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CO012-12:  Section 3.6.2 has been revised to include a detailed analysis of 
additional sites identified by Friends of Mill Creek Greenway and FERC staff. 
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CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
CO012-13:  Discussion of operational air emission impacts and mitigation can 
be found in section 4.11.1.3.4.  The Cane Ridge Compressor Station is currently 
in the Clean Air Act permitting process with the Metropolitan Government of 
Nashville & Davidson County, which has jurisdiction to identify and enforce 
the appropriate emissions control technology for the station.  
 
Section 3.6 has been updated to include further discussion on electric 
alternatives and the relative emissions.  We do not believe electric driven 
motors present a significant environmental advantage to the proposed gas-fired 
turbines for the Cane Ridge station. 
 

Appendix V 
Page 2402



CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This area left blank intentionally. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix V 
Page 2403



CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This area left blank intentionally. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix V 
Page 2404



CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO012-14:  The Commission is not required to consider alternatives that are 
not consistent with the purpose and need of the proposed project.  The draft EIS 
evaluated the proposed site and two reasonable alternatives, and reached the 
conclusion that the alternatives offered no significant advantage over the 
proposed site based on environmental review, a detailed hydraulics analysis, 
system flow diagrams and data, and information submitted by Columbia Gulf.  
See table 3.6-2 for a comparison of these sites.  We also reviewed 12 sites that 
were identified by commenters (see response to comment CO008-9), identified 
an additional site in the I-24 corridor, and requested that Columbia Gulf prepare 
a detailed evaluation on five sites that we determined could potentially meet the 
project objectives.  See revised section 3.6.2. 
 
See also response to comment LA001-4. 
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CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO012-15:  Section 4.9.9.2 identified the community in the vicinity of the Cane 
Ridge Compressor Station as a “minority majority” (61.4 percent) community.  
However, project construction and operation would not cause impacts that are 
expected to adversely affect the health or welfare of the population living in the 
project area, nor would it generate air emissions at levels constituting either 
nuisance or human health hazards offsite.  The draft EIS reasonably concludes 
that the project is not anticipated to cause adverse environmental or 
socioeconomic effects to any community at all, and certainly not 
disproportionally high to minority or low-income populations. 
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CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
CO012-16:  Identifying national origin of minorities that may be affected by a 
federal action is not a requirement of Executive Order 12898 (EO).  The EO 
only requires federal agencies to identify and address, as appropriate, 
“disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of 
its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations of low-income 
populations.”  Regardless of the requirement, the incorporation of such 
information would not have changed our conclusion that impacts from the Cane 
Ridge Compressor Station would not cause disproportionately “high and 
adverse human health or environmental effects” to the surrounding population.  
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CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
CO012-17:  See response to comment CO003-3. 
 
 
 
CO012-18:  The EPA sets the NAAQS to be protective of public health, 
including sensitive subpopulations.  Conservative (or “worst case”) modeling of 
each of the proposed GXP compressor stations showed predicted air quality 
concentrations below the NAAQS, as described in section 4.11.1.3.4.  See 
section 4.11.1.3.5 for further discussion in response to comments about health 
impacts near the GXP. 
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CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO012-19:  We disagree.  See responses to comments CO012-15 through 
CO012-18. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO012-20:  Air quality standards are discussed in section 4.11.1.  Air quality 
regulations for the Cane Ridge area are discussed in section 4.11.1.3.2, 
operational air emission impacts and mitigation are discussed in section 
4.11.1.3.4, and responses to comments regarding air quality and health are 
provided in section 4.11.1.3.5. 
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CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO012-21:  See response to comment CO012-8.   
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CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO012-22:  See response to comments CO012-20 and CO012-8.  
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CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
CO012-23:  See section 4.11.1.3.4 for a discussion of emissions of NOx, CO, 
and VOC from operation of the combustion turbines, and proposed mitigation. 
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CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
CO012-24:  See response to comment CO012-23. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO012-25:  See response to comment CO012-23. 
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CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
CO012-26:  See table 4.11-19.  Modeling results demonstrate that the Cane 
Ridge Compressor Station would not exceed the NAAQS for particulate matter. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO012-27: The Cane Ridge Compressor Station would not exceed the 
NAAQS, which are set by EPA to protect the health of the general population, 
including sensitive subgroups. 
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CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
CO012-28:  See response to comment CO012-27. 
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CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO012-29:  See response to comment CO012-27. 
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CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
CO012-30:  See response to comment CO003-2. 
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CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
CO012-31:  Noise levels attributable to operation of the Cane Ridge 
Compressor Station at the closest NSA would be below our noise criterion and 
the Metropolitan Government of Nashville & Davidson County daytime and 
nighttime limits.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO012-32:  See response to comment SA001-3.  See also section 4.3.1.6.2 for 
anticipated groundwater impacts from construction and operation of the GXP. 
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CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This area left blank intentionally. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix V 
Page 2430



CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This area left blank intentionally. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix V 
Page 2431



CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO012-33:  The USFWS has concurred that the GXP would not affect 
federally listed bat species.  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 USFWS under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act is 
complete for these species.  See response to comment FA001-2. 
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CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO012-34:  Section 4.3.1 discusses potential groundwater impacts related to 
the proposed projects.  As stated in section 4.3.1.6.2, we do not anticipate any 
significant or long-term impact on aquifers or groundwater supplies from 
construction and operation of the GXP. 

Appendix V 
Page 2433



CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This area left blank intentionally. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix V 
Page 2434



CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO012-35:  See response to comments CO003-3 and CO006-20. 
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CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO012-36:  Section 157.14(a)(9)(vi) of the Commission’s regulations require 
that an applicant certify that it would design, install, inspect, test, construct, 
operate, replace, and maintain the facility for which a Certificate is requested in 
accordance with federal safety standards and plans for maintenance and 
inspection, or certify that it has been granted a waiver of the requirements of the 
safety standards by the USDOT in accordance with section 3(e) of the Natural 
Gas Pipeline Safety Act.  The Commission accepts this certification and does 
not impose additional safety standards other than USDOT standards. 
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CO012-37:  See response to comment CO006-4. 
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CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
CO012-38:  The draft EIS discusses direct, indirect, and cumulative GHG 
emissions of the project and performs the required level of analysis, including 
an attempt to quantify the GHG emissions associated with the end use of the 
natural gas transported on the project.  In addition, we present the downstream 
GHG emissions associated with the natural gas volumes proposed by the project 
in section 4.13.2.11. 
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CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
CO012-39:  See response to comment CO012-38. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO012-40:  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.  See section 4.13.2.9.2.   
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CO012 – Keep Southeast Nashville Healthy (continued)  

 

 
 
 
CO012-41:  Attachments noted.  We will not be commenting on the 
attachments. 
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CO013 – American Petroleum Institute 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO013-1:  Comment noted. 
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CO013 – American Petroleum Institute (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO013-2:  Comment noted. 
 
 
CO013-3:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
CO013-4:  Comment noted. 
 
 
CO013-5:  Comment noted. 
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CO013 – American Petroleum Institute (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO013-6:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
CO013-7:  Comment noted. 
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CO014 – Ohio Valley Environmental Coalition, William Hughes 

 
 

CO014-1:  See response to comment CO009-1.  FERC, not the applicant, is the 
lead federal agency for the preparation of this EIS in compliance with the 
requirements of NEPA.  See section 1.2 for additional information on the NEPA 
process. 
 
CO014-2:  The purpose in identifying environmental justice communities is to 
address the potential for the projects to disproportionally affect low-income or 
minority populations (see section 4.9.9).  We have determined that construction 
and operation of MXP facilities would not cause disproportionately high and 
adverse environmental or socioeconomic effects to any minority or low-income 
populations.  
 
CO014-3:  Visual screening of project compressor stations is intended to address 
aesthetic issues.  The Mount Olive Compressor Station site is large enough that 
the proposed 9.2-acre station could be constructed with sufficient forested 
buffers between the proposed facility and nearby residences. 
 
The statement in section 4.11.1, “models of air quality impacts indicate potential 
air emissions would be below applicable thresholds and would not have 
significant impacts on local or regional air quality” is based on EPA standards 
and emissions modeling based on vendor data.    
 
CO014-4:  Potential emissions were estimated from each combustion turbine 
accounting for normal operation for 8,760 hours per year (i.e., continuous 
operation) plus additional emissions to account for non-SoLoNOX operation 
during planned startups and shutdowns.  The Mount Olive Compressor Station 
would be a “minor source” with respect to New Source Review and would not be 
subject to Prevention of Significant Deterioration permitting.  It would require a 
Title V air permit, issued by the West Virginia Department of Environmental 
Protection, for operations.  See section 4.11.1.2.4 for more information on 
operational air emissions. 
 
CO014-5:  Noise studies conducted at the Mount Olive Compressor Station site 
estimate that noise from construction of the Mount Olive Compressor Station 
would peak at 50 dBA at the nearest NSA, the equivalent of the noise in a private 
office (table 4.11-26).  Noise from operation of the compressor station also is 
estimated at 50 dBA at the nearest NSA (table 4.11-27).  These levels are below 
our criterion of 55 dBA at the nearest NSA. 
 
CO014-6: Our review identified no significant issues resulting from construction 
and operation of the proposed Mount Olive Compressor Station site, and we did 
not receive comments requesting that we evaluate any alternative sites.   
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 CO014 – Ohio Valley Environmental Coalition, William Hughes (continued)  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
CO014-7:  See responses to comments CO014-2 through CO014-5.  Air and 
noise impacts from construction and operation of the White Oak Compressor 
Station would be within acceptable limits.  The White Oak Compressor Station 
would be constructed on about 17 acres within a larger 84-acre parcel that 
includes both forest and open land.  No prime farmland or sensitive 
environmental features were identified on the property, and the site would 
require minimal clearing and grading for construction.  Additionally, the MXP-
100 corridor traverses this parcel, and it is available for purchase.   
 
CO014-8:  MXP compressor station parcels would be purchased in-fee by 
Columbia Gas.  Eminent domain would not be used to acquire any of the 
properties.  See also the response to comment CO003-5.  
 
CO014-9:  Access road identification and information is provided by milepost in 
appendix F. 
 
CO014-10:  The USDOT is mandated to provide pipeline safety under 49 U.S.C. 
601.  All MXP facilities would be constructed in compliance with USDOT 
regulations at 49 CFR 192.  See section 4.12.1 for a discussion of pipeline safety.   
 
Columbia Gas has developed site-specific construction plans for residences 
within 50 feet of the new pipeline and associated workspace areas for the MXP.  
Appendix B-1 includes site-specific construction plans for residences within 25 
feet or less of MXP workspaces.  These plans identify the mitigation measures to 
be implemented by Columbia Gas to further reduce impacts on residents during 
the construction period.   
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IND001 - Wayne L. Goddard 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND001-1:  Columbia Gas resolved Mr. Goddard’s concern after this 
letter was filed with the Commission and is no longer proposing a 
contractor yard/staging area on his property.  The referenced map in the 
EIS has been revised. 
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IND002 - Larry B. Dadisman 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND002-1:  The purpose and need for the projects is discussed in 
section 1.1.  Alternatives to construction of the proposed projects are 
discussed in section 3.0.  Natural gas production wells, including 
“drilling, exploring, and recovery of existing supplies” are not regulated 
by FERC and are outside the scope of this EIS. 
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IND003 - Mary Wildfire 
 IND003-1:  See response to comment CO009-2. 

 
IND003-2:  Climate change has been added to table 1.3-1 and is 
discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13. 
 
IND003-3:  Section 5.2 presents our recommended mitigation measures 
for the MXP and GXP.  Condition 1 would make construction measures 
and mitigations proposed by the project proponents part of any 
Commission authorizations issued.  In other words, deviation from the 
proposed measures (BMPs, the ECS, etc.) without specific subsequent 
authorization would be a violation of the respective Certificate.  FERC 
staff and others would inspect construction and restoration activities to 
ensure that all proposed measures and other Certificate requirements are 
implemented. 
 
