We received comments during public scoping expressing concern regarding the potential
impacts of the MXP on interior forest. Thus, interior forests were assessed by identifying CFAs
based upon the acreage of contiguous habitat. During MXP construction, about 1,311 acres of
impact would occur to CFAs. Permanent impacts on CFAs, for operation of the facilities, would
total about 490 acres; the majority of impacts on CFAs would result from pipeline construction.
Interior forest tracks would not be affected by GXP construction. In our draft EIS, we
overestimated the MXP’s impacts on core forest areas due to the number of existing access roads
that were inadvertently evaluated as newly constructed access roads. The corrected numbers have
been incorporated into this EIS; however, our conclusions remain the same.

Impacts on forested uplands, forested wetlands, and scrub-shrub wetlands would be long-
term or permanent and would constitute the most pronounced change in vegetation strata,
appearance, and habitat. Trees would be cleared within the construction area and replaced by
herbaceous plants, shrubs, saplings, and other successional species until trees can again flourish,
which can take several decades or longer to occur. Regeneration of scrub-shrub wetlands would
likely require 3 to 5 years to regain their woody composition. Forested uplands and wetlands
would take several more years and up to decades in some instances to grow back. Moreover, the
forest land on the permanent MXP pipeline right-of-way would be permanently impacted by
ongoing vegetation maintenance during operations, which would preclude the re-establishment of
trees in the right-of-way. Based on the acreage of mature upland forest and the fragmentation of
interior forest blocks and CFAs by construction and operation of the MXP, the permanent
conversion of some forested habitat to a new right-of-way corridor, and the length of time required
to recover forested vegetation in the temporary workspace, these impacts would be considered
significant. Columbia Gas would attempt to minimize these impacts through the implementation
of its ECS, in addition to the recommendations made below in section 5.2. Due to the minimal
impact on forested areas from construction and operation of the GXP, we conclude the small
amount of permanent conversion of forested lands associated with the new GXP facilities would
not result in a significant impact.

No WVDNR NHP rare, significant, or unique ecological communities were identified
within the MXP area. However, four state-owned WMAs are crossed by the MXP pipeline
centerline. These WMAs are managed for habitat and are not considered unique, rare, or
significant except for the Lewis Wetzel WMA, which has been recognized as an IBA for the
management of cerulean warblers. No federal or state-owned or managed lands are present within
the proposed GXP compressor station sites. Additionally, no unique, sensitive, or protected
vegetation communities were identified at the GXP sites.

The removal of existing vegetation and disturbance of soils within MXP work areas during
construction would create conditions conducive to the spread and establishment of noxious and
invasive weeds, particularly where new corridors are established in previously vegetated areas.
Invasive species could also spread during MXP operation due to the transmission of seeds or viable
plant fragments from infested areas via mowing equipment. To limit the potential spread of
invasive species, Columbia Gas states that it is continuing consultations with the WVDNR,
WVDEP, and West Virginia Office of the NRCS to develop BMPs to control the spread of invasive
and noxious species. Columbia Gas has committed to monitoring for invasive species for 3 years
following construction; however, we believe that additional post-construction invasive species
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monitoring may be needed, and we are recommending that Columbia Gas prepare a project-
specific noxious and invasive weed management plan.

To limit the potential spread of invasive species, Columbia Gulf would limit vegetation
removal to the extent necessary to construct the project and either burn, chip, or haul cleared
vegetation to a commercial disposal facility. Additionally, Columbia Gulf would implement the
measures in its ECS, which would promote the establishment of desirable plant species and deter
the spread of unwanted plant species. Columbia Gulf would also conduct post-construction
monitoring for noxious weed growth in revegetated areas. We conclude that the potential spread
of noxious or invasive weeds would be avoided or effectively mitigated for both the MXP and
GXP.

Further, based on comments received during the public review period on the draft EIS, we
have added a recommendation for the GXP regarding the emerald ash borer beetle, which would
apply to both compressor station sites in Tennessee where tree removal would occur.

5.1.6 Wildlife and Aquatic Resources

The MXP and GXP could have both direct and indirect impacts on wildlife species and
their habitats, including the displacement of wildlife, potential individual mortality, and reduction
in habitat. Forest fragmentation would increase in certain locations due to clearing, thus reducing
the amount of habitat available for interior forest species. With habitat conversion and forest
fragmentation, there is also a risk of intrusion by invasive or noxious species. To minimize
impacts, the Companies have sited facilities to avoid sensitive areas, co-locate with existing rights-
of-way where practicable, and reduce workspace in wetlands and interior forest areas. The
Companies’ would each adhere to their ECSs, and Columbia Gas would adhere to its Invasive
Species Management Plan, as recommended below in section 5.2.

The effect to species that rely on open land habitats would be short-term, and vegetation in
these areas would likely recover within 1 to 3 years after construction. Cleared scrub-shrub
vegetation would likely require several years to regain its woody composition. Forested lands
could take decades to return to pre-construction condition, and Columbia Gas would prevent trees
from reestablishing on the permanent right-of-way. Most forest-dwelling wildlife species would
not be significantly impacted by the presence of the right-of-way, due to the amount of forested
habitat available in the overall project area. Columbia Gas would further minimize impacts by co-
locating workspaces with other existing rights-of-way in certain areas (approximately 22 percent
of the proposed alignment) to reduce the amount of additional clearing required, and by reducing
the pipeline construction right-of-way to 100 feet in interior forest areas, where possible.

A variety of migratory bird species are associated with habitats that would be affected by
the MXP. Columbia Gas has consulted with the USFWS and WVDNR to implement appropriate
steps to avoid and minimize the potential for the unintentional take of migratory birds during
project construction and operation. Implementation of Columbia Gas’ ECS during construction
and operational practices would reduce the potential for impacts on migratory birds. Columbia
Gas would attempt to complete vegetation clearing in forested areas before the nesting season
begins in April; however, limited vegetation clearing activities may continue into May, with some
risk of affecting active nests of migratory birds. Mitigation required for wetland impacts under
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section 404 of the CWA, particularly mitigation for the conversion of forested wetlands to other
cover types, would help in providing habitat mitigation for birds that utilize wetland habitats. We
agree that the measures proposed by Columbia Gas could help reduce impacts on migratory birds
and are consistent with the goals of the MBTA MOU. However, we have recommended further
consultations with USFWS and WVDNR to address impacts on suitable habitat for the cerulean
warbler, which was identified in the MXP area. Because the cerulean warbler is considered by the
WVDNR as especially sensitive in the MXP area, we have concluded that the significant impact
on interior forest habitat and CFAs would extend to this species, although we do not expect direct
mortality on the birds themselves.

No bald eagle nests or eagles were identified during site surveys in the vicinity of the MXP
or of the GXP compressor station sites in Kentucky. Additionally, the KDFWR did not identify
golden eagle nests or documented occurrences in the area during review of the GXP. IPaC data
indicate that bald eagles may occur in or near the GXP sites in Tennessee and Mississippi;
however, no bald eagle nests or eagles were identified at the project sites or along nearby public
roads during field surveys. Additionally, both the TDEC and the MDWFP maintain records of
known bald eagle nest locations in Tennessee and Mississippi, respectively, and confirmed that no
bald eagle nests are documented within the GXP counties. Based on the results of biological field
surveys conducted by Columbia Gulf and agency consultations, we believe that construction and
operation of the GXP would be in compliance with National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines
and would not affect the bald eagle.

The MXP pipelines would result in 123 crossings of B1 fisheries and 37 crossings of
HQWs. Based on a review of Columbia Gas’ MSHCP database, USFWS’s IPaC, and consultation
with the WVDNR, one protected fish species, the federally endangered diamond darter, and no
commercial fish species or coldwater fisheries, are known or believed to occur within waterbodies
crossed by or located near the MXP.

No waterbodies classified as a fishery resource would be affected by any of the GXP
compressor station sites. Columbia Gulf would implement the measures included in its ECS,
which adopts the measures of FERC’s Plan and Procedures, to minimize impacts on waterbodies
and associated fisheries, such as the installation and maintenance of sediment and erosion controls
to manage the quality of storm water runoff during construction. We conclude that the construction
and operation of the MXP and GXP would not have a significant impact on fisheries or other
aquatic resources.

517 Special Status Species

To comply with section 7 of the ESA, we consulted either directly or indirectly (through
the Companies’ informal consultation as our federal representative) with the USFWS and state
resource agencies regarding the presence of federally listed, proposed for listing, or state-listed
species in the MXP and GXP areas. Within MSHCP-covered lands, Columbia Gas and Columbia
Gulf would implement AMMs for species identified in the MSHCP. Where we determine that the
proposed activities are consistent with the MSHCP, the subsequent programmatic BO and/or
resource agency concurrence letters, no further consultation is required. For non-MSHCP species
(i.e., listed species occurring within covered lands but not authorized for incidental take under the
MSHCP), Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf would implement BMPs similar to the AMMs, and
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additional section 7 consultation may or may not be required. In addition, consultation with the
USFWS in compliance with section 7 of the ESA is required for project areas and species that are
not covered under the MSHCP (i.e., non-covered lands, non-covered species) if the proposed
activity deviates from the MSHCP in scope or location; the activity may affect a non-MSHCP
species or designated critical habitat; or the activity otherwise deviates from the MSHCP,
programmatic BO, and/or concurrence letters.

Mountaineer XPress Project

According to the USFWS, there are four bat species, one fish species, and eight mussel
species protected under the ESA in the MXP project vicinity. Three species (gray bat, Virginia
big-eared bat, and northern riffleshell) are MSHCP species associated entirely with MSHCP
covered lands; five species (Indiana bat, NLEB, and the clubshell, fanshell, and sheepnose
mussels) are MSHCP species associated with both covered and non-covered MSHCP lands; five
species (diamond darter and pink mucket, rayed bean, snuffbox, and spectaclecase mussels) are
non-MSHCP species. Columbia Gas initiated specialized surveys for federally protected species
in areas not covered under the MSHCP.

