
From: Cindy Schulz
To: Troy Andersen; Kim Smith; Sumalee Hoskin; Sarah Nystrom; Jennifer Stanhope
Subject: FYI -- FW: Need to revise or supplement the Mountain Valley Pipeline DEIS
Date: Friday, October 21, 2016 12:53:53 PM
Attachments: Need for a revised or supplemental DEIS.pdf

From: Ryan Talbott [mailto:rdtalbott@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 19, 2016 3:20 PM
To: eboling@ceq.eop.gov; R3_RA@epa.gov; lapp.jeffrey@epa.gov; tspeaks@fs.fed.us;
Wendy_Janssen@nps.gov; jason.e.kelly@usace.army.mil; Bruce_Dawson@blm.gov;
cindy_schulz@fws.gov; tiernan_lennon@fws.gov; philip.m.secrist@usace.army.mil;
john.p.lloyd@usace.army.mil; randy.c.huffman@wv.gov; david.paylor@deq.virginia.gov;
pmcdonnell@pa.gov
Subject: Need to revise or supplement the Mountain Valley Pipeline DEIS

Greetings:

Earlier today, a coalition of 27 conservation and community groups filed comments with the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) regarding the need for FERC to revise or
supplement the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) for the proposed Mountain
Valley Pipeline and Equitrans Expansion Projects (FERC Dockets CP16-10-000 and CP16-13-
000).  The comments are attached.  In addition, you can access the comments and exhibits via
FERC’s eLibrary at the following link:

http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=14505441

Thank you,
Ryan

--

Ryan Talbott
Executive Director
Allegheny Defense Project
117 West Wood Lane
Kane, PA 16735
503-329-9162
rdtalbott@gmail.com 
rtalbott@alleghenydefense.org
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October 19, 2016 
 
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street NE, Room 1A 
Washington, DC 20426 
 
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Mountain Valley Pipeline (Docket No. 
CP16-10-000) and Equitrans Expansion Project (Docket No. CP16-13-000) 
 
Dear Secretary Bose: 
 


On behalf of Allegheny Defense Project, Appalachian Mountain Advocates, Appalachian 
Voices, Chesapeake Climate Action Network, Friends of Nelson, Friends of the Lower 
Greenbrier River, Greenbrier River Watershed Association, Heartwood, Indian Creek Watershed 
Association, Mountain Lakes Preservation Alliance, Natural Resources Defense Council, Ohio 
Valley Environmental Coalition, Preserve Giles County, Preserve Greenbrier County, Preserve 
Monroe, Preserve Montgomery County Virginia, Preserve Newport Historic Properties, Protect 
Our Water, Heritage, Rights (POWHR), Save Monroe, Sierra Club, Summers County Residents 
Against the Pipeline, The Border Conservancy, Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club, West 
Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club, West Virginia Highlands Conservancy, West Virginia 
Rivers Coalition, and Wild Virginia, we submit the following comments regarding the need for a 
Revised or Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”) for the proposed 
Mountain Valley Pipeline and Equitrans Expansion Projects (collectively, “MVP Project” or 
“Project”) in the above-referenced dockets.  In the comments below, we outline many of the 
substantial deficiencies in the DEIS that must be corrected through the issuance of a Revised or 
Supplemental DEIS, including the failure to fully evaluate the need for the MVP Project and the 
failure to fully evaluate the impacts to water resources, wetlands, cultural resources, threatened 
and endangered species, and climate change implications.  Correcting these deficiencies will 
require significant new analysis and the incorporation of high quality and accurate information 
regarding the MVP Project’s impacts.  Public scrutiny of environmental decisionmaking, 
informed by high quality and accurate information, is essential to compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”).  40 CFR § 1500.1(b).  In light of these circumstances, we 
urge FERC to issue a Revised or Supplemental DEIS for the MVP Project, and provide sufficient 
opportunity for public comment.  FERC must supply information and analysis regarding the 
MVP Project in a manner that facilitates meaningful analysis and public participation.  The 
Commission should use this as an opportunity to correct the substantial deficiencies in the DEIS, 
thereby furthering the purposes of NEPA.   
 
I. Legal Requirements for a Revised or Supplemental Environmental Impact 


Statement 
 
NEPA’s EIS requirement “guarantees that the relevant information will be made 


available to the larger audience that may also play a role in both the decisionmaking process and 
the implementation of that decision.”  Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 
332, 349 (1989).  Information must be provided in a timely manner to ensure that the public can 
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meaningfully participate in the decisionmaking process.  League of Wilderness Defenders/Blue 
Mountain Biodiversity Project v. Connaughton, 752 F.3d 755, 761 (9th Cir. 2014) (“Informed 
public participation in reviewing environmental impacts is essential to the proper functioning of 
NEPA.”).  An agency must “not act on incomplete information, only to regret its decision after it 
is too late to correct.”  Marsh v. Or. Natural Res. Council, 490 U.S. 360, 371 (1989). 


 
When an agency publishes a draft EIS, it “must fulfill and satisfy to the fullest extent 


possible the requirements established for final statements in section 102(2)(C) of the Act.”  40 
C.F.R. § 1502.9(a).  “If a draft statement is so inadequate as to preclude meaningful analysis, the 
agency shall prepare and circulate a revised draft of the appropriate portion.”  Id. (emphasis 
added). “The agency shall make every effort to disclose and discuss at appropriate points in the 
draft statement all major points of view on the environmental impacts of the alternatives 
including the proposed action.”  Id.  An EIS that fails to provide the public a meaningful 
opportunity to review and understand the agency’s proposal, methodology, and analysis of 
potential environmental impacts violates NEPA.  See e.g., California ex rel. Lockyer v. U.S. 
Forest Service, 465 F. Supp. 2d 942, 948-50 (N.D. Cal. 2006); see also Idaho ex rel. Kempthorne 
v. U.S. Forest Service, 142 F.Supp.2d 1248, 1261 (D. Idaho 2001) (“NEPA requires full 
disclosure of all relevant information before there is meaningful public debate and oversight.”).  


 
Furthermore, NEPA requires a supplement to an EIS when significant new information or 


changes in a project implicate significant changes in the environmental analysis. The NEPA 
regulations require that: 
 


(1) [Agencies] . . . [s]hall prepare supplements to either draft or final 
environmental impact statements if: (i) The agency makes substantial changes in 
the proposed action that are relevant to environmental concerns; or (ii) There are 
significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns 
and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts. 
(2) [Agencies] may also prepare supplements when the agency determines that the 
purposes of the Act will be furthered by doing so. 
 


40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(c).  The use of the word “shall” is mandatory and creates a duty on the part 
of the agency to prepare a supplemental EIS if substantial changes are made or if there is 
significant new information relevant to environmental concerns.  Marsh v. Oregon Natural Res. 
Council, 490 U.S. 360, 372 (1989) (recognizing the duty where there are significant new 
circumstances or information); see also Dubois v. U.S. Dep’t. of Agric., 102 F.3d 1273, 1292 (1st 
Cir. 1996).   
 


When determining if new circumstances or new information require an agency to issue a 
supplemental EIS, the following factors should be considered: (a) the environmental significance 
of the new information; (b) its probable accuracy; (c) the degree to which the agency considered 
the new information and considered its impact; and (d) the degree to which the agency supported 
its decision not to supplement its impact statement with explanation or additional data.  Warm 
Springs Dam Task Force v. Gribble, 621 F.2d 1017, 1025 (9th Cir. 1980); Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts v. Watt, 716 F.2d 946 (1st Cir. 1983).     
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II. FERC must prepare a Revised or Supplemental DEIS for the MVP Project. 
 


A. FERC must prepare a Revised DEIS due to the substantial lack of 
information in the DEIS regarding the need for the MVP Project and its 
environmental impacts. 


 
1. FERC must analyze and discuss the purported need for the MVP 


Project in the DEIS. 
 
NEPA regulations require FERC to “specify the underlying purpose and need to which 


the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives including the proposed action.”  40 C.F.R. 
§ 1502.13.  FERC must “exercise a degree of skepticism in dealing with self-serving statements 
from a prime beneficiary of the project.”  Simmons v. U.S. Army Corps of Eng’s, 120 F.3d 664, 
669 (7th Cir. 1997) (quoting Citizens Against Burlington, Inc. v. Busey, 938 F.2d 190, 209 (D.C. 
Cir. 1991) (Buckley, J., dissenting)).  FERC “cannot restrict its analysis to those ‘alternative 
means by which a particular applicant can reach his goals.’”  Id. (quoting Van Abbema v. 
Fornell, 807 F.2d 633, 638 (7th Cir. 1986)); see also Nat’l Parks & Cons. Ass’n v. Bureau of 
Land Mgmt., 606 F.3d 1058, 1072 (9th Cir. 2009) (finding a purpose and need statement that 
included the agency’s goal to address long-term landfill demand and the applicant’s three private 
goals was too narrowly drawn and constrained the possible range of alternatives in violation of 
NEPA).   


 
Despite the clear requirement to discuss the need for the MVP Project in the DEIS, FERC 


says that it will not address project need until after the environmental analysis is over: 
 
[T]his EIS is not a decision document, and it does not address in detail the need or 
public benefits of either the MVP or the [Equitrans Expansion Project].  The 
Commission will more fully explain its opinion on project benefits and need in its 
Orders for the MVP and the EEP. 


 
DEIS at 1-9 (emphasis added).  FERC has made similar statements in other recent DEIS 
documents for major greenfield pipelines.  See, e.g., Atlantic Sunrise DEIS at 1-2 (“While this 
EIS briefly describes Transco’s stated purpose, it will not determine whether the need for the 
Project exists, because this will later be determined by the Commission.”) (Docket No. CP15-
138-000).  The EPA expressed concern that “project need will not be vetted in the [Atlantic 
Sunrise] EIS, but outside of the NEPA process by FERC.”  EPA, Comments on the Atlantic 
Sunrise DEIS – Cover Letter, at 2 (June 27, 2016) (“EPA Atlantic Sunrise Comments”) (Ex. 1).  
Without assessing the need for the project in the DEIS, FERC undermines the development of 
alternatives to the proposed project, which is a “critical component of the NEPA process.”  Id.  
EPA has stated that without this information in the DEIS, FERC failed to “provide transparency 
in the decision-making process,” thereby frustrating the public’s “opportunity to provide 
comment” on the DEIS.  Id.   
 
 The MVP DEIS suffers from the same deficiencies.  Without assessing the need for the 
MVP Project in the DEIS, FERC undermines the development of reasonable alternatives to the 
proposed project.  The alternatives analysis is the “heart of the [EIS].”  40 C.F.R. § 1508.14.  
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Without disclosing and discussing the need for the MVP Project, FERC fails to provide 
transparency in the decisionmaking process and thereby frustrates the public’s opportunity to 
provide meaningful comments on the DEIS.  The public’s right to weigh in on the assessment of 
need is particularly critical for a project such as MVP, which would impact both state and federal 
public lands and require the use of eminent domain over the objections of numerous landowners 
along the proposed route.  In such instances, there must be even greater scrutiny of project need 
in the DEIS. The procedures of the Natural Gas Act cannot replace the full and fair public 
participation in the decisionmaking process that NEPA mandates. Therefore, the DEIS is “so 
inadequate as to preclude meaningful analysis” and FERC “shall prepare and circulate a revised 
draft[.]”  40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(a).    
 
  2. Lack of Relevant Environmental Information 
 
 In addition to failing to properly disclose and consider the need for the MVP Project, the 
DEIS lacks sufficient information about the MVP Project and its potential environmental impacts 
on a wide variety of resources, including water resources, wetlands, cultural resources, 
threatened and endangered species, and climate change implications.  The DEIS recommends 
that some of this missing information be supplied by the applicants either by the end of the DEIS 
comment period or before construction begins.  See DEIS at 5-20 – 5-24.  That means the public 
will not have an opportunity to meaningfully review and comment on this information before the 
final EIS is issued.  Therefore, this information should have been included in the DEIS.   
 


Only the issuance of a revised or supplemental DEIS that thoroughly analyzes this 
missing information will satisfy NEPA’s public comment procedures, which “[encourage] public 
participation in the development of information during the decision making process.”  Half Moon 
Bay Fishermans' Mktg. Ass'n v. Carlucci, 857 F.2d 505, 508 (9th Cir. 1988).  Simply adding this 
missing information to the final EIS is insufficient, as it does not allow the same degree of 
meaningful public participation.  Id. (citing California v. Block, 690 F.2d 753, 770-71 (9th Cir. 
1982)) (“It is only at the stage when the draft EIS is circulated that the public and outside 
agencies have the opportunity to evaluate and comment on the proposal…No such right exists 
upon issuance of a final EIS.”); 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(b). 
 


FERC’s failure to include significant amounts of critical environmental information in 
the DEIS seems to be part of a recent trend in draft EISs prepared by FERC for major greenfield 
pipelines.  For example, in comments on the DEIS for the Constitution Pipeline, EPA stated that 
a substantial amount of information was omitted from the DEIS, including information regarding 
impacts to geology and soils, waterbodies, wetlands, wildlife and vegetation, air emissions, and 
cumulative impacts. EPA, Comments on the Constitution Pipeline DEIS at 3-9 (Apr. 9, 2014) 
(Ex. 2).  EPA repeatedly explained that the lack of information prevented other agencies and the 
public from meaningfully participating in the NEPA process.  See, e.g., id. at 3 (The lack of 
information “negates the ability of agency specialists and the public to review the analysis and 
comment on it.”).  


 
In comments on the Atlantic Sunrise Pipeline DEIS, EPA stated it was “concerned about 


the amount of detailed information that has yet to be filed and is not evaluated in the DEIS.”  
EPA Atlantic Sunrise Comments at 2.  This missing information includes: 
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surveys for land, rare, species, historic resources, water supplies, air modeling, 
mitigation measures to manage and dispose of contaminated groundwater, 
proposed mitigation measures for source water protection areas, geotechnical 
feasibility studies for HDD crossing locations and mitigation measures to 
minimize drilling risks, and a detailed aquatic resource compensatory mitigation 
plan.   


 
Id.  EPA explained that this information is both “relevant and critical to evaluation of potential 
impacts” and that “a fully informed decision may not be made without this information.”  Id.  
EPA also stressed that this missing information needs to be “disseminated and appropriately 
evaluated with the resource agencies and public stakeholder participation prior to the issuance of 
any certificates by FERC.”  Id.  EPA specifically recommends that FERC do this “through the 
use of a revised DEIS.”  Id. 
 


In comments on the DEIS for the Sabal Pipeline, EPA said that it had “very significant 
concerns over the FERC’s process and full and objective compliance with the NEPA regulations 
at 40 CFR Part 1500.”  EPA, Comments on the Southeast Market Pipeline Project DEIS at 1 
(Oct. 26, 2015) (Ex. 3).  EPA even suggested that FERC “appear[ed] to be justifying decisions 
made prior to implementing the NEPA process.”  Id. at 9.   


 
In comments on the DEIS for the PennEast Pipeline, EPA said it had “significant 


concerns regarding the alternatives analysis, a number of important topics for which information 
is incomplete, and the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the proposed action on the 
environment and public health, including impacts to terrestrial resources, including interior 
forests, aquatic resources, and rare, threatened and endangered species.”  EPA, Comments on the 
PennEast Pipeline DEIS, at 1 (Sept. 16, 2016) (Ex. 4) (emphasis added).  EPA emphasized that 
“[a] significant amount of information is omitted from the DEIS and is proposed to be filed by 
the project proponent at a future date.”  Id. at 3.  EPA stressed that “[f]ailing to consider this 
information in the DEIS leads to gaps in the data and lack of potentially important information 
for the decision maker.”  Id.  As it did in comments on the Atlantic Sunrise DEIS, EPA 
specifically requested that FERC prepare a “revised DEIS” for the PennEast Pipeline to account 
for these significant deficiencies. 


 
Recent EPA comments indicate that FERC is not remedying these deficiencies before 


publication of a Final EIS (“FEIS”).  For example, in comments on the DEIS for the Leach 
Xpress Pipeline, EPA said that FERC: 


 
. . . did not include estimates of the GHG emissions associated with the 
production, leakage, and combustion of the natural gas transported by this 
proposal.  Because of the causal relationship between this project and the 
emissions, it is appropriate and consistent with NEPA and CEQ regulations to 
consider and disclose the emissions levels in NEPA analyses. 


 
EPA, Comments on the Leach Xpress Pipeline DEIS, at 20 (June 6, 2016) (Ex. 5).  EPA 
recommended that “the FEIS include estimates of emissions from production, leakage, and 
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combustion of the natural gas transported by the proposal.”  Id.  EPA also faulted FERC for 
comparing project-level GHG emissions to State-wide emissions.  Id.  
  


In comments on the Leach Xpress Pipeline FEIS, EPA said that FERC “perpetuates the 
significant omission documented through our comments on the DEIS with respect to a proper 
climate change analysis to inform the decision making process.”  EPA, Comments on the Leach 
Xpress FEIS, at 2 (Oct. 11, 2016) (“EPA Leach Xpress FEIS Comments”) (Ex. 6).  In particular, 
EPA said that: 


 
The FEIS did not include estimates of the indirect GHG emissions that would be 
caused by the proposal and its alternatives, including effects of production, and 
combustion of the natural gas transported by this proposal.  FERC’s response to 
EPA’s comments on its Draft EIS indicated non-concurrence with the 
recommendation to calculate the indirect emissions associated with end use 
product combustion.  Combustion of the product is a reasonably foreseeable effect 
of this project, and falls squarely within the obligation to consider indirect 
impacts under NEPA.  The CEQ GHG Guidance makes this same point, and uses 
the end use product combustion of fossil fuel as a specific example of the kind of 
indirect effect that should be considered under NEPA. 


 
Id. at 6-7.  EPA was also critical of FERC continuing to compare project-level GHG emissions to 
State-wide emissions when “that concept is not included in the final [CEQ GHG Guidance].”  Id. 
at 7.  Consequently, EPA says: 


 
We view FERC’s response to our comments as very concerning in light of CEQ’s 
GHG Guidance and request a headquarters level meeting with us to seek a 
definitive resolution to this matter before you publish a Record of Decision 
(ROD) and so that you do not continue to take this approach in additional NEPA 
documents. 


 
Id.  EPA’s comments reveal a pattern of FERC publishing significantly deficient draft statements 
for major greenfield pipelines before it obtains critically important information from the 
applicant – information that is needed in order to fully understand the project and its 
environmental consequences.  EPA’s comments on the Leach Xpress Pipeline FEIS reveal that 
those deficiencies are not addressed or remedied in the FEIS.   


 
Here, FERC has published a DEIS for another major greenfield pipeline project, the 


MVP Project.  Once again, there is a substantial amount of critical information and analysis that 
is omitted from the DEIS.  Notably, the MVP DEIS suffers from the same deficiencies regarding 
GHG emissions that EPA criticized in the Leach Xpress DEIS and FEIS. 


 
For example, FERC estimates total annual emissions of the MVP Project at 40 million 


tons per year.  See DEIS at 4-516.  FERC claims that gas transported by the MVP Project could 
“result in the displacement of some coal use, thereby potentially offsetting some regional GHG 
emissions.”  Id.  At no point, however, does FERC analyze whether the MVP Project emissions 
are “instead of” or “in addition to” existing emissions.  This is an important factor since the total 
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annual emissions for the MVP Project is larger than emissions from the top three coal-fired 
power plants (Amos, Harrison, and Mount Storm) in West Virginia.  See EPA, Air Markets 
Program Data, available at https://ampd.epa.gov/ampd/ (Ex. 7).  


 
In addition, FERC does not analyze the significance of the total annual MVP Project 


GHG emissions in any meaningful way. Instead, FERC compares the total annual GHG 
emissions of the MVP Project to “the global GHG emission inventory.”  DEIS at 4-516.  This 
comparison serves only to minimize the MVP Project’s GHG emissions and does not provide 
any meaningful information.  See id. (noting that GHG emissions from MVP Project would be 
“negligible” compared to the global GHG inventory).  EPA recently criticized FERC for 
comparing the estimated emissions of the Leach Xpress Project “to state GHG emission levels.”  
EPA Leach Xpress FEIS Comments at 7.  EPA explained that “[c]omparing one project’s direct 
and indirect emissions to aggregated totals is not an appropriate way to consider the impact of 
emissions” and is inconsistent with the CEQ GHG Guidance.  Id. 


 
In addition to the significant flaws regarding GHG emissions, there is a significant 


amount of information regarding other environmental impacts that is missing from the DEIS and 
will not be provided by the applicants in a manner that facilitates meaningful public disclosure 
and participation.  This includes the following: 
 


• Information that MVP does not have to provide until the end of the DEIS comment 
period: 


o Documentation of continued coordination with the Forest Service and other 
Appalachian Trail stakeholders regarding the newly adopted pipeline crossing, 
including visual simulations modeling both “leaf-on” and “leaf-off” scenarios at 
the crossing. 


o Results of on-site surveys for the Mount Tabor Route Alternative to assess 
constructability and identify karst features that shall be adopted if the alternative 
is adopted into the proposed pipeline route. 


o Additional information on the tracts identified in table 3.5.3-1 of the DEIS. 
o A complete list of any locations not already found acceptable by FERC staff 


where the pipeline route or access road parallels a waterbody within 15 feet or 
travels linearly within the waterbody channel. 


o Plans and maps that illustrate how permanent impacts on wetlands would be 
avoided at the WB Interconnect.  If such impacts cannot be avoided, MVP shall 
propose a new upland location for the facility and include new site plans and 
maps. 


o Site-specific justifications for each of the wetlands for which MVP requests a 
right-of-way greater than 75 feet. 


o A plan that describes how long-term and permanent impacts on migratory bird 
habitat would be minimized, with an emphasis on high quality and/or larger intact 
core interior forest areas. 
 


• Information that Equitrans does not have to provide until the end of the DEIS 
comment period: 
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o The current status of easement negotiations for the Redhook Compressor Station 
and alternative sites and analysis if those negotiations have been unsuccessful. 


o Information regarding the potential construction feasibility of the Cline Route 
Alternative, including more detailed analysis of potential issues associated with 
either an open-cut or road crossing at Raccoon Creek and Raccoon Run Road. 
 


• Information that MVP does not have to provide until after the certificate is issued: 
o A plan for the avoidance of active mines, or copies of agreements with coal 


companies regarding compensation for loss of coal resources. 
o A revised Landslide Mitigation Plan that includes: 


§ An analysis of the potential landslide hazards at the GCSZ, Peters 
Mountain, Sinking Creek Mountain, and Brush Mountain based on the 
results of investigations conducted by Schultz and Southworth (1989), and 
further identified and discussed in USGS Bulletin 1839-E; 


§ An identification of landslide hazards where the pipeline routes through 
areas comprised of both steep slopes and red shale bedrock of the 
Conemaugh, Monongahela, Dunkard, and Mauch Chunk Groups; 


§ An analysis of a potential debris flow zone within the Jefferson National 
Forest from MP 195.5 along the Kimballton Branch to the junction of 
Stoney Creek; and 


§ Minor route adjustments as a method to avoid areas of potential slides and 
debris flows. 


o Results of MVP’s fracture trace/lineament analysis. 
o Site-specific plans, including details regarding materials to be used and 


installation methods, for the use of permanent culverts and permanent fill in 
waterbodies and wetlands for access roads.  MVP shall include a detailed analysis 
of all reasonable alternatives to the use of culverts and permanent fill. 


o Results of quantitative modeling for turbidity and sedimentation associated with 
wet open-cut crossings of the Elk River, Gauley River, and Greenbrier River.  The 
analysis shall address the duration, extent, and magnitude of turbidity levels and 
assess the potential impacts on resident biota.  The analysis should also include a 
discussion on the physical and chemical characteristics of the sediments, the 
estimated area affected by the transport and redistribution of the sediments, and 
the effect of the suspension and resettlement on water quality as well as an 
assessment of the effectiveness of the proposed turbidity curtains. 


o HDD feasibility and geotechnical studies for the alternative alignments identified 
for the Pigg River crossing at MP 286.8 and the Blackwater River crossing at MP 
262.8. 


o Contingency plans outlining measures that would be taken to minimize and 
mitigate potential impacts on public surface water supplies with intakes within 3 
miles downstream of the crossing of the MVP pipeline, and ZCC within 0.25-mile 
of the pipeline. 


o Results of all remaining environmental surveys (water resources, wetlands, 
cultural resources, and threatened and endangered species) for all cathodic 
protection groundbeds. 
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o Evidence of landowner concurrence with the site-specific residential construction 
plans for all locations where construction work areas would be within 10 feet of a 
residence, as indicated in bold in table 4.8.2-1. 


o Documentation that the Weston and Gauley Bridge Turnpike Crossing Plan was 
reviewed by the COE. 


o Documentation that the Blue Ridge Parkway Crossing Plan was reviewed by the 
National Park Service. 


o Documentation that the U.S. Highway 50 and North Bend Rail Trail Crossing 
Plan was reviewed by the WVDOT and WVDNR. 


o Documentation of further coordination with TNC and VDCR of regarding the 
Mill Creek Springs Natural Area Preserve and include any impact avoidance, 
minimization, or mitigation measures developed. 


o Documentation that MVP’s VOF parcels crossing plans were reviewed by the 
VOF. 


o Documentation that the TNC Property Crossing Plan was reviewed by TNC. 
 


• Information that Equitrans does not have to provide until after the certificate is 
issued: 


o HDD noise mitigation plan to reduce the projected noise level increase 
attributable to the proposed drilling operations at the NSAs. 
 


• Information that neither MVP nor Equitrans has to provide until after the 
certificate is issued: 


o The location of all water wells, springs, swallets, and other drinking water sources 
within 150 feet (500 feet in karst terrain) of the pipeline and aboveground 
facilities. 
 


• Information that MVP does not have to provide until after the certificate is issued: 
o All outstanding biological surveys for federally listed species (i.e., Ellett Valley 


millipede, bog turtle, and running buffalo clover). 
o Remaining cultural resources survey reports, site evaluation reports, avoidance 


plans, or treatment plans. 
 
DEIS at 5-20 – 5-24.  This list makes clear that FERC has not “ma[d]e every effort to disclose 
and discuss at appropriate points in the draft statement all major points of view on the 
environmental impacts of the alternatives including the proposed action.”  40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(a) 
(emphasis added).   
 


The information described above should have been included in the DEIS; without this 
information, FERC cannot perform a fully informed evaluation of potential impacts and pipeline 
routing decisions.  By publishing the DEIS without the foregoing information, FERC failed to 
“guarantee[ ] that the relevant information will be made available to the larger audience that may 
also play a role in both the decisionmaking process and the implementation of that decision.”  
Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 349 (1989).  The missing 
information will almost certainly not be disclosed in time for affected landowners and the 
broader public to adequately review and comment during the DEIS comment period.  Thus, the 
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DEIS is “so inadequate” that it “preclude[s] meaningful analysis” and FERC “shall prepare and 
circulate a revised draft[.]”  40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(a). 
 


B. Alternatively, FERC must prepare a Supplemental DEIS after the applicants 
submit all of the currently missing environmental information. 


 
As explained above, the DEIS is inadequate due to the substantial amount of incomplete 


information and analysis, which precludes meaningful review.  40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(a).  Thus, 
FERC must prepare a revised DEIS.  Alternatively, due to the sheer volume of information that 
FERC is not requiring the applicants to provide until either the end of the DEIS comment period 
or before construction, this information (once submitted) will constitute significant new 
information for which a Supplemental DEIS “shall” be prepared.  40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(c)(1)(ii).  
This information is also likely to result in substantial changes to the proposed action for which a 
Supplemental DEIS “shall” be prepared.  Id. § 1502.9(c)(1)(i).  Moreover, preparing a 
Supplemental DEIS that considers this new information will further the purposes of NEPA.  Id. § 
1502.9(c)(2). 
 


C. The issuance of a Final EIS with a comment period is inconsistent with the 
requirements and purpose of NEPA  


 
Issuance of a Final EIS with a comment period, in lieu of a Revised or Supplemental 


DEIS, would not satisfy the requirements and purpose of NEPA.  NEPA was enacted to “insure 
that environmental information is available to public officials and citizens before decisions are 
made and before actions are taken.”  40 CFR § 1500.1(b).  It is essential that that environmental 
information is high quality and based upon “accurate scientific analysis, expert agency 
comments and public scrutiny.”  Id.  Furthermore, part of the NEPA process includes the 
public’s opportunity to understand the agency’s response to these comments.  Even with a 
comment period, a Final EIS will not allow informed public scrutiny of and input into the 
decision making process before a “decision is made and before actions are taken.”  Id.  See also 
Half Moon Bay Fishermans' Mktg. Ass'n v. Carlucci, 857 F.2d 505, 508 (9th Cir. 1988).  For the 
reasons outlined in this letter, FERC must prepare a Revised or Supplemental DEIS that corrects 
the significant deficiencies in the DEIS that have been identified above.     
 
 
/s/ Ryan Talbott 
Ryan Talbott 
Executive Director 
Allegheny Defense Project 
117 West Wood Lane 
Kane, PA 16735 
(503) 329-9162 
rtalbott@alleghenydefense.org 
 
/s/ Ben Luckett 
Ben Luckett 
Staff Attorney 
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Appalachian Mountain Advocates 
P.O. Box 507 
Lewisburg, WV 24901 
(304) 645-0125 
bluckett@appalmad.org 
 
/s/ Tom Cormons 
Tom Cormons 
Executive Director 
Appalachian Voices 
812 E. High Street 
Charlottesville, VA 22902 
(434) 293-6373 
tom.cormons@appvoices.org  
 
/s/ Anne Havermann 
Anne Havermann 
General Counsel 
Chesapeake Climate Action Network 
6930 Carroll Avenue, Suite 720 
Takoma Park, MD 20912 
(240) 396-1984 
anne@chesapeakeclimate.org 
 
/s/ Ernest Q. Reed Jr. 
Ernest Q. Reed Jr. 
971 Rainbow Ridge Rd 
Faber, VA 22938 
(434) 971-1647 
lec@wildvirginia.org 
Signatory for Friends of Nelson, Heartwood, and Wild Virginia 
 
/s/ Anna Osborne 
Anna Osborne 
Friends of the Lower Greenbrier River 
osborneanna@hotmail.com 
 
/s/ John J. Walkup III 
John J. Walkup III 
President 
Greenbrier River Watershed Association 
P.O. Box 1419 
Lewisburg, WV 24901 
(304) 647-4792 
Greenbrier2o@gmail.com  
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/s/ Judy Azulay 
Judy Azulav 
President 
Indian Creek Watershed Association, Inc. 
P.O. Box 711 
Union, WV 24983 
(304) 832-6020 
indiancreekwater@gmail.com 
 
/s/ April Pierson-Keating 
April Pierson-Keating 
President 
Mountain Lakes Preservation Alliance 
P.O. Box 99 
Adrian, WV 26210 
(304) 642-9436 
apkeating@hotmail.com 
 
/s/ Alison Kelly 
Alison Kelly 
Staff Attorney 
Land and Wildlife Program 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
1152 15th Street NW, Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20005 
(202) 727-8297 
akelly@nrdc.org  
 
/s/ Vivian Stockman 
Vivian Stockman 
Vice Director 
Ohio Valley Environmental Coalition 
P.O. Box 6753 
Huntington, WV 25773-6753 
(304) 522-0246 
vivian@ohvec.org 
 
/s/ Richard Shingles 
Richard Shingles 
Coordinator 
Preserve Giles County 
321 Dunford Lane 
Newport, VA 24128 
(540) 544-7874 
shingles@vt.edu  
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/s/ Elisabeth Tobey 
Elisabeth Tobey 
Preserve Greenbrier County 
531 Burns Hollow Rd. 
Meadow Bridge, WV 25976 
(951) 961-0879 
ldyliz1982@gmail.com  
 
/s/ Roseanna Sacco 
Roseanna Sacco 
Chairman 
Preserve Monroe 
P.O. Box 76 
Union, WV 24983 
neom2864@gmail.com 
 
/s/ Ellen Darden 
Ellen Darden 
Preserve Montgomery County Virginia 
greennrv.ellen@gmail.com 
 
/s/ Jerolyn Deplazes 
Jerolyn Deplazes 
Secretary 
Preserve Newport Historic Properties 
jdeplaze@pemtel.net 
 
/s/ Laurie Ardison 
Laurie Ardison 
Co-Chair 
Protect Our Water, Heritage, Rights 
ikeandash@yahoo.com 
 
/s/ Stephen Miller 
Stephen Miller 
President 
Save Monroe, Inc. 
Rt 1, Box 665A 
Peterstown, WV 24983 
(304) 887-7090 
savemonroewv@gmail.com 
 
/s/ Elly Benson 
Elly Benson 
Staff Attorney 
Sierra Club 
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2101 Webster Street, Suite 1300 
Oakland, CA 94612 
(415) 977-5723 
elly.benson@sierraclub.org  
 
/s/ Anna Ziegler 
Anna Ziegler 
Interim Chair 
Summers County Residents Against the Pipeline 
(304) 466-1224 
annaziegler@gmail.com 
 
/s/ Amy South 
Amy South 
Co-chair 
The Border Conservancy 
5249 Waiteville Rd 
Waiteville, WV 24984 
(304) 772-5382 
borderconservancy@gmail.com 
 
/s/ Kirk Bowers 
Kirk Bowers 
Virginia Chapter, Sierra Club 
Pipelines Program Manager 
106 George Rogers Road 
Charlottesville, VA 22911 
(434) 296-8673 
kirk.bowers@sierraclub.org  
 
/s/ Laurie Ardison 
Laurie Ardison 
Executive Committee Member 
WV Chapter of the Sierra Club 
(304) 646-8339 
ikeandash@yahoo.com  
 
/s/ Cynthia D. Ellis 
Cynthia D. Ellis 
President 
West Virginia Highlands Conservancy 
P.O. Box 306 
Charleston, WV 25321 
(304) 586-4135 
cdellis@wildblue.net 
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/s/ Angie Rosser 
Angie Rosser 
Executive Director 
West Virginia Rivers Coalition 
3501 MacCorkle Avenue SE #129 
Charleston, WV 25304 
(304) 637-7201 
arosser@wvrivers.org 
 
Enclosures (7) 
 
cc:  Ted Boling (CEQ, Associate Director for NEPA) 


Shawn M. Garvin (EPA, Region 3 Administrator) 
Jeffrey D. Lapp (EPA, Region 3, Office of Environmental Programs) 
Tom Speaks (U.S. Forest Service) 
Wendy Janssen (National Park Service) 
Bruce Dawson (Bureau of Land Management) 
Cindy Schulz (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service) 
Tiernan Lennon (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service) 
Colonel Philip M. Secrist III (Army Corps, Huntington District) 
Colonel Jason Kelly (Army Corps, Norfolk District) 
Colonel John P. Lloyd (Army Corps, Pittsburgh District) 
Randy C. Huffman (West Virginia DEP) 
David K. Paylor (Virginia DEQ) 
Patrick McDonnell (Pennsylvania DEP) 
Gov. Earl Ray Tomblin 
Sen. Joe Manchin 
Sen. Shelley Moore Capito 
State Sen. Ron Miller 
Gov. Terry McAuliffe 
Sen. Mark Warner 
Sen. Tim Kaine 
Rep. Robert Hurt 
Rep. Gerald Connelly 
Rep. Don Beyer 
Rep. Bobby Scott 
Rep. Robert Goodlatte 
Rep. Morgan Griffith 
Attorney General Mark Herring 
Lt. Gov. Ralph Northam 
State Sen. Creigh Deeds 
State Sen. John Edwards 
Delegate David Toscano 
Delegate Joseph Yost 
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October 19, 2016 
 
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street NE, Room 1A 
Washington, DC 20426 
 
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Mountain Valley Pipeline (Docket No. 
CP16-10-000) and Equitrans Expansion Project (Docket No. CP16-13-000) 
 
Dear Secretary Bose: 
 

On behalf of Allegheny Defense Project, Appalachian Mountain Advocates, Appalachian 
Voices, Chesapeake Climate Action Network, Friends of Nelson, Friends of the Lower 
Greenbrier River, Greenbrier River Watershed Association, Heartwood, Indian Creek Watershed 
Association, Mountain Lakes Preservation Alliance, Natural Resources Defense Council, Ohio 
Valley Environmental Coalition, Preserve Giles County, Preserve Greenbrier County, Preserve 
Monroe, Preserve Montgomery County Virginia, Preserve Newport Historic Properties, Protect 
Our Water, Heritage, Rights (POWHR), Save Monroe, Sierra Club, Summers County Residents 
Against the Pipeline, The Border Conservancy, Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club, West 
Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club, West Virginia Highlands Conservancy, West Virginia 
Rivers Coalition, and Wild Virginia, we submit the following comments regarding the need for a 
Revised or Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”) for the proposed 
Mountain Valley Pipeline and Equitrans Expansion Projects (collectively, “MVP Project” or 
“Project”) in the above-referenced dockets.  In the comments below, we outline many of the 
substantial deficiencies in the DEIS that must be corrected through the issuance of a Revised or 
Supplemental DEIS, including the failure to fully evaluate the need for the MVP Project and the 
failure to fully evaluate the impacts to water resources, wetlands, cultural resources, threatened 
and endangered species, and climate change implications.  Correcting these deficiencies will 
require significant new analysis and the incorporation of high quality and accurate information 
regarding the MVP Project’s impacts.  Public scrutiny of environmental decisionmaking, 
informed by high quality and accurate information, is essential to compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”).  40 CFR § 1500.1(b).  In light of these circumstances, we 
urge FERC to issue a Revised or Supplemental DEIS for the MVP Project, and provide sufficient 
opportunity for public comment.  FERC must supply information and analysis regarding the 
MVP Project in a manner that facilitates meaningful analysis and public participation.  The 
Commission should use this as an opportunity to correct the substantial deficiencies in the DEIS, 
thereby furthering the purposes of NEPA.   
 