IND003-4:  Our discussion of the No-Action Alternative is presented 
for the Commission’s consideration in section 3.1.  In deciding how to 
process an application, the Commission has only three courses of action.  
It may (1) deny the proposal, (2) postpone action pending further study, 
or (3) authorize the proposal, either with or without conditions.  The 
Commission has no authority to deny a proposal in favor of “building 
renewable energy.”  The Commission responds to proposals for 
construction of interstate natural gas transportation facilities; it has no 
authority to design energy projects (renewable or otherwise) and impose 
them on the industry.   
 
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 acknowledge that alternative actions (e.g., a future natural 
gas pipeline project or an alternate form of energy) may be able to meet 
the customers’ demands at some point, such factors are speculative.  As 
such the EIS focuses on alternatives that could meet the projects’ 
specific objectives.  Further, the EIS does not consider or reach a 
conclusion on whether there is a need for the proposed projects.  
Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing the 
National Environmental Policy Act (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  
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IND003 - Mary Wildfire (continued) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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’ 
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.  Energy production from renewable resources or 
the gains realized from increased energy efficiency and conservation are 
not transportation alternatives and are considered beyond the scope of 
this EIS. 
 
IND003-5 
In the draft EIS, we quantified the anticipated direct GHG emissions 
from the MXP in section 4.11.1.2.4 and the anticipated downstream 
GHG emissions from use of the transported gas in section 4.13.2.11. 
Section 4.13.2.11 has been revised with further discussion on the 
methodology for determining a “significant impact” with regard to 
climate change.   
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IND004 - Marianne Hughes 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND004-1:  The FERC regulates the transmission of natural gas in interstate 
commerce.  Distribution at the local level is regulated by individual states.  As 
such, the issue of local distribution is outside the scope of this EIS. 
 
Land Values and Farmland - The effects of natural gas pipelines on property 
values are discussed in section 4.9.7.  Several studies conducted to assess the 
potential effects on property values when encumbered by natural gas pipelines 
have determined that there was no significant impact on property values from the 
presence of natural gas pipelines on residential properties.  Most agricultural 
activities can resume on the rights-of-way following pipeline construction. 
 
Air and Water Quality – See sections 4.3 and 4.11.  Our analysis concludes that 
construction and operation of the proposed projects would not significantly impact 
air and water quality in the project areas. 
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IND004 - Marianne Hughes (continued) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND004-2:  As stated in section 4.11.3.1.1, we have concluded that 
neither the project’s construction-related impacts nor the operational 
impacts from the proposed compressor stations would result in a 
significant impact on local or regional air quality.  These conclusions 
are based on a comparison of quantifiable emissions with theNAAQS.  
Construction and operation of the MXP and GXP would not cause 
impacts that are expected to adversely affect the health or welfare of the 
population living in the project area, or significantly degrade land or 
water quality. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND004-3:  As stated in section 4.5.6.1, we have determined that MXP 
impacts on forested lands would be significant, and have recommended 
that Columbia Gas work with the WVDNR to identify specific 
construction, restoration, and/or operational mitigation measures that 
would be implemented to promote compatibility with the restoration 
and management of upland forest areas. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND004-4:  A “worst-case” assessment of MXP construction air 
emission impacts is addressed in section 4.11.1.2.3.  These emissions 
are expected to be temporary and localized.  Transportation and traffic 
impacts are discussed in section 4.9.5.1.  Before construction begins, 
Columbia Gas would work with local transportation officials to limit the 
effect of the project’s construction to local roadways. 
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IND004 - Marianne Hughes (continued) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND004-5:  As stated in section 4.11.1.2.3, no open burning is currently planned 
for the project.  As noted in section 4.1.4.4.1, on April 21, 2017, Columbia Gas 
filed with the Secretary its Phase I 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 results 
of the Phase I Geohazard Assessment, Columbia Gas has initiated a Phase II 
Landslide Hazard Assessment.  Part of the Phase II assessment includes field 
verification of the areas of interest that were identified in the Phase I assessment.  
Section 4.1.4.4.1 contains our 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 II Landslide Hazard Assessment.  Both 
the Phase II Landslide Hazard Assessment and the Landslide Mitigation Plan 
would be developed in consultation with the WVDEP and WVDNR.  
 
IND004-6:  See response to CO002-1 for further discussion of cumulative 
impacts.  See response to comment CO002-7 for a discussion of current air quality 
and air dispersion modeling impacts.  Potential environmental impacts associated 
with drilling, exploration, and recovery of natural gas is regulated at the state level 
and is not part of the proposed project. 
 
 
IND004-7:  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.  If such a determination is made in the affirmative, then “need” for the 
project is affirmed.  Energy production from renewable resources or the gains 
realized from increased energy efficiency and conservation are not transportation 
alternatives and are considered beyond the scope of this EIS.  See also response to 
comment IND003-4. 
 
 
IND004-8:  See response to comments CO003-3 and CO006-20.Both Columbia 
Gas and Columbia Gulf employ qualified and licensed personnel who could be 
immediately dispatched to the scene of an emergency should the need arise.   
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IND004 - Marianne Hughes (continued) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
IND004-9:  Comment noted. 
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IND005 - Alex Cole 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND005-1:  Potential impacts on cultural resources are discussed in 
section 4.10.  Columbia Gas has completed cultural resources surveys 
for all accessible project areas and would avoid all identified sites that 
are eligible or recommended as potentially eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places.  Once cultural resources surveys and 
evaluations are complete, a treatment plan would be prepared if any 
historic properties would be adversely affected by the MXP.  Columbia 
Gas also has an Unanticipated Discovery Plan for the MXP that it would 
implement if additional resources are discovered during construction. 
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IND005 - Alex Cole (continued) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND005-2:  Comment noted. 
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IND006 - Barbara Jividen 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND006-1:  Comment noted. 
 
IND006-2:  See response to comment IND004-1, Land Values and 
Farmland.  
 
IND006-3:  As stated in section 2.4.1, the MXP pipelines and MXP and 
GXP aboveground facilities would be designed, constructed, operated, 
and maintained to meet the USDOT’s Minimum Federal Safety 
Standards in 49 CFR 192 and other applicable federal and state 
regulations.  These regulations are intended to ensure adequate 
protection for the public and to prevent natural gas facility accidents and 
failures.  They include specifications for material selection and 
qualification; minimum design requirements; and protection from 
internal, external, and atmospheric corrosion.  Pipeline safety and 
reliability is discussed in detail in section 4.12. 
 
IND006-4:  Emergency response procedures are discussed in section 
4.12. 
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IND006 - Barbara Jividen (continued) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND006-5:  Noise impacts are discussed in section 4.11.2.  NSAs near 
MXP construction areas may experience an increase in perceptible 
noise, but the effect would be temporary and local.  Noise mitigation 
measures that would be employed during construction include the use of 
sound-muffling devices on engines and the installation of barriers 
between construction activity and NSAs.  Generally, nighttime noise 
would not increase during construction (except for HDD/Direct Pipe 
activity on the MXP).  Proposed mitigation would reduce noise levels 
from this activity to below 55 dBA Ldn.  Based on modeled noise levels, 
our recommendation (for Columbia Gas to develop a noise mitigation 
plan for the HDD/Direct Pipe construction), and the temporary nature of 
construction, we conclude that neither the MXP nor the GXP would 
result in significant noise impacts on residents or the surrounding 
communities during construction. 
 
IND006-6:  Water supply wells are addressed in section 4.3.1.3.1.  
Columbia Gas would offer to 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. 
 
IND006-7:  The pipeline route was selected based on desktop analyses, 
field surveys, and landowner/land managing agency requests, and 
involved an assessment and comparison of a number of factors, 
including ability to meet the purpose and need of the project, technical 
and economic feasibility, constructability, and potential environmental 
impacts.  Borings conducted as part of the HDD geotechnical evaluation 
at the Kanawha River found conditions highly favorable for a successful 
HDD. 
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IND007 - Caroline Copenhaver 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND007-1a:  See response to comment IND003-4.   
 
 
 
 
 
IND007-1b:  Public outreach efforts for the MXP are discussed in 
section 1.3.1. 
 
 
IND007-2 
MXP wetland mitigation is discussed in section 4.4.3.1. 
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IND007 - Caroline Copenhaver (continued) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
IND007-3:  See response to comment IND004-5.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND007-4:  Impacts on land use are discussed in section 4.8, wildlife 
and fisheries in section 4.6, and employment in section 4.9.   
 
Most farming activities on the rights-of-way would continue following 
pipeline construction.   
 
Natural gas drilling, exploration, and production activities are regulated 
by West Virginia and therefore beyond the scope of this EIS.  See 
response to comments IND002-1 and IND004-6. 
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IND008 - Tamatha Cheke 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND008-1a:  The effects of natural gas pipelines on property values are 
discussed in section 4.9.7.  See response to comment IND004-1, Land 
Values and Farmland.    
 
IND008-1b:  The potential for spills is discussed in section 4.6.1.1.5.  
Based on implementation of Columbia Gas’ Environmental Construction 
Standards and its Spill Prevention Control Plan, we have concluded the 
risk of spills would be low. 
 
IND0008-2:  Comment noted. 
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IND009 - Chris Tuley 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
IND009-1:  Columbia Gulf would be required to conduct noise analyses at 
the start of operations to demonstrate that full-load noise levels do not exceed 
an Ldn of 55 dBA at the nearest noise receptor to the facility.  (See our 
recommendation in section 4.11.2.3.2.)  Ambient (background) noise levels at 
the proposed compressor station sites are presented in table 4.11-28. 
 
IND009-2:  Air quality is monitored by the EPA and other local and state 
agencies.  Criteria pollutants and other pollutants of concern are monitored.  
Monitored air quality data can be accessed at https://www.epa.gov/outdoor-
air-quality-data.  The Metropolitan Government of Nashville & Davidson 
County has a federally delegated responsibility under the Clean Air Act to 
permit air emissions in its jurisdiction and attain regional air quality 
compliance to the air quality standards set for each region by the EPA and/or 
state administrators under the Clean Air Act.  For more details on predicted 
air impacts from the Cane Ridge Compressor Station, see section 4.11.1.3.4.   
 
IND009-3:  As noted in section 4.3.2, Columbia Gulf would neither cross nor 
otherwise impact surface waters during construction and operation of the 
Cane Ridge Compressor Station, nor would it withdraw from or discharge to 
surface waterbodies.   
 
Columbia Gulf would offer to test drinking water supply wells that are within 
150 feet of construction areas pre- and post-construction. 
 
Columbia Gulf would provide details of its erosion and sedimentation control 
plan to TDEC for review and approval prior to construction of the Cane 
Ridge facility.  During construction, Environmental Inspectors (EI) and 
FERC onsite monitors would ensure that all erosion controls are properly 
placed and functioning according to the approved plans.  EIs would have 
stop-work authority if environmental conditions of regulatory 
permits/approvals are violated.  Additional details can be found in Columbia 
Gulf’s Environmental Construction Standards, located in appendix D-2 of the 
EIS. 
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IND009 - Chris Tuley (continued) 

 

Columbia Gulf commissioned a geotechnical investigation of the Cane 
Ridge site by an independent contractor and provided the study results in 
its application.  Based on the results of the fieldwork, laboratory 
evaluation, and engineering analyses, we have concluded that the site 
appears suitable for the proposed construction from a geotechnical 
perspective.  Columbia Gulf has procedures in place to be followed in the 
event of discovery of previously undocumented karst features. 
 

IND009-4:  Comment noted.  The Commission encourages project 
proponents to comply with state and local land use planning and zoning 
regulations in the design and siting of natural gas facilities. 
 
Columbia Gulf reviewed alternative sites during its siting process, prior to 
the selection of the Cane Ridge site, as discussed in section 3.6.2.  Since 
the draft EIS was issued, we have reviewed additional alternative sites for 
this facility.  See the new material presented in section 3.6.2. 
 
See response to comments LA001-4 CO003-5. 
 
IND009-5:  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.  Columbia Gulf’s system would be equipped with an Emergency 
Shutdown System that would be activated in the event of a malfunction or 
emergency.  In addition to manual shutdown points, the compressor station 
would be equipped with a full range of automatic emergency detection and 
shutdown systems, including hazardous gas and fire detection alarm 
systems.  As described more fully in section 4.12.1, Columbia Gulf would 
follow procedures described in its Emergency Response Plan to minimize 
hazards in the event of an emergency.   
 