We determined that suitable habitat for the Indiana bat and NLEB is present within all
counties affected by the MXP. In those areas covered by the MSHCP, Columbia Gas would
implement the applicable AMM for these species, including prohibiting clearing activities during
certain times of year to protect maternity colonies. In non-covered MSHCP lands, Columbia Gas
would submit survey results to the USFWS, which would work with Columbia Gas to address any
species-specific issues and develop AMMs for federally protected species affected by the MXP.
No known roosting habitat for the Virginia big-eared bat is within 6 miles of the project area, and
no AMMs would be required. No further section 7 consultation is required for this species.

To avoid disturbance of the diamond darter population known to exist in the Elk River,
there would be no instream work at the EIk River Compressor Station site. We do not anticipate
direct impacts on this species, and applicable AMMs for this species (as identified in the MSHCP)
would be implemented by Columbia Gas. For any activity within 100 feet of the Elk River with
potential effects, Columbia Gas would include special procedures within its EM&CP. Based on
these measures and the fact that the project would not directly impact the EIk River, we have
concluded that the MXP is not likely to adversely affect the diamond darter. The USFWS has
concurred with our determination.

With USFWS and WVDNR approval, Columbia Gas also conducted initial surveys for
protected mussel species in 2015 and 2016. In consultation with the USFWS and WVDNR,
Columbia Gas will perform additional stream surveys for mussel species in 2017. If presence is
identified during surveys, Columbia Gas and the USFWS will determine the appropriate AMMSs
to be implemented outside of MSHCP-covered lands. It is anticipated that the AMMs for mussels
located outside of MSHCP lands would be consistent with the requirements of the MSHCP.
Columbia Gas anticipates completing the remaining mussel surveys in late spring 2017.

West Virginia has no state endangered species legislation; therefore, the only species listed
as threatened or endangered in the state are those listed as such by the federal government. The
WVDNR NHP does assign state rankings to species considered rare based on the species’
documented occurrences and distributions as well as other factors, such as habitat and threats to
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existing populations. To date, Columbia Gas has not identified any S1 (“Critically Impaired”) or
S2 (“Imperiled”) state-ranked terrestrial species during biological surveys; however, as noted
above, surveys are being undertaken for mussels in suitable streams crossed by the MXP. Based
on our recommendations in section 5.2, Columbia Gas would not begin construction until all
section 7 consultations are complete, as well as consultations with WVDNR regarding state-
protected mussels.

Gulf XPress Project

All GXP facilities are in areas covered by the MSHCP. Therefore, AMMs would be
implemented by Columbia Gulf as required for all MSHCP-covered species where it is determined
that the project may affect these species. For non-MSHCP species, the USFWS would address
potential take programmatically through tiered Section 7 consultations. Acting as our non-federal
representative, Columbia Gulf has completed informal consultations with USFWS for non-
MSHCP species potentially occurring at the GXP locations. Columbia Gulf conducted field
surveys of all GXP preferred site locations and suitable alternatives in June 2015 for federal and
state-listed species.

According to the USFWS IPaC Trust Resource Reports generated for the project locations,
4 bat species, 1 fish, 18 species of mussels, 1 insect, 1 crustacean, and 6 plant species that are
protected under the ESA (or candidate species) may occur in the GXP area.

Suitable gray bat habitat (i.e., cave habitat) was not identified at GXP sites during field
surveys. Through MSHCP review and consultation with USFWS, we determined the GXP is not
likely to adversely affect this species. Potential Indiana bat and NLEB summer habitat was
identified in the vicinity of all GXP sites. The Indiana bat and NLEB are covered species in the
MSHCP, the GXP is likely to adversely affect these species without avoidance and mitigation.
Therefore, Columbia Gulf would implement the appropriate AMM s for these species, including
clearing only during those periods described in the MSHCP, when Indiana bats and NLEBs would
be less likely to be affected by construction activities. The Virginia big-eared bat is a covered
species in the MSHCP and is considered not likely to adversely affect. Because no habitat exists
for this species at GXP sites within its range, no AMMs would be implemented, and no further
section 7 consultation is required.

We received comments from the public regarding the potential for the Nashville crayfish
to occur in the vicinity of the Cane Ridge Compressor Station. With regard to this species, the
USFWS stated that although it does not anticipate the Nashville crayfish to occur at the station
site, due to the location of the site relative to Mill Creek where there are known occurrences, the
USFWS recommends that strict sediment and contaminant runoff prevention measures be in place
during construction and operation of the facility. Based on the information provided, the USFWS
concluded that the requirements of section 7 of the ESA have been fulfilled. We agree with these
findings.

We identified 110 state-listed threatened and endangered species in Kentucky, 36 state-
listed species in Tennessee, and 2 state-listed species in Mississippi where GXP activities would
occur. Based on review of the site locations, habitat requirements of the species, and general
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biological surveys, there is no suitable habitat for any state-listed-only species located at the GXP
sites; thus, no impacts on these species are expected.

Although a number of other candidate, state-listed, or special concern species were
identified as potentially present in the MXP and GXP areas, none were detected during surveys,
and we do not expect any adverse effects given the Companies’ proposed measures and our
recommendations. Based on implementation of these measures and our recommendations, we
conclude that impacts on special-status species would be adequately avoided or minimized.

5138 Land Use, Recreation, Special Interest Areas, and Visual Resources
Mountaineer XPress Project

Construction of the MXP would impact a total of about 3,647 acres. About 76 percent of
this acreage would be utilized for the pipeline facilities. The remaining acreage impacted during
construction would be associated with aboveground facilities (4 percent), pipe yards and staging
areas (13 percent), and access roads (8 percent). Following construction, about 1,076 acres of land
would be permanently encumbered by operation of the MXP.

The MXP pipeline right-of-way would generally be allowed to revert to its former use,
except for forest/woodland and tree crops. Approximately 131 miles of the 170.9 miles of the
proposed MXP pipeline routes pass through forested areas. There would be a permanent change
in the visual appearance to forested lands within the permanent easement (50 feet wide for the
pipelines) because they would be maintained in an herbaceous state for pipeline surveillance and
operations purposes. This maintained right-of-way would be mowed no more than once every 3
years, but a 10-foot-wide strip centered over the pipeline might be mowed more frequently to
facilitate maintenance and operational surveys. Trees and shrubs in the TWS and ATWS areas
would be allowed to regenerate to pre-construction conditions.

Agricultural lands affected by construction would include cultivated croplands and
uncultivated lands, such as hayfields. The primary impacts in these areas would be short-term and
limited to the growing season concurrent with construction. Farmers would experience some loss
of crop production in areas directly disturbed by construction-related activities. Following
construction, agricultural practices within the pipeline rights-of-way would be allowed to resume.

Columbia Gas is currently not aware of any existing drain tile systems within the
construction work area; however, Columbia Gas is consulting with landowners in an attempt to
locate and flag existing drainage tiles. If drainage tiles are exposed or damaged during construction
activities, appropriate measures to repair/replace them would be implemented after communication
with the landowner and in accordance with applicable regulatory guidelines.

Impacts on visual resources would be greatest where the MXP pipeline parallels or crosses
roads and the pipeline right-of-way may be seen by passing motorists; from residences where
vegetation used for visual screening or for ornamental value is removed; and where the pipelines
are routed through forested areas. A portion of the MXP pipeline (about 22 percent) would be
installed within or parallel to existing utility rights-of-way. As a result, the visual resources along
this portion of the MXP pipeline have been previously affected by other similar activities. In other
areas, the visual effects of construction in forests would be permanent on the maintained pipeline
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right-of-way where the regrowth of trees would not be allowed, and would be long-term in the
TWS. After construction, all disturbed areas within the pipeline right-of-way, including forested
areas, would be restored in compliance with the Columbia Gas’ ECS; federal, state, and local
permits; landowner agreements; and easement requirements. The new aboveground facilities
would result in a permanent visual impact throughout the operational life of the MXP.

Columbia Gas’ proposed construction work areas would be within 50 feet of 49 houses.
To address impacts on residences, Columbia Gas developed site-specific construction plans for
each of the residences. If any damages to residential property result from construction, Columbia
Gas would repair the damaged property or provide appropriate compensation to the landowner.
All TWS and ATWS on residential land would be restored to its pre-construction condition, or as
negotiated with the landowner during right-of-way easement discussions. Landowners would
receive a 2-week notification prior to construction on their respective properties. Columbia Gas
would implement an environmental complaint resolution procedure for construction and for a
period of at least 2 years following the completion of construction. Prior to construction, Columbia
Gas would mail a letter describing the procedures to landowners whose properties would be
affected by the MXP.

We have reviewed the site-specific plans, mitigation, and associated workspace
justifications and noted that the distance between a residence and the construction work area is
less than 25 feet for 33 residences (11 of which are associated with the pipeline construction
corridor). In these locations, the pipeline trench would not remain open overnight. Residential
driveways are crossed by the construction work area on eight tracts. Columbia Gas’ plans indicate
that vehicle access to residences would be maintained at all times, or other accommodations would
be made with the landowner. We noted a fenced corral and a shed within the construction work
area for two tracts. The plans generally indicate that these and other physical features that need to
be protected would be enclosed in safety fence to avoid disturbance during construction. However,
it appears that these structures may need to be removed or relocated to accommodate construction.
Therefore, we are recommending that Columbia Gas provide additional information regarding
these tracts.

