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FA
-1 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 
FA1 – U.S. Department of the Interior 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA1-01 The March 18, 2016 Supplemental Filing Resource Report Appendix 

3C Attachment 1 (Project Mapping and Multi Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan Coverage) provides detailed maps of MSHCP 
covered and non-covered areas for the entire route.  We have provided 
an updated map of the MSHCP Coverage Overview Map revised to 
include areas outside covered lands in Appendix M-3 and referenced in 
the text.  

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-2 

FA1 – U.S. Department of the Interior 
(cont’d) 

 

FA1-02  The March 18, 2016 Supplemental Filing Resource Report Appendix 
3C Attachment 1 (Project Mapping and Multi Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan Coverage) provides detailed maps of MSHCP 
covered and non-covered areas which includes the areas outside of 
covered lands in Belmont, Guernsey and Vinton counties.  Columbia 
Gas filed additional information on July 22, 2016 indicating that the 
Project activities in Vinton County, Ohio would occur entirely within 
lands that are covered under the MSHCP, with the exception of five 
contractor/staging/pipe yards and associated access roads, which fall 
outside of the MSHCP-covered lands. However, these five pipe yards 
are located within open and agricultural land, and no forest would be 
impacted by Project activities at these locations. Therefore, all forest 
impacts within Vinton County would occur within lands covered under 
the MSHCP. As such, Columbia Gas would assume presence of suitable 
summer habitat, hibernacula, and maternity areas and would implement 
all applicable AMMs and mitigation required in the MSHCP for Indiana 
bats. 

FA1-03 In the March 18, 2016 supplemental filing, Columbia Gas indicated that 
its informal consultation request was based on adherence to FWS-
recommended winter clearing window for non-covered lands.  On July 
22, 2016, Columbia Gas filed a statement confirming the Columbia 
would also employ non-mandatory avoidance and minimization 
measures 14, 30, and 31 during Project activities on all MSHCP-
covered lands.  Section 4.7.2.1 has been revised to clarify this. 

FA1-04 Per Columbia’s Blasting Plan If blasting is necessary, Columbia will 
submit the final Blasting Plan and schedule to the FERC prior to 
blasting in streams designated as cold-water fisheries or identified as 
habitat for federally threatened and endangered species.  As outlined in 
the FERC Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation 
Procedures, Columbia will provide notification to FERC no later than 
14 days prior to the in-stream blasting activity. 

FA1-05 The final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has been updated with 
the requested information. 

FA1-06 For wetlands please see Table 4.4.3-1 and Table 4.4.3-2. For forested 
areas see Table 4.8.1-1. 

FA1-07 Species affected by the proposed project in MSHCP covered and non-
covered lands are provided in Section 4.7.  Mapping of facilities 
included in the MSHCP covered and non-covered lands are provided in 
Appendix M-3.  The EIS is a summary document intended to disclose 
the potential impacts of a proposed action.  The document incorporates 
by reference all of the material filed in support of the permits and other  

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-3 

FA1 – U.S. Department of the Interior 
(cont’d) 

 

 
 
FA1-07 regulatory clearances required to construct the facilities, should the  
(cont’d) Commission issue a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 

(Certificate) for the Project.  As such, the presentation and conditions 
around the MSHCP provided in the EIS and supporting documents is 
sufficient for the public and decision makers to assess the potential 
impacts and resulting mitigations for the Project. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA1-08 The draft EIS discusses numerous minimization and mitigation 

measures that the applicants would implement to protect migratory birds 
and their habitat.  We are recommending that the applicants further 
mitigate the negative impacts to migratory bird habitat by avoiding or 
minimizing impacts to the degree practicable and we believe that 
development of the Final Migratory Bird Conservation Plan in 
consultation with the FWS which may include FWS’ recommendations 
and mitigation measures. 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-4 

FA1 – U.S. Department of the Interior 
(cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA1-09 See response to FA1-08. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA1-10 See response to FA1-08. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA1-11 See response to FA1-08. 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-5 

FA1 – U.S. Department of the Interior 
(cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA1-12 See response to FA1-08. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA1-13 The Rover Forest Mitigation Plan is currently being developed and 

finalized through the environmental review process for that project.  A 
determination on the adequacy of that plan would be discussed in that 
project's docket. 

 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-6 

FA1 – U.S. Department of the Interior 
(cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
FA1-14 See response to FA1-08. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA1-15 See response to FA1-08. 
 
 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-7 

FA1 – U.S. Department of the Interior 
(cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA1-16 Additional analysis has been added to section 4.13.5.4. 
 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-8 

FA1 – U.S. Department of the Interior 
(cont’d) 

 

 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-9 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 

 

 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-10 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA2-01 The EPA's request is noted. 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-11 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-12 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-13 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA2-02 The Executive Summary already includes a summary of the amount of 

pipeline construction and abandonment under the subheading Proposed 
Action.  Further details about the proposed facilities are provided 
throughout section 2.1 of the EIS. 

 
 
 
FA2-03 Sections 2.3.1.7 and 4.3.2.7 of the draft EIS related to hydrostatic test 

water withdrawal and discharge have been revised in the final EIS to 
provide clarification regarding biocide use.  During a February 4, 2015 
meeting between Columbia Gas and WVDEP, WVDEP indicated that 
water withdrawn from the Ohio River must either be returned to its 
original source or treated with a biocide to control invasive species prior 
to discharge.  With the exception of this requirement, no biocides are 
proposed for use in hydrostatic testing.  Hydrostatic test water 
withdrawal and discharge would be in accordance with federal, state and 
local requirements. 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-14 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

 
 
FA2-04 The purpose and need of each project identified in the EIS is based on 

material filed in support of the applications for a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity (Certificate) for the Projects.  As identified 
in section 1.1 of the EIS, the capacities of each project are based on 
binding precedent agreements between the applicants and their 
customers.  Therefore, the purpose and need has been appropriately 
defined for each project for NEPA purposes, and any alternatives 
evaluated should be capable of meeting those contractual capacities. 

 
FA2-05 Information related to LX and RXE binding precedent agreements were 

included in the final EIS for the purpose of describing the purpose and 
need of the project under NEPA.  The level of detail provided in the 
final EIS is sufficient for this purpose.  Other Commission staff are 
responsible for reviewing the precedent agreements and other business 
components of the proposal.  Their findings help the Commission 
determine whether the proposal meets the commission’s Policy on Need 
for Public Convenience and Necessity.  This analysis will be included in 
the Commission’s Order approving or disapproving the Project, along 
with any additional requirements. 

 
FA2-06 See responses to comments FA2-12 through FA2-22. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA2-07 The cumulative impact analysis was revised in section 4.13 of the final 

EIS to consider non-jurisdictional facilities.   

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-15 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
FA2-08 Comment noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA2-09 The areas associated with each aboveground facility are discussed in 

Section 2.2 (Land Requirements) of the FEIS and presented on Tables 
2.2-2 and 2.2-3.   

 
FA2-10 Section 2.3.2.6 of the final EIS discusses construction methods.  Section 

4.9.4.1 of the final EIS discusses project-related construction activities 
across and within roadways, including identification of the number of 
roads that would be crossed by the projects.  The amount of material 
that would be waste, how it would be shipped out and if road material 
would be recycled varies based on the contractor and final project 
design.  The proposed projects would be constructed in accordance with 
the project-specific Environmental Construction Standards and 
applicable federal, state, and local requirements. 

FA2-11 Permanent erosion control devices are required to be maintained 
throughout the life of the Project, as needed.  See section V of Columbia 
Gas’ ECS which incorporates maintenance requirements as dictated in 
the Commission’s Plan.  Further, should erosion issues arise after 
construction and revegetation, landowners may contact FERC's 
Landowner Helpline toll free at (877) 337-2237 or by email at 
LandownerHelp@ferc.gov to report an issue. 

