 within a 5 mile radius
of the proposed site) and parks at all times, creating the risk of lung cancer to
Lusers and residents who breathe this air.
» [Lack of jobs, and therefor a distinct lack of economic assistance gained by this
proposed station along with inappropriate zoning: This proposed compressor
CO005-3 | Station would create no local jobs and no revenue for Davidson County and
would in fact add to the pollution (clean air attainment) burden, which could, as a
Lresult, DECREASE availability for potential job-producing operations to locate to
the Nashville area. Columbia Gulf Transmission LLC (CGT) did not exercise due
diligence in performing its requirement to select potential alternative gas
compressor station sites in Davidson County or in surrounding counties. Of four
alternative sites selected for evaluation, two were excluded from further analysis
(CGT Resource Report 10, 10.6.2.2), one which “was already under contract to
be sold,” and the other “because the landowner was not interested in selling their
property.” It seems apparent that CGT conducted merely a perfunctory search for
CO005-4 | alternatives sites in order to satisfy a requirement to do so. If CGT were serious
about finding alternative sites, they would have done a more thorough search,
including in industrially-zoned land and less-populated areas in Davidson and the

Q-46

COO005-1: Noise attributable to operation of the Cane Ridge Compressor
Station is discussed in detail in section 4.11.2.3.2, including our revised
noise analysis and recommended conditions.

COO005-2: See responses to comments CO003-1 and CO003-2.

CO005-3: As detailed further in section 4.9.8, construction of the Cane
Ridge Compressor Station would result in minor beneficial socioeconomic
impacts due to increases in construction jobs, payroll taxes, local purchases
made by the workforce, and expenses associated with the local acquisition
of material, goods, and equipment. The GXP has the support of the
Teamsters National Pipeline Labor Management Cooperation Trust, who
would provide Teamsters members who belong to local unions to perform
work with high wages, health insurance, and pension benefits. Operation of
the project would have a minor-to-moderate positive effect to the local
government’s tax revenues due to the increase in real property taxes that
would be collected from Columbia Gulf for the life of the project.

COO005-4: See responses to comments CO003-5 and CO003-6.
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CO005 - Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy, Heather Hixson-McGovern (continued)

two adjoining counties, Williamson and Rutherford. Davidson County Substitute
Ordinance No. BL2015-1210 requires land to be zoned as Industrial in order for a
gas compressor station to be built there. However, no alternatives were
presented on industrially-zoned land in Davidson County. CGT still needs to do
everything possible to find an industrially-zoned location, even if it means doing
so at extra cost. I, along with numerous other citizens of Davidson County, think
that CGT needs to find a suitable location for the gas compressor station, and if
in Davidson County, it needs to be situated in an industrially-zoned area to

| comply with our county ordinance.

CO005-4
(cont.)

Due to the above stated concerns | am respectfully requesting to be included as an
Intervener in Docket CP16-361.

Sincerely,
Heather Hixson-McGovern
Secretary/Marketing Chair, Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy

Mission Statement: Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy is an organization
comprised of diverse community members from the southeast Nashville area
who are aligned to focus on keeping our environment healthy, our living areas

] . iy This area left blank intentionally.
healthy, and our property investments healthy in our communities.

Q-47
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CO006-1

CO006-2

CO006-4

CO006-5

C0006-3

Ohio Valley Environmental Coalition
Supporting Orgm}iz:-:d Voicesand En‘;[*o‘.\'r:‘:cd Communities Since 1967

P.C. Box 6753 Huntington, WY 25773-6753
Ph. 504.-522-0246  Fax 304 -522-4079
Info@ohvec.ory

wiww.chvec.otg

Talking Points for Mountaineer Xpress/ Gulf Xpress DEIS comments

We request an extension of the comment peried on the Mountaineer Xpress DEIS of a minimum of one month.

Some concerned citizens in at least Cabell, Putnam and Roane did not receive copies of the DEIS (hardcopy or
CD versions) until 10 days prior to the first public comment meeting (In Hurricane), Public libraries and other
interested citizens may have received their copies of the DEIS slightly earlier. This is insufficient time to review
a 500+ page document, especially for anyone with a full-time job, health issues, and/or family obligations.

The addition of the Gulf Xpress information into the Mountaineer Xpress DEIS is confusing and necessitates
additional time to analyze the DEIS.

Since Gulf Xpress information is included in this DEIS, we request that additional public meetings be scheduled
for those communities in Kentucky that would be impacted by that pipeline and its associated compressor
| stations for the Gulf Xpress. There currently are no meetings scheduled in Kentucky.

[The DEIS fails to adequately consider the regional cumulative impact of all the proposed pipeline projects in
our region, in terms of potential leakages and explosions, habitat fragmentation, impact on human health,
impacts of water resources, and more. FERC should address the fact that this and other pipelines will mean
more fracking related activities for already besieged communities. Former FERC Chair Norman Bay is quoted
as recently saying, “Even if not required by NEPA, in light of the heightened public interest and in the interests
of good government, [ believe the Commission should analyze the environmental effects of increased regional
gas production from the Marcellus and Utica.” The DEIS should heed Bay’s comments.

[The DEIS fails to examine the real possibility of over-capacity, that is too many pipeline built and too little
|available gas to move through the pipelines.

Climate change impacts from these proposed pipelines, coupled with all other prosed pipelines in our region,
should be a major focus of the DEIS, but the DEIS fails to address what this pipeline buildout will have in terms
of increasing climate change. Methane and other emissions resulting from increased drilling of the state’s shale
fields in this state, which would be brought on by having these exporting pipelines built, would contribute
significantly to global climate change.

Former FERC Chair Norman Bay is quoted as recently saying, “The use of natural gas, and the resulting

methane releases from venting and leakage, is now the primary driver of the increasing climate crisis. Rather

than increase the development of natural gas infrastructure, the Commission should take the lead in reducing it

significantly.” The DEIS should heed these words and should include a thorough analysis of ¢limate change
impacts.

The DEIS fails to adequately consider the impacts to the Ohio River — the tap water source for three to five

million people. This project jeopardizes the Ohio.

1of4
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CO006-1: See response to comment CO002-13.
CO006-2: Cumulative impacts are addressed in section 4.13.

CO006-3: As stated in section 1.1.1, the MXP is designed to transport
existing natural gas supplies from receipt points in West Virginia, Ohio,
and Pennsylvania to markets on the CPG system. The MXP is supported
by binding Precedent Agreements with eight shippers, collectively
representing more than 96 percent of the project’s capacity.

CO006-4: While former Chairman Bay (in reference to a study conducted
by the Department of Energy) encouraged FERC to analyze the
environmental effects of increased regional gas production from Marcellus
and Utica shale formations, such a study is not required by NEPA, and is
considered outside the scope of this EIS. The Commission has consistently
found that “the environmental effects from natural gas production are
generally neither caused by a proposed pipeline (or other natural gas
infrastructure) project nor are they reasonably foreseeable consequences of
our approval of an infrastructure project.”

CO006-5: Impacts on water resources throughout the project areas are
discussed in section 4.3.2. Although the MXP is located within the Ohio
River watershed, the pipeline corridor does not traverse the Ohio River, nor
are any of the proposed compressor or metering facilities located on the
Ohio River. Based on our analysis, no long-term impacts on surface water
quality or quantity are anticipated to result from construction of the
proposed project. Columbia Gas would not significantly or permanently
affect any designated water uses; it would bury the pipeline beneath the bed
of all waterbodies, implement erosion controls, and restore the streambanks
and streambed contours as close as practical to pre-construction conditions.
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CO0006-6

CO006-7

CO006-8

CO006-9

C0006-10

The DEIS should examine whether there really is a “need” for this pipeline, and define what is meant by fhe
word “need’ and note whose “nceds™ are being served.

The DEIS should examine the legal and constitutional ramifications of allowing a for-profit corporation to use
eminent domain to seize land, especially when that seizure is conducted under the false banner of “national
energy security.”

" gy Y

[The DEIS fails to honestly examine alternatives. One alternative is to build renewable energy projects in lieu of
these pipelines. The DEIS should consider whether there are alternatives for energy production, not specifically
| delivering natural gas to a certain location.

We note that these critical aspects of project planning are still lacking:

landslide risk assessment and mitigation plans

full mapping and analysis of groundwater/well sources

stream crossing restoration plans

HDD Inadvertent Return Contingency Plan for the Kanawha River crossing
other hydrological reports and plans

invasive and noxious weed infestation plans

endangered species reports, including USFWS* determination for the MXP impacts on the
diamond darter, multiple species of endangered mussels, the Indiana bat and Myotid bats

. Traffic management plans

. noise level evaluations and mitigation plans

. archaeological and cultural resource surveys

o

= s 4 e 8 s »

[We disagree strongly with this statement on cumulative impacts, found on p. 42:

The majority of cumulative impacts would be temporary and minor when considered in combination
with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities. Minor or negligible cumulative impacts could
occur on geological resources, soils, water resources, land use, visual resources, air quality, and noise.
However, some long-term cumulative impacts would occur on upland forested vegeiation and associated
wildlife habitais. Some short- and long-term cumulative benefits to the communities in and around the
MXP and GXP project areas would be realized through jobs, wages, purchases of goods and materials,
and annual property taxes paid by the Companies.

We know that construction jobs on the pipeline route will be of a temporary nature and often out-of-state
contractors will be supplying these jobs. As for property taxes, we are doubtful that any easement property taxes
paid by an interstate pipeline company would adequately compensate communities that could be adversely
affected by the installation or operation of these pipelines. We are also well aware that the contents of this
pipeline seem primarily destined for international export, not for domestic usage.

We question whether adequate evacuation and/or ctisis plans have been developed to protect citizens and
property in all communities to be impacted by these pipelines. Without plans in place for a two mile evacuation
zone around the entire route of the pipeline, communities could be at risk of serious financial and physical
harm.

We agree with this statement, found on p 44:

The MXP's impacts on upland interior forest habitat and large Core Forest Areas (including habitat for
the cerulean warbler) would be significant.

and this:
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CO006-6: The EIS does not consider or reach a conclusion on whether
there is a need for the projects. Council on Environmental Quality
regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1502.13) requires that an EIS
“briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is
responding in proposing the alternatives including the proposed action.” In
other words, the EIS states the purpose of and need for a proposed project in
order to define the range of alternative actions that the agency can
legitimately consider. The determination of whether there is a “need” for the
proposed facilities for the purpose of issuing an authorization under section
7 of the Natural Gas Act will be made in the subsequent Commission Order
granting or denying the applicants’ request for Certificate authorization and
is based on a balancing of the benefits of the projects against any adverse
impacts. After the issuance of the final EIS, the Commission makes the
determination of whether a project is in the public convenience and
necessity. This evaluation and subsequent decision is based on many
factors, including the final EIS and associated recommendations, market
analysis, ensuring just and reasonable rates, and engineering analyses. The
Commission considers the local, regional, and national benefits of each
project against any adverse impacts. This determination has not been made
for the proposed projects at this time.

CO006-7: Alternatives are discussed in section 3. The purpose of the
projects is to transport natural gas in interstate commerce. Energy
production from renewable resources or the gains realized from increased
energy efficiency and conservation are not transportation alternatives and are
beyond the scope of this EIS.

CO006-8: Studies necessary to prepare project plans are ongoing. The final
EIS has been revised to include new information provided by Columbia Gas
and/or findings from the regulatory review process. See sections:

4.1.4.4.1 - Landslides

4.3.1.2.1 and 4.3.1.3.1 - Groundwater

4.3.2.4.1 - Stream Crossing Restoration Plans

Appendix G - HDD Inadvertent Return Contingency Plan for the
Kanawha River

4.3.24.1,4.75.1, and 4.7.10.1 - other hydrological reports and plans
2.4.1.2 and 4.5.5.2 - Invasive and Noxious Weed Infestation Plan

4.7.3 - Federally Listed Species

4.11.2 — Noise, and Appendices N-1 and N-2 (section 11.J)

4.10 - Cultural Resources
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CO006-11

CO006-12

P ’ [There are] 40 project-specific mitigation measures that the Companies should implement to further
reduce the environmental impacts that would otherwise result from construction and operation of the
projects. We conclude that these measures are necessary to either augment the environmental record for
the projects or to reduce adverse impacts associated with the profects; and, in part, we are basing our
conclusion on the successful implementation of these measures. Therefore, we recommend 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 drafi EIS.

We want to raise questions as to the effectiveness of these mitigation plans, and also to the issue of who will
enforce that these plans get carried out prior to, during, and after the start of any construction?

We request that additional filings from Columbia Pipeline group be made public and that there be further public
input opportunities on the companies’ additional submissions and on any route changes.

We would like to emphasize our request for an extension on this comment period until these important

CO006-13

CO006- 14

CO0006-15

CO006-16

| documents and mitigation plans are entered into the public record and available for public comment.

We request that Columbia be required to provide pre- or baseline testing of all wells and ground-water sources
located in the path of the proposed pipeline route, and we feel that 150 feet is not a sufficient distance to extend
this testing; we would request that all wells and springs utilized for human consumption be tested within a mile

radius of the pipeline.

[We need to stress again that the location of the Kanawha River crossing (or tunnel) is problematic. The river is
very shallow in that area, (averaging a depth of between 12 and 16 feet), meaning that any increase in
sedimentation could be devastating to the channel of this major waterway- which is used for both commercial
and recreational transportation of citizens, and barge-loads of commercial products. Increased sedimentation
and pollution in this area could also be devastating to aquatic and amphibious wildlife populations in the area.
Birds and bats may also be impacted.