We received scoping comments regarding the potential loss of privacy from clearing
mature trees in residential areas. We believe that the general and site-specific mitigation measures
proposed by Columbia Gas would address these concerns, including preservation of mature trees
and landscaping at the edge of the construction right-of-way, unless removal is necessary.

The MXP would cross or pass within 0.25 mile of five WMAs managed by the WVDNR
and one West Virginia Scenic Byway. During the public scoping process, we received comments
regarding concerns with impacts on recreational areas used for hunting. Columbia Gas would
work with WVDNR officials to maintain the continued public recreational use of affected WMAs
during construction of the MXP. Columbia Gas would adhere to its ECS and WVDNR
requirements when constructing facilities within the WMA. Once construction is complete, the
MXP is not expected to have permanent impacts on the WMASs ability to continue to serve as a
public recreational resource and to protect biodiversity. Following construction, most open land
uses, such as hunting, would be able to continue. Columbia Gas would enter into an agreement
with the WVDNR to obtain easement rights through the WMAs for a term of 15 years, which
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would be renewable. Columbia Gas is continuing discussions about the MXP with the WVDNR
for each of the WMA:s.

About 0.2 mile of a well-developed, existing access road associated with the MXP crosses
one conservation easement, the Lantz Farm and Nature Preserve, in the vicinity of MP 29.0 in
Wetzel County. The property is owned by the Wheeling Jesuit University and cooperatively
managed by the WVDNR. Columbia Gas met with the WVDNR on September 7, 2016, to discuss
the project and the current proposed route. Based on the meeting, it appears that Columbia Gas
and the WVDNR can successfully execute a license agreement for the current proposed route or
the route with slight modifications. Columbia Gas will continue to work with the WVDNR to
finalize the route. Once finalized, Columbia Gas will provide us with an update and summarize
the associated impacts.

The MXP would cross several recreational trails managed by state, local, and private
entities. Within the Lewis Wetzel WMA, the MXP would cross four designated trails and is within
0.25 mile of two additional trails. The MXP would also cross the North Bend Trail, which is a 72-
mile-long rail-trail managed by the WVDNR. In addition to the state-maintained trails, the MXP-
100 would cross a 2-mile-long nature trail owned by the Roane-Jackson Technical Center and the
67-mile-long Warrior Trail in Marshall County. Columbia Gas would work with each trail
management agency to establish safety protocols at each crossing and would make efforts to alert
recreational users of trails and other recreation areas of the anticipated time and duration of
disruptions associated with construction. Construction of the MXP could temporarily impact the
quality of trail user’s recreational experience, as well as affect visual impacts on trail-users hiking
in areas near MXP construction activities. Columbia Gas would also work with the respective trail
management agencies to develop site-specific crossing methods and restoration plans for each trail
crossing, which may include the installation of visual screening, such as special plantings. In
general, MXP pipeline impacts on recreational and special interest areas would be temporary and
limited to the period of active construction. These impacts would be minimized by implementation
of Columbia Gas’ ECS.

The MXP would not cross any current or proposed wild and scenic rivers or be located
within the Coastal Zone as established in the CZMA. No federally managed lands would be
crossed by or are within 0.25 mile of the MXP.

Gulf XPress Project

All the GXP facilities would be sited on land owned by Columbia Gulf. Project
construction would temporarily disturb a total of about 198 acres. Following construction, about
82 acres of land would be permanently converted to developed land for operation of the GXP. The
primary land use types that would be permanently encumbered would be agricultural (77 percent),
forested (15 percent), and open land (7 percent). Developed land, open water, and wetlands would
make up the remaining 1 percent of permanent impacts. No houses are within 50 feet of either the
temporary or permanent workspace of any of the facilities.

The GXP facilities would be within 0.25 mile of two publicly owned lands, the DBNF and
the Malmaison WMA. The DBNF comprises 708,000 acres, of which a portion is about 600 feet
east of the Morehead Compressor Station in Kentucky. Public recreational uses of the DBNF
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include camping, horseback riding, swimming, hiking, target shooting, caving, geocaching,
wildlife viewing, boating, and fishing. 1-64 is located between the compressor station site and the
DBNF; therefore, construction and operation of the station would likely not be noticeable from the
DBNF. Columbia Gulf contacted representatives from the DBNF, who indicated that they had no
concerns regarding the GXP because the compressor station site is on private lands.

A portion of the Malmaison WMA is about 1,000 feet west of the Holcomb Compressor
Station in Mississippi. The 9,483-acre Malmaison WMA is utilized for hunting, fishing, wildlife
viewing, and hiking. The GXP could result in temporary and permanent visual impacts on the
WMA. However, the presence of forested areas between the compressor station site and the WMA
would provide visual screening. Columbia Gulf attempted to contact representatives of the WMA;
however, no responses were received.

We received multiple scoping comments regarding a zoning ordinance amendment
(Ordinance No. BL2015-1210) enacted in August 2015 by the Metropolitan Government of
Nashville and Davidson County requiring that natural gas compressor stations be located within
an industrial zoning district. The Cane Ridge site is currently zoned agricultural. Although local
ordinances have no bearing on a Commission Certificate, Columbia Gas has agreed to work with
the Metropolitan Government to identify recommended site development measures for this

property.

We received numerous comments regarding concerns centered around impacts on the Mill
Creek Greenway from the proposed Cane Ridge Compressor Station. The Mill Creek Park and
Mill Creek Greenway are approximately 0.4 mile south of the proposed compressor station site.
Due to the distance, existing tree cover, and existing residential developments that abut the park,
any visual and/or noise impacts on trail- and park-users of Mill Creek Park and Greenway would
be negligible.

We also received a comment from a landowner adjacent to the existing Leach C Meter
Station regarding nighttime lighting; and, we have recommended Columbia Gulf consider
adjusting the direction of its existing lights to minimize impacts on its neighbors.

The new aboveground facilities would result in a permanent visual impact throughout the
operational life of the MXP and GXP. The Companies have designed aboveground facilities to
preserve existing tree buffers within purchased parcels to the extent practicable. To further
mitigate visual impacts, the Companies would install perimeter fences and directionally controlled
lighting.

5.1.9 Socioeconomics

Construction of the MXP and GXP would not have significant adverse impacts on local
populations, housing, employment, or the provision of community services. There would be
temporary increases in demand for housing, such as hotels, motels, and other rental units, due to
the influx of construction workers. Also, there would be temporary increases in traffic levels due
to the commuting of the construction workforce to the MXP and GXP areas, as well as the
movement of construction vehicles and delivery of equipment and materials to the construction
sites. To address and mitigate traffic impacts related to MXP and GXP construction, the
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Companies would coordinate with local officials to avoid traffic interruptions and protect the
safety of pedestrians, motorists, and emergency vehicles. Further, we are recommending that
Columbia Gas prepare a final traffic management plan to address measures for implementing
detours on public roadways, timing shifts and worker commutes to avoid heavy traffic periods,
and measure to restore roadways damaged during project-related activities.

During MXP scoping, we received multiple comments regarding concerns with reductions
in property values that could result from the construction and operation of natural gas facilities
near homes, residential areas, or areas identified for future residential or commercial
developments. The effect that a pipeline easement may have on property value is a damage-related
issue that would be negotiated between the parties during the easement acquisition process, which
is designed to provide fair compensation to the landowner for the right to use the property for
pipeline construction and operation, including compensation for construction-related damages and
for damages associated with residential properties, crops, pasture, and timber. Based on the
research we have reviewed, we find no conclusive evidence indicating that natural gas pipeline
easements would have a negative impact on property values in general; however, there is always
the possibility that any given property may experience some value-related impacts.

We also received comments regarding concerns with local tax losses due to diminished
property values, but found no conclusive evidence indicating that natural gas pipeline easements
would have a negative impact on property values. The long-term positive economic impacts from
the MXP include an increase in annual tax revenue, paid by Columbia Gas, ranging from $50,000
per year in Mason County to $5.6 million in Doddridge County. Increases in annual tax revenues,
paid by Columbia Gulf, in the counties affected by the GXP facilities, would also be received.
This increase in taxes paid would benefit the local governments and their budgets annually for the
life of the MXP and GXP.

Construction of the MXP and GXP would result in minor beneficial socioeconomic
impacts due to increases in construction jobs, payroll taxes, purchases made by the workforce, and
expenses associated with the acquisition of material goods and equipment. Operation of the MXP
would have a minor to moderate positive effect to the local governments’ tax revenues due to the
increase in property taxes that would be collected from Columbia Gas.

Overall, we conclude that the MXP and GXP would not have a significant adverse effect
to the socioeconomic conditions of the respective project areas.

5.1.10 Cultural Resources
West Virginia Cultural Resources Surveys

As of March 2017, Columbia Gas has documented and assessed 56 archaeological
resources within the MXP surveyed area and only one has been determined to be eligible for the
NRHP. This one site was previously recorded, determined eligible for the NRHP, and would be
avoided by HDD. There were two previously recorded pre-contact mound remnant sites which
are no longer NRHP eligible. The newly recorded resources include 11 historic-era cemeteries,
18 pre-contact sites, 4 isolated finds of pre-contact artifacts, 10 historic-period sites, and 1
multicomponent site. MXP construction would avoid all 11 historic-era cemeteries recorded
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during the survey. For the cemetery that is less than 20 meters from the MXP centerline, Columbia
Gas would install construction fencing and/or flagging or signage at the edge of the construction
workspace to protect the cemetery from construction impacts.

The MXP-100 Pipeline survey corridor passes through the eastern portion of the Burning
Springs Civil War battlefield, approximately 1.2 miles east of the Burning Springs Complex NRHP
boundary. The portion of the pipeline that crosses the Little Kanawha River is listed on the NRI
due in part to its association with the Burning Springs Complex Site. No further cultural
investigations are recommended for this area.