 
FA2-12 Alternatives are discussed in Section 3 of the final EIS.  This Section 

explains why alternatives were dismissed and the justification.  The only 
alternatives identified in pre-filing that were not included in the draft 
EIS were those that were adopted by Columbia Gas, and therefore, are 
no longer alternatives.  Table 1.3-1 was added to the final EIS to 
identify the alternatives adopted as a result of pre-filing. 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-16 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
FA2-13 Each alternative evaluated in section 3 of the EIS identifies the basis for 

considering the alternative (e.g. to reduce specific impacts or at 
landowner request), includes a discussion and/or table identifying the 
differences in impacts between the alternatives, and our conclusion on 
whether the alternative provides a significant environmental advantage.  
Section 3.2 of the EIS addresses system alternatives.  See also response 
to comment FA2-12. 

 
FA2-14 As noted in Section 3.2.1.1 of the final EIS, a system alternative would 

make use of other existing, modified, or proposed pipeline systems (or 
other transportation systems) to meet the stated objectives of the LX 
Project.  The T- and SM-80 systems were identified for consideration as 
a possible LX system alternative because those existing systems would 
enable shippers participating in the LX Project area to obtain 
transportation of natural gas via those existing systems located near the 
existing Crawford CS in Fairfield County, Ohio and Ceredo CS in 
Wayne County, West Virginia. 

 
 As discussed in Columbia Gas' Resource Report 10 and Section 3.2.1.3 

of the final EIS, Columbia Gas also evaluated the feasibility of using 
their R-System pipelines, along with construction of new 20-inch 
pipeline looping, to increase the capacity of natural gas from the 
connection with the proposed LEX pipeline in Fairfield County, OH 
south to markets located outside of Ohio.  However, it was determined 
that the overall operational reliability of the R-System could be 
improved through the abandonment in place of a 28.21-mile segment of 
the Line R-501, which was built in 1940.  In addition, by simultaneously 
increasing the diameter of the new pipeline looping from 20 inches to 
36 inches, the overall capacity of the R-System could be significantly 
increased via construction of a single new relay compressor station near 
Oak Hill, OH. 

 
 More detailed information and mapping of the system alternatives, 

pipeline route alternatives, pipeline minor route deviations, and 
aboveground facility site alternatives considered is provided in 
Columbia Gas' Resource Report 10 and Appendix 10A-D, which is 
available on FERC Docket CP15-514-000. 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-17 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
FA2-15 Columbia Gas indicated that additional compression at the Crawford CS 

could be necessary.  This determination, including the amount of any 
necessary additional compression, is currently unknown and would be 
based on final engineering designs. 

 
FA2-16 The proposed route would require 160.7 miles of new pipeline.  As 

identified in section 3.2.1.2 of the EIS, the T- and SM-80 expansion 
system alternative would be 148.5 miles longer than the proposed route, 
would result in 20 percent more permanent impacts on forest land, cross 
the Wayne National Forest multiple times, and affect more 
residential/populated lands than the proposed route.  These factors alone 
are sufficient to conclude that the system alternative is not 
environmentally preferable, and we do not find that further evaluation or 
additional detail about this alternative is necessary. 

 
FA2-17 The final EIS considers viable alternatives to the LX and RXE Projects.  

The Mountaineer Xpress Pipeline Project is not a viable alternative to 
the proposed Projects because it does not meet the purpose and need of 
the proposed Projects as it has its own separate and distinct purpose and 
need, including delivery and receipt points. 

 
 
 
FA2-18 The alternatives presented in the MXP resource report 10 alternative 

analysis are alternatives to meet the MXP Project purpose and need, and 
not alternatives for the LX Project.  Each project has distinct and 
separate purposes and need.  Also see the response to comment FA2-17.    

 
FA2-19 The general locations of major route alternatives are depicted in figure 

3.3.1-1, and tables 3.3.1-1 and 3.3.1-2 provide details comparing 
resource impacts.  We find the information and analysis in the final EIS 
sufficient to understand and compare the alternatives. 

 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-18 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
FA2-20 We find the information and analysis in the final EIS sufficient to 

understand and compare the alternatives. 
 
 
 
 
FA2-21 We disagree.  The Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) 

regulations for implementing NEPA require the evaluation of 
reasonable alternatives.  Section 3 of the EIS discusses a wide range of 
reasonable alternatives for the Projects, including the no-action 
alternative, system alternatives, major and minor pipeline routing 
alternatives, and aboveground facility siting alternatives.  Reasonable 
alternatives are identified to avoid or reduce impacts, or to address 
stakeholder concerns.  The EIS includes sufficient justification 
explaining that for many of the aboveground facilities no significant 
impacts are identified.  This is further reinforced by a lack of concern 
regarding the impacts from the proposed locations or requests for 
alternative locations from stakeholders during the scoping process and 
EIS comment process (including from EPA).  We do not find 
identification and evaluation of other alternatives, simply for the sake of 
having other alternatives in our NEPA document to be necessary or 
appropriate.  Therefore, the aboveground facility alternatives analysis is 
limited to the Oak Hill Compressor Station.   

 
FA2-22 See the response to comment FA22-21 
 
 
FA2-23 In areas of shallow bedrock where use of conventional excavation 

methods are not feasible, blasting and other rock removal techniques 
may be required.  Blasting and rock removal is addressed in Section 
4.1.2.2 of the final EIS.  Additional detail regarding construction 
methods that would be used in shallow bedrock areas associated with 
the RXE project has been added to Section 4.1.2.2 of the final EIS.  
Blasting and rock removal activities would be done in accordance with 
local, state and federal regulations, including erosion and sediment 
control and storm water management requirements. 

 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-19 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

FA2-24 Section 4.1.1.2 of the final EIS provides a short description of the mines 
in close proximity to the LX and RXE project areas, and Appendix I 
provides more detailed description and location information.  In 
addition, the Longwall Mining Plan is provided in Appendix J and 
provides further discussion of impacts and mitigations.  Section 4.1.1.2 
of the final EIS has been updated to include additional discussion of 
potential impacts related to mining activities.   

FA2-25 Section 4.1.1.3 of the final EIS addresses seismic hazards, the peak 
ground accelerations associated with damage to buildings and other 
structures, the USGS-mapped seismic hazards for the project areas, and 
a summary of earthquakes that have occurred in the project areas.  Our 
analysis concluded that no adverse impacts are anticipated to the LX 
and RXE projects from seismic activity.  Section 4.1.1.3 of the final EIS 
has been updated to include additional support for this conclusion. 

FA2-26 Section 4.1.1.3 of the final EIS was revised to include the mileage (for 
pipeline facilities) and acreage (for aboveground facilities) of the 
proposed Projects that are located within areas identified as high 
landslide susceptibility based on the USGS Landslide Overview Maps.  
In addition, a mapping has been included in the final EIS in section 
4.1.1.3 to depict the location of the proposed Projects in relation to steep 
slopes in areas of high landslide susceptibility. 

 Consideration of landslide hazards in project siting, as well as avoidance 
and mitigation measures are discussed in Section 4.1.1.3 of the final 
EIS. 

FA2-27 The EIS is a summary document intended to disclose the potential 
impacts of a proposed action.  The document incorporates by reference 
all of the material filed in support of the application for a Certificate of 
Public Convenience and Necessity (Certificate) for the Project.  Section 
2.3.2.8 of the draft EIS (footnote 15) provides information for accessing 
Columbia Gas’ Blasting Plan posted in the Project Docket (CP15-514).  
The Blasting Plan establishes implementation procedures and safety 
measures that Columbia would adhere in the event that blasting is 
required.  While blasting may be required for Project construction, it 
would only be used as a last resort where hard bedrock is encountered 
that is not easily removed by conventional excavation methods.  As 
such, specific blasting locations have not been designated.  However, 
appendix G of the EIS provides detailed information regarding the 
locations of shallow bedrock crossed by the Project.  