The lecation of the proposed pipeline’s traverse to and from the Kanawha river banks is also problematic. On
the Midway, WYV, side of the river, the proposed pipeline markers are located very close to a populated area that
includes many single family homes, (some with well water), churches, and a greenhouse operation, (Gritt’s
Midway Greenhouse), that is one of our larger in-state fresh food and plant providers. On the Frazier’s Bottom,
WV, side of the river the proposed pipeline’s markers are very close to an industrial facility — FL. Smidth — that
manufactures mining equipment and sources cement operations. Local residents report that this plant frequently
“lets off blasts” which sometimes shake the wails and windows of their homes. One resident who lives on the
other side (Midway) of the river from the plant reports hearing and feeling these blasts frequently (more than
once a week). Also on the Frazier’s Bottom side of the river, there is an industrial park that contains other
businesses, including two food warehouses, There appears to be a small wetlands area near this Industrial Park
that is adjacent to markers for the proposed pipeline route. There are also active CSX Railroad tracks, and at
least one gas station within this area we have described that is within 500 feet of the pipeline’s proposed
crossing of the Kanawha River.

The existing pipeline (SM-80 and SM-80 Loop} that the MXP project is proposed to connect to in Cabell and
Waynz Counties, WV, is of indeterminate age and, while some segments are being renovated, there is no public
information on the condition of the existing line traversing our more densely populated counties. Until the entire
length, condition and dimensions of this existing pipeline infrastructure are disclosed to the public, we

recommend a denial of the FERC application.

The MXP is proposed to cross under a major highway — Interstate 64 — in between Hurricane, WV and Milton,
WYV. This is a very heavily traveled stretch of interstate. Truck traffic on this highway — often bumper to
bumiper — includes daily transport of industrial chemicals and petroleum products. Any rupture of a pipeline in
| this area could have catastrophic consequences.
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CO0006-9: Comment noted. Socioeconomic impacts and benefits of the MXP are
addressed in section 4.9. See response to comment CO005-3.

CO006-10: Pipeline reliability and safety are addressed in section 4.12. Safety
standards and emergency response are discussed in detail in section 4.12.1.

CO006-11: FERC is the federal agency responsible for authorizing applications
to construct and operate interstate natural gas pipeline facilities. As part of its
responsibilities, FERC enforces regulatory requirements through imposition of
civil penalties and other means.

CO006-12: See response to comment CO002-13. Supplemental information
filed for the project is publicly available on the FERC website (www.ferc.gov)
using the eLibrary link.

CO006-13: See revised section 4.3.1.2. Columbia Gas consulted with the
WVDHHR to obtain location data for WHPAs within 3 miles of the MXP pipeline
centerlines. Columbia Gas would perform pre- and post-construction monitoring
for well yield and water quality for private wells within 150 feet of construction
workspaces. If testing results indicate the integrity of any water supply well has
been impacted during construction, Columbia Gas would provide a temporary
water supply source and compensate the landowner for repairs, installation of a
new well, or other options as agreed upon with the landowner. As discussed in
section 4.8.1.3, Columbia Gas would implement a landowner complaint resolution
process to document and track landowner problems and their resolution.

CO006-14: The Kanawha River is a navigable waterway that would be crossed
using HDD to avoid direct impacts (see sections 2.4.4.2.3 and 4.3.2.4.1).
Columbia Gas has prepared a site-specific HDD crossing plan for the Kanawha
River crossing. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and WVDEP
would issue a permit for this crossing. Details regarding HDD crossings of
waterbodies are included in section 2.4.4.2. Appendix G contains the Inadvertent
Return Contingency Plan for the Kanawha River.

CO006-15: Pipeline safety is addressed in section 4.12. The USDOT is
mandated to provide pipeline safety under 49 U.S.C. 601. The USDOT’s Pipeline
and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration administers the national
regulatory program to ensure the safe transportation of natural gas and other
hazardous materials by pipeline. The USDOT regulations require operators to
develop and follow a
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CO006-1

CO006-18

CO006-20 CO006-19

The terminal compressor station for the proposed MXP route is very close to the Tri-Stale (Huntington, WV)":
airport, near some suburban residential communities and near the Huntington, WV Veterans Administration
Hospital; the air emissions from this station pose a potential public health hazard of catastrophic proportions.

‘There is no apparent plan for the petroleum resources shipped by this pipeline to be utilized in our state or
region. The Columbia MXP appears to be an interstate transport line — in that the Gulf Xpress and the Leach
Xpress lines connect into the same system. We believe these pipelines will primarily take our natural resources
to export terminals along coastal areas of the country. In conclusion, we believe the potential cost in terms of
environmental destruction and endangerment of human health and life is greater than any potential economic
|benefit to this state or region.

[The DEIS fails to evaluate all the ecosystem services and their dollar value that will be eliminated or impacted
by the construction, maintenance and operation of this pipeline. Ecosystem services include such services
offered by, for instance, intact forests, such as flood control, erosion control, water purification and atmospheric
purification. These are real services with extreme economic value.

[The DEIS fails to examine the capacity and ability for first responders (often volunicers) and nearby hospitals to
respond if/when there is an explosion on the pipeline.

Q-51

written Integrity Management Program (IMP) that contains all the elements
described in 49 CFR 192.911 and addresses the risks on each transmission
pipeline segment. Specifically, the rule establishes an IMP that applies to all
high-consequence areas.

CO006-16: The commentor’s observation on traffic in the project area is
noted. See response to comment CO006-10 regarding pipeline safety.

CO006-17: We have determined, as stated in section 4.11.3.1.1, “... any
emissions resulting from operation of MXP’s compressor stations would not
have significant impacts on local or regional air quality.” This conclusion is
based on factual data, industry- and permitting agency-accepted modeling, and
federal regulations.

CO006-18: See response to comment CO006-6. The purpose and need for the
MXP is discussed in section 1.1.1.

CO0006-19: Socioeconomic impacts from the projects are addressed in section
4.9. We have concluded that construction of the MXP and GXP would result
in minor beneficial socioeconomic impacts due to increases in construction
jobs, payroll taxes, local purchases made by the workforce, and expenses
associated with the local acquisition of material, goods, and equipment.
Operation of the projects would have a minor-to-moderate positive effect to
the local governments’ tax revenues due to the increase in real property taxes
that would be collected from the Companies. Our environmental analysis
addresses resources affected by the projects. Where specific resources are
identified that may be negatively impacted by construction of the MXP, we
provide recommendations for avoidance, restoration, or mitigation for these
resources. We do not find that the value of these resources can be quantified
as proposed by the commentor within the scope of this EIS.

CO006-20: Safety data indicate that operation of the projects would represent
only a very slight increase in risk to the general public. Columbia Gas
employs qualified and licensed personnel who could be immediately
dispatched to the scene of an emergency should the need arise. Section 4.12
discusses the safety record of natural gas facilities in the United States, the
project impact on public safety, and measures that the Companies would take
to operate their facilities safely.
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PROCEEUDTINGS

VIVIAN STOCKMAN: My name is Vivian Stockman. V
IVIAN, STOCEKMAN. Do you need a title or anything
like that? I'm a, well, these are my perscnal comments. I
work for the Ohio Valley Environmental Coalition and we will
be submitting longer technical comments.

My first request is that we please have an
extension of the comment period. It was just several days
ago that several people got either the hard copy or the CD
version, and there's definitely not enocugh time to go
through the 500-plus pages, even with the April 24th
deadline. I would request please, an extension of the
comment period so we can really dive deep.

I would like to say that I think the DEIS on the
MXP fails to address the cumulative impacts on air, water,
land, and communities in regards to other oil and gas
activities that would be added into this proposed activity
in cumulative effects. For instance, the Markwest Plant in
Doddridge county, I believe, is ignored; the compressor
stations along, that already exist, are ignored. There's
lots more that just seems to be ignored.

The DEIS says: 1in accordance with NEPA we
considered the cumulative impacts of the MXP and the GXP and
other projects or actions in the area of each, but then it

goes on to say, we recognize that the oil and gas

Q-52

CO007-1: See response to comment CO002-13.

COO007-2: See response to comment CO002-1.
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exploration and production activities are ubiquitous in many
of the counties crossed by the MXP. 0il and gas natural
exploration activities can include, vyada yada, it goes on,
but it says: We have not examined the impacts associated
with these activities to the same extent as the other
projects —- identified in a table in there -- because the
status, scale, and timing of these facilities are unknown.

Frankly, that was a jaw dropper. That's truly a
lame excuse. If FERC is going to bother to lock, it will
find these quote, unquote, "unknowns." For instance, the
DEP Qffice of 0il and Gas has air quality information on
boatloads of oil pads and compressor stations in the, you
know, within the reguired radius for the cumulative impacts
of this proposed pipeline. And the DEIS should not ignore
this data and it should be considered; and really to say
they are unknown is just ludicrous.

Throughout the DEIS there are statements that
this or this impact will be, gquote, "minimal," unquote. For
instance, there's a statement, emissions generated during
operation of the pipeline portion of the MXP would be
minimal, limited to those from maintenance vehicles and
equipment and fugitive emissions. I just don't see how one
can conclude that the assorted activities declared to have
minimal impact would, in fact, have minimal impact, without

any consideraticns of the cumulative impacts.

Q-53
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So, I think that's a major path and major fail.
I also note that the Ceredo compressor station would have
three huge electrical engines. The DEIS should factor in
the air pollution and greenhouse gas load that these engines
will create at the supplying power plant.

Let's see, there's others; I'm not going to go
into much more, but one thing I would like to point out and
then I'll shut up is the DEIS fails to examine the real
possibility of overcapacity, too many pipelines built with
too little available gas to move the pipelines. That would
certainly be something in the bigger picture that the DEIS
should examine. And then the climate change impacts from
these proposed pipelines, coupled with all the proposed
pipelines in cur region should be a major factor of the
DEIS, but the DEIS fails to examine what these proposed
pipeline build outs will have, what effect they'll have in
terms of increasing climate change.

Methane and other emissions resulting from the
increased drilling of the state shale field in this, which
would be brought on by having these exporting pipelines
built would contribute significantly to global climate
change and these should be considered in the DEIS.

And I'll leave it at that. There's a lot more

but we'll get to those in our written comments.

Q-54

CO007-3: See response to comment CO006-3.

CO007-4: Our discussion of climate change is presented in section 4.11
and in revised section 4.13.
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CO008-1

CO008-2

CO008-3

CO008-4

CO008-5

COMMENTS REGARDING FERC DRAFT EIS (FERC/DEIS-0275) BY BRANT N. MILLER, CHAIR OF
FRIENDS OF MILL CREEK GREENWAY — DOCKET NO. CP16-361-000

As the chairman of Friends of Mill Creek Greenway, | represent hundreds of users of the Mill
Creek Greenway, Mill Creek Park Section, which is located within 0.25 mile of the proposed
Cane Ridge Gas Compressor Station. The Park and Greenway are operated by Nashville Metro
Parks, and used by hundreds of local residents as a place to walk, run, and bike in a tranquil,
clean natural setting, which is also a protected natural corridor for native Tennessee wildlife.
The Station would adversely impact the experience, and even the health, of Park and Greenway
users through noise and air pollution.

[There would be continual noise pollution disturbing the peace and quiet of adjacent residential
areas, as a result of 40,000 horsepower turbines running non-stop, and periodic loud blasts
from blowdowns conducted as part of routine maintenance, which also would release raw
[natural gas/methane and other chemicals into the atmosphere.

[The compressor station would have only a small buffer of trees to be planted by CGT along its
south side next to Barnes Road, which would offer negligible noise buffering to users of the
Greenway, and negligible noise and visual buffering to residences of Stanford Village, Mill Run,
Barnes Cove, and Hidden Creek. The compressor station’s location above the road would allow
its noise to resonate down to the Greenway and the subdivisions that lie in the valley of Mill
Creek below.

The Station would have a strong negative impact on the air quality of not only Greenway users
and nearby neighborhoods, but of Southeast Nashville as well. Hazardous byproducts of this
station, which will be continually released into the atmosphere, will include chemicals known to
cause cancer, including benzene, formaldehyde, chromium, and others.

Radon gas, which is densely present in this natural gas obtained from Marcellus and Utica
shales, would be released into the atmosphere of the Greenway and surrounding
neighborhoods at all times, creating the risk of lung cancer to users and residents who breathe
this air.

[In the event of a catastrophic failure of the compressor station, with resulting explosions and
fires, nearby Greenway users and resident would be face injury and death.

Mill Creek, which borders our Greenway and is very close to the proposed gas compressor
station, is the only habitat of the federally-listed, endangered Nashville Crayfish. Pollutants

| originating from the Station could pose a hazard to this endangered species.

Q-55

CO008-1: See response to comment CO004-2.

CO008-2: See response to comment CO003-1.

CO008-3: See response to comment CO003-2.

CO008-4: See response to comment CO003-3.

CO008-5: See response to comment CO003-4.
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CO008-6

CO008-7

CO008-8

CO008-9

COMMENTS REGARDING FERC DRAFT EIS (FERC/DEIS-0275) BY BRANT N. MILLER, CHAIR OF
FRIENDS OF MILL CREEK GREENWAY — DOCKET NO. CP16-361-000 (CONTINUED)

The proposed compressor would create no local jobs and no revenue for Davidson County. It
would add to the pollution (clean air attainment) burden, which could decrease availability for
potential job-producing operations to locate to the Nashville area.