The impact of natural gas facilities on public safety is discussed in section 
4.12.3.  The GXP facilities would be designed, constructed, operated, and 
maintained to meet USDOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards in title 49 
of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 192 (49 CFR 192) and other 
applicable federal and state regulations.  Columbia Gulf is responsible for 
establishing and maintaining communications with local fire, law 
enforcement, and public officials, and coordinating emergency responses, 
and has facility construction crews available to respond in the event of an 
emergency.  Columbia Gulf employs qualified and licensed personnel who 
could be immediately dispatched to the scene of an emergency should the 
need arise. 
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IND009-6:  FERC is the federal agency responsible for authorizing 
proposals to construct and operate interstate natural gas pipeline facilities.  
As part of its responsibilities, FERC enforces regulatory requirements 
through the imposition of civil penalties and other means.  See also 
response to comment IND006-3. 
 
IND009-7:  See response to comment CO012-13 and section 3.6 for a 
discussion on the use of electric-driven compressors for the GXP.   
 
IND009-8:  We reviewed Columbia Gulf’s proposal for potential 
environmental impacts and, as necessary, considered reasonable and 
appropriate alternatives.  As part of the public participation process 
outlined in the National Environmental Policy Act, we also consider 
alternatives when such are identified by the public.  See section 3.6.2 for 
information on the alternatives review process for the Cane Ridge 
compressor site. 
 
IND009-9:  It is not unprecedented for metropolitan areas to incorporate 
natural gas infrastructure as part of their energy supply plans.  All interstate 
natural gas facilities authorized by the Commission must meet air quality 
standards set by the Clean Air Act.  These standards are set for each region 
by the EPA and/or state administrators. 
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IND010 - Kristen McCormack 

 
 

 
 
 
 
IND010-1:  See response to comment CO003-6. 
 
IND010-2:  See response to comment CO003-3. 
 
IND010-3:  See response to comments CO003-1 and CO003-2. 
 
IND010-4:  As stated in section 4.11.3.1.2, our analysis supports the 
conclusion that construction and operation of the GXP’s compressor 
stations would not have significant impacts on local or regional air 
quality, nor are they expected to cause impacts that would adversely 
affect the health or welfare of the population living in the project areas. 
 
IND010-5:  See response to comment IND009-8. 
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IND011 - Suzanne D. Goodman 

 

 
 
 
 
IND011-1:  See section 3.6.2 for analysis of additional sites proposed by 
commenters for relocation of the Cane Ridge Compressor Station.  
 
IND011-2:  See response to comment IND009-1.  
 
 
IND011-3:  See response to comment IND009-2. 
 
 
 
 
IND011-4:  See response to comment IND009-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
IND011-5:  See response to comments IND009-4 and IND009-5. 
 
 
 
 
 
IND011-6:  See response to comment IND009-6. 
 
IND011-7:  See response to comment IND009-8. 
 
IND011-8:  See response to comment IND009-9. 
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IND012 - Kurt Lydic 

 

 
 
 
 
IND012-1:  See response to comments CO003-6, CO003-4, IND010-4, 
and CO003-2.  All metropolitan communities in the United States are 
serviced by a network of natural gas, petroleum, rail, road, and electrical 
infrastructure, and all benefit from the national system, even though there 
may be negative local aspects associated with any part of the system. 
 
IND012-2:  See response to comments CO005-3 (economic benefit), 
IND004-1, Air and Water Quality, and CO005-1 (noise). 
 
IND012-3:  Columbia Gulf provided us with hydraulic details 
demonstrating the necessity of siting the compressor station within a 1-
mile radius (upstream and downstream on the pipeline system) of the 
proposed location.  Alternative sites were reviewed during the siting 
process, prior to the selection of the Cane Ridge site, as discussed in 
section 3.6.2.  During the draft EIS comment period, additional sites 
were submitted for our review by commentors.  Our evaluation of these 
sites is included in section 3.6.2.  See also response to comment CO003-
5. 
 
IND012-4:  Comment noted.  Columbia Gas’ system was first 
constructed through the Cane Ridge area in 1952, with the third of the 
three parallel pipelines installed in 1968.  Abandoning these operating 
pipelines in order to construct a re-routed pipeline system is well beyond 
the scope of this EIS. 
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IND013 - Anna Ortiz 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND013-1:  As discussed in section 4.11.1, models of air quality 
impacts indicate potential air emissions would be below applicable 
standards and would not have significant impacts on local or regional 
air quality.  For a station that is compressing processed, transmission-
quality natural gas using gas-fired turbines, the principal emissions of 
concern to public health are nitrous oxides (NOx).  Potential exposures 
to NOx and all other criteria air pollutants were evaluated by modeling 
the proposed station’s potential-to-emit and comparing the modeled 
concentrations to the NAAQS primary standards, which are set by the 
EPA to protect the health of the general population, including sensitive 
subgroups.  All compressor stations associated with the GXP would 
require Title V permits for operation.  All compressor stations 
associated with the GXP would be minor sources with respect to New 
Source Review permitting and would not be subject to Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration permitting.  All combustion turbines would 
use SoLoNOx technology to reduce NOx emissions.   
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IND014 - Betty Guffey 

 

IND014-1:  Notifications were sent to all affected landowners; towns 
and communities; and local, state, and federal governments affected by 
the project, as well as applicable agencies.  Notifications were also sent 
to local libraries and newspapers.  All affected landowners (as defined 
in section 157.6(d)(2) of the Commission’s regulations) include owners 
of property interests, as noted in the most recent county/city tax records 
as receiving the tax notice, whose property: 

• is directly affected (i.e., crossed or used) by the proposed activity, 
including all facility sites, rights-of-way, access roads, pipe and 
contractor yards, and temporary workspaces; 

• abuts either side of an existing right-of-way or facility site owned 
in fee by any utility company, or abuts the edge of a proposed 
facility site or right-of- way that runs along a property line in the 
area in which the facilities would be constructed, or contains a 
residence within 50 feet of the proposed construction work area; 

• is within 0.5 mile of proposed compressors, their enclosures, or 
liquefied natural gas facilities; or 

• is within the area of proposed new storage fields or proposed 
expansions of storage fields, including any applicable buffer zone. 

 
Other stakeholders who express an interest in the project can also 
request information and notifications. 
 
IND014-2:  As discussed in section 4.11.1, models of air quality 
impacts indicate potential air emissions would be below applicable 
standards and would not have significant impacts on local or regional 
air quality.  See response to comment IND013-1. 
 
IND014-3:  The Notice of Availability of the draft EIS for the MXP and 
the GXP included an invitation to attend public comment sessions 
hosted by FERC staff at various locations in the vicinity of the projects.  
As stated in the Notice, the primary goal of these comment sessions was 
to provide the public with another method for identifying specific 
environmental issues and concerns with the draft EIS.  The format is 
designed to receive the maximum amount of verbal comments in a 
convenient way during the timeframe allotted. 
 
 
 

  

Appendix V 
Page 2484



IND015 - Carolyn Kennedy 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND015-1:  The USDOT, which is responsible for pipeline safety, has 
established regulations that require operators to develop and follow a 
written Integrity Management Program that contains all the elements 
described in 49 CFR 192.911 and addresses the risks on each 
transmission pipeline segment.  All of Columbia Gulf’s proposed 
pipeline and related facilities would be designed, constructed, and 
operated in compliance with regulations at 49 CFR 192.  See response 
to comment CO010-2. 
 
IND015-2:  Compressors at the proposed Cane Ridge Compressor 
Station would be housed within an insulated building to mitigate offsite 
sound disturbances.  The predicted noise level attributable to operation 
of the Cane Ridge Station at the closest noise sensitive area is 50.8 dBA 
Leq, which is below the Metropolitan Government of Nashville & 
Davidson County daytime and nighttime limits.   
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IND016 - Carolyn Kennedy 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND016-1:  See response to comments CO003-2, CO005-1, and 
CO003-3. 
 
 
IND016-2:  See response to comments IND010-4 (air pollution), 
IND015-2 (noise), and IND004-8 (safety).   
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IND017 - Charles Whiting 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND017-1:  See response to comment LA001-4.    
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IND017 - Charles Whiting (continued)  

 

 
 
IND017-2:  See response to comment CO003-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND017-3:  See response to comment CO003-4. 
 
IND017-4:  See response to comment CO003-3. 
 
 
 
IND017-5:  See response to comment CO003-2. 
 
 
IND017-6:  See response to comment CO005-1. 
 
IND017-7:  See response to comment CO003-1. 
 
IND017-8:  See response to comment IND009-3. 
 
IND017-9:  As discussed in section 4.9.7, we do not anticipate any 
measurable impact from the project on the value of residential 
properties in the vicinity of the Cane Ridge site.  See response to 
comment IND004-1, Land Values and Farmland.   
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IND018 - Dan Lekich 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND018-1:  As discussed in section 4.11.1, models of air quality 
impacts indicate potential air emissions would be below applicable 
standards and would not have significant impacts on local or regional 
air quality.  See response to comment IND013-1. 
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IND019 - David Beresford 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND019-1:  See response to comments CO003-6 and IND009-4. 
 
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.  Columbia Gulf purchased the residential 
land located within the temporary work space for the Cane Ridge station 
and would convert it to open land following construction.  Additionally, 
Columbia Gulf has developed a visual screening plan for the station.  
The compressor station footprint within the site has been designed to 
minimize additional tree clearing.  The station office and auxiliary 
building would be sited closest to Barnes Road. 
 
IND019-2:  See response to comments IND010-4 and IND013-1. 
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IND020 - Don Wimpelberg 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND020-1:  See response to comments IND012-3 and IND012-4.  
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IND021 - Elizabeth Garber 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND021-1:  Siting criteria used by Columbia Gulf in selection of the 
Cane Ridge site are discussed in section 3.6.  The majority of the site 
selected by Columbia Gulf would remain as greenspace following 
construction. 
 
IND021-2:  As discussed in section 4.11.1, models of air quality 
impacts indicate potential air emissions would be below applicable 
standards and would not have significant impacts on local or regional 
air quality.  See response to comment IND013-1. 
 
IND021-3:  Comment noted. 
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IND022 - Lauren Spires 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND022-1:  See response to comments IND009-5 and IND006-4. 
 
IND022-2:  With the incorporation of our noise recommendations and 
the mitigation measures proposed by Columbia Gulf, our analysis 
indicates that construction and operation of the station would not result 
in a significant noise impact on residents and the surrounding 
community.  See section 4.11.2.3.2. 
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IND022 - Lauren Spires (continued)  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND022-3:  As discussed in section 4.11.1, models of air quality 
impacts indicate potential air emissions would be below applicable 
standards and would not have significant impacts on local or regional 
air quality.  See response to comment IND013-1.  Water quality in Mill 
Creek would not be affected by construction and operation of the Cane 
Ridge station at the proposed site, as noted in section 4.3.2.4.2. 
 
IND022-4:  See response to comment IND017-9.  Additionally, 
Columbia Gulf has developed a visual screening plan for the Cane 
Ridge station.  Given the ability to screen the facility from the adjacent 
residential development, the station would not have a significant visual 
impact on nearby residences (see section 4.8.3.2).   
 
 
 
 
 
IND022-5:  As detailed further in section 4.9.8, construction of the 
Cane Ridge Compressor Station would result in minor beneficial 
socioeconomic impacts.  See response to comment CO005-3. 
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IND023 - Lillian Hawkins 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND023-1:  While Columbia Gulf would offer to test drinking water 
supply wells that are within 150 feet of construction areas pre- and post-
construction, we are unaware of any type of “base line lab tests” being 
proposed by Columbia Gulf in the vicinity of the Cane Ridge 
Compressor Station.   
 