I. Legal Requirements for a Revised or Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Statement 
 
NEPA’s EIS requirement “guarantees that the relevant information will be made 

available to the larger audience that may also play a role in both the decisionmaking process and 
the implementation of that decision.”  Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 
332, 349 (1989).  Information must be provided in a timely manner to ensure that the public can 
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meaningfully participate in the decisionmaking process.  League of Wilderness Defenders/Blue 
Mountain Biodiversity Project v. Connaughton, 752 F.3d 755, 761 (9th Cir. 2014) (“Informed 
public participation in reviewing environmental impacts is essential to the proper functioning of 
NEPA.”).  An agency must “not act on incomplete information, only to regret its decision after it 
is too late to correct.”  Marsh v. Or. Natural Res. Council, 490 U.S. 360, 371 (1989). 

 
When an agency publishes a draft EIS, it “must fulfill and satisfy to the fullest extent 

possible the requirements established for final statements in section 102(2)(C) of the Act.”  40 
C.F.R. § 1502.9(a).  “If a draft statement is so inadequate as to preclude meaningful analysis, the 
agency shall prepare and circulate a revised draft of the appropriate portion.”  Id. (emphasis 
added). “The agency shall make every effort to disclose and discuss at appropriate points in the 
draft statement all major points of view on the environmental impacts of the alternatives 
including the proposed action.”  Id.  An EIS that fails to provide the public a meaningful 
opportunity to review and understand the agency’s proposal, methodology, and analysis of 
potential environmental impacts violates NEPA.  See e.g., California ex rel. Lockyer v. U.S. 
Forest Service, 465 F. Supp. 2d 942, 948-50 (N.D. Cal. 2006); see also Idaho ex rel. Kempthorne 
v. U.S. Forest Service, 142 F.Supp.2d 1248, 1261 (D. Idaho 2001) (“NEPA requires full 
disclosure of all relevant information before there is meaningful public debate and oversight.”).  

 
Furthermore, NEPA requires a supplement to an EIS when significant new information or 

changes in a project implicate significant changes in the environmental analysis. The NEPA 
regulations require that: 
 

(1) [Agencies] . . . [s]hall prepare supplements to either draft or final 
environmental impact statements if: (i) The agency makes substantial changes in 
the proposed action that are relevant to environmental concerns; or (ii) There are 
significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns 
and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts. 
(2) [Agencies] may also prepare supplements when the agency determines that the 
purposes of the Act will be furthered by doing so. 
 

40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(c).  The use of the word “shall” is mandatory and creates a duty on the part 
of the agency to prepare a supplemental EIS if substantial changes are made or if there is 
significant new information relevant to environmental concerns.  Marsh v. Oregon Natural Res. 
Council, 490 U.S. 360, 372 (1989) (recognizing the duty where there are significant new 
circumstances or information); see also Dubois v. U.S. Dep’t. of Agric., 102 F.3d 1273, 1292 (1st 
Cir. 1996).   
 

When determining if new circumstances or new information require an agency to issue a 
supplemental EIS, the following factors should be considered: (a) the environmental significance 
of the new information; (b) its probable accuracy; (c) the degree to which the agency considered 
the new information and considered its impact; and (d) the degree to which the agency supported 
its decision not to supplement its impact statement with explanation or additional data.  Warm 
Springs Dam Task Force v. Gribble, 621 F.2d 1017, 1025 (9th Cir. 1980); Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts v. Watt, 716 F.2d 946 (1st Cir. 1983).     
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II. FERC must prepare a Revised or Supplemental DEIS for the MVP Project. 
 

A. FERC must prepare a Revised DEIS due to the substantial lack of 
information in the DEIS regarding the need for the MVP Project and its 
environmental impacts. 

 
1. FERC must analyze and discuss the purported need for the MVP 

Project in the DEIS. 
 
NEPA regulations require FERC to “specify the underlying purpose and need to which 

the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives including the proposed action.”  40 C.F.R. 
§ 1502.13.  FERC must “exercise a degree of skepticism in dealing with self-serving statements 
from a prime beneficiary of the project.”  Simmons v. U.S. Army Corps of Eng’s, 120 F.3d 664, 
669 (7th Cir. 1997) (quoting Citizens Against Burlington, Inc. v. Busey, 938 F.2d 190, 209 (D.C. 
Cir. 1991) (Buckley, J., dissenting)).  FERC “cannot restrict its analysis to those ‘alternative 
means by which a particular applicant can reach his goals.’”  Id. (quoting Van Abbema v. 
Fornell, 807 F.2d 633, 638 (7th Cir. 1986)); see also Nat’l Parks & Cons. Ass’n v. Bureau of 
Land Mgmt., 606 F.3d 1058, 1072 (9th Cir. 2009) (finding a purpose and need statement that 
included the agency’s goal to address long-term landfill demand and the applicant’s three private 
goals was too narrowly drawn and constrained the possible range of alternatives in violation of 
NEPA).   

 
Despite the clear requirement to discuss the need for the MVP Project in the DEIS, FERC 

says that it will not address project need until after the environmental analysis is over: 
 
[T]his EIS is not a decision document, and it does not address in detail the need or 
public benefits of either the MVP or the [Equitrans Expansion Project].  The 
Commission will more fully explain its opinion on project benefits and need in its 
Orders for the MVP and the EEP. 

 
DEIS at 1-9 (emphasis added).  FERC has made similar statements in other recent DEIS 
documents for major greenfield pipelines.  See, e.g., Atlantic Sunrise DEIS at 1-2 (“While this 
EIS briefly describes Transco’s stated purpose, it will not determine whether the need for the 
Project exists, because this will later be determined by the Commission.”) (Docket No. CP15-
138-000).  The EPA expressed concern that “project need will not be vetted in the [Atlantic 
Sunrise] EIS, but outside of the NEPA process by FERC.”  EPA, Comments on the Atlantic 
Sunrise DEIS – Cover Letter, at 2 (June 27, 2016) (“EPA Atlantic Sunrise Comments”) (Ex. 1).  
Without assessing the need for the project in the DEIS, FERC undermines the development of 
alternatives to the proposed project, which is a “critical component of the NEPA process.”  Id.  
EPA has stated that without this information in the DEIS, FERC failed to “provide transparency 
in the decision-making process,” thereby frustrating the public’s “opportunity to provide 
comment” on the DEIS.  Id.   
 
 The MVP DEIS suffers from the same deficiencies.  Without assessing the need for the 
MVP Project in the DEIS, FERC undermines the development of reasonable alternatives to the 
proposed project.  The alternatives analysis is the “heart of the [EIS].”  40 C.F.R. § 1508.14.  
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Without disclosing and discussing the need for the MVP Project, FERC fails to provide 
transparency in the decisionmaking process and thereby frustrates the public’s opportunity to 
provide meaningful comments on the DEIS.  The public’s right to weigh in on the assessment of 
need is particularly critical for a project such as MVP, which would impact both state and federal 
public lands and require the use of eminent domain over the objections of numerous landowners 
along the proposed route.  In such instances, there must be even greater scrutiny of project need 
in the DEIS. The procedures of the Natural Gas Act cannot replace the full and fair public 
participation in the decisionmaking process that NEPA mandates. Therefore, the DEIS is “so 
inadequate as to preclude meaningful analysis” and FERC “shall prepare and circulate a revised 
draft[.]”  40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(a).    
 
  2. Lack of Relevant Environmental Information 
 
 In addition to failing to properly disclose and consider the need for the MVP Project, the 
DEIS lacks sufficient information about the MVP Project and its potential environmental impacts 
on a wide variety of resources, including water resources, wetlands, cultural resources, 
threatened and endangered species, and climate change implications.  The DEIS recommends 
that some of this missing information be supplied by the applicants either by the end of the DEIS 
comment period or before construction begins.  See DEIS at 5-20 – 5-24.  That means the public 
will not have an opportunity to meaningfully review and comment on this information before the 
final EIS is issued.  Therefore, this information should have been included in the DEIS.   
 

Only the issuance of a revised or supplemental DEIS that thoroughly analyzes this 
missing information will satisfy NEPA’s public comment procedures, which “[encourage] public 
participation in the development of information during the decision making process.”  Half Moon 
Bay Fishermans' Mktg. Ass'n v. Carlucci, 857 F.2d 505, 508 (9th Cir. 1988).  Simply adding this 
missing information to the final EIS is insufficient, as it does not allow the same degree of 
meaningful public participation.  Id. (citing California v. Block, 690 F.2d 753, 770-71 (9th Cir. 
1982)) (“It is only at the stage when the draft EIS is circulated that the public and outside 
agencies have the opportunity to evaluate and comment on the proposal…No such right exists 
upon issuance of a final EIS.”); 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(b). 
 

FERC’s failure to include significant amounts of critical environmental information in 
the DEIS seems to be part of a recent trend in draft EISs prepared by FERC for major greenfield 
pipelines.  For example, in comments on the DEIS for the Constitution Pipeline, EPA stated that 
a substantial amount of information was omitted from the DEIS, including information regarding 
impacts to geology and soils, waterbodies, wetlands, wildlife and vegetation, air emissions, and 
cumulative impacts. EPA, Comments on the Constitution Pipeline DEIS at 3-9 (Apr. 9, 2014) 
(Ex. 2).  EPA repeatedly explained that the lack of information prevented other agencies and the 
public from meaningfully participating in the NEPA process.  See, e.g., id. at 3 (The lack of 
information “negates the ability of agency specialists and the public to review the analysis and 
comment on it.”).  

 
In comments on the Atlantic Sunrise Pipeline DEIS, EPA stated it was “concerned about 

the amount of detailed information that has yet to be filed and is not evaluated in the DEIS.”  
EPA Atlantic Sunrise Comments at 2.  This missing information includes: 
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surveys for land, rare, species, historic resources, water supplies, air modeling, 
mitigation measures to manage and dispose of contaminated groundwater, 
proposed mitigation measures for source water protection areas, geotechnical 
feasibility studies for HDD crossing locations and mitigation measures to 
minimize drilling risks, and a detailed aquatic resource compensatory mitigation 
plan.   

 
Id.  EPA explained that this information is both “relevant and critical to evaluation of potential 
impacts” and that “a fully informed decision may not be made without this information.”  Id.  
EPA also stressed that this missing information needs to be “disseminated and appropriately 
evaluated with the resource agencies and public stakeholder participation prior to the issuance of 
any certificates by FERC.”  Id.  EPA specifically recommends that FERC do this “through the 
use of a revised DEIS.”  Id. 
 

In comments on the DEIS for the Sabal Pipeline, EPA said that it had “very significant 
concerns over the FERC’s process and full and objective compliance with the NEPA regulations 
at 40 CFR Part 1500.”  EPA, Comments on the Southeast Market Pipeline Project DEIS at 1 
(Oct. 26, 2015) (Ex. 3).  EPA even suggested that FERC “appear[ed] to be justifying decisions 
made prior to implementing the NEPA process.”  Id. at 9.   

 
In comments on the DEIS for the PennEast Pipeline, EPA said it had “significant 

concerns regarding the alternatives analysis, a number of important topics for which information 
is incomplete, and the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the proposed action on the 
environment and public health, including impacts to terrestrial resources, including interior 
forests, aquatic resources, and rare, threatened and endangered species.”  EPA, Comments on the 
PennEast Pipeline DEIS, at 1 (Sept. 16, 2016) (Ex. 4) (emphasis added).  EPA emphasized that 
“[a] significant amount of information is omitted from the DEIS and is proposed to be filed by 
the project proponent at a future date.”  Id. at 3.  EPA stressed that “[f]ailing to consider this 
information in the DEIS leads to gaps in the data and lack of potentially important information 
for the decision maker.”  Id.  As it did in comments on the Atlantic Sunrise DEIS, EPA 
specifically requested that FERC prepare a “revised DEIS” for the PennEast Pipeline to account 
for these significant deficiencies. 

 
Recent EPA comments indicate that FERC is not remedying these deficiencies before 

publication of a Final EIS (“FEIS”).  For example, in comments on the DEIS for the Leach 
Xpress Pipeline, EPA said that FERC: 

 
. . . did not include estimates of the GHG emissions associated with the 
production, leakage, and combustion of the natural gas transported by this 
proposal.  Because of the causal relationship between this project and the 
emissions, it is appropriate and consistent with NEPA and CEQ regulations to 
consider and disclose the emissions levels in NEPA analyses. 

 
EPA, Comments on the Leach Xpress Pipeline DEIS, at 20 (June 6, 2016) (Ex. 5).  EPA 
recommended that “the FEIS include estimates of emissions from production, leakage, and 
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combustion of the natural gas transported by the proposal.”  Id.  EPA also faulted FERC for 
comparing project-level GHG emissions to State-wide emissions.  Id.  
  

In comments on the Leach Xpress Pipeline FEIS, EPA said that FERC “perpetuates the 
significant omission documented through our comments on the DEIS with respect to a proper 
climate change analysis to inform the decision making process.”  EPA, Comments on the Leach 
Xpress FEIS, at 2 (Oct. 11, 2016) (“EPA Leach Xpress FEIS Comments”) (Ex. 6).  In particular, 
EPA said that: 

 
The FEIS did not include estimates of the indirect GHG emissions that would be 
caused by the proposal and its alternatives, including effects of production, and 
combustion of the natural gas transported by this proposal.  FERC’s response to 
EPA’s comments on its Draft EIS indicated non-concurrence with the 
recommendation to calculate the indirect emissions associated with end use 
product combustion.  Combustion of the product is a reasonably foreseeable effect 
of this project, and falls squarely within the obligation to consider indirect 
impacts under NEPA.  The CEQ GHG Guidance makes this same point, and uses 
the end use product combustion of fossil fuel as a specific example of the kind of 
indirect effect that should be considered under NEPA. 

 
Id. at 6-7.  EPA was also critical of FERC continuing to compare project-level GHG emissions to 
State-wide emissions when “that concept is not included in the final [CEQ GHG Guidance].”  Id. 
at 7.  Consequently, EPA says: 

 
We view FERC’s response to our comments as very concerning in light of CEQ’s 
GHG Guidance and request a headquarters level meeting with us to seek a 
definitive resolution to this matter before you publish a Record of Decision 
(ROD) and so that you do not continue to take this approach in additional NEPA 
documents. 

 
Id.  EPA’s comments reveal a pattern of FERC publishing significantly deficient draft statements 
for major greenfield pipelines before it obtains critically important information from the 
applicant – information that is needed in order to fully understand the project and its 
environmental consequences.  EPA’s comments on the Leach Xpress Pipeline FEIS reveal that 
those deficiencies are not addressed or remedied in the FEIS.   

 
Here, FERC has published a DEIS for another major greenfield pipeline project, the 

MVP Project.  Once again, there is a substantial amount of critical information and analysis that 
is omitted from the DEIS.  Notably, the MVP DEIS suffers from the same deficiencies regarding 
GHG emissions that EPA criticized in the Leach Xpress DEIS and FEIS. 

 
For example, FERC estimates total annual emissions of the MVP Project at 40 million 

tons per year.  See DEIS at 4-516.  FERC claims that gas transported by the MVP Project could 
“result in the displacement of some coal use, thereby potentially offsetting some regional GHG 
emissions.”  Id.  At no point, however, does FERC analyze whether the MVP Project emissions 
are “instead of” or “in addition to” existing emissions.  This is an important factor since the total 
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annual emissions for the MVP Project is larger than emissions from the top three coal-fired 
power plants (Amos, Harrison, and Mount Storm) in West Virginia.  See EPA, Air Markets 
Program Data, available at https://ampd.epa.gov/ampd/ (Ex. 7).  

 
In addition, FERC does not analyze the significance of the total annual MVP Project 

GHG emissions in any meaningful way. Instead, FERC compares the total annual GHG 
emissions of the MVP Project to “the global GHG emission inventory.”  DEIS at 4-516.  This 
comparison serves only to minimize the MVP Project’s GHG emissions and does not provide 
any meaningful information.  See id. (noting that GHG emissions from MVP Project would be 
“negligible” compared to the global GHG inventory).  EPA recently criticized FERC for 
comparing the estimated emissions of the Leach Xpress Project “to state GHG emission levels.”  
EPA Leach Xpress FEIS Comments at 7.  EPA explained that “[c]omparing one project’s direct 
and indirect emissions to aggregated totals is not an appropriate way to consider the impact of 
emissions” and is inconsistent with the CEQ GHG Guidance.  Id. 

 
In addition to the significant flaws regarding GHG emissions, there is a significant 

amount of information regarding other environmental impacts that is missing from the DEIS and 
will not be provided by the applicants in a manner that facilitates meaningful public disclosure 
and participation.  This includes the following: 
 

• Information that MVP does not have to provide until the end of the DEIS comment 
period: 

o Documentation of continued coordination with the Forest Service and other 
Appalachian Trail stakeholders regarding the newly adopted pipeline crossing, 
including visual simulations modeling both “leaf-on” and “leaf-off” scenarios at 
the crossing. 

o Results of on-site surveys for the Mount Tabor Route Alternative to assess 
constructability and identify karst features that shall be adopted if the alternative 
is adopted into the proposed pipeline route. 

o Additional information on the tracts identified in table 3.5.3-1 of the DEIS. 
o A complete list of any locations not already found acceptable by FERC staff 

where the pipeline route or access road parallels a waterbody within 15 feet or 
travels linearly within the waterbody channel. 

o Plans and maps that illustrate how permanent impacts on wetlands would be 
avoided at the WB Interconnect.  If such impacts cannot be avoided, MVP shall 
propose a new upland location for the facility and include new site plans and 
maps. 

o Site-specific justifications for each of the wetlands for which MVP requests a 
right-of-way greater than 75 feet. 

o A plan that describes how long-term and permanent impacts on migratory bird 
habitat would be minimized, with an emphasis on high quality and/or larger intact 
core interior forest areas. 
 

• Information that Equitrans does not have to provide until the end of the DEIS 
comment period: 
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o The current status of easement negotiations for the Redhook Compressor Station 
and alternative sites and analysis if those negotiations have been unsuccessful. 

o Information regarding the potential construction feasibility of the Cline Route 
Alternative, including more detailed analysis of potential issues associated with 
either an open-cut or road crossing at Raccoon Creek and Raccoon Run Road. 
 

• Information that MVP does not have to provide until after the certificate is issued: 
o A plan for the avoidance of active mines, or copies of agreements with coal 

companies regarding compensation for loss of coal resources. 
o A revised Landslide Mitigation Plan that includes: 

§ An analysis of the potential landslide hazards at the GCSZ, Peters 
Mountain, Sinking Creek Mountain, and Brush Mountain based on the 
results of investigations conducted by Schultz and Southworth (1989), and 
further identified and discussed in USGS Bulletin 1839-E; 

§ An identification of landslide hazards where the pipeline routes through 
areas comprised of both steep slopes and red shale bedrock of the 
Conemaugh, Monongahela, Dunkard, and Mauch Chunk Groups; 

§ An analysis of a potential debris flow zone within the Jefferson National 
Forest from MP 195.5 along the Kimballton Branch to the junction of 
Stoney Creek; and 

§ Minor route adjustments as a method to avoid areas of potential slides and 
debris flows. 

o Results of MVP’s fracture trace/lineament analysis. 
o Site-specific plans, including details regarding materials to be used and 

installation methods, for the use of permanent culverts and permanent fill in 
waterbodies and wetlands for access roads.  MVP shall include a detailed analysis 
of all reasonable alternatives to the use of culverts and permanent fill. 

o Results of quantitative modeling for turbidity and sedimentation associated with 
wet open-cut crossings of the Elk River, Gauley River, and Greenbrier River.  The 
analysis shall address the duration, extent, and magnitude of turbidity levels and 
assess the potential impacts on resident biota.  The analysis should also include a 
discussion on the physical and chemical characteristics of the sediments, the 
estimated area affected by the transport and redistribution of the sediments, and 
the effect of the suspension and resettlement on water quality as well as an 
assessment of the effectiveness of the proposed turbidity curtains. 

o HDD feasibility and geotechnical studies for the alternative alignments identified 
for the Pigg River crossing at MP 286.8 and the Blackwater River crossing at MP 
262.8. 

o Contingency plans outlining measures that would be taken to minimize and 
mitigate potential impacts on public surface water supplies with intakes within 3 
miles downstream of the crossing of the MVP pipeline, and ZCC within 0.25-mile 
of the pipeline. 

o Results of all remaining environmental surveys (water resources, wetlands, 
cultural resources, and threatened and endangered species) for all cathodic 
protection groundbeds. 
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o Evidence of landowner concurrence with the site-specific residential construction 
plans for all locations where construction work areas would be within 10 feet of a 
residence, as indicated in bold in table 4.8.2-1. 

o Documentation that the Weston and Gauley Bridge Turnpike Crossing Plan was 
reviewed by the COE. 

o Documentation that the Blue Ridge Parkway Crossing Plan was reviewed by the 
National Park Service. 

o Documentation that the U.S. Highway 50 and North Bend Rail Trail Crossing 
Plan was reviewed by the WVDOT and WVDNR. 

o Documentation of further coordination with TNC and VDCR of regarding the 
Mill Creek Springs Natural Area Preserve and include any impact avoidance, 
minimization, or mitigation measures developed. 

o Documentation that MVP’s VOF parcels crossing plans were reviewed by the 
VOF. 

o Documentation that the TNC Property Crossing Plan was reviewed by TNC. 
 

• Information that Equitrans does not have to provide until after the certificate is 
issued: 

o HDD noise mitigation plan to reduce the projected noise level increase 
attributable to the proposed drilling operations at the NSAs. 
 

• Information that neither MVP nor Equitrans has to provide until after the 
certificate is issued: 

o The location of all water wells, springs, swallets, and other drinking water sources 
within 150 feet (500 feet in karst terrain) of the pipeline and aboveground 
facilities. 
 

• Information that MVP does not have to provide until after the certificate is issued: 
o All outstanding biological surveys for federally listed species (i.e., Ellett Valley 

millipede, bog turtle, and running buffalo clover). 
o Remaining cultural resources survey reports, site evaluation reports, avoidance 

plans, or treatment plans. 
 
DEIS at 5-20 – 5-24.  This list makes clear that FERC has not “ma[d]e every effort to disclose 
and discuss at appropriate points in the draft statement all major points of view on the 
environmental impacts of the alternatives including the proposed action.”  40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(a) 
(emphasis added).   
 

The information described above should have been included in the DEIS; without this 
information, FERC cannot perform a fully informed evaluation of potential impacts and pipeline 
routing decisions.  By publishing the DEIS without the foregoing information, FERC failed to 
“guarantee[ ] that the relevant information will be made available to the larger audience that may 
also play a role in both the decisionmaking process and the implementation of that decision.”  
Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 349 (1989).  The missing 
information will almost certainly not be disclosed in time for affected landowners and the 
broader public to adequately review and comment during the DEIS comment period.  Thus, the 

20161019-5061 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 10/19/2016 1:31:31 PM



 10 

DEIS is “so inadequate” that it “preclude[s] meaningful analysis” and FERC “shall prepare and 
circulate a revised draft[.]”  40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(a). 
 

B. Alternatively, FERC must prepare a Supplemental DEIS after the applicants 
submit all of the currently missing environmental information. 

 
As explained above, the DEIS is inadequate due to the substantial amount of incomplete 

information and analysis, which precludes meaningful review.  40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(a).  Thus, 
FERC must prepare a revised DEIS.  Alternatively, due to the sheer volume of information that 
FERC is not requiring the applicants to provide until either the end of the DEIS comment period 
or before construction, this information (once submitted) will constitute significant new 
information for which a Supplemental DEIS “shall” be prepared.  40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(c)(1)(ii).  
This information is also likely to result in substantial changes to the proposed action for which a 
Supplemental DEIS “shall” be prepared.  Id. § 1502.9(c)(1)(i).  Moreover, preparing a 
Supplemental DEIS that considers this new information will further the purposes of NEPA.  Id. § 
1502.9(c)(2). 
 

C. The issuance of a Final EIS with a comment period is inconsistent with the 
requirements and purpose of NEPA  

 
Issuance of a Final EIS with a comment period, in lieu of a Revised or Supplemental 

DEIS, would not satisfy the requirements and purpose of NEPA.  NEPA was enacted to “insure 
that environmental information is available to public officials and citizens before decisions are 
made and before actions are taken.”  40 CFR § 1500.1(b).  It is essential that that environmental 
information is high quality and based upon “accurate scientific analysis, expert agency 
comments and public scrutiny.”  Id.  Furthermore, part of the NEPA process includes the 
public’s opportunity to understand the agency’s response to these comments.  Even with a 
comment period, a Final EIS will not allow informed public scrutiny of and input into the 
decision making process before a “decision is made and before actions are taken.”  Id.  See also 
Half Moon Bay Fishermans' Mktg. Ass'n v. Carlucci, 857 F.2d 505, 508 (9th Cir. 1988).  For the 
reasons outlined in this letter, FERC must prepare a Revised or Supplemental DEIS that corrects 
the significant deficiencies in the DEIS that have been identified above.     
 
 
/s/ Ryan Talbott 
Ryan Talbott 
Executive Director 
Allegheny Defense Project 
117 West Wood Lane 
Kane, PA 16735 
(503) 329-9162 
rtalbott@alleghenydefense.org 
 
/s/ Ben Luckett 
Ben Luckett 
Staff Attorney 
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Appalachian Mountain Advocates 
P.O. Box 507 
Lewisburg, WV 24901 
(304) 645-0125 
bluckett@appalmad.org 
 
/s/ Tom Cormons 
Tom Cormons 
Executive Director 
Appalachian Voices 
812 E. High Street 
Charlottesville, VA 22902 
(434) 293-6373 
tom.cormons@appvoices.org  
 
/s/ Anne Havermann 
Anne Havermann 
General Counsel 
Chesapeake Climate Action Network 
6930 Carroll Avenue, Suite 720 
Takoma Park, MD 20912 
(240) 396-1984 
anne@chesapeakeclimate.org 
 
/s/ Ernest Q. Reed Jr. 
Ernest Q. Reed Jr. 
971 Rainbow Ridge Rd 
Faber, VA 22938 
(434) 971-1647 
lec@wildvirginia.org 
Signatory for Friends of Nelson, Heartwood, and Wild Virginia 
 
/s/ Anna Osborne 
Anna Osborne 
Friends of the Lower Greenbrier River 
osborneanna@hotmail.com 
 
/s/ John J. Walkup III 
John J. Walkup III 
President 
Greenbrier River Watershed Association 
P.O. Box 1419 
Lewisburg, WV 24901 
(304) 647-4792 
Greenbrier2o@gmail.com  
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/s/ Judy Azulay 
Judy Azulav 
President 
Indian Creek Watershed Association, Inc. 
P.O. Box 711 
Union, WV 24983 
(304) 832-6020 
indiancreekwater@gmail.com 
 
/s/ April Pierson-Keating 
April Pierson-Keating 
President 
Mountain Lakes Preservation Alliance 
P.O. Box 99 
Adrian, WV 26210 
(304) 642-9436 
apkeating@hotmail.com 
 
/s/ Alison Kelly 
Alison Kelly 
Staff Attorney 
Land and Wildlife Program 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
1152 15th Street NW, Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20005 
(202) 727-8297 
akelly@nrdc.org  
 
/s/ Vivian Stockman 
Vivian Stockman 
Vice Director 
Ohio Valley Environmental Coalition 
P.O. Box 6753 
Huntington, WV 25773-6753 
(304) 522-0246 
vivian@ohvec.org 
 
/s/ Richard Shingles 
Richard Shingles 
Coordinator 
Preserve Giles County 
321 Dunford Lane 
Newport, VA 24128 
(540) 544-7874 
shingles@vt.edu  
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/s/ Elisabeth Tobey 
Elisabeth Tobey 
Preserve Greenbrier County 
531 Burns Hollow Rd. 
Meadow Bridge, WV 25976 
(951) 961-0879 
ldyliz1982@gmail.com  
 
/s/ Roseanna Sacco 
Roseanna Sacco 
Chairman 
Preserve Monroe 
P.O. Box 76 
Union, WV 24983 
neom2864@gmail.com 
 
/s/ Ellen Darden 
Ellen Darden 
Preserve Montgomery County Virginia 
greennrv.ellen@gmail.com 
 
/s/ Jerolyn Deplazes 
Jerolyn Deplazes 
Secretary 
Preserve Newport Historic Properties 
jdeplaze@pemtel.net 
 
/s/ Laurie Ardison 
Laurie Ardison 
Co-Chair 
Protect Our Water, Heritage, Rights 
ikeandash@yahoo.com 
 
/s/ Stephen Miller 
Stephen Miller 
President 
Save Monroe, Inc. 
Rt 1, Box 665A 
Peterstown, WV 24983 
(304) 887-7090 
savemonroewv@gmail.com 
 
/s/ Elly Benson 
Elly Benson 
Staff Attorney 
Sierra Club 
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2101 Webster Street, Suite 1300 
Oakland, CA 94612 
(415) 977-5723 
elly.benson@sierraclub.org  
 
/s/ Anna Ziegler 
Anna Ziegler 
Interim Chair 
Summers County Residents Against the Pipeline 
(304) 466-1224 
annaziegler@gmail.com 
 
/s/ Amy South 
Amy South 
Co-chair 
The Border Conservancy 
5249 Waiteville Rd 
Waiteville, WV 24984 
(304) 772-5382 
borderconservancy@gmail.com 
 
/s/ Kirk Bowers 
Kirk Bowers 
Virginia Chapter, Sierra Club 
Pipelines Program Manager 
106 George Rogers Road 
Charlottesville, VA 22911 
(434) 296-8673 
kirk.bowers@sierraclub.org  
 
/s/ Laurie Ardison 
Laurie Ardison 
Executive Committee Member 
WV Chapter of the Sierra Club 
(304) 646-8339 
ikeandash@yahoo.com  
 
/s/ Cynthia D. Ellis 
Cynthia D. Ellis 
President 
West Virginia Highlands Conservancy 
P.O. Box 306 
Charleston, WV 25321 
(304) 586-4135 
cdellis@wildblue.net 
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/s/ Angie Rosser 
Angie Rosser 
Executive Director 
West Virginia Rivers Coalition 
3501 MacCorkle Avenue SE #129 
Charleston, WV 25304 
(304) 637-7201 
arosser@wvrivers.org 
 
Enclosures (7) 
 
cc:  Ted Boling (CEQ, Associate Director for NEPA) 

Shawn M. Garvin (EPA, Region 3 Administrator) 
Jeffrey D. Lapp (EPA, Region 3, Office of Environmental Programs) 
Tom Speaks (U.S. Forest Service) 
Wendy Janssen (National Park Service) 
Bruce Dawson (Bureau of Land Management) 
Cindy Schulz (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service) 
Tiernan Lennon (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service) 
Colonel Philip M. Secrist III (Army Corps, Huntington District) 
Colonel Jason Kelly (Army Corps, Norfolk District) 
Colonel John P. Lloyd (Army Corps, Pittsburgh District) 
Randy C. Huffman (West Virginia DEP) 
David K. Paylor (Virginia DEQ) 
Patrick McDonnell (Pennsylvania DEP) 
Gov. Earl Ray Tomblin 
Sen. Joe Manchin 
Sen. Shelley Moore Capito 
State Sen. Ron Miller 
Gov. Terry McAuliffe 
Sen. Mark Warner 
Sen. Tim Kaine 
Rep. Robert Hurt 
Rep. Gerald Connelly 
Rep. Don Beyer 
Rep. Bobby Scott 
Rep. Robert Goodlatte 
Rep. Morgan Griffith 
Attorney General Mark Herring 
Lt. Gov. Ralph Northam 
State Sen. Creigh Deeds 
State Sen. John Edwards 
Delegate David Toscano 
Delegate Joseph Yost 
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Re: Atlantic Sunrise Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement; Pennsylvania, Maryland,
Virginia, North Camlina and South Carolina; May 2016 (FERC Docket No. CP15-138;
CEQ¹2016-11223)

Dear Deputy Secretary Davis:

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, Section 309
of the Clean Air Act and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing
NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508),the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Company,
LLC's (Transco or the applicant) Atlantic Sunrise Project. The DEIS has been prepared by the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) tasked with approving certificates for mterstate
natural gas pipeline facilities. Additionally', EPA is concurrently reviewing the Clean Water Act
Section 404 Public Notice (PN) issued by the U.S.Army Corps of Engirieers (Corps or USACE)
Baltimore District, a cooperating agency on the DE1S, and will also be providing comments on
the proposed project in response to the PN.

Transco proposes to construct and operate an expansion of its existing natural gas
transmission system in Pennsylvania, Virginia, Maryland, North Carolina, and South Carolina.
Transco's project purpose is to provide an incremental 1.7million dekatherms per day
(MMDth/d) of year-round firm transportation capacity from the Marcellus Shale production area
in northern PA to Transco's existing market areas, extending to the Station 85 Pooling Point in
Choctaw County, Alabama. The EIS will not determine whether the need for the Project exists,
as this will be determined by the Commission later; however the purpose ofNEPA is informed
decision making, using relevant information and public engagement in the process, which could
be compromised by deferring this analysis.

The Atlantic Sunrise project, in the alignment ofTransco's preferred alternative, includes
the construction and operation of 197.7miles of pipeline to provide ability to transport l. /
MMDtb/d natural gas. Atlantic Sunrise is proposed to be collocated for 54.6 miles (28 percent)
with or adjacent to existing pipelines and/or electric transmission utility rights-of-way. The
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majority of the line is new 30 inch and 42 inch natural gas pipeline. Atlantic Sunrise also
proposes the construction and operation of two new compressor stations in Wyoming and
Columbia Counties, PA, and modification to three existing compressor stations in Columbia and
Lycoming Counties, PA and Howard County, MD. Minor modifications at existing
aboveground facilities at various locations in Pennsylvania, North Carolina, South Carolina, and
Virginia to allow for bi-directional flow and the installation of supplemental odorization, odor
detection, and/or odor masking/deodorization equipment are also proposed.

The DEIS presented alternatives beyond the applicant's preferred alternative, including
the no-action alternative, two system alternatives, three major route alternatives, other minor
route modifications and variations, and aboveground facility site alternatives. FERC has
recommended that several minor modifications be incorporated beyond those that were
incorporated by Transco. Beyond these minor modifications, all other system and major route
alternatives were dismissed. Only the applicant's preferred alternative was carried forward for
detailed analysis in the DEIS. It is not clear if there are additional route modifications that could
be made to the applicant's alternative which may reduce adverse environmental impacts.

The alternatives analysis presented in the DEIS seems to include reasonable alternatives
which were not carried forward for detailed consideration. Based on the information provided in
the study, EPA recommends two system alternatives be retained for further detailed study,
including the Transco system alternative, which is collocated for 91%of its route, and the
expanded PennEast alternative, which would expand the 111mile PennEast pipeline by 80 miles
and eliminate the need for the Atlantic Sunrise pipeline. EPA recommends FERC fully consider
these two alternatives and include the analysis in the EIS. These two alternatives appear to have
the potential to meet the project purpose and need while minimizing adverse environmental
impacts. Without additional analysis of alternatives, it is not clear that the preferred alternative
is the only one to meet the stated purpose and need.

EPA is concerned by the statement in the EIS that project need will not be vetted in the
EIS, but outside of the NEPA process by FERC. The purpose and need is the basis for the
alternatives analysis and is the foundation for the analysis under NEPA. Assessing the need and
a full suite of alternatives is a critical component of the NEPA process, and a component in
which the public has shown great interest as well as concern. We recommend FERC provide
transparency in the decision-making process and include as much of this information within the
NEPA document for full disclosure to the public and afford the public the opportunity to provide
comment.

EPA is concerned about the amount of detailed information that has yet to be filed and is
not evaluated in the DEIS. This includes surveys for land, rare species, historic resources, water
supplies, air modeling, mitigation measures to manage and dispose of contaminated
groundwater, proposed mitigation measures for source water protection areas, geotechnical
feasibility studies for HDD crossing locations and mitigation measures to minimize drilling risks,
and a detailed aquatic resource compensatory mitigation plan. This information is relevant and
critical to evaluation ofpotential impacts. EPA is concerned that a fully informed decision may
not be made without this information. EPA is interested in discussing with FERC when and how
this information will be assessed and disclosed to the public.
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EPA is concerned about direct, secondary and cumulative impacts to aquatic resources,
groundwater, and water quality. Aquatic resources have the potential to be impacted by many
activities, including waterbody crossings, clearing, blasting, and water withdraws for hydrostatic
testing. Some of the resources within the project are high quality and sensitive resources,
including Exceptional Value (EV) and trout streams. The full assessment of these
simultaneously occurring impacts to resources needs to be conducted. With the potential for
complex impacts to occur, such as changes in recharge patterns and flow status, additional
avoidance and minimization measures may be necessary to protect the aquatic ecosystem.
Additional comments on aquatic resources can be found within the enclosures to this document.