Columbia Gas documented and assessed 188 historic-age architectural resources within the
surveyed area, including 169 residential properties, 5 farm complexes with residences, 8 churches,
2 commercial buildings, a bridge (Mud River Covered Bridge), a school, a hospital complex, and
a rail line that has been converted to a recreational trail. One of these resources, the 1930s-era
Morris Memorial Children’s Hospital complex, is NRHP-listed. The hospital complex occupies a
hilltop approximately 0.3 mile to the west of the MXP. MXP construction is not expected to have
a significant negative impact on the viewshed due to the modern infrastructure already present,
and that the visual effects would not be adverse. In addition, the MXP crossing point at Mud River
in Cabell County at MP 161.4 is within a segment listed on the NRI as having historic value based
in part on the Mud River Covered Bridge. The original location of the bridge is about 1.7 miles
north-northwest of the proposed MXP-100 pipeline crossing of the Mud River. This bridge, listed
as a National Historic Landmark, was subsequently moved off the river to an isolated pond within
the Cabell County Fairgrounds, approximately 1.5 miles north of the proposed crossing of the Mud
River. Columbia Gas recommended six resources as eligible for the NRHP and two as
“contributing.” The remaining are recommended as not eligible for the NRHP. No further cultural
investigations are recommended for this area. Columbia Gas recommended that the remaining
166 resources were not eligible for the NRHP. The SHPO has not yet concurred with Columbia
Gas’ recommendations; therefore, compliance with section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act is not complete. Columbia Gas would not be authorized to begin implementation
of any treatment plans or construction in any areas where SHPQO’s concurrence is outstanding; and
we have made recommendations in section 5.2 regarding outstanding consultations.

Kentucky Cultural Resources Surveys

Columbia Gulf’s Phase | archaeological survey resulted in the identification of two new
pre-contact archaeological sites and an isolated find. Columbia Gulf recommended that one of the
sites and the isolated find were not eligible for the NRHP. Following Phase Il evaluation testing,
the portion of the other site was recommended as not eligible for the NRHP, and Columbia Gulf
recommended no further work for the site. In a letter dated June 9, 2016, the Kentucky SHPO
concurred with these recommendations. We concur also.

Columbia Gulf’s Phase | architectural survey resulted in the identification of seven
previously recorded resources (a cemetery, two residences, two barns, and two farms) and eight
newly recorded resources (a bridge, a farmstead, three residences, and three barns). Four of the
previously recorded resources had been previously determined not eligible for the NRHP and were
not revisited. The remaining 11 resources were recommended as not eligible for the NRHP. In a
letter dated September 22, 2016, the Kentucky SHPO concurred with Columbia Gulf’s revised
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report and indicated no historic properties would be affected by the project. We agree with the
Kentucky SHPO.

Tennessee Cultural Resources Surveys

Columbia Gulf’s Phase | survey for archaeological and historic architectural resources
resulted in the identification of one newly recorded pre-contact archaeological site, one previously
recorded pre-contact archaeological site, eight newly recorded historic architectural properties (all
residences), and four previously recorded historic architectural properties (three residences and a
church/cemetery). Columbia Gulf recommended that none of these resources were eligible for the
NRHP, and no further work would be required. In a May 16, 2016 letter, the Tennessee SHPO
found that “the project area contains no historic properties eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places.” We agree with the Tennessee SHPO.

The NPS communicated concerns over the potential for impacts on the Trail of Tears at
the proposed Clifton Junction Compressor Station site. We have determined that no direct impacts
on the Trail of Tears would result from the construction and operation of this compressor station.
The station exhaust stack would potentially be visible to motorists from points along U.S. Highway
64; however, as the highway is used for vehicle traffic, the stack would be seen only briefly, and
distinct features would be difficult to distinguish given the prevalence of surrounding forested
lands and rolling topography.

Mississippi Cultural Resources Surveys

Columbia Gulf’s Phase | survey for archaeological and historic architectural resources
resulted in the identification of no archaeological sites and nine newly recorded historic
architectural properties (seven residences, a radio tower, and a church/cemetery). Columbia Gulf
recommended that none of the historic architectural properties were eligible for the NRHP, and no
further work would be required. In a May 23, 2016 letter, the Mississippi SHPO concurred with
the findings and recommendations of Columbia Gulf. We concur also.

Native American Consultation

Columbia Gulf and Columbia Gas requested information from federally recognized Native
American tribes regarding the locations of archaeological sites, burials, or traditional cultural
properties within or near the MXP and GXP areas. Columbia Gas sent introductory project letters
to 11 tribes on July 14, 2015. The Seneca Nation of Indians and Delaware Nation replied
requesting a copy of the survey findings upon completion. The Delaware Tribe of Indians replied
with a letter detailing its fee structure for responding to consultation requests. Columbia Gas
indicated it would provide the Seneca Nation and Delaware Nation with the survey report. We
sent our Notice of Intent and follow-up letters to these same tribes. The United Keetoowah Band
of Cherokee Indians of Oklahoma responded on April 8, 2016, and recommended a survey be
completed. Columbia will provide the tribe with the survey report.

Columbia Gulf requested information from federally recognized Native American tribes
and sent introductory project letters to 21 tribes on July 17, 2015, and two additional tribes on June
1, 2016. Columbia Gulf also conducted follow-up phone calls with the tribes. Columbia Gulf
received nine responses to the introductory letter, including requests to be notified of inadvertent
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discoveries and for copies of survey reports. Columbia Gulf provided survey reports to those tribes
that requested them. We sent our Notice of Intent and follow-up letters to these same tribes. The
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians responded on June 22, 2016, and recommended a
survey be completed. In aJune 23, 2016 letter, the Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma expressed interest
in the GXP and requested copies of all SHPO correspondence. Columbia Gulf provided both tribes
with the requested information and the survey reports.

Compliance with the NHPA

The Companies’ have planned the MXP and GXP to avoid impacting NRHP-eligible
resources. If NRHP-eligible resources are identified that cannot be avoided, the Companies would
prepare treatment plans. Implementation of a treatment plan would only occur after certification
of the MXP and GXP and after the FERC provides written notification to proceed. Portions of the
MXP still require survey and Section 106 consultation with the SHPO is not complete.
Compliance with section 106 of the NHPA is complete for all the GXP components in Tennessee,
Mississippi, and Kentucky.

5.1.11  Air Quality and Noise
5.1.11.1  Air Quality

The air quality impacts associated with construction of the MXP and GXP would include
temporary, localized increases in tailpipe emissions from fossil-fueled construction equipment and
temporary increases in fugitive dust due to surface disturbances caused by construction activities
and vehicle travel on unpaved roads. Local emissions may be elevated, and nearby residents may
notice elevated levels of fugitive dust, but these would not be significant, and air quality impacts
would be temporary and localized. The Companies would each implement their respective
Fugitive Dust Control Plan that describes mitigation measures to control fugitive dust during
construction activities. We have reviewed these plans and find them acceptable. In nonattainment
and maintenance areas, estimated construction emissions would not exceed the General
Conformity thresholds. Therefore, we conclude that the MXP and GXP construction would not
result in a significant impact on local or regional air quality.

Operation of the MXP and GXP aboveground facilities would result in long-term air
emissions from stationary equipment (e.g., turbines, emergency generators, and heaters at
compressor stations and M&R stations), including emissions of NOx, CO, particulate matter, SOz,
VOCs, GHGs (including fugitive CHa4), and HAPs. Modeling results demonstrate that the MXP
and GXP compressor stations would not exceed NAAQS, and the project areas would continue to
remain protective of human health and public welfare for all listed pollutants. The proposed and
modified compressor stations and M&R stations would be a minor source of air emissions under
federal air quality programs and would not have a significant impact on local or regional air
quality.

Commenters expressed concern about exposure to chemicals from the construction and
operation of gas compressor stations and the impacts on human health. Fugitive gas emissions can
occur because of leaks from gas pipeline equipment and can be emitted from blowdowns at
compressor stations. Fugitive emissions from equipment leaks are estimated to be less than 1 tpy
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for each GXP compressor station, and blowdown emissions are estimated to be in the range of 5
to 7 tpy. These fugitive gas emissions would be pipeline quality gas that primarily comprises CH4,
ethane, and propane (hydrocarbons) and not highly toxic compounds. The principle source of
pollutants from the compressor stations, both HAPs and criteria pollutants, would occur as a result
of natural gas combustion. Combustion emissions were estimated for each GXP compressor
station, and all GXP compressor station emissions are below the major source HAP thresholds (10
tpy for each individual HAP and 25 tpy for combined HAPs). The remaining criteria pollutants
were modeled and estimated ambient concentrations were found to be below NAAQS which are
set by the EPA to be protective of the public health.

Based on our analysis and compliance with federal and state air quality regulations, we
conclude that operational emissions would not have a significant impact on local and regional air
quality.

5.1.11.2 Noise

Noise would be generated during construction of the MXP pipelines and MXP and GXP
aboveground facilities. Construction noise associated with the MXP pipelines would be spread
over the length of the pipeline corridors and would not be concentrated at any one location for an
extended period, except at the proposed HDD sites. Construction noise associated with the MXP
and GXP aboveground facilities would be more concentrated in the vicinity of compressor stations
and would extend for several months, but would vary depending on the specific activities taking
place at any given time.

NSAs near the MXP and GXP 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 activity for the MXP.