 
 
IND023-2:  Siting criteria used by Columbia Gulf in selection of the 
Cane Ridge site are discussed in section 3.6.  All suitable sites identified 
have been reviewed for consideration.  See new material presented in 
section 3.6.2. 
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IND024 - Margaret Cortozzo 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND024-1:  See response to comment CO003-1 for information about 
noise and aesthetics.  Jobs are addressed in section 4.9.8.  See 
response to comment CO003-2 for information on air issues, and the 
response to CO003-4 for information on water quality. See response 
to CO003-3 for information on safety.  For information on zoning and 
alternatives see updated section 3.6.2.   
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IND025 - Micah Hargrove 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND025-1:  See response to comment CO003-1 for information about 
noise and aesthetics.  Jobs are addressed in section 4.9.8.  See response 
to comment CO003-2 for information on air issues, and the response to 
CO003-4 for information on water quality. See response to CO003-3 for 
information on safety.  For information on zoning and alternatives see 
updated section 3.6.2.   
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IND026 - Mike Younger 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND026-1:  The purpose of the public comment session was to 
provide the public with another method for identifying specific 
environmental issues and concerns with the draft EIS prepared for 
the MXP and GXP.  Other projects, which have been approved or 
have applications pending before the Commission, are outside the 
scope of this review. 
 
Public Safety: The impacts of natural gas facilities on public safety 
are discussed in detail in section 4.12.3.  See response to comment 
IND009-5.  As described more fully in section 4.12.1, Columbia 
Gulf would follow procedures described in its Emergency Response 
Plan to minimize hazards in the event of an emergency.   
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IND027 - Rob Spires 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND027-1:  See response to comment IND026-1, Public Safety.  
See response to comments IND021-2 and IND013-1.  No odors are 
expected to result from operation of the Cane Ridge Compressor Station 
because the natural gas being compressed at the station will not be 
odorized (in general, natural gas transported in interstate commerce is 
not odorized).   
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IND027 - Rob Spires (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND027-2:  See response to comment IND017-9.   
See also section 4.9 for information on the economic benefits from 
construction and operation of the GXP.  See also response to comment 
CO005-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND027-3:  See response to comment IND022-2 and IND027-1.    
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IND028 - Sam Cartozzo 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND028-1:  Siting criteria used for selection of the Cane Ridge site are 
discussed in detail in section 3.6.  Traffic issues for this area are 
discussed in section 4.9.5.2.   
 
 
 
IND028-2:  As noted in section 4.3.2, Columbia Gulf would not cross 
or otherwise impact surface waters during construction and operation of 
the Cane Ridge Compressor Station, nor would they withdraw from or 
discharge to surface waterbodies.   
 
The facility would comply with all applicable noise and air emissions 
regulations.  A detailed discussion of air quality and noise is presented 
in section 4.11.  See also responses to IND015-2 and IND022-2 
regarding noise impact. 
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IND029 - Timmey Orr 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND029-1:  If approved, the Cane Ridge Compressor Station would 
comply with all applicable requirements for noise and air emissions.  
A detailed discussion of air quality and noise is presented in section 
4.11. 
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IND030 - Unknown  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND030-1 
Siting criteria used by Columbia Gulf in selection of the Cane Ridge site 
are discussed in section 3.6.  Socioeconomic bias was not a factor in site 
selection. 
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IND030 Unknown (continued)   

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND030-2:  As stated in section 4.3.2.3.2, no portion of the proposed 
site for the Cane Ridge Compressor Station is within a FEMA-
designated 100-year floodplain. 
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IND031 - Beth Crowder 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND031-1:  Comment noted.  Natural gas production wells, including 
drilling, exploring, and recovery of existing supplies are not regulated by 
FERC, not proposed as part of the MXP or GXP, and are outside the 
scope of this EIS. 
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IND031 - Beth Crowder (continued)  
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IND031 - Beth Crowder (continued)   

 

 
 
 
 

This area left blank intentionally. 
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IND032 - Chip Westfall 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND032-1:  Comment noted.  
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IND032 - Chip Westfall (continued) 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This area left blank intentionally. 
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IND033 - Jim Pritt 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND033-1:  Comment noted. 
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IND033 - Jim Pritt (continued)  

 

 
 
IND033-2:  Comment noted. 
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IND034 - Richard Given 

 

 
 

 
 
 
IND034-1:  Comment noted.  Any changes in the proposed route, 
which Columbia Gas negotiates with landowners, would be filed 
with the Commission for its review and approval. 
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IND035 - Steve McDiffitt 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND035-1:  Comment noted. 
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IND036 - Susan Cleaver 

 

 
IND036-1a:  (Clear cutting) See response to comment IND004-3. 
 
IND036-1b:  (Stream impacts) As noted in section 4.3.2.5.1, no long-
term impacts on surface water quality or quantity are anticipated to 
result from construction of the MXP.  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. 
 
IND036-1c:  (Wildlife) MXP impacts on wildlife are discussed in 
section 4.6.5.1.  The majority of impacts on wildlife resources would 
generally be temporary in nature, occurring mostly during construction 
activities.  Larger, more mobile generalist fauna would be displaced 
during construction because of vegetation loss, increased noise, and 
ground disturbance.  Despite a considerable amount of linear clearing of 
upland forested habitat (which we have concluded would be a 
significant impact), we expect that the remaining amount of forested 
habitat in the surrounding areas would be sufficient to incorporate 
displaced wildlife. 
 
IND036-1d:  (Property values) See response to comment IND004-1, 
Land Values and Farmland.  
 
IND036-1e:  (Health) As stated in section 4.11.3.1.1, we conclude that 
the project’s construction-related impacts would not result in a 
significant impact on local or regional air quality, nor would emissions 
from operation of the MXP’s compressor stations have significant 
impacts on local or regional air quality.  Construction and operation of 
the MXP would not cause impacts that are expected to adversely affect 
the health or welfare of the population living in the project area. 
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IND036 - Susan Cleaver (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
IND036-2:  See response to comment IND004-3.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND036-3:  The purpose of the projects is to transport natural gas.  
Energy production from renewable resources or the gains realized from 
increased energy efficiency and conservation are not transportation 
alternatives and are considered beyond the scope of this EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND036-4:  See response to comment SA004-2. 
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IND037 - William Douglass 

 

IND037-1:  Comment noted.  
 

  

Appendix V 
Page 2516



IND037 - William Douglass (continued) 
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IND038 - Dan Thomas 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND038-1:  See response to comments IND015-1, IND006-3, and IND006-4.  
Additionally, Columbia Gulf’s operations staff would develop and maintain a 
liaison program with emergency response, government, and public safety 
officials in the Cane Ridge area.  These officials include local fire and law 
enforcement officials, emergency management services, ambulance services, 
HAZMAT groups, state police officials, local emergency planning 
coordinators, and town/city government representatives.   
 
 
IND038-2:  See response to comment CO003-1.  The compressor station 
footprint within the site has been designed to minimize additional tree clearing.  
The station office and auxiliary building would be sited closest to Barnes 
Road. 
 
 
IND38-3 
Health Risks: See response to comment IND013-1.  
 
Property Values: See response to comment IND017-9.  
 
Noise: See response to comments IND015-2 and IND022-2.  
 
Community Benefits: As detailed further in section 4.9.8, construction of the 
Cane Ridge Compressor Station would result in minor beneficial 
socioeconomic impacts.  See response to comment CO005-3.   
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IND039 - Susan Couch 

 
 

 
 
 
 
IND039-1:  See response to comment IND013-1.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND039-2:  Section 4.11.1.3.5 discusses concerns with exposure to 
chemicals from operation of gas compressor stations and the impacts 
on human health.  
 
 
 
IND039-3:  See response to comment IND017-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND039-4:  See response to comment IND010-4. 
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IND040 - Elenor Dyer 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND040-1:  Comment noted. 
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IND041 – Calvin Burchett 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND041-1:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND041-2:  Comment noted. 
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IND041 – Calvin Burchett (continued) 
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IND041 – Calvin Burchett (continued) 
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IND041 – Calvin Burchett (continued) 
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IND041 – Calvin Burchett (continued) 
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IND042 - Anthony Bonitatibus 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND042-1:  In section 4.3.1.3.1, we have recommended that Columbia Gas 
identify the location of all water wells and potable springs within 150 feet 
of all areas of disturbance prior to beginning construction.  Columbia Gas 
proposes to perform pre- and post-construction monitoring for well yield 
and water quality for private wells within 150 feet of construction 
workspaces if requested by the landowner.  Our recommendation in section 
4.3.1.3.1 would require Columbia Gas to offer this option to all such 
landowners.  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.  Additionally, section 4.8.1.3 notes that Columbia Gas would 
implement a landowner complaint resolution process to document and track 
landowner problems and their resolution.  
 
IND042-2:  Waterbody crossings would be permitted through the USACE 
and WVDEP, and in consultation with the USFWS and WVDNR, as 
necessary.  See response to comment CO009-15 
 
As stated in section 2.4, Columbia Gas has adopted and incorporated the 
requirements of our Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation 
Procedures (Procedures) into its project-specific ECS.  Our Procedures 
require specific streambank restoration measures to be implemented at all 
stream crossings (see Procedures, section V.C, at: 
https://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/procedures.pdf).. 
 
Additionally, this section of the draft EIS also presented a recommendation 
that Columbia Gas file a revised HDD contingency plan for the Kanawha 
River crossing prior to the end of the draft EIS comment period.  This 
revised plan is discussed in the final EIS and is provided in appendix G. 
 
IND042-3:  As stated in section 4.3.2.4.1, water for dust control would be 
obtained from municipal sources, local wells, and/or surface water sources.  
All appropriate permits and authorizations required would be obtained prior 
to conducting dust control activities.  Additionally, we are recommending 
that Columbia Gas submit flow regime information and specific measures 
to protect instream habitat and downstream uses for each stream to be used 
for hydrostatic test water withdrawals.  Hydrostatic test water for MXP is 
discussed in section 4.6.4.1.3, which states, “Test waters would be 
discharged back into the waterbody of origin, within waterbodies of the 
same watershed, or within upland areas, which would eliminate the  
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IND042 - Anthony Bonitatibus (continued)  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This area left blank intentionally. 
 

translocation of invasive aquatic species that may be present.  Discharges 
would be conducted in accordance with the applicable project permits.”   
 
IND042-4:  Wetland impacts would be mitigated by Columbia Gas as a 
condition of its USACE section 404 permit.  See response to comment 
CO009-15. 
 
IND042-5:  The USFWS offers the following comment in its review of the 
draft EIS, “The Service West Virginia Field Office has been working with 
Columbia Gas since 2015 to identify survey and project information 
needed, including surveys for federally listed bats and mussels in West 
Virginia.  Once additional information becomes available the Service will 
work with the applicant to address any species-specific issues, and to 
develop avoidance and mitigation measures for Service trust resources.” 
(USFWS correspondence dated April 24, 2017). 
 
IND042-6:  See response to comment IND067-7. 
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IND043 – Lou Rife 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
IND043-1:  Comment noted. 
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IND044 – Aren Sulfridge 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
IND044-1:  See response to comments CO005-3.  The 
Commission encourages project proponents to comply with 
state and local land use planning and zoning regulations in the 
design and siting of natural gas facilities.  
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IND044 – Aren Sulfridge (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND044-2:  See response to comment CO003-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND044-3:  As noted in section 4.3.2, Columbia Gulf would not cross or 
otherwise impact surface waters during construction and operation of the 
Cane Ridge Compressor Station, nor would it withdraw from or discharge to 
surface waterbodies.  Also, see response to comment IND017-3. 
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IND044 – Aren Sulfridge (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
IND044-4:  See response to comment CO003-1.  See section 4.11.2.3.2 
for a discussion of noise impacts attributable to operation of the Cane 
Ridge Compressor Station.  To confirm that actual noise levels 
attributable to the GXP compressor and meter stations are not 
significant, we have recommended a condition to require Columbia Gulf 
to file full-load noise surveys of the proposed facilities.  If noise 
attributable to operation of all the equipment at any facility exceeds 55 
dBA Ldn at any nearby NSA, Columbia Gulf would be required to report 
on what changes are needed and install the additional noise controls to 
meet the 55 dBA Ldn requirement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND044-5:  See response to comment IND013-1. 
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IND044 – Aren Sulfridge (continued)  

  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND044-6:  See response to comments IND006-4 and IND009-5. 
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IND045 – Barry Vincent 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
IND045-1:  See response to comments IND008-1 and IND009-5. 
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IND045 – Barry Vincent (continued) 
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IND045 – Barry Vincent (continued) 
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IND046 – Suzanne Goodman 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
IND046-1:  Section 4.12.1 states, “Safety standards specified in Part 192 
require that each operator establish and maintain liaison with appropriate 
fire, law enforcement, and public officials to learn the resources and 
responsibilities of each organization that may respond to a natural gas 
pipeline emergency, and to coordinate mutual assistance in responding to 
emergencies.  The operator must also establish a continuing education 
program to enable customers, the public, government officials, and those 
engaged in excavation activities to recognize a gas pipeline emergency 
and report it to appropriate public officials.” 
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IND046 – Suzanne Goodman (continued)  