The EIS reports that a total of 50.4 acres of wetlands would be either crossed by the
Project, affected by temporary extra workspaces, or located within the construction right-of-way.
The Project would involve 331 waterbody crossings. EPA believes additional information on
aquatic resources should be included in the EIS, including impact breakdowns and compensatory
mitigation concepts, which are provided in the Corps'N, detailed stream and wetland
assessment data on the quality or functions ofthe systems, and detailed, or at a minimum
conceptual, compensatory mitigation plans. Additionally, as part of the Section 404, CWA
permit process, a detailed compensatory mitigation needs to be prepared and submitted. Without
more detailed information it is uncertain if the proposed mitigation will compensate for the
functions lost.

Large impacts to terrestrial resources, including forest and forest interior dwelling species
(FIDS) habitat, are also of concern to EPA. Construction of the Project would disturb about
3,905.8acres of land, including pipeline facilities, aboveground facilities, pipe yards, contractor
yards, and staging areas, temporary and permanent construction access roads, and right of way.
Permanent operations would require about 1,208.3 acres of the 3,905.8acres of construction
lands. The Project would cross 45 interior forests along CPL North and South and would affect
270.4 acres of interior forest habitat during construction. About 118.9acres of the affected
interior forest would be permanently eliminated due to Transco's maintenance of the right-of-
way during operation of the pipeline facilities. Using the distance of 30 feet Irom the edges of
newly created edge habitat into interior forest, the DEIS estimates that 1,993.8acres of interior
forest would be indirectly impacted. This may be an underestimation of indirect interior forest
impacts, as the use ofonly a 30 foot buffer is not supported or documented in the EIS.
Mitigation should address the loss ofmature forest and FIDS, which may take decades to
replace.

EPA acknowledges that the DEIS cumulative impact analysis included natural gas
inirastructure, including gathering lines, FERC-jurisdictional natural gas transmission projects,
and natural gas wells. Consideration of natural gas production, transnussion and use could be
expanded in the analysis to provide a more comprehensive understanding of impacts. It is
recommended that FERC actively seek to unravel and describe the highly complicated, inter-
related network ofpipelines. This is important for public understanding and also a step toward
identifying cumulative impacts &om combinations ofpast, present and reasonably foreseeable
infrastructure and non-intrastructure activities. Please consider our detailed comments regarding
cumulative impacts presented in enclosure to this document.
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EPA is concerned that the selection of the current preferred alternative may result in
significant adverse environmental impacts. EPA recommends that available systems alternatives
be retained for detailed study. EPA also recommends that the information not currently included
in the DEIS be disseminated and appropriately evaluated with the resource agencies and public
stakeholder participation prior to the issuance of any certificates by FERC. EPA is interested in
discussing with FERC the most appropriate way for system alternatives and other information to
be considered and included for public information and agency consideration, which may possibly
be accomplished through the use of a revised DEIS.

Based on our review of the DEIS and the amount of detailed information which has not
been included or completed, EPA has rated the environmental impacts associated with all of the
action alternative corridors as Environmental Concerns ("EC")and the adequacy of the impact
statement as "2"(Insufficient Information). This rating is due to the direct, indirect and
cumulative impacts of the proposed corridors on terrestrial resources, including interior forests,
aquatic resources, rare, threatened and endangered species. EPA recommends additional
alternatives be explored to help finther reduce impacts to resources resulting fiom the proposed
action. Details on the basis for this rating are contained in the remainder ofthis letter. A
description of our rating system can be found at:
www.epa.gov/compliance/napa/comments/ratings. html.

Please consider the issues, questions and comments included in this letter and enclosure.
We recognize the complexity of the analysis needed and difficulty in balancing impacts to
natural resources, farmland and communities for any build alternative. We would appreciate the
opportunity to discuss the comments provided here, at your convenience. Thank you for
allowing EPA with the opportunity to review and comment on the Atlantic Sunrise DEIS. Ifyou
have questions regarding these comments, the contact for this project is Ms. Alaina McCurdy;
she can be reached at (215) $14-2741 or mccurdy.alainaepa.gov.

Sincerely,

oc lrector
ffice ofEnvironmental Programs

Enclosure (I)Narrative Technical Comments
(2) Detailed Technical Comments
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Enclosure I —Narrative Technical Comments
Atlantic Sunrise DEIS

Enclosure I includes Narrative Technical Comments on the following topics:
I) Purpose and Need
2) Alternatives
3) Geology
4) Streams and Wetlands
5) Vegetation
6) Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species
7) Land Use, Recreation and Public Lands
8) Conservation and Visual
9) Cumulative Impacts
10)Climate Change

Detailed Technical comments on these and other topics are provided in Enclosure 2.

1) Purnose and Need

EPA is concerned that the need is not part of the calculus in combination with the stated
purpose to provide transport ability of 1.7MMDth/d natural gas. The purpose alone may narrow
and limit the range of available alternatives to need a prescribed need. As stated in the above
letter, establishing a project need is critical to help determine alternatives that should be studied
and the degree to which the proposed action or other alternatives may meet the stated purpose
and need. Specific dekatherm capacities are provided, although it is unclear how these units
were determined or generated. In the absence of this type of supporting documentation (markets,
etc), it is unclear if the stated purpose and need is too narrow thereby limiting the available range
of alternatives. We suggest that a broader purpose and need statement be developed which
would allow for a broader range of alternatives to be considered in the EIS. For example
alternatives which include a lesser diameter pipe, or a different capacity level could meet needs.

The EIS notes that there are precedent agreements for 1.7MMDth/d of capacity, which
are able to be terminated under certain conditions are not met, including regulatory approvals.
Additional information on these agreements should be provided, and clarification provided to
identify if these agreements are duplicative of other agreements entered into by the applicant for
other pipeline projects in this region. Table 1.1 provides the shippers and contract quantities.
Information on the receipt points and gas receivers has not been provided, which is essential to
understanding the purpose and need of the proposed project.

2) Alternatives

EPA is concerned that there may be alternatives to the applicant's preferred alternative
that may meet the project objectives which were not considered in detail in the DEIS. Some
alternatives which at the screening level would have similar impact may need to be considered
further for detailed study. A higher level of study would allow for complex resources and
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project impacts to be fully evaluated and considered. The alternatives analysis should describe
alternatives that were dismissed from further study as well as the rationale for their dismissal.
Alternative iocations for project beginning and end points should also be evaluated.

We believe FERC should consider in greater detail available system alternatives, including
PennEast and the Transco system alternative. Based on the limited information provided, it
appears that the system alternative has potential to meet the stated purpose and need/objectives
of the applicant's preferred alternative and could be a reasonable alternative which should be
considered in the DEIS. We encourage FERC to ccnsider this system alternative in greater detail
alcngside of the proposed project in the EIS. Upon detailed evaluation it is possible that there
are environmental advantages or that there are less damaging practicable alternatives to the
applicant's preferred alternativ.

The Transco system alternative included several nf the same components as the applicant's
proposal (the Unity and Chapman loops, por'.ious of CPL North, compression at CS 517 and 820,
and pipe replacement) as well as additional compression and 10 pipeline loops. The Transco
system Alternative would be co-located for about 91%of its length. The total amount of
compression estimated for this system alternative would be 183,000hp, which is approximately a
25% increase above the compression for the preferred alternative. It is concluded that the
Transco system alternative has environmental disadvantages that outweigh the environmental
advantages and is not considered to be preferable to th- nroposed project. It inay be beneficial to
note that these estimates have not included efforts to avoid and minimize adverse impacts, as was
doric lor the preferred alternative, which could identify additional potential to reduce adverse
impacts of the system alternativ. Table 3.2.3-1shows that the Transco system alternative has
greater mileage and construction ROW than the preferred alternative; a more detailed analysis
could reveal that the collocated project minimizes impacts. It appears that the system alternative
has potential to meet the stated purpose and neediobjectives of the applicant's preferred
alternative. We encourage FERC to consider this system alternative in greater detail alongside
of the proposed project in the EIS. Upon detailed evaluation it is possible that there are
environmental advantages or that there are less damaging practicable alternatives. EPA is
uncomfortable dismissing this alternative without additional information.

An expanded PennEast Project was briefly discussed in Section 3.2.2. The expanded
PennEast Project would requiring 80 additional miles of pipeline to the currently proposed
PennEast Project, which is 111miles and would also connect to the Transco Pipeline. As the
Atlantic Sunrise pipeline is 198 miles long, if the expanded PennEast project moved forward and
Atlantic Sunrise did not, it appears that PennEast would result in approximately the same
mileage as Atlantic Sunrise. It is not clear why this alternative has been dismissed as it appears
to have the potential to eliminate the construction and operation of 110+miles. Considering an
expanded PennEast route may have the potential to meet the project purpose and need as well as
potentially reduce adverse impacts. EPA recommends FERC consider this system alternative in
further detail.

We recommend that an alternatives analysis for above-ground facilities, including all
compressor stations, be conducted and included in the EIS to potentially minimize impacts to
forest and FIDS habitat, aquatic resources, RTE species and air quality. Alternate locations for
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compressor stations beyond those included in the proposed action should be considered and
included in tne EIS. Rationales for why alternative sites were dismissed from further
consideration should also be in- luded. Additional detail on the siting criteria used should also be
provided. Further comments on alternatives, including system alternatives, major route
alternatives and aboveground facility altem«'rives can be found in Enclosure 2.

3) Geolouv

Challenging geologic conditions are likely to be encountered during project construction.
Steep slopes (15%or greater) or side slopes cross or comprise about 58.1 miles of the proposed
route. The EIS notes that there is significant karst topography along portions ofAtlantic Sunrise,
with approximately 28 miles of CPL South crossing karst topography and one HDD location
proposed in karst areas. Sinkholes, subsidence and caves are also noted as common. Rock
removal is anticipated as 138 miles (about 70%) of PA pipeline facilities will encounter shallow
bedrock. Of these, about 120 miles 'potentially could require blasting and could require blasting
in 55 streams. Twenty-two mine pool drainages were identified close proximity to the
workspace; twelve of these are'ithin the workspace.

Blasting, in combination with steep slopes, karst topography, Abandoned Mine Land
(AML) and mine pools, has the potential to result in adverse impacts that were not considered or
fully evaluated in the EIS. We recommend that the EIS describe the nature, exten', frequency nf
potential blasting impacts water vrells, springs, wetlands, nearby aboveground facilities, and
adjacent pipelines and utility ',ines. It is unclear if there are resources of special concern that may
be impacted by blasting, as it does not appear that detailed analysis was conducted. Changes to
geology resulting &om blasting may directly and indirectly affect wildlife and local residents,
which should also be considered within the scope of the EIS. The potential effects of these
geologic hazards, including AML related subsidence, landslides and flash flooding, on pipeline
construction and operation should also be evaluated. We recommend that impacts, especially in
high risk areas, be evaluated specific to this project. Further avoidance and minimization of
impacts to effected lands might be appropriate; contingencies should be made clear in the NEPA
analysis. Further comments on geology can be found in Enclosure 2.

4) Streams and Wetlands

Avoidance and minimization of adverse impacts to wetlands and streams have been
detailed in the Section 404 public notice (PN). The DEIS did not include the same level of detail
as the PN, therefore the DEIS should clearly describe the avoidance and minimization efforts are
being incorporated into the project design and construction. For analysis in the EIS avoidance
and minimization measures not only apply to direct impacts, such as the discharge of fill material
or crossings, but also indirect impacts (e.g. potential increased downstream sedimentation), as
well as by the proposed water withdrawal. Water withdrawal can affect recreational and
biological uses, stream flow, and result in impacts to stream and wetland habitat. EPA
recommends that FERC conduct further detailed analysis of specific streams and wetlands of
concern or high sensitivity and work with the resource agencies to determine if additional
avoidance and mini nization efforts may Le necessary to reduce impacts to these important
resources.
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Page 4-101 states that a detailed site-specific blasting plan wi1! be prepared for each
location requiring blasting in or near a stream. We suggest that these plans be approved by both
FERC and the USACE, and if appropriate, other regularory agencies, in advance of blasting.
Site specific plans should identify special resource considerations during blasting to determine if
a pre-blasting, and post blasting monitoring plan is'appropriate, including the need for secondary
impacts including effects to stream base flow. A map with the waterbody locations that may
require blasting, including karst topography, wetlands and water withdrawal locations should be
include.

At this time the entire proposed project corridor has not been surveyed. Remote sensing
ofwetlands was used for areas that were not surveyed in the field. It is stated that about 29'/a of
the surface waters were identified via remote sensing. Please clarify how much of the proposed
project was field surveyed. EPA recommends that these surveys be completed and verified prior
to the issuance of a CWA Section 404 permit or the FERC certificate. The applicant should use
an appropriate functional assessment to evaluate the impacts, both temporary and seconds, to
the aquatic ecosystem. Using an appropriate assessment will ensure that functions and values are
accounted for in the impact assessment and that the proposed compensation plan is adequate to
offset the loss, including temporary loss, of aquatic resource functions. Without completed
surveys and a functional assessment of the aquatic resources, it is unclear if sufficient wetland
and stream information has been collected to supp'nformed decision-making.

Transco is proposing off-site permittee-responsible compensatory mitigation for
paiustririe forested wetlands disturbed by construction and operation cf the Project. The DEIS
indicates an impact ratio of 2:I is proposed for palustrine forested conversions and exceptional
value palustrine forested wetlands would be mitigated at a ratio of 2.5:1. Additional conceptual
mitigation information was provided in the PN which was not incorporated into the EIS. A
detailed compensatory mitigation plan (CMP) has not been included as part of the EIS or the PN.
EPA requests an opportunity to review and comment on the CMP. We suggest that additional
detailed information included in the PN be incorporated in the EIS. It is unknown if the
proposed mitigation to address the conversion and temporal loss of wetlands and aquatic
resources will be adequate. Information is not provided on how the success of these proposed
mitigation sites will be determined. The CMP should include appropriate success criteria as well
as a monitoring plan of the converted wetlands to assure that they remain waters. FERC may
wish to consider whether additional mitigation to address impacts to aquatic resources beyond
the CWA Section 404 context may be appropriate.

5) Vegetation

Transco determined it would cross 45 interior forests along CPL North and South and
Chapman Loop would affect 270.4 acres of interior forest habitat during construction. About
118.9acres of the affected interior forest would be permanently eliminated and converted to
forest edge habitat due to Transco's maintenance of the right-of-way during operation of the
pipeline facilities. Approximately 28'/a of the forests impacted during construction are interior
forests. Newly created edge habitats would be established by n:aintenance of the permanent
right-of-way, and the indirect impacts could extend for 300 feet on each side (600 feei total) of
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the new corridor into the remaining interior forest blocks. Transco calculated indirect impacts as
a measurement of the acreage 30 feet laterally from the edges of the construction workspaces
into interior forests. The Project would indirectly affect 1,993.8acres of interior forest in this
manner. It is unc!ear how this method of calcu!ating indirect iinpacts to interior forest .vas
determined. A!though th EIS states that indirect impacts could extend 300 feet, a distance of
only 30 feet was selected. EPA is concerned that the indirect impacts to interior forests may
have been underestimated.

The EIS should consider any state specific vegetation/tree laws and requirements as well
as any state specific definitions of interior forest. For example, interior forests that are habitat
for forest interior dwelling species are protected under the Maryland Critical Area law, which
defines forest tracts which are greater than 50 acres in size. Maryland defines interior forest
habitat as .orest greater thar. 300 feet from the nearest forest edge. How would using this
definition compare with the method used in the EIS?

6) Rare. Threatened and Endanuered Snecies

Several surveys were incomplete and survey reports for RTE species were not available
for the DEIS, including Indiana bat and the Alleghany wood rat. However, in some cases, FERC
has recommended that this information be filed prior to the end nf the DEIS comir, ent period.
We further recommend that this repo& snd all associated data be reviewed and incorporated as
appropriate into the Final EIS. It is not clear what specific avoidance and minimization efforts or
route and ccn truction changes have beau incorpcrated with regard to RTE species, including the
Indiana bat and northern long-eared bat P!ease update the status of consultation with US FWS,
and include a!I correspondence relating to FSA requirements in the EIS. Ifany avoidance and
minimization measures are comm!tied to, please lie sure tr. capture thos- in tl.e Record r f
Decision. The EIS doesn't not conclude whether impacts to RTE species will be significant.

Bog turtles are present, however not all areas have been surveyed, partially due to access
restrictions. It appears that some surveys would be completed in 2016. The phase 2/3 report has
not been submitted for FWS/FERC review. The DEIS states that Bog turtles are not using the
portion of the wetland that will be impacted by the project. What avoidance and minimization
measures were taken in order to reduce the potential impact to wetland habitat being used by the
bog turtle? Are any ATWS or ROW width being requested for this particular wetland? It is not
clear how the conclusion that the project may affect, but not likely to adversely affect the bog
turtle was reached.

EPA is concerned that as a result of the many incomplete surveys, there may not be
sufficient information for FERC to make a fully informed decision as to the projects effect on
RTE species. It is unclear if this information will be available prior to FERCs decision and how
survey information once available will be reviewed and incorporated into the decision-making
process. Information on the potential impact to RTE species, including the Indiana bat, northern
long-eared bat, bog turtle and Alleghany wood rat, should be available to the public, other
stakeholders and regulatory agencies for consideration and comment during the NEPA process.
This information should be considered, in consultation with FWS and other agencies, and
factored into any decisions made by FFRC on this projeot.
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7) Land use. Recreation and Public lands

The Project would cross a total of 4.0 miles of state game land (SGL) and forest, and
would temporarily affect 80.9 acres of SGL and forestland. In four of the five areas, the pipeline
route would follow three existing pipelines and one existmg electric transmission line rights-of-
way; the new permanent right-of-way would abu the existing rights-of-ivay in these areas. The
project would also cross the Appalachian Trail within SGL 2!1. Ricketts Glen State Park would
be crossed in tvvo Iocatiions by the proposed project; this entire length will be collocated with
Transco's existing Leidy Line system, resulting in an additional 1.7acres to be maintained as
permanent ROW adjacent to the existing ROW. The Glens Natural Area, a National Natural
Landmark, is located 0.4 u:iies from the proposed route.

Limited discussion of impacts and concerns from PGC and DCNR have been included,
although it appears that concern has been voiced regarding the affected state game lands (SGL)
and Sproul Stat= Forest. It doe not appear that any avoidance and mimmization has been
considereci. Clarify if any of the potential blasting areas are within this pipeline segment. EPA
is concerned that pipeline ccnstruct! on raay alter ground or surface water flow conditions, which

may impact the pa;k resources. It is unclear that appropriate compensatory mitigation has been
developed for impacts occurring on these lands. Site specific crossing plans are not available for
Ricketts Glen, SGL 206, and others. Please update this information and consider the potential
impacts from crossings in the EIS.

8) Conservation and Visual

The proposed action would cross several lands that are pari of conservation programs.
An unlwown ainount of lands are enrolled in the CRP and CREP programs which are in the
process of being identified. Page 4-153 makes the conclusion that construction across
herbaceous CRP and CREP lands will not negatively affect enrollment and that forested lands on
the permanent ROW would be permanently effected. Unknown restoration measures would be
implemented to ensure that properties remain eligible. It is unclear how many lands enrolled in

these programs will be affected, if herbaceous lands within the permanent ROW will remain
eligible, and what restoration measures are being proposed. We recommend considering all of
this information prior to making the determination that impacts on these conserved lands will not
be significantly impacted.

9) Cumulative Imnacts

EPA is concerned that the temporal and geographic scope of the study is narrow, which has
led to a limited analysis of cumulative impacts. Defining the geographic and temporal
framework is the starting point of a cumulative impacts analysis. Establishing appropriate spatial
and temporal boundaries is at the very core of the study, the selection of inappropriate
boundaries leads to subsequent fundiunentally flawed analysis and documentation. It is critical
to assess past and future impacts. We suggest defining the geographic and temporal scope (or
the region of influence) of the analysis carly in cumulative impact section, which can vary
deperding on the resource being evaluated. For examp!e it appears that 0.5 miles for minor
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actions, 10 miles for major actions (including gas wells), within watersheds for major actions
that would be crossed by the Project, and within the AQC x cro sed by the project fo- actions
with potential to result in longer-term impacts on air quality (for example, natural gas pipeline
compressor stations).

Some of the;esources in luded in the cumulative impact analysis appears to only consider
in:pacts that occur during construction ofAtlantic Sunrise as the temporal boundary and within
the project footprint as the geographic boundary. However, cumulative impacts can occur to
resources even if impacts do not occur concurrent'.y. Though construction impacts can be short-
termed, there are likely prolonged impa=ts for instance associated with forest fragmentation,
invasive species, etc. Even projects that do not overlap geographically can contribute to
cumulative impacts to streams, wetlands, forests, habitat, and other resources. We recommend
FERC consider expanding the cumulative impact study beyond what is currently considered in
the DEIS. Cumulative impacts temporal boundaries are often set a few decades into past and
future to include appropriate trend and facility life expectancy. It is typical to use a baseline time
frame of 30 to 50 years past, prior to sprawl and extensive highway r.etworks. It is important to
analyze tne trends in resources, to identify if there have been repeated impacts or degradation of
the resources. A thorough analysis of impacts could help guide the selection or placement of
appropriate mitigation for Atlantic Sunrise impacts or highlight areas where additional avoidance
and minimization may be warranted. EPA would be interested in discussing the selection of a
more appropriate and inclusive boundary vi ith FFRC. ~

EPA is concerned about cumulative impacts to aquatic resources, groundwater, and water
quality. We recommend that the cumulative impact analysis of surface and grcundwater be
expanded, including cumulative impacts to water quality, headwater streams, high quality and/or
sensitive aquatic resources. Aquatic resources I'ave the potential to be cumulatively impacted by
many factors, inc!uding waterbody crossings, change in recharge patterns, clearing, blasting, and
water withdraws for hydrostatic testing. It nay be prudent to consider these impacts in
combination with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions at the watershed scale.

The cumulative impact analysis of the DEIS considered natural gas wells, gathering lines,
and other FERC jurisdictional and non-jurisdiction projects. It was estimated that 1,135gas
wells were permitted in Pennsylvania counties within 10 miles of the project between 2011 and
2015. The DEIS assumes the same rate of permit issuance, which is approximately 260 per year,
and projects that between 700 and 800 new wells could be drilled by the time the Atlantic
Sunrise Project is scheduled to be completed. Please include the rationale for selecting this
timeframe and distance. EPA appreciates that efforts were made to include a more
comprehensive cumulative effects analysis of past, present and reasonably foreseeable natural
gas related actions.

EPA is concerned by the potential cumulative impact which could result from the preferred
alternative, Marcellus Shale development, and other FERC-regulated and non-jurisdictional
actions. The DEIS estimated about 340 gas wells will be needed to supply the Atlantic Sunrise
Project, using median production rates for wells. It also noted that production over time goes
down, so more wells would likely be necessary to maintain supply. Most wells are located in
Susquehanna and Wyoming Counties. There are many of the other natural gas transtnission

20160706-0052 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 07/06/2016

Exhibit 1

20161019-5061 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 10/19/2016 1:31:31 PM



projects which cross or are nearby to the proposed action. The DEIS concludes that in areas of
rapid development like Susquehanna County moderate cumulative impacts on vegetation and
wi!dlife would occur. In areas like Susquehanna County which have the potential for cumulative
impacts occur, EPA recommends that a more detailed cumulative impact analysis in this area be
conducted. A more detailed consideration of cumulative impacts may include a more detailed
breakdown of past, present, and reasonably .oreseeable actions, consideration of additiona!
avoidance and minimization efforts, as well as looking for additional opportunities to collocate.
Presenting the colic "ation rate by county or watershed may be a useful way to begin considering
avoidance and minimization efforts in areas with cumulative impact potential.

The cumulative impact analysis relies on possible state and federal measures, restrictions and
requirements for other past, present and reascnably foreseeable actions to minimize the potential
for long-term resource losses, surh as fez fisheries, aquatic resources, RTF., and land use. The
EIS also relies on the Atlantic Sunrise ECP and Plans and Procedures to minimize and mitigate
for resource-specific cumulative impacts. We recommend that the cumulative impact analysis
consider potential cumulative impacts regardless of the various prepared or required plans to be
implemented by the project or other actions, or permits or regulatory ihresholds. While it may be
appropriate io recognize or consider the relation to these, please keep in mind that this is not
sufficient to determine potential effects of past, current arid reasonably foreseeable future
activities to resources or if/ how project impacts can be mitigated.

10)Climate Change

The climate change section is within the cumulative impac& port! on of th: FIS, 'vhich
concludes that the project would not significantly contribute to CiHG cumulative effects or
climate change. EPA is concerned that this;onclusion, is not well supported and that the
discussion presented could be improved by considering in further detail the potential impacts of
the project contributing to climate change as well as the potential impact of climate change on
the proposed action.

The EIS describes and compares the magnitude of Pennsylvania statewide GHG emissions,
concluding that the project would have minor emissions when compared to the PA GHG
emission inventory (less than 0.1 percent of the 2005 PA total). We do not recommend
comparing project level GHG emissions to total state or U.S. emissions because these
comparisons obscure rather than explain how to consider GHG emissions under NEPA and do
not provide meaningful information for a project level analysis. We recommend using estimated
direct and indirect GHG emissions levels as a general proxy to compare emissions levels from
the proposal, alternatives, and potential mitigation.

The DEIS does not contain estimates ofmethane leakage during operation of the proposal.
We recommend that FERC estimate expected GHG emissions from leakage and consider
potential BMPs to reduce leakage of methane associated with operation of the expansion
facilities. EPA has compiled useful information on technologies and practices that can help
reduce methane emissions I'rom natural gas systems, including specific information regarding
emission reduction options for natural gas transmission operations. This information may be
found at http: //www3.epa.gov/gasstar/mehtaneemissions/index. html.
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The discussion on climate change in the DEIS generally states what constitutes climate
change, summarizes the IPCC and USGCRP and soroe of their associated findings and reports.
Some general observations of environmental impacts to the northeast region were described.
The EIS should descr,'be potential changes to the affected environment that may result from,
climate change. Including future climate scenarios in the EIS would help decision makers and
the public consider whether the env!ronmental impacts of the alternatives would be exacerbated
by climate change. If impacts may be exac rbated by climate change, additional mitigation
measures may be warranted.

The EIS further states that other major projects considered in the cumulative impact analysis
would have air permits ard that these perinits would minimize GHG emissions in accordance
with air permitt'ng requirements. Although not specifically mentioned in Section 4.13.8.10
Climate Change, other activities such as development and production of natural gas were
included in the cumulative impact analysis and could be better represented in the discussion of
climate change. We recommend the EIS also estimate GHG emissions from the development
and production of natural gas being transported through the proposed pipeline, as well as
estimate the GHG emissions associated with the erd use of th- gas due to the reasonably close
causal relationship of this activity to the project In Section 4.13 8.10,FERC states that "Natural
gas is a lower CO2 emitting fuel when compared to other fue,l sources." While combustion of
natural gas results in lower amounts of GHG emissions than combustion of coal or fuel oil, lower
relative levels of impacts do not exempt consideration of the indirect impacts of the proposal and
measures to avoid, reduce, or compensate'for those effects. Section 4.13.3.1Wells estimates the
number ofwells permitted vvithin 10 miles of the project, the rate that new wells could be added,
and the number of wells required to provide quantities of gas to supply the project.. We
recommend that the GHG emissions be estimated the wells, gathering systems, and other natural
gas pipeline pro„'ects that are included in the cumulative impact aralysis.

EPA has recommended that FERC consider additional alternatives beyond the applicant's
preferred alternative. Should additional alternatives be retained for detailed study, we
recommend that the EIS estimate the GHG emissions potentially caused by these alternatives.
These emissions levels can serve as a basis for comparison of the alternatives with respect to
GHG impacts. There are a considerable resources, tools and methodologies to estimate project
contribution to climate change. W'e strongly recommend that these be utilized in the EIS.
Example tools for estimating and quantifying GHG emissions can be found on CEQ*s NEPA.gov
website.[1]

Climate adaptation measures based on how future climate scenarios may impact the project in
the EIS should be considered. The National Climate Assessment (NCA), released by the U.S.
Global Change Resource Program, contains scenarios for regions and sectors, including energy
and transportation. Use ofNCA or other peer reviewed climate scenarios can inform alternatives
analysis and possible changes to the proposal which may improve resilience and preparedness
for climate change.
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Enclosure 2- Detailed Technical Comments
Atlantic Sunrise DEIS

EPA would like to provide the detailed technical comments on the following topics:

I) Alternatives —General
2) System and Major Route Alternatives
3) Aboveground Facility Alternatives
4) Construction, Testing and Restoration
5) Hazardous Geology and Soils
6) Groundwater, Wellhead Protection Areas, and Surface Waters
7) Streams and Wetlands
8) Vegetation
9) Wildlife and Aquatic Resources
10)Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species
11) Land Use, Recreation and Public Lands
12)Conservation, Historic and Visual
13)Socioeconomics
14)Air
15)Noise
16)Reliability and Safety
17)Cumulative Impacts

1) Alternatives —General

~ Some of the criteria used to compare alternatives appears to be limiting the range of
reasonable alternatives. The third listed criterion is "Does the alternative offer a
significant advantage over the Project?" It is unclear what is meant by significant
advantage, or how much information is used to make this determination. EPA believes
the EIS should carry reasonable alternatives forward for detailed study and that
reasonable alternatives should not be dismissed prior to detailed analysis. The use of this
criterion seems to imply that alternatives deemed to be of similar or equivalent adverse
impact would be discarded. Even if it can be determined at a screening level that
alternatives would have similar impacts, it would be unlikely that this low level of detail
would consider the function, value, or quality of a resource. EPA reminds FERC and the
applicant that resources have varying degrees of function, value or quality, which should
also be taken into consideration in addition to estimated impact totals (acreage, miles,
etc).

~ Page 3-1 notes that not all conceivable alternatives are technically feasible or practical,
giving limitations as to why alternatives may be incapable or impractical. While this may
be correct, it is still necessary for the alternatives analysis to present the alternatives
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considered as well as the rationale for dismissal from further consideration. Please
include the various alternatives to the proposed action that may have been considered but
were dismissed from fiuther corisideration. The potential to provide a significant
environmental advantage over the project is also mentioned on pg 3-1. Please clarify
how this potential is determined and if this determination is made within the context of
the NEPA document. State why it is assumed that significant environmental advantages
over the proposed action do not occur. The differences in impacts between alternatives,
particularly for alternatives that may have similar impacts, would best be evaluated in
NEPA alongside of the applicant's preferred alternative. EPA suggests that the
alternatives analysis be expanded to include additional alternatives that may have been
dismissed from consideratic n.

~ Please clarify how the start and end point locations for the proposed project were
determined. Consider if system alternatives that utilize different start or end points may
meet the project purpose and need. Receipt and delivery points were briefly mentioned
over page 3-7 to 3-8, as well as determinations on the optimum location to aggregate the
1.7MMDth/d and optimum point to tie CPL South into Transco's Mainline system. This
discussion should be expanded upon as it provides insight into the rationale for the
selected locations of the proposed action.

2) System and Major Route Alternatives

System alternatives ivould need to provide additional 1.7MMDth'd of natural gas to the
'lelivery points required by the precedent agreements and provide services within a
similar timeframe in order to be considered viable. Please clarify why these things are
needed in order to be a viable system alternative.
Although Table 3.2.3-1presents impact amount which in some cases are greater than the
proposed alternative, FERC should also consider that the impacts to these resources are
not the same. For example, a greenfield alternative which impacts forests has a different
impact on forest/habitat fragmentation than collocating a pipeline which would likely
effect forest edge habitat as opposed to uninterrupted interior forest habitat. Please
consider these types of differences as it may be preferable in some instances to have a
greater edge effect than a lesser interior forest effect. Without considering the resource in
greater detail it should not be assumed it is always preferable to impact fewer resources.
Quality of resources should also be considered.
It is not clear that the presented system alternative considered upgrading/expanding
components of the existing pipeline diameter. This may have the potential to reduce
ROW widths and impact amounts presented in Table 3.2.3-1.
Many of the above comments and systems alternatives comments provided in Enclosure
I also applies to the evaluation ofmajor route alternatives.

3) Aboveground Facility Alternatives

~ Please provide the siting criteria used for aboveground facilities, including compressor
stations. Please provide a map:of the alternate aboveground facility locations that were
considered. It is. stated in section 3.4 that FERC evaluated locations for proposed
aboveground facilities, which involved desktop review and site visits, however it is not
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clear how this evaluation informed the above-ground facility alternatives analysis. Please
provide additional information on the evaluation process, a" this appears to conflict with
the statement in paragraph two of this section that "we did not identify or evalua',e
alternative locations for the new compressor'station

facilities."'lease

descri'oe how the amount of horsepower needed at each compressor station was
determined, as well as how the spacing and distribution of stations along the proposed
tout- was determined.
It is stated on page 3-51 that the locations of the 605 and 610 CSs were being carried
forward due to the lack of comments requesting for the stations to be relocated. The lack
of comments or concerns about station locations during pre-filing does not elim nate the
separate need for a fair alternatives analysis for above-ground facilities to take place. We
recommend that an alternatives analysis for above-ground facilities, including
compressor stations 605 arid 610, be conducted and included in the EIS.

4) Construction, Testing and Restoration

It is stated that 2,697.5 acres of land disturbed during construction would be restored and
allowed to revert to its former use. Please clarify if there will be active work and
replanting in these temporary workspaces. What does 'allowed to revert'ean? It seems
to imply that it will be abandoned in place.
Construction Right of Way (ROW) widths are given in section 2.2.2. Please clarify if the
proposed construction ROW widths are equal to or greater than the standard FERC
allowed width. Appendix C lists the locations where additional construction ROW has
beer. requested. It appears that for large portions of the construction ROW
additional/extra workspace is requested. For what portion of the ROW is Transco
requesting additional workspace? As it seems that additional workspace has been
requested for much of the ROW, please clarify how this does not represent the typical
construction condition. It seems disingenuous to provide construction ROW widths in
Section 2.2.2 although these widths do not appear to be applicable to the majority of the
ROW.
Evaluate impacts related to modifications to existing roads including tree, brush, or
structure removal; widening; grading; installation or replacement of culverts; and
addition of gravel.
Table 2.3-1—for the request modification to procedure:
o V.B.3.c-clarify if the request is to decrease the 15 foot buffer to waterbodies or

eliminate the buffer entirely. In these locations, were modifications to the
pipeline considered as opposed to modifying this procedure? Please specify how
Transco would ensure each waterbody is adequately protected.

o VI.A.3 —it is unclear why soil storage must occur in wetlands. Clarify if upland
locations were considered, and if why those locations were not utilized.

We recommend minimizing the use of heavy equipment in environmentally sensitive
areas, including wetlands. Hand clearing of vegetation should be considered as one way
to reduce the use of heavy equipment in these areas.
It is stated that wood chips may be spread across the ROW in a manner that does not
inhibit vegetation growth. Please clarify if this is referring to a possible'aximum depth
of wood chips to be spread.
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Section 2.3.1.4states that where necessary, the entire width of the ROW and ATWL
would be graded. Please include information on how much of the ATWS will be graded.
Is anything contained in the protective coating that could be considered hazardous?
During backfilling is it anticipated that all excavated material will be placed back into the
trench? If not, please state where this material will be placed. Where will rock and other
items deemed not suitable for backfill be placed?
lt is stated that hydrostatic test water withdrawal location and rates would be in
accordance with applicable permits. Although the locations, rates, sequence and timing
of withdraws and testing may not be finalized, the currently proposed information is
relevant to the EIS and should be included in order for potential adverse impacts to be
fully analyzed and available to the public.
Will test water be recycled from one segment to another? It would also be beneficial to
add the fiow rates of eacri water body to better understand if hydrostatic testing will
impact water flow in streams and creeks. Please specify if test water will enter and exit
the pipeline at the same locations or if different locations.
It is not clear what will happen with the water after flie arilling mud is separated. Will
water be discharged back into the waterbody? How much water will b- recovered or
lost?
It is stated that areas would be revegetated and would be monitored, evaluated and
correct areas requiring remediation, however few specific details are provided. EPA
suggests that a detailed revegetation plau, which includes monitoring, performance
standards, plans, and an adaptive management plan, be prepared and finalized prior to the
start of construction.
What process or criteria ivas used in order to identify sensitive resources? Was it
determined that all aquatic resources were to be considered sensitive?
Post-construction monitoring is addressed in section 2.5.5. EPA suggests that a specific
monitoring plan, which details rionitoring frequency, content, methodologies,
performance standards and report contents, be prepared and finalized prior to the start of
construction.
Page 2-38 states that if restoration activities are not adequate at the end of the respective
timeframes, the post-monitoring program would be extended. In the event that
restoration is not adequate, we recommend that additional restoration or compensatory
mitigation be required. The temporal loss of resources should also be considered.
Page 4-67 states that chemical may be added to test waters to eradicate non-native aquatic
species. However it is unclear what specifically chemicals may be added to the water and
what they are targeting. It is also unclear if these chemicals have the potential to affect
native species as well as non-native species. Will biocides be used before water enters
the pipeline or as it exits the pipeline and expelled into surface waterways. Biocides
would have a great impact on the environment if used especially into surface waters.
Page 4-67 states that test waters would be discharged into well-vegetated, upland areas or
to receiving waters using energy dissipation devices to minimize the potential for stream
scour. We encourage energy dissipation devices to be used both for upland and instream
discharges. The discharge of water into uplands may create erosional features
contributing sediment into nearby wa'terway, affect habitat, and become a source of
erosion in the future if left unrestored. How will this be monitored, identified and
restored if found? After water is used for testing, will it be immediately discharged?
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Please explain if the testing process will result in higher water temperatures; if so,
consider the potential impact of discharging warmer waters into receiving streams.