[Columbia Gulf Transmission LLC (CGT) did not exercise due diligence in performing its
requirement to select potential alternative gas compressor station sites in Davidson County or
in surrounding counties. Of four alternative sites selected for evaluation, two were excluded
from further analysis (CGT Resource Report 10, 10.6.2.2), one which “was already under
contract to be sold,” and the other “because the landowner was not interested in selling their
property.” It seems apparent that CGT conducted merely a perfunctory search for alternatives
sites in order to satisfy a requirement to do so. If CGT were serious about finding alternative
sites, they would have done a more thorough search, including in industrially-zoned land and
less-populated areas in Davidson and the two adjoining counties, Williamson and Rutherford.

[Davidson County Substitute Ordinance No. BL2015-1210 requires land to be zoned as Industrial
in order for a gas compressor station to be built there. However, no alternatives were
presented on industrially-zoned land in Davidson County. CGT still needs to do everything
possible to find an industrially-zoned location, even if it means doing so at extra cost. |, along
with numerous other citizens of Davidson County, think that CGT needs to find a suitable
location for the gas compressor station, and if in Davidson County, it would need to be situated
in an industrially-zoned area to comply with our county ordinance.

E order to facilitate CGT's further investigation of alternative sites, | have attached a number of
maps and one table which show and describe the location of industrially-zoned parcels, all of
which lie within 2 miles of the gas pipeline and within a 3.5 mile radius of the current proposed
compressor site, within Davidson County. There are two maps showing the location of the
industrially-zoned parcels in relation to the currently proposed compressor station and the gas
pipeline. Their file names are CR_Industrial_Mar23_17.pdf and CR_Industrial_Mar28 17
aerial.pdf. There are maps of each of the twelve (12) parcels included, which are screenshots
from Nashville Planning Department’s interactive Parcel Viewer

(http://maps.nashville.gov/ParcelViewer/), with each map’s file name being the same as its

parcel number. Table 1 lists each parcel, with its address, owner, acreage, zoning, land use
description, planned development (none, according to Nashville Planning Department’s
Development Tracker (http://maps.nashville.gov/developmenttracker/), and comments.

Q-56

COO008-6: See response to comment CO005-3.

CO008-7: See response to comment CO003-5.

CO008-8: See response to comment CO003-6.

CO008-9: We have reviewed the information provided and determined
that none of the proposed alternatives have significant environmental
advantages to the proposed location for the Cane Ridge Compressor Station
(see section 3.6.2). All of the sites would require additional
suction/discharge piping (which would necessitate additional right-of-way
and impact a number of landowners) to interconnect with the Columbia
Gulf system, as well as additional looping ranging from 9-17 miles on
Columbia Gulf’s mainline system (see tables 3.6-3 and 3.6-4). See also
response to comments CO003-5 and CO003-6.



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO008 - Friends of Mill Creek Greenway, Brant N. Miller (continued)

CO008-9
(cont.)

COMMENTS REGARDING FERC DRAFT EIS (FERC/DEIS-0275) BY BRANT N. MILLER, CHAIR OF
FRIENDS OF MILL CREEK GREENWAY — DOCKET NO. CP16-361-000 (CONTINUED)

I, as the representative of hundreds of users of the Mill Creek Greenway, Mill Creek Park
Section, and as a resident of the affected Cane Ridge Community, urge FERC to require CGT to
carefully review and consider these industrially-zoned parcels as alternative sites for their
proposed gas compressor station. In terms of impacts on adjoining neighborhoods and outdoor
recreational areas, it would appear that any of these alternative sites would be a much more
acceptable than the proposed location, which is next to our Park and Greenway, and adjacent

to many residential subdivisions.
Thank you!
Sincerely,

Brant N. Miller, Chair
Friends of Mill Creek Greenway, Mill Creek Park Section

Q-57
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‘Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme. Infermap. increment P Comp., GEBCO), ISGS. FAC. NPS NRCAN.
GeoBase, IGN, KadaSfer NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri dapan, METI, Esri Ghina (Hong Kang § swisstopo, _
Mapmyindia, © OpénSteathiap contriblors, and the GIS User Community

1.2 Miles

TABLE 1: ALTERNATIVE GAS COMPRESSOR SITES ON INDUSTRIALLY-ZONED PARCELS
PARCEL ID ADDRESS OWNER ACREAGE |ZONING LAND USE DESCRIPTION PLANNED DEVELOPMENT * COMMENTS
PARCELS SOUTH OF
PIPELINE
17400003200 5900 CROSSINGS BLVD, INDUSTRIAL 5374 IWD** SMALL WAREHOUSE NONE WITHIN 2 MILES OF
DEVELOPMENT BD
ANTIOCH TN 37013 OF METRO GOV'T COLUMBIA PIPELINE
17500002300 0 0LD HICKORY BLVD, METRO 18782 |WD'" 'VACANT COMMERCIAL LAND NONE WITHIN 2 MILES OF
ANTIOCH TN 37013 GOVERNMENT COLUMBIA PIPELINE
17500012600 0 0LD HICKORY BLVD, METRO 2000 IWD** 'VACANT RURAL LAND NONE WITHIN 2 MILES OF
ANTIOCH TN 37013 GOVERNMENT COLUMBIA PIPELINE
17500013700 0 0LD HICKORY BLVD, METRO 3057 IWD** 'VACANT COMMERCIAL LAND NONE WITHIN 2 MILES OF
ANTIOCH TN 37013 GOVERNMENT COLUMBIA PIPELINE
17500018100 0 OLD HICKCRY BLVD, METRO 525 WD** 'VACANT COMMERCIAL LAND NONE WITHIN 2 MILES OF
ANTIOCH TN 37013 GOVERNMENT COLUMBIA PIPELINE
17400023700 0 0LD FRANKLIN RD, METRO 2138 TWD** MORTUARY/CEMETARY NONE WITHIN 2 MILES OF
ANTIOCH TN 37013 GOVERNMENT COLUMBIA PIPELINE
17500021400 0 0LD HICKCRY BLVD, METRO 6.29 IWD** VACANT COMMERCIAL LAND NONE WITHIN 2 MILES OF
ANTIOCH TN 37013 GOVERNMENT COLUMBIA PIPELINE
17500014000 12872 OLD HICKORY BLVD | TEGRAH 499 IWD** SINGLE FAMILY NONE WITHIN 2 MILES OF
RESOURCES, LLC COLUMBIA PIPELINE
17500015400 12575 OLD HICKORY BLVD | COLONIAL PIPELINE [11815  |IR*** 'VACANT INDUSTRIAL LAND NONE 1UST OUTSIDE 2 MILES FROM
COMPANY COLUMBIA PIPELINE
PARCELS NORTH OF NONE WITHIN 2 MILES OF
PIPELINE COLUMBIA PIPELINE
16200001400 0BLUE HOLE RD, ANTIOCH | CURRY, PETER, TR. |32.02 IWD** 'VACANT COMMERCIAL LAND NONE WITHIN 2 MILES OF
FOR PATTERSON,
™ 37013 DGR COLUMBIA PIPELINE
14800003800 0 BLUE HOLE RD, ANTIOCH, |CURRY, PETER, TR. |5133 WD** 'VACANT COMMERCIAL LAND NONE WITHIN 2 MILES OF
FOR PATTERSON,
™ 37013 DGR COLUMBIA PIPELINE
14800003700 0 ACCESS RD, ANTIOCH, TN | CURRY, PETER, TR. |9.91 TWD** VACANT COMMERCIAL LAND NONE WITHIN 2 MILES OF
FOR PATTERSON,
37013 DGR COLUMBIA PIPELINE
* INFORMATION FROM NASHVILLE PLANNING DEPARTMENT DEVELOPMENT TRACKER MAP
**INDUSTRIAL ZONING: INDUSTRIAL WAREHOUSING/DISTRIBUTION, INTENDED FOR A WIDE RANGE OF WAREHOUSING, WHOLESALING, AND BULK DISTRIBUTION USES
***INDUSTRIAL ZONING: INDUSTRIAL RESTRICTIVE, INTENDED FOR A WIDE RANGE OF LIGHT MANUFACTURING USES AT MODERATE INTENSITIES WITHIN ENCLOSED STRUCTURES

Q-58




COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO008 - Friends of Mill Creek Greenway, Brant N. Miller (continued)

ARRY

Owner: C
PATTERSON, D.G.JR.

Zoom to View Parcel Details

partment, MetrbGIS | MetroGlS: Quantum Spatial foea= L]
-




COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO008 - Friends of Mill Creek Greenway, Brant N. Miller (continued)
5 A - i g e S Q| ¢ | B

17400023700 (1 of 2)

\

t2AN R
> / IR L Nashville Planning Department, MetroGIS | MetroGIS; Quantum Spatial esrl

Parcel I
Address: 0
Owner: MET!

rowsRm v e

Nashville Planning Department, MetroGIS | MetroGIS; Quantum Spatial esrl

Planned Unit Development

7

0 OLD HIC
TRO GOV

rowmm e

Nashville Planning Department, MetroGIS | MetroGIS: Quantum Spatial esrl




COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
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CO009-1

CO009-2

WEST VIRGINIA

RIVERS

-

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

April 24, 2017

Submitted electronically at www.ferc.gov

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Docket No. CP16-357-000
Dear Secretary Bose,

West Virginia Rivers Coalition, along with the organizations signed below, respectfully submit
the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
Mountaineer XPress Pipeline (MXP), Docket No. CP16-357-000.

[We found the DEIS lacking of the critical information needed to fully analyze the significant
impacts of the preoject. Due to the lack of adequate information, we are unable to provide a
comprehensive analysis of the DEIS. Because of this deficiency, we request a revisad DEIS to be
issued for the proposed project with all the necessary information to meet the requirements of
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Specifically, the regulation explains that “NEPA
procedures must ensure that environmental information is available to public officials and
citizens before decisions are made and before actions are taken. The information must be of
high quality. Accurate scientific analysis, expert agency comments, and public scrutiny are
essential to implementing NEPA.” The MXP DEIS released fails to meet NEPA requirements and
a revisad DEIS must be issued. A complete DEIS is necessary to provide the planning and
analysis required so that agency decision-makers can mitigate or avoid impacts, and can
|correctly identify the least-impacting alternative.

[Furthermore, we request that the revised DEIS address only the MXP. Combining the two
projects into a single DEIS is problematic. The two projects, while proposed by the same parent
company during the same time frame, are managed by two separate subsidiaries. The two
projects are dissimilar in their nature and will require different mitigation measures. Therefore,
combining the two projects into one DEIS does not adequately address the impacts. The fact
that the Certificate issuance would be separate warrants a separate DEIS. If these two projects
are combined inte a single DEIS, then FERC should undertake a programmatic DEIS for all

pipeline projects in the greater east coast region.

3501 MACCORKLE AVENUE SE #129 CHARLESTON, WEST VIRGINIA 25304 « 304-837-T201 - WWW. WVRIVERS.ORG

CO009-1: The draft EIS represents a comprehensive review and environmental
analysis of existing conditions and the potential impacts of construction and operation
of the projects on numerous physical, cultural, and socioeconomic resources.
Additionally, the document addresses alternatives to the two projects. Our analysis is
based on information provided by the applicants, field investigations, public scoping,
literature research, contacts with or comments received from federal, state, and local
agencies, and comments from the public. The EPA, USACE, WVDEP, and West
Virginia Division of Natural Resources participated as cooperating agencies in
preparation of the draft EIS. The draft EIS considered all direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts associated with the projects, consistent with NEPA, and concludes
that although the projects would result in some adverse environmental impacts, if the
projects are constructed and operated in accordance with applicable laws, the
successful implementation of mitigation measures identified in the EIS, and the
Commission’s regulations, the impacts would be reduced to acceptable levels.

CO009-2: The decision to review the two projects in a single EIS is explained in the
Executive Summary and in section 1.0.

Q-61
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Additionally, we request the following to be addressed in the revised DEIS:

1.1 Project Purpose and Need CO009-3: See response to comments CO006-3 and CO006-3. Purpose and need
for the projects is discussed in section 1.1. The use of existing pipeline capacity is

[Page 1-2: The DEIS does not adequately address the need of the project. The only evidence of . . .
s quae prel Y addressed as System Alternatives in section 3.2.

need for the pipeline is that Columbia has contracts with shippers who are not identified. There
does not appear to be any detailed analysis of existing pipeline capacity. This leads to expensive
overbuilding and needless environmental impacts. Former Commission Chairman Nerman Bay
Coop9-3|58ld the commission should also consider whether capacity is needed to ensure deliverability to
power generators, reliability benefits and concerns "that anticipated markets may fail to
materialize.” The DEIS states, “However, determining project need is beyond the scope of the
EIS." The FERC must determine whether there is a need for the project. This issue must be fully
|analyzed in a revised DEIS.

CO009-4: On May 16, 2017, Columbia Gas filed additional information addressing
3.4 Pipeline Route Variations environmental and cultural resource impacts. This information has been
incorporated into the appropriate sections of the EIS (see response to comment
CO006-8). If the MXP is approved by the Commission, we anticipate that a number
of minor changes would occur in response to environmental, engineering, and
landowner considerations. See section 2.6.3 for information on the post-approval
variance process.