 

 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND046-2:  See response to comments IND023-2 and CO008-9. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Appendix V 
Page 2537



IND047 – Susan Couch 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
IND047-1:  See response to comment IND009-5. 
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IND047 – Susan Couch (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ND047-2:  See response to comments IND017-3 and IND021-2.  
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IND048 – Chris Strong 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
IND048-1:  See response to comment IND013-1.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND048-2:  See response to comment IND010-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND048-3:  See section 4.11.2.3.2 for a discussion of noise impacts 
attributable to operation of the Cane Ridge Compressor Station.  Also, see 
response to comment IND015-2. 
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IND048 – Chris Strong (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND048-4:  Comment noted.  See section 4.9 for information on the 
economic benefits from construction and operation of the GXP.  See also 
response to comment CO005-3.  See response to comment IND017-9 
regarding property values.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND048-5:  See response to comment IND044-4. 
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IND048 – Chris Strong (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND048-6:  See response to comment LA001-4 
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IND049 – Matthew Guest 

 

 

 
 
 
IND049-1:  Columbia Gulf reviewed alternate sites during its 
siting process, prior to the selection of the Cane Ridge site, as 
discussed in section 3.6.2.  Since the draft EIS was issued, we 
have reviewed additional alternative sites for this facility.  See the 
new material presented in section 3.6.2.  See also response to 
comments CO008-9 and LA001-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND049-2:  See response to comment CO003-1. 
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IND050 – Michael Younger 

 

IND050-1:  The USDOT, which is responsible for pipeline safety, 
has established regulations that require operators to develop and 
follow a written Integrity Management Program that contains all 
the elements described in 49 CFR 192.911 and addresses the risks 
on each transmission pipeline segment.  All of Columbia Gulf’s 
proposed pipeline and related facilities would be designed, 
constructed, and operated in compliance with the USDOT’s 
regulations at 49 CFR 192.  See also response to comment IND009-
5. 

 

IND050-2:  While adding compression increases the pipeline 
pressure on the downstream side of the compressor station, no 
portion of Columbia Gulf’s system may operate at a MAOP higher 
than that established during its design by the USDOT regulations.  
Columbia Gulf has not proposed to increase its MAOP. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND050-3:  See response to comments IND050-1 and IND050-2. 
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IND050 – Michael Younger (continued)  

 

 
IND050-4:  Please see response to comment LA001-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND050-5:  Other projects that have been approved or have 
applications pending before the Commission are outside the scope of 
this review. 
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IND051 – Robert Argo 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND051-1:  Comments noted.  See response to comment IND017-9. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND051-2a:  See response to comment IND013-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND051-2b:  Section 4.3 discusses potential groundwater impacts related to 
the proposed projects.  As stated in section 4.3.1.6.2, we do not anticipate 
any significant, long-term impact on aquifers or groundwater supplies from 
construction and operation of the GXP. 
 
IND051-2c:  See section 4.11.2.  Table 4.11-30 presents the results of our 
noise analysis of the GXP facilities.  See also response to comment IND015-
2.  
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IND051 – Robert Argo (continued) 

 

 
IND051-3:  See response to comments IND012-3 and IND049-1. 
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IND052 – Lori Burkett 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND052-1:  Comment noted.  See response to comments IND014-1 
(stakeholder notifications) and IND014-3 (format for FERC public 
comment sessions).   
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IND052 – Lori Burkett (continued)  
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IND052-2:  Air quality is addressed in section 4.11.1.  As discussed, 
models of air quality impacts indicate potential air emissions would be 
below applicable standards and would not have significant impacts on 
local or regional air quality.  See response to comment IND013-1.  
Potential cumulative air quality impacts relative to the Cane Ridge 
Compressor Station are discussed in section 4.13.2.9.2. 
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IND052 – Lori Burkett (continued)  
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IND053 – Andrew Peterson 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND053-1:  Comment noted. 
 
 
IND053-2:  See response to comment IND017-9. 
 
IND053-3:  See response to comment IND013-1.  Potential exposure to 
chemicals from construction and operation of natural gas compressor 
stations is addressed in section 4.11.1.3.5.   
 
IND053-4:  See response to comment IND051-2. 
 
IND053-5:  See response to comment IND009-5.  Reliability and Safety 
are addressed in section 4.12, which includes emergency response 
procedures.  
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IND053 – Andrew Peterson (continued) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND053-6:  See response to comment IND017-3. 
 
 
 
 
IND053-7:  See response to comment IND044-4.   
 
 
 
 
IND053-8:  The Commission encourages project proponents to comply 
with state and local land use planning and zoning regulations in the 
design and siting of facilities.  See response to comment LA001-4. 
 
 
 
 
IND053-9:  As detailed further in section 4.9.8, construction of the Cane 
Ridge Compressor Station would result in minor beneficial 
socioeconomic impacts.  See response to comment CO005-3.  
 
 
IND053-10:  See response to comments IND012-3 and CO008-9. 
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IND054 – Jamie Peterson 

 

 

 
 
IND054-1:  See response to comment IND013-1.  Potential exposure to 
chemicals from construction and operation of natural gas compressor 
stations is addressed in section 4.11.1.3.5. 
 
IND054-2:  As discussed section 2.3 (for the MXP) and 4.2.4, both 
projects would segregate topsoil from subsoils as a routine practice 
(although topsoil segregation is less an issue with compressor station 
construction).  Both projects have adopted and incorporated relevant 
portions of our Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance 
Plan into their project-specific ECSs.  Our Plan requires segregation in 
croplands, hayfields, pastures, and residential areas (see Plan, section 
IV.B, at https://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/plan.pdf).  The ECSs 
are presented in EIS volume II, appendix D. 
 
IND054-3:  See response to comment IND044-4.   
 
IND054-4:  See response to comments IND012-3 and CO008-9. 
 
IND054-5:  See response to comment IND017-9. 
 
IND054-6:  Columbia Gulf commissioned a geotechnical investigation of 
the Cane Ridge site by an independent contractor and provided the study 
results to us in its application.  Based on the results of the fieldwork, 
laboratory evaluation, and engineering analyses, they have concluded that 
the site appears suitable for the proposed construction from a geotechnical 
perspective.  Columbia Gulf has procedures in place to be followed in the 
event of discovery of previously undocumented karst features.  We have 
reviewed the information and agree. 
 
IND054-7:  See response to comment IND017-3. 
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IND055 – Michelle (last name unknown) 

 

 
IND055-1:  Comment noted.  See response to comments CO008-9 
(information on our review of alternative sites) and LA001-4 (placement 
of compressor stations within populated areas). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND055-2:  The proposed compressor stations will employ at least 2 full-
time workers per station.  Information regarding Columbia Gulf’s 
Integrity Management Program (IMP) for High Consequence Areas 
(HCAs) can be found in section 4.12.1.  See also response to comment 
IND009-5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND055-3:  Transportation and traffic are addressed in section 4.9.5. 
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IND055 – Michelle (last name unknown) (continued)  

 

 
IND055-4:  See response to comment IND009-5.  Reliability and safety 
are addressed in section 4.12, which includes a discussion of emergency 
response procedures.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND055-5:  During construction, EIs and FERC onsite monitors would 
ensure compliance with all permit conditions (see section 2.6.2).  EIs have 
stop-work authority if environmental conditions of regulatory 
permits/approvals are violated.  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. 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND055-6:  Air quality is addressed in section 4.11.1.  Potential 
cumulative air quality impacts relative to the Cane Ridge Compressor 
Station are discussed in section 4.13.2.9.2. 
 
 
IND055-7:  Section 4.11.1.3.5 discusses concerns with exposure to 
chemicals from operation of gas compressor stations and the impacts on 
human health. 
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IND055 – Michelle (last name unknown) (continued)  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
IND055-8 
See response to comment IND013-1.  As stated in section 4.11.3.1.2, we 
have concluded that construction and operation of GXP’s compressor 
stations would not have significant impacts on local or regional air quality, 
nor would they cause impacts that are expected to adversely affect the 
health or welfare of the population living in the project areas. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND055-9:  See response to comment IND036-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND055-10:  See response to comment IND050-5.  
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IND056 – Lillian Hawkins 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
IND056-1:  See response to comments IND009-1 and IND015-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND056-2:  Air quality is discussed in section 4.11.1.  See response to 
comments IND013-1 and IND010-4. 
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IND056 – Lillian Hawkins  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND056-3:  See response to comments IND017-3 and IND009-3. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND056-4:  Water quality in Tennessee is regulated by TDEC.  Given 
the distance between the Cane Ridge Compressor Station site and Mill 
Creek, there is little potential for construction or operation of the 
compressor station to impact Mill Creek.  This includes impacts from 
spills or equipment leaks, which, due to the nature of the equipment 
involved, would be minor and addressed by use of Columbia Gulf’s 
SPCC Plan.  During construction, Columbia Gulf would implement  
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IND056 – Lillian Hawkins  

 

BMPs, as specified in its Environmental Construction Manual, to 
minimize runoff from the construction area. 
 
Potential cumulative air quality impacts relative to the Cane Ridge 
Compressor Station are discussed in section 4.13.2.9.2.  The 
Metropolitan Government of Nashville & Davidson County has local 
permitting authority over stationary sources located in Davidson County.  
Air dispersion modeling was completed using the EPA-preferred 
AERMOD dispersion model for each compressor station to show 
compliance with NAAQS.  Appropriate pound-per-hour emission rates 
were determined for each pollutant and averaging period.  See table 
4.11.19.  See responses to comments CO003-2, IND010-4, and IND013-
1. 
 
During construction, sediment from earth-disturbing activities would be 
contained within the site.  Disturbed areas would be surrounded by 
temporary erosion controls.  While runoff is expected, implementation of 
measures in Columbia Gulf’s ECS would prevent heavily silt-laden water 
from leaving the site.  Runoff leaving the site would also be naturally 
filtered by the lands between the site and Mill Creek.  Once site 
restoration is complete, runoff would be directed to an on-site pond for 
infiltration into the ground.  Water quality in Tennessee is regulated by 
TDEC. 
 
IND056-5:  Section 4.3.2 provides a list of surface water resources 
within proximity of proposed project facilities. 
 
IND056-6:  See response to comment IND054-6. 
 
 
IND056-7:  See response to comments IND012-3 and CO008-9. 
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IND057 – Holly Greene 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
IND057-1:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND057-2:  See response to comment IND009-5.  Reliability and safety are 
addressed in section 4.12, which includes a discussion of Columbia 
Gas/Columbia Gulf’s 24-hr/day leak detection capabilities and response 
procedures.  The USDOT, not the EPA, is responsible for pipeline safety.   
The USDOT has established regulations that require operators to develop 
and follow a written Integrity Management Program that contains all the 
elements described in 49 CFR 192.911 and addresses the risks on each 
transmission pipeline segment.  All of Columbia Gulf’s proposed pipeline 
and related facilities would be designed, constructed, and operated in 
compliance with regulations at 49 CFR 192. 
 
IND057-3:  Potential temporary and permanent impacts from the projects 
on wildlife and wildlife habitats are discussed in section 4.6. 
 
IND057-4:  See response to comments IND004-8 and IND006-3.  Section 
2.7 discusses operational and maintenance practices for interstate natural 
gas transmission pipelines.  This section presents information on the 
frequency of right-of-way patrols, which is an effective means of detecting 
pipeline leaks.  Additional information relevant to this topic is presented in 
section 4.12. 
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IND057 – Holly Greene (continued)  

 

 

IND057-5:  See response to comment IND036-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND057-6:  Comment noted. 
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IND058 – Margaret Cartozzo 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND058-1:  See response to comment IND052-2. 
 
IND058-2:  As discussed in section 4.3.2.4.2, construction of the Cane 
Ridge Compressor Station would not cross or otherwise impact surface 
waters during construction and operation, nor would it withdraw from 
or discharge to surface waterbodies.  See section 4.3.1.5.2 regarding 
potential groundwater impact. 
 