5) Hazardous Geology and Sofls

Please evaluate the potential impacts ofHDD frack out. The last bullet on pg 4-25 seems
to describe a construction monitoring and adaptive management phn. These should be
developed and finalized in advance of any construction.
Active mines and AML were identified. We recommend that a table of all the mines,
quarries, and wells and their proximity to the project be provided in the EIS, which can
be easily found without having to search for another document in FERC's elibrary.
We also recommend identifying UST that may be within the ROW. Unanticipated UST
may be encountered during construction and we recommend that the Unanticipated
Discovery ofContamination Plan include USTs.
Could the discharge or drainage of mine pool water be affected by blasting or other
construction related operations? Is there potential for unanticipated new or shifting
discharge or drainage locations to develop?
Please clarify the term "susceptibility moderate" and its difference to "moderate" as used
in Table 4.1.5-2.
Please describe the areas along the pipeline route (construction or operation) that ivill be
impacted by flash flooding, include the distance from the mile markers that the flood area
is closest, if there incidences of flasl'looding in the past, and a figure showing where
flooding occurs.
Please include a figure of areas aloiIg the pipeline project with the potent(al of la.idslides.
Steep slopes are considered to be 30 percent or great, however it is unclear how this was
determined.
Pg 4-44 states that "Dewatering of trenches may result in temporary fluctuations in local
groundwater levels. Trench water would be discharged into well-vegetated upland areas
to allow infiltration and to minimize effects on the water table." Consider if the
fluctuations in GW levels noted may affect any nearby wells, seeps, streams or wetlands.
The discharge ofwater into uplands may create erosional features contributing sediment
into nearby waterway, affect habitat, and become a source of erosion in the future if left
unrestored. How will this be monitored, identified and restored if found?
Testing ofwells within 150ft is noted and expected to mitigate any damages caused by
construction. EPA recommends that well testing and mitigation should be formalized in
an appropriate plan and finalized in advance of construction.
Vibration associated with blasting does not appear to have been considered, although it is
stated that blasts would not be expected to adverse effect pipelines greater than 12ft away
from the blast site. Vibration should be clearly addressed in the EIS.
How will geophysical features in high risk areas be identified? A detailed long term
monitoring plan is needed (mentioned on page 4-24). We recommend that a monitoring
plan be developed and finalized in advance of construction.
There are several maps and tables within Appendix I for areas of karst and concerns for
karst seems to be missing (examples, Table 1-1 and Figure 1-1). These maps and tables
are pertinent that they are included with the DEIS as there are a necessary portion of the
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evaluation. Additionally, the DEIS should discuss how and when Transco will obtain
access to survey the 12.3miles to complete the MASW survey.
The DEIS mentions in Table 4.1.2-2that "Compressor Station 155 would require limited
or no subsurface disturbance and are, therefore, excluded f om this table." On the other
hand in Table 2.2-1 "the Summary of Land Requirements", mentioned that Coirpressor
Station 155 will affect 17.7acres during construction. The FEIS should clarify and
explain this information.
General: A map that includes the Prime farmland of the Commomvealth should be
included in the DEIS.
A figure should be included of the areas of the project that have highly erodible soils.
The figure should include the range of highly sloped areas within the project construction
area to help the reader understand where the most hazardous places would be. With
almost half to the project determined to be highly water erodible, the DE!Sshould
discuss the impacts soil erosion should have on the environment from construction and
operation such impacts to water quali'.y, pipeline structure, vegetation, and habitat. If this
information is in the constructon manual, it should be pu! into the DFIS. The DEIS
should pull the examples frmn the appendixes of the different mitigation treasures used
to prevent erosion in construction/operation areas of high gradient and/or highly erodible
areas. Because of the safety conceins of construction, the DFIS shonld also list where
these BMP's will be used in conjunction with the high slope and erodible areas.
Additionally, the DEIS should discuss what was done to avoid the most highly sloped
areas.

6) Grourdwater, Wellhead Protection Areas, and Surface Waters

Preventing negative impacts to aquifers durirg construction and other pipeline related
activities should be among the highest priorities. While the DEIS identifies five principal
aquifer systems, as well as minor systems, it does not specify if these aquifers are
Underground Sources of Drinking Water (USDW) under the Safe Drinking Water Act.
All groundwater with TDS (total dissolved solids) of less than or equal to 10,000 mg/L is
presumed to be a USDW.
We recommend including which aquifers are used for what purposes, and the water
quality and yield information available for each aquifer. Describe the recharge and
discharge zones for each aquifer and depict on a map, if possible.
We recommend including water quality data for the groundwater. Summarize the data
and provide references for each aquifer (e.g., USGS, State agency reports, or state
geological survey reports.)
There are 90 identified private wells or springs within 150 feet of the proposed route, and
in Pennsylvania 8 of the wells are located in areas of known karst. Please provide a map
of these private supplies.
The propose construction will cross 9 Zone II Wellhead Protection Areas (WHPA) in
Pennsylvania, with crossing lengths of 0.3 mile to 1.2mile. As such, the project has the
potential to impact private well drinking water supplies. The DEIS states that Transco
has committed to testing water supply ivells and springs within 150'fconstruction,
subject tc landowner permission. EPA also advises that in-depth hydrogeological impact

20160706-0052 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 07/06/2016

Exhibit 1

20161019-5061 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 10/19/2016 1:31:31 PM



studies may be required to assess potential conmmination impacts, in addition to the
proposed monitoring plan.
Groundwater in shallow aquifers and karst terrain is also present in areas along the
pipeline route, including in the area of 8 known private water supplies. Due to its
connection with surface water through sinkholes, caves and swallets, groundwater in
karst geologic terrains is especially vul ierable to contamination. EPA recommends that
to prevent impacts on public and private water supplies, the pipeline should avoid karst
terrain, and consider route alternatives.
It is noted in the DEIS that "Ifpossible, Transco would locate trench spoil piles on the
downhill side of the karst feature to prevent direct runoff into uncovered features." EPA
recommends that spr. il piles be located downhill of the karst feature, or removed from the
site if that placement is not possible. It is not recommended that spoils be placed uphill
of these feantresi
EPA anticipates that impacts to wells may occur where Transco has not conducted this
pre-monitoring and Transco should be prepared to fairly address these situations should
they occur. The FIS shoulrl communicate hoiv those impacts may be mitigated
It is noted in the DEIS that blasting along the proposed route may potentially impact
yields and/or increase turbidity. Groundwater flow impacts should also be considered.
EPA recommends that alternatives to blasting be fully explored. We also recommend
that blasting within close proximity to bedrock wells and in karst terrain be avoided
and/or should not be conducted.
Preventing negative impacts to surface waters during construction and other pipeline
related activities should be among Transco's highest priorities.
The pipeline facilities would cross 9 watersheds or drainage basins. These are properiy
identified by name, HUC-8, drainage area and location. The 8 watersheds crossed in
Peimsylvania are identified as discharging into the Chesapeake Bay.
The DEIS includes information on the CWA section 303(d) listings for Pennsylvania and
Virginia. This information does not appear for other impacted areas.
The DEIS identifies four potable surface water intakes within 3 miles downstream of
waterbody crossings impacted by this project. These intakes are identified by facility,
waterbody ID, waterbody name, milepost location, distance to intake structure, water
intake operator and the primary use of the four surface water intakes.
EPA recommends that maps of the source water protection zones be included in the EIS.
EPA does not recommend that projects pass through any identified Source Water
Protection Area, and alternative routing should be considered. For crossings in major
waterbodies and SWPAs where route alternatives are not possible, sediment modeling
can be conducted to indicate the predicted fate and transport of excavated or dredged
sediments. The EIS should also include descriptions of site-specific BMPs that will be
employed within each SWPA and WHPA to mitigate any construction or stormwater
runoff related impacts.

7) Streams and Wetlands

~ It is not clear that the determination that the e.fects on surface water from hydrostatic
testing would be minimized and not significant. It does riot appear that any minimization
efforts or practices have been included to address the withdrawal of large volumes of
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water from streams leading to effects of recreational and biological use, especially when
diversions constitute a large percentage of the source's '.otal flow or volume. It does not
appear that effects to minimize or avoid loss of habitat, change in water temperature and
dissolved oxygen levels, and entrainment or impingement of fish or other aquatic
organisms have been considered or included. Without further analysis to specific streams
of concern, it should not be assumed that! mpacts have been minimized and are not
significant. EPA is particularly concerned about Fishing Creek, which is a high quality
water and fishery. Fishing Creek could face complex impacts result!ng from a
combination of activities, inc!uding water withdrawals, blasting, vegetation removal. The
combination of impacts from these activities should be considered, especially for
sensitive resources like Fishing Creek.

~ Table K-3 in appendix K identifies the waterbody/flcodplain locations that would be
crossed by the proposed pipeline, however it does net appear that the effects of removing
floodplain vegetation have been considered. It is not clear if construction or operation or
the pipeline in floodplains will result in increased flooding on adjacent properties. EPA
recommends this be evaluated prior to construction, especially as the alternat! ves analysis
states that route variations were specifically included due to placement of the pipeline in
a floodplain and flooding concerns associated with vegetation removal.

~ Would revegetation along waterbodies be limited to shrub/scrub vegetation or would
areas that were previously forested be reforested?
Please clarify if, where, and the amount cfwater that will be discharged from stormwater,
dewatering structures, or hydrostatic testing. What efforts or practices have been
.'.ncr!rporated to reduce potential adverse effects to water quality from these discharges?
The Public Notice briefly states that additional temporary workspace maybe needed.
Table K-5 in Appendix K lists additional temporary workspace requests within «Oft of a
waterhodv and provides a justification for this modification. These locations should be
identified within the CWA Section 404 application so that the impacts can be accounted
for and the locations monitored for successful restoration after the project's completion.

~ Transco has made more than 190 requests for additional temporary workspace within 50ft
of waterbodies. This constitutes a request for additional temporary workspace for greater
than 50 percent of the crossings proposed by Transco. Although Table K-5 includes
Transco's justification, in many cases it does not appear that this modification request is
fully supported. Many requests state that there would be less impact than transporting
material to be stockpiled elsewhere. What other locations were considered? Include
material placement as part of the alternatives analysis.

~ Robust success criteria for successful wetland restoration after construction is needed.
There are a few limited measures included but they are limited to vegetative success. We
suggest that successful wetland restoration also be tied to the CWA Section 404 permit.
In the event that wetland restoration is unsuccessful within an appropriate timeframe, we
suggest that additional compensatory mitigation be required or evaluated if appropriate

~ The EIS states that the primary impact on wetlands from pipeline construction and right-
of-way maintenance activities would be the temporary alteration of wetland vegetation
and permanent conversion of forested wetland to scrub shrub or emergent wetlands. The
EIS also noted that soil compaction may alter hydrology and soil conditions. We
recommend the EIS include how th se impacts would be minimized, or mitigated, which
appears to have been part of the infonnaticn provided in the PN. Please consider how to
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restore preconstruction wetland hydrology. EPA is concerned that impacts have not been
accurately characterized within the EIS.
The EIS suggests that plowing could be conducted to de-compact soils affected during
construction. We suggest that additional informaticn on the proposed plowing, including
depth of plow. In areas where compaction is of concern, pre and post construction testing
can be conducted in order to measur changes in compaction rate.
Fifty-one ofthe 251 total v etlands crossed by the proposed pipelines in Pennsylvania are
classified as exception 2 value (EV), with 15 of these containirg a forest component. The
acreage of EV wetlands impacted or crossed by the proposed project has not been
provided. It isn't clear what avoidance and minimization measures have been taken with
respect to these resources. Were any route alternatives evaluated to reduce impacts to EV
waters? It is unclear that the CMP sufficiently addresses EV wetland impacts. It is
unclear if CMP includes streams;
No maps have been provided. EPA recommends that maps of EV areas be provided as
they would be particularly helpful.
Approximately 41.22 acres of wetlands will be temporarily impacted. The applicant
should evaluate the temporal funciional loss for all wetland types, including PEM, and
provide mitigation for these losses.
The mitigation plan needs to address how the applicant will monitor and control the
threat of invasive vegetation within the project boundaries. Disturbed soils offer an
excellent opportunity for invasive species to take hold of a sensitive area and can quickly
impact the natural flora of the ecosystem.
Page 13 of the Public Notice states that wetlands will be seeded with annual rye grass.
We;ecommend the disturbed wetland areas be replanted with a wetland seed mix that is
appropriate for the location of the impacts, as well as annual rye grass. The rye giass will
provide quick stabilization, and the wedand mix will provide seed source for the
successful restoration of the impacted area. Additionally, mi:igation should discuss
seeding will include native pollinator vegetation that will forward the cause for pollinator
species such as bees.
Clearly state when remaining surveys will be completed? Please describe how
discrepancies between the remote sensing and field verification will be shared in the
event that surveys are not completed prior to the FEIS. Page 4-69 states that the remote
sensing methodology was tested for accuracy on field-delineated land area. The EIS does
not describe the results of this comparison and testing.

8) Vegetation

We recommend including a figure of the different types of vegetation communities in a
map with an overlay of the pipeline project. This will help the reader better understand
the range effect the project will have on the different vegetation types and the variety of
vegetation that will be covered by the area of the project.
Page 4-76 states that modifications to existing compressor stations would have limited
effects on vegetation communities. Iiifodifications ai CS 5i.7 will impact a total of 32
acres during construction. Modiflcations at CS 520 will impact a total of 36.1 acres
during construction. Modifications at CS 190 will impact a total of 30 acres during
construction. Considering that these 3 stations will impact greater than 90 acres.
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combined, we suggest that vegetative impacts to these areas be considered and described
in the FIS.
Page 4-80 references figure B-2 from the Draft Migratory Bird Plan found in Appendix
M. However this figure is located in Appendix B of the Draft Migratory Bird Plan. The
appendices for the plan have not been included in the EIS.
Please include a map of the interior forests that will be affected by the project. The DEIS
should include an explanation of the method used to identify interior forest patches.
Additionally, this section of the DFIS should list species that will be affected by the
destruction of interior forests habitat and if any of those species are on Federal or state
endangered species iists. If this is mentioned in another section in the DEIS, it should be
referenc d in this section.
Agricultural lands including specialty crops (orchard and tree farms) and organic and no-
till farms were mentioned earher in the dt cument,.howei er they were not addressed in
the vegetation section although impacts to agricultural lands are determined to be
temporary to short-term.
Please formalize the revegetation plan(s), which should include adaptive management.
The DEIS does not include Transco Project-specific Noxious and Invasive Plant
Management Plan. This plan should be included in the appendixes. This section should
include a brief discussion or. how the project will reduce the spread of invasive species
along edge habitat.
Some portions of the EIS indicate that forest impacts may take decades to recover to pre-
construction conditions. It appears Qiat impacts to forests would be long term if not
permanent. Minimization efforts and initigation for these impacts are not presented, and
should be included in the EIS. Despite this, it is concluued that the permanent ccnversion
of forested lands would not result in significant impacts. It is not clear what tliis
conclusion is supported by. We suggest that FERC consider if significant impacts to
interior forests may occur as a result of the proposed project.

9) Wildlife and Aquatic Resources

171 waterbodies have been identified by PFBC as containing sensitive fisheries in PA.
All but 4 of these special concern waterbodies will be crossed using a dry crossing
method. While direct instream work for crossings would have the potential to impact
fisheries, there are other construction related activities that may impact fisheries and
aquatic resources that should be considered. Vegetation clearing adjacent to streams and
in the riparian corridor has the potential to reduce shade over stream, increase stream
temperature, reduce carbon inputs to stream, etc. Shading impacts mentioned as
temporary, earlier stated that forested areas could take decades to be restored. It is
unclear that any active planting is planned.
Unclear if the construction timing windows in fisheries of concern in PA are focused on
fish spawning or recreational fishing.
The aquatic resources considered only included fisheries. This is a limited consideration
of aquatic resources, which can also include benthic macroinvertebratec, salamanders,
and otlier species. No discussion on freshwater niussels was included in the EIS.
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~ Please be sure that all references noted in the EIS are included in Appendix Q
References. Page 4-100 references Beschta and Taylor, 1988, however it does not appear
to be included in Appendix Q References.

10)Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species

The FWS Pennsylvania Field Office has noted that th- Project is within 5 miIes of five
known Northern Long-eared bat hibernacula in S'chuylkill, Northumberland, and either
Lancaster or York Counties (She!Ienberger, 2015a). Two of the hibernacula are within
0.'25 mile of the Project in Northumberland County bet veen CPL South MPs 84.9 and
85.5. FERC has recommended that complete Northern long-eared bat survey data be
filed prior to the end of the DEIS comment period. Mist net surveys conducted resulted
in the capture of 70 northern long-eared bats. More than 1,000 acres of northern long-
eared bat habitat would be impacted by the proposed project. It is not clear what specific
avoidance and minimization efforts or route changes have been incorporated with regard
to the northern long-.eared bat, FFRC has determined thai the proposed project is likely
to adversely affect the northern long-eared bat. Will any additional surveys be completed
for this bat, considering that not all parcels were available for survey? Is FWS
comfortable moving forward with not all areas surveyed?
Please clarify if the recommended frequency, duration, and timing of all ESA surveys
were followed. Have any of the recommended surveys not been conducted?
Page 4-113 states thai Transco will conduct wetland delineations on all parcels without
survey access with potential northeastern bulrush. habitat once they become accessible in
2016. Route was modified to avoid impacts to northern bulrush. Please clarify why the
FWS recommended 300ft set back will not be auained.
Incomplete surveys for Alleghany wood rat; the surveys shonld be finalized prior to
decision-making and shared with public and agencies.
While Transco anticipates avoiding impacts at the Susquehanna River due to the use of
the HDD crossing method at the two crossing locations, Transco is considering
conducting baseline mussel surveys in case an alternative crossing method becomes
necessary or other unanticipated impacts could occur, Please explain how impacts will
be assessed and provided to the public. Will further NEPA assessment be made public?
Concern with how to address changes in crossing methods and unanticipated impacts in
the event that a different unevaluated crossing type was necessary.
No main conclusions were drawn about the impacts to RTE species. It is critical that
potential impacts be identified, presented, and acceptable avoidance and mitigation
determined.

11)Land Use, Recreation and Public Lands

~ The proposed action crosses the Appalachian Trail at MP M-200 0.1 on SGL 211. The
permanent right-of-way would create a new corridor although a forested buffer may be
maintained along the right-of-way on either side of the Appalachian Trail, pending
further evaluation of crossing methods and consultation with the PGC. Concern with
crossing AT, and lack of certainty about buffer and veg along trail. Please clarify what
the technical limitations of the conventional bore. Although the crossing will use a bore
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method, it does not appear that impacts from construction on trail use and user experience
has been considered.
It is stated that Transco will develop a site-specific crossing plan, clarify which of the
streams within,Ricketts Glen State Park will be crossed and provide any available data
about stream characteristics and quality. It is not clear that the user experience has been
considered. Is the proposed crossing near any trails, trailheads, or other recreational
locations? How will construction impact park users?
PGC requested no work within October I- December 30, whicl has not yet been agreed
to. EPA encourages FERC and the applicant to incorporate and comply with the TOY
restrictions suggested by PGC for each of the requested SGLs. If work is conducted
during this period, please consider and address worker and user safety as appropriate.
Lebanon Valley Rail —Trai! states that since the crossing will be in agricultural land use
and would therefore not affect the surrounding landscape. It is not c!ear why this has
been assumed. The proposed action would preclude these areas from becoming forested
in the future.
Tlie Chapman loop would cross Sproul State Fcrest at four locations, additionally the
installation of a new MLV and communication tower is proposed in the SF. Although
portiors of the loop would be collocated, it is unclear if other avoidance and
minimization measures have been considered in order to reduce impacts to the SF. A site
specific crossing plan is not available. The EIS states that the looping was sited away
from active recreational areas. however no maps or detailed information was presented.
It is unclear if recreation within the SF will be impacted.
Page 4-135 notes that concern from commenters about possible effects on septic
systems,'drain fields during construction. The EIS concludes that consultation bv Transco
with landowners to identify and avoid systems as we!1 as compensate or damage that
occurs during construction that impacts would be less than significant. Linear projects
have the potential to impact these systems. Pipeline construction or maintenance may
result in the need for systems to be relocated, or result in systems becoming unviable if it
isn't possible for them to be relocated. EPA recommends that an evaluation of these
types of impacts to systems be included in the EIS. This could be particularly important
where systems are can no longer operate and result in additional displacements.

12)Conservation, Historic and Visual

It is stated that there is one known WRP is near the construction area and one known
FRPP easement is crossed by it. Please clarify if all lands within the construction area
have been evaluated for WRP and FRPP easements. Please provide the restoration
measures relating to the FRPP crossing.
The DEIS mentioned that Transco contacted every SHPO's office and that: "Transco
submitted a revised plan for unanticipated discoveries during construction. To date,
Transco has not filed the North Carolina SHPO i esponse regarding this plan. " It seems
that this statement is the same for each state affected in the DEIS. We recommend
including the final concurrence statement from each SHPO office regarding the
appropriateness of these plans.
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Please clarify why it was not feasible to use the conventional bore method to cross
Tucquan Creek, a State designated Wild and Scenic River. What were the results of the
geotechnical investigations that limited this method?
Please describe the methodology used to identify and evaluate impacts to visual
resources. It is unclear if' consistent approach was used to assess visual impacts.
Specify if the same method was used for pipeline and aboveground facilities.
Height information is only provided for communication towers, which will range from
40-190 feet in heigl't. Do communication towers represent a hazard for birds and bats?
Are guy wires necessary for communication towers?
What will be the maximum height of facilities at above-ground facilities, including
compressor stations? From what distance will compressor stations be visible? Clarify if
compressor stations will be visible fiom residences, recreational areas, or other key
viewpoints. It may be useful to develop a table for compressor stations that is similar to
Table 4.8.8-1.
Please clarify if the vegetation that is stated to provide visual screening will provide
screening in aLi seasons oi just through the spring and suznner months. Please address
facilities that will be visible above the existing tree line or vegetation height. The EIS
notes that additional visual screening will be provided by the applicant, however it is not
clear what is proposed and what amount of screening it will provide.
Maps, visual representations, site plans or figures, and/or photos of example aboveground
facilities should be included in the EIS. These would be incredibly useful for the public
and other stakeholders to have a better understand of that the actual facilities proposed
will look like.
Please consider potential impacts from lights or beacons that may be on communication
towers and other aboveground facilities.

13)Socioeconomics
Page 4-168 concludes that "given the study area population (totaling 12,281,054) and the
distribution of the construction workforce, the addition of 6,490 people would not be a
significant change." Please clarify where this total study area population was derived
from. Table 4.9.1-1provides the 2013 populations for each of the counties in PA
affected by the project; the total population for those 10 counties is 1,517,537.
Please provide estimated workforce totals for Counties that are affected by more than one
project facility. For example, construction for CPL North, CPL South, CS 610, and the
West Diamond Regulator Station will take place in Columbia County. It is unclear if the
impacts from these combined construction/workforce have been considered. It be
beneficial to consider workforce impacts by spread.
Several studies relating to property values and mortgages are referenced in Section 4.9.5.
It may be useful to include information about the size of pipelines (pipe diameter) in
order to more fully understand how these relate to the proposed project.
Table 4.9.8-1 and 4.9.8-2 should also include data specific to Pennsylvania.
No maps relating to EJ were provided.
It would have been preferable for the minority and low-income assessments to have been
conducted using the minority and low-income population percentages of the study area as
a whole as basis for evaluation. Comparisons of minority and low income populations for
the county is appropriate in some cases, but in others may represent too large an area for
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meaningful comparisons to be made. Comparison of the demographics of the study area
to state, county and local benchmarks made provide more meaningful and insightful
information as to the localization of minority and low-income populations of concern.
Additionally, Environmental Justice concerns are local, occurring at specific points in
communities, rarely are they impacting vast areas at a given time. We encourage FERC
to attempt to focus on places where adverse impacts are more iikely to occur and assess
these impacts more comprehensively.

~ As noted above, in some instances it may be more appropriate and informative to
consider minority and low income populations at a more refined level of study. Please
consider conducting a more detailed study for areas surrounding CSs and other
aboveground facilities perhaps using block group of census tract level data.

~ Please clarify the location of the 11 open houses and how open house information was
disseminated to environmental justice communities within the project area (construction
and operation).

~ EPA encourages FERC to conduct meaningful engagement of environmental justice
communities. It appears that some scoping meetings were located in counties with EJ
locations. The DEIS does not disclose if any accommodations, such as an interpreter or
providing literature/project information in other languages, were needed or made for non-
English speaking communities.

~ The DEIS states that "none of the counties that would be affected by the Project in
Pennsylvania have the potential to be in environmental justice community based on
race.*'n the following paragraph, the DEIS states that three counties within the project
area have populations larger than the state average, therefore considered an
environmental justice community. This discrepancy should be clarified.

~ The EJ analysis does not consider construction and displacement impacts on
environmental justice communities. The DEIS should analyze if a disproportionate
amount of environmental justice communities have construction related displacements, as
well as construction truck traffic or water turbidity to areas that are used for subsistence
fishing.

~ Children's health was not considered.
~ EPA sees this project as a great opportunity to implement Health Impact Assessments

(HIA). HIAs from the communities surrounding the new electric compressors and the
communities surrounding the traditional gas compressors. The results of these
assessments would help to define the services or interventions required to help to prevent
or mitigate health problems associated to this type of projects if any. Additionally, the
HIAs will ensure considerations of environmental justice (EJ - EO12898), children's health
(EO —13045) and human health as called by the NEPA process. We are providing some
resources below. Also, you might contact EPA for guidance on this matter.
httn://wive. hum animnact.ore/new-to-his/fan/

~ EPA assumed that the facilities would be equipped with emergency generator(s).
EPA wants to make you aware that there are two specific rules for new source
engines. One of these rules would apply to a generator for this facility. In order to
learn and comply with these rules please visit: htitn//www.ena.uov reuion1/rice/.
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~ EPA has issued three final rules that together will curb emissions ofmethane, smog-
forming volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and toxic air pollutants such as benzene
from new, reconstructed and modified oil and gas sources, while providing greater
certainty about Clean Air Act permitting requirements for the industry. To comply
with these rules please go to: https://w~iw3.cna.aov/airoualitv!oilandaas/actions. html

~ EPA recommends that for new equipment utilize contract specifications requiring
advanced pollution controls and clean
fuels: httn://www.northeastdicscl.orvJndf/NEDC-Construction-Contract-Snec.ndf
and httn://www.ena.aov/cieandiesel/technolouies/index.htm
Implement diesel controls, cleaner fuel, and cleaner construction practices for on-road
and off-road equipment used for transportation, soil movement, or other construction
activities, including:

Strategies and technologies that reduce unnecessary idling, including auxiliary
power units, the use of electric equipment, and strict enforcement of idling limits;
and
Use of clean diesel through add-on control technologies like diesel particulate filters
and diesel oxidation catalysts, repowers, or newer, cleaner equipment.

~ EPA recommends the use of low maintenance trees at the project sites (reduces
pollutants emissions from maintenance activities) and the construction of Rain
Gardens for erosion and runoff mitigation while decreasing impervious surfaces to
improve ground water quality. By adopting these low-cost easy to achieve
suggestioris, extra enhancements will be achieved such as noise reduction and
aesthetics improvement.

14)Air

~ Background air quality monitoring data for PA and MD from 2013 was presenting using
EPA AirData website as the source in Table 4.11.1-1.Please provide a map of the
locations selecting showing their spatial relationship to the proposed CSs. County level
data may not provide sufficient detail to analyze site level air quality conditions. No data
was presented for Virginia, South Carolina and North Carolina, please explain why
sources in these states were 'not considered to be significant'.

~ Construction emissions of CO2 (not CO2e) are estimated to be 163,535.5tpy. Does
reporting construction emissions in CO2 not CO2e effect the analysis? Should it be
reported as CO2e to be consistent with other emissions data?

~ Please include operational emissions for CS 605 and 610. No operational emissions were
given for CS 605 and 610. These CSs will be electric-driven, and it is stated that minor
methane emissions would not have a significant impact on local air quality.

~ Emissions data should clearly include estimated emissions related to fugitive emissions,
venting, blowdowns, gas-fired emergency shutdowns and gas heaters. The combined
CO2e emissions for existing and modifications at CS 517 and 520 are estimated to be
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296,841 tons and 224,792 tons, respectively. It is unclear if venting, blowdowns, and
other sources are included in these totals.
Emissions data for all CSs included in the proposed project should be provided, including
CS. 605, 610, 517, 520, 190.
The emissions for CS 517 and 520 are based on the operating condition of 0 'F. Does the
temperature of the operating condition effect the emissions estimated? Why was zero
degrees F chosen? Was zero selected for all estimations made? It is unclear if estimates
made at zero are conservative estin'ates or if estimates accurately represent anticipated
working conditions.
Please clarify if the emissions reductions and pollution controls. including low NOx
combustor to control NOx emissions, being used at CS !90 will also be implemented at
other stations. As it appears that the reductions and controls can be effective, in instances
they are not proposed, please clarify why.
Modifications at several stations is proposed, which will include the installation of gas
turbines. Please clarify the rationale for not using electric powered turbines at these
locations. The use of electric turbines may result in fewer local emissions at compressor
stations.
The DEIS should clearly explain the methodology used for considering operational
emissions to local air quality.
EPA is concerneo by the lack of air mode!ing analysis provided as well as by the
apparent lack of responsiveness by the applicant to FERC's requests for this critical data.
According to the DEIS several compressor stations have potential to be significant,
hoivever appropriate air modeling '.".as not been conducted and included in the DEIS. Not
only will this modeling!ikely be a required component of any future air permits being
sought, it would provide essential information for consideration in this EIS. FFRC has
recomniended that the modeling be completed and filed prior to the end of the DEIS
comment period, which EPA strongly supports. '«Ve recommend that this modeling data
be made available for the public and other stakeholders within the NEPA process.
Six months of air quality monitoring collected near the stations was available for DEIS.
Transco has agreed to gather air data for three years post construction. Please clarify
what will be done with the data collected during this time and how it will be shared with
the public and other stakeholders. Clarify the steps that will be taken should the data
show air impacts are occurring, and how impacts will be mitigated, and how future
impacts will be prevented.
Please include a map of selected air monitoring locations. Selected locations were
varying distance from the nearest structure, please clarify if the same siting criteria were
used for each stations (CS 517, 520, and 190).
The data presented was collected CS 520 and 517 was collected while stations were not
running at full capacity, which appears to underestimate emissions expected for the
project. DEIS states "Compressor Stations 517 and 520 were not operating at the full
station loads during air quality monitoring. Therefore, the potential exists for higher
impacts from existing sources when Compressor Stations 517 and 520 are operating at
full load."
Additionally, it is not clear if CS 517 was fully operational during the monitoring period,
as the EIS states that this location ivon't be finished by July. So it isn't clear what this
data informs. Please more clearly explain what the data collected is meant to inform and
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how data collected at less thai full capacity is useful for the EIS. EPA is unclear that this
information is useful within the DEIS as it may obscure the public's understanding of
operational emissions.
Monitoring data provided for CS 520 doesn't include the full dataset for SO2, by
excluding data collected during a systetn failure. The DEIS stats that the failure was
corrected and subsequent values were included. Please clarify why data collected during
the system failure wasn't this included. The DEIS should consider possibilities of
similar system failure to occur in the future and potential impacts.
The DEIS mentioned: "Activated carbon filtration would be installed for deodori ation
at Compressor Station 155.An activated-carbon filter cartridge, housed in carbon-steel
filter housing; wou!d be designed to remove mercaptan from the odorized natural gas. "
Ple'ase clarify and explain this information. Why wiii mercaptan be removed at this
location? Please explain.

15)Noise

The DEIS should describe the hours the HDD will be used, specifically if construction
will be 24 hours until the pipeline is crossed and the estimated days the HDD will be used
(example: days or hours). Also, if the HDD fails, how long will this extend the
construction? These descriptions could clarify the impacts to NSA's.
There are several residences north of the Susquehanna River HDD sites that are not
considered NSA's (see Figures 4.11.2-7and 4.11,2-8). The DEIS should consider these
as NSA's as they are under '/i miles from the HDD entryI'exit site and should be assessed
for impacts from noise constru tion. '.n.some cases, they seem of equal distanc. tn some
other NSA's.
F;gures on operational noise should be included in demonstrating the location ofNSA's
for the new 605 and 610 compressor stations.
Current noise levels are provided for CS 605, however they are not provided for any of
the other proposed CSs. Please provide equivalent information for each of CSs included
in the proposed action.
The DEIS states that "although the noise of a unit blowdown event could be audible at
the nearby NSAs, it would not be a substantial noise impact. Moreover, any unit
blowdown events would be infrequent and would last for only a short period of time (I-
to 5-minute period)." Please clarify or give an example of what a substantial noise
impact would be. We also suggest including why blowdown events occur and how often
they are expected to occur within certain timeframes (days, month, year, etc).
The proposed action includes modifying some existing CSs by increasing horsepower.
Please clarify if changes in operational noise will be monitored and reported to FERC for
any period of time after modifications are made.
The noise surveys should be made available to the public via appendixes. These
appendixes should be referenced in the DEIS.

16)Reliability and Safety

~ Page 4-246 states that Transco has committed to several safety measures that exceed
requirements. One measure includes hydrostatic testing of the entire pipeline at a higher
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level suitable for Class 3 locations. Please clarify if there are different levels of
hydrostatic testing requirements based on the Class designation and include this
information in the EIS. Will hydrostatic testing of the entire pipeline at a higher level
result in different potential environmental impacts? Or are there different water use
requirements? While we understand the need to ensure safety, it is not clear if there are
alternatives related to these measures that could result in fewer adverse impacts. What
level of safety is to be attained?