Atthe HDD and Direct Pipe sites, construction activity and drilling noise may be prolonged
(several weeks to months depending on the length of the drill and the hardness of the substrate
being drilled) and extend overnight. Columbia Gas proposes to use these techniques at two
locations along the MXP pipeline route (HDD at the Kanawha River and Direct Pipe at Highway
50), and performed ambient noise surveys and acoustical assessments of NSAs within 0.5 mile of
the sites to determine background noise levels and the predicted noise levels at NSAs. For entry
and exit points at which the predicted noise levels at a NSA are greater than 55 dBA Ldn, Columbia
Gas would install residential grade exhaust mufflers on engines and install acoustic barriers
between the drilling site and the impacted NSA to mitigate noise impacts. Even with mitigation
measures at the Kanawha River, the expected impacts at NSA #1 would still exceed 55 dBA Ldn
and would represent more than a doubling of perceived ambient noise levels. We are
recommending that Columbia Gas provide mitigation measures and make all reasonable efforts to
ensure residents do not experience noise impacts above 55 dBA Lan.

Based on the analyses conducted and mitigation measures proposed, as well as our
recommendation, we conclude that construction of the MXP pipelines (including HDD activities),
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compressor stations, and regulator stations would not result in significant noise impacts on NSAs.
There are no proposed HDD drilling operations for the GXP.

Noise levels associated with the operation of each MXP compressor and regulator station,
except for the existing Ceredo Station, are projected to be below an Lan of 55 dBA. The
modifications associated with the Ceredo Station would result in a decrease in noise levels at
NSAs. Operation of the Sherwood, White Oak, Mount Olive, and Saunders Creek stations would
result in a noticeable increase in noise levels, but total noise levels would remain below an Lan of
55 dBA. Noise levels from each GXP compressor and meter station are projected to be below an
Lan of 55 dBA. Operation of the Paint Lick, Goodluck, Leach C, and Cane Ridge stations would
result in a noticeable increase in noise levels; however, total noise levels would remain below our
55 dBA Lan criterion. Noise from planned or unplanned blowdown events could exceed the noise
criteria, but would be infrequent and of relative short duration. To ensure that the noise levels
during operation of the compressor stations and meter stations do not exceed the FERC 55 dBA
Lan sound criterion, we are recommending that the Companies file noise surveys at full load
conditions and install additional noise controls if the levels are exceeded.

We performed CadnaA noise modeling to take into account the surrounding terrain at the
proposed site of the Cane Ridge Compressor Station. Our modeling results indicated that noise
levels would be lower than levels predicted by Columbia Gulf.

Based on modeled noise levels, mitigation measures proposed, our recommendations, and
the temporary nature of construction, we conclude that construction and operation of the MXP and
GXP would not result in significant noise impacts on residents or the surrounding communities.

5.1.12 Reliability and Safety

The MXP pipelines and MXP and GXP aboveground facilities would be designed,
constructed, operated, and maintained to meet the DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 49
CFR 192 and other applicable federal and state regulations. These regulations include
specifications for material selection and qualification; minimum design requirements; and
protection from internal, external, and atmospheric corrosion. Each compressor station would be
enclosed within a chain-linked fence and equipped with security cameras, an alarm system,
ventilating equipment, automatic shutdown systems, and relief valves.

Safety standards specified in 49 CFR 192 also 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. Columbia Gas would utilize the emergency procedures contained in
its Emergency Operating Procedures Manual, which requires communication with emergency
responders on an annual basis. Local contact phone numbers, external contact information,
equipment or resources available for mobilization, and any specific procedures to be followed for
the MXP would be incorporated into the Emergency Operating Procedures Manual prior to
commencement of pipeline operations.
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Based on the Companies’ compliance with federal design and safety standards and their
implementation of safety measures, we conclude that constructing and operating the MXP and
GXP facilities would not significantly impact public safety.

5.1.13 Cumulative Impacts

The MXP and GXP have potential to contribute towards cumulative impacts on the
environment and economy when other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects or actions
occur within the same geographic and temporal scopes as the MXP or GXP. These projects include
FERC-jurisdictional natural gas pipelines and aboveground facilities; non-jurisdictional facilities
associated with the MXP and GXP; other natural gas facilities that are not under the Commission’s
jurisdiction; oil and gas wells, and other actions including electric transmission projects,
transportation projects, and residential and commercial developments.

A majority of the impacts associated with the MXP and GXP, when combined with impacts
from other projects, would be temporary and relatively minor overall, and we included
recommendations in the EIS to further reduce the environmental impacts associated with the two
projects. However, when combined with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future oil
and gas wells and appurtenant facilities, the MXP would likely contribute to some long-term
significant cumulative impacts on upland forested vegetation and associated wildlife habitats. The
MXP could contribute substantially to short-term impacts on the availability of local housing along
the MXP-100 pipeline route. However, short- and long-term cumulative benefits, from a
combination of multiple projects within a region, on the communities would be realized through
jobs, wages, purchases of goods and materials, and annual property taxes paid by the Companies
and the other project’s advocates.

5.1.14  Alternatives

We evaluated the no-action alternative, system alternatives, MXP pipeline major route
alternatives, minor pipeline route variations, and alternative locations for the proposed GXP Cane
Ridge Compressor Station. While the no-action alternative would eliminate the short- and long-
term environmental impacts identified in the EIS, the state objectives of the Companies’ proposals
would not be met.

We compared each alternative to the proposed action using three key criteria:

1. Does the alternative meet the objectives of the proposed action?
2. s the alternative technically and economically feasible, reasonable, and practical?

3. Does the alternative offer a significant environment advantage over the proposed
action?

For the purpose of analyzing system alternatives, we evaluated potential impacts associated
with using other gas suppliers to transport an equivalent volume of gas to meet the MXP purpose
and need and to provide firm transportation service to Columbia Gas’ TCO Pool, as well as more
southerly markets accessible from Columbia Gulf’s pipeline. None of the other pipeline systems
in the vicinity of the MXP have the capacity to transport the large volumes of gas that would be
carried by the MXP, and none of the existing systems would be able to expand their facilities
within the schedule required by the MXP’s shippers. Because other pipeline carriers in the MXP
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area would be required to construct new pipeline segments and other appurtenances to reach the
receipt and delivery points required by MXP, we do not consider the use of other existing pipeline
systems to be a viable alternative to the MXP. Therefore, these alternatives were eliminated from
further analysis.

We analyzed two major pipeline route alternatives to the MXP, one that involved
looping/upgrades to existing Columbia Gas pipeline systems and one that included modifications
to an approved Columbia Gas project currently under construction (the LEX; Docket No. CP15-
514). The alternatives reviewed were determined to be not environmentally preferable to the
proposed action. Additionally, the constructability issues associated with all the major pipeline
route alternatives and the potential impacts on an increased number of landowners make the
alternatives less preferable than the MXP. We received comment letters from four affected
landowners requesting alternative routes across their properties and have recommended Columbia
Gas evaluate these routes, as discussed in section 3.4 and listed below in section 5.2. We revised
our recommendation to account for landowner-approved final route adjustments on these
properties.

We considered two alternatives involving Columbia Gulf using its existing system to meet
the purpose and need of the GXP: a loop-intensive alternative that would include modifications to
an existing facility and seven new pipeline looping sections; and a separate alternative that
involved a combination of looping and horsepower increases at five existing compressor stations.
We do not consider the looping and addition of compression at Columbia Gulf’s existing
compressor stations to be preferable to or provide a significant environmental advantage over the
GXP. Therefore, they were eliminated from further analysis.

We received additional letters, comments, and mapping from residents living around the
proposed location of the Cane Ridge Compressor Station. Based on comments received during
the draft EIS comment period regarding alternative sites for the GXP Cane Ridge Compressor
Station, we evaluated an additional 13 alternative sites. However, we did not find that any of the
alternative sites conferred an environmental advantage over the proposed site, and we are not
recommending them. In summary, we have determined that Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf’s
proposed projects, as modified by our recommended environmental conditions below, are the
preferred alternative than can meet the project objectives.

5.2 FERC STAFF'S RECOMMENDED MITIGATION

If the Commission authorizes the MXP and GXP, we recommend that the following
measures be included as specific conditions in the Commission’s Order. We conclude that these
measures would further mitigate the environmental impacts associated with the construction and
operation of the MXP and GXP.

1. Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf shall each follow the construction procedures and
mitigation measures described in their respective applications and supplements (including
responses to staff data requests) and as identified in the EIS, unless modified by the Order.
Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf must:

a. request any modification to these procedures, measures, or conditions in a filing
with the Secretary of the Commission (Secretary);
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b. justify each modification relative to site-specific conditions;

c. explain how that modification provides an equal or greater level of environmental
protection than the original measure; and

d. receive approval in writing from the Director of the OEP before using that
modification.

The Director of OEP has delegated authority to take whatever steps are necessary to ensure
the protection of all environmental resources during construction and operation of the MXP
and GXP. This authority shall allow:

a. the modification of conditions of the Order; and

b. the design and implementation of any additional measures deemed necessary
(including stop-work authority) to assure continued compliance with the intent of
the environmental conditions as well as the avoidance or mitigation of adverse
environmental impact resulting from MXP and GXP construction and operation.

Prior to any construction, Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf shall file an affirmative
statement with the Secretary, certified by their senior company officials, that all Columbia
Gas and Columbia Gulf personnel, Els, and contractor personnel will be informed of the
El’s authority and have been or will be trained on the implementation of the environmental
mitigation measures appropriate to their jobs before becoming involved with construction
and restoration activities.

The authorized facility locations shall be shown in the EIS, as supplemented by filed
alignment sheets, and shall include the staff’s recommended route variations identified in
section 3.4 of the EIS. As soon as they are available, and before the start of
construction, Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf shall file with the Secretary any revised
detailed survey alignment maps/sheets at a scale not smaller than 1:6,000 with station
positions for all facilities approved by the Order. All requests for modifications of
environmental conditions of the Order or site-specific clearances must be written and must
reference locations designated on these alignment maps/sheets.

Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf exercise of eminent domain authority granted under
NGA section 7(h) in any condemnation proceedings related to the Order must be consistent
with these authorized facilities and locations. Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf right of
eminent domain granted under NGA section 7(h) does not authorize them to increase the
size of their natural gas facilities to accommodate future needs or to acquire a right-of-way
for a pipeline to transport a commaodity other than natural gas.

Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf shall file with the Secretary detailed alignment
maps/sheets and aerial photographs at a scale not smaller than 1:6,000 identifying all route
realignments or facility relocations, staging areas, pipe storage yards, new access roads,
and other areas that would not be used or disturbed and have not been previously identified
in filings with the Secretary. Approval for each of these areas must be explicitly requested
in writing. For each area, the request must include a description of the existing land
use/cover type, documentation of landowner approval, whether any cultural resources or
federally listed threatened or endangered species would be affected, and whether any other
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environmentally sensitive areas are within or abutting the area. All areas shall be clearly
identified on the maps/sheets/aerial photographs. Each area must be approved in writing
by the Director of OEP before construction in or near that area.

This requirement does not apply to extra workspace allowed by FERC’s Upland Erosion
Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (Plan) and/or minor field alignments per
landowner needs and requirements which do not affect other landowners or sensitive
environmental areas such as wetlands.

Examples of alterations requiring approval include all route realignments and facility
location changes resulting from:

a. implementation of cultural resources mitigation measures;

b. implementation of endangered, threatened, or special concern species mitigation
measures;

c. recommendations by state regulatory authorities; and

d. agreements with individual landowners that affect other landowners or could affect
sensitive environmental areas.

Within 60 days of the acceptance of the authorization and before construction begins,
Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf shall file their respective Implementation Plans with the
Secretary for review and written approval by the Director of OEP. Columbia Gas and
Columbia Gulf must file revisions to their plans as schedules change. The plans shall
identify:

a. how the Companies will implement the construction procedures and mitigation
measures described in its application and supplements (including responses to staff
data requests), identified in the EIS, and required by the Order;

b. how the Companies will incorporate these requirements into the contract bid
documents, construction contracts (especially penalty clauses and specifications),
and construction drawings so that the mitigation required at each site is clear to
onsite construction and inspection personnel;

c. the number of Els assigned per spread, and how the company will ensure that
sufficient personnel are available to implement the environmental mitigation;

d. company personnel, including Els and contractors, who will receive copies of the
appropriate material;

e. the location and dates of the environmental compliance training and instructions
the Companies will give to all personnel involved with construction and restoration
(initial and refresher training as the MXP and GXP progress and personnel change),
with the opportunity for OEP staff to participate in the training session(s);

f. the company personnel (if known) and specific portion of the Companies’
organization having responsibility for compliance;

g. the procedures (including use of contract penalties) the Companies will follow if
noncompliance occurs; and
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h.

for each discrete facility, a Gantt or Program Evaluation Review Technique (PERT)
chart (or similar project scheduling diagram), and dates for:

1) the completion of all required surveys and reports;

(2)  the environmental compliance training of onsite personnel,
3) the start of construction; and

4) the start and completion of restoration.

7. Columbia Gas shall employ a team of Els (i.e., two or more or as may be established by
the Director of OEP) per construction spread for the MXP. Columbia Gulf shall employ
at least two Els for the GXP. The Els shall be:

a. responsible for monitoring and ensuring compliance with all mitigation measures
required by the Order and other grants, permits, certificates, or other authorizing
documents;

b. responsible for evaluating the construction contractor's implementation of the
environmental mitigation measures required in the contract (see condition 6 above)
and any other authorizing document;

c. empowered to order correction of acts that violate the environmental conditions of
the Order, and any other authorizing document;

d. a full-time position, separate from all other activity inspectors;

e. responsible for documenting compliance with the environmental conditions of the
Order, as well as any environmental conditions/permit requirements imposed by
other federal, state, or local agencies; and

f. responsible for maintaining status reports.

8. Beginning with the filing of its Implementation Plan, Columbia Gas shall file updated

status reports with the Secretary on a weekly basis until all construction and restoration
activities are complete. Beginning with the filing of its Implementation Plan, Columbia
Gulf shall file updated status reports with the Secretary on a monthly basis until all
construction and restoration activities are complete. On request, these status reports will
also be provided to other federal and state agencies with permitting responsibilities. Status
reports shall include:

a.
b.

an update on the Companies’ efforts to obtain the necessary federal authorizations;

the construction status of each spread, work planned for the following reporting
period, and any schedule changes for stream crossings or work in other
environmentally sensitive areas;

a listing of all problems encountered and each instance of noncompliance observed
by the Els during the reporting period (both for the conditions imposed by the
Commission and any environmental conditions/permit requirements imposed by
other federal, state, or local agencies);

a description of the corrective actions implemented in response to all instances of
noncompliance, and their cost;
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e. the effectiveness of all corrective actions implemented;

f. a description of any landowner/resident complaints that may relate to compliance
with the requirements of the Order, and the measures taken to satisfy their concerns;
and

g. copies of any correspondence received by the Companies from other federal, state,
or local permitting agencies concerning instances of noncompliance, and the
Companies’ response.

Columbia Gas shall develop and implement an environmental complaint resolution
procedure during construction and for a period of at least 2 years following the
completion of construction. The procedure shall provide landowners with clear and
simple directions for identifying and resolving their environmental mitigation
problems/concerns during construction of the MXP and restoration of the right-of-
way. Prior to construction, Columbia Gas shall mail the complaint procedures to
each landowner whose property would be crossed by the project.

a. Inits letter to affected landowners, Columbia Gas shall:

1) provide a local contact that the landowners should call first with
their concerns; the letter should indicate how soon a landowner
should expect a response;

(2 instruct the landowner that if they are not satisfied with the response,
they should call Columbia Gas’ Hotline; the letter should indicate
how soon to expect a response; and

3) instruct the landowners that if they are still not satisfied with the
response from Columbia Gas’ Hotline, they should contact the
Commission’s Landowner Helpline at 877-337-2237 or at
LandownerHelp@ferc.gov.

b. In addition, Columbia Gas shall include in its weekly status report a copy
of a table that contains the following information for each problem/concern:

1) the identity of the caller and date of the call;

(2 the location by milepost and identification number from the
authorized alignment sheet(s) of the affected property;

3) a description of the problem/concern; and

4 an explanation of how and when the problem was resolved, will be
resolved, or why it has not been resolved.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Prior to receiving written authorization from the Director of OEP to commence
construction of any facilities, Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf shall each file with the
Secretary documentation that it has received all applicable authorizations required under
federal law (or evidence of waiver thereof).

Columbia Gas and Columbia Gulf must receive written authorization from the Director of
OEP before placing their respective facilities into service. Such authorization will only
be granted following a determination that rehabilitation and restoration of the right-of-way
and other areas affected by the project are proceeding satisfactorily.

Within 30 days of placing the authorized facilities in service, the Companies shall each
file an affirmative statement with the Secretary, certified by a senior company official:

a. that the facilities have been constructed in compliance with all applicable
conditions, and that continuing activities will be consistent with all applicable
conditions; or

b. identifying which of the conditions in the Order the Company has complied with
or will comply with. This statement shall also identify any areas affected by the
project where compliance measures were not properly implemented, if not
previously identified in filed status reports, and the reason for noncompliance.

Prior to construction, Columbia Gas shall finalize the design for and adopt the route
variations on the Umstead (MP 68.0), Hall (MP 97.1), and Elliot (MP 145.8) properties
into its final proposed route for MXP-100. Columbia Gas shall file with the Secretary, for
review and written approval by the Director of OEP:

a. aerial and/or topographic maps identifying the proposed route variation that
addresses the identified landowner issue(s);

b. documentation of landowner consultation; and

c. documentation of any required surveys and agency consultations for each route
variation. (section 3.4)

Prior to construction, Columbia Gas shall file with the Secretary for review and written
approval by the Director of OEP, the results of a Phase 1l Landslide Hazard Assessment,
which includes the results of all field activities to investigate and document the status of
all potential landslide areas, and provide a Landslide Mitigation Plan that includes site-
specific mitigation measures Columbia Gas will implement during construction and
operation of the project on steep slopes and slip-prone soils. The Landslide Mitigation
Plan shall include:

a. a description of how construction activities will be conducted on steep slopes and
in areas prone to instability;
b. safety protocols for personnel working on steep slopes or areas prone to instability;

c. measures Columbia Gas will implement if project-related activities result in
instability/landslides during, and after, MXP construction; and
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

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

Columbia Gas shall develop the Phase 1l Landslide Hazard Assessments and the Landslide
Mitigation Plan shall be developed in consultation with the WVDEP and WVDNR.
(section 4.1.4.4.1)

Prior to commencing construction activities between MP 50 - 51 and MP 113.3-114.3,
Columbia Gas shall consult with the Doddridge County Park and Roane-Jackson
Technical Center to establish pre- and post-construction notification protocols and
identify any special measures that may be needed to further reduce the potential for impacts
on water quality and/or yield of Doddridge County Park Well #1 and Roane-Jackson
Technical Center Wells #1, #2, and #3. Columbia Gas shall file with the Secretary
documentation of its consultations, and proposed notification and mitigation measures, for
review and approval by the Director of OEP. (section 4.3.1.2.1)

Prior to construction, Columbia Gas shall:

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

b. provide the status (active, abandoned, capped, etc.) of the two water wells located
at MP 164.3 and, if active, identify measures to protect these water wells during
construction, for review and written approval by the Director of OEP. (section
4.3.1.3.1)

Prior to construction, Columbia Gas shall consult with the appropriate government
entities and/or water utilities to identify any specific protective measures for SWPASs that
will be crossed by the MXP. The results of these consultations shall be filed with the
Secretary. (section 4.3.2.1.1)

Prior to withdrawing water for hydrostatic testing from Fish Creek, Piney Fork,
Meathouse Fork, McElroy Creek, Slab Creek, or Frozencamp Creek, Columbia Gas
shall consult with WVDNR to assess whether stream flow is sufficient to protect aquatic
life, and to assess whether any specific measures to protect in-stream habitat and
downstream uses are warranted at these waterbodies. The results of these consultations
shall be filed with the Secretary. (section 4.3.2.4.1)

Prior to construction, Columbia Gas shall file with the Secretary any specific
construction, restoration, replacement, and/or operation mitigation measures identified
through its discussions with the WVDNR that Columbia Gas will implement to promote
compatibility with the restoration and management of upland forested areas. (section
45.4.1)

Prior to construction, Columbia Gas shall develop, in consultation with the appropriate
West Virginia state agencies and local NRCS, a noxious and invasive weed management
plan. This plan shall include:

a. identification of the locations by milepost where noxious or invasive weeds are
currently present either within or immediately adjacent to all areas of project-
related disturbance; and
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21.

22,

23.

24,

b. BMPs that include integrated vegetation management and a site-specific plan for
each location where weeds are present which:

1) describes options for pretreatment (including the month(s) of the year when
pretreatment would be effective), treatment during construction (to avoid
introducing or spreading invasive species), and post-construction treatment
and monitoring;

(2 identifies who was consulted regarding possible treatment options; and

3) includes whether the landowner/administrator has approved of the treatment
options proposed.

Columbia Gas shall file this plan with the Secretary, for review and written approval from
the Director of OEP, before implementation and include the comments of the various
agencies consulted during its development. (section 4.5.5.1)

Following construction, Columbia Gas shall conduct noxious and invasive species
monitoring within the maintained rights-of-way for 3 years following successful
completion of revegetation, and file with the Secretary the results of these surveys.
Columbia Gas shall not move mowing and maintenance equipment from an area where
invasive species have been encountered during operation of the project unless the
equipment is cleaned to remove invasive species and seeds prior to moving. (section 4.5.5.1)

Prior to removal of any ash tree from the GXP areas in Tennessee, Columbia Gulf
shall inspect all ash trees that will be removed for indications of emerald ash borer
infestations, before transporting ash trees away from the area. If signs of an infestation
exist, Columbia Gulf shall immediately contact the USDA Emerald Ash Borer Hotline at
866-322-4512 to determine the appropriate method for disposing of the tree(s). Prior to
operation of the GXP, Columbia Gulf shall file with the Secretary the results of these
inspections. (section 4.5.5.2)

Prior to construction, Columbia Gas shall file with the Secretary an update of its MBTA
consultations with the USFWS and WVDNR regarding the development of its MBTA Tree
Clearing Strategy (and provide a copy of the final plan, if available); and identify special
measures, if any, that Columbia Gas will implement to reduce impacts on cerulean warbler
habitat. (section 4.6.3.1)

Prior to construction, Columbia Gas shall:

a. complete required mussel surveys as soon as conditions allow and file the results
of the surveys with the Secretary and concurrently provide the survey results to the
USFWS and WVDNR; and

b. file an update with the Secretary of any further discussions or progress made with
the USFWS regarding recommendations on stream crossing locations and
construction methodologies where federally protected mussel species may be
present.
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25.

26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

Columbia Gas shall not begin construction of the MXP until FERC staff has completed
all necessary section 7 consultations with the USFWS for federally listed mussel
species, and the Director of OEP authorizes construction or implementation of
mitigation measures to begin. (section 4.7.5.1)

Prior to construction, Columbia Gas shall:

a. complete required bat surveys as soon as conditions allow and file the survey
results with the Secretary and concurrently provide the results to the USFWS and
WVDNR; and

b. file an update with the Secretary of any further discussions or progress made with
the USFWS regarding the Indiana bat and the NLEB.

Columbia Gas shall not begin construction of the MXP until FERC staff has completed
all necessary section 7 consultations with the USFWS for federally listed bat species,
and the Director of OEP authorizes construction or implementation of mitigation
measures to begin. (section 4.7.6.1)

Prior to construction, Columbia Gas shall file documentation with the Secretary
regarding Columbia Gas’ consultation with the WVDNR for state-listed mussel species,
including any updated stream crossing plans and/or additional mitigation measures for all
locations where state-listed mussels may occur. (section 4.7.10.1)

Prior to construction, Columbia Gas shall file with the Secretary, for review and written
approval by the Director of OEP, an updated site-specific plan for Tract WV-D0O-0278.007
near MP 51.0 and Tract WV-JA-0368.000 near MP 124.6 that includes specific impact
avoidance or minimization measures for the fenced corral and shed. (section 4.8.1.3.1)

Prior to construction, Columbia Gulf shall perform a nighttime site visit to the Leach C
Meter Station to evaluate stray lighting that may be disruptive to its neighbors. If existing
lighting can be angled in a direction that it is no longer a nuisance to the adjacent residence,
Columbia Gulf shall consider making an adjustment, provided it does not jeopardize the
safety and/or security of the facility operations, and file a report with the Secretary
identifying proposed modifications. (section 4.8.3.2)

Prior to construction, Columbia Gas shall file with the Secretary, for review and written
approval by the Director of OEP, a traffic management plan for the MXP, which includes:
a. proposed measures for implementing any detours on public roadways;
b. timing shifts and worker commutes as to avoid heavy traffic periods; and

c. proposed measures for restoration of roadways damaged by project-related
activities upon completion of construction. (section 4.9.6.1)

Columbia Gas shall not begin implementation of any treatment plans/measures
(including archaeological data recovery), construction of facilities, and/or use of staging,
storage, or temporary work areas and new or to-be-improved access roads until:
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John Schmidt, Project Leader
Tiernan Lennon, Fish and Wildlife Biologist

Department of Justice, DC

Environment & Natural Resources Division
Beverly Li, NEPA Coordinator

Department of State, DC

Bureau of Oceans & International Environmental & Scientific Affairs
Alexander Yuan, Foreign Affairs Officer

Department of Transportation, DC

Office of Assistant Secretary for Transportation Policy
Camille Mittelholtz, Environmental Policy Team Coordinator
Helen Serassio, Senior Environmental Attorney Advisor

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration
Jeffrey Wiese, Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety

Magdy El-Sibaie, Associate Administrator for Hazardous Materials Safety

Sherri Pappas, Senior Assistant Chief Counsel
Office of Pipeline Safety
Bryn Karaus, Senior Attorney
Kenneth Y. Lee, Director, Engineering and Research Division
Karen Lynch, National CATS Coordinator

Surface Transportation Board
Victoria Rutson, Chief, Section of Environmental Analysis

Environmental Protection Agency, DC

NEPA Compliance Division
Cliff Rader, Director

Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance
Cynthia Giles, Assistant Administrator

Natural Gas STAR
Jerome Blackman

Office of Federal Activities
Susan E Bromm, Director
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Environmental Protection Agency, GA

Resource Conservation & Restoration Division
Larry Long, Director, Region 4

Environmental Protection Agency, PA
Barbara Rudnick, NEPA Team Leader, Region 3

Staff Reviewers
Alaina McCurdy
Aaron Blair

Office of Environmental Programs
Jeffrey D. Lapp, Associate Director

Senate, DC

Energy and Natural Resources Committee
Lisa Murkowski, Chairman

U.S. Geological Survey, VA

Environmental Management Branch
Esther Eng, Chief

U.S. Customs & Border Protection Department of Homeland Security, DC
Christopher Oh, Branch Chief

Native American Tribes

B. Cheryl Smith, Tribal Chief, Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Jena, LA

Bill John Baker, Principal Chief, Cherokee Nation, Tahlequah, OK

Bryant Celestine, Historic Preservation Officer, Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas,
Livingston, TX

Chester Brooks, Chief, Delaware Tribe of Indians, Bartlesville, OK

Colabee 111 Clem Sylestine, Chief, Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas, Livingston, TX
Douglas G. Lankford, Chief, Miami Tribe of Oklahoma, Miami, OK

Earl Barbry, Jr., Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Tunic-Biloxi Indians of Louisiana,
Marksville, LA

Earl J. Barbry, Sr., Chairman, Tunic- Biloxi Indians of Louisiana, Marksville, LA

Edwina Butler-Wolfe, Governor, Absentee-Shawnee Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma, Shawnee,
OK

Everett Bandy, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma, Quapaw, OK
Gary Batton, Chief, Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma, Durant, OK

George G. Wickliffe, Chief, United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians, Tahlequah, OK
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George Strack, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Miami Tribe of Oklahoma, Miami, OK
George Wickliffe, Chief, United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians, Tahlequah, OK
Glenna J. Wallace, Chief, Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma, Seneca, MO

Glenna Wallace, Chief, Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma, Wyandotte, OK

lan Thompson, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma, Durant,
OK

Jeremiah Hobia, Mekko, Kialegee Tribal Town, Wetumka, OK

Jill Crawford, Section 106 Coordinator, Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana, Elton, LA
Jody Hayes, Tribal Administrator, The Shawnee Tribe, Miami, OK

John Berrey, Chairperson, Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma, Quapaw, OK

John P. Froman, Chief, Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma, Miami, OK

Johnnie Jacobs, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Muscogee (Creek) Nation, Okmulgee,
OK

Joseph H. Blanchard, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Absentee-Shawnee Tribe of Indians
of Oklahoma, Shawnee, OK