IND058-3:  See response to comment IND022-2. 
 
IND058-4:  See response to comment IND012-3. 
 
IND058-5:  See response to comments IND006-3 and IND009-5.  
Additionally, Columbia Gulf’s operations staff would develop and 
maintain a liaison program with emergency response, government, and 
public safety officials in the Cane Ridge area.  These officials include 
local fire and law enforcement officials, emergency management 
services, ambulance services, HAZMAT groups, state police officials, 
local emergency planning coordinators, and town/city government 
representatives. 
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IND059 – Heather Hixon-McGovern 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comments begin on the following page. 
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IND059 – Heather Hixon-McGovern (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND059-1:  Compressors at the proposed Cane Ridge Compressor 
Station would be housed within an insulated building to mitigate 
offsite sound disturbances.  See response to comment IND044-4.  
Additionally, ambient (background) noise levels at the proposed 
compressor station sites are presented in EIS table 4.11-30. 
 
 
 
IND059-2:  See response to comment IND052-2.  See also section 
4.11.1. 
 
 
 
 
 
IND059-3:  See response to comments IND009-3 and IND056-3, 
Underground Caves. 
 
 
 
 
IND059-4:  See response to comment IND054-6. 
 
IND059-5:  The Commission encourages project proponents to comply 
with state and local land use planning and zoning regulations in the 
design and siting of facilities.  See response to comment LA001-4. 
 
IND059-6:  See response to comment IND023-2. 
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IND059 – Heather Hixon-McGovern (continued)  

 

 
 
IND059-7:  See response to comment IND009-7. 
 
 
 
IND059-8:  See response to comment IND009-8. 
 
 
 
IND059-9:  Air quality is addressed in section 4.11.1.  Potential 
cumulative air quality impacts relative to the Cane Ridge Compressor 
Station are discussed in section 4.13.2.9.2. 
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IND060 – Roger Rotoni 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
IND060-1:  See response to comments IND010-4 and IND013-1 
regarding air quality and pollution. 
 
IND060-2:  See response to comment IND017-9 regarding property 
values.  
 
IND060-3:  See response to comments IND022-2 and IND038-2 
regarding impacts from noise. 
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IND060 – Roger Rotoni (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
IND060-4:  As detailed further in section 4.9.8, construction of the 
Cane Ridge Compressor Station would result in minor beneficial 
socioeconomic impacts.  See response to comment CO005-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND060-5:  Comments are noted. 
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IND060 – Roger Rotoni (continued)  
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IND060 – Roger Rotoni (continued)  

 

This area left blank intentionally. 

  

Appendix V 
Page 2570



IND061 – Carl Harris 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND061-1:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND061-2:  Sites along the I-24 corridor have been investigated for 
suitability as potential alternatives to the proposed Cane Ridge site; 
however, we 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).   
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IND061 – Carl Harris (continued) 
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IND062 – Cynthia D. Ellis 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND062-1:  Public notification of the draft EIS comment sessions was 
issued on February 27, 2017.  A public comment session was held in 
Hurricane (Putnam County), West Virginia (at the Sleepy Hollow 
Gulf and Country Club), three weeks later on March 20.  Bear in 
mind that facilities able to accommodate the needs of our public 
comment sessions are frequently limited in rural areas.  See response 
to comment CO002-13.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND062-2:  Transportation and traffic impacts are presented in 
section 4.9.5.1.  This section includes a discussion of the West 
Virginia Department of Transportation’s (WVDOT) Oil and Gas 
Road Policy and the agreement between Columbia Gas and the 
WVDOT to undertake public road improvements pursuant to the 
Policy.  
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IND062 – Cynthia D. Ellis (continued)  

 

 
 
IND062-3:  Comment noted.  The effects of natural gas pipelines on 
property values is discussed in section 4.9.7.  See also response to 
comment IND004-1, Land Values and Farmland. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND062-4:  In section 4.6.3.1, we have included a recommendation 
that Columbia Gas file an update regarding the status of MBTA 
consultations with the USFWS and WVDNR regarding the 
development of its Columbia Gas’ 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. 
 
Our recommendation in section 4.5.4.1 specifically states that 
“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.” 
 
We also 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. 
 
Additional comments regarding the FERC process and 
recommendations noted. 
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IND062 – Cynthia D. Ellis (continued)  
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IND062 – Cynthia D. Ellis (continued)  

 

This area left blank intentionally. 

Appendix V 
Page 2576



IND062 – Cynthia D. Ellis (continued)  
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IND062 – Cynthia D. Ellis (continued)  
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IND062 – Cynthia D. Ellis (continued)  
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IND062 – Cynthia D. Ellis (continued)  
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IND062 – Cynthia D. Ellis (continued)  
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IND062 – Cynthia D. Ellis (continued)  
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IND063 – Christy Gibson 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND063-1:  Regarding dirty/muddy roads and muddy streams, our analysis 
concludes that no long-term impacts on surface water quality or quantity 
are anticipated to result from construction of the proposed project.  See 
sections 4.3.2.4.1 and 4.3.2.5.1.  Potential environmental impacts 
associated with drilling, exploration, and recovery of natural gas, including 
the use of hydraulic fracturing, is regulated at the state level and is not part 
of the proposed project. 
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’ requests for Certificate authorization and is based 
on a balancing of the benefits of the projects against any adverse impacts.  
Economic benefits resulting from construction and operation of the MXP 
are discussed in section 4.9.8.1.  See response to CO006-6. 
IND063-2:  Sections 2.4.4.2.3 and 4.3.2.4.1 discuss the proposed crossing 
of the Kanawha River. 
IND063-3:  As we conclude in section 4.3.2.5.1, no long-term impact on 
surface water quality or quantity are anticipated to result from construction 
of the MXP.  Project operation would not impact surface waters unless 
maintenance activities involve pipeline excavation or repair in or near 
streams.  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. 
IND063-4:  The legal and constitutional ramifications of the use of eminent 
domain is beyond the scope of this EIS.   
IND063-5:  Section 4.9 includes a discussion of employment opportunities 
provided by the MXP. 
IND063-6:  Public services available in the MXP area, including a 
discussion of fire stations, police, and hospitals, are addressed in section 
4.9.3.1.  Pipeline reliability and safety is addressed in section 4.12.  See 
specifically section 4.12.1. 
IND063-7:  Comment noted. 
IND063-8:  Comment noted.  Impacts on forests are addressed in section 
4.5, information on flooding can be found in section 4.1.4.8, erosion is 
addressed in section 4.2, water resources are addressed in section 4.3, air 
information can be found in section 4.11, and safety is addressed in section 
4.12. 
IND063-9:  See response to comments IND004-8 and IND063-6.  See 
section 4.12.1 for information on emergency response capabilities. 
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IND064 – William Robertson 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
IND064-1:  Section 1.1.1 addresses the purpose and need for the GXP.  See 
also response to comment CO006-6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND064-2:  We do not consider either the size of the compressor station 
nor the proximity of the residences atypical, as many compressor stations 
are so sited throughout the United States.  FERC guidelines require that 
new compressor engines not result in a perceptible increase in vibration at 
any nearby receptor.  Vibrations from compressor stations are associated 
with older reciprocal engines, none of which are proposed at the Cane 
Ridge Compressor Station.  In the unlikely case that perceptible vibration is 
created by a rare resonance from the turbine exhaust noise, FERC would 
investigate any reports of vibrations and work with Columbia to resolve the 
situation.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND064-3:  See response to comments IND010-4 and IND013-1.   
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IND064 – William Robertson (continued) 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND064-4:  Comments noted.  The Commission encourages project 
proponents to comply with state and local land use planning and zoning 
regulations in the design and siting of natural gas facilities. 
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IND065 – Elizabeth Forester 

 

 
 
IND065-1:  See response to comment IND042-1. 
 
IND065-2:  See response to comment IND036-3. 
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IND066 – Terry Flesher 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND066-1:  Comment noted. 
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IND066 – Terry Flesher (continued)  
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IND066 – Terry Flesher (continued)  

 

IND066-2:  See response to comment IND054-2. 
 
IND066-3:  Comment noted.  Much attention has been devoted in the EIS 
to potential impacts on ground and surface waters and their quality, as well 
as mitigation to avoid or reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels.  See 
section 4.3. 
 
IND066-4:  See section 4.2 (Soils) and response to comment IND066-3 
(streams).  The primary use of fencing would be to provide security at 
aboveground facilities (compressor stations, valves, meters, etc.).  As 
discussed in section 4.11.1, models of air quality impacts indicate potential 
air emissions would be below applicable standards and would not have 
significant impacts on local or regional air quality.  The USDOT, which is 
responsible for pipeline safety, has established regulations that require 
operators to develop and follow a written Integrity Management Program 
that contains all the elements described in 49 CFR 192.911 and addresses 
the risks on each transmission pipeline segment.  All MXP and GXP 
pipeline facilities would be designed, constructed, and operated in 
compliance with regulations at 49 CFR 192.  See also section 4.12.  
Additionally, see sections 4.6 (Wildlife and Fisheries) and 4.7 (Threatened 
and Endangered, and Other Special Status Species) for our analysis of 
potential impacts on wildlife. 
 
IND066-5:  See section 4.11.1. 
 
 
IND066-6:  See response to comments IND066-2, IND066-3, IND066-4, 
and IND066-5. 
 
 
 
IND066-7:  Comment noted. 
 
IND066-8:  See sections 2.4.1 (including Shallow Bedrock and Blasting) 
and 2.4.4.6 (Rugged Topography).  Additionally, see section 4.1 as it 
discusses shallow bedrock, blasting, and landslide hazards (section 4.1.4.4), 
including our recommendation to conduct a Landslide Hazard Assessment. 
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IND066 – Terry Flesher (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
IND066-9:  See section 4.12.  Additionally, all below-grade pipeline 
facilities would be epoxy-coated, and the MXP system would be protected 
from corrosion by an impressed current, as well as ground-bed sacrificial 
anodes.   
 
 
 
 
 
IND066-10:  Comment noted.  See sections 4.8.2.2 and 4.8.2.3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND066-11:  This topic is addressed in sections 4.1.2.1 and 4.1.4.1.  
 
 
 
 
IND066-12:  The fusion-bonded epoxy coating on line pipe is inert.   
 
 
IND066-13:  Section 4.12 discusses pipeline reliability and safety.  Our 
analysis concludes that operation of the proposed projects would represent 
only a very slight increase in risk to the nearby public.  Additionally, the 
USDOT is responsible for pipeline safety.  
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IND066 – Terry Flesher (continued)  

 

 
IND066-14:  The placement of pipeline line markers is addressed in the 
USDOT’s regulations at 49 CFR 192.  
 
 
IND066-15:  Abandonment of the proposed facilities would require specific 
authorization(s) from FERC, including additional environmental review and 
an opportunity for public review/comment.  See section 2.8.   
 
IND066-16:  See response to comment IND057-2.  
 
IND066-17:  This EIS discusses numerous potential environmental impacts 
related to construction and operation of the proposed projects. 
 
IND066-18:  See response to comment IND066-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND066-19:  Please bear in mind that the EIS is not a decision document.  
The Commission will ultimately decide, after reviewing all aspects of the 
proposals, whether the proposed projects are in the public convenience and 
necessity. 
 
 
IND066-20:  Comment noted. 
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IND066 – Terry Flesher (continued)  
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IND067 – Nathan Bumgarner 

 

 
 
IND067-1:  Comment noted.  
 
 
 
IND067-2:  See response to comment IND042-1. 
 
 
IND067-3:  See response to comment IND042-2. 
 
 
 
IND067-4:  See response to comment IND042-3. 
 
 
IND067-5:  See response to comment IND042-4. 
 
 
 
IND067-6:  See response to comment IND042-5. 
 
 
IND067-7:  See response to comment IND004-5. 
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IND068 – Patrice Nelson 

   
 
 
IND068-1:  See response to comments IND012-3 and IND019-1.  The 
Commission encourages project proponents to comply with state and 
local land use planning and zoning regulations in the design and siting 
of facilities.  See response to comment LA001-4.  See response to 
comments IND009-5 and IND006-4.  Columbia Gulf’s operations staff 
would develop and maintain a liaison program with emergency 
response, government, and public safety officials in the Cane Ridge 
area.  These officials include local fire and law enforcement officials, 
emergency management services, ambulance services, HAZMAT 
groups, state police officials, local emergency planning coordinators, 
and town/city government representatives. 
 