17)Cumulative impacts

The mineral facilities/resources included in Appendix I should be included in the CIA.
Leidy Line system should be included. Crosses Ricketts Glen, and SGL 206. Why are
upgrades to this line not viable? Have they been considered? When was this line put in
service? Transco's Leidy Southeast Expansion Project33 (discussed briefly in section
4.13.1)was approved by FERC in December 2014 and placed into service on January 5,
2015. At its closest points in Luzerne, Lycoming, and Columbia Counties, facilities
associated with the Leidy Southeast Expansion Project are between 0.0 and 8.4 miles
from the Atlantic Sunrise Project. The project was built using a 105-foot-wide
construction right-of-way with a 50-foot-wide permanent right-of-way retained for
operation, although, due to overlap, most of this comprises existing permanent right-of-
way associated with existing Transco pipelines.
What is the status of the restoration associated with the various projects given, as many
are stated to be in service? Have additional plantings been necessary, or even additional
mitigation. How ere these impacts mitigated? What mitigation was completed? Are
they good actors? Do we believe efforts will be successful'id work have to be
stopped, how did those other projects go? Any lessons learned?
ROW widths for other projects are given. is any estimation of veg, ROW impact
provided?
Please include a map(s) to show the various spatial/geographic boundaries used for the
cumulative impact assessment.
We recommend that the analysis consider potential cumulative impacts to wildlife and
FIDS.
It is unclear what geographic or temporal scope is being used for certain resources,
including vegetation and wildlife. We suggest that these be more clearly defined in the
EIS.
It is not clear that past and present actions were included in the cumulative impact
analysis for land use or wetlands. The DEIS states "The Atlantic Sunrise Project in
combination with other foreseeable future actions listed in the table in appendix P would
result in temporary and permanent changes to current land uses."
The DEIS states regarding cumulative impacts on recreational areas, "At present, we are
not aware of recreational areas that would be cumulatively affected by the Atlantic
Sunrise Project and other potential actions. As a result, although the Project would impact
recreation and special interest areas, we do not anticipate significant cumulative impacts
on these areas." Earlier in the EIS it is stated that Atlantic Sunrise will be collocated (or
partially collocated) through recreational areas like Ricketts Glen. The lines that the
project is being collocated vvith should be considered as past, present and reasonably
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foreseeable actions. We suggest that cumulative disruption to the parks and reduction of
resources be considered in the EIS.
Cumulative impacts to visual resources are presented. This section briefly notes
compressor and meter stations but it doesn't consider other CSs from other projects.
What CSs are near the proposed CSs associated with Atlantic Sunrise?
The DEIS concludes that FERC-Jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional projects could
contribute to cumulative impacts, however these cumulative effects are not expected to
be significant. Please clarify this statement address potential cumulative impacts on all
resources?
Please clarify if CS 517 and 520 are being constructed as part of the Leidy Southeast
Expansion project, or if the horsepower included as part of Leidy Southeast represent an
expansion to a preViously existing station. It is not clear that cumulative impacts Irom
CS operation considers other CSs nearby, or valve releases, leaks or blowdowns. Please
clarify if the emissions associated with the Leidy Southeast project are accounted for in
the EIS.
The EIS does not appear to include a discussion on potential cumulatibe impacts on
residences, although commercial/residential and mixed development projects were
included as past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions. Atlantic Sunrise crosses
numerous residential properties and passes within 50 feet of about 90 residential
structures, including 68 houses or townhomes and 22 garages or sheds. 73.7 acres of
residential land will be affected by construction, of these 20.4 acres would be within the
permanent ROW. FERC should consider the cumulative impact on residences and the
community.
Surface water withdraws are discussed on page 4-274, and present withdraw iiiformation
for the project and for Marcellus Shale compared to state totals, which is contradictory to
the cumulative study area for waterbodies and wetlands, which are stated to be at the
watershed level. Please revise this data to more accuiately compare, or at a minimum
include WS scale data. Are any of other withdraws from the same streams proposed to
be used by Atlantic Sunrise?
Although the EIS concludes that some loss of wetland function could occur from
cumulative impacts, no discussion of wetland functions and values was included.
Page 4-275 states that "Although construction of the Atlantic Sunrise Project along with
the other actions in the ROI would result in the conversion or reduction in the amount of
forested and woody wetlands in the vicinity, the creation of new wetlands and restoration
or enhancement of existing wetlands as may be required by the USACE and individual
states would appropriately mitigate for these impacts and minimize any cumulative
wetland effects." The analysis includes very little consideration of conversion, and does
not provide an estimate of what the cumulative impact of conversion is. As previously
state in our comments, mitigation should not be relied upon to prevent cumulative
impacts. When considering wetlands we recommend looking at resource trends and
considering historic wetlands.
Vegetation and Wildlife—Page 4-275 states "The effect of clearing would be greatest
during arid immediately following construction and would diminish when the disturbed
areas are restored and revegetated and the wi'ldlife that were displaced during
construction return." This does not acknowled'ge that it could take decades for forest to
recover, potential change in coinmunity, permanent!oss of interior forest, possible
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introduction of invasive species, etc. Since it is not clear that an active vegetation
restoration plan has been developed, it should not be assumed that the area would be
revegetated and wildlife would return. Please address the potential for cumulative
impacts to interior forest.

~ Page 4-277 states "Transco has reduced the potential for cumulative impacts associated
with the Atlantic Sunrise Project by collocating the pipeline and aboveground facilities
where possible with existing rights-of-way and existing aboveground facilities. Following
construction, Transco would revegetate disturbed areas and monitor these areas to ensure
revegetation is successful. Previously forested areas occupying the temporary right-of-
way and other temporary workspaces would be allowed to regrow, and vegetation
maintenance on the permanent right-of-way would be restricted." Limited detail about
the restoration plan has been provided in the EIS. We urge FERC to develop a detailed
restoration plan that goes beyond allowing vegetation to regrow.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 2

290 BROADWAY
NEWYORK, NY 10007-1866

APR 0 9 2014

Magalie R. Salas, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St. NE, Room 1 A
Washington, D.C. 20426

Reference Docket Nos. CP13-499; CP13-502-000; PF12-9-000

Dear Ms. Salas:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the draft environmental impact
statement (DEIS) for the Constitution Pipeline and Wright Interconnect Projects (CEQ #
20140039). The proposed pipeline would be located from Susquehanna County, Pennsylvania to
the existing Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company and Iroquois systems in Schoharie County, New
York. The proposed compressor station would be located at the existing Wright Compressor
Station in Schoharie County, New York. This review was conducted in accordance with Section
309 of the Clean Air Act, and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

The Constitution Pipeline project entails the construction and operation of 124.4 miles of new
30-inch-diameter natural gas pipeline and associated equipment and facilities in Pennsylvania
and New York. Constitution also proposed to construct and operate two new metering and
regulating (M&R) stations; two tie-ins, and 1 1 mainline valves; and would install a pig launcher
and a pig receiver at the M&R stations. The Wright Interconnect Project would involve the
construction and operation of new compressor facilities adjacent to as well as modifications to
Iroquois' existing Wright Compressor Station. Iroquois' proposed expansion would be
constructed completely within the property boundaries of the existing Wright Compressor
Station. The proposed pipeline and interconnect projects would deliver up to 650,000 dekatherms
per day (Dth/d) of natural gas supply from Susquehanna County, Pennsylvania ultimately to
markets in New York and New England.

EPA has rated the DEIS EC-2 Environmental Concerns, Insufficient Information (see attached
sheet) primarily due to the incomplete discussion of a collocated alternative on Route 1-88, and
lack of an upland forest plan, direct impacts from access roads to wetlands, slope stability
analysis, indirect impacts from local sales of natural gas, and an incomplete general conformity
applicability analysis. Our detailed comments are enclosed.

EPA does note Constitution's access to 24 percent (approximately 30 miles) of the project area
has been denied. Therefore, the impacts reported in the DEIS may be higher than reported for
many resources. This lack of information may necessitate supplements as this information
becomes available.

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 50% Postconsumer content)
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions regarding this review,
please contact Lingard Knutson of my staff at (212) 637-3747.

Sincerely,

Judy-Ann Mitchell, Chief
Sustainability and Multimedia Programs Branch

Enclosures
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EPA's Technical Comments on the FERC's Draft Environmental Impact Statement
"Constitution Pipeline and Wright Interconnect Projects, February 2013"

April 7, 2014

Alternatives Analysis:

Section 3.4.1.2 discusses Alternative M, a route that would collocate the pipeline along 1-88.
EPA is concerned that collocating the pipeline along 1-88 has not been fully evaluated. A
meeting with New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) is discussed, but no
meeting minutes, or letter from NYSDOT is included in the DEIS identifying limitations on
collocation. In fact, both NYSDOT and Federal Highways Administration (FHWA) have
policies and regulations in place to work with applicants on collocation issues. EPA is not aware
of a provision in the transportation regulations for locating a natural gas pipeline along an
interstate highway only when no other feasible alternative exists. EPA recommends that FERC,
Constitution, NYSDOT, FHWA, and the federal and state resource agencies meet to discuss this
alternative fully.

Because of the importance of Alternative M in the possible avoidance of several environmental
impacts, EPA recommends that maps of this alternative be made more clear, and delineate the
relationship of the pipeline route to 1-88 in more detail. It would be helpful if all the maps in the
document identified roads to make it easier for the public to identify where the pipeline route is
proposed.

"Environmental Hazards" is used several times in tables throughout the alternatives section. This
should be defined.

Section 3.4.3.3 discusses minor route variations assessed for impacts on agricultural lands. All
minor routes should have been included in the DEIS for review by the public and resource
agencies.

Geology and Soils:

In the Executive Summary and Section 4, a Karst Mitigation Plan is mentioned. However, it is
not available for review as part of the DEIS. Without it, the public and agencies are unable to
ascertain whether Constitution's Karst Mitigation Plan will be protective of the environment.
EPA also recommends that the environmental construction plan be available tor review as part of
the EIS or on FERC's website.

The formal slope stability analysis was not included in the DEIS. While FERC recommends that
the analysis be completed prior to the completion of the Final EIS, this negates the ability of
agency specialists and the public to review the analysis and comment on it. EPA concurs with
comments by the United States Geological Survey that there is a need for better means to
determine landslide susceptibility in the steep slope areas besides relying on ground inspections.
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LIDAR imagery, tree structure and other means should be considered for finding old landslide
scarps, scars, and slope failure areas.

Any site specific blasting plans should be included in the DEIS. EPA is very concerned that any
blasting may change hydrology in the immediate area, which may impact wetlands.

Water:

The DEIS did not include any impacts on water bodies that may be caused by the construction
and operation of workspaces. FERC has recommended that Constitution file a description of
impacts and any proposed impact avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures for each
waterbody that might be impacted by workspace construction. EPA reiterates that all reasonably
foreseeable direct and cumulative impacts should be included in the DEIS, allowing them to be
reviewed by the public and agencies.

Section 4.3.1.5 discusses the location of water supply wells and springs; however, Constitution
has not completed locating all water wells and springs within 150 feet of the pipeline.
Landowners and the state agencies should be apprised of this information within the DEIS.

Table 4.3.1-2 states that two water wells are within the boundaries of contractor yards. Specific
best management practices and mitigation plans to protect those wells should be included in the
DEIS.

Section 4.3.1.5 (Water Use and Quality) states that Constitution has agreed to provide expert
field assessment of seeps and springs within 150 feet of construction workplaces to determine if
construction activities could have an impact on the seeps and/or springs. This information should
be in the DEIS and include whether the seeps or springs are part of a wetlands complex, and
whether changes in flow rate or direction would impact wetlands.

Wetlands:

Constitution proposed to temporarily fill one wetland and permanently fill 13 wetlands
(approximately 0.3 acre) for the purpose of constructing access roads. Neither the site specific
plans for, nor the purpose of this action, was included in the DEIS.

Section 4.4.4 states that temporarily disturbed emergent and scrub-shrub wetland will be restored
by seeding and mulching. Constitution should consider planting shrub saplings in scrub-shrub
areas.

Section 4.4.5 states that offsite wetland mitigation is proposed to compensate for temporary
impacts to forested wetland and for permanent impacts to forested and scrub-shrub. Mitigation
will be a mixture of in-lieu fee credits and permittee-responsible mitigation. Constitution should
consider restoring temporarily cleared forested wetland areas in the right-of-way by planting tree
and shrub saplings.
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Section 4.4.1.4 discusses that Constitution has not completed wetlands surveys for three
contractor yards. While Constitution states that it will avoid any wetlands within or adjacent to
the yards, the wetland delineations and identifications should have been included in the DEIS,
along with avoidance or mitigation plans.

Wildlife and Vegetation:

It is EPA's understanding that the Endangered Species Act (ESA) surveys nor the consultation
with the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) is complete. Discussions concerning surveys for the
Northern Long-Eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis) a candidate species for ESA listing, the bald eagle
mitigation plan and the Upland Forest Mitigation Plan have not been finalized. The survey
information, and more importantly, the Upland Forest Mitigation Plan should be included in the
DEIS for review by the public and agencies. Without a mitigation plan, EPA is unable to assess
the true direct impacts to trees from the proposed pipeline. EPA also recommends that FERC
verify with FWS that fringe forest habitat is equivalent to interior forest habitat, as assumed in
the DEIS.

It also appears that Constitution has not submitted "the remaining surveys for state-listed species
that may be present in the pipeline project workspaces." Any surveys for state-listed species
should have been included in the DEIS for public and agency review of impacts to wildlife.

The project will incur impacts on 439.7 acres of interior forest during construction, and 217,9
acres during operations. While FERC and Constitution appear to believe that interior forest is
equivalent to fringe forest (as will be created by the pipeline easement) in terms of habitat to
migratory birds and raptors, this assumption should be verified for this project, and a I labitat
Equivalency Analysis (HEA) be completed for the loss of interior forest to migratory birds, bats
and raptors. This could be a similar effort to the HEA for Mitigation of the Gateway West
Transmission Line prepared by the Bureau of Land Management in June 2012. Forest
fragmentation by both interstate and intrastatc pipeline and other energy production facilities is
increasing in the New York/Pennsylvania area (as evidenced by the list of pipeline projects near
the proposed Constitution Pipeline in Table 4.13-1) and those cumulative impacts should be
analyzed as well.

Pipeline easements through interior forests will also encourage the spread of invasive plant
species into those areas. While Section 2.5.5 states that Constitution would perform monitoring
for invasive plant species on at least an annual basis for three years following construction, the
invasive plants will not stop germinating after three years. Continual mowing of the casement
will keep the area disturbed encouraging the growth of invasives. FERC should require
continuous invasive plant monitoring and removal for the life of the pipeline, or as long as the
easement is present. Constitution should also be required to replant young native trees with a 4"
diameter along the sides of the easement to slow invasive species growth and replenish trees
taken down for construction purposes.

Section 4.5.1 states that Constitution should file a description of its proposed access roads
leading to the two proposed meter stations prior to the end of the DEIS comment period. This
information should have been included in the DEIS.
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In Section 4.8.4.3, FERC should verify with the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation that tracts enrolled in various conservation programs will not be penalized by the
construction of the Constitution pipeline through those lands.

EPA is also concerned that the loss of trees and intact forests will exacerbate climate change due
to the loss of carbon sink.

Air:

The General Conformity applicability analysis (Table 4.11.1-4) indicates NOx emissions just
below the threshold level, however, there is no supporting documentation in the DEIS to
determine how those emission levels were derived.

The calendar year(s) covered in Table 4.11.1-4 for the construction emissions should be clarified.
General conformity is determined on a calendar year basis.

Supporting calculations and documentation should be provided to show how the NOx and VOC
emissions from construction in the general conformity applicability analysis were determined.

EPA recommends that construction emission mitigation options include the elimination of
unnecessary idling at job sites and a commitment to use the cleanest available equipment, such as
those meeting EPA's Tier 3 or Tier 4 nonroad emission standards.

Cumulative Impacts:

The DEIS slates that besides executing binding precedent agreements for the entire proposed
650,000 Dth/d, Constitution has also entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with
Leatherstocking Gas Company, LLC to allow Leatherstocking to interconnect with the proposed
pipeline and deliver gas to homes and businesses within communities in Pennsylvania and New
York. Leatherstocking would construct the necessary infrastructure. The document states
''because the specifics of this infrastructure are unknown, impacts are discussed in a general sense where
applicable below." However, the impacts are never mentioned again. Any construction or
distribution of natural gas by Leatherstocking is an indirect effect of the Constitution pipeline,
and any reasonably forseeable impacts should be analyzed. This should include, but not be
limited to, impacts to waterbodies, wetlands, land use, and housing growth.

General:

Section 2.2.1.3 states that "additional extra workspaces beyond those currently identified could
be required during construction of the pipeline". We find it unsettling that Constitution, a
partnering of Williams, a leading energy infrastructure company; Cabot Oil & Gas; Piedmont
Natural Gas; and WGL Holdings, does not know what workspaces they will need to construct the
proposed pipeline. All areas used for construction of this pipeline should be determined,
analyzed for environmental impacts, and included in the DEIS.
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Section 3.1.2.3 should be updated to include that in January 2013, the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management issued a request to determine whether there is competitive interest in leasing an
area offshore New York that the New York Power Authority has proposed for developing
offshore wind energy.

Section 4.2.3.3 and Table 4.2.3-1 state that 34.8 acres of prime farmland or farmland of
statewide importance will be permanently impacted by access roads, however, Table 4.2.2-2
appears to indicate that only 22.8 acres will be permanently impacted. Explain this discrepancy,
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SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTION
Environmental Impact of the Action

LO-Lack of Objections

The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

EC-Environmental Concerns

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation
measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce these
impacts.

EOj-nvironmental Objections

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided to provide adequate
protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred alternative or
consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative or a new alternative). EPA
intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU-Environmentally Unsatisfactory

The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of environmental quality, public health or welfare. EPA intends to work with the
lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage,
this proposal will be recommend for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Category 1-Adequate

EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative
and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

Category 2-Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that
should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably
available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the
environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be
included in the final EIS.

Categor>' 3-Inadequate

EPA docs not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of
the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum
of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analysis, or discussions are of
such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is
adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made
available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts
involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

""From: EPA Manual 1640, fPoIicy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.!^
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 4

ATI ANTA FEDERAL CENTER
61 FORSYTH STREET

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960

October 2ix 2015

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

gDRISN "

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Southeast Market Pipelines
Project, FERC Docket Numbers: CP14-554-000, CP15-16-000, and CP I 5-17-000;
ERP No. FRC-E03020-FL-AL-GA; CEQ No. 20150256

Dear Ms. Bose:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has completed its review of the
subject Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) pursuant to the Clean Air Act Section 309
and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Section 102(2)(C) requirements. The
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) proposes to license the construction of a total of
685 miles of natural gas transmission pipelines and associated facilities consisting of three
separate pipeline projects (i.e.,Transco's Hillabee Expansion Project, Sabal Trail and the Florida
Southeast Connection). The Sabal Trail project is approximately 515 miles of new pipeline and
easements from central Alabama through southwest Georgia to Osceola County, Florida. The
proposed pipeline is expected to have potentially significant environmental issues related to
drinking water supplies (Floridian aquifer), sensitive geologic formations (Karst), wetlands,
conservation areas, environmental justice (EJ) communities, and air quality and greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions. The proposed Sabal Trail project alone will provide up to 1.1billion cubic
feet per day of natural gas to central and northern Florida.

The EPA has consistently expressed concerns over the preferred route through the States of
Georgia and Florida to both the FERC and its applicant throughout the FERC's NEPA scoping
process. The FERC's environmental analysis in the DEIS is primarily focused on identifying and
mitigating impacts to the proposed action associated with proposed project and not avoiding and
minimizing impacts to environmentally sensitive areas. The EPA has attached detailed review
comments to this letter for the FERC's consideration (See attachment).

The EPA has very significant concerns over the FERC's process and full and objective
compliance with the NEPA regulations at 40 CFR Part 1500. The FERC's consultations with the
Florida and Georgia Geological Societies, Suwannee River Water Management District, Florida
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), and the EPA occurred atter the FERC
accepted the applicant's 2014 application and after it approved the applicant's 2013 request to
initiate the FERC's NEPA pre-filing process. Both the application and the pre-filing request
contained the applicant's preferred route which became the FERC's preferred route as identified
in the DEIS. The FERCiapplicant's preferred route is the subject of an enforceable contract
between the applicant and Florida Power and Light (FPL) that was signed on June 26, 2013.The
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FERC's preferred route is also the subject of FPL's December of 2012 request for pmposals.
Moreover, the applicant has indicated that the route's alternative analyses is severely constrained
by precedent agreements with its main client. From the EPA's understanding, the applicant will
potentially suffer 'monetary damages'f it cannot meet its pre-committed contractual deadlines.
The EPA believes that these pre-conditions may have affected the FERC's ability to rigorously
explore other potentially more envimnmentally-sound alternatives for portions of the proposed
pipeline mute.

Based upon the EPA's calculations from different tables and sections of the DEIS, it is projected
that the pmposed pipelines will directly impact a total of 1,255.1 acres ofjurisdictional wetlands
covering three (3) U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACE) Districts (i.e.Mobile, Jacksonville and
Savannah). The DEIS does not fully identify avoidance and minimization measures for the
preferred alternative's jurisdictional impacts as required by the Clean Water Act Section
404(b)(1) Guidelines. Furthermore, the FERC's compensatory mitigation plan for unavoidable
impacts to jurisdictional waters of the U.S. has not been finalized and the draft mitigation plan
was not included in the DEIS.

The proposed project will also directly impact 177.8 acres of numerous conservation areas,
including the Green Swamp in Florida. The EPA has substantial environmental concerns with
these dedicated conservation areas being permanently converted to a pipeline easement. From
the DEIS it appears that it is the FERC's and applicant's intent to let these conservation areas
naturalize to pre-construction conditions and that this land use conversion will not be a
significant long-term envimnmental issue. From past experiences with utility easements and
required maintenance and access, the EPA does not believe that this proposition is accurate and
that there will also be potential long-term impacts to natural resources including water quality
and aquatic resources in and adjacent to the easements.

The proposed pipeline is expected by the EPA to have significant impacts to karst areas in the
State ofGeorgia and Florida and represents a potential threat to groundwater (and surface
waters) resources. The EPA is requesting that the FERC develop an alternative route to avoid
impacts to the Floridan Aquifer and its sensitive and vulnerable karst terrain. The EPA has
recently received an emergency petition'o designate the entire Floridan Aquifer System as a
sole source aquifer pursuant to It1424(e) the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act. This designation
is for areas that may have no alternative drinking water source physically and economically
available to supply all who depend on the aquifer for drinking water. Moreover, the Florida
Geological Survey has delineated a 32-county Springs Pmtection Area to protect the sole source
of drinking water and the source of spring discharge, groundwater &om the Floridan Aquifer.

The DEIS did not fully address the December of 2014's Revised Draft Guidance for Greenhouse
Gas Emissions and Climate Change Impacts issued by the President's Council on Envimnmental
Quality (CEQ). As described in the guidance, "Unlihe the 2010 draft guidance, the revised draft
guidance applies to all proposed Federal agency actions". The FERC should comply with the
guidance and fully address the requirements in either a supplemental or final NEPA document.
The EPA generally supports alternative, cleaner fossil fuels such as natural gas to replace coal-
fired and oil-fired power plants. However, considering the potential magnitude of the proposed

'pril 28, 2015, emergency petition submitted by the Sierra Club Florida Chapter to the EPA.
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project and its resulting greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, the EPA is requesting that a full life
cycle analysis (LCA) be conducted for the proposed pipeline project.

The EPA has rated the DEIS's preferred alternative as 'EO-2', meaning that we have
'environmental objections'o a significant portion of the proposed pipeline route due to the
magnitude of the impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and that we are requesting additional
information that was not included. As currently proposed in the DEIS, the preferred alternative
has the potential to violate the Section 404 requirements of the Clean Water Act. Appropriate
and required avoidance and minimization measures to jurisdictional resources have not been
documented and the plans to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts were not
disclosed in the DEIS. Furthermore, the proposed action has the potential to effect the
designation of the Floridan Aquifer as a sole source aquifer under the Safe Drinking Water Act.
The EPA has substantial environmental concerns that local community water supplies could be
adversely impacted in the future. Additional clarification is also being requested for potential
impacts to environmental justice (EJ) communities. The analysis performed in the DEIS does not
fully inform the public as to the potential direct or indirect impacts to EJ communities resulting
from the proposed action.

The EPA has attached its specific recommendations for the FERC's further consideration. The
EPA recommends that the FERC re-evaluate its environmental alternatives analysis for routes
that avoid environmentally sensitive areas including jurisdictional wetlands, conservation areas,
EJ communities and sensitive karst terrain areas prior to proceeding with a final EIS (FEIS).As
previously noted, the EPA also requests that the FERC fully investigate compliance with CEQ's
guidance on GHG emissions and climate change. For questions regarding EPA's review of the
DEIS and the attached detailed comments, please contact Ms. Beth Walls ofmy staff at
walls. beth(a'ena. uov or 404-562-8309.

Christopher A. Militscher
Chief, NEPA Program Office
Resource Conservation and Restoration Division

Attachment: EPA's detailed comments

Cc: Karin Leff, Acting Director, NEPA Compliance Division, EPA HQ
Tony Able, Chief, Wetlands Streams Regulatory Section, EPA R4
Fred McManus, Chief, Ground Water and UIC Section, EPA R4
Philip Mancusi-Ungaro, Office of Regional Counsel, EPA R4
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Attachment
EPA Detailed Comments on FERC's Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the

Proposed Southeast Market Pipelines Project
CEQ No. 20150256, ERP Number FRC-E03020-FL-AL-GA.

BACKGROUND: The proposed action consists of construction and operation of three separate,
but related, interstate natural gas transmission pipeline systems: the Hillabee Expansion Project,
the Sabal Trail Transmission Pmject, and the Florida Southeast Connector (FSC) Project. The
reason for the proposed action centers on Florida Power & Light Company's (FPL)
geographically specific request for proposal to construct and operate a new, onshore natural gas
transmission pipeline originating near Transco's Compressor Station 85 in Choctaw County,
Alabama, extending through southwest Georgia and central Florida, connecting to a hub in
Osceola County, FL, then extending to FPL's existing Martin County, Florida, Clean Energy
electric generating plant.

Hillabee Expansion Project: Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Company, LLC (Transco)
pmposes to construct and operate 43.5 miles ofpipeline loop in eight segments, one new natural
gas fired-compressor station, modify three existing compressor stations, and mainline valves, pig
launchers and receivers, and the necessary appurtenant facilities. The purpose is to increase the
volume ofnatural gas available to source the pmposed Sabal Trail Transmission pipeline.
Transco's mainline transports natural gas fmm the Texas Gulf Coast region to southern New
England. Transco is currently implementing impmvements to ship natural gas from the
Marcellus Shale region of the Mid-Atlantic States back toward the Gulf Coast through its main
line. Gas from the Marcellus Shale region can then be exported Irom liquid natural gas (LNG)
facilities on the Gulf Coast. These LNG facilities currently are adding liquefaction capacity to
export natural gas in the liquid form to overseas markets. According to the FERC, of the five
Gulf Coast LNG Export terminals it has recently approved, four are under construction.'nd
there are 16 additional proposed liquefactionlexport terminals for the Gulf Coast."
Sabal Trail Transmission Project: The Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC, proposes to construct
and operate the Sabal Trail Transmission System (STT Project). The STT Project consists of
480.9miles of 36-inch-diameter mainline pipeline to connect to Transco's main line in Alabama.
This pipeline will traverse through southwest Georgia, and Florida. It will require the
construction of 5 compressor stations to pump gas through the mainline. These stations will be
located in Alabama, Georgia, and Florida. This pipeline system includes the construction of a
hub, the Central Florida Hub, and 2 pipeline laterals: 13.1miles of 36-inch-diameter lateral
pipeline, called the Hunters Creek Line, and 21.5miles of 24-inch-diameter lateral pipeline,
called the Citrus County Line, both in Florida. The proposed system will also require the
construction ofmainline valves, pig launchers and receivers, meter and regulations stations, snd
other necessary appurtenant facilities.
The Florida Southeast Connector Project: Florida Southeast Connection, LLC, proposes to
construct and operate the Florida Southeast Connector (FSC) transmission pipeline system (FSC
Preject. The FSC Project will transport natural gas fiom the Central Florida Hub to FPL's
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existing natural gas-fired Martin Plant, in Martin County, Florida. To do this, FSC will construct
and operate 77.1 miles of 36-inch-diameter pipeline and 49.3 miles of 30-inch-diameter pipeline,
and associated infrastructure including mainline valves, 2 pig launchers and receivers, meter and
regulating stations in southeast Florida.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT: The Floridan Aquifer is one of the most productive aquifers in
the world. It provides water for hundreds of thousands ofpeople in small communities and rural
areas in addition to large population centers of Florida and Georgia. The Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) has recently received an emergency petition"'o designate the Floridan
Aquifer System as a sole source aquifer pursuant to the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act
(SDWA).a

The Floridan is composed of a thick sequence of soluble limestone, located in a humid,
subtropical climate. It contains fracture systems, indicated by linear traces on the land surface,
which are associated with concentrated karst features associated with increased water movement
and dissolution. It is highly permeable and highly susceptible to land-use associated
contamination. Many of its springs exhibit increased nitrogen levels associated with agricultural
practices. The preferred route alternative as presented traverses the Floridan Aquifer where it has
the highest transmissivities - horizontal groundwater flow rates - greater than 1,000,000 square
feet per day." These transmissivities approximate the speed pollutants can move through the
aquifer. Additionally, the preferred route traverses areas in both Florida and Georgia where the
Floridan aquifer is also unconfined which means it is either exposed to the surface or has a thin
cover."'he

Floridan Aquifer's karst landforms also include sinkholes, caves, disappearing streams,
springs, extensive undergmund voids (caves, caverns, and conduits) and drainage systems.

'pringsare the surface discharge point for its underground drainage system. Sinkholes can occur
in the beds of streams, sometimes taking all of the stream's flow, creating a disappearing stream.
Dry caves are parts ofkarst drainage systems that are above the water table, such as Marianne
Caverns. Additionally, the Florian Aquifer contains well-developed underwater, unmapped
cavern systems, large enough to be explored by divers, such as the Madison Blue Spring which is
still being mapped.

Floridau Aquifer - Georgia
The proposed pipeline mute enters the karst-sensitive area of the Floridan Aquifer in
southeastern Stewart County, Georgia, 20 miles east of the Alabama border. The pipeline route
continues into Georgia within this karst-sensitive area in parts ofWebster and Terrell Counties.
The applicant identified 235 potential sinkholes over a 126 mile segment within the proposed
route corridor through southwest Georgia. Additionally, 17 fracture also traces intersecting the
proposed route it in Terrell, Dougherty, Brooks, and Lowdnes Counties.""'he Floridan Aquifer
is unconfined in the Dougherty Plain where it serves as the primary water supply for
southwestern Georgia. The Dougherty Plain's prevalence ofkarst topography, including
sinkholes and springs makes it one of the most sensitive areas in Georgia the proposed action
crosses.
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At least two known major springs exist in the vicinity of the pipeline: Radium, and Blue (Wade)
springs. The proposed pipeline exits the western lobe of the Radium spring shed up-gradient of
this spring in Dougherty County at a distance of approximately 2.3 miles. The pmposed
pipeline's closest approach to this spring is approximately 1.05miles. The proposed pipeline
passes within 0.88 miles of Blue (Wade) spring in Brooks County. Moreover, springs feed most
of the Flint River within Dougherty County. Most of these springs are unmapped and located
within the river channel. The proposed pipeline will cross both the Flint and Withlacoochee
Rivers in Georgia using the HDD technique. The proposed Flint River crossing is in Dougheity
County, approximately 1.7miles southwest and downstream ofRadium Spring. And the
pmposed Withlacoochee River cmssing is between Brooks and Lowndes Counties,
approximately 0.9mile northeast and upstream ofBlue (Wade) spring. The proposed route
crosses the eastern edge of the Dougherty Plain, it then traverses the Solution Escarpment as it
passes into Mitchell County. The escarpment's base is characterized by solution features: long,
narrow cavities or sinkholes. The proposed route then cmsses southeastern Brooks and
southwestern Lowndes Counties were the Florian Aquifer's confining units have been eroded,
resulting in increased prevalence of sinkholes in this area.

Floridun Aquifer - Florida
Approximately half of Florida has less than 98 feet of overburden soil over a thick limestone
platform, with rock outcropping in many areas. The limestone is often weathered or poorly
consolidated near the surface. Similar to the Dougherty Plain, the limestone contains fissures and
solution channels providing conduits for the vertical flow of surface water into the Floridan
Aquifer. A major Floridan Aquifer feature is the Cody Scarp, which runs Irom east of the
Apalachicola River to Alachua County. It forms the boundary between the Gulf Coastal
Lowlands and the Northern Highlands of Florida.

Because numerous sinkholes, sinking streams, siphons, springs, and other karst features extend
along the length of the Cody Scarp, this may be the most sensitive area in Florida that the
proposed route crosses. Within this Scarp, it is common for smaller individual sinkholes to
merge into larger sinkholes, often shallow and irregular in shape. The large size of sinkholes on
the Cody Scarp is due to the thick cover over the limestone. Recharge on the Scarp tends to form
vertical conduits under large sinkholes and in association with 'swallets', openings through
which a stream disappears undergmund, and siphons, a flooded section of a cave, that capture
runoK According to the FERC, the pmposed pipeline will cross the Falmouth/Cathedral cave
system near its proposed crossing of Interstate 1-90 in Suwannee County (near MP 270.5 A). The
proposed pipeline will be approximately 150 feet above the cave.

The Cody Scarp is characterized by sinking streams, springs, and large sinkholes within the
Suwannee River Water Management District (SRWMD). With over 300 documented springs, the
SRWMD has one of the highest concentrations of freshwater springs in the United States. Of the
State's 33 first-magnitude springs (ones flowing at least 100 cubic feet per second, or 64 million
gallons a day), 18 are within the SRWMD. According to the SRWMD except for the Suwannee
River, every single river that cmsses the Cody Scarp goes underground and reemerges
downstream as a spring. The entire Santa Fe River at O'Leno State Park is swallowed up by a
sink as it crosses the Cody Scarp. The Santa Fe River travels undergmund thmugh a network of
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cave passages for over three miles before re-emerging at a spring in River Rise Preserve State
Park.

The pmposed pipeline will use the HDD technique to cross both the Suwannee and Santa Fe
River within the SRWMD. According to FERC, the proposed pipeline will cross the Cody
Escarpment from appmximate MP 260 in Madison County to about MP 272R in Gilchrist
County. After the proposed route crosses the Suwannee River, enters Suwannee County, it passes
near the western boundary of the Ichetucknee Springshed, then crosses the Santa Fe River before
entering Gilchrist County. The applicant identified 3,750 known karst and potential karst features
within 0.25 mile of the proposed pipeline and 24 Iracture traces that intersect it in Hamilton,
Madison, Suwannee, Gilchrist, Alachua, and Levy Counties. Another 4 fracture traces were
identified intersecting the proposed Citrus County Line.

The proposed action also includes the construction of the Citrus County Line to connect to Duke
Energy's new combined-cycle plant, near the existing Crystal River Energy Complex, in Citrus
County. The HDD technique will also be used to cmss the Withlacoochee River in Florida. The
Withlacoochee River forms the boundary between Citrus County and Sumter County, between
Citrus County and Marion County and between Citrus County and Levy County, including Lake
Rousseau. The Withlacoochee River originates in central Florida's Green Swamp, east ofPolk
City. The proposed route will cross the Green Swamp in Lake and Polk Counties where there are
numerous conservation easements and land use zoning restrictions. The Green Swamp as it has
been described as the "liquid heart ofFlorida" and is an approximately 560,000-acre area that
acts as the headwaters to four major rivers in Florida, including the Withlacoochee,
Hillsborough, Peace, and Ocklawaha Rivers.

Conservation Easements
The proposed route will impact private conservation lands: Warner/Harrell Conservation
Easement/Echo Plantation where both HDD and open cut trench methods are proposed. Open cut
trench methods are proposed for the Chinquapin Farm Conservation Easement, which the
SRWMD is a co-owner; Green Swamp Conservation Easements, which FLDEP is a co-owner,
both the Green Swamp Land Authority Land Protection Agreements and the Southwest Florida
WMD Green Swamp Conservation Easements, and Jahna Ranch Conservation Easement, co-
owned by FLDEP.

Springs
Florida has over 1,000 freshwater springs, including 33 of the 75 first-magnitude springs in the
United States. Nearly all of the first-magnitude springs occur in areas where the Floridan Aquifer
is unconfined or thinly confined. The Florida Geological Survey identified a 32-county area in
northern and northwestern Florida as the Florida Springs Pmtection Area (SPA). The SPA was
developed to assist counties and municipalities in land use planning and resource pmtection
practices relative to springs. In this SPA, the sole source of drinking water and the source of
spring discharge is groundwater.* Except for the Hunters Creek Line, the entire Sabal Trail
Pmject in Florida occurs within the SPA. The flow system in the upper Floridan Aquifer within a
spring shed is likely to be dominated by conduits that may be large enough to be explored by
divers. Springsheds that could potentially experience the highest level of effects from the
proposed pipeline are Rainbow Springs, Marion County, and Gum Slough in Marion and Sumter

20151102-0219 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 11/02/2015

Exhibit 3

20161019-5061 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 10/19/2016 1:31:31 PM



Counties. The proposed route cmsses a large portion of the western third of Rainbow
Springs'pringshedand within 1.8miles of Rainbow Springs. It also cmsses a significant portion of the

Gum Slough Springshed within 1.1miles of the spring. The FERC states the proposed action
will cross 11 mapped 1st and 2nd magnitude springsheds, with the nearest approach of the
pipeline facilities to a major spring of 0.7mile near Gum Spring in Sumter County, FL.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: The pmposed action will withdraw 188.7million gallons of
water and withdrawals could range as high as 8 millions of gallons per day, or higher. The
Hillabee Expansion Project will withdraw 13.7million gallons ofwater &om seven surface water
sources. The Sabal Trail Transmission pmject will use 146 million gallons of water, including
seven surface water sources for hydrostatic testing purposes and eleven surface water sources for
HDD purposes. The FSC Pmject will use 29 million gallons ofwater for hydrostatic testing and
740,000 gallons for horizontal directional drilling (HDD) purposes.

The proposed action will impact 1,954wetland systems comprising 1,255.1 acres ofwetlands.
The Ssbal Trail Transmission Pmject will impact a total of940.2 acres ofwetland would be
affected by construction of the SMP Pmject, including 107.6acres in Alabama, 134.3acres in
Georgia, and 698.3 acres in Florida. The Hillabee Expansion Project will impact about 82.8 acres
ofwetlands and the Florida Southeast Connector Project will impact about 232.1 acres of
wetlands. The proposed action will also impact 32.8 acres of conservation lands in Georgia. The
proposed action will impact 145 acres of conservation easements in Florida, including 96.3 acres
in Green Swamp. It will impact 51.3acres of state forests, 127.9acres of conservation areas and
preserves.

Overland construction could increase turbidity and impact flow at nearby springs. Two springs
were identified within 0.5 mile of overland construction areas in karst sensitive areas of Florida,
the nearest ofwhich is the A. Wayne Lee Spring approximately 0.2 mile down gradient &om MP
411.5in Sumter County.