Ege 3-19: The DEIS does not address the full scope of environmental and cultural resource
impacts. The DEIS states “All four of these requested route adjustments would require further
Co009-4| environmental and cultural resource surveys”. The final route has not been determined; and
therefore, the DEIS does not contain the full scope of environmental impacts because they are
| still being determined. A revised DEIS must be issued to address these deficiencies.

4.1.4.4 Landslides

[Mountaineer XPress Project, page 4-10: The DEIS fails to adequately address landslides. The
DEI5 states “Columbia Gas should file with the Secretary the results of a Phase | Landslide

Hazard Assessment”. FERC needs this information to “further refine our assessment of CO009-5: On ApriI 21. 2017. Columbia Gas filed its Phase | Geohazard
proposed mitigation measures in areas characterized by steep slopes or slip-prone soils”. Assessment Report. Based on the results of the Phase | Geohazard Assessment,
Additionally, FERC is requesting the Phase |l Landslide Hazard Assessment prior to construction Columbia Gas has initiated a Phase 11 Landslide Hazard Assessment. See our
meaning the results of the Assessment will not be incorporated into the DEIS or available for recommendation in section 4.1.4.4.1

public comment. Mitigation designs for steep slopes is critical in evaluating the hazards posed
by construction on slip prone areas. The public must be provided access to this information in a
revised DEIS. The failure to include complete information on this issue in the DEIS implies that
information on steep slopes is not particularly important to decision-making, a conclusion
contradicted by both science and commaon sense, as slope hazards can lead to catastrophic
failure of the pipeline. Such a failure could lead to substantial damage to the natural
environment, private and public property, and loss of human life, which, according to 40-CFR-
1508.27, clearly would be defined as a significant impact, and which therefore, must be
addressed in a revised DEIS.

CO009-5

Supplemental information filed for the projects is publicly available on the FERC
website (www.ferc.gov) using the eLibrary link.

Q-62
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CO009-6

CO009-7)

CO009-8

4.2 Spils

Eountaineer XPress Project, pages 4-29 & 4-32: The DEIS does not contain an updated
Erosion Control Plan. The Erosion Control Plan (ECP) filed by Columbia is inconsistent with
FERC's plan in regards to removal of rock greater than 4 inches and topsoil segregation. FERC
requests that the ECP be modified and provided to the Secretary prior to construction;
however; this would prohibit the public from having the opportunity to review the plan.
Additionally, FERC must have this information prior to issuing a certificate for the project to
ensure that the project will comply with FERC procedures. This issue must be rectified in a
revised DEIS.

4.3.1.5 Water Supply Wells and Springs

Ege 4-45: The DEIS does not supply sufficient information on water supply wells and springs.
The DEIS states "Columbia Gas has neither completed identification of all private water wells
and potable springs in proximity to project work areas, nor has it identified any specific
protaction measures that would be implemented for wells located inside the construction work
areas.” This information is critical in determining the impacts of construction on private
drinking water sources. The results of the completed field surveys must be included in a revised

| DEIS.

4.3.2.1 Public Water Supplies

[Mountaineer XPress Project, page 4-54: The DEIS does not adequately address impacts to
public drinking water supplies. The DEIS states “The ZCCs and ZPCs warrant a more detailed
inventory and management due to their proximity to the source water and susceptibility to
potential contaminants” Table 4.3-6 of the DEIS identifies 7 water treatment facilities whose
ZCC or ZPC are corssed by the MXP. However, the DEIS does not identify measures that will be
used to reduce or avoid impact to the source water. A turbidity analysis is needed where the
pipeline would impact source water protection areas. Excess sediment in source water
accelerates the formation of haloacetic acids when chlorine is added for treatment purposes.
Haloacetic acids are regulated by EPA under the Safe Drinking Water Act. Excess sediment in
source water can cause water utilities to exceed the standards resulting in undue hardships on
the water utility and endangering human health. This issue must be addressed in a revised

DEIS.

4.3.2.4 Impacts and Mitigation

Mountaineer XPress Project, Dry Ditch Stream Crossing, page 4-63: The DEIS does not

CO009-9| adequately address stream restoration. The DEIS recommends that a waterbody crossing

Q-63

CO009-6: On May 16, 2017, Columbia Gas filed a revised ECS document, which
we find to be consistent with our Plan and Procedures. The revised ECS is
presented in appendix D-1 of the EIS.

COO009-7: See revised section 4.3.1.3.

CO009-8: See response to comment FA002-9.
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CO009-9
(cont.)

CO009-10

CO009-11

CO009-12

CO009-13

restoration plan should be submitted prior to construction. Restoration plans are vital to
assessing the impacts of construction on waterbodies. The public and agencies must be able to
| review the restoration plans and thus they must be included in a revised DEIS.

[Mountaineer XPress Project, HDD Crossing, page 4-65: The DEIS contains incomplete
information regarding the HDD crossing of the Kanawha River. The DEIS states, “the plan
presents no insight into how a release from underneath the river (directly into the water) would
be discovered or what Columbia Gas would do following such a discovery to limit impact on the
river.” This information is critical to understanding the impacts of the HDD crossing on the

| Kanawha River and must be included in a revised DEIS.

[Mountaineer XPress Project, Hydrostatic Testing and Dust Control, page 4-69: The
information contained in the DEIS on water withdrawals for hydrostatic testing and dust
control is incomplete. Columbia has identified the sources and anticipated quantities for
hydrostatic testing, but the DEIS fails to mention the sources and anticipated quantitias for dust
control. Sources and quantities of water used for dust control must be included in a revised
DEIS. Additionally, the DEIS fails to mention the locations for discharging the hydrostatic testing
waters. The discharge locations are crucial to assessing the impacts of hydrostatic testing. For
the WWDEP NPDES permit needed to discharge hydrostatic test water, requirements of the
permit include discharging the hydrostatic test water back to the original water source. These
issues must be addressed in a revised DEIS.

[ First-order Streams: The DEIS fails to address cumulative impacts on headwater streams.
First-order or headwater streams are vitally important to the health of the watershed. The
overall health of a watershed is dependant on its network of tributaries. Further analysis is
needed to understand the impacts to headwater streams. A project of this magnitude that
impacts multiple watersheds must be assessed at a regional scale. The DEIS must contain an
analysis on the projects total impacts within each watershed to determine the overall impacts
of the project. MXP must provide an analysis for each watershed including information on the
number of headwater stream crossings by watershed and the number of stream crossings on
each stream if waterbodies are crossed multiple times. At the landscape level, impacts from the
ROW are exacerbated by the cumulative impacts of the proposed access roads. There is a
negative correlation between road miles within a watershed and water quality. An analysis of
the pre-construction vs. post-construction ratio of roads within a basin must be included in the
DEIS to adeguately assess the impacts from the proposed project.

[Stream Bank Cover: The DEIS fails to address loss of stream bank cover due to stream
crossings. The DEIS should include an analysis of the loss of stream bank cover on a watershed
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CO009-9: Columbia Gas’ proposed stream crossing restoration techniques, which
are provided in its ECS, have been reviewed and approved by the WVDEP.
Confirmation of the WVDEP’s approval was filed on April 21, 2017.

CO0009-10: Columbia Gas’ revised HDD Inadvertent Return Contingency Plan for
the Kanawha River is provided in appendix G.

COO009-11: See revised section 4.3.2.4.1 for additional information on hydrostatic
test water.

CO009-12: Section 4.13.2.1 has been revised to include HUC-12 subwatersheds
crossed by the proposed MXP pipelines and aboveground facilities.
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CO009-13
(cont.)

CO009-14

CO009-15

CO009-16

CO009-17

scale to determine the % loss of stream bank cover by watershed to provide a better
|understanding of the potential impacts of the project.

4.3.2.5 Conclusion

Page 4-76: The DEIS prematurely concludes that the project would not significantly impact
surface water quality or quantity. The ECP, Restoration Plan, HDD Contingency Plan and
hydrostatic testing discharge plan have not been completed; therefor, FERC is premature in
concluding that the project will not significantly impact water resources, FERC must have all the
pertinent information before drawing that conclusion.

4.3.3.1 Wetland Mitigation

Ege 4-84: The Wetlands Mitigation plan is not included within the DEIS. The DEIS states
Columbia Gas states that it would prepare a compensatory wetland mitigation plan for project
impacts.” The wetlands mitigation plan is not included in the DEIS and FERC makes no
recommendation to submit it. This plan is critical in assessing whether the impacts to wetlands
have been mitigated properly. Not requiring the plan to be submitted to be included in the DEIS
pravents the public from reviewing and commenting on the wetland mitigation plan,
undermining the public ‘s participation and failing to meet the requirements of NEPA. The
Wetland Mitigation Plan must be included in a revised DEIS.

[wetland Impacts: The DEIS fails to address the project’s impact on wetland functions
regarding water storage for flood prevention. The DEIS must provide an analysis of the
disruption of water storage for flood control. The analysis must include watershed-based
wetland impacts with details on the acres of impacted wetlands by watershed to determine
whether flooding within the watershed has the potential to significantly increase as a result of
|the loss of wetland functions during construction and operation of the pipeline.

4.4.4 Conclusion

Mountaineer XPress Project, Page 4-84: The DEIS prematurely concludes that the project
would not significantly impact wetlands. The DEIS states “By implementing construction and
mitigation measures outlined in Columbia Gas" ECS, completing compensatory mitigation as
determined by the USACE and other appropriate agencies, and complying with federal and
state permit conditions, we conclude that the MXP would not result in any significant impacts
on wetlands.” The mitigation plan has not been completed, the wetland permits have not been
issued and the ECS has not been finalized; therefore, FERC is premature in concluding that the
project will not significantly impact wetlands. FERC must have all the pertinent information

before drawing that conclusion.
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CO009-13: See response to comment CO009-9. Columbia Gas would implement
the measures contained in its ECS during construction to minimize instream
impacts, including erosion controls and revegetation of disturbed areas.

COO009-14: See response to comment CO006-8.

CO009-15: Project wetland mitigation plans are prepared in support of permit
applications to state and federal regulatory agencies (i.e., the USACE and WVDEP).
Compensatory mitigation for unavoidable project impacts would be determined
during the permit approval process. Columbia Gas would be required to
demonstrate that it had complied with all section 10/404/401 permit conditions as a
pre-requisite to our issuance of a notice to proceed with construction should the
project be approved by the Commission.

Supplemental information filed for the projects is publicly available on the FERC
website (www.ferc.gov) using the eLibrary link.

CO009-16: Section 4.4.2 discusses wetland impacts and mitigation. Wetland
impacts are anticipated to be minor and temporary. There would be no net loss of
wetlands as a result of project construction. See table 4.4-1 for details on MXP
construction and operation impacts on wetlands.

COO009-17: See responses to comments CO009-15 and CO009-16.
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CO009-18

CO009-20

CO009-21

CO009-19

4.5.6 Habitat Fragmentation and Edge Effects

Ege 4-165: The DEIS analysis on forest fragmentation is incomplete. The DEIS states “Several
agencies, including the FS and WVDNR, have expressed concerns regarding forest
fragmentation and the impacts on interior forest and their associated wildlife species.” FERC
recommends several additional items be submitted prior to the close of the DEIS comment
period to address the deficiency. The additional information should have been included in the
| DEIS. A revised DEIS must be issued containing this critical information.

4.7 Endangered Species

[ Mountaineer XPress Project, pages 4-153, 4-154 & 4-159: The DEIS does not adequately
address impacts on endangered species. Construction of MXP will negatively affect
endangered bat and mussel species and the diamond darter. Mussel and bat surveys have not
been completed. Consultations with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and WVDNR have not been
completed. Consultations could result in additional mitigation, conservation measures, or
reroutes. This lack of sufficient information must be corrected in a revised DEIS.

4.8.2.4 Natural, Recreational, or Scenic Rivers and Trails

[Mountaineer XPress Project, Page 4-207: The DEIS fails to adequately address impacts on
recreation. MXP proposed to cross 18 recreational trails. The DEIS states “Columbia Gas would
work with the respective trail management agencies to develop site-specific crossing methods
and restoration plans for each trail crossing.” The DEIS does not specify whether these
consultations with trail management agencies are in progress and site-specific plans have not
been included in the DEIS. Without this information, one cannot adequately address how
construction will impact recreation and tourism in these areas. This information must be
|included in a revised DEIS.

4.9 Sociogconomics

[ The DEIS fails to analyze economic impacts to West Virginia gas users. Almost certainly, the
MXP would result in significant increases in price of gas in WV, which will adversely affect
current users. The DEIS needs to analyze these impacts on the economy, and completely fails
to do so. Former Commission Chairman Norman Bay has previously stated “Overbuilding may
subject ratepayers to increased costs of shipping gas on legacy systems. If a new pipeline takes
customers from a legacy system, the remaining captive customers on the system may pay

| higher rates.” This issue must be addressed in a revised DEIS.
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COO009-18: See revised section 4.5.4.1.

CO009-19: The USFWS is working with Columbia Gas to address any species-
specific issues and develop avoidance and mitigation measures for federally
protected species affected by the MXP. See revisions to section 4.7 for the current
status of surveys and consultations for federally protected species.

CO009-20: See revised section 4.8.2.4.1.

CO009-21: Comment noted. See response to comment CO009-3.