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-20 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

FA2-27  
(cont’d) If blasting is required, site-specific blasting plans would be developed 

and reviewed by an engineer and would be conducted according to local 
requirements.  For these reasons, we believe the information and 
analysis in the draft EIS and the revised analysis in the final EIS is 
appropriate. 

 
 
FA2-28 As stated in Section 4.2.1.1 of the draft EIS, erosion potential of soils 

within the LX and RXE Project areas were identified based on NRCS 
designations of land capability class and subclass.  The EIS is a 
summary document intended to disclose the potential impacts of a 
proposed action.  The document incorporates by reference all of the 
material filed in support of the application for a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity (Certificate) for the Project.  Additional 
detail, including identification of is included in the application materials 
posted in the Project Docket (CP15-514).  A footnote was added to 
Section 4.2.1.1 of the final EIS providing details for accessing this 
information.  Therefore, we believe the information and analysis in the 
draft EIS and the revised analysis in the final EIS is appropriate. 

 
FA2-29 The state SHPO’s were contacted for the database information related to 

historic farms.  . We have revised the text in section 4.10.1.1 and 
4.10.2.1 to include the number of historic farms for each state (by 
county).  Additionally, further information can be found on this subject 
in the docket within Resource Report 4, and Resource Report 7. 

 
FA2-30 Additional discussion regarding PCB remediation and risk management 

related to the proposed Projects is provided in section 4.2.1.6 of the final 
EIS.  A footnote was also added to Section 4.2.1.6 of the final EIS 
providing details for accessing additional information included in 
Resource Report 12 and posted in the Project Docket (CP15-514). 

 
 
 
FA2-31 Section 4.2.1.6 was revised to provide additional information regarding 

the Rahall Transportation site conditions and associated impacts. 
 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-21 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

 
FA2-32 Pipe Yard 36 is an aboveground pipeline facility located in Muskingum 

County, Ohio.  This pipe yard is located offline, and the nearest Project 
milepost is 100.3.  This additional location information has been added 
to Section 4.3.1.5 of the final EIS.  As stated in the draft EIS, project-
related activities in this area would be limited to staging and storage of 
equipment, and no ground disturbance is planned.  Therefore, we 
believe the information and analysis in the draft EIS and the revised 
analysis in the final EIS is sufficient.   

FA2-33 Section 4.3.2 of the draft EIS discusses existing surface water resources 
and conditions, including identification of project-associated 
watersheds, the flow regimes of waterbodies crossed by the projects, 
public watersheds, waterbody water quality and use classifications, 
identification of sensitive waterbodies and waterbodies that support 
fisheries of special concern.  As stated in Section 4.3.2.1 of the draft 
EIS, Appendix K-1 lists the 1,083 waterbodies that would be crossed by 
the LX Project and identifies the MP location, state water quality 
classification, fisheries classification, FERC classification, flow regime, 
approximate waterbody width, pipeline crossing length, and proposed 
method of crossing for each waterbody crossing.  Project-related 
impacts and mitigation measures that would be taken to protect surface 
water quality and quantity during project construction and operation are 
discussed in Section 4.3.2.7 and 4.3.2.8 of the draft EIS.  Therefore, we 
believe the information and analysis in the draft EIS and the revised 
analysis in the final EIS is sufficient.   

FA2-34 Section 4.3.2.7 of the draft EIS was revised to clarify permanent 
waterbody impacts and stream relocations that would be associated with 
the Project.  Approximately 63 feet of one minor, intermittent 
waterbody would be permanently filled as a result of construction and 
operation of the proposed Lone Oak CS.  In addition, approximately 100 
feet of one minor, ephemeral waterbody would be permanently 
relocated to accommodate a new storm water management pond within 
the existing Ceredo CS. 

FA2-35 Section 4.3.2.2 of the draft EIS has been retitled in the final EIS to more 
accurately reflect the information discussed in this section.  Discussion 
of project-associated watersheds is discussed in Section 4.3.2.1 of the 
draft EIS, including HUC codes and facility locations by milepost 
within each watershed.  Therefore, we believe the information and 
analysis in the draft EIS and the revised analysis in the final EIS is 
sufficient.   

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-22 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
FA2-36 Watershed information for the RXE Project is discussed in the text of 

Section 4.3.2.1.  This information was also added to table 4.3.2-1 in the 
final EIS.   

 
 
 
 
FA2-37 The waterbody IDs shown on table 4.3.2-2 in the draft EIS were based 

on the field designations presented in the Wetland and Waterbody 
Delineation Report submitted for the RXE project and available in the 
Project Docket (CP15-539).  This source was added to the table in the 
final EIS.   

 
FA2-38 Section 4.3.2.4 of the final EIS has been revised to discuss the extent of 

project facilities within flood zones. 
 
 
 
 
 
FA2-39 The increase in impervious surface in flood zones associated with 

installation of each aboveground facility would be minor and not 
expected to adversely impact the function of floodplain or increase 
flooding.  Additionally, project-related facilities would be constructed in 
accordance with federal, state and local building codes and permitting 
requirements, including compliance with local floodplain ordinances 
and management of construction storm water discharges.  Section 
4.3.2.4 of the final EIS was revised to include this information. 

 
FA2-40 Comment noted.  Project facilities would be designed and constructed in 

accordance with federal, state and local requirements, including 
compliance with floodplain construction standards. 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-23 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA2-41 Section 2.3.1.7 of the final EIS was revised to include an expanded 

discussion of hydrostatic testing methods, as well as the rationale for 
hydrostatic testing versus other methods. 

 
 
FA2-42 Section 2.3.1.7 of the final EIS was revised to include an expanded 

discussion of hydrostatic testing methods.  The amount of water 
disclosed in the FEIS related to hydrostatic testing encompasses all 
water requirements for these activities.   

 
FA2-43 Section 2.3.1.7 of the final EIS was revised to include an expanded 

discussion of hydrostatic testing methods.  Testing requirements related 
to hydrostatic test water discharge are determined based on permitting 
requirements, and hydrostatic test water discharges would be in 
accordance with applicable federal, state, and local permits. 

 
 
FA2-44 Specific details related to daily water intake flows, volumes of water 

recycled and pipeline segments where water would be recycled would 
be based on final design.  These details would be reviewed by state 
permitting agencies.  Therefore, we believe the information and analysis 
provided in the final EIS is sufficient.  The final EIS includes revised 
table 4.3.2-7 which include additional source and discharge location 
information and terminology clarifications. 

 
FA2-45 Columbia Gas provided in its comments on the draft EIS a response to 

recommendation 15 identifying that sufficient supply exists in the 
project area for hydrostatic test water supplies.  All hydrostatic test 
water withdrawals and discharges would occur in compliance with 
appropriate permits. 

 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-24 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
FA2-46 See the response to comment FA2-03. 
 
FA2-47 Table 1.5-1 identifies the permits applicable to hydrostatic test water 

withdrawals and discharges.  The specific requirements for hydrostatic 
test water discharge will be determined by each applicable permitting 
agency.  Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf have committed to adhere to 
applicable federal, state and local permitting requirements.  Therefore, 
we believe the information and analysis in the final EIS is sufficient.   

 
FA2-48 Sections 4.3.2.7 was revised in the final EIS to include additional 

discussion of BMPs. 
 
 
 
FA2-49 Sections 4.3.2.7 was revised in the final EIS to include discussion of the 

RXE project related to stream bank erosion and turbidity and 
sedimentation impact mitigation. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA2-50 Section 4.4.2 of the final EIS has been revised to resolve this 

discrepancy.  A total of 39 wetlands would be impacted in West 
Virginia, including 32 PEM, 1 PSS, and 6 PFO wetland areas. 