According to the FERC, the primary geologic impact that could affect the proposed pipeline and
abovegmund facilities in karst sensitive areas is the sudden development of a sinkhole that
damages the facilities and poses a safety risk. Other subsidence features could develop gradually
over time, but would not pose an immediate risk to the pmposed facilities. Karst features could
be initiated by the physical disturbance associated with trenching, grading, or HDD activity; or
by diverting or discharging project-related water into otherwise stable karst features.

EPA RECOMMENDATIONS

Purpose and Need

The EPA recommends that the FERC clarify the inconsistencies in its expressed purpose and
need. Two separate, independent purpose and needs are identified. In Chapter I of the DEIS, the
FERC narrowly defined the purpose and need to a geographic area as specified in Sabal Trail
Transmission, LLC,'s 2013 contract with FPL. In Chapter 4, the proposed action's purpose is 'to
transport price competitive natural gas from AL to FL '. The two statements are not the same.
The FERC indicates that the FPL expressed the need to satisfy its future natural gas requirements
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while increasing the reliability and diversity of its natural gas inirastructure.*'ccording to the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), the purpose and need provides the Iramework in
which reasonable alternatives to the proposed action will be identified.*" Consequently, the EPA
recommends the purpose and need statement more closely reflect the FERC's mission, 'assist
consumers in obtaining reliable,

efficient
and sustainable energy services at a reasonable cost

through appropriate regulatory and market means ""'nd the FPL's need for future, reliable and
diverse sources of natural gas supplies.

The EPA recommends that the FERC's purpose and need be consistent with NEPA. According
to the CEQ, the EIS is to serve as a means of assessing environmental impacts rather than
justifying decisions already made. The statement ofpurpose and need and the resulting
alternatives impacts analysis appear to be justifying decisions made prior to implementing the
NEPA process. There are three reasons for this appearance: First in this 2015 DEIS, the FERC
defined a purpose and need so geographically narrow it must pick the preferred alternative, or
some minor variant thereof. In November of2014, the FERC accepted a Il7(c) application where
the FERC's purpose and need is the subject of an enforceable contract between the FERC's
applicant and FPL, signed June 26, 2013.The FERC issued a letter order on November 16, 2013,
approving the applicant's narrowly defined geographic purpose contained in its November 4,
2013, request for approval to initiate the FERC's NEPA Pre-filing Process.*'" The CEQ's NEPA
regulations prohibit agencies from committing resources prejudicing selection of alternatives
prior to its final decision (i.e.,40 CFR 1502.2(f)).No Agency action can be taken that limits the
choice of reasonable alternatives. According to the CEQ, when a lead agency becomes aware an
applicant is about to take an action that would limit the choice of reasonable alternatives, the
Federal agency must notify the applicant it will take strong afIIrmative steps to insure NEPA's
objectives and procedures are fulfilled (i.e.,40 CFR Section 1506.1(b)).The CEQ's example:
"the agency mi ght advise an applicant that ifit takes such action the agency will not process its
application ".*"Furthermore, in its status as a cooperating agency, the EPA specifically raised
this issue to the FERC and referenced 40 CFR sections 1502.2(f) and 1506.1,in an email dated
August 19, 2014.

Second, the proposed 'preferred'oute is highly controversial as evidenced by numerous citizen,
business, and resource agency concerns filed in the FERC's administrative record since the
FERC's 2013 letter order approving the applicant's NEPA Pre-Filing Process request. In
response to these concerns, the applicant has communicated to the FERC that their

'preferred'oute

alternative is severely constrained by precedent agreements with its main client.
Specifically, the applicant will suffer damages if it cannot meet its pre-committed contractual
deadlines. Deadlines committed to in June of 2013 prior to initiating the FERC's NEPA pre-
filing process in November, 2013.For example, in rejecting the Florida Gas Transmission
Onshore Route Alternative, the applicant stated:

"The Project's proposed scheduled in-service dateis May I, 2017. The FGT
Alternative's in-service date would be in August 20lg The in-service date delay is due to
several factors including a complete reengineering ofthe Project facilities; new stakeholder
and landowner outreach; initiation ofnew federal, state, and loca! consultation; additional
field surveys; additional public open houses and scoping meetings; and a rework ofthe
current resource reports and application filings. Sabal Trail has executed precedent
agreements with FpL and DEFfor the majority ofthe project 's capacity. These customer
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are dependi ng upon Sabal Trail to provide incremental natural gas transmission services
beginning in 2017 in order for them to meet their increasing electric generation demands.
Use ofthe FGTAlternative as Sabal Trail's preferred route would greatly jeopardize FPL 's
ability to meet its power generation needs starting in early 2017 and DEF's ability to rely
upon the Sabal Trailpipeline to meet its power generation needs starting in late 201

7".""'he

applicant used the same rationale to reject the FERC's Gulf ofMexico Route Alternative
(MP 0.0 to MP 384.0)" and alternative fuel-supply alternatives.*""'he EPA's concern is the
FERC's acceptance of II7(c) applications from applicants having previously entered into earlier
contracts narrowly defining the purpose and need with damages clauses prior to the FERC's
NEPA pmcess initiation. The EPA believes that these pre-DEIS activities will potentially be
inconsistent with the NEPA requirements and will ultimately limit the choice ofreasonable
alternatives.

Third, real-estate contracts were entered into and land purchased during the FERC's scoping
period to locate the proposed action's intrastructure along the FERC's three-state preferred
route."a Again, the EPA recommends the purpose and need statement more closely reflect the
FERC's mission as stated above.

Alternatives Analysis

The EPA recommends that the FERC consider the appropriate regulatory requirements in
identifying an alternative in compliance with existing environmental law, including CWA II

404(b)(1) Guidelines (the Mitigation Rule), the USACE Public Interest regulations, and the
Safe Drinking Water Act's Source Water Protection Program. The alternatives analysis is the
heart of the NEPA environmental impacts analysis (i.e.,40 CFR Part 1502.14).The EPA
strongly encourages the FERC to select the least environmentally damaging practicable
alternative (LEDPA) pursuant to the Clean Water Act (CWA) section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (and
the Mitigation Rule, 40 CFR Part 230). The Mitigation Rule requires the US Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) to consider whether the proposed project represents the LEDPA. The CWA
tasks EPA with oversight ofUSACE's CWA 404 permit decisions. 'he USACE and EPA
follow the Mitigation Rule's defined process prior to the issuance of a 404 permit. "This Rule
requires a sequential, four step consideration. The first step requires the applicant to rebut the
Mitigation Rule's presumption of the existence of a LEDPA (i.e.,40 CFR 230.10(a). "').The
EPA recommends that the FERC compare each alternative's ability to address the USACE's
public interest review requirements regarding wetlands. The USACE states its policy finding that
"[m]ost wetlands constitute a productive and valuable public resource, the unnecessary
alteration or destruction ofwhich should be discouraged as contrary to the public interest "."*'"

The EPA recommends that the FERC address and compare each alternative's ability to address
the USACE's public interest review requirements regarding water supply and conservation. The
USACE states its policy finding that "(w]ateris an essential resource, basic to human survival,
economic growth, and the natural environment. Actions a+ecting water quantities are subject to
Congressional policy as statedin section 101(g) ofthe Clean Water Act which provides that the
authority ofstates to allocate water quantities shall not be superseded, abrogated, or otherwise
impaired".~" The EPA recommends that the FERC avoid the identified sensitive areas of the
Floridan Aquifer. Because part of the project's preferred route appears to be pre-decided, the
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EPA recommends greater use of geotechnical and geophysical investigations for the proposed
route, HDD crossings, and aboveground facilities. The Federal Source Water Protection Program
is a volunteer, not regulatory program to avoid placing undue financial constraints on rural and
small communities. The EPA's role is to work with state and tribal agencies, non-governmental
agencies, and citizen groups to encourage partnerships and provide information for carrying out
source water protection actions. The Federal Source Water Protection Program includes the Sole
Source Aquifer Program and Source Water Assessments, which include defining wellhead
protection areas for drinking water wells. "'dditionally, the FSG has pmvided local
governments with its SPA analysis to further assist local communities with protection of their
major source ofwater supply. It identified a 32-county SPA area. The entire Sabal Trail
Transmission pipeline crosses this SPA.

The EPA recommends that the FERC evaluate and compare each alternative with respect to the
number and type ofpipeline crossings due to the significant implications to public safety and the
Floridan Aquifer's vulnerability. As part of this analysis, the associated potential impacts should
also be compared. The FERC indicates there are multiple locations where the pmposed action
will cross, be located in close pmximity to, or parallel the Florida Gas Transmission (FGT)
system. The FERC also indicates there are multiple FGT crossings of the Suwannee and Santa Fe
Rivers. Given the FERC's preference for pipeline collocation, it is unclear how many of the
pmposed pipeline's river crossings are collocated with FGT. The FERC has identified a HDD
cmssing for both the Suwannee and Santa Fe Rivers but has not indicated if the proposed action
will be collocated with the FGT at these crossings. The FERC indicates that the proposed action
will be collocated with the Dixie liquid propane line. According to Southern Natural Gas (SNG),
each proposed pipeline cmssing of an existing pipeline poses a risk, both during crossing
construction and during operation and maintenance ofboth pipelines.""'his risk is heightened
by the fact that SNG's pipeline (referred to as SONAT in the DEIS) must remain in service
during the proposed action's construction. Each time the applicant cuts or bores under the SNG
pipeline, it increases the risk of compmmising SNG's pipeline integrity. Disturbing the soil
around and under SNG's pipeline during the proposed pipeline's construction creates a potential
for the soil around the SNG pipeline to become de-stabilized. This can potentially lead to undue
stresses on its pipeline which could result in future pipeline failure. Moreover, the creation of
undue stresses on the crossed SNG pipeline segment is exacerbated when the cmssing is
accomplished by using the applicant's proposed, cheaper, open-cut trench method. The proposed
crossings, according to SNG, complicate the cathodic-protection systems ofboth pipelines,
increasing the difficulty to ensure both pipelines are adequately protected from corrosion.
Additionally, SNG has stated in its letters to the FERC that pipeline crossings, particularly when
the pipelines are running in parallel, complicate routine operation and maintenance activities
such as line locating, leak surveying, and management of encroachments because the orientation
of the pipelines changes fmm location to location. ""'urthermore, the SNG recommended that
crossings should be avoided wherever possible in order to avoid unnecessary and additional risk.

The EPA is concerned with the existence ofDixie Pipelines natural gas liquids (propane) and the
SNG's pipelines in the vicinity of the proposed action, a municipal wellfield pumping ground
water from the Floridan Aquifer that is not far fmm the Flint River. The EPA is concerned over
whether the proposed action could lead to all three pipelines failing either during the proposed
action's construction or operational lifetime. The EPA notes the causes ofpipeline incidents fall
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into several broad categories based on how the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration (PHMSA) collects incident data &om pipeline operators. The predominant
PHMSA-defined causes ofpipeline failures are corrosion, material/weld failures, and excavation
damage. According to the PHMSA, over 50% of the nation's pipelines were constructed in the
1950's and 1960's during the creation of the interstate pipeline network built in response to the
huge demand for energy in the thriving post-World War II economy. Both SNG and Dixie
Pipeline likely may have been pipeline projects constructed during that era before many of the
nation's environmental pmtection laws were passed including FERC's NEPA responsibilities
and the PHMSA's existence. Moreover, according to the PHMSA, gaps exist in its understanding
of the risk associated with the nation's existing pipeline infrastructure."*'* Consequently, the EPA
recommends that the FERC consider selecting a route alternative for the proposed action that
minimizes the number of pipeline crossings. The proposed action's right-of-way represents a
future pipeline site per the FERC's right-of-way pipeline collocation policy.

The EPA recommends that the FERC provide a more rigorous review of its No Action
alternatives analysis. The CEQ requires an agency to "rigorously explore and objectively
evaluate all reasonable alternatives" and "to devote substantial treatment to each alternative"
(i.e.,40 C.F.R. $1502.14(a)& (b)). The FERC does not consider the possibilities that the No
Action alternative could facilitate a new mode of natural gas transmission, e.g., LNG
export/import, to compete with the existing natural-gas transmission, the two existing pipeline
systems: Florida Gas Transmission's pipelines and the Gulfstream Pipeline. TRANSCO is
upgrading its mainline in order to ship Marcellus Shale-sourced gas to the Gulf Coast where
LNG facilities are upgrading their capacities to export this natural gas overseas to markets where
natural gas can sell at higher prices. The FERC has recently approved five (5) Gulf Coast LNG
Export terminals. Reportedly, four (4) facilities are under construction. And 16more are
proposed for the Gulf Coast. 'urthermore, in Florida off its west coast, the Pt. Dolphin LNG
Import project has already secured approval fiom the applicable Federal agencies, including
FERC, and the conversion has been vetted thmugh the NEPA process. The FERC has not clearly
made the case for the transmission of natural gas by pipeline being superior to transport by LNG
vessels.

The LNG Import/Export mode ofnatural gas transmission can also meet FPL's request for
reliable, cost competitive natural gas. Unlike the proposed action, the LNG alternative also meets
FPL's request for a natural gas transmission system geographically separate fmm the existing
natural gas transmission lines currently serving Florida. Because the proposed action pmposes to
collocate with existing natural-gas transmission lines, it cannot be considered geographically
separate.

In the DEIS No Action analysis, the FERC also appears to assume the only source of natural gas
available to FPL is a connection point to TRANSCO's mainline in Alabama. The LNG
alternative gives FPL access to foreign natural gas supplies. These supplies can compete with US
mainland-sourced natural gas supplies. Contrary to the FERC's conclusion, the No Action
alternative does not guarantee FPL cannot obtain reliable and diverse natural gas supplies.
Moreover, the No Action alternative may realize less impacts to CWA-protected waters,
wetlands-protection conservation easements, the proposed SDWA sole-source aquifer designate
—the Floridan Aquifer, the FGS's SPA, public's source waters, and environmental justice (EJ)
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communities. Furthermore, the No Action alternative may realize both the FERC's mission and
the FPL's need for future, reliable and diverse sources of natural gas supplies.

The EPA recommends that the FERC provide its economic analysis used to support its dismissal
of this alternative as 'economically impractical'. The CEQ regulations at 40 C.F.R.tj1502.24
require agencies, "to identify any methodologies used and ...make explicit reference by footnote
to the scientific and other sources relied upon for conclusions in the statement" (EIS).The
FERC states in the DEIS: "...wedo noi consider the cost ofan alternative as a critical factor
unless the added cost to design, permit, and construct the alternative would render the project
economically impractical". Both the FERC's terms cost and economically impracticable suggest
a quantitative analysis determined the cost and evaluated the economic practicability. The EPA
recommends that the FERC provide its quantitative analysis to support its conclusion: "the cost
ofconstructing two LNG terminals, operating LVG ship carriers, and constructing the necessary
natural gas pipeline, would make this system economically impractical-.

The EPA recommends that the FERC provide a more rigorous review of its LNG Import
alternative consistent with 40 C.F.R.)tj1502.14(a)& (b) as discussed above in the 'No Action
Alternative 'omments. The EPA recommends that the FERC explain this alternative's economic
impracticability in context of its recent LNG export terminal approvals and their construction,
and the information provided to the FERC by Port Dolphin Energy LLC. According to the
FERC, four of the five Gulf Coast LNG Export terminals it has approved are currently under
construction and it anticipates the approval of 16more for the Gulf Coast.***"
In Port Dolphin Energy LLC's Request (October 17, 2014) to Extend FERC Certificate and
Pmject In-Service Date, it stated that the cost of constructing Port Dolphin would be less than a
major new pipeline system from the northern part of Florida to the central and southern parts of
the State. Port Dolphin Energy also indicated it can add significant storage facility/capacity,
which the proposed action does not and which the State lacks. It stated it can provide invaluable
supply flexibility, a benefit to Florida consumers. It also stated it can meet the State of Florida's
increasing need for additional gas supply by providing natural gas ftom the same mainland
sources that the proposed action pmposes to access. Port Dolphin Energy indicates an added
benefit to its LNG facility is its ability to provide FPL access to international natural gas
resources. It offers a new source of gas transportation to compete with existing pipelines. Lastly,
this facility has already been vetted through a joint agency (the FERC and United States
Maritime Administration) NEPA process and received these agencies'pproval. Consequently,
the FERC should clearly explain why it considers this alternative to be economically impractical.
According to the CEQ, NEPA was enacted to promote efforts to prevent or eliminate damage to
the human environment. "'i.e.,42 U.S.C. Ij4321).This LNG Import Alternative would prevent
the environmental impacts associated with the proposed action, particularly the karst sensitive
areas of the Floridan Aquifer System in southwest Georgia and northcentral Florida.

The EPA recommends that the FERC appropriately characterize environmental impacts to lands,
forests, and wetlands. The FERC currently uses a potentially meaningless evaluation of acres
impacts for comparing the alternatives. The FERC states it includes acreages impacts in its
factors determinative ofwhether an alternative is preferable to the proposed action. However, the
FERC does not differentiate the type of land, forests, and wetlands acres being impacted. For
example, the FERC describes the FGT Onshore Route Alternative as requiring an additional
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1,024.3 acres of land for construction and affecting 386.7more acres of forest and 521.9more
acres ofwetland than the proposed route. The FERC does differentiate real estate or timber lands
from lands and wetlands that may have special protected designations or recreational value.
The applicant identified the FGT alternative to cross the Robert Brent Wildlife Management
Area (WMA) in Liberty County. However, this WMA no longer exists because the land owner, a
real estate/land development company, St. Joe Corp., withdrew its land out of the State's WMA
system for financial reasons. Similarly, the applicant identified the FGT alternative as crossing
the San Pedro Bay Area, FL, containing numerous wetlands, extreme saturated soil conditions,
and limited upland areas. This area coincides with the former 17,872-acre San Pedro Bay WMA,
which no longer exists because Foley Timber and Land Company withdrew its lands from the
State's WMA system. The EPA strongly recommends that the FERC require the development of
a comparative metric to make this a meaningful metric in its alternatives analysis.

The EPA recommends that the FERC appropriately characterize environmental impacts to EJ
communities. The FERC has not clearly identified its EJ metrics. Continuing with the FGT
alternative as an example, the FERC indicates this alternative crosses 65.0miles more of areas
classified as EJ communities. The FERC does not define its term classified as environmental
justice communities in demographic terms to sufficiently compare EJ impacts. Moreover, 'miles
of6/ communities 's not a particularly informative metric for EJ impacts. Direct and indirect
impacts to EJ communities'rinking water supplies, residences, neighborhoods, in&astructure,
etc., is a meaningful and informative metric. The FERC states in the DEIS that it includes miles
ofE/ communities in its factors determinative ofwhether an alternative is preferable to the
proposed action. The EPA strongly recommends that the FERC develop a comparative metric to
make this a meaningful metric in its alternatives analysis. The affected EJ community in
Dougherty County has clearly identified for the FERC the potential impacts to them associated
by the proposed project. However, the FERC has not clearly defined environmental justice
impacts for the alternatives evaluated, including the rest of the proposed action. The FERC
should provide a copy of its EJ-analysis results to support its alternatives conclusions.
Executive Order 12898 directs all Federal agencies to identify and address the disproportionately
high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their actions on minority and low-
income populations, to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law.* "The order also
directs each agency to develop a strategy for implementing environmental justice. The order is
intended to promote nondiscrimination in Federal programs that affect human health and the
environment and provide minority and low-income communities'ccess to public information
and public participation. In its EJ analysis, the FERC should determine the extent of collocation
impacts on identified EJ populations. All of the FERC's pipeline projects are designed to be
collocated with existing pipelines and utility rights-of-way to the greatest extent practical.
However, the FERC does not identify the extent EJ populations are burdened with multiple
pipelines, increasing their potential exposure risk. There may be cases where the collocation of
natural gas pipelines with existing rights-of-way may maximize impacts to both the EJ
populations and sensitive environments.

The EPA recommends that the FERC appmpriately characterize environmental impacts to karst
features. Continuing with the FGT alternative as an example, the FERC indicates this alternative
crosses 57.9miles more ofkarst features. The FERC states it includes 'miles ofkarst features

'rossingsin its factors determinative ofwhether an alternative is preferable to the proposed
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action. 'Karst features 's used in the DEIS appears to be a meaningless metric. There are
insignificance and significant karst features, and protected karst features, e.g., FGS'PA. The
EPA recommends that the FERC develop a comparative metric to make this a meaningful metric
in its alternatives analysis. For clarification purposes, the EPA has repeatedly expressed concern
for impacts to the Floridan Aquifer, a source water for community and private water supplies and
surface-water bodies, particularly in drought periods, contained within vulnerable karst terrain.
The EPA has not expressed concern for the number ofkarst features impacted. The FERC's
miles ofkarst features does not capture the potential magnitude and intensity of impacts to the
Floridan Aquifer.

The EPA recommends that the FERC appropriately characterize environmental impacts to
special interest or recreational areas and develop a meaningful metric that can be applied to
alternatives as part of the FERC comparative alternatives analysis. Continuing with the FGT
alternative as an example, the FERC indicates this alternative crosses 115.4miles more ofspecial
interest or recreational areas. The FERC states it includes miles of special interest or
recreational areas crossings in its factors determinative ofwhether an alternative is preferable to
the proposed action. The EPA recommends that the FERC develop a comparative metric to make
this a meaningful metric in its alternatives analysis.

Environtnental lnspacts

The EPA recommends that the FERC have a karst risk assessment be prepared by an
independent party with no financial interest in its outcome for the proposed route located within
the Dougherty Plain, Cody Escarpment, and the Florida Geological Survey (FGS)-identified
Florida Springs Protection Areas (SPAs). "As acknowledged by the FERC, the Dougherty Plain
and the Cody Scarp are the most sensitive areas in Florida and Georgia the proposed route
traverses. The EPA further recommends this karst risk assessment be subjected to appmpriate
peer review by the relevant Federal and state geological surveys, and include the Suwannee
Water Management District. The EPA is concerned that the FERC's risk assessment is
insufficiently rigorous given the significance of the Floridan Aquifer and the FGS-identified
SPAs. This significance is evidenced by the EPA's receipt of an emergency petition to designate
the entire Floridan Aquifer as a Sole Source Aquifer pursuant to the Federal Safe Drinking Water
Act.""""'heFGS-identified SPAs define areas where gmundwater is the sole source of drinking
water and the source of spring discharge for the area.

The FERC's sinkhole risk assessment is based upon known historical occurrence of sinkholes
and the results of limited geotechnical and geophysical assessments. It assesses the relative risk
for sinkhole development. The FERC defined a low risk setting as where historical occurrences
may have been reported or documented, but it is unlikely for a sinkhole to develop at the site of
the proposed action. The FERC defined a medium risk setting based on whether historical
occurrences of sinkholes are well documented in the area and conditions favorable to sinkhole
development are believed to be present. And the FERC defined a high risk setting where
historical occurrences are common and frequent and conditions favorable to development are
present and well documented. The FERC's risk assessment as presented in the DEIS assumes
some entity has investigated, researched, and documented all karst features within the study area.
The EPA does not believe that this assumption is invalid as explained below. Moreover, the
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FERC does not define relative risk. It does not inform how relative risk is meaningful to an
environmental impacts analysis to the Floridan Aquifer or any of the rivers impacted by the
proposed action.

The EPA is concerned over the scientific basis for the FERC's sinkhole risk assessment. The
FERC has not clearly demonstrated how it, or its applicant, can predict the unlikelihood for
sinkhole development in an area recognized as vulnerable to sinkhole development. Because of
its geomorphology and high precipitation, sinkhole activity in Florida is pervasive and nearly
random.~"'he FERC may elect to defer to its applicant's experience and best professional
judgement. However, this experience and judgement appears inconsistent with a third party that
has independent expertise. The Florida Division of Emergency Management ranked Hamilton,
Suwannee, and Gilchrist counties with high sinkhole hazard rankings.

—
And the FGS has

determined there are many unresolved scientific questions regarding sinkholes, such as where do
sinkholes occur? How can they be predicted? What are their triggers'? Is there a correlation
between hydrologic conditions and sinkhole occurrences? What technologies or tools are
available to begin to address these concerns? ~a Moreover, sinkholes may occur catastrophically
and instantaneously, or on a sustained basis as in imperceptibly overnight, over weeks, a season,
over years, or over dozens of years. Furthermore, the FERC acknowledges in the DEIS that karst
features could be initiated by the physical disturbance associated with trenching, grading, or
HDD activity; or by diverting or discharging project-related water into otherwise stable karst
features. According to FSG, instances of subsurface solution activity cannot be quantified with
some threshold ofdepth, distance, and magnitude in order to qualify as a possible source of
distress at the surface.*'f FSG cannot answer these questions or quantify subsurface solution
activity, the EPA questions the FERC's and applicant's ability to do a sinkhole risk assessment
to inform the proposed route alternatives and identify environmental impacts and mitigation.

According to the FERC, karst features within 0.25 mile of the Sabal Trail Project were identified
using anial photographs, topographic maps, potentiometric surface and water table maps, light
detecting and ranging data (LiDAR), field surveys, various resources depicting mapped cave
systems, and publicly available databases fmm state and local agencies. The FERC has not
demonstrated the appropriateness of limiting the karst assessment to within 0.25 miles of the
proposed action. The aerial photography was limited to the major &acture trace analysis. The tree
cover and other land uses depicted in the aerial photography may limit the value of this aerial
photography. The FERC does not specify in the DEIS where and why the light detecting and
ranging data (LiDAR) was done.

Regarding publicly available databases from state and local agencies, the FERC acknowledges
that the State ofGeorgia has not developed a closed depressional feature data base using
topographic elevation data to identify potential sinkhole features, which Florida has done. Spring
and springshed location databases do not currently exist for Georgia. Data pertaining to the
location and magnitude of springs and the extent of their springsheds is minima!. Georgia has not
mapped the locations of existing sinkholes in the State. The FERC has made no claim to field
work that maps all existing sinkholes along the pipeline route within either State. Instead, the
FERC used 'Topo map's to identify karst features suggestive ofkarst activity in the vicinity of a
predetermined mute. In Georgia, the available topographic maps may be dated 1956 and 1973,
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and photographically revised in 1988.This is very old data and cannot be lied upon to make a
proper assessment.

For Florida, the FERC supplements these topographic maps with FSG's data of known closed
topographic depressions, sinkholes, and springs. As the FERC is aware, the existence of known
closed topographic depressions, sinkholes, and springs does not preclude the existence of the
unknown that may have a nexus with the documented features or the proposed mute. Moreover,
the FGS has a disclaimer regarding the use of its location data ofknown and mapped karst
features. The FGS states: "Geographic Information Systems (GIS) data and maps produced by
the Florida Geological Survey (FGS)...are provided solely as a general reference for state
geologic features, are not warranted for any other use or purpose, and are not intended to
replace site-specific or use-specific investigations ".~'he applicant's investigations are triggered
by the known features on dated maps and public data provided with general reference
limitations. The applicant has not indicated any field investigations to determine any previously
unknown but potentially significant karst features along the entirety of the proposed mute. The
applicant is using FSG's information to develop a sinkhole risk assessment to target site-specific
investigations.

The EPA recommends that the FERC's pipeline siting be informed by informed by the
appropriate information. The number of identified karst features requiring further investigation is
remarkably low considering most of the proposed action cmsses the Floridan Aquifer and its
vulnerable karst areas. For example, the applicant identified 235 potential sinkholes and 17
&acture traces over a 126 mile segment within the proposed route corridor thmugh the
Dougherty Plain in southwest Georgia. Only two areas were subject to geophysical and
geotechnical investigation. One area is a closed circular depression identified just west of the
proposed route (Milepost 148.7).Because the geophysical/geotechnical results were still pending
at the time of the DEIS issuance, its risk ranking is pending. The other is where the proposed
route parallels the Albany Municipal Well field where sinkholes have been documented
(Milepost 159.8- 161.3).

The applicant-defined the karst sensitive areas in Florida as a 32.2 mile segment (Mile Posts
244.7 —276.9) of the pmposed Sabal Trail Transmission route. The EPA believes that a larger
segment pipeline may actually cross Florida's most karst sensitive areas. Within the corridor of
this 32.2 mile segment, the applicant identified approximately 268 closed depressional features
(potential sinkholes), presumably by topographic maps and FGS's GIS data of known
features/incidences. Only one of these 268 features were subject to geophysical and geotechnical
investigation. This feature is a closed circular depression identified west of the proposed
alignment (Milepost 260.5) in an existing power line easement in Hamilton County. The
geophysical investigation identified two anomalies and the geotechnical investigation results
were not available for the DEIS. Of the 3,750 karst and potential karst features, including 29
fracture traces, over the entire pmposed Sabal Trail Transmission pipeline within Florida, only 9
areas were subject to geophysical and geotechnical investigation. Of the 650 karst and potential
karst features identified over the 126-mile Florida Southeast Connector proposed mute (MP 0—
126.3),none were subject to geophysical and geotechnical investigation. Moreover, none of
these features appear to have been evaluated by the applicant's sink-hole risk assessment.
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A questionable sinkhole risk assessment was used to identify karst features needing further
investigation to inform pipeline design and construction to minimize impacts to the pmposed
action. It was not used to identify and avoid and/or minimize environmental impacts. In Gilchrist
County (Milepost 335.3)several small circular depressions, approximately 10- 15 fl. in diameter,
were identified in the vicinity of the proposed alignment. The geophysical investigation
identified three anomalies. The geotechnical investigation found zones of soft limestone material
where loss of drilling fluid was observed at or near the limestone interface. This was noted as a
common occurrence in North Florida: "The relative density ofthe upper sands generally
increased with depth and at least 10-15feet ofclay materials were encountered above the
limestone formation which, was stated, reduces the ootential for sinkhole develonment". This
finding is in stark contrast to the DEIS Appendix H's statement: "The large sizes ofsinkholes in
the Cody Scarp are a result ofthick cover over the limestone". Moreover, Gilchrist County was
ranked by the Florida Division of Emergency Management with a high sinkhole hazard ranking.
Sinkhole mitigation was determined by the FERC to be unnecessary and the pipeline route was
not changed despite contradictory information.

The EPA recommends that the FERC discuss the potential environmental impacts associated
with remediation of sinkhole risks associated with the proposed action's construction. This
should be done after a closer scrutiny of the proposed route for karst features that does not rely
on outdated maps and State databases. The FERC should identify the frequency and intensity of
the sinkhole risk remediation needed for the pipeline's integrity and select a route that avoids and
or minimizes needed sinkhole remediation activities.

The proposed route parallels the Albany Municipal Well field where sinkholes have been
documented. According to the applicant, "the overall area is believed to have a medium or
moderate [sinkhole] risk based on the adjacent land use [the well field pumping]. In [the]
unlikely event, sinkhole occurs on pipeline route, the area should be stabilized by backfilling....
The City ofAlbany should be solicited regarding proposed remediation methods due to the
potential for negatively impacting the production ofthe well field from such methods as
grouting ".Consequently, the sinkhole risk to the pipeline is presented in the DEIS as being
acceptable. The population dependent upon the affect water supply bears the impact risk and the
expense ofremediation should the unlikely sinkhole occur and not the FERC's applicant.

In Levy County, a line of several small circular depressions, generally 3 to 4 feet in diameter and
2 to 3 feet in depth, were identified in vicinity ofpipeline (Milepost 363.8).The geophysical
investigation identified three anomalies. The geotechnical investigation observed losses of
drilling fluid at limestone interface in borings at central and northern anomalous areas. This area
was ranked as a high sinkhole risk, but due to the depth, type and relatively small diameter of
sinkholes did not pose a threat to pipeline, if remediated. "Depressions that have occurred or
that may occur should be backfi lied with compacted sand. Compaction grouting could be
conducted in area ofpipeline to further reduce sinkhole potential ".In Lake County, a circular
depression was identified on the pmposed alignment along with ponds located north and south.
The geophysical investigation identified an anomaly. The geotechnical investigation observed 75
feet of very soft or very loose soil conditions including weight of rod were encountered.
Significant losses of drilling fluid were noted throughout completion of the boring including a
complete loss of drilling fluids at a depth of approximately 102 feet. The open trenching
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construction was not expected to trigger sinkhole development. However, it was recommended
that storm water and dewatering discharge be diverted from the area during construction
activities and hydraulic testing not be performed within this portion of the pipeline. Ifpotential
changes in hydraulic stresses are anticipated, the area may be stabilized by compaction grouting.
The EPA believes that this a reactive form ofplanning and does not fully address the need to
avoid and minimize potential impacts in environmentally sensitive areas. A pipeline rupture from
a sudden sinkhole event in this areas will disrupt the 'reliable'low ofnatural gas potentially
result in a catastrophic incident before remediation activities can be initiated.

The EPA recommends that geotechnical and geophysical investigations be used to inform the
siting alternatives decisions for the pipeline, HDD crossings ofwaterbodies, the compressor and
metering/regulating station locations, etc. Instead, these investigations were conducted to
determine potential impacts to the proposed action at preselected sites. For example, the
preferred Albany Compressor Station site, west ofNewton Road, was eliminated from
consideration and it was relocated to site J because the preliminary geotechnical study noted
solution activity indicators and the potential for sinkhole developmentyu However site J is still in
an active karst area. Moreover, geophysical/geotechnical investigations were not used to select
site J. For all of the compressor stations and metering/regulating facilities, the conceptual plan
with the location of the facility footprint was first identified and then given to consultants to
perform a geotechnicaV geophysical study. However, as noted in a karst assessment for a
Superfund remedial site investigation: "A geotechnical karst investigation (i.e. identification of
cavities, fractures and collapse zones) is undoubtedly one ofthe most dificult subsurface
investigations: a real needle in the haystack problem "."""Given the potential impacts to the
Floridan Aquifer and communities and aquatic ecosystems dependent upon it, the
geophysicaVgeotechnical work acquired is preliminary [at best] and did not inform the siting of
the proposed action.

The EPA recommends that the FERC address compressor station vibration induced impacts to
zones of fractures in the underlying limestone. The continuous vibration effects could be
expected to aggravate ongoing chemical and physical weathering of all underlying karst
conduits. Sinkhole formation can be triggered by construction activities such as ground
vibrations from heavy equipment."'" The proposed compressor stations are expected to vibrate
continuously for the project life. Sinkholes can occur in the beds of streams, sometimes taking all
of the stream's flow, creating a disappearing stream."'" As the FERC has noted, the Flint River,
where a HDD crossing is proposed, most of the springs reported to discharge to the Flint River
are within the river bed and are unmapped and may be impacted by the proposed HDD crossing.

The EPA recommends that the FERC address the potential environmental impacts associated
with HDD-induced karst collapse under major rivers. According to the FERC, "[z]ones of
fracture concentration in soluble rocks such as limestone can lead to enhanced dissolution due
to accelerated chemical and physical weathering. In the case ofrocks prone to karstification, the
development ofkarst conduits begins when Pacture apertures reach about I cm ". The FERC
pmposes conduits to be drilled under major rivers to install a 36-inch natural gas
pipeline/conduit. According to the FERC, five of the applicant's proposed HDDs will encounter
carbonate bedrock. The FERC has determined the HDD drilling process is feasible even if voids
15 feet or less are encountered. According to the FERC, if larger voids are encountered, which
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will prevent the successful completion of the HDD, the applicant will modify its drill path
slightly in an effort to avoid it. According to the FERC, the HDD pmcess uses drilling fluids to
facilitate many of the HDD operations. Drilling fluid is a slurry composed ofwater and bentonite
clay, which is intended to maintain the hole's stability, lubricate the drilling head, remove
cuttings and reduce soil fiction. The FERC has not explained how this works for voids 15 feet or
less, or larger, or what the associated impacts are to the bedmck or water quality.
Moreover, the FERC pmposes that when a loss of drilling mud circulation occurs, where
practical, a member of the field crew will visually inspect the gmund surface near the position
of the cutting head. However, the cutting head may be 20 plus feet below the ground. The FERC
indicates surface waters, wells, and mapped springs within 2,000 feet of the HDD site will also
be visually inspected. The FERC has not indicated how fast the groundwater may move to the
surface waters being monitored. It is feasible for a significant amount of drilling fluid to be lost
before it shows up, days, weeks, or months later after the HDD installation has been completed.
The DEIS does not fully address the Floridan Aquifer's characteristics and the complexity of its
gmundwater flow.

The DEIS also states FGT's 36-inch natural gas pipeline has been successfully installed via HDD
in karst areas in Florida, including FGT's prior crossing of the Suwannee River at the same
location as proposed by its applicant. The EPA fully comprehends this issue and found
documented HDD-induced sinkhole formation associated with the construction of FGT's 36-inch
natural gas pipeline within the Land O'akes Karst Plain in Florida.*"'ere, three sinkholes
ranging from approximately 5 to 25 feet in diameter and several feet deep developed along the
drill path during HDD-related activities. The borehole was completed using HDD methods to
depths up to 100 feet. The FERC notes this study in the DEIS, as "land subsidence" in the DEIS
section discussing its karst-mitigation: backfilling it with sand.