The purpose and need for the projects is discussed in section 1.1. More than 96
percent of the new capacity created by MXP is subscribed and supported by binding,
long-term precedent agreements with project shippers, thereby demonstrating the
need for the project, and that “overbuilding” is not an issue. The Commission
considers all evidence submitted reflecting on the need for a project, including, but
not limited to precedent agreements, demand projections, potential cost savings to
consumers, or a comparison of projected demand with the amount of capacity
currently serving the market. The requested economic analysis is beyond the scope
of this EIS.
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ICO009-22

4.11.1.2.4 Operational Air Emission Impacts and Mitigation

[The DEIS fails to adequately address greenhouse gas emissions. While this DEIS does provide
some information on greenhouse gases, it does not include a detailed analysis of methane
emissions. Additionally, it does not address the basic question of whether cumulative emissions
will increase or decrease, whether the CO2 emissions of end users of the gas from the

MXP pipeline displace, or add to, emissions from existing coal-fired power plants, or the
impacts of "upstream” emissions from additional gas drilling, pipelines and comprassor
stations. Former Commission Chairman Norman Bay called on the commission to “analyze the
environmental effects of increased regional gas production from the Marcellus and Utica” and
consider “the downstream impacts of the use of natural gas and ... a life-cycle greenhouse gas

emissions study.” The revised DEIS must address these issues.

In conclusion, for the reasons outlined above, we request a revised DEIS to be issued with
completa and accurate information in order to comply with the NEPA requirements. A
completa DEIS is necessary to provide the planning and analysis needed so that the agency
decision-makers can mitigate or avoid impacts, and can correctly identify the least-impacting
alternative. We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments and look forward to
further participation in this proceeding.

Respectfully submitted,

Angie Rosser & Autumn Crowe
West Virginia Rivers Coalition

Cindy Ellis & Cindy Rank
West Virginia Highlands Conservancy

Chris Hale
Friznds of Water

April Keating
Sierra Club, West Virginia Chapter

Kevin Campbell
Mountain Lakes Preservation Alliance

Becky Park
Citizens' Climate Lobby of Southern West Virginia

Q-67

CO009-22: Comment noted. Operational GHG emission estimates for the MXP
are presented, as COg, in tables 4.11-4 through 4.11-9. A detailed discussion on
impacts from project GHG emissions and climate change is included in section
4.13.2.11. See response to comment CO006-4.
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CO010-1

CO010-2

C0010-3

Micah Hargrove, Mill Creek Watershed Association, Nashville, TN.

The Mill Creek Watershed Association opposes the proposed gas compressor
pump station.

_—

The selected site is not zoned for industrial use. The gas compressor
_Ezation needs to he placed on a site zoned for industrial use.

The gas compressor station will use the existing pipeline infrastructure
to convey oil. The new compressor station will increase the pressure and
volume loads on the pipe. The existing pipeline infrastructure is
estimated to have installed 40 50 years prior. Before construction can
begin to be considered, the existing pipeline infrastructure will require
a Lhorough inspeclion Lo delermine if Lhe pipeline can handle Lhe
projected pressure and volume loads. There are at least three existing
pipeline crossings along Mill Creek. If just one of these crossings
ruplured, Lhe damage Lo Mi11l Creek would be devastaling and lrreparable

| to the local wildlife and vegetation.

[We requesl Lhal Lhe gas compressor statlon be relocaled Lo an area zoned
for industrial land use and for the existing pipeline to be repaired to
prevent tuture ruptures in the pipeline. The MCWA seeks to protect the
community and water quality within the Mill Creek watershed; we ask that

the Federal Energy Requlatory Commission do the same in return.
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COO010-1: See revisions to section 3.6.2 and our response to comments
C0003-5 and CO003-6.

CO010-2: The Columbia Gulf system transports natural gas; it does not
transport oil or oil products. The proposed compressor station would
compress the natural gas to allow for an increase in capacity to the existing
system. Columbia Gulf has not requested an increase in the maximum
allowable operating pressure (MAOP). By law (49 CFR 192, subparts L
and M), Columbia Gulf must maintain its pipeline and perform routine
inspections as required by the USDOT’s Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration.

CO010-3: See response to comments CO010-1 and CO010-2.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Columbia Gas Transmission, LLC Dacket No. CP16-357-000
Columhia Gulf Transmission, LLC Docket No. CP16-361-000

MOTION TO INTERVENE AND COMMENTS OF ALLEGHENY DEFENSE
PROJECT, OHIO VALLEY ENVIRONMENTAL COALITION, AND SIERRA CLUB
L MOTION TO INTERVENE
Pursuant to 18 C.F.R. §§ 157.10 and 385.214, the following parties move to intervene in
the above-captioned proceedings:
Allegheny Defense Project is a grassroots conservation organization headquartered at 117
West Wood Lane. Kane, PA 16735 and 1s dedicated to the protection and restoration of the
Allegheny Bioregion. Formed m 1994, our organization works to protect the Allegheny National
Forest and other public lands and resources from the impacts of industrial extraction such as o1l Note: comments on the DEIS begin on page 4.
and gas dnlling. In addition to the environmental impacts caused by pipeline construction are
the impacts of related Marcellus and Utica shale gas development. This drilling is fundamentally
altering the Allegheny Bioregion with new roads, well sites, wastewater disposal pits, gathering
lines, and other infrastructure. By approving the Projects, FERC will authorize Columbia to
build a pipeline that will only encourage further shale gas drilling in the Allegheny Bioregion
and, as a result, further degradation of our land, air, and water.
Ohio Valley Environmental Cealition ("OVEC”) is a grassroots conservation
organization headquartered at P.O. Box 6753, Huntington, WV 25773-6753. OVEC s mission is
to organize and maintain a diverse grassroots organization dedicated to the improvement and

preservation of the environment and our communities through education. grassroots organizing
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and coalition building, leadership development and media outreach. OVECs works
encompasses much of West Virginia as we seek to defend our water from pollution arising from
mountaintop removal coal mining, “disposal” of coal prep plant waste. and deep-shale gas
extraction and waste “disposal” activities.

The Sierra Club 1s a national nonprofit orgamization with 67 chapters and over 740,000
members dedicated to exploring, enjoying. and protecting the wild places of the earth: to
practicing and promoting the responsible use of the earth’s ecosystems and resources; to
educating and enlisting humanity to protect and restore the quality of the natural and human
environment; and to usmg all lawful means to carry out these objectives. The Sierra Clubis a
national leader in the movement to end reliance on fossil fuels that cause climate disruption and
to transition to a clean energy economy.

The Sierra Club seeks to intervene in this proceeding becanse the Mountain X Press
Project severely impacts our water resources and headwaters in the mountamns of West Virginia, This area left blank intentionally.
fragments core forest areas, threatens endangered species, disrupts cultural attachments and
communities adjacent to the corridor, impacts our historic resources, inflicts economic damage
on communities and continues to block the development of renewable energy sources. Further,
the cumulative impacts of the Mountain XPress and Gulf XPress Projects combined with the
impacts from the Mountain Valley Pipeline, Atlantic Coast Pipeline, and the WB XPress Project
are unknown and require further analysis of cumulative impacts on a regional scale.

Although these groups share common goals, each group has its own independent mission
and supporter base and each group joins this motion as individual movants, requesting
independent intervenor status on behalf of their organizations in the above-captioned

proceedings. The movants do not support the Projects, their interests are not adequately

2
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represented by any existing party to the proceedings, and their participation would further the
public interest. This motion is timely filed in accordance with FERC s February 27, 2017
Notice.
IL. COMMIENTS

The following comments are provided on behalf of the Allegheny Defense Project.
OVEC. and Sierra Club regarding the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s ("FERC™) draft
environmental impact statement (“DEIS™) for Columbia Gas Transmission’s ("Columbia Gas™)
proposed Mountaineer XPress Project ("MXP™) and Columbia Gulf Transmission’s (“Columbia
Gulf”) proposed Gulf XPress Project (“"GXP7) (collectively, “Projects™). Columbia Gas proposes
to construct and operate the following facilities in West Virginia: (1) 164.3 miles of new 36-mch-
diameter pipeline known from Marshall County to Cabell County; (11) 5.9 miles of new 24-inch-
diameter pipeline in Doddridge County: (i11) three new compressor stations in Doddridge,
Calhoun, and Jackson Counties; (1v) two new regulating stations 1 Ripley and Cabell Counties: This area left blank intentionally.
(v) 296 feet of new, 10-inch-diameter natural gas pipeline at the Ripley Regulator Station to tie
Columbia Gas™ existing X39M1 pipeline into the MXP-100 pipeline i Jackson County; (vi) 0.4-
mile-long replacement section of 30-imnch-diameter natural gas pipeline in Cabell County; (vi1)
upgrades to one existing compressor station (Wayne County) and two compressor stations
(Marshall and Kanawha Counties) either approved or pending under separate FERC proceedings;
and (vu1) related facilities 1n various West Virginia Counties. Columbia Gulf proposes to
construct and operate the following facilities in Kentucky. Tennessee, and Mississippi: (1) seven
new compressor stations i Kentucky (Rowan, Garrard, and Metcalfe Counties). Tennessee

(Davidson and Wayne Counties), and Mississippi (Union and Granada Counties); (11) upgrades
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to one approved compressor station in Carter County, Kentucky; and (111) upgrades at one
existing meter station in Boyd County, Kentucky.

FERC's decision to grant a certificate to construct the Projects 1s a “major Federal action™
within the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and it must be preceded
by the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 42 US.C. § 4332. FERC’s EIS
must address:

(1) the environmental impact of the proposed action, (11) any adverse environmental

effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented. (ii1)

alternatives to the proposed action, (1v) the relationship between the local short-

term uses of the project as compared to the long term use of the land, and (v) any

irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources which would be invelved

in the proposed action should 1t be implemented.
42U S.C. §4332 Under NEPA. “agencies [must] take a “hard look™ at the environmental
effects of their planned action.” Marsh v. Oregon Natural Resources Council, 490 U.S_ 360, 374
(1989). Pursuant to the Administrative Procedure Act (APA). reviewing courts are to set aside as
arbitrary and capricious any major Federal action that 1s taken without the requisite “hard look™
at the relevant factors in an EIS. 5 U.S.C. § 706(2)(A). FERC s analysis in the DEIS for the
Projects fails to meet NEPA s standards in several ways and must be significantly improved or
FERC's decision will be subject to vacatur under the APA.

A FERC’s purpose and need statement and range of alternatives are
inadequate.

FERC failed to provide the legally required purpose and need statement in the DEIS. The
Council on Environmental Quality’s ("CEQ7) regulations implementing NEPA (adopted by
FERC under 18 CFR. § 380.1) require FERC to “specify the underlying purpose and need to
which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives including the proposed action.”™ 40

CFEE. §1502.13. FERC must “exercise a degree of skepticism in dealing with self-serving
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CO011-1: Comment noted. As described in section 1.1, the applicants
developed the projects in response to customers’ demands and then filed
applications with the FERC for authorization to construct and operate the
proposed facilities. The EIS is limited to assessing the potential
environmental impacts of the proposed projects and an appropriate range of
alternatives. While the EIS does consider whether alternative actions might
meet the customers’ demands, the document does not consider or reach a
conclusion on whether there is a “public need” (i.e., in terms of a “public
convenience and necessity”) for the proposed projects. Council on
Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1502.13)
require that an EIS “briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to
which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives including the
proposed action.” In other words, the EIS states the purpose of and need for
a proposed project in order to define the range of alternative actions that the
agency can legitimately consider.
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statements from a prime beneficiary of the project.” Simmons v. U.S. Army Corps of Eng’s. 120
F.3d 664, 669 (7th Cir. 1997) (guoting Citizens Against Burlington, Inc. v. Busey. 938 F 2d 190,
209 (D.C. Cir. 1991) (Buckley, I, dissenting)). FERC “cannot restrict its analysis to those
“alternative means by which a particular applicant can reach his goals.”™ Id. (quofing Van
Abbema v. Fornell. 807 F.2d 633, 638 (7th Cir. 1986); see also Nar'l Parks & Cons. Ass'n v.
Bureau of Land Mgmt.. 606 F.3d 1058. 1072 (9th Cir. 2009) (finding a purpose and need
statement that included the agency’s goal to address long-term landfill demand. and the
applicant’s three private goals was too narrowly drawn and constrained the possible range of
alternatives in violation of NEPA).

According to FERC, “determining project need 1s beyond the scope of the EIS.” DEIS at
1-3. This 1s in direct violation of the plamn language of the CEQ regulation. which requires
FERC to “specify the underlying purpose and need for the project in the EIS. 40 CFR.§
150213 (emphasis added). Without performing an independent assessment of the need for the
project. FERC cannot determine the reasonable range of alternatives that must be analyzed i the
DEIS. In particular, without determining the need for the project, FERC cannot reasonably assess
the desirability of the required “no action™ alternative. Furthermore, by waiting until some
unspecified future date to determine the need for the project, FERC denies the public its right to
comment on all aspects of the DEIS. including the statement of need and the alternatives analysis
that depends on that statement.

Not only did FERC completely fail to provide a statement of need for the Project, but it
also framed 1ts statement of purpose far too narrowly. FERC primarly relies on the applicants’
“stated objectives” for the Projects which are to:

* Increase firm transportation service from receipt points in the Appalachian Basin to
markets in the Midwest, Northeast, Mid-Atlantic, South, and Gulf Coast; specifically
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The determination of whether there is a “public need” for the proposed
facilities (for the purpose of considering an authorization under section 7 of
the Natural Gas Act) will be made in the subsequent Commission Order
granting or denying the applicants’ requests for Certificate authorization and
is based on a balancing of the benefits of the projects against any adverse
impacts. See also response to comment CO002-10.

The purpose of the proposed projects is to transport natural gas in interstate
commerce. The FERC is an independent regulatory agency responsible for,
among other things, responding to applications for the interstate
transportation of natural gas. It has no mandate for determining overall U.S.
energy policy or what components of a national policy should or should not
be promoted. Energy production from renewable resources or alternative
energy sources, or the gains realized from increased energy efficiency and
conservation, are not transportation alternatives and are considered beyond
the scope of this EIS.
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to increase natural gas deliverability by 1.800.000 Dth/d to Columbia Gas™ TCO Pool.
as well as up to an additional 200,000 Dth/d to Columbia Gas™ Leach Interconnect
with Columbia Gulf's existing system: and

* Provide an additional 860.000 Dth/d of natural gas supplies to markets in Mississipp1
and Louisiana.

DEIS at 3-1. By relying almost exclusively on the applicants” ambitions for the Projects to
frame 1ts statement of purpose, FERC impermissibly “restrict[ed] its analysis to just those
“alternative means by which a particular applicant can reach his goals.”” Simmons, 120 F.3d at
669 (quoting Citizens Against Burlington, 938 F 2d at 209 (Buckley. .. dissenting)): see also
Nat'l Parks & Cons. Ass'm. 606 F.3d at 1072.

For example. FERC acknowledges that if it selects the no-action altemnative. “customers
of the projects’ shippers could seek to use other energy alternatives. such as alternative fuel or
renewable energy sources, which could also require new facilities.™ DEIS at 3-3. Rather than
exploring such alternatives, FERC flatly states that if such facilities were approved and
constructed. “each project would result in specific environmental impacts that could be less than,
similar to, or greater than the current proposals.” Jd. This 1s a meaningless statement that fails to
compare other reasonable alternatives to the proposed actions. FERC’s categorical refusal to
consider alternative energy and increased energy efficiency alteratives is at odds with other
recent statements.

For example, in the Constitution Pipeline DEIS, FERC considered energy
conservation/efficiency and renewable energy alternatives. See Constitution Pipeline DEIS at 3-
3 —3-12 (Docket CP13-499-000). While FERC ultimately decided against considering these
alternatives in greater detail. 1t at least considered them in some detail. That 1s 1n stark contrast
to this DEIS. Therefore. FERC must prepare a revised or supplemental DEIS that includes an

independent assessment of both “purpose and need™. taking into account not only the applicant’s
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stated purpose but also the broader public purpose and need, and put the complete DEIS out for

public comment.

B. The lack of complete information in the DEIS renders it legally deficient.

Throughout the DEIS, FERC indicates that information provided by the applicants is
incomplete. This incomplete information forms the basis for many of the proposed conditions
that FERC staff recommends be attached to any certificate authorizing the Atlantic Sunrise
Project. See DEIS at 5-26 — 5-36. Much of this information should have been included in the
DEIS so that the public had an opportunity to review it and provide comments.

The NEPA EIS requirement “guarantees that the relevant information will be made
available to the larger audience that may also play a role in both the decisionmaking process and
the implementation of that decision.” Deparrment of Transportation v. Public Citizen, 541 U.S.
752, 768 (2004) (citation omitted). This “informational role”™ assures the public that the agency
has considered environmental concerns 1n 1ts decisionmaking process and provided a
“springboard for public comment” in that decisionmaking process. Id. (citation omitted). “The
purpose here 15 to ensure that the “larger audience[ ]° . . . can provide input as necessary to the
agency making the relevant decisions.” Id. (citation omitted): see also League of Wilderness
Defenders v. Connaughton. 732 F.3d 755, 761 (9th Cir. 2014) (“Informed public participation in
reviewing environmental impacts 1s essential to the proper functioning of NEPA 7).

In reviewing an EIS. courts look at “whether the EIS s form. content and preparation
foster both informed decisionmaking and informed public participation.” California v. Block.
690 F.2d 753. 761 (9th Cir. 1982). Here. FERC decided to publish a DEIS knowing that 1t

lacked information that 1s critical for 1ts own review, and for meamingful public review and
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CO011-2: Comment noted. As with any project of this magnitude, studies
necessary to prepare project plans are ongoing and continue. None of the
“information gaps” noted will provide information upon which a
determination of significant impact hinges.

The final EIS has been revised to include new information provided by
Columbia Gas and/or findings from the regulatory review process. See
sections:

4.1.4.4.1 - Landslides

4.3.1.2.1 and 4.3.1.3.1 - Groundwater

4.3.2.4.1 - Stream Crossing Restoration Plans

Appendix G HDD - Inadvertent Return Contingency Plan for the

Kanawha River

e 4324.1,475.1,and 4.7.10.1 - other hydrological reports and
plans

e 24.1.2and4.5.5.2 - Invasive and Noxious Weed Infestation Plan

e 4.7.3 - Federally Listed Species

Supplemental information filed for the projects is publicly available on the
FERC website (www.ferc.gov) using the eLibrary link.
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comment. As such. the DEIS 1s legally deficient and must be redone in accordance with CEQ’s
regulations. See 40 CFR. § 1502 9(a).

We are particularly concerned about the Project’s untold water impacts, and the DEIS’
myriad information gaps with respect to these impacts exemplifies why FERC cannot proceed
with supplementing its inadequate draft. For example. FERC states that Columbia Gas and/or
Columbia Gulf must provide the following information either before the end of the DEIS
comment period or before construction:

* A modified version of its ECS (section IL1 1) that 1s consistent with the 2013 version
of FERC s Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (“Plan™) at
section V.A.4.

* A modified version of its ECS (section II.D 2) that 1s consistent with the 2013 version
of FERC s Plan at section IV.B.1.a.

¢ The location of all water wells and potable springs within 150 feet of all areas of

disturbance associated with the MXP pipelines and related aboveground facilities.

A waterbody crossing restoration plan.

A revised HDD Inadvertent Return Contingency Plan for the Kanawha River.

An alternative stream/source of hydrostatic test water for Grasslick Run.

A flow regime for each waterbody where Columbia Gas will withdraw hydrostatic

test water at the time of the year when testing 1s anticipated and specific measures to

protect instream habitat and downstream uses.

DEIS at 5-31- 5-32. Such information gaps pervade the DEIS. FERC similarly requests that the
applicants provide the following information either before the end of the DEIS comment period
or before construction:

* Descriptions, maps, and environmental impacts comparisons regarding route
variations of the proposed MXP-100 route on the Umstead. Hall. Elliot. and Cobb
properties.

& The results of a Phase I Landslide Hazard Assessment, Phase II Landslide Hazard
Assessment. and a Landslide Mitigation Plan.

*  Specific construction, restoration, and/or operation mitigation measures to promote
compatibility and management of forested areas.

A noxious and invasive weed management plan.

An update regarding the status of Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA™) consultations
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ("USFWS™) and West Virginia Department of
Natural Resources ("WVDNR") regarding the development of a Migratory Bird Plan
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(and provide a draft copy of the plan, if available); and 1dentify special measures to
reduce impacts on cerulean warbler habatat.

* Required mussel surveys and an update on discussions with USFWS regarding
recommendations on stream crossing locations and construction methodologies where
federally protected mussel species may be present.

* Required bat surveys, an update on discussions with USFWS regarding the Indiana
bat and the northern long-eared bat. and a Myotid Bat Conservation Plan.

¢ Documentation of consultation with WVDNR. for state-listed mussels, including
updated stream crossing plans and/or additional mitigation measures.

¢  TUpdated consultations with Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources
(KDFWE) regarding state-listed species identified in Appendix K.

Id. at 5-30 — 5-34. This information 1s relevant to FERC s evaluation of “reasonably foreseeable
significant adverse effects™ and it should have been included in the DEIS. 40 CF.R. § 1502.22.
The sheer volume of incomplete information indicates that FERC issued a legally deficient
DEIS. The fact that the requested information concerns impacts to waterbodies and wetlands,
drinking water supplies, threatened and endangered species, and other public resources only
underscores the inadequacy of the DEIS. By publishing the DEIS without the required
information, FERC denied the public an opportunity to meaningfully participate in the
decisionmaking process. Public Citizen. 541 U.S. at 768; League of Wilderness Defenders, 752

F3dat761.

C. The EIS fails to take a “hard look™ at the direct and indirect effects of the
Projects.

FERC must take a “hard look™ at the direct and mdirect effects of the Atlantic Sunrise
Project. Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council. 490 U.S_ 332 (1989). Direct effects are
“caused by the action and occur at the same time and place.™ 40 CF.R. § 1508 8(a). Indirect
effects are “caused by the action and are later i time or farther removed 1n distance. but are still
reasonably foreseeable.™ 40 C_F. R. § 1508 8(b). To satisfy the “hard look™ requirement. FERC
must ensure that 1t has “adequately considered and disclosed the environmental impact of its

actions and that its decision 1s not arbitrary and capricious.” Nevada v. Dep’t of Energy. 457

Q-77

CO011-3: Issues associated with the Atlantic Sunrise Project (FERC
Docket No. CO15-138-000; final EIS issues on December 30, 2016) are
beyond the scope of this EIS. The MXP and GXP EIS was prepared in
accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other applicable requirements.
The EIS is consistent with FERC style, formatting, and policy regarding
NEPA evaluation, “hard look,” of the different types of impacts (direct,
indirect, and cumulative). The EIS includes sufficient detail to enable the
reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed projects
and addresses a reasonable range of alternatives.
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coo011-3| F.3d 78. 93 (D.C. Cir. 2006) (guoting Balt. Gas & Elec. Co.. 462 U.S. 87, 98 (1983)). The DEIS

for the Projects fails to provide the requisite “hard look™ at both the direct and indirect effects of
the proposal.

1. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the direct effects of the Projects on
waterbodies and wetlands.

a. Waterbodies

The proposed MXP pipelines would directly cross 417 minor waterbodies, 86
mtermediate waterbodies, and 5 major waterbodies in West Virginia. See DEIS at 4-53.

Another 360 waterbodies could be mndirectly impacted by construction since they are located i
the pipeline construction rights-of-way. Jd. The GXP could impact an additional 12 ephemeral
streams. Jd.

West Virginia's anti-degradation policy establishes three tiers for protecting waters of the
state. See hitp://'www.dep.wv.gov/WWE/Programs/wqs/Pages/default.aspx. “The higher the
tier, the more stringent the requirements are for protection.” Jd. Tier 1 “[m]aintains and protects
existing uses of a water body and the water quality conditions necessary to support such uses.”
Id. A waterbody that 1s listed as impatred on the state’s 303(d) list 1s considered a Tier 1 water
as 1t pertains to the specific pollutant listed.”™ Jd. Tier 2 “[m]aintains and protects “high quality”
waters — water bodies where the level of water quality exceeds levels necessary to support
recreation and wildlife and the propagation and maintenance of fish and other aquatic life.”™ Id.
Tier 3 “[m]aintains and protects water quality 1n outstanding national resource waters.” Id. Tier
3 waters include. but are not limited to: (1) all streams and rivers within Wilderness Areas. (1) all
federally designated Wild and Scenic Rivers, (ii1) all streams and other waterbodies in state parks
which are HQW's or naturally producing trout streams. (1v) waters in National Parks and National

Forests which are HQWSs or naturally reproducing trout streams. (v) waters designated under the
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CO011-4: Comment noted.

Beginning with our pre-filing process (initiated September 16, 2015), there
have been a number of opportunities for public comment into our review of
the MXP, including open houses held by Columbia Gas (October 2015),
public scoping (November 2015), and public comment on the draft EIS.

The MXP would not cross any waterbodies designated as Tier 3 by the State
of West Virginia. This issue does not support the necessity for issuing a
revised or supplemental document.

Our Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation Procedures
(Procedures) provide a baseline set of practices and mitigations sufficient to
support a determination of no significant impact on waterbodies when the
Procedures are employed. The potential for significant impact to occur when
our Procedures are employed is remote, and simply doesn’t support the
requirement to use HDD techniques for every waterbody crossing (or even
all high quality waters [HQWSs]). See also response to comment CO002-12.
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National Parks and Recreation Act of 1978, and (vi) those waters whose unique character,
ecological, or recreational value. or pristine nature constitute a valuable national or state
resource. DEIS at 4-60. Tier 3 waters “shall be mamntained and protected and improved where
necessary.” Id.

The MXP pipelines and aboveground facilities would cross or disturb 43 sensitive
waterbodies. See DEIS at 4-61. Most of these waterbodies are classified as high-quality waters
("HQW™). i.e.. T1er 2 waters. Id. at 4-60. According to FERC. existing HQWs “must be
maintained at their existing high quality unless it 15 determined necessary to accommodate
important economic or social development.” Id.

This explanation is incomplete and leads the reader to believe that agencies may simply
1gnore Tier 2 protections 1f they determine economic or social development interests are
allegedly more important. However, according West Virginia s anti-degradation policy for Tier
2 waters:

[Elxisting high quality waters of the state must be maintained at their existing high

quality unless it 15 determined after satisfaction of the intergovernmental coordination of

the state’s continuing planning process and opportunity for public comment and hearing
that allowing lower water quality 1s necessary to accommodate important economic or
social development in the area in which the waters are located.
47 CSR2 § 47-2-4 1 b (emphasis added). Thus, in order to override Tier 2 protections, there
must be an intergovernmental process that includes opportunities for public comments and
hearings. Only then can Tier 2 protections be overruled.

According to FERC. construction of the MXP “would not significantly or permanently

affect any designated water uses[.]” DEIS at 4-76. This conclusion 1s insufficient. Whether

existing designated water uses will be “significantly or permanently affect[ed]” does not answer

the question of whether the existing designated water uses will be maintained. By adding the

11
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qualifymg language. FERC fails to state whether the MXP may affect designated water uses.
FERC must remedy this in a revised or supplemental DEIS.

Moreover. it is apparent that FERC needs more information about existing designated
water uses. For example, FERC states that “[t]he MXP does not appear to cross any Tier 3
streams (WVDEP, 2015d).” DEIS at 4-60 (emphasis added). The proposed MXP either does or
does not cross Tier 3 waters. FERC cannot leave it up to the public to figure out whether the
MXP actually crosses Tier 3 waters. FERC must remedy this in a revised or supplemental DEIS.

FERC’s decision whether to permit Columbia Gas to cross dozens of HQWs 1s a
significant matter. According to FERC. however. Columbia Gas 1s proposing to use trenchless
crossing methods at just one crossing for the Kanawha River. See DEIS at 4-33. FERC must
require Transco to reconsider use of trenchless methods for the other proposed crossings of
HQW waterbodies. This reconsideration should be disclosed. independently scrutimized by
FERC and the public, and appropriately incorporated into any potential certification by FERC of
the Projects.

Absent the requirement to use trenchless crossing techniques for every water crossing,
the Project will have significant water impacts that must be disclosed and weigh towards denial
of FERC certification. In its recent water quality certification denial for the proposed
Constitution Pipeline, the New York Department of Environmental Conservation ("NYDEC™)
explamed that “[o]pen trenching 1s a highly impactful construction technique mnvolving
significant disturbance of the existing stream bed and potential long-term stream flow disruption,
destruction of riparian vegetation and establishment of a permanently cleared corridor.™
NYDEC, Notice of WQC Denial for Constitution Pipeline, p. 8 (Apr. 22, 2016) (“Constitution

WQC Demal™), available at
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http//www._dec.ny_gov/docs/administration pdficonstimtionwed2016.pdf. In addition, NYDEC

explamned the importance of looking at the cumulative impacts of pipeline construction:
Cumulatively, impacts to both small and large streams from the construction and
operation of the [Constitution Pipeline] Project can be profound and include loss of
available habitat, changes in thermal conditions. increased erosion, creation of stream
instability and turbidity. impairment of best usages. as well as watershed-wide impacts
resulting from placement of the pipeline across water bodies in remote and rural areas.
Id at 12.
The NYDEC also recently denied WQC for National Fuel Gas Company s (“Wational
Fuel”) proposed Northern Access 2016 Project. See NYDEC, Notice of WQC Denial for
Northern Access 2016 Project (Apr. 7. 2017), available at

http://'www.dec.ny.gov/docs/permuts e] operations pdfnorthaccesspiped2017.pdf NYDEC

required National Fuel to evaluate “all [192] stream crossings . . . for environmental impacts and
[explained] that trenchless technology was the preferred construction method for stream
crossing.” Id. at 5. After acknowledging that “additional expense [ ] may be associated with
such methods[.]” NYDEC “focused on more environmentally sensitive or significant
waterbodies for purposes of additional analysis.” Id. at 3-6. This resulted in the selection of 55
stream crossings for further trenchless feasibility analysis. Jd. FERC must require a similar
analysis for the MXP.

NYDEC s WQC denials for the Constitution and Northern Access pipelines are a
cautionary tale for FERC as it reviews the proposed Projects. According to NYDEC,
Constitution Pipeline’s “Trenchless Feasibality Study™ did not imnclude information requested by
multiple agencies and “did not provide a reasoned analysis to enable [NYDEC] to determine if
the [Constitution Pipeline] Project demonstrates compliance with water quality standards.™

Constitution WQC Denial at 10-11. NYDEC further explained that:

13
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Of the 251 streams to be impacted by the [Constitution Pipeline] Project. [the Trenchless
Feasibility] Study evaluated only 87 streams, in addition to the Schoharie Creek, as part
of the Phase I desktop analysis which Constitution used to determine 1f surface
installation methods warranted consideration for a trenchless design. Of the 87 streams
reviewed. Constitution automatically eliminated 41 streams from consideration for
trenchless crossing because those streams were 30 feet wide or less . . . Using its review
criteria, Constitution’s [Trenchless Feasibility] Study finally concluded that only 11
stream crossings of the 251 displayed preliminary evidence in support of a potentially
successful trenchless design and were chosen for the Phase III geotechnical field analysis.
[INYDEC] staff consistently told Constitution that its November 2013 Trenchless
Feasibility Study was incomplete and inadequate.

Id. at 11 (emphasis added) (citation omitted).

Did Columbia Gas prepare a sumilar trenchless feasibility study for the entire MXP? If
not, why not? If so. does it suffer from the same inadequacies that plagued the one prepared for
the Constitution Pipeline? For example. did Columbia Gas “automatically eliminate™ streams
from consideration for trenchless crossing because they were 30 feet wide or less? These are
important questions that must be answered in light of the fact that there are more stream
crossings involved in the MXP than in the Constitution Pipeline Project and even fewer proposed
uses of trenchless crossings.

According to FERC. the only “site-specific crossing plan™ that Columbia Gas has
provided 15 “for the Kanawha River, which would be crossed using the HDD method[.]” DEIS
at 4-33. This is woefully insufficient. FERC must require Columbia Gas to submit site-specific
crossing plans for all waterbody crossmgs (or, at a mimmum. all Tier 2 and Tier 3 waters) and
provide a detailed trenchless feasibality study such as the one that NYDEC sought (but never
recetved) in the Constitution Pipeline proceeding. FERC cannot 1ssue a certificate until

Columbia Gas submits this information and makes it available for additional public review and

comment.

b. Wetlands
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Pipeline construction can have significant adverse impacts on wetlands. For example.
construction of Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company s 300 Line™ in northern Pennsylvania “highly
impacted” the hydrological connectivity between a wetlands complex and a stream to the point
that the stream. which had previously flowed from the wetlands complex. 1s now “barely
discernable.” See FER.C Docket No. CP15-148-000, Accession No. 20150402-5213 1 In
addition. according to the Western Pennsylvama Conservancy. construction of a pipeline through
Tamarack Swamp in Clinton County “appears to have been particularly disruptive. physically
separating contiguous sections of wetland, altering hydrological patterns and introducing strips
of highly altered substrate that will not easily recover.” Western Pennsylvama Conservancy.

Clinton County Natural Heritage Review at 79 (2002), available at

http://www.clintoncountvpa.com/departments/county departments/planning/pdfs/Natural?20He

ritage% 2 0Inventory.pdf.

The MXP will almost certainly have significant adverse impacts on numerous wetlands in
West Virginia. FERC acknowledges that “[c]onstruction of MXP facilities would have
temporary and permanent impacts on wetlands within project workspaces.”™ DEIS at 4-79. The
examples above from Pennsylvania demonstrate that pipeline construction impacts on wetlands
can extend beyond “project workspaces.”

Instead of substantively analyzing the impacts on wetlands. however, FERC relies on
Columbia Gas™ yet-to-be-developed “project-specific wetland restoration plan™ and the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers ("USACE™) future determination in regard to compensatory

mitigation. See DEIS at 4-84. First, 1f Columbia Gas 15 going to develop a “project-specific

! This disclosed in Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company’'s “Aquatic Resources Report™ in for its
proposed Susquehanna West Project and was included as Appendix 2-A in Resource Report 2.
which can be found by the referenced docket and accession numbers.

Q-83

CO011-5: The draft EIS presents our “worst-case” analysis of project-
related impact on wetlands. See response to CO009-15.

Additionally, we recognize the legitimate role and significant expertise of the
USACE in the development of appropriate wetland compensatory mitigation.
This is acknowledged by the USACE in consenting to be a cooperating
agency (within the meaning of NEPA\) in the preparation of this EIS.
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wetland restoration plan.” that plan should have been included in the DEIS so that the public had
an opportunity to review and comment on it. Second, with regard to relying on USACE’s
determination on compensatory mitigation, FERC cannot delegate its NEPA responsibilities by
deferring “to the serutiny of other [agencies].” Idaho v. Interstate Commerce Comm 'n, 35 F 3d
385, 595 (D.C. Cur. 1994) (citing Calvert Cliffs* Coordinating Comm., v. U.S. Aromic Energy
Comm'n, 449 F 2d 1109 (D.C. Cir. 1971). FERC should prepare a revised or supplemental DEIS
that includes Columbia Gas’ project-specific wetland restoration plan and the hard-look analysis

on wetlands impacts that NEPA requires.

2. The DEIS Fails to Consider the Indirect Impacts of the Reasonably
Foreseeable Shale Gas Drilling That Would Be Induced by the Projects.

In analyzing the potential impacts of its approval of the Projects. FERC must consider the
mdirect effects of shale gas development. Indirect effects are “caused by the action and are later

2

in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable.™ “Indirect effects are
defined broadly, to ‘include growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes
in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water
and other natural systems, including ecosysrems.“’s

For several years, however, FERC has categorically refused to consider induced gas
development as an indirect effect of pipeline projects such as the MXP and GXP. FERC's

argument 1s usually two-fold. Fust, FERC clamms that gas drilling and pipeline projects are not

“sufficiently causally related”™ to warrant a detailed ﬂnalysis.4 Second. FERC claims that even 1f

240 CFR. § 1508.8(b).

} Natural Res. Def. Council v. U.S. Army Corps of Eng’rs, 339 F. Supp. 2d 386, 404 (SDN.Y.
2005) (quoting 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8(b)).

* See e.g., Nat'l Fuel Gas Supply Corp.. 150 FERC 7 61.162, at P 44 (2013).
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C0011-6: Comment noted. See response to comment CO006-4.

The commentor argues that the Commission has specific information in this
proceeding sufficient to show a causal link between the projects and natural
gas production. Generally, the commentor cites statements by a trade
association, business executives, and the Energy Information Administration
suggesting both that insufficient transportation infrastructure can limit
production growth and that additional transportation infrastructure spurs
production growth.

In order to identify the appropriate scope of the Commission’s
environmental review, Commission staff sent the Notice of Intent to Prepare
an Environmental Impact Statement for the Planned Mountaineer XPress
Project, Request for Comments on Environmental Issues, and Notice if
Public Scoping Meetings to more than 1,300 interest parties, including
federal, state, and local government representatives and agencies, elected
officials, environmental and public interest groups, Native American tribes,
affected property owners, and other interested parties. Additionally,
Commission staff held four scoping meetings and an interagency meeting in
West Virginia in December 2015.

A causal relationship sufficient to warrant Commission analysis of the non-
pipeline activity as an indirect impact would only exist if a proposed pipeline
would transport new production from a specified production area and that
production would not occur in the absence of the proposed pipeline (i.e.,
there will be no other way to move the gas). Though the commentor
disagree with our position, we continue to believe that the opposite causal
relationship is in fact more likely, i.e., once production begins in an area,
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gas drlling and pipeline projects are “sufficiently causally related.” the potential environmental
impacts of the gas development are not “reasonably foreseeable™ as contemplated by CEQ’s
NEPA 1e gl‘:latiome..S

The DEIS continues this head-in-the-sand approach. failing to consider at all the indirect
effects of shale gas development. completely ignorning shale gas development as an indirect
effect. FERC s certificate approvals could plausibly induce new natural gas production since
new pipelines will be made available to transport fracked gas. In fact. the applicant makes just
such a claim in its press release announcing the project filing with FERC, claiming that the
project “will create approximately 2.7 billion cubic feet per day of firm transportation capacity
from existing and new points of receipt along or near Columbia Transmission s system,
providing producers in the Marcellus and Utica shale areas new transportation options to move
gas out of the capacity-constrained supply basin and 1nto the interstate market ™ Therefore, 1t
seems reasonable for FERC to conduct NEPA analyses of the upstream development that would
likely occur due to its certificate approvals. Arguments have been made that current levels of
natural gas production are adequate to supply any new natural gas infrastructure,’ and so the

construction of new pipelines does not induce new natural gas production.” However, it 1s

*Id.

5 Available at: https://www.cpg.com/about-us/news-room/2015/09/23/columbia-pipeline-group-
and-columbia-pipeline-partners-mountaineer-xpress-pipeline-advances-enters-pre-filing-with-
federal-energy-regulatory-commission.

7 Opening Brief of Petitioners Catskill Mountainkeeper, Inc_. et al. at 22-23, Catskill
Mountainkeeper, Inc., et al. v. FERC, No. 16-345-L (2d Cir. July 12, 2016).

¥ In fact. if that is the case. it undercuts the need for a new pipeline. A revised or supplemental

DEIS must clarify if the pipeline 1s in fact needed and. 1f so, how much new gas development it
would mduce.
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shippers or end users will support the development of a pipeline to move the
produced gas.

The evidence cited by the commentor does not demonstrate the requisite
reasonably close causal relationship between the projects and the impacts of
future natural gas production to necessitate further analysis. The fact that
natural gas production and transportation facilities are all components of the
general supply chain required to bring domestic natural gas to market is not
in dispute. This does not mean, however, that the Commission’s approval of
these particular projects will cause or induce the effect of additional or
further shale gas production. A number of factors, such as domestic natural
gas prices and production costs, drive new drilling. If the projects were not
constructed, it is reasonable to assume that any new production spurred by
such factors would reach intended markets through alternate pipelines or
other modes of transportation. Any such production would take place
pursuant to the regulatory authority of state and local governments. The
projects are responding to the need for transportation, not creating it.

The Commission has found that the potential environmental impacts
resulting from natural gas production are generally not reasonably
foreseeable. Because production-related impacts are highly localized, even
if the Commission knows the general source area of gas likely to be
transported on a given pipeline, a meaningful analysis of production impacts
would require more detailed information regarding the number, location, and
timing of wells, roads, gathering lines, and other appurtenant facilities, as
well as details about production methods, which can vary by producer and
which depend on the applicable regulations in the various states.
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unlikely that current production would be sufficient to supply natural gas for the life of a
pipeline, which could be up to fifty years P me anming that new production could be mnduced to
continually supply a pipeline throughout its lifespan.w Therefore. the indirect effects of FERC's
certificate approvals. includmg imnduced production, must be imncluded 1n 1ts NEPA analysis of the
Projects.

Commissioner Bay recently stated that. “in light of the heightened public interest and 1n
the interests of good government . . . the Commission should analyze the environmental effects
of mncreased regional gas production from the Marcellus and Utica™ shale formations. ™!
Commissioner Bay noted that “[t]he Department of Energy has conducted a similar study in
connection with the exercise of their obligations under Section 3(a) of the Natural Gas Act7t?
Commissioner Bay further stated that FERC should also consider “analyzing the downstream
impacts of the use of natural gas and [ ] performing a life-cycle greenhouse gas emissions study.

both of which DOE has conducted 1n 1ssuing permits for LNG ex].:-or‘t*s."'l3 Thus, there 15 no

reason why FERC cannot perform such an analysis for the Projects.

? Interstate Natural Gas Association of Amenica. The Interstate Natural Gas Transmission
System: Scale, Physical Complexity and Business Model, Executive Summary (2010).
http:/'www ingaa.org/file aspxTid=10751.

10 Roger Howard. Is the Fracking Boom a Bubble? Newsweek. July 11, 2014,
http://www newsweek.com/2014/07/1 8/ how-long-will-americas-shale-gas-boom-last-

260823 html; see also IEEFA Study, supra note 50 at 11 (finding that the pipeline capacity being

proposed in the Atlantic Coast and Mountain Valley pipelines exceeds the amount of natural gas
likely to be produced from the Marcellus and Utica formations over the lifetime of the pipelines).

Y Nat'l Fuel Gas Supply Corp.. 158 FERC 61.145. Commissioner Bay Separate Statement at 3
(Feb. 3, 2017).

R

B4

Q-86

This area left blank intentionally.



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS

COoll-6
{cont.)

a. There is a Clear Causal Connection Between the Propaosed

Projects and Shale Gas Development

Courts have said that an agency must consider something as an mdirect effect 1f the

agency action and the effect are “two links of a single chain"** Tt cannot be disputed that gas

industry certainly considers them to be so: for example. in a 2014 report. the Interstate Natural

Gas Association of America ("INGAA™) stated that

midstream infrastructure development is crucial for efficient delivery of growing
supplies to markets. Sufficient infrastructure goes hand in hand with well-
functioning markets. Insufficient infrastructure can constrain market growth and
strand supplies. . . . New infrastructure will be required to move hydrocarbons
from regions where production is expected to grow to locations where the
hydrocarbons are used. Not all areas will require significant new pipeline
infrastructure. but many areas (even those that have a large amount of existing
pipeline capacity) may require investment 1n new capacifty to connect new
supplies to markets. In analogous cases to date, oil and gas producers and
marketers have been the pnincipal shippers on new pipelines. These “ancher
shippers™ have been willing to commit to long-term contracts for transportation
services that provide the financial basis for pipeline companies to pursue projects.
Going forward. producers will likely continue to be motivated to ensure that the
capacity exists to move supplies via pipelines. Producers have learned from past
experience that the consequences of insufficient infrastructure for gas fransport
are severe, and that the cost of pipeline transport is a relatively small cost
compared with the revenues lost as a result of price reductions or well shut-ins
that occur when transport from producing areas to liquid pricing points is
constrained.”

1 Syivester v. U.S. Army Corps of Eng'rs. 884 F.2d 394, 400 (9th Cir. 1989).

development and infrastructure that transports that gas are “two links of a single chain.”™ The gas

In other words, according to INGAA | gas producers rely on there being sufficient infrastructure

capacity to continue. 1f not expand. production activities. If new infrastructure 1s not built. prices

= INGAA. North American Midstream Infrastructure through 2035: Capitalizing on Qur Energy

Abundance, Executive Summary, p. 1. 8-9 (Mar. 18, 2014) (emphasis added), available at

http://'www.ingaa.org/file aspxT1d=21498.
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drop, new production slows, well shut-ins occur, and the attendant environmental and social
impacts of drilling are reduced or eliminated.

According to the Energy Information Admumstration (“EIA™). pipeline projects facilitate
an inerease i gas production. In a recent report on natural gas liquids (NGL) market trends, EIA
stated that “[e]thane production 1s increasing as midstream infrastructure projects become

=16 . .
""" In other words, an increase in

operational and ethane recovery and transport capacities grow.
infrastructure to transport a product results i an increase in production of that product.

Indeed. Columbia claims that the MXP will “provid[e] [gas] producers in the Marcellus
and Utica shale areas new transportation options to move gas out of the capacity-constrained

supply basin and into the interstate market.” Columbia Pipeline Group. Community News (Sept.

23, 2013). available at https://www.cpg.com/about-us/news-room/2015/09/23/columbia-

pipeline-group-and-columbia-pipeline-partners-mountameer-xpress-pipeline-advances-enters-

pre-filing-with-federal-energy-regulatory-commission. Without the pipeline to move the gas

from the production areas, the drilling would simply not be economical and would not occur.
Recent statements from other o1l and gas industry officials corroborate this. For example,

in May 2015, Dennis Xander. president of Denex Petroleum spoke about the recent downturn in

=17

gas drilling, stating that “[d]rilling is hard to justify” due, in part, “to lack of infrastructure[.]

According to Mr. Xander. “there are several infrastructure projects in progress that will change

S EIA, Hvdrocarbon Gas Liquids (HGL): Recent Market Trends and Issues. p. 6 (Nov. 2014),
available at http://www _eia.gov/analysis/hgl/pdfhgl pdf

v Casey Junkins, Number of Drilling Rigs on the Decline, The Intelligencer/Wheeling News-
Register (May 19, 2013), available at http://wvpress org/news/ohio-hit-harder-than-w-va-by-
dnilling-decline/.
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all that.”'* Mr. Xander continued that “[b]y 2017 and 2018, things will be very busy — count on
it."lg

According to Corky DeMarco, executive director of the West Virginia 01l and Natural
Gas Association, “when dnlling slows down, that 1s when you build pipelines™ because “[1]t’s
just the way the industry works ™ 20 According to Tim Greene, owner of Mmeral Management of
Appalachia, “more pipelines will lead to more dnilling all across [West \."i.rg:itl.ia]."'21 Indeed,
according to Mr. DeMarco, “[o]uly 3 percent of the potential Marcellus wells have even been
permitted]. "2

In July 2016, Brian Sheppard, Dominion Transmission’s vice president of pipeline

operations, said the ACP “will increase pipeline capacity and stimulate drilling a::tivir_w,-'[_]“23 In
April 2017, Mr. Xander said that “[u]ntil new pipelines are built from West Virginia to new

markets, natural gas prices will remain flat and producers will *;truggle[.]"24 In the same article,

B

1% Jd. The ACP facilities were scheduled to be placed in service no later than November 1. 2018.
See ACP Application at 3.

]
= Casey Junkins, Billion-Dollar Projects to ‘Become the Norm ', The Intelligencer/Wheeling

News-Register (Oct. 26, 2014), available at http-//'www theintellipencer net/news/top-
headlines/2014/10/billion-dollar-projects-to-become-the-norm/.

2 i,

B Lisa Troshinsky, Oil and gas companies in north central West Virginia are optimistic despite
industry decline, The Exponent Telegram (July 17, 2016), available at
https:/www.theet.com/news/local/oil-and-gas-companies-in-north-central-west-virginia-
are/article 56e0f30c-b9%ee-5bfl1-b144-6facb826826 himl.

* Austin Weiford. W.Va. Qil, Gas Industry Poised for Beom, Part 2. The State Journal (Apr. 2.
2017), available at https://www theet.conv/statejournal/w-va-oil-gas-industry-poised-for-
boom-part/article e1933cb7-cf31-52e9-83c7-0444221cc2{9 html.
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Al Schopp, regional senior vice president of gas producer Antero Resources, said that natural gas
prices would improve once there are more “pipelines out of the basin to get the gas to other
place';[.]"15 According to Mr. Schopp, “for the energy industry to see another boom like 2008
and 2009, the pricing of natural resources will have to improve, which he hopes will come with
the upcoming pipeline projects [in West "\e’irgi.t].ia]_":li These industry statements make clear that
major pipeline projects such as MXP and GXP are planned not only to transport current
production but in anticipation of and to facilitate long-term increases in production.

FERC. however, has previously claimed that it need not consider the indirect effects of
shale gas development because “such development will likely continue regardless of whether the
proposed projects are approved because multiple existing and proposed transportation
alternatives for production from the region are available.”” As the statements above indicate,
that does not appear to be the case. The corollary to “more pipelines will lead to more dnlling™
1s that fewer pipelines may lead to less drilling. Moreover. when FERC says shale gas
development will continue because there are other “proposed transportation alternatives.” those
other “proposed transportation alternatives”™ are almost certainly interstate natural gas pipelines
subject to FERC’s jurisdiction. To say in one proceeding that shale gas development will
continue regardless of whether that particular project 1s approved because there are other similar
projects that will likely be authorized by FERC itself only proves the causal connection between

FERC s decision to approve pipeline projects and shale gas development.

L.
% L.

" Nat'l Fuel Gas Supply Corp., 150 FERC ¥ 61.162, at P 45 (2015).
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A recent EIS prepared by the Surface Transportation Board (“Board™) demonstrates why
FERC' s logic 1s incompatible with NEPA. In Apnl 2015, the Board published a DEIS for the
Tongue River Railroad Company’s ("TRRC™) proposal to build a railroad to transport coal to
market ™8 According to the Board. the proposed railroad would “transport low-sulfur.
subbituminous coal from proposed mine sites yet to be developed in Rosebud and Powder River

. .29
Counties, Montana.

The Board continued that. “[blecause the Tongue River region contains
additional quantities of coal. future rail traffic could also include shipments of coal from other
mines whose development could be induced by the availability of a nearby rail line " Asa
result. the Board prepared an analysis of various coal production scenarios in southeastern
Montana should the Board approve the railroad. The Board’'s analysis included consideration of
domestic and export markets, coal production costs, transportation routes, and emissions
forecasts. The results of the analysis revealed that approval of the railroad was likely to induce
the development of at least two additional coal mines in southeastern Montana.”!

The Board s decision to consider induced coal production in its review of TRRC's
proposed railroad 1s important because. just as FERC has no jurisdiction over gas production, the

Board has no jurisdiction over coal production. Nevertheless, the Board did not completely

ignore its obligation under NEPA to consider indirect effects. Rather, it prepared a review of

B See Board, Tongue River Railroad DEIS, available at
hitps://www stb.gov/decisions/readingroom nsf/fc693db5bec 7ebe2c852572b80040c4 5f/eTde3
9d1fofd4a%a85257e2a0049104d?0penDocument.

® Id. App. C at C.1-2, available at
https:/www sth._gov/decisions/readingroom nsf UNID/ETDE39DIF6FD4A9AES25TE2ADD4
9104D/3file/AppC CoalProduction pdf.

.

314 at €.3-1.
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likely coal production scenarios that could occur should it approve TRRC’s project. Likewise.
FER.C must review likely gas production scenarios that could occur should it approve the
Projects.

b. The Impacts of Shale Gas Development Are Reasonably
Foreseeable

Shale gas development is not only causally related to construction of the Projects. but 1s
also reasonably foreseeable. An indirect effect 1s “reasonably foreseeable™ if it 1s “sufficiently
likely to occur that a person of ordinary prudence would take it into account in reaching a

3 [W1hen the nature of the effect is reasonably foreseeable but its exfent is not. [an]

decision.
agency may not stmply 1gnore the effect ™ “Agencies need not have perfect foresight when
considenng indirect effects. effects which by definition are later in time or farther removed 1n
distance than direct ones.™* Here. additional shale gas dnlling 1s sufficiently likely to occur that
a person of ordmary prudence would take it into account when assessing the impact of the
Projects on the environment. Moreover, FERC is well aware of the nature of the effects of shale
gas development and, therefore, may not ignore those effects.

FERC, however, has consistently and stubbomly claimed that even if there is a sufficient

causal relationship between projects such as the one under review here and induced gas

production. “such production 1s not reasonably foreseeable as contemplated by CEQ’s

3 Sierra Club v. Marsh, 976 F.2d 763, 767 (1st Cir. 1992).

3 Mid States Coal. Jfor Progress v. Surface Transp. Bd.. 345 F.3d 520, 549 (&th Cir. 2003)
(emphasis in original); see also Habitat Educ. Ctr. v. U.S. Forest Serv., 609 F 3d 897,902
(7th Cir. 2010).

* WildEarth Guardians v. U.S. Office of Surface Mining, 104 F. Supp. 3d 1208, 1230 (D. Colo.
2015).
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regulations and case law.™> There, FERC said that it “need not address remote and highly
speculative consequences."ﬁ FERC