 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-25 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

FA2-51 Permit applications filed with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), 
NW 12 is under the purview of COE.  Section 5.2, condition 9 requires 
the applicants to document that they have received all applicable 
authorizations required under federal law (or evidence of waiver 
thereof).  The EIS is a summary document intended to disclose the 
potential impacts of a proposed action and specific avoidance and 
minimization measures for construction of the projects are presented in 
the ECS and are included by reference.  As such, we believe that the 
EIS discussion of and impacts and mitigations associated with the 
Section 404 and USACE NWP-12 permitting is sufficient for the 
purpose of the EIS under NEPA. 

 
FA2-52 Comment noted.  The FERC has not issued any approvals or 

authorizations for the proposed Project to-date.  As recommended, we 
are moving through the NEPA process in a fair, equal and transparent 
manner as part of our decision making process.  The FERC has not, and 
will not, issue any permit or final decision on the proposed project prior 
to completing the NEPA process.  Further, the FERC does not have 
authority over other federal, state and local permitting authorities and 
processes or the timing of associated permit issuance. 

 
FA2-53 The EIS is a summary document intended to disclose the potential 

impacts of a proposed action.  The document incorporates by reference 
all of the material filed in support of the application for a Certificate of 
Public Convenience and Necessity (Certificate) for the Project.  The 
level of detail provided in the final EIS related to existing wetland 
conditions is sufficient for the purpose of the final EIS under NEPA.  
However, a footnote was added to Table 4.4.3-1 of the final EIS 
providing details for accessing the appropriate resource report in the 
project docket. 

FA2-54 Section 4.4.1 was revised in the final EIS to include updated 
information regarding completed surveys.  In addition, a footnote was 
added in this discussion providing details for accessing more detailed 
information in the project docket. 

 
FA2-55 The FERC’s Plan and Procedures advocate avoidance through the 

requirement for 50-foot workspace setbacks from wetland areas.  Any 
exceptions to this requirement have to be justified and approved by the 
FERC.  Table 4.4.4-1 provides a summary of those areas where the Plan 
and Procedures setbacks and avoidance cannot be accommodated 
because of safety reasons and there is no other appropriate alternative. 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-26 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

FA2-56 Comment noted.  EPA should contact COE and applicable state 
agency’s to request a review of the Compensatory Mitigation Plan prior 
to finalization and to obtain an update on the status of project 
permitting.  Columbia Gas is developing compensatory mitigation plans 
in consultation with the agencies as a requirement of their permitting 
efforts. 

FA2-57 Section 4.5.4 has been revised to discuss impacts on wildlife that prefer 
forested habitat.  Section 4.7 discusses impacts on special status species 
by each species, rather than by general habitat preferences. 

FA2-58 We received comments requesting that we identify the impacts of forest 
clearing on carbon sequestration and climate change.  Currently there 
are no federal or state regulations regarding carbon 
sequestration.  According to the EPA, carbon sequestration is the 
process through which plant life removes CO2 from the atmosphere and 
stores it in biomass.  The Projects would impact about 1,381.1 acres of 
forested land, primarily throughout Ohio, of which about 865.4 acres 
(63 percent) would be allowed to revert back to forest.  While there 
would be a slight long-term effect of reduced carbon sequestration due 
to removal of trees from the permanent right-of-way, temporary right-
of-way would be allowed to revert back to pre-existing 
conditions.  Young, fast-growing trees in particular will remove 
significantly larger amounts of carbon dioxide from the atmosphere than 
mature canopy.  The young vegetation of the restored temporary right-
of-way would continue to perform the carbon sequestration 
process.  The carbon sequestration ability of the permanent right-of-way 
would be reduced; however, this amount represents about 0.006 percent 
of Ohio’s forest and carbon sequestration ability.  Therefore, we do not 
believe that the impact of the Project would have significant impacts on 
Ohio’s carbon sequestration, or would significantly exacerbate ongoing 
climate change. 

FA2-59 Invasive Species management Plans will be developed as part of the 
final wetland compensation management plan.  Consultations are 
ongoing with the state and federal agencies as described in Section 
4.4.5.  Additionally, section 4.5.5 provides information on minimization 
of invasive species in the construction corridor based on implementation 
of the ECS and reiterates that an Invasive Species Management Plan is 
being developed in consultation with appropriate agencies.  As such, the 
information presented in the final EIS related to invasive species is 
sufficient for the public and decision makers to assess the potential 
impacts associated with the Project. 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-27 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA2-60 Section 4.5.6 of the final EIS includes additional information timelines 

associated with forest regeneration.  As described in the ECS, 
Environmental Inspectors would be assigned to the project to monitor 
the upland areas for a minimum of two growing seasons.  If 
unsuccessful, restoration efforts would continue until the area is 
adequately restored.  Wetland restoration areas would be monitored for 
a minimum of three years.  If unsuccessful, restoration efforts would 
continue until the area is adequately restored. 

 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-28 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

FA2-61 We included a recommendation in the draft EIS requiring Columbia Gas 
to provide a revised ECS with provisions for use of native pollinator 
plant species seed mixes. 

 
 
FA2-62 Table 4.3.2-2 was revised in the final EIS to indicate the correct the 

flow regime of stream S041 (ephemeral). 
 
 
 
FA2-63 The Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis presented in section 4.9.7 of 

the final EIS was updated with information from EPA’s online 
Environmental Justice screening and mapping tool “EJSCREEN”. Since 
the Leach XPress Project would be primarily an underground, linear 
structure and construction activities would be temporary; FERC staff 
utilized the EJSCREEN tool for the permanent aboveground 
Compressor Stations to evaluate the potential for EJ populations. 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-29 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FAS-64 Following the public participation activities, which included Open 

Houses, Scoping Meetings, publicly available FERC Docket, and 
distribution of the draft EIS at municipal offices, public libraries, as well 
as all affected landowners, FERC has not received information that 
indicates there are EJ communities or concerns. 

 
 1.  Noise measurements and projections from construction and operation 

of the Project, including Compressor Stations, are presented in Section 
4.11.2 of the EIS.  Noise concerns will be addressed and communicated 
to the public in the publicly available final EIS. 

 
 2. Based on the Environmental Justice analysis, there are no low-income 

or minority populations that would be disproportionately affected by the 
proposed Projects. 

 
 3.  Following the public participation activities, which included Open 

Houses, Scoping Meetings, publicly available FERC Docket, and 
distribution of the draft EIS at municipal offices, public libraries, as well 
as all affected landowners, FERC has not received information that 
indicates there are EJ communities or concerns. 

 
 4.  FERC does not train or employ individuals for proposed energy 

projects.  The Project Applicant is responsible for construction, 
operation, and maintenance contracts. 

 
 5.  See Comment Response FA2-63.  No minority populations or 

disproportionate effects to low-income populations were identified. 
 
 6.  Section 4.9.7 was revised to include additional data and analysis 

regarding Environmental Justice. 
 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-30 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
FA2-65 A footnote was added to table 4.11.1-6 of the final EIS providing details 

for accessing the detailed emission calculations.   
 
FA2-66 We disagree.  In the EIS and throughout other past Commission 

decisions, we have determined that the upstream production and 
downstream combustion of natural gas are not casually connected.  
Section 4.13.4 of the EIS notes that the demand for energy and the 
proposed projects are a result of, rather than a precursor to, development 
in the region.  However, the construction and operating emissions 
presented throughout section 4.11.1 of the EIS does include the 
greenhouse gas emissions associated with the project facilities, 
including leakage. 

FA2-67 We disagree.  The CEQ's draft guidance on addressing GHGs and 
climate change in NEPA notes that comparing with global GHG 
emission levels in developing conclusions on climate change impacts is 
not useful.  However, CEQ does recommend providing a frame of 
reference.  While section 4.11.1.4 of the EIS compares project 
construction and operation emissions with state GHG emissions (instead 
of global or country-wide emissions), the EIS does not dismiss climate 
change impacts based on this comparison.  Instead the EIS includes a 
discussion on climate change impacts in section 4.13.5.11, identifying 
that the project would contribute GHG emissions the climate change 
impacts occurring in the project region.  This section also notes the 
Projects' consistency with goals identified in the USGCRP report to 
increase the use of natural gas in the Midwest to reduce GHG emissions. 

FA2-68 See the response to comment FA2-66.  Section 4.11.1.4 of the EIS has 
been updated to acknowledged Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf's 
participation in the EPA's Natural Gas STAR Program. 

FA2-69 Section 4.11.1.2 of the EIS identifies that each compressor station is 
subject to air permitting through applicable state agencies.  These 
agencies maintain the authority to require further emission control 
measures through the air permitting process.  Each station would 
combust pipeline-quality natural gas, significantly reducing emissions 
compared to other fossil fuels.  Powering compressor stations using 
renewable energy often requires the construction of many miles of 
electric transmission lines, transferring one type of impact (climate 
change) to another (land use and natural resource impacts).  See also 
response to comment FA2-68. 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-31 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA2-70 Updated NSA figures are provided in Appendix Q of the final EIS.  For 

the Crawford CS, the existing compressor equipment is the dominant 
noise source at the NSAs.  Noise addition is performed on a logarithmic 
scale.  The work proposed for the Crawford CS includes minor piping 
modifications and regulator facilities.  These modifications would add 
minor amounts of noise. Therefore, table 4.11.2-3 and related text 
accurately identifies no noise increases above ambient levels indicated 
for the Crawford CS.   

 
FA2-71 The text of the EIS states that operation of the Oak Hill Compressor 

Station would result in perceptible increases in noise levels.  The EIS 
also summarizes the acoustical mitigation measures that would be 
implemented for each compressor station.  All landowners within a 0.5 
miles radius of the compressor station were included on the 
environmental mailing list, received the Notice of Intent announcing 
scoping, and received copies of the draft EIS.  Although the noise 
increase may be noticeable, projected noise levels are significantly 
below our 55 decibel day-night sound level criterion at maximum load, 
and would not be significant. 

 
FA2-72 The EIS clearly notes that unplanned pipeline blowdowns only occur in 

emergency situations.  It is unreasonable to predict the frequency of 
non-standard operating conditions, particularly emergency, unplanned 
blowdown events.  The EIS does provide the average duration of an 
individual blowdown and the maximum estimated noise at the NSAs. 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-32 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

FA2-73 Section 4.11.2.3 of the EIS shows that operation of the McArthur 
Regulator Station would result in perceptible increases in noise levels.  
The EIS also summarizes the acoustical mitigation measures that would 
be implemented for each regulator station.  All directly affected and 
abutting landowners for the regulator station were included on the 
environmental mailing list, received the Notice of Intent announcing 
scoping, and received copies of the draft EIS.  Although the noise 
increase may be noticeable, projected noise levels at full load are 
significantly below our 55 decibel day-night sound level criterion, and 
would not be significant. 

FA2-74 The EIS identifies various ranges in noise change and the resulting 
perception to the human ear.  We disagree with EPA's assertion that a 
10 decibel increase in noises equates to a significant increase, and 
instead we maintain the scientific basis that this increase is perceived as 
a doubling of noise (i.e., twice a loud).  Alternatively, in section 
4.11.2.1 the EIS notes that the 55 decibel day-night sound level criterion 
is used to assess noise impacts.  While operation of the R-130 
Odorization Station would result in noise levels that are perceived to be 
twice as loud as the existing (very quiet) levels, the noise contribution 
from the odorization station would be well below our criterion, and 
therefore not significant.  Also, all directly affected and abutting 
landowners for the odorization station were included on the 
environmental mailing list, received the Notice of Intent announcing 
scoping, and received copies of the draft EIS. 

FA2-75 Section 4.12.1 discloses that Columbia Gas would prepare an 
emergency response plan and the general topics that would be addressed 
in the plan, per DOT requirements.  The DOT is responsible for 
ensuring compliance with its regulations.  We do not have or maintain 
any copies in draft or final form of this plan.  Commenters wishing to 
review this plan should contact the DOT. 

FA2-76 Section 4.12.1 of the EIS thoroughly summarizes the numerous DOT 
pipeline safety standards that are required to be implemented to reduce 
the number of incidents on a pipeline system.  These include different 
design requirements for various class locations, development of an 
integrity management program and inspection frequency, marking 
pipelines, and use of the "Call Before You Dig" and "One Call" 
programs.  Section 4.12.2 of the EIS also states that the use of both an 
external protective coating and a cathodic protection system, required 
on all pipelines installed after July 1971, significantly reduces the 
corrosion rate compared to unprotected or partially protected pipe. 

 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-33 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA2-77 The CEQ regulations define cumulative impacts as “the impact on the 

environment that results from the incremental impact of the action when 
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.”  
A cumulative impacts analysis may require an analysis of actions 
unrelated to the proposed project if they occur in the project area or 
region of influence of the project being analyzed.  CEQ states that “it is 
not practical to analyze the cumulative effects of an action on the 
universe; the list of environmental effects must focus on those that are 
truly meaningful.”  Consistent with CEQ guidance, to determine the 
scope of the cumulative impact analysis in an EIS, Commission Staff 
establishes a project-specific region of influence to define the area 
affected by the proposed action in which existing and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects may also result in cumulative impacts.  A 
project’s region of influence varies depending on the resource being 
discussed.  The project-specific regions of influence defined for the LX 
and RXE Projects cumulative impact assessment are described in 
section 4.13 of the final EIS. 

 
 Section 4.13 of the final EIS provides our assessment of potential 

cumulative impacts associated with the proposed Projects and other 
known past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects within 
the defined project-specific regions of influence for cumulative effects. 

 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-34 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

FA2-78 The cumulative impact assessment was updated in table 4.13-1 of the 
final EIS to consider additional projects based on an expanded temporal 
boundary. 

FA2-79 Section 4.13.5.3 of the final EIS addresses cumulative vegetation 
impacts, including forested habitats.  We concluded that the LX Project 
would have significant impact on forest resources.  In terms of 
cumulative impacts with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects, we concluded that cumulative impacts on forest 
resources could occur in areas where there is a concentration of 
proximal and overlapping activity in the region of influence.  However, 
as we state in the final EIS, while cumulative impacts on forested areas 
would not be inconsequential, siting of pipeline projects within and 
adjacent to existing rights-of-way, where possible, along with 
implementation of best management practices, Columbia Gas’ ECS and 
FERC’s Plan and Procedures, adequately minimizes and mitigates 
impacts on forested lands to the extent possible.  The overall impact of 
these projects with the proposed mitigation, and our recommendations 
made throughout this EIS, would reduce overall cumulative impacts to 
less than significant levels. 

FA2-80 Table 4.13-1 of the final EIS was updated to include additional projects 
and developments. 

FA2-81 See the response to comment FA2-77.  We believe the information and 
analysis provided in the final EIS is sufficient.   

 
FA2-82 Section 4.13.5.2 of the final EIS includes our assessment of cumulative 

impacts on water resources, including groundwater, waterbodies, and 
wetlands, including consideration of other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects.  We believe the information and analysis 
provided in the final EIS is sufficient.   

 
FA2-83 Section 4.13 of the final EIS was updated to include additional projects 

and developments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-35 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA2-84 Buried natural gas pipelines across the United States are routinely 

exposed to heavy rainfall events and flooding.  During operation of 
pipelines, pipeline operators conduct routine monitoring of the right-of-
way to ensure the integrity of their pipelines, including checking for 
pipe exposure from scouring or erosion.  Section 4.13.5.11 of the EIS 
has been updated to include this information. 