IND068-2:  See response to comments IND010-4 and IND009-2. 
 
 
 
IND068-3:  See response to comments IND015-2, IND009-1, and 
IND044-4. 
 
 
IND068-4:  The FERC is the lead federal agency for processing 
authorizations involving interstate natural gas facilities.  As such, the 
Commission is responsible for conducting a review of potential 
environmental impacts resulting from its actions, as required by 
NEPA.  Air quality is addressed in section 4.11.1.  Potential 
cumulative air quality impacts relative to the Cane Ridge Compressor 
Station are discussed in section 4.13.2.9.2.  “Health and safety risks” 
are addressed in the EIS.  See especially sections 4.3 (Water 
Resources), 4.11.1 (Air Quality), and 4.12 (Reliability and Safety). 
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IND069 – Betsy Scott 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
IND069-1:  Comment noted.  See response to 
comment IND067-7.  See response to comment 
IND063-3.  See response to comment IND004-1, Land 
Values and Farmland. 
 
 
 
 
 
IND069-2:  See response to comment IND042-1. 
 
 
 
IND069-3:  See response to comment IND042-2. 
 
 
 
IND069-4:  See response to comment IND042-3. 
 
 
IND069-5:  See response to comment IND042-4. 
 
 
 
IND069-6:  See response to comment IND042-5. 
 
 
 
IND069-7:  See response to comment IND067-7. 
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IND070 – Janet Keating 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
IND070-1:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
IND070-2:  See response to comment IND042-1. 
 
 
 
IND070-3:  See response to comment IND042-2. 
 
 
 
IND070-4:  See response to comment IND042-3. 
 
 
IND070-5:  See response to comment IND042-4. 
 
 
IND070-6:  See response to comment IND042-5. 
 
 
 
IND070-7:  See response to comment IND004-5. 
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IND071 – Marilyn Howells 

 

 
IND071-1:  See response to comment CO002-13.  Emergency 
response procedures are discussed in section 4.12. 
 
IND071-2:  See response to comment CO002-10.  Additionally, see 
section 1.1.1 for a discussion of purpose and need for the MXP. 
 
IND071-3:  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.  Other projects which have been approved or have 
applications pending before the Commission are outside the scope of 
this review. 
 
IND071-4:  Pipeline safety is addressed in section 4.12. 
 
IND071-5:  See responses to comments at CO002-1 through CO002-
14. 
 
IND071-6:  See response to comment INDO31-1.  
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IND071 – Marilyn Howells (continued)  
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IND072 – Mirijana Beram 

 

IND072-1:  The Commission makes the determination for 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 at this time. 
 
IND072-2:  Columbia Gas performed Phase I archeological surveys 
within the Sherwood Compressor Station site.  No Native American 
mounds were identified within the construction area.   
 
IND072-3:  To the best of our knowledge, all project mapping is 
current at the time of the EIS going to print. 
 
IND072-4:  Air and noise issues are discussed in section 4.11.  Traffic 
related to construction and operation of the MXP is discussed in 
section 4.9.5. 
 
IND072-5:  See response to comment IND006-6. 
 
 
IND072-6:  See response to comment IND042-1. 
 
 
 
 
IND072-7:  See response to comment IND042-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
IND072-8:  See response to comment IND042-3. 
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IND072 – Mirijana Beram (continued)  

 
 

 
 
IND072-9:  MXP wetland mitigation is discussed in section 4.4.3.1. 
 
 
 
IND072-10:  See response to comment IND042-5. 
 
 
 
 
IND072-11:  See response to comment IND004-5. 
 
 
 
 
 
IND072-12:  Comment noted. 
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IND073 – Lillian Hawkins 

 

 
IND073-1:  Comment noted.  See response to comment CO003-5 
and CO003-6.  See also section 3.6.2 for information on the 
alternatives review process for the Cane Ridge compressor site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND073-2:  See response to comment IND009-1. 
 
 
 
 
IND073-3:  See response to comment IND009-2. 
 
 
 
IND073-4:  See response to comment IND009-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
IND073-5:  See response to comment IND009-5. 
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IND073 – Lillian Hawkins (continued)   

 

 
 
 
 
IND073-6:  See response to comment IND009-6. 
 
IND073-7:  See response to comment IND009-7. 
 
IND073-8:  See response to comment IND009-8. 
 
IND073-9:  See response to comment IND009-9.  Compressor Station 
563, in Joelton, Tennessee is addressed in the Cumulative Impacts 
section 4.13.2.9.2.  Given the modeling results showing 
concentrations below the NAAQS for both the Compressor Station 
563 and the Cane Ridge Compressor Station as well as the distance 
between the two stations, we conclude that these proposed projects are 
unlikely to result in significant emission impacts on local air quality. 

Air quality issues are addressed in section 4.11.1. 
 
IND073-10:  Comment noted. 
 
IND073-11:  Comment noted.  We requested additional information 
from Columbia Gulf regarding several new sites.  Section 3.6.2 has 
been revised to include this new information and our updated 
analysis of site alternatives.   
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IND074 – Geraldine and Richard Markus 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND074-1:  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 applicant’s request for 
Certificate authorization and is based on a balancing of the benefits of the 
project against any adverse impacts. 
 
IND074-2:  FERC is the federal agency responsible for authorizing 
proposals to construct and operate interstate natural gas pipeline facilities.  
As part of its responsibilities, FERC enforces regulatory requirements 
through the imposition of civil penalties and other means. 
 
IND074-3:  See response to comment IND009-5. 
 
IND074-4:  See response to IND004-1. 
 
IND074-5:  See response to comment IND074-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
IND074-6:  See response to comment IND073-11. 
 
 
 
 
IND074-7:  Pipeline safety is addressed in section 4.12.  See response to 
comment CO003-2 regarding radon emissions. 
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IND074 – Geraldine and Richard Markus (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
IND074-8:  Air quality is discussed in section 4.11.1. 
 
IND074-9:  See response to comment IND022-2. 
 
 
 
IND074-10:  See response to comment IND004-1. 
 
IND074-11:  See response to comment IND022-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
IND074-12:  Comment noted.  See response to IND004-2. 
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IND075 – Mary Sansom 

 
 

 
IND075-1:  Comment noted.   
 
IND075-2:  Vegetation resources are discussed in section 4.5, and wildlife 
is discussed in section 4.6. 
 
IND075-3:  Karst topography is discussed in section 4.1.4.7. 
 
IND075-4:  Water resources are discussed in section 4.3.  
 
IND075-5:  Earthquakes are discussed in section 4.1.4.1 and landslides 
are discussed in section 4.1.4.4. 
 
IND075-6:  Air quality is discussed in section 4.11.1. 
 
IND075-7:  See response to comments CO002-10 and CO006-6. 
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IND075 – Mary Sansom (continued)  
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IND076 – David Howells 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
IND076-1:  Comment noted.  See response to comments CO002-10 and 
CO006-6 (purpose and need for the project).  See response to comment 
CO002-13 (extension of the comment period). 
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IND077 – Karen Kurtz 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
IND077-1:  Comment noted. 
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IND078 – Aren Sulfridge  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND078-1:  Comment noted.  See response to comment IND074-1.  
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IND078 – Aren Sulfridge  
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IND078 – Aren Sulfridge  

 

IND078-2:  We have reviewed information provided by Columbia Gulf 
regarding siting of project facilities, and as necessary, considered reasonable 
and appropriate alternatives.  As part of the public participation process 
outlined in NEPA, we also consider alternatives when such are identified by the 
public.  We have received additional information from the public and Columbia 
Gulf regarding several new alternative sites that were identified during the 
comment period on the draft EIS.  Section 3.6.2 has been revised to include this 
new information. 
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IND079 – Cynthia Brewer  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND079-1:  We requested additional information from Columbia Gulf 
regarding several new sites.  Section 3.6.2 has been revised to include this 
new information. 
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IND079 – Cynthia Brewer (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND079-2:  There would be two full time employees working at the Cane 
Ridge Compressor Station.  Please see section 4.12 to learn more about 
Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf’s system monitoring capabilities. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND079-3:  See response to comment IND004-1. 
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IND079 – Cynthia Brewer (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
IND079-4:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND079-5:  Comment noted. 
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IND080 – Jason Partch 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
IND080-1:  Comment noted.  See response to comment 
IND079-1.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND080-2:  See response to comment IND009-5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND080-3:  See response to comment IND009-6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND080-4:  See response to comment IND080-1. 
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IND081 – Ed Jividen 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND081-1:  The impact of natural gas facilities on public safety is 
discussed in section 4.12.3.  Columbia Gas is responsible for 
establishing and maintaining communications with local fire, law 
enforcement, and public officials, and coordinating emergency 
responses, and has facility construction crews available to respond in 
the event of an emergency.  Columbia Gas employs qualified and 
licensed personnel who could be immediately dispatched to the 
scene of an emergency should the need arise.   
 
IND081-2:  MXP construction noise impacts and mitigation are 
discussed in section 4.11.2.2.1. 
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IND081 – Ed Jividen (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND081-3:  See response to comment IND004-1, Land Values and 
Farmland.  See section 4.9 for information on the economic benefits 
from construction and operation of the MXP.  
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IND082 – Barbara Jividen 

 
 

 
IND082-1:  MXP construction noise impacts and mitigation are 
discussed in section 4.11.2.2.1. 
 
IND082-2:  The impact of natural gas facilities on public safety is 
discussed in section 4.12.3.  Columbia Gas is responsible for 
establishing and maintaining communications with local fire, law 
enforcement, and public officials, and coordinating emergency 
responses, and has facility construction crews available to respond 
in the event of an emergency.   
 
Columbia Gas employs qualified and licensed personnel who 
could be immediately dispatched to the scene of an emergency 
should the need arise.   
 
IND082-3:  See response to comment CO006-14. 
 
IND082-4:  Economic and tax benefits related to the project are 
addressed in section 4.9.8.   
 
IND082-5:  Noise issues related to construction and operation of 
the project are addressed in section 4.11.2.   
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IND082 – Barbara Jividen (continued) 

 

 
 
 
IND082-6:  See response to comment IND006-6. 
 
 
IND082-7:  See response to comment IND081-3. 
 
 
IND082-8:  See response to comment IND082-1.  Additionally, 
we have recommended that Columbia Gas prepare a drilling noise 
mitigation plan to reduce the projected noise level at noise-
sensitive areas in the vicinity of the Kanawha River HDD. 
 
 
IND082-9:  Pipeline safety is addressed in section 4.12.  Other 
infrastructure facilities are outside the scope of this EIS. 
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IND083 – Kathryn M. Pyles 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND083-1:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND083-2:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND083-3:  In its May 16, 2017 response to our data request, Columbia 
Gas indicated it is in the process of evaluating the use of Public Road 
21/10 and a private access road that is located near the Pleasant Ridge 
Church and cemetery.  Additional improvements to 21/10 are unlikely as 
its current condition is sufficient for use during construction.  Any 
improvements to the access road near the church and cemetery would be 
limited to the southwest side of the road (opposite of the church and 
cemetery).  Further, Columbia Gas has stated that heavy machinery 
would either be unloaded prior to the church or at the construction right-
of-way and any movement of machinery or heavy equipment would be 
done so at a minimum rate of speed.   
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IND083 – Kathryn M. Pyles (continued) 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
IND083-4:  See response to comment IND084-3. 
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IND084 – April Keating 

 

 
IND084-1:  Comment is noted.  
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CPG001 - Columbia Gas Transmission, LLC 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments and responses begin on the following page. 
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CPG001 - Columbia Gas Transmission, LLC (continued)  

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CPG001-1:  Attachment 1 of Columbia Gas’ comment letter included 
responses to our draft EIS recommendations.  It also included the 
following reports/studies: 
 
• Phase I Geohazard Assessment Report; and 
• Environmental Construction Standards (April, 2017) 
 
Columbia Gas’ comment submission, including the above-listed 
attachments, are available for viewing in their entirety on the FERC’s 
eLibrary at http;//www.ferc.gov.  Using the “eLibrary” link, select 
“Advanced Search” from the eLibrary menu and enter 20170421-5109 
in the “Numbers:  Accession Number” field. 
 