The EPA remains concerned the installation of the proposed action by HDD could induce such
"land subsidence" under a major river, such as the Flint, the Withlacoochee, the Suwannee,
and/or other rivers flowing within the Dougheity Plain and the Cody Escarpment. Such "land
subsidence" could realize reduced river flow in these rivers or a redirection of the river into large
subsurface conduits or a cavern system, which is characteristic of the Floridan Aquifer.
The EPA's environmental concern is heightened over the pmposed collocation of the proposed
36-inch, high-pressured gas pipeline with the existing FGT 36-inch, high-pressured gas pipeline
under the Suwannee River because the Suwannee River bed is littered with named and unnamed
springs. The artesian springs along the Lower Suwannee River Basin are responsible for
supplying much of the flow to the Suwannee River and its tributaries. They pmvide most of the
fresh water to the Santa Fe, Alapaha, and Withlacoochee Rivers which drain toward the
Suwannee River.

The EPA recognizes FGT's existing pipeline will remain in service during the proposed HDD
operations. The proposed HDD could disturb the lithology around, and under, the FGT pipeline
creating the possibility of destabilizing FGT's pipeline support, possibly causing undue stresses
on its pipeline, potentially resulting in future pipeline failure. A failure of FGT's pipeline could
realize a crater under the Suwannee River leading to the potential reduction in river flow or a
redirection of the river into large subsurface conduits or a cavern system. Many of the Lower
Suwannee River basin springs have extensive conduit systems. These cave systems concentrate
much of the groundwater flow and allow it to discharge directly along the river or at springs
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close to the river. These cave systems have complex flow dynamics and routing during high and
low flow conditions. Additionally, the Suwannee River is also known for its frequent flooding
episodes. It is unclear what impacts the flooding episodes will have on both the proposed action
and the FGT's pipeline.

The EPA recommends that the FERC discuss and fully examine the potential impacts associated
with pipeline-induced craters in the vicinity ofHDD sites, unmapped springs in a river bed,
particularly the potential for diverting surface water underground into a disappearing stream. The
FERC has not addressed the potential for a pipeline blast to occur in the pipeline segment
installed under a river within the Floridan Aquifer's karst during the project's life. For example,
Sabal Trail Transmission's affiliate, Spectra Energy's natural-gas pipeline buried beneath the
Arkansas River exploded on May 31, 2015.*~sIt may have been the owner of the tugboat
damaged by the rupture that first detected the rupture, then informed Spectra. Specifically, the
EPA is concerned over the potential rupture of the proposed 36-inch, high-pressured, natural-gas
pipeline in active use, under a surface waterbody within the karst system of the Floridan Aquifer.
Pipeline ruptures create craters. A 51 by 113-foot crater was created by the force of escaping gas
&om a 30-inch diameter El Paso Natural Gas pipeline rupture in August, 2000."'"aA 30 by 30 by
120-foot crater was created by a 36-inch gas pipeline failure near Crystal Falls, Michigan, in
March of 2001.*' large crater was created by the release 64-million cubic feet of natural gas
associated with the failure of a 24-inch pipeline in Orange County, Indiana, in October of 2003.'
crater was created by a gas pipeline rupture in Salem, Michigan, in October of 2007 s A 50 by

33 by 7-foot crater was created by a 24-inch pipe rupture in Cooper County, Missouri, in August
of 2008."' 72 by 26-foot was created by a 30-inch pipeline rupture in San Bruno, California, in
September of 2010.""A 'moon-like'rater resulted &om a natural gas pipeline rupture in a rural
area in western Missouri, in November of2013.""The creation of craters in a sensitive,
vulnerable aquifer such as the Floridan Aquifer are a problem to be avoided. FERC provides no
assurances with its route selection or karst mitigation that crater creation will be avoided. The
EPA requests that the FERC consider these events and that they need to be avoided as they
cannot be mitigated.

The EPA recommends that the FERC address the potential impacts associated with erosion and
incising of river beds the proposed action crosses by either pipeline construction method.
According to the FERC, the proposed pipeline will be constructed with conventional cut and
cover techniques for most of its length. This technique entails the excavation ofa trench where
pipe is bedded and backfilled with material excavated from the trench. Five rivers, Walter F.
George, and Shingle Creek will be crossed using the HDD technique. Scouring, or erosion that
occurs along the beds of ilooded rivers associated with the increased volume and rate of flood
waters can remove dozens of feet from a river bottom by picking up sediment and carrying it
downstream. Deepening river beds can expose pipelines buried as deep as 20 or 30 feet below
the river bottom to debris that could cause ruptures. The most recent pipeline rupture occurred in
Iowa on an Enterprise Products Partners pipeline buried 20 feet beneath the 'normal'issouri
River bed. The company said its ruptured pipeline leaked as much as 3,300 barrels of natural
gasoline, a gasoline additive, into the river and that while scouring weakened the pipeline, the
exact cause of the rupture was unknown." Furthermore, the waterbodies, like the Flint River, are
known to incise into their limestone river beds.

20151102-0219 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 11/02/2015

Exhibit 3

20161019-5061 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 10/19/2016 1:31:31 PM



22

The EPA recommends that the FERC discuss and examine the need for dewatering of the
pipeline trench where ground water table may be at the surface or after significant precipitation
events. Subsiding flood waters may have contributed to some sinkhole formation in the Albany,
Georgia, area associated with the 1994Flint River flooding.'ewatering a trench may realize a
similar effect. Moreover, the FERC should also discuss what is done with the water taken from
the trench to facilitate its construction and pipeline placement.

The EPA recommends that the FERC identify the number ofpipeline crossings associated with
the preferred route and discuss associated environmental impacts. According to Southern Natural
Gas,'ach proposed Sabal Trail Transmission pipeline crossing of its existing pipeline poses a
risk during construction and risks during operation and maintenance ofboth pipelines. Moreover,
SNG's pipeline must remain in service during SMP's construction. Each time Sabal Trail bores
or cuts under SNG's pipeline, the risk is increased for compromising the integrity of the existing
and operational SNG pipeline. According to SNG, disturbing the soil around, and under, its
pipeline during construction of each crossing creates the additional possibility that the soil
around the SNG pipeline may become de-stabilized, possibly causing undue stresses on its
pipeline, potentially resulting in future pipeline failure. Additionally, the possibility of creating
undue stress on the crossed pipeline segment is exacerbated when the crossing is accomplished
by using Sabal Trail's proposed, less expensive, open-cut trench method. Furthermore, SNG
stated crossings complicate the cathodic-protection systems ofboth pipelines, making it more
difficult to ensure that both pipelines are adequately protected &om external corrosion. Pipeline
crossings, particularly when the pipelines are running in parallel, complicate routine operation
and maintenance activities such as line locating, leak surveying, and management of
encroachments because the orientation of the pipelines changes from location to location,
making it more difficult to manage those activities. SNG recommended to the FERC that
crossings should be avoided where possible in order not to create unnecessary additional risk.

The EPA recommends that the FERC examine the potential for the proposed pipeline trench,
during construction and the project life, may act as a water impoundment. This situation is where
large volumes ofwater associated with a storm or flood event are collected until it can dissipate.
Sinkhole formation can also be triggered by construction activities such as water
impoundment.'""'urthermore, it is unclear how much of the proposed action lies within a flood
plain where flooding becomes a trigger for sinkhole formation. Because water impoundments are
associated with the acceleration or triggering of sinkholes, particularly where they are underlain
by karst conduits or shafts, the EPA recommends that the FERC consider the potential impacts of
the pipeline trench as a water impoundment feature in a karst environment. The Floridan Aquifer
is chiefly limestone with cavities and solution channels thought to be comparable in size and
extent to those in Mammoth Cave, Kentucky.'"

The DEIS states that significant amounts of water will be bmught to the area associated with
hydrostatic testing on the pipeline during construction. Additionally, hydrostatic testing can also
be done as part of routine pipeline maintenance as required by PHMSA. During the testing
phase, the pipeline acts as a linear water impoundment feature for the length of the line being
tested. Water impoundments are associated with sinkhole formations. The DEIS environmental
impacts discussion nor its pmposed karst mitigation address this potential for sinkhole formation
during construction and the pipeline's lifetime operations.
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The EPA requests that the FERC provide additional information on withdrawals and discharges
for the pmposed action. The EPA recommended in its scoping letter that the FERC explain how
the water withdrawals will be evaluated to ensure consistency with EPA-approved State Water
Quality Standards (WQS). The FERC should consider the protection and maintenance of
designated uses and compliance with narrative and numeric criteria and Clean Water Act anti-
degradation requirements.

The EPA recommends that the FERC address any potential for the proposed action to
permanently affect water flow of the affected waterbodies, including any induced sinkholes
affecting surface water flow. The DEIS indicates that the Hillabee Expansion project will
withdraw 13.7million gallons of water, identifying seven surface water sources. The Sabal Trail
Transmission project will use 146 million gallons ofwater, including seven surface water
sources for hydrostatic testing purposes and eleven surface water sources for HDD purposes. The
FSC Pmject will use 29 million gallons ofwater for hydmstatic testing and 740,000 gallons for
HDD purposes. The DEIS information on specific sources, volumes, discharge rates, and
discharge locations is very limited. It indicates the withdrawals could range as high as 8 millions
of gallons per day, or higher for the locations specified, including the FSC Project. These rates
are not insignificant and could impact flow levels, which can impact water quality standards
(WQS) and National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits. Both WQS and
NPDES permit limits are based on an expected instream flow. These rates could be significant
for smaller water bodies, or during drought periods where they could represent a significant
portion of stream flow, and significant hydrologic alteration. In particular, the EPA requests
information on the types of data and modeling to be used to evaluate potential impacts from
hydrologic alteration on recreation, aquatic life, and other designated uses. The FERC should
pmvide information on the withdrawal rates, where these volumes are to be withdrawn, the
timing of these withdraws, where they will be discharged, whether the water will be withdrawn
from one water/springshed and then discharged into another.

The DEIS states that some volumes ofwater will be transported to subsequent sections of the
projects for testing so as to avoid some withdrawals. The FERC does indicate whether
withdrawals will be returned to the same water or springshed. Mile post information may be
provided to indicate water withdrawal and discharge sites, but no information is given whether
these sites are within the same water/springshed. Additionally, the EPA recommended in its
scoping letter that the FERC address whether and how any downstream users (e.g.,NPDES
permit holders, any authorities withdrawing for water supply, etc.) will be iiotified of the
temporary withdrawal amounts and timing and whether these withdrawals could affect their
operations.

The EPA recommends that the FERC clarify whether the ROW at all wetland crossings remains
75 feet, and if it does not, where the ROW would be greater, and by how much. For example in
Appendix D, the DEIS states, "Transco proposes to modify the requirement to limit the width of
the construction right-of way in wetlands to 75feet. Transco would utilize a construction right-
ofway greater than 75feet in certain wetlands due to site specijic conditions. Table 3.4./-2
identifies the locations where Transco would utilize a construction right-of way greater than 75
feet in wetlands, and provides site spectftcjustification for each proposed location ".However,
the footnotes for Table 3.4.1-2state: "The right-of way width at all wetland crossings is 75feet".
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The EPA strongly recommends that the FERC restrict wetland impacts to the 75-foot ROW and
for wetlands that have moderate to optimal functionally, further avoidance and minimization
measures be incorporated in order to meet the CWA tj404 (b)(l) Guidelines. The EPA
recommends that all forested areas impacted during construction, not within the operational
ROW of the project, be replanted with similar trees (non-invasive species) to those impacted.

The EPA requests that the FERC provide the wetland mitigation plans for all three proposed
pipeline projects which have not been included with this DEIS. Consequently, the wetlands
impacts cannot be fully estimated or commented upon. The EPA is interested in the complete
data sheets for each assessment area: including, at a minimum, for each wetland assessed the
functional scores used to derive the overall functional score (i.e., the six used for the (wetland
rapid assessment procedure (WRAP) or the three used for the universal mitigation assessment
methodology (UMAM)). The DEIS did not include the information on the post-project WRAP or
UMAM score for each assessment area.

The EPA recommends that the standard 5 years be incorporated into all post-construction
monitoring for upland and wetland impacts. The FERC states that the post-construction
monitoring will be for a minimum of two years. The EPA does not believe that this monitoring
period is reasonable. Additionally, the FERC also states that it reviewed the applicant's specific
plans to prevent the introduction or spread ofnoxious or invasive species and finds them
acceptable. The EPA recommends that the FERC incorporate all wetland monitoring reports and
invasive species plans, etc. that will be used for the project in a supplemental NEPA document or
the FEIS and provide it for review and comment.

The EPA recommends that the FERC route the pipeline to avoid moderate to high risk areas,
consistent with the above comment regarding developing a peer-reviewed risk assessment. The
Karst Mitigation Plan (Appendix F) states, "Avoidance was used as the primary mitigation
measure during the planning and selection ofthe proposed alignment ".This statement is not
supported by the current location of the preferred route in southern Georgia and northern Florida.
In one area all of the karst sensitive areas the proposed action will traverse in Georgia and
Florida, the applicant rated as a high sinkhole risk (Milepost 363.8) in Levy County, FL.
Furthermore, the proposed route has not been rerouted to avoid this high sinkhole risk area. The
DEIS concluded while the risk of sinkhole formation is high, the depth, type and relatively small
diameter of sinkholes do not pose a threat to the pipeline (if remediated). The proposed action is
not pmposed to be rerouted to avoid an applicant-rated "moderate" sinkhole risk in the vicinity
ofa rural, municipal well field.

The EPA recommends that the FERC work with the appropriate state agencies to develop
appropriate water quality monitoring protocols for the HDD actions. The proposed monitoring
prognun proposed for mapped springs involves the establishment of a baseline turbidity level in
springs that are 2,000 feet down gradient &om the HDD activities proposed for the project. Prior
to the start of HDD activity, a baseline turbidity level will be established at the springs to be
monitored by collecting samples at six hour intervals over a 24 hour period. This monitoring
program will allow Sabal Trail to determine if drilling mud and/or sediments &om construction
activities have entered the spring system. The EPA has environmental concerns that these
identified springs may not be the actual ones affected by the HDD project. The structure ofkarst

20151102-0219 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 11/02/2015

Exhibit 3

20161019-5061 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 10/19/2016 1:31:31 PM



25

systems is complex and highly heterogeneous. Gmundwater movement can be slower and
diffuse if overlying sediments cover the karst system or fill conduits or can be fast and
concentrated in areas that lack overlying sediments or empty conduits. It is possible for lost
drilling mud to show up in unexpected areas.

The EPA recommends that the FERC select an alternative that avoids karst areas that may
collapse. The EPA requests that the FERC reconsider the proposed action siting in the vicinity
the SNG and Dixie pipelines and the Albany Municipal well field The FERC is proposing to
install a third pipeline in the vicinity of a municipal well field known to undergo karst collapse.
As the FERC has noted in the DEIS, the two existing pipelines were constructed prior to the
municipal well field creation and prior to the FERC being required to comply with NEPA. Over
23 sinkholes have developed there since the initiation ofwell field pumping in 2003. All of the
sinkholes formed during 2007 and 2008 developed in or adjacent to the storage ponds in the well
field.u These storage ponds are located in between the SNG and the Dixie Propane pipelines.
According to FERC, the proposed route parallels the well field's southern boundary where it is
collocated with Dixie's existing liquid propane pipeline within 350 to 450 feet from four of the
eight municipal wells. The Dixie pipeline is within 250 to 450 feet of three of the wells and
SNG's pipeline is within 200 to 400 feet of two of the wells. The SNG pipeline also crosses this
well field diagonally for 1.5miles. Should a pipeline rupture occur, and they do with some
regularity despite PHMSA's safety regulations,h't is these pipelines'otential to detrimentally
impact the Floridan Aquifer's protective cover, which will leave water supplies with increased
vulnerability to existing land-use and storm water-related pollution. To address these impacts
will realize increased water treatment and other intrastructure costs to the local community,
which in rural areas otten meet the criteria for environmental justice considerations. The EPA
remains concerned over the location of any compressor station in the vicinity of any natural gas
or natural gas liquids pipeline that are within the sensitive karst region of the Floridan Aquifer,
(and particularly a municipal well field).

The EPA recommends that the FERC address the pmposed action's greenhouse gas (GHG)
impacts in context ofCEQ's Draft 2014 Climate Change Guidance."" The DEIS states that no
standard methodology exists to determine how the proposed SMP Project's incremental
contribution to GHGs would translate into physical effects of the global environment. The FERC
does acknowledge the operation of SMP Project would result in the distribution and consumption
of about 1,000,000Dekatherms/day of natural gas. Due to the magnitude of this energy
consumption, the EPA stmngly recommends that the FERC consider doing a life cycle analysis
(LCA). For example, the Department of Energy has completed a Life Cycle Analysis ofNatural
Gas Extraction aad Power Generation (May 29, 2014).""'urthermore, the proposed action
converts land uses currently conducive to COr sequestration and storage.

The EPA recommends that the FERC evaluate the potential for the proposed action to interfere
with prescribed burns and other efforts to avoid and mitigate wildfire impacts. As evidenced by
the severe 2015 wildfire season in Western, U.S., there appears to be very little that can be done
to control a wildfire and protect affected pmperty.a" The FERC has not addressed the fact that
the proposed pipeline route is within an identified high wildfire hazard area."" Many of Florida's
wildfires are started because of lightning strikes."" In fact one of Florida's thirteen pipeline
incidents in 2014 included a lightning strike igniting a gas line."""Georgia is the 8th highest
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State in terms of density of lightning strikes per square mile. Lightning strikes &om
thunderstorms in June, July, and August account for over half of all injuries and deaths, and over
75% ofproperty damage annually in Georgia.'"""'he National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration's Rank ofCloud-To-Ground F(ash Densities by State ranks FL¹I,AL ¹4,and
GA ¹13of the 49 states studied from 1997to 2012.un Increased incidences of wildfire is also an
issue identified with climate change predictions associated with prolonged drought periods.~
The southeast United States has historically experienced cycles of severe drought periods, which
may be worsened by future climate change, and further aggravate wildfire

conditions.~'he

EPA has provided extensive correspondence to the FERC prior to the issuance of the DEIS:
~ April 21, 2014 Scoping Letter
~ May 7, 2014, email notice of citizen complaint made to EPA
~ July 17, 2014, letter regarding CWA 404 permitting
~ August 11,2014, email notice of citizen inquiry
~ August 19, 2014, email notice of citizen complaint made to EPA
~ September 11,2014, technical comments on applicant's draft resources reports no. 2, 6, and

10 emailed
~ October I, 2014, EPA response to Cooperating Agency status
~ November 3, 2014, citizen concerns expressed to EPA notice email
~ June 10, 2015, EPA staff technical memo emailed
~ July 20, 2015, comments on FERC's Supplemental NOI for the Albany Compressor Station
~ July 24, 2015, email change of EPA's Cooperating Agency status because of resource

constraints with FERC's NEPA schedule.

In summary, the EPA strongly recommends that an alternative route be considered, fully and
objectively analyzed, and selected to completely avoid the most vulnerable karst areas of the
Floridan Aquifer and avoid and minimize jurisdictional wetlands and other environmentally
sensitive areas. The EPA requests that the FERC conduct a more thorough investigation and
establish meaningful environmental metrics that allow for a full and informed comparison
between the full range of reasonable and environmentally-sound alternatives.

'ERC docket numbers: (4 under construction) CPI 1-72 & CP14-12, CP13-25, CP12-509, CP12-507 and CP13-
552. See:North American LNG Import/Export Terminals Approved (as ofJune 10, 2015), see:
htto:"www.fere.uov'industries'aasludus-act.'Iuatlna-aooroved.odf ."FERC docket numbers: CP14-120, CP14-71 dt 72, CP14-347, PF13-11,CP14-517, PF 134Gulf LNG, PF14-17,
PF15-2, PF15-13,PF15-14, PF15-15,PF15-18,PF15-20, PF15-25, and PF15-26. The 16"is under the US
MARAD/Coast Guard's jurisdiction, not FERC's. See: North American LNG Export Terminals Proposed (as of
June 10, 2015), see: http: //www.fere.gov/industries/gas/indus-act/lng/lng-export-proposed.pdf
"'pril 28, 2015, emergency petition submitted by the Sierra Club Florida Chapter.
Section 1424(e) of the SDWA."GROUND WATER ATLAS of the UNITED STATES Alabama, Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina HA 730-G

Floridan aquifer system, Figure 56. at http: //pubs.usga.gov/ha/ha730/ch~G-Floridan.html"GROUND WATER ATLAS of the UNITED STATES Alabama, Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina HA 730-
G Floridsn squit'er system, Figure 55. at http: //pubs.usga.gov/ba/ha730/ch~G-FIoridan.html"'ee:FGS/FDEP web page on sinkholes at http: //dep.state.fl.us/geology/geologictopics/sinkhole.htm
There is a discrepancy between the 15 tractors traces identified in Chapter 3 and the 17 fracture traces depicted in

the Figures I —8 ofAppendix H.
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"Bullock, P.J. and Dillman, A. Sinkhole Detection in Florida using GPR and CPT. Available at
hite:www.dot.state.fl.us statemativialsoftice aeotechnical conference/niateriahsbullock-dillntau.odf
* Florida Springsheds and Springs —&om Florida Springs Protection Areas - Greenhalgh, T.H., P.G. ¹1277and
Baker, A. E.,February 9, 2005, Open File Map Series No. 95.
*'abal Trail Transmission's FERC Section 7(c) Application, November 2014, Vol. 1, p. 3.Available at FERC's
online administrative record."'ee CEQ Chairman's May 12, 2003, letter responding to the Honorable Norman Y.Mineta's May 6, 2003 letter
requesting CEQ's guidance on the issue of "purpose and need."
*"'ERC's 3014-2018 Strategic Plan, http: //www.fere.gov/about/strat-docs/strat-plan.esp
"'"These request letters and FERC's corresponding approval letter orders can be found on FERC's online
administrative record.
*"NEPA's Forty Most Asked Questions, No. 11,Limitations on Actions by an Applicant during EISProcess,
available at htttx .'wwv .fv veau'v'rqesneow'NEPA Handbook.'40 Asked Questions.odf
*"'abal Trail pmject, Dra& Resource Report 10:Alternatives, FERC Docket No. pF14-1-000 (June 2014), p. 10-12,
submitted to FERC as required in FERCs NEPA regulations, 40 CFR ()380.12.
*"'raft Resource Report 10:Alternatives, (June 2014), p. 10-14." "Draft Resource Report 10:Alternatives, (June 2014), p. 10-33.""For example on June 2, 2014, Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC's, filed a limited warranty deed in the Office of the
Clerk ofCourt, Dougherty County, regarding its acquisition of 79,184 acres of land in Albany, GA.
See 33 CFR Part 320.4(a), (b), (g), (j), 8t (m)"*'ee:the 1990Memorandum ofAgreement on the Determination ofMitigation under the Clean Water Act Section

404(b)(1) Guidelines between the EPA and the Corps, later codified in 2008 as the "Mitigation Rule"
(Compensatory Mitigation for the Loss ofAquatic Resources; Final Rule, 40 CFR Part 230)."The 1990Memorandum ofAgreement on the Determination ofMitigation under the Clean Water Act Section
404(b)(1) Guidelines between the EPA and the Corps, later codifled in 2008 as the "Mitigation Rule"
(Compensatory Mitigation for the Loss ofAquatic Resources; Final Rule, 40 CFR Part 230)."'he remaining three steps are sequentially ordered as follows. Second, the applicant must demonstrate
compliance with water-quality standards, toxic-efffuent standards, endangered-species habitat, or designated marine
sanctuaries. 40 CFR 230.10(b).Third, the applicant must determine whether the requested discharge of fill material
will cause significant degradation,**"'.g., of the aquatic ecosystem. 40 CFR 230.10(c).After the three previous
steps have been adequately evaluated, the potential for appropriate compensatory mitigation is assessed. The
Mitigation Rule prohibits discharges unless all appropriate and practicable steps have been taken to minimize
potential adverse impacts of the discharge on the aquatic ecosystem. 40 CFR 230.10(d).After impacts have been
fully minimized, compensatory mitigation (e.g. aquatic restoration, enhancement, creation, or in certain
circumstances, preservation) may be required to offset unavoidable losses.
"40CFR 320.4 (b)."33 CFR 320.4(m)."'he Sole Source Aquifer protection program is authorized by (j 1424(e) of the Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974

(Public Law 93-523, 42 U.S.C.300 et seq.). According to (j 1424(e): Ifthe Administrator determines, on his own
initiative or upon petition, that sn area has an aquifer which is the sole or principal drinking water source for the area
and which, if contaminated, would cmate a significant hazard to public health, he shall publish notice of that
determination in the Federal Register. After the publication of any such notice, no commitment for federal financial
assistance (tbmugh a grant, contract, loan guarantee, or otherwise) may be entered into for any project which the
Administrator determines may contaminate such aquifer through a recharge zone so as to cmate a significant hazard
to public health, but a commitment for federal assistance may, if authorized under another provision of law, be
entered into to plan or design the project to assure that it will not so contaminate the aquifer.""Per SNG's November 13, 2014, and July 24, 2015, letters to FERC's Secretary available in FERC's SMP online
administrative record.
* "'er SNG's November 13, 2014, and July 24, 2015, letters to FERC's Secretary available in FERC's SMP online
administrative record.

The State of The National Pipeline In&astructure, US Department of Transportation, available at
https://opsweb.phmsa.dot.gov/pipelineforum/docs/Secretarys%201n&astructure%20Report Revised%20per'/o20PH
C 103111.pdf
FERC docket numbers: (4 under construction) CP I 1-72 4 CP 14-12,CP13-25, CP12-509, CP12-507 and CP13-

552. See: North American LNG Import/Export Terminals Approved (as of June 10, 2015), see:
htto::www.fere.uov:industries:uas:indus-sct1nu1nu-aooroved.odf .
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See: NTSB Abstract PAR-0301, USDOJ: Environment and Natural Resources Division: U.S. v. El Paso Natural
Gas Co".Justice.gov. 2007-07-26. Retrieved 2013-04-02, and see:
httos::;en.wikiocdia.ora'wiki I ist of oioelinc accidents in the United States in the 21st centurv,*'"http: //primis.phmss.dot.gov/comm/reports/enforce/documents/320021003H/320021003H CAO 03282002.pdf
'http: //primis.phmsa.dot.gov/comm/reports/enforce/documents/320031010H/320031010H CAO 10242003.pdf
s https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List of~tpeline accidents in the United States in the 21st century
"'http: //primis.phmsa.dot.gov/comm/reports/enforce/documents/320141008S/320141008S Notice'/o20oP/o20propos
ed%20Safety'/o200rder 12242014.pdf
""Measuring Cst Exposure in the Energy Space Energy Transmission Catastmphes OCTOBER 4, 2012, Chris
Ramarui, Senior Vice President, Session MANX, can find at
hnps://www.google.corn/?gws rd=ssl¹q=wildfnes+aud+natural+gas+pipelines&start=IO""Source: Missouri gas pipeline ruptures, explodes, Nov. 29, 2013, http: //www.cbsnews.corn/news/missouri-gas-
pipeline-ruptures-explodes/
'" Second pipeline rupture has oificials worried about erosion (08/19/2011),
http: //online.wsj.corn/article/SB10001424053111904070604576516732060524112.html
m Hyatt, J.A. and Jacobs, p.M. Distribution and morphology ofsinkkolss triggered hy flooding following Tropical
Storm Alberto ot Albany, Georgia, USA. Geomorphology 17 (1996)305—316, available at
htto:,"www.scieocedirect.con¹science/articleioii.'0169555X96000141
uo per SNG's November 13, 2014, letter to FERC's Secretary available in FERC's SMp online administrative
record.
""'nduced Sinkhole Formation Associated With Installation ofa High-Pressure Natural Gas Pipeline, West-
Central Florida. T. J. Smith and G. C. Sinn, 13th Sinkhole Conference, Nckri Symposium 2, pp. 79—88, available
at http: //scholarcommons.usf.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi? article=1116&context=sinkhole 2013
Stringfield, V.T.,Artesian Water in Tertiary Limestone in the Southeastern States, Geological Survey

Professional Paper 517 (1966),p. 17, available at http: //pubs.usga.gov/pp/0517/report.pdf
"Warner, D.G., et al, Hydrologic Conditions, Groundwater (Juality, ond Analysis ofSinkhole Formation in tke
Albany Area ofDougherty County, Georgia, 2009, USGS Scientific Investigations Report 2012-5018,p. 17,
available at hatt::"aa.water. usas.aov/oroiects'albanv,'oublications.html"'or example in 3014 there were 705 pipeline incidents, that PHMSA was aware of, which realized 19 fatalities
and 96 injuries. See: Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration's 20-year incidences summary at
httoss'hio.ohmsa.dot.aov/analvticsSOAP!saw.dll?Portaloaaes And see PHMSA's pipeline investigation reports site
at ht to: 'i'ohmsa. dot. sovtoioet incil ibrarvifai tore-reoorts""Revised Draft Guidance for Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change Impacts
httos 'w~~.whitehouse.aov'administrationieooiceoiinitiatives!neon/aha-auidance
ua DOE/NETL 2014/1 646, available at
http: //www.netl.doe.gov/File'/o20Library/Research/Energy'/o20Analysis/Life'/o20Cycle%20Analysis/NETL-NG-
Power-LCA-29May2014.pdf
m" For example, two fires in Calforni: Butte and Valley Fires have destmyed over 1,000 homes. The Valley Fire
has consumed 585 homes, destroyed hundreds ofother structures, and scorched over 70,000 acres of land. The Butte
Fire has destroyed 511 residences and more than 330 outbuildings in the course of 10 days. California Fires have
destmyed over 1,000 homes (September 20, 2015) http: //wqad.corn/2015/09/20/california-wildfires-have-destroyed-
more-than-1000-homes/""State ofFlorida Enhanced Hazard Mitigation Plan, Chapter 3 State Risk Assessment, Figure 3.27, available at
htto 'tv.floridadisaster.ora'mitiaation/State: Index.htm""Hazardous Weather: a Florida Guide to Wildfire, http: //www.floridadissster.org/kids/wildfires.htm"""Florida Public Service Commission, Natural Gas Pipeline, Annual Safety Report, 2014, see:
http: //www.psc.state.fl.us/publications/pdf/electricgas/Gas Pipeline Safety 2014.pdf
"""'ational Weather Service Brochure: Lightning, Georgia's Undeimted Killer
http: //www.srh.ncaa.gov/images/ffc/pdf/Lightning08 finaLpdf~ http: //www.lightningsafety.noae.gov/stats/97-12Flash DensitybyState.pdf
'**2014 National Climate Assessment Report: Regions: Southeast,
http: //nca2014.globalchange.gov/search/node?search api views fulltext=wildfire
sm The post 2005 drought appears to have been caused partly by atmosphere-ocean climate variabiTity and partly by
internal atmosphere variability, all ofwhich is typical ofwhat has been happening in the region for hundreds of
years. The serious stress the drought put on social and agricultural systems in the region came about purely due to
lack of adequate planning based on knowledge of regional climate variability. Belated planning now must also take
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into account the possibility that climate change wiB increase stress on regional water resources. Seager, R. Drought
in the southeastern United States: the recent drought in the context of a miBennium of climate variability, physical
causes snd future hydroclimate change, (July 2008), LDEO Drought Research
htto: owww. Ideo. columbia.edu 'res'div'ocotdrouahtt SE.shtml
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1060Arch Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 18103-2020 Ii SEP ib P ~
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EOEGAL ENERGY

SEP l 2WS EGULkTORY CON~/SSION

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., Deputy Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room IA
Washington, DC 20426

Re: PennEast Pipeline Project Dratt Environmental Impact Statement; Pennsylvania, and
New Jersey; July 2016 (FERC Docket No. CP15-558; CEQ¹20160175)

Dear Deputy Secretary Davis:

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969,Section 309
ofthe Clean Air Act and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing
NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508), the U.S. Envimnmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for PennEast LLC's (PennEast or the applicant is
a consortium of six energy companies) PennEast Pipeline Project. PennEast proposes to
construct and operate about 118.8miles of natural gas pipeline extending from Luzerne County,
Pennsylvania to Mercer County, New Jersey. EPA is a cooperating agency for this DEIS. This
comment letter jointly reflects the review and comment of EFA Regions 2 and 3 on the pennEast
Pipeline Project DEIS.

EPA has significant concerns regarding the alternatives analysis, a number of important
topics for which information is incomplete, and the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the
proposed action on the environment and public health, including impacts to terrestrial resources,
including interior forests, aquatic resources, and rare, threatened and endangered species. This
letter contains a brief summary of the principal issues; a more detailed discussion of the project,
impacts and issues, and our recommendations to improve the analysis, is presented in the
enclosure.

Alternatives

The DEIS does not analyze alternatives beyond the applicant's preferred alternative in
detail. EPA recommends that FERC provide detailed analysis on system and route alternatives,
means to meet demonstrated demand. We believe that FERC should further consider collocation
opportunities and develop alternatives which further avoid and minimize impacts to important
project area resources. Without additional analysis of alternatives, it is not ciear that the
preferred alternative is the only one that can meet the stated purpose and need. Additional
recommendations on specific system and route alternatives are provided in the enclosures to this
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letter. An expanded discussion would help the decision maker and the public understand and
explore viable alternative.

Impacts to the environment and public health

The current preferred alternative results in significant adverse environmental impacts.
Impact estimates in the DEIS include direct removal or fragmentation of 633 acres of forest.
Impacts to high valued interior forests are not quantified. The preferred alternative would result
in 56 acres of temporary impact to wetlands, 35 acres of permanent impact to wetlands, and 255
waterbody crossings. These systems provide habitat and valuable water quality and air quality
ecological services for the region and downstream Chesapeake and Delaware Bays. PennEast
has proposed a 1,056 foot dry crossing of the Susquehanna River, which appears to be the
longest crossing of the project. Construction of this crossing proposes to divert flow of the river
during low flow conditions. EPA recommends that the potential on site and downstream effects
of these flow perturbations be quantified.

EPA recommends the EIS evaluate potential construction impacts relative to mining
subsidence, landslides and flash flooding and potential blasting impacts to water wells, springs,
and wetlands. We also recommend that the DEIS consider the project's potential to induce
mobilization ofnaturally-occurring arsenic into groundwater.

The DEIS contains estimates ofGHG emissions from construction and operation of the
project as well as the end use of the gas to be transported. We reconanend that the DEIS also
consider mitigation opportutLtdes, especially approaches to reducing leakage ofmethane along
the proposed pipeline; please see the following website for more information:
httns://www.ena.aov/natural-uas-star-nror rani

Many surveys, data collection, and analysis are incomplete. EPA recommends that
FERC fully assess project impacts to natural resources with more complete information. EPA
recommends that FERC consider ecosystem services and conduct an aquatic resource functional
assessment. This information could both improve FERC's understanding of the potential
impacts of the project, and suggest possibilities for decreasing environmental impacts. We
recommend that FERC fully provide appropriate compensatory mitigation for adverse impacts to
natural resources.

Cumulative impacts

The cumulative impact assessment narrowly identifies past, present and reasonably
foreseeable actions as well as uses a narrow geographic and temporal scope to assess impacts.
EPA's detailed recommendation on the scope of the analysis provided in the enclosure to this
letter emphasize the need to improve public understanding of cumulative impacts. EPA
recommends that FERC describe the inter-related network of existing and proposed pipelines and
associated impacts. We recommend that the cumulative impact analysis be expanded to provide
a more comprehensive consideration of impacts fron: natural gas production, transmission and
Use.
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Incomplete information

A significant amount of information is omitted from the DEIS and is proposed to be filed
by the project proponent at a future date. Failing to consider this information in the DEIS leads to
gaps in the data and lack ofpotentially important information for the decision maker. Some of
the key information that is left to a f'uture date includes geophysical investigations (particularly
landslide investigations); Karst Mitigation Plans; Blasting Plans; water Ceil and spring surveys;
historic information; surveys for land, rare, thleatened or endangered species; g'eotechnical
feasibility studies for Horizontal Directional'Drilliiig (HDD) crossing'locations mitigation
measures to minimize drilling risks; and 'a detailed aquatic resource compensatory mitigation
plan.

EPA is concerned with extent and significance of information left to a later date. For
example, the EIS includes more than 50 recommended measures proposed to be included as
specific conditions in the Commission's Order, including currently incomplete plans and
surveys. Although the DEIS contains a conclusion that FERC does not believe that PennEast's
responses to conditions would change any of the conclusions presented in the DEIS, EPA is
concerned that a fully informed evaluation ofpotential impacts and routing decisions m'ay not be
possible without some of the still incomplete information. EPA recommends that FERC 'evaluate
relevant and critical information to evaluate potential impacts and determine if additional
avoidance can be accomplished through rerouting of the pipeline.

EPA is interested in discussing with FERC the most appropriate way for new information
such as surveys, plans, and analysis, can be shared and evaluated with stakeholders. We
recommend that the information not currently included in the DEIS be disseminated to resource
agencies and public stakeholders to allow comment prior to the issuance of any certificates by
FERC; this may possibly be best accomplished through the use ofa revised DEIS.

For the reasons stated here and in the attached more detailed comments, EPA has rated
the DEIS preferred alternative as EO-2 (Environmental Objections, Insufficient Information). A
description of our rating system can be found at:
www.eoa.uov/neoa/environmental-imoact-statement-ratinii-svstem-criteria

We would appreciate the opportunity to discuss the comments provided in this letter and
the enclosure and answer any questions you may have, at your convenience. Please contact Jeff
Lapp, Associate Director at (215) 814-2717 or lapp.jefferyepa.gov, or the staff contact for this
project Ms. Alaina McCurdy at (215) 814-2741 or mccurdy.alainaepa.gov.

S'y,
J R. Pomponio
Division Director
Environmental Assessment and Innovation Division

Enclosure (1)Narrative Technical Comments
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Enclosure 1 —Narrative Technical Comments
PennEast DEIS

Enclosure 1 includes Narrative Technical Comments on the following topics:
1) Background/Description
2) Alternatives Screening
3) System Alternatives
4) Route and Above-ground Facility Alternatives
5) Geology
6) Streams and Wetlands
7) Vegetation, Wildlife, and Public Lands
8) Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species
9) Cultural Resources
10)Conservation and Visual
11) Air
12) Drinking Water, Human Health, and Environmental Justice
13)Cumulative Impacts
14)Climate Change

1) Backaround/Descriution

The applicant's project purpose is to provide about 1.1million dekatherms per day
(MMDth/d) of year-round natural gas transportation service from northern Pennsylvania to
markets in New Jersey, eastern and southeastern Pennsylvania, and surrounding states. The
applicant's preferred alternative includes 115.1miles ofnew, 36-inch-diameter pipeline (main
line); the 2.1-mile Hellertown Lateral consisting of 24-inch-diameter pipe in Northampton
County, Pennsylvania; the O.1-mile Gilbert Lateral consisting of 12-inch-diameter pipe in
Hunterdon County, New Jersey; and the 1.5-mile Lambertvilie Lateral consisting of 36-inch-
diameter pipe in Hunterdon County, New Jersey. Additional facilities include one new 47,700
horsepower compressor station in Kidder Township, Carbon County, Pennsylvania, eight
metering and regulating stations for the Project interconnects, 11 mainline valve (MLV) sites,
and four pig launcher/receiver sites. About 44.3 miles (26.8miles in Pennsylvania and 17.5
miles in New Jersey), or about 37 percent, of the 115.1-mile-long Main Line pipeline route
would be collocated and constructed adjacent to existing rights-of-way.

2) Alternatives Screeninu

In addition to the preferred alternative the EIS presents the no-action alternative, four system
alternatives, four route alternatives, other minor route modifications and variations, and one
compressor station alternative. System alternatives included the Transco Leidy Line system
alternative, Columbia Gas system alternative, Texas Eastern system alternative, and the Atlantic
Sunrise system alternative. Route alternatives and variations included the Luzerne and Carbon
Counties Route alternative, the Leidy Route alternative, Bucks County alternative (also referred
to as original mute), and the Harbourton route alternative. Each of the system and mute
alternatives were dismissed. Only the applicant's preferred alternative, described above, was
carried forward for detailed analysis.

EPA is concerned that there may be alternatives to the applicant's preferred alternative that
may meet the project objectives which were not considered in detail in the DEIS. Some
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alternatives considemd at the screening level would have similar impact and should be retained
for further detailed study. EPA is concerned that evaluation criteria of alternatives seems to be
unequally applied to many of the alternatives, such as amount of collocation, length of pipeline,
amount of disturbance, amount of operational right ofway (ROW), and wetland impacts. The
weighirg of advantages and disadvantages should be clearly explai....ed.

The preliminary screening done in the EIS does not take into account the quality and value of
resources, which can be better incorporated into the study if these alternatives were retained.
EPA recommends that FERC consider the varying degrees of resource function, value or quality,
in addition to estimated impact totals (acreage, miles, etc). The alternatives analysis should
fairly evaluate and describe alternatives that were dismissed Irom further study as well as the
rationale for their dismissal. Alternative locations for project beginning and end points should
also be described and evaluated, as there could be many potential tie in locations for the main!ine
and laterals; it is unclear that other locations are not feasible or beneficial.

3) Svstem Alternatives

In the absence of improved purpose and need documentation, it is unclear if the stated
purpose and need is too narrow and thereby limits the range of alternatives. Four system
alternatives were dismissed from consideration in the DEIS, including the Transco Leidy Line
system alternative; Columbia Gas;..ystem alternative, the Texas Eastern system alternative and
the Atlantic Sunrise System alternative.

The PennEast DEIS states that Transco Leidy Line system alternative was considered in the
Atlantic Sunrise EIS (called the Transco system alternative in that document); the PennEast EIS
stated that collocation was determined to be not feasible and capacity was constrained. The
Atlantic Sunrise EIS found that collocation in certain areas would be feasible and the alternative
was not capacity constrained. EPA reviewed and provided comments on the Atlantic Sunrise
DEIS, including various system alternatives presented. In our comments on Atlantic Sunrise, we
recommended that the Transco System alternative be considered in further detail in that EIS.
Similarly we recommend FERC to consider this system alternative in greater detail alongside of
the proposed project in the EIS. EPA recommends that this alternative be more carefully
evaluated.

An Atlantic Sunrise system alternative is presented in the DEIS, which states that this line is
already fully contracted, doesn't deliver to the same points, and would have similar or greater
environmental impacts as PennEast. However an expanded Atlantic Sunrise system alternative
was not presented. We urge FERC to present equivalent alternative analysis'or each pipeline,
and specifically as was done in the Atlantic Sunrise DEIS which presented an expanded
pennEast project requiring 80 additional miles of pipeline to the currently proposed pennEast
Project and would also connect to the Transco Pipeline. We recommend that FERC consider an
expanded PennEast Project or an expanded Atlantic Sunrise pipeline which could potentially
eliminate the need for one ofthe applicant proposed projects and could potentially reduce the
overall environmental impacts, duplicative services, and may have the potential to meet the
purpose and need. EPA recommends FERC consider evaluating pipelines routed through the
same areas and pipelines making similar connections together in furtiier detail.

The Columbia Gas system alternative and the Texas Eastern system alternative were
dismissed Irom consideration because the receipt and delivery points were not addressed. If
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alternate receipt and delivery points were possible then the alternatives would have the potential
to be viable. EPA recommends that FERC more broadly consider delivery and receipt points in
order to more fully consider and evaluate alternatives that may be both reasonable and viable to
the applicant preferred alternative. The EIS should describe how the start and end point
locations for the proposed project were determined. This discussion could provdde insight into
the rationale for the selected locations of the proposed action. System alternatives that utilize
different start or end points may meet the'project purpose and need should also be considered.
Reasonably simile delivery'points and pipeline connection locations should be considered.

It may be beneficial to note that the impact estimates for system and route alternatives have
likely not included efforts to avoid and minimize adverse impacts, as was done for the preferred
alternative. If similar levels of study and effort to avoid and minimize impacts for these
alternative, the potential to reduce adverse impacts of system alternatives could be identified. A
more detailed analysis could reveal that system alternatives like the Transco Leidy Line system
alternative (or Transco system alternative) result in minimized impacts, has environmental
advantages or is a less damaging alternative. It appears that system alternatives have potential to
meet the stated purpose and need/objectives of the applicant's preferred alternative.

4) Route and Above-Ground Faeilitv Alternatives

Several route alternatives were presented in the DEIS, includhig the Luzerne and Carbon
Counties Route alternative, the Leidy Route alternative, Bucks County alternative (also referred
to as original route), and the Harbourton route alternative. Although these alternatives were
dismissed, it is not clear that the stated disadvantages outweigh the potential advantages. In
order to fully consider the environmental advantages and disadvantages, we, recommend
retaining these route alternatives.

The Bucks County route has the potential to avoid waters supply and sole source aquifers in
Hunterdon County, New Jersey. The Bucks County Alternative would result in less disturbance
during construction, less operational right-of-way, and would impact fewer wetlands during
construction compared to the corresponding segment ofproposed route. The Luzerne and
Carbon Counties route would be 1.7miles shorter and result in 27 acres less of construction
disturbance. The Leidy line route has the potential to be collocated for an additional 94.8miles
and would the Sourland Mountain region in New Jersey, which is comprised of lands in
preservation and is a highly valued natural resource. Additional comments regarding Sourland
Mountain are provided below. Ifavoidance and minimization efforts were applied to these route
alternatives, impacts from laterals and extensions to delivery points might be reduced. EPA
would not recommend eliminating these route alternatives, particularly the Leidy line route at
this time. The EIS has recognized that the Leidy Line route is viable; until further detailed
analysis is conducted, this alternative should not be eliminated.

We recommend that an alternatives analysis for above-ground facilities, including all
compressor stations, be conducted and included in the EIS to potentially minimize impacts to
forest and Forest Interior Dwellings (FIDS) habitat, aquatic resources, Rare, Threatened and
Endangered (RTE) species, air quality, and other resources. The Kidder CS proposed location
would impact 1.4acres wetland (construction and operation), 31.4acres forest for construction,
and 24.8 acres forest for operation. EPA is very concerned that the access route to the Kidder
Compressor station seems.to disregard forest impacts and not minimize tree loss. We request that
access route alternatives be considered,'which include placing the route adjacent to the existing

3

20160916-0013 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 09/16/2016

Exhibit 4

20161019-5061 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 10/19/2016 1:31:31 PM



right-of-way or connected to the road next to the storage facility. Potential impacts resulting
&om these alternatives should be considered in the EIS, which can include potential noise and
traffic construction related impacts, any potential long-term impact, and appropriate
compensatory mitigation measures.

One alternative location for the Kidder CS was presented in addiflon to the proposed
location. CS Alternative 1 would impact 0.2 acres wetland (construction and operatic n), 25
acres forest for consimction, and 23 acres for operaflon. Despite the apparent forest and wetland
advantages for CS Alternative 1 and its proximity to the proposed location, the CS Alternative 1

was not pref~ed because the preferred CS location is zoned light industrial and abuts I-SO ard is
further frcm the nearest noise sensitive area (NSA). It is unclear why the CS Alternative I
location was dismissed &om fiirther consideration. We suggest that additional detail on the
siting criteria along the pipeline and selection rationale be included in the EIS. It is not clear that
alternate locations for compressor stations beyond those included in the proposed action have
been considered or included in the EIS. EPA also recommends that the access route to
compressor station sites be evaluated for possible opportunities to avoid and minimize impacts.

5) Geoloav and Arsenic

Challenging geologic conditions are likely to be encountered during project construction.
Blasting, in combination with steep slopes, karst topography, and active or abandoned nflnes and
quarries, has the potential to result in adverse impacts ~diat were not considered or fully evaluated
in the EIS. At this time, it is unclear if the data presented is complete or surveys are completed
or ongoing. We recommend clarifying ~Jds information in the EIS. We also recommend
evaluating the potential effects of these geologic hazardh, including mining related subsidence,
landslides and flash flooding, on pipeline construction and operation. We recorrrmend that
impacts, especially in high risk areas, be evaluated specific to this project Further avoidance
and minimization of impacts to affected lands might be appropriate; we recommend making such
contingencies clear in the NEPA analysis.

We recommend that the EIS describe the nature, extent, &equency ofpotential blasting
impacts water wells, springs, wetlands, resources of special concern, nearby aboveground
facilities, and adjacent pipelines and utility lines. It was difficult for EPA to fully evaluate the
potential effects of blasting as the EIS did not include the blasting plan that is referenced
throughout the document. Changes to geology resulting &om blasting may directly and
indirectly affect hydrology, wildlife and local residents, which we recommend considering
within the scope of the EIS.

Geotechnical investigations for proposed HDD locations are incomplete. As landowner
permissions become available, we recommend including HDD geotechnical investigations data
and interpretations in order to evaluate the potential for use ofHDD at these locations so that
other methods may be explored if HDD cannot be implemented. EPA recommends FERC
develop and finalize before construction, an HDD construction monitoring and adaptive
management plan in order to minimize potential impacts &om HDD &ack out on any rare,
threatened or endangered species, as well as overall stream health and habitat. In order to
concurrently evaluate potential geologic hazards, karst hazards, drinking water impacts, and
blasting impacts, we recommend that geotechnical reports, the Karst Mitigation and Blasting
Plans be included in the EIS.
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The proposed pipeline route crosses areas exhibiting shallow depth to bedrock, which
represents 31 percent of soils crossed. We recommend explaining how methods involved in
trenching other than excavation, such as blasting, may impact the soil moisture capacity to
further evaluate revegetation potential or prime farmland soil conditions after such a method is
implemented. Alteration of shallow bedrock due to excavation and blasting may modify
hydrologic pathways and storage potential of aquifers. These impacts may not be consistent over
the entire length of the pipeline and may need to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis where
groundwater resources are used for farming praises or drinking water-supply.

Concerns have been raised that the PennEast pipeline project may induce mobilization of
naturally-occurring arsenic into groundwater and therefore contaminate nearby water resources.
In addressing some public comments, PennEast conducted a leach test to determine implications
for arsenic mobility related to the proposed PennEast Pipeline. However, there are concerns that
were not addressed in the study and therefore the implications for arsenic mobilization related to
the proposed PennEast project remain unknown.

The study conducted by PennEast addresses the spread of arsenic during construction and has
concluded that broken fragments of natural-occurring arsenic enriched rock, generated during
trenching activities and subsequently returned as backfill, will not result in significant arsenic
mobilization into the hydrogeological environment. The study also concluded that the drilling
mud, used for HDD activities, will not become contaminated with arsenic-enriched rock, mobile
&actions of arsenic will not contaminate the environment, and arsenic-enriched rock-mud
mixture will not require handling and disposal as a hazardous waste class. The sntdy, however,
did not address comments concerning the impact of long term operation of the proposed pipeline
on the spread of arsenic produced by bacteria into groundwater. Some conclu ion and
statements appear to be contradictory to others made previously in the DEIS regarding the risk of
arsenic mobilization. Please clarify the risks of arsenic mobilizations, and outline any plans to
mitigate these risks.

EPA recommends that FERC further investigate the possibility of arsenic mobilization
during construction into groundwater. The potential for surface activities to mobilize arsenic to
reach deep water wells is uncertain. It may be prudent to test wells not only before and after, as
stated in the DEIS, but also during construction. We recommend that FERC outline monitoring
plans or include them in the EIS and make them available to the public. The potential impacts
surrounding arsenic have been raised by many residents and communities in the project area,
many of whom may be using water &om deep wells while construcfion of the project is taking
place. We suggest FERC consider how this information would be most effectively
communicated to communities within the areas of detectible arsenic mobilization. It is critical
that FERC identify how test results will be shared, and how the public will be kept informed.

It is also important that FERC address the reports and concerns raised by the public,
Intervenors, and within filed reports, some ofwhich address the proposed construction methods.
EPA recommends that FERC carefully consider these issues and ensure that concerns regarding
arsenic mobilization are adequately addressed.
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6) Streams and Wetlands

The EIS reports that consnuction of the project would temporarily impact about 56 acres of
wetlands (26 acres in Pennsylvania and 30 acres in New Jersey) and permanently impact about
35 acres of wetlands (17 acres in Pennsylvania and 18 acres in New Jersey). The Project would
cross 255 waterbcdies (]59 perennial, 45 intnmittent, 40 ephemeral, and 11 open water). EPA
recommends that additional infomiation on aquatic resources be included ir. the E'.S and made
publicly available prior to any issuance of Certificate approval by FERC, including complete
field delineation information, impact breakdowns and specific construction techniques for each
waterbody crossing, detailed stream and wetland assessment data on the quality or fimctions of
the systems, and detailed, or at a minimum conceptual, compensatory mitigation plus.

At this time, the entire proposed project corridor has not been surveyed. It is ~ted that
about 77%ofpreferred route has been delineated for wetlands and streams in Pennsylvania, and
only 28% in New .xsey. EPA recommends that these surveys be completed and verified prior
to the issuance ofa FERC Certificate. We also recommend that the applicant use an appropriate
functional assessment to evaluate the impacts, both temporary and secondary, to the aquatic
ecosystem. Usmg an appropriate assessment will ensure that functions and values are accounted
for in the impact assessment and that the proposed compensation plan is adequate to offset the
loss, including temporary loss, of aquatic resource functions. Without completed smveys and a
functional assessment of the aquatic resources, it is unclear if sufficien wetland and stream
information l~ been coflected to support informed decision-making.

Additionally, the proposed project would likely require Clean Water Act Section 404 perinits
&om the U.S.Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection (NJDEP), for impacts in Pennsylvania and New .'er ey. respectively.
Without more detailed information it is uncertain if there is suflicient information for a fully
informed decision to made by FERC, or other permitting agencies, as well as if the proposed
impacts have been fully avoided and minimized or will be appropriately compensate for the
functions lost through compensatory mitigation.

EPA is concerned about direct, secondary and cumulative impacts to aquatic resources,
groundwater, and water quality. Aquatic resources have the potential to be impacted by many
activities, including waterbody crossings, clearing, blasting, and water withdraws for hydrostatic
testing. Some of the resources within the project have ecological and recreational importance as
stated on page 4-47, including High Quality and Exceptional Value streams in Pennsylvania, and
Freshwater, Trout Maintenance, and Category 1 waterbodies in New Jersey. The full assessment
of these simultaneously occumng impacts to resources needs to be conducted. With the
potential for complex impacts to occur, such as changes in recharge patterns and flow status,
additional avoidance and minimization measures may be necessary to protect the aquatic
ecosystem.

The DEIS did not detail avoidance and minimization of adverse impacts to wetlands and
streams. We recommend that the DEIS clearly describe the avoidance and minimizatior. efforts
are being incorporated into the project design and construction. For analysis in the EIS,
avoidance and minimization measures should not only apply to direct impacts, such as the
discharge of fill material or crossings, but also indirect impacts (e.g. potential increased
downstream sedimentation), as well as by the proposed water withdrawal. Water withdrawal
may affect recreational and biological uses, stream flow, and result in impacts to stream and
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wetland habitat. EPA recommends that FERC conduct further detailed analysis of specific
streams and wetlands of concern or high sensitivity and work with appropriate resource agencies
to determine if additional avoidance and minimization efforts may be necessary to reduce
impacts to important resources within the project area.

PennEast proposes to prepare site speciflc blasting plans for each waterbody crossing where
blasting is determined to be necessary We suggest that the EIS explain how it will be
determined that blasting at waterhody crossings will be necessary. Ifthis informaflon is
discussed in the blasting plans; then we recommend that these plans be provided as part of the
EIS and made available to stakeholders to question and understand. We suggest that these
blasting and specific crossing plans be prepared and made public before approval by FERC and
permitting agencies, such as the USACE and NJDEP, and if appropriate, other regulatory
agencies. We recommend that site specific plans identify special resource considerations during
blasting to determine if a pre-blasting, and post blasting monitoring plan is appropriate. We
recommend that the EIS also consider potential seccndary impacts including effects to stream
base flow. We recommend including a map with the waterbody locations that may require
blasting, including karst topography, wet'ands.and wate withdrawal lccations. Crossing.aud
construction metho'ds are critical to assessing project impacts. Without tifls additional
information it is unclear ifFERC can make a fully informed decision regarding the potential
impacts to waterbodies.

A detailed compensatory mitigation plan (CMP) has not been included as part of the EIS.
EPA requests an opportunity to review and comment on the CMP. It is unknown if the proposed
mitigation to address the conversion and temporal loss ofwetlands and aquatic resources will be
adequate. We recommend that measureable, observable success criteria for proposed mitigation
sites be developed and included. Additionally, we recommend a monitoring plan ofthe
converted wetlands to assure that they remain waters be developed. FERC may wish to consider
whether additional mitigation to address impacts to aquatic resources beyond the CWA Section
404 context may be appropriate.

The project pmposes to utilize HDD at several stream crossing locations, including Beltzville
Lake, the Lehigh River/Lehigh Canal the Delaware River/Delaware Canal, Lockatong Creek (at
two locations), and an unnamed tributary to Woolsey Brook. The Susquehanna River will also
be crossed by the PennEmt Pipeline, however HDD is not proposed at this location. According
to Table 4.3.2-5,the Susquehanna River would be crossed using a dry crossing method with the
crossing length of 1,056 feet, which appears to be the longest crossing ofthe entire project. Page
4-120 states that 10.9acres of open water would be affected by the. additional temporary
workspace (ATWS) associated with a dry crossing of the Susquehanna River, and that the
crossing would be constructed by diverting the flow of the river during low flow conditions.

EPA is concerned that the proposed dry crossing method may not be the most protective
crossing method for the River and may result in unanticipated impacts. The EIS has not
explained why the dry crossing method has been selected for the Susquehanna River, which has
water quality impairments.related to metals and a fish consumption advisory for PCBs. The EIS
describes PCB concerns for the Lehigh River; however HDD is proposed at this location.
Discussion of this crossing on page.4-45 states that under the HDD method no in-water work
would be conducted, there would be no, disturbance of sediments or. water quality impairment
during construction. We recommend that FERC evaluate the likelihood and potential effects
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resulting from the disruption and mobilization of river bottom sediments that may contain PCBs,
as well as apply these concerns equally to all crossings where PCBs are a concern.

The EIS concludes that no long-term effects on surface waters are anticipated as a result of
construction and operation of the project; no designated water uses would be permanently
affected because the pipeline would be buried beneath the bed of the waterbodies, erosion
controls would be implemented during constniction, and streambanks and streambed contours
would be restored as close as possible to preconstruction conditions. It is unclear what these
conclusion are based on. No conclusions on the short-term effects have been presented.
Although erosion controls and restoration may be utilized, we recommend that FERC consider
the effectiveness and potential failure of these measures. EPA encourages FERC to fully
consider long and short-term effects to waters.

7) Veaetation. Wildlife. Public Lands

The EIS recognizes that impacts on forest habitat could include fragmentation and edge
effects. Project construction would impact 633 acres of forested area, and 452 acres of forested
areas impacted during construction would be retained for operational use. It is stated that the
proposed pipeline route was sita! m avoid areas containing large, interior forested stands where
possible, and when forests could not be avoided, proposed routing thmugh a forest was
accomplished by!ocsting the pipeline as far from the interior portion of the forest as practicable
to maximize preservation of interior forest habitat. The EIS did not pmvide documentation of
these efforts. EPA is concerned that values of forest resources and the indirect impacts to
forests, particularly interior forests, were not fully evaluated.

We recommend that the importance of interior forest habitat be discussed and impacts be
quantified. Newly created edge habitats would be established by maintenance of the permanent
right-of-way, and the indirect impacts could extend for 300 feet on each side (600 feet total) of
the new corridor into the remaining interior forest blocks. EPA recommends estimating the
number of interior forests bisected, acreage affected, interior forest permanently eliminated and
converted to forest edge habitat, and address reduced core and forest block sizes in the EIS. The
avoidance and minimization of impacts to interior forests or consideration of these resources
during pipeline routing, beyond utilizing collocation, is not apparent in the EIS. Ifmeasures
have been taken, please describe and discuss them in the EIS.

The Project would cross areas identified as unique or exemplary wildlife habitats, including
the Bear Creek Preserve, Sourland Mountain Region, State Game Lands, Deer Management
Areas, and Important Bird Areas (including Hickory Run State Park, Kittatinny Ridge,
Musconetcong Gorge, Everittstown Grassland, Baldpate Mountain, and Pole Farm). Pipeline
construction and operation will introduce a new route for invasive plants to enter this area and
the destruction of native trees and migratory bird habitat. If construction in these areas includes
blasting, pipeline construction may alter ground or surface water flow conditions. Potential
impacts resulting &om stream and wetland crossings in these areas should also be considered.
EPA is concerned that impacts to these areas may not have been fully avoided and minimized,
sufficiently evaluated and appropriate compensatory mitigation may not be available. We
reconunend that FERC consider affording special protection to some of these areas, such as
Sourland Mountain which the largest contiguous forest in central New 'ersey. We also
recommend that FERC further consider opportunities for collocation with another pipeline or

20160916-0013 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 09/16/2016

Exhibit 4

20161019-5061 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 10/19/2016 1:31:31 PM



road. Ifno opportunities exist, EPA recommends that FERC request PennEast to avoid the forest
entirely.

We recommend that assessment of ecosystem service of forest be included in the EIS. This
would include evaluating mitigation for lost services, such as carbon sequestration.

8) Rare. Threatened and Rndanuered IRTKI Snecies

Five federally listed threatened or endangered species have been identified as potentially
occumng in the project area, including the Indiana bat and northern longeared bat, bog turtle,
dwarf wedgemussel, and northeastern bulrush. The Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission
(PFBC) further identified the Atlantic sturgeon and shortnose sturgeon that are listed'under both
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and two applicable state endangered species laws.

EPA is concerned that RTE species surveys and reports are incomplete and were not
available for the DEIS. Although FERC has recommended that surveys be completed prior to
construction; page 4-93/94 states that FennEast would pursue access through eminent domain at
which time'surveys'would be completed if the Commission decides to atithorize the project. It
appears that this information will not be available prior to FERC's decision and will therefore
not available to be considered and incorporated into the decision-making process. There may not
be sufficient information for FERC to inake a fully-informed decision as to the project's effect
on RTE species. The absence of this information at this time drastically reduces opportunities to
avoid and minimize impacts to key RTE habitat as well as consider and incorporate route and
construction changes specific to RTE species. This informatiou should be considered, in
consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and other agencies, and factored into
any decisions made by FERC on this project.

Please update the status of consultation with FWS, and include all correspondence relating to
ESA requirements in the EIS. The status of consultation with resource agencies on migratory
birds should also be updated in the EIS. We recommend'that potential impacts on migratory
birds and avoidance and minimization efforts be clearly addressed in the EIS. Migratory bird
surveys on public lands in New Jersey have been requested by NJDEP Division ofFish dt
Wildlife Endangered and Nongame Species Program (ENSP), however only 7/o has been
completed. We recommend that the EIS clearly state if FWS recommendations for adaptive
management and conservation for migratory birds and tree clearing will be followed. Any
deviations from these recommendations should be clearly stated and addressed. EPA urges
FERC require the applicant to adhere to all FWS, PFBC and NJDEP-ENSP recommendations
and conditions. We recommend avoidance and minimization measures that have been
committed to be captured in the Record ofDecision and Certificate.

9) Cultural Resources

PennEast has initiated Section 106 consultation under the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA) with the State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPOs) in Pennsylvania and New Jersey
and ongoing communication and coordination has occurred since August 2014. Although
cultural resources will be impacted by the proposed pipeline project, the SHPO's involvement
ensures that resources will be protected and preserved appmpriately within the bounds of Section
106 of the NHPA. EPA stmngly supports and agrees with the recommendations provided on
pages 5-14 and 5-15 of the DEIS which (in summary) states, "...weare recommending that
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PennEast not begin construction until additional required surveys are completed, survey reports
and treatment plans (ifnecessary) have been reviewed by the consulting parties, and we provide
written notification to proceed. The studies and impact avoidance, minimization, and measures
proposed by PennEast, and our recommendation, would ensure that any adverse effects on
cultural resources would be appropriately mitigated." If this recommendation is followed, EPA
would be assured that cultural resources would be addressed appropriate I r. The following
comments emphasize the need to adhere to this recommendation and to ensure that all required
surveys/reports are completed and approved by the agency authority (Pennsy!vania and New
Jersey SHPOs) prior to pipeline commencement.

EPA apprec ates that the EIS Table 4.9.1-1(Correspondence vrith the Pennsylvania SHPO)
pmvides a list of correspondence exchanged between PennEast and SHPO which includes a brief
summarJ of the letter. Although cumbersome and costly to include the actual letters exchanged
in an Appendix, it would be helpful to have the opportunity to read the letters or to have a more
in depth summiuy of the aeons proposed and provided in Table 4.9.1-1.For instance the PA
SHPO, in a letter dated April 14, 2016, provided comments on PennEast's archaeological survey
addendum repor'., but Table 4.9.1-1does nc'. list or summarize the SHPO's comments If the
letters cannot be included ir. an Appendix, please provide a summary of the comments provided
by resource agencies to allow better understanding of the po'~tial impacts and mitigation
proposed. In addinon, please note that the following recommendation found on pages 5-14 is in
!ine with this comment —"We are recommending the PennEast provide documentation of
Pennsylvania and New Je~y SHPOs'oncurrence with PennEast's proposed avoidance,
resource identification/recommendations, updated documentation, avoidance plans, and
evaluation reports/treabnent plans, when necessary."

10)Conservation and Visual

The proposed action would cross several lands that are part of conservation programs. FERC
has not provided an appropriate level of analysis regarding the impacts of constructing and
operating the PennEast Pipeline on land preserved by Non-Governmental Organizations (NGO)
in New Jersey, such as the Nature Conservancy, the New Jersey Conservation Foundation, or the
Hunterdon Land Trust Alliance. The long-term effects that impacts to NGO land's may have on
the future of conserving land in New Jersey was also not discussed. Land Conservation NGO's
are dependent on donations of land and funds to preserve large portions ofNew Jersey for
habitat, recreation, agriculture and other uses. The NGO's provide direct economic benefit to
their employees, and:by protecting forests and greenfields, they provide ecological services (such
as carbon storage, nutrient cycling, water and air purification, and traditional resource uses and
spirituality) that might not otherwise be affordable to the state. While the DEIS discussed several
studies that show residential areas should not lose value due to a pipeline easement, the
document has no evidence that the condemnation and industrial use of conserved land will not
deter land or money donations to NGO's stewarding these land tracts, and therefore impact New
Jersey's open space.

The EIS also states that some lands PennEast would acquire for pipeline installation and
operation would lose conservation status. PennEast would acquire the development rights to
install and maintain the pipeline within the permanent easement area. Although the EIS asserts
that the majority of the land area subject to conservation easement restrictions would retain its
conservation restriction outside of the PennEast ROW, the amount of lands enrolled or affected
is unknown nor is the amount of land that will lose their status stated. We recommend that
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FERC specify if entire parcels may become ineligible or if only portions under ROW easements
will be ineligible. It is unknown what restoration measures are being proposed for these areas.
We recommend considering all of this information prior to making the determination that
iinpacts on these conserved lands will not be significantly impacted.

11)Drinkina Water. Public Health. and Environmental Justice

The DEIS does not identify Source Water Protection Areas (SWPAs) as delineated by
drinking water utilities in state-approved Source Water Protection Plans. These determinations
are based on contaminant time-of-travel, and may include areas more than 3 miles upstream of
potable surface water intakes. PennEast identified two public supply wells near the p..oposed
pipeline in Alexandria Township in Hunterdon Couuty, New Jersey, and identified three
Wellhead Protection Areas (WHPAs) aieas crossed by the proposed pipeline. The pipeline's
proposed path is within' miles of 122 WHPAs; 120 of these WHPAs are located ir. New Jersey
and known to PennEast through the publicly available information. WHPAs in Pennsylvania are
not publicly available information, however the DEIS states there are two WHPAs in
Pennsylvania within a 5-mile proximity. PermEast should work directly with:state drinking
water agencies and/or drinking water utilities to identify any areas where the proposed project
crosses a SWPA and to locate WHPAs in proximity to, or intersecting with, the proposed
pipeline route in Pennsylvania. We recommend that mute deviations to avoid SWPAs snd
reducing pmximity to wells and WHPAs be considered in order to miimnize potential impacts on
drinking water resources. The rationale or justification for eliminating or not adopting routes
deviations should be provided. In some cases, the screening of these alternatives may reveal the
potential for increased overall environmental impacts, some may need to be retained for detailed
analysis.

The Environmental Justice (EJ) assessment should consider all of the impacts and benefits
that may occur during the project in the study area or adjacent to it, that may reasonably be
anticipated to have an impact upon minority and/or low-income populations. The localization,
proximity, and magnitude of those impact needs to be taken into account. FERC should conduct
meaningful engagement ofEJ communities. The BEIS should analyze if a disproportionate
number ofEJ communities have construction-related displacements, construction-related truck
traff, potential surface water sedimentation in areas that are used for subsistence fishing, etc.
We recommend a different methodology be used to establish minority population benchmarks in
this assessment, in order to identify all at-risk populations as accurately and inclusively as
possible. We suggest re-evaluating the EJ impact assessment using more protective thresholds.

In addition to considering EJ, we recommend that FERC consider children's health under
Executive Order 13045 and consider whether it would be useful to employ elements ofa health
impact assessment to help define the services or interventions required to help to prevent or
mitigate health problems associated to this type ofproject, if any, and inform decision-makers of
potential outcomes before the decision is made. For example, these inquiries could allow FERC
to more fully consider health impacts that could result &om potential arsenic mobilization into
water and allow input &om the public and other stakeholders, including those potentially affected
by the proposed action. EPA is available for further discussion and guidance on this matter.
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12)Air

The General Area Layout around the compressor station diagrammatic for both alternatives is
not provided in this DEIS. The report to contain a proper layout and at the very least, a
diagrammat c clearly showing all of the compressor station components and proposed piping
configurations with interconnects and associated equipment clearly shown. The absence of this
information prevents a thorough review of the project. Based on our review of the information
that has been made available, we are unable to confirm the figures given in table 9.1-3aand we
are unable to confirm that the potential to emit is a reasonable estimate of the emissions. We are
also not able to confir that the project does not trigger New Source Review requhements.

We exocet that a compressor station of this size may contain additional types ofprocess units
performing ".iffemnt functions that do not appear to be mentioned or considered in the EIS, For
example, we recomirend that emissions from the operation of all equipment be includ d aud
aggregated, such as emergency flares. The report mentions various tanks but does not specify
size or clearly state the tanks'unctions. One ofthe tanks specified is a condensation tank. This
tank might iinply that the facility is also using dehydrators. Tins further implies that flash
emissions shculd be '.ncludeAHn the emissions cs.'.culations. Th. proposed interconnects have
line heaters which imply that there is also pressure educing units located at interconnects, which
have associated fugitive emissions. 'We also recommend that emissions &om launching and
receiving operations be presented; emissions associated wifh in~nnects may also need to be
aggregated with compressor emissions.

The EIS does not provide sufficient air data, calculations and explanation fo" the basis on
which determinations were made. Although the EIS estimated operating emissions for the
Kidder CS, there is no data, calculation and assumptions that demonstrate how the operating
emissions were determined. There is no basis given for the determination of48 startups and
shutdowns per year. Additionally, there is no data, calculation and assumptions that demonstrate
how the emissions are offset by operational time between each shutdown and the next start up.
EPA requests that FERC explain and demonstrate how this is possible, snd provide data and
calculations used to estimate operational emissions.

The evaluation to determine the feasibility of installing electric motor driven compressor
units at the Kidder CS is deficient with regards to the comparison done with the PJM regional
grid system mix by fuel to the compressor emissions provided in Table 4.10.1-7.The evaluation
used 2010 emissions fiom the PJM system mix to adjust the 2004 rates. It is noted that the 2004
rates should be adjusted to the most recent PJM rates for 2016 which have been reduced
significantly. For example the percent reduction in NOx emissions rates for the PJM mix from
2010 to 2016 is 47.5 percent. This makes the results in this DEIS significantly skewed. EPA
recommends the analysis be done as a cost benefit analysis similar to a Best Available Control
Technology analysis as discussed in federal regulations at 40 CFR 52.21, because it includes
both capital costs and operational costs.

The EIS discusses the possibility of using waste heat electric generation in conjunction with
gas fire'urbines. The discussion seems to gloss over the feasibility of this technology in this
parlicular situation srd makes some contradictory statements to come to a conclusion that the use
ofwaste heat generation is not viable for the proposed Kidder CS. The analysis presented is
insuff'cient te support this conclusion. A more robust and doled analysis may be necessary.
Contradictory statements should be clarified in the FIS
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We recommend that the DEIS address the aggregation of emissions sources in the scope of
this project. There is a policy followed by the Pennsylvania Department ofEnvironmental
Protection (PADEP) to analyze whether or not air emissions from wells, compressor stations,
intexconnects and processing plants should be aggregated as one emissions source for the
purposes of determining whether these aggregated emissions should be subjeot to Title V permit
requirements. This'method of axuxlysis is based on PADEP's guidance entitled Guidance for
Performing Single Stationary Source Determinations for Oil and Gas Industries, Document
Number 270-0810-006, effective October 6, 2012 and is informed by EPA's policy regarding a
3-pronged approach toward analyzing whether or not emission units can be considered as
functioning as a unit. The guidance states that air emissions sources may be treated as a single
souxce for permitting purposes if they meet the applicable two or three part regulatory test. This
is discussed in more detail in the guidance. There are other emissioxts facilities doumtream of
the Kidder CS that may be considered as functioning along with the proposed compr ssor
station as a unit: the compressed gas transmission pipeline and the next proposed interconnect in
Northampton Co. An example of such an analysis is illustrated in a review memo for the general
plan approval for NFG Midstream Claremont east staticn Permit number GP5-42-243A; In
addition, there may be additional existing compressor stations that may be considered as acting
as a uiut with this proposed station. The facility must determine if this is the. case and include it
in the analysis if appropriate. We recommend that the project be analyzed to dexedrine if any of
the upstream and downstream facilities could be considered operating as a unit in conjunction