 
 
 
FA2-85 Comment noted.  Section 5.1 was updated in the final EIS to reflect our 

response to public comments received on the draft EIS and the revisions 
made throughout the final EIS. 

 
 
FA2-86 Comment noted.  Each state maintains an air permitting agency with the 

authority to enforce compliance with applicable regulations. 
 
 
FA2-87 Comment noted.  Each state maintains an air permitting agency with the 

authority to enforce compliance with applicable regulations. 
 
 
FA2-88 Comment noted. 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-36 

FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA2-89 Comment noted. 
 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-37 

FA3 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 

 

 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-38 

FA3 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA3-01 Comment noted. 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-39 

FA3 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 (cont’d) 

 

 
FA3-02 Comment noted.  The Projects’ ECSs incorporate these best 

management practices.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA3-03 Comment noted.  The Projects’ ECSs incorporate these best 

management practices. 
 
 
 
 
 
FA3-04 Table 2.3.2-1 has been edited to include information on the Proposed 

Horizontal Directional Drill Crossing for the Hocking River. 
 
 
FA3-05 Comment noted.  Updates as available have been included in the final 

EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
FA3-06 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA3-07 Section 4.4.3 in the final EIS has been revised to include 0.1 acre impact 

to wetlands related to the R-System RS tie-in. 

  Federal Agencies 



 

FA
-40 

FA3 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 (cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
FA3-08 Comment noted.  Updates as available have been included in the final 

EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
FA3-09 Comment noted, a footnote has been added to the Final EIS to clarify 

wetland resources impacted. 
 
FA3-10 Comment noted.  We have recommended in section 4.4.5 that Columbia 

Gas provide its final wetland compensation plan with the Commission, 
prior to construction. 

 
 
 
 
FA3-11 Section 4.7 of the final EIS has been revised to reflect current U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service clearances for threatened and endangered species 
associated with the proposed Projects.  FERC staff would complete any 
necessary ESA Section 7 consultation with the FWS for the Indiana bat 
and Northern long eared bat on non-covered lands prior to authorizing 
Columbia Gas to commence construction of Project facilities. 

 
FA3-12 Comment noted.   Permit applications will be filed with COE.  Section 

5.2, Item 9 of the final EIS provides the following recommended 
mitigation measure: Prior to receiving written authorization from the 
Director of OEP to commence construction of their respective Project 
facilities, Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf shall file documentation 
that they have received all applicable authorizations required under 
federal law (or evidence of waiver thereof).  Commission staff will not 
allow construction to commence until Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf 
receive all applicable federal permits and authorizations. 

FA3-13 County names are shown on the Systems Alternatives Map (Figure 
3.2.1-1) and Pipeline Alternatives Map (Figure 3.3.1-1) Detailed maps 
are also located in Resource Report 1, Appendix 1A. 
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO1 – Emens & Wolper Law Firm Co. LPA 

 

 

  Companies & Organizations 
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CO1 – Emens & Wolper Law Firm Co. LPA 
(cont’d) 

 

 

  Companies & Organizations 



 

C
O

-3 

CO1 – Emens & Wolper Law Firm Co. LPA 
(cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO-01-01 As stated in the Alternatives Considered section of the Executive 

summary, an analysis of system alternatives including an evaluation of 
whether existing pipelines could meet the projects objectives was 
conducted. The conclusion is that there is no available and suitably 
located capacity for existing pipeline systems to transport the required 
volumes of natural gas without further construction or expansion of 
facilities. There are also currently no existing systems with the capacity 
to transport the contracted load that connect the existing production 
region to the identified Project markets. Without a viable transmission 
source between the gas supply region and the intended market this 
resource will remain "stranded". 

 
 
 
 
 
 
CO-01-02 Comment noted, see response to P3-05. 

  Companies & Organizations 
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CO1 – Emens & Wolper Law Firm Co. LPA 
(cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO-01-03 As stated in section 2.5.5 Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf would 

conduct follow-up inspections of disturbed upland areas after the first 
and second growing seasons. Columbia Gas would submit quarterly 
reports to FERC for at least two years following construction that would 
document any identified problems that require remediation. In 
accordance with their ECP's Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf would 
monitor the success of wetland vegetation annually for the first three 
years (or as required by permit) after construction or until wetland 
revegetation is successful. If revegetation is not successful, after three 
years Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf are committed to working with 
a professional wetland ecologist to develop and implement a plan to 
actively revegetate with native wetland plant species.  As stated in 
section 2.5.5, if it is determined that the success of any of the restoration 
activities is not adequate at the end of the respective timeframes, 
Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf would be required to extend their 
post-construction monitoring programs. 

 
CO-01-04 As stated in section 4.9.5 Columbia Gas has committed to mitigate for 

impacts by compensating landowners affected by the project. If the LX 
and RXE projects require permanent or temporary use of land affecting 
property owner income, normal practice is for local appraisers to review 
the placement of the pipeline and conduct appraisals on an individual 
property basis as a basis for compensation. The use of eminent domain 
is discussed in section 4.8.2. 

  Companies & Organizations 
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CO1 – Emens & Wolper Law Firm Co. LPA 
(cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO-01-05 Comment noted. 
 

  Companies & Organizations 
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CO1 – Emens & Wolper Law Firm Co. LPA 
(cont’d) 

 

 

  Companies & Organizations 



 

C
O

-7 

CO2 – Ohio Farm Bureau Federation 
 

 

 

  Companies & Organizations 
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CO2 – Ohio Farm Bureau Federation 
(cont’d) 

 

 

  Companies & Organizations 
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CO2 – Ohio Farm Bureau Federation 
(cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO-02-01 The designation of prime farmland requires farmland to meet several 

strict criteria established by the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA). The additional areas mentioned fit in to the category of unique 
farmlands according to the definition of unique farmland also created by 
the USDA. Details about how areas of prime and unique farmlands were 
determined is discussed in section 4.2.1.5 of the final EIS. 

 
CO-02-02 As stated in section 4.2.2.3, within agricultural lands crossed by the LX 

and RXE Projects, Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf would negotiate 
with and reimburse landowners for any damages to their product or loss 
of yields as a result of the project construction activities.  Columbia Gas 
and Columbia Gulf would continue to monitor and correct problems 
with topsoil replacement, soil compaction, rocks, drainage, and 
irrigation systems resulting from construction until restoration is 
determined successful.  Restoration would be considered successful if 
the surface condition of the areas disturbed during construction, 
including the topsoil and the horizon of the upper subsoil, is similar to 
adjacent undisturbed lands, construction debris is removed, revegetation 
is successful, and proper drainage has been restored. 

 
CO-02-03 As stated in section 4.2.2.3, within agricultural lands crossed by the LX 

and RXE Projects, Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf would negotiate 
with and reimburse landowners for any damages to their product or loss 
of yields as a result of the project construction activities.   

  Companies & Organizations 
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CO2 – Ohio Farm Bureau Federation 
(cont’d) 

 

CO-02-03 
(cont’d) Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf would continue to monitor and 

correct problems with topsoil replacement, soil compaction, rocks, 
drainage, and irrigation systems resulting from construction until 
restoration is determined successful.  Restoration would be considered 
successful if the surface condition of the areas disturbed during 
construction, including the topsoil and the horizon of the upper subsoil, 
is similar to adjacent undisturbed lands, construction debris is removed, 
revegetation is successful, and proper drainage has been restored. As 
stated in section 4.9.5 Columbia Gas has committed to mitigate for 
impacts by compensating landowners affected by the project. If the LX 
and RXE projects require permanent or temporary use of land affecting 
property owner income, normal practice is for local appraisers to review 
the placement of the pipeline and conduct appraisals on an individual 
property basis as a basis for compensation. 

 
CO-02-04 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
CO-02-05  Temporary construction impacts on groundwater and surface water flow 

to areas off-right-of-way would be minimized with adherence to the 
Projects’ ECS, SPCC Plan, and the appropriate protective measures of 
the FERC Plan and Procedures.  Disturbances to groundwater flow 
could result from localized excavations during construction would be 
shallow and temporary.  Surface water flow would be maintained in 
waterbodies during construction and restored to pre-construction 
conditions during restoration. 

CO-02-06 Section 2.5 of the final EIS describes the environmental inspection that 
would be conducted during construction of the Project, including a 
third-party Environmental Compliance Monitoring Program managed 
by the FERC staff.  FERC believes that an EI coupled with the use of a 
third party Environmental Compliance Monitoring Program are 
adequate means for  enforcing quality assurance, compliance with 
mitigation measures, applicable regulatory requirements, and project 
specific specifications established by Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf 
during the construction phase. 

 

  Companies & Organizations 
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CO2 – Ohio Farm Bureau Federation 
(cont’d) 

 

CO-02-07 Starting in November 2014, there have been numerous opportunities 
provided to the general public, local governments, and stakeholders to 
discuss environmental, economic, social, and logistical concerns.  A 
detailed discussion of the public outreach opportunities can be found in 
Section 1.3 of the final EIS.  Columbia Gas established a single point of 
contact to answer questions and provide information, established a 
website with information about the pipeline project 
(https://www.cpg.com/current-projects/leach-xpress-project), and sent 
periodic update newsletters.  We agree that Columbia Gas’ complaint 
resolution process and the FERC’s Dispute Resolution Service Helpline, 
as discussed in section 4.8.3.1, would ensure that the community has a 
process for having concerns resolved. 

  Companies & Organizations 
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CO3 – Thornburg & Bean 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO3-1 Section 3.3.3 addresses minor route variations as requested by various 

individuals and companies and table 3.3.3-1 addresses landowner 
negotiations.  Table 4.3.1-3 identifies all springs within the LX Project 
area and the distance from the edge of the construction workspace.   

 
CO3-2 Columbia Gas would be responsible for repairing or replacing any 

damaged septic systems, wells, or driveways.  Columbia Gas would 
work with landowners to identify underground facilities prior to 
construction.  Property restoration would take place following 
construction according to any agreements in place with the landowner.  
Section 4.9.4.1 addresses road crossings and utility crossings and road 
crossing techniques are discussed in section 2.3.2.6.  Columbia Gas 
would obtain the proper permits and impacts at these crossing locations 
are anticipated to be temporary. 

 
CO3-3 Section 4.9.4.1 addresses utility crossings.   Columbia Gas would obtain 

the proper permits and impacts at these crossing locations are 
anticipated to be temporary.  Additionally, Columbia Gas is required to 
participate in the "One-Call" program to identify any underground 
utilities.  Columbia Gas would notify landowners if utility disruptions 
are anticipated. 
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CO3 – Thornburg & Bean 
(cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO3-4 Columbia Gas would promote revegetation of the ROW in accordance 

with their ECS.  As described in Section 4.2.2.4, revegetation of 
residential and agricultural lands would be conducted in accordance 
with landowner requests as well as state and local recommendations.  
Comment CO3-2 addresses access to water for cattle. 

 
CO3-5 Section 4.12.1 of the EIS explains that the DOT develops safety 

regulations to ensure safety in the design, construction, testing, 
operation and maintenance of pipeline facilities.  These regulations 
include requirements for depth of cover.  Class 1 locations must be 
installed with a minimum depth of cover of 30 inches in normal soil and 
18 inches in consolidated rock.  Class 2, 3, and 4 locations, as well as 
drainage ditches of public roads and railroad crossings, require a 
minimum cover of 36 inches in normal soil and 24 inches in 
consolidated rock.     
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CO3 – Thornburg & Bean 
(cont’d) 
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CO3 – Thornburg & Bean 
(cont’d) 
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CO3 – Thornburg & Bean 
(cont’d) 
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INDIVIDUALS 
IND1 – Benjamin Cox on behalf of Mike Bohonak and George Liotus 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND01-01 Springs are identified in table 4.3.1-3 of the final EIS.  The spring 

identified between LEX MP 0.2 and MP 0.7 identifies the spring.  
Impacts are discussed in section 4.3.1.6.  

  Individuals 



 

PM
-2 

IND1 – Benjamin Cox on behalf of Mike Bohonak and George Liotus 
(cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
IND01-02 Comment noted.  If the pond is installed prior to construction of the 

pipeline, construction procedures would be implemented for the current 
land use (i.e., open water) to minimize impacts to water quality or minor 
routing adjustments could be made to minimize impacts to the pond.  
Section 4.9.5 of the final EIS discusses easement negotiations. 
Columbia Gas has committed to mitigate for impacts by compensating 
landowners affected by the project.  

 
 
 
 
 
IND01-03 Comment noted. Section 3.3.3 addresses minor route variations.  

Section 5.2, condition 12 requires Columbia Gas to continue to assess 
minor route variations in coordination with the landowner. 

  Individuals 
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IND1 – Benjamin Cox on behalf of Mike Bohonak and George Liotus 
(cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND01-04 Comment noted.  Economic impacts associated with the Project, 

including property values are discussed in section 4.9.8 of the EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND01-05 Comment noted.  See response to IND01-03. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND01-06 The spring in comment IND01-01 has been included in the final EIS 

evaluation.  See responses to IND01-02 and IND01-04 above. 

  Individuals 
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IND1 – Benjamin Cox on behalf of Mike Bohonak and George Liotus 
(cont’d) 

 

 

  Individuals 



 

PM
-5 

IND1 – Benjamin Cox on behalf of Mike Bohonak and George Liotus 
(cont’d) 
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IND1 – Benjamin Cox on behalf of Mike Bohonak and George Liotus 
(cont’d) 
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IND1 – Benjamin Cox on behalf of Mike Bohonak and George Liotus 
(cont’d) 
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IND1 – Benjamin Cox on behalf of Mike Bohonak and George Liotus 
(cont’d) 
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IND1 – Benjamin Cox on behalf of Mike Bohonak and George Liotus 
(cont’d) 
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IND1 – Benjamin Cox on behalf of Mike Bohonak and George Liotus 
(cont’d) 
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IND2 – Devron West 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
IND02-01 Comment noted. See response to IND01-03. 
 

  Individuals 



 

PM
-12 

IND2 – Devron West 
(cont’d) 

 

 

  Individuals 



 

PM
-13 

IND3 – Rose Zatezalo 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND03-01 Comment noted. Table 4.3.1-2 has been updated to reflect the active 

well. 
   
IND03-02 Section 4.3.1.6 states that Columbia Gas would conduct pre-and post-

construction testing of water wells and springs found within 150 feet of 
the LX Project construction workspace, at the landowner’s request. 

IND03-03 Mile markers 60.36 to 60.76 as indicated by the landowner are within 
the boundaries of the Wills Watershed indicated to be between mile 
markers 59.4-62.9 in table 4.3.2-1 in the final EIS.   

 
 Appendix K-1 does indicate one waterbody identified as SA2N0135 as 

being located at mile marker 60.4 which would be within the mile 
markers 60.36 to 60.76 that the landowner indicates is her property.  
The other waterbodies mentioned at mile markers 58.1 and 60.3 are not 
within the boundaries of the landowner’s property. 

  Individuals 
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IND3 – Rose Zatezalo 
(cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND03-04 In the event that an individual detects an emergency incident along the 

pipeline or at a compressor station, individuals should contact 911 or 
their local fire department and contact Columbia Gas or Columbia Gulf 
to report the incident.  The phone numbers include: Columbia Gas 
Transmission at (800) 835-7191 and Columbia Gulf Transmission at 
(866) 485-3427.  These phone numbers are also available at 
https://www.cpg.com/about-us/contact-us.  Section 4.12.1 of the EIS 
also notes that Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf must establish an 
Emergency Plan, in accordance with DOT regulations, that includes 
procedures for • making personnel, equipment, tools, and materials 
available at the scene of an emergency. 

 
IND03-05 Consistent with FERC guidelines, Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf 

would have their own Environmental Inspectors (EI) during 
construction of the Project.  In addition to those EIs, FERC would 
oversee Third-party Compliance Monitors who would provide daily 
reports to the FERC staff on compliance issues.  Additional details on 
the environmental inspection program and FERC monitoring is 
provided in section 2.5.  See also the response to comment P1-04 for 
reporting an emergency. 

 
IND03-06 Comment noted. 
 
IND03-07 The current version of the blasting plan was included as appendix 6D to 

Resource Report 6 in the October 23, 2015 application (Accession No. 
20151023-5090). The Blasting Plan can be viewed on the FERC website 
at http://www.ferc.gov.  Using the “eLibrary” link, select “Advanced 
Search” from the eLibrary menu and enter 20151023-5090 Accession 
No. in the “Numbers: Accession Number” field.  We have also 
recommended that CPG file a revised Blasting Plan prior to 
construction.  This plan with also be available for public viewing 
through our eLibrary website. 

 

  Individuals 
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IND3 – Rose Zatezalo 
(cont’d) 

 

 
IND03-08 There is no correlation between class location presented in section 

4.12.1 of the EIS (safety) and noise (addressed in section 4.11.2).  As 
explained in section 4.11.2.3, the Summerfield Compressor Station 
would contribute noise well below our 55 dBA Ldn criterion at all of the 
NSAs, which is the level established by EPA as protective of indoor and 
outdoor activity interference and is below the noise level of normal 
conversation. 

 
IND03-09 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND03-10 Section 4.6.1.4 of acknowledges and discusses the expected impacts to 

wildlife habitat.  Most of the tree and vegetation clearing adjacent to this 
residence would occur within temporary right-of-way, which would 
undergo a successional reforestation with mostly native species in the 
period following construction.  A variety of vegetational habitats, 
including herbaceous cover, early successional tree species and shrubs, 
and eventually understory and canopy-occupying tree species would 
colonize these former work areas. 

 

  Individuals 
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IND3 – Rose Zatezalo 
(cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
IND03-11 Comment noted.  FERC has modified environmental condition 12 to 

specify that Columbia Gas should continue to assess the route crossings 
of properties listed in table 3.3.3-1 toward incorporating a route crossing 
that avoids the landowners' stated concerns. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
IND03-12 Comment noted.  FERC has modified environmental condition 12 to 

specify that Columbia Gas should continue to assess the route crossings 
of properties listed in table 3.3.3-1 toward incorporating a route crossing 
that avoids the landowners' stated concerns. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND03-13 We acknowledge your comment concerning potential disturbance to 

your active water well, electric line, gas line and locked-wire gated 
barbwire fence bordering Town Highway 139.  Appendix O contains a 
site-specific residential construction plan for this residence (Drawing 
No. 337236-RES-08 as filed on Oct 23, 2015).  We have included a 
recommendation that Columbia Gas file evidence of landowner 
concurrence with the site-specific residential construction plans for all 
locations identified by milepost in table 4.8.3-1 where LX Project 
construction work areas would be within 10 feet of a residence.  This 
does not mean concurrence with the easement agreement, merely with 
the accuracy of the property items needing identification and their 
mapping on this drawing. 

 

  Individuals 
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IND3 – Rose Zatezalo 
(cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND03-14 The extra workspace in adjoining the road is to accommodate 

construction and access during construction for the pipeline and 
crossing the road and existing pipeline as mentioned.  This additional 
temporary workspace is included in the easement. 

 
 The road crossing will not affect existing adjacent pipelines as various 

precautions are taken to avoid tampering with existing hot lines. 
Columbia Gas participates in the "One-Call" program, as described in 
section 4.12.1 and additional information regarding the safety of utility 
crossings is discussed in section 4.9.4.1. 

 
IND03-15 There are no aboveground facilities planned for construction on or 

directly near the property that would require lighting during operations.  
As for construction, section 4.11.2.2 states facilities would be 
predominantly scheduled during daylight hours.   

 
IND03-16 Columbia Gas included two maps of the property in their Appendix 1D 

of the October 23, 2015 filing.  Though the two maps vary in scale, the 
easement and workspace areas are the same.  The final EIS will have the 
same maps unless Columbia Gas provides updated mapping in their 
Implementation Plan mentioned in EIS condition 6. 

 
 
IND03-17 Section 4.8.2 of the final EIS discusses land ownership and easement 

requirements. See comment IND03-13 above. 
 

  Individuals 
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IND3 – Rose Zatezalo 
(cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
IND03-18 In addition to the many local, state, and federal entities (e.g., the EPA) 

that establish and enforce regulations, FERC would also require that the 
conditions in the final EIS be implemented.  As stated in section 5.2 of 
the final EIS, within 60 days of the acceptance of the Certificate and 
before construction begins, Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf shall file 
their respective Implementation Plans for review and written approval 
by the Director of OEP.  The Director of OEP has delegated authority to 
take whatever steps are necessary to ensure the protection of all 
environmental resources during construction and operation of the 
Projects. 

 

  Individuals 
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IND4 – Steve Roley 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND04-01 Section 4.3.1 addresses impacts on groundwater, existing hydrology and 

drinking water supply.  Blasting is discussed in section 4.1.2.2. 

  Individuals 
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IND4 – Steve Roley 
(cont’d) 

 

 

  Individuals 
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IND4 – Steve Roley 
(cont’d) 

 

 

  Individuals 
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IND5 – Wanda Wilt 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND05-01 Comment noted. A detailed discussion of the public outreach 

opportunities can be found in Section 1.3 of the final EIS. 
 
 
 
IND05-02 Concerns over trespassing and security are noted. Visual impacts are 

summarized in ES-7 and further addressed in sections 4.8.6 and 4.8.7. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  Individuals 



 

PM
-23 

IND5 – Wanda Wilt 
(cont’d) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND05-03 Comment noted.  Interior forest habitat is discussed in section 4.5.4 of 

the final EIS. 
 
 
IND05-04 Section 3.3.3 of the final EIS addresses routing variations.  Pipeline 

paralleling is dependent upon many factors including constraints of 
system capacities, availability of land, or environmental constraints. 

 
IND05-05 Comment noted.  Migratory birds are discussed in section 4.6.1.3 and 

waterbodies are discussed in section 4.3.2 of the final EIS. 
 
IND05-06 FERC does not get involved with contract negotiations between 

landowners and gas companies.  If an agreement cannot be reached, a 
court may determine what fair market value impacts on properties 
affected by construction. 

 
IND05-07 Section 4.11.2 addresses noise impacts from construction activities and 

proposed mitigation measures.  Noise levels developed to protect nearby 
residences are also in place to ensure that pipeline construction and 
compressor stations authorized by FERC would not have significant 
adverse impacts on the environment, including wildlife and potentially 
sensitive species.  Section 4.6.1.4 has been revised to address this. 

IND05-08 Section 4.2.2.3 and section 4.9.5 of the final EIS discusses the potential 
damage to property and basis for compensation.  Columbia Gas has 
committed to mitigate for impacts by compensating landowners affected 
by the project.  If the LX and RXE projects require permanent or 
temporary use of land affecting property owner income, normal practice 
is for local appraisers to review the placement of the pipeline and 
conduct appraisals on an individual property basis as a basis for 
compensation. 

  Individuals 



 

PM
-24 

IND5 – Wanda Wilt 
(cont’d) 

 

 

  Individuals 
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IND5 – Wanda Wilt 
(cont’d) 

 

 

  Individuals 
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