Kara Gann, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Kialegee Tribal Town, Wetumka, OK
Kerry Holton, President, Delware Nation, Anadarko, OK

Kimberly Walden, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Chitimacha Tribe, Charenton, LA
Leona Hicks, Executive Secretary, Thlopthlocco Tribal Town, Okemah, OK

Lisa LaRue, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee
Indians, Tahlequah, OK

Logan Pappenfort, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma,
Miami, OK

Lovelin Poncho, Chairman, Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana, Elton, LA

Maurice A. John, Sr., President, Seneca Nation of Indians, Salamanca, NY

Michell Hicks, Principal Chief, Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians, Cherokee, NC

Phyliss J. Anderson, Chief, Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians, Choctaw, MS

Robert Thrower, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Poarch Band of Creek Indians, Atmore,
AL

Roger Hill, Chief, Tonawanda Band of Seneca Indians of New York, Basom, NY
Ron Sparkman, Chief, The Shawnee Tribe, Miami, OK

Russell Townsend, Tribal Historic Preservation Specialist, Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians,
Cherokee, NC

Ryan Morrow, Town King, Thlopthlocco Tribal Town, Okemah, OK

Tarpie Yargee, Chief, Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town, Wetumka, OK

Ted Isham, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Muscogee (Creek) Nation, Okmulgee, OK
William L. Fisher, Chief, Seneca-Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma, Grove, OK

Federal Representatives and Senators

Kentucky
Rand Paul, U.S. Senator
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Mitch McConnell, U.S. Senator
Harold “Hal” Rogers, U.S. Representative
Garland “Andy” Barr, U.S. Representative

Mississippi
Roger Wicker, U.S. Senator
Thad Cochran, U.S. Senator
Bennie Thompson, U.S. Representative
Trent Kelly, U.S. Representative

Tennessee

Lamar Alexander, U.S. Senator

Bob Corker, U.S. Senator

Jim Cooper, U.S. Representative
Marsha Blackburn, U.S. Representative

West Virginia
Alex Mooney, U.S. Representative
David McKinley, U.S. Representative

Evan Jenkins, U.S. Representative
Joe Manchin, U.S. Senator

Shelley Capito, U.S. Senator

State Representatives and Senators

Kentucky
Bart Rowland, Representative
Jonathon Shell, Representative
Mike Denham, Representative
Rocky Adkins, Representative, State House Majority Floor Leader
David Givens, Senator
Stephen West, Senator
Tom Buford, Senator

Mississippi
David Jordan, Representative
Jim Beckett, Representative
Jody Steverson, Representative
Steven Massengill, Representative

Lydia Chassaniol, Senator
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Nickey Browning, Senator

Tennessee

David Byrd, Representative
Jason Powell, Representative
Mike Stewart, Representative
Jeff Yarbro, Senator

West Virginia
Anna Border-Sheppard, Representative
Bob Ashley, Representative
Carol Miller, Representative
David Evans, Representative
David Pethtel, Representative
Don Perdue, Representative
Doug Reynolds, Representative
Jim Butler, Representative
Jim Morgan, Representative
Kenneth Hicks, Representative
Lynwood Ireland, Representative
Mathew Rohrbach, Representative
Michael Ferro, Representative
Michael lhle, Representative
Patrick Lane, Representative
Robert Hanshaw, Representative
Ron Walters, Representative
Scott Cadle, Representative
Sean Hornbuckle, Representative
Steve Westfall, Representative
Tim Armstead, Representative
William Romine, Representative
Chris Walters, Senator
David Nohe, Senator
Ed Gaunch, Senator

Donna Boley, Senator
Jeffrey Kessler, Senator

Kent Leonhardt, Senator
Mark Maynard, Senator

Mike Hall, Senator
Mike Woelfel, Senator

Mitch Carmichael, Senator
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Robert Plymale, Senator

State Agencies

Kentucky
Blake Brickman, Governor Chief of Staff

Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources
Daniel Stoelb
Tim Slone

Kentucky Heritage Council
Jennifer Ryall

Mississippi
Alice Perry, Governor
Tate Reeves, Lt. Governor
Lucien Smith, Governor Chief of Staff
Pierce Moore, Governor Policy Analyst
Lee Weiskopf, Lt. Governor Policy Advisor
Kenny Ellis, Lt. Governor Legislative Liaison

Mississippi Department of Archives and History
Ken P'Pool

Mississippi Museum of Natural Science
Libby Hartfield
Phillip Sanderson

Tennessee

Bill Haslam, Governor

Randy McNally, Lt. Governor

Jim Henry, Governor Chief of Staff
Leslie Hafner, Governor Senior Advisor

Robert Marineau, Environment and Conservation Commissioner

Tennessee Historical Commission
E. Patrick Mclntyre, Jr., Executive Director

Tennessee Natural Heritage Inventory Program
David Withers
Stephanie Ann Williams
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West Virginia
Earl Ray Tomblin, Governor

West Virginia Commerce Department
Keith Burdette, Director

West Virginia Chamber of Commerce
Stephen G. Roberts

West Virginia Division of Culture and History
Jeffrey S. Smith, Structural Historian
Lora A. Lamarre-DeMott, Senior Archaeologist
Susan M. Pierce, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

West Virginia Division of Natural Resources
Wildlife Resources Section
Barbara Sargent, Environmental Resource Specialist
Clifford L. Brown, Environmental Coordination Unit

Office of Land and Streams
Joe Scarberry, Supervisor

West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection
Randy Huffman, Director
Division of Air Quality
Beverly McKeone, New Source Review Program Manager
Jack Fedczak, Assistant Director for Permitting

Division of Water and Waste Management
John Perkins, Senior Technical Analyst NPDES Hydrostatic Water Testing
Jon Michael Bosley, Stormwater Permitting Supervisor
Nancy J. Dickson, Environmental Resource Specialist
Patrick Campbell, Deputy Director
Wilma Reip, Project Manager

Division of Air Quality, Title V
Carrie McCumbers, Title V Permitting Specialist

Division of Water and Waste Management
Brian A. Carr, Large Quantity Water Use Program Manager

West Virginia Department of Transportation, Division of Highways

West Virginia Railroad Maintenance Authority
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County/City Agencies

Metcalfe County, KY

Greg Wilson, Judge Executive
Vickie Stephens, Deputy Judge Executive
Lorrie Boston, County Coordinator

Garrard County, KY

John P. Wilson, Judge Executive
Karen Evan, Legislative Aide

Rowan County, KY

Walter Blevins, Judge Executive

Davidson County (Nashville), TN

Megan Berry, Mayor

Rich Reibeling, Mayor Chief Operating Officer
David Briley, Vice Mayor

Greg Hinote, Deputy Mayor

Jon Cooper, Director of Law

Jennifer Pfeiffer, Deputy to the Chief of Staff
Fabian Bedne, Council Member

Jacobia Dowell, Council Member

Jason Potts, Council Member
Jim Shulman, Council Member
Karen Johnson, Council Member

Robert Duvall, Council Member
Robert Swope, Council Member
Sam Coleman, Council Member
Tanaka Vercher, Council Member

Wayne County, TN

Jason Rich, County Executive

Rena Purdy, TCEcD, Chamber of Commerce
Joe Hanback, Commissioner

John McDonald, Commissioner

O.C. Berry Jr., Commissioner

Steve Anderson, Commissioner
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Cabell County, WV

Karen Cole, County Clerk
Anne Yon, Commissioner

Bob Bailey, Commissioner
Nancy Cartmill, Commissioner
Gordon Merry, EMS Director

Calhoun County, WV

Jean Simers, County Clerk

Kevin Helmick, Commissioner
Robert Weaver, Commissioner
Scottie Westfall 11, Commissioner

Doddridge County, WV

Beth Rogers, County Clerk

Greg Robinson, Commissioner

Ralph Sandora, Commissioner

Ronnie Travis, Commissioner

Greg Cottrill, Doddridge County Parks
Pat Heaster, Emergency Services Director

Jackson County, WV

Jeff Waybright, County Clerk

Dick Waybright, Commissioner

Mike Randolph, Commissioner

Tommy Nutter, Commissioner

Walter Smittle, Emergency Services Director
Jackson County Board of Education, LeRoy, WV
Jackson County Commission, Ripley, WV

Kanawha County, WV

Vera McCormick, County Clerk
Dave Hardy, Commissioner

Henry Shores, Commissioner
Dale Petry, Emergency Management Director
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Mason County, WV

Diana Cromley, County Clerk

Miles Epling, Commissioner

Rick Handly, Commissioner

Tracy Doolittle, Commissioner

Chuck Blake, Emergency Services Director

Marshall County, WV

Betsy Wilson-Frohnapfel, County Administrator
Jan Pest, County Clerk

Robert Miller Jr., Commissioner

Scott VVarner, Commissioner

Stanley Stewart, Commissioner
Thomas Hart, Emergency Management Director

Putnam County, WV

Brian Wood, County Clerk

Andy Skidmore, Commissioner

R. Joseph Haynes, Commissioner

Stephen Andes, Commissioner

Frank Chapman, Emergency Management Director
Putnam County Chamber of Commerce

Putnam County Development Authority Inc.

Ritchie County, WV

Tracy McDonald, County Clerk

Ritchie County Commission

Floyd Hodge, Commissioner

Samuel Rogers, Commissioner

Stephen Worden, Commissioner

James White, Emergency Services Director

Roane County, WV

Jennifer Randolph, County Administrator
Charles White Jr., County Clerk

Gary Mace, Commissioner

Melissa O'Brien, Commissioner

Merlin Shamblin, Commissioner

Melissa Gilbert, Emergency Services Director
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