CPG001-2:  Attachment 2 of Columbia Gas’ comment letter includes 
the Applicant’s comments on the draft EIS.  Our responses to 
Columbia Gas’ comments are included below. 
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CPG001-3:  Our responses to Columbia Gas’ comments are provided 
below. 
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CPG001 - Columbia Gas Transmission, LLC (continued)  

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
CPG001-4:  The facility details listed in the cover 
letter have been updated. 
 
 
 
 
CPG001-5:  The facility details listed in the Executive 
Summary have been updated. 
 
 
 
 
CPG001-6:  Clarifications regarding vegetation 
clearing and maintenance within wetlands has been 
updated in the Executive Summary. 
 
 
 
CPG001-7:  It has been noted that Columbia Gas 
proposes a 125-foot-wide construction corridor, 
including in forested areas.  The Executive Summary 
has been corrected. 
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CPG001 - Columbia Gas Transmission, LLC (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
CPG001-8:  Given the information on the record, 
FERC staff determined that MXP and GXP have 
similar timelines and other interrelated aspects, and as 
such, the projects were considered in one EIS.  Section 
1.0 has been updated in response to this comment.  
 
 
CPG001-9:  Revisions based on updates contained in 
Supplement No. 2, filed March 3, 2017, have been 
made throughout the EIS. 
 
CPG001-10:  Section 2.1.2.1 has been updated to 
reflect this revision. 
 
CPG001-11:  Section 2.4.1.2 has been updated in 
response to this comment. 
 
CPG001-12:  Section 2.4.4.1 has been revised in 
response to this comment. 
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CPG001 - Columbia Gas Transmission, LLC (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CPG001-13:  This wording has been corrected. 
 
 
CPG001-14:  Figure 2.4-3 has been replaced with a 
revised diagram. 
 
CPG001-15:  This information has been noted in the 
text of section 4.3.1.3.1. 
 
 
CPG001-16:  Section 4.3.2.1 has been revised in 
response to this comment. 
 
CPG001-17:  Section 4.5.1.1.4 has been updated to 
reflect the accurate information. 
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CPG001 - Columbia Gas Transmission, LLC (continued)  

 CPG001-18:  From a biological perspective, the 
leading concern with forest fragmentation is the impact 
on wildlife habitat and associated microhabitats.  The 
Stranger and Maxwell data define Core Forest Areas 
based primarily upon the locations of closed forest 
canopy.  Because one of the main issues with forest 
fragmentation is the loss of preferred habitat for 
breeding birds, the presence of canopy closure should 
be a key factor in delineating CFAs.  Our use of the 
Stranger and Maxwell data, and subsequent evaluation 
of CFAs within the MXP area, was done so under the 
request and guidance of WVDNR.  We believe the 
Stranger and Maxwell data more accurately represent 
locations of existing canopy closure.  However, the 
impacts on CFAs has been reduced since the draft EIS 
was issued because the original analysis and 
classifications included existing private roads, that 
Columbia Gas is proposing to utilize during 
construction, as new impacts or new forest 
fragmentation.  We determined that these existing 
private roads should not contribute to a new impact on 
CFAs; therefore, those existing roads were removed 
from the analysis. 
 
CPG001-19:  Based on our communications with the 
USFWS, we have removed the preliminary 
determination of likely to adversely affect for the 
Indiana bat and will await the results of surveys and 
further USFWS consultations. 
 
CPG001-20:  Based on our communications with the 
USFWS, we have removed the preliminary 
determination of likely to adversely affect for the 
NLEB and will await the results of surveys and further 
USFWS consultations. 
 
CPG001-21:  Section 4.8.1.2.1 has been revised in 
response to this comment. 
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CPG001 - Columbia Gas Transmission, LLC (continued)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
This figure was submitted by Columbia Gas in association with the 
comment labeled as CPG001-18. 
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CPG001 - Columbia Gas Transmission, LLC (continued)  
 
 
 

 
 
This figure was submitted by Columbia Gas in association with the 
comment labeled as CPG001-18. 
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CPG002 - Columbia Gulf Transmission, LLC 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CPG002 comments and responses begin on the next page. 
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CPG002 - Columbia Gulf Transmission, LLC (continued)  

 

 
 
 
CPG002-1: 
Columbia Gulf’s comment letter included four Attachments: 
Attachment 1 – NRCS Consultations 
Attachment 2 – Environmental Construction Standards (April 2017) 
Attachment 3 – USFWS Consultations 
Attachment 4 – Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Consultations 
 
Columbia Gulf’s comment submission, including the four above-listed 
attachments, are available for viewing in their entirety on the FERC’s 
eLibrary at http;//www.ferc.gov.  Using the “eLibrary” link, select 
“Advanced Search” from the eLibrary menu and enter 201704241-5224 in 
the “Numbers:  Accession Number” field. 
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CPG002 - Columbia Gulf Transmission, LLC (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CPG002-2:  Given the information on the record, FERC staff determined 
that the MXP and GXP have similar timelines and other interrelated aspects, 
and as such, the projects were considered in one EIS.  Section 1.0 has been 
updated in response to this comment. 
 
 
 
 
 
CPG002-3:  This information has been incorporated into section 3.6.1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CPG002-4:  Section 4.1.4.5.2 has been updated to reflect this information. 
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CPG002 - Columbia Gulf Transmission, LLC (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CPG002-5:  Comment noted and corresponding updates have been made to 
section 4.2.3.2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CPG002-6:  Comment noted.  This recommendation has been removed.  
The revised ECS is included as appendix D-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CPG002-7:  This recommendation has been removed and the text in section 
4.3.1.3.2 has been updated accordingly. 
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CPG002 - Columbia Gulf Transmission, LLC (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CPG002-8:  Section 4.3.2.3.2 has been revised to reflect the correct 
information. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CPG002-9:  Survey dates have been updated in section 4.4.1.2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CPG002-10:  Section 4.7.3.2 has been revised to indicate consultations are 
complete for the snuffbox mussel. 

Appendix V 
Page 2636



CPG002 - Columbia Gulf Transmission, LLC (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CPG002-11:  Section 4.7.10.2 has been updated to reflect this consultation 
and concurrence from the Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Resources. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CPG002-12:  Section 4.8.1.1.2 has been revised to address this discrepancy.  
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CPG002 - Columbia Gulf Transmission, LLC (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CPG002-13:  Section 4.8.1.2.2 has been revised based on this comment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CPG002-14:  This recommendation has been revised. 
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CPG002 - Columbia Gulf Transmission, LLC (continued)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CPG002-15:  Section 4.9.5.2, among other locations in the EIS, has been 
revised to indicate that this compressor station would employ two full-time 
workers. 
 
 
 
 
CPG002-16:  See response to comment CPG002-15. 
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EPA EJSCREEN REPORT 

 



State

Percentile

EPA Region

Percentile

USA

Percentile

1/3

Selected Variables

EJ Index for PM2.5

EJ Index for Ozone

EJ Index for NATA* Diesel PM

EJ Index for Water Discharger Proximity

EJ Indexes

This report shows the values for environmental and demographic indicators and EJSCREEN indexes. It shows environmental and demographic raw data (e.g., the 
estimated concentration of ozone in the air), and also shows what percentile each raw data value represents. These percentiles provide perspective on how the 
selected block group or buffer area compares to the entire state, EPA region, or nation. For example, if a given location is at the 95th percentile nationwide, this 
means that only 5 percent of the US population has a higher block group value than the average person in the location being analyzed. The years for which the 
data are available, and the methods used, vary across these indicators. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this screening-level information, so it is 
essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of 
these issues before using reports.

EJ Index for NATA* Air Toxics Cancer Risk

EJ Index for NATA* Respiratory Hazard Index

EJ Index for Traffic Proximity and Volume

EJ Index for Lead Paint Indicator 

EJ Index for Superfund Proximity

EJ Index for RMP Proximity

EJ Index for Hazardous Waste Proximity+

EJSCREEN Report (Version 2016)

64

78

60

60

71

94

77

62

73

64

80

49

70

43

44

56

91

67

46

59

50

68

53

70

49

49

60

89

67

52

61

55

65

3 mile Ring Centered at 36.025128,-86.689767, TENNESSEE, EPA Region 4

Approximate Population: 67,240

Antioch, TN - Gas Compressor Inquiry

June 19, 2017

Input Area (sq. miles): 28.27
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2/3

EJSCREEN Report (Version 2016)

Superfund NPL

Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities (TSDF)

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)

Sites reporting to EPA

3 mile Ring Centered at 36.025128,-86.689767, TENNESSEE, EPA Region 4

Approximate Population: 67,240

Antioch, TN - Gas Compressor Inquiry

June 19, 2017

Input Area (sq. miles): 28.27

0

0

0
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EJSCREEN Report (Version 2016)

Value State

Avg.

%ile in

State

EPA 

Region

Avg.

%ile in

EPA 

Region

USA

Avg.

%ile in

USA

3/3

RMP Proximity (facility count/km distance)
Hazardous Waste Proximity+ (facility count/km distance)
Water Discharger Proximity (facility count/km distance)

Demographic Index

Population over 64 years of age

Minority Population
Low Income Population
Linguistically Isolated Population
Population With Less Than High School Education
Population Under 5 years of age

Demographic Indicators

EJSCREEN is a screening tool for pre-decisional use only. It can help identify areas that may warrant additional consideration, analysis, or outreach. It does not 
provide a basis for decision-making, but it may help identify potential areas of EJ concern. Users should keep in mind that screening tools are subject to substantial 
uncertainty in their demographic and environmental data, particularly when looking at small geographic areas. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this 
screening-level information, so it is essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see 
EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of these issues before using reports.  This screening tool does not provide data on every environmental impact and 
demographic factor that may be relevant to a particular location. EJSCREEN outputs should be supplemented with additional information and local knowledge 
before taking any action to address potential EJ concerns.

For additional information, see: www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice

Selected Variables

Environmental Indicators

Particulate Matter (PM 2.5 in µg/m3)
Ozone (ppb)
NATA* Diesel PM (µg/m3)
NATA* Cancer Risk (lifetime risk per million)
NATA* Respiratory Hazard Index

Traffic Proximity and Volume (daily traffic count/distance to road)
Lead Paint Indicator (% Pre-1960 Housing)
Superfund Proximity (site count/km distance)

* The National-Scale Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) is EPA's ongoing, comprehensive evaluation of air toxics in the United States. EPA developed the NATA to 
prioritize air toxics, emission sources, and locations of interest for further study. It is important to remember that NATA provides broad estimates of health risks 
over geographic areas of the country, not definitive risks to specific individuals or locations. More information on the NATA analysis can be found 
at: https://www.epa.gov/national-air-toxics-assessment.

Demographic Indicators

+ The hazardous waste environmental indicator and the corresponding EJ index will appear as N/A if there are no hazardous waste facilities within 50 km 

of a selected location.

3 mile Ring Centered at 36.025128,-86.689767, TENNESSEE, EPA Region 4

Approximate Population: 67,240

Antioch, TN - Gas Compressor Inquiry

June 19, 2017

Input Area (sq. miles): 28.27

51.1

10.1

1.25

0.064

0.11

0.13

0

0.036

580

1.9

46

41%

47%

7%

9%

12%

7%

35%

51

9.8

0.811

0.21

0.082

0.35

0.054

0.2

210

1.6

43

32%

25%

39%

2%

15%

6%

14%

38%

37%

39%

3%

15%

6%

15%

36%

37%

35%

5%

14%

6%

14%

42.4

8.9

0.752

0.2

0.085

0.32

0.077

0.16

290

1.7

42

47.4

9.32

0.937

0.31

0.11

0.43

0.13

0.3

590

1.8

40

53

74

83

13

80

49

39

20

91

77

68

75

81

44

93

45

80

16

62

67

45

84

47

79

17

65

66

56

77

56

77

20

89

76

80-90th

19

80

45

30

33

87

70-80th

60-70th

69

67

70-80th

14

69

36

16

22

80

60-70th

70-80th

Appendix VI 
Page 2644

http://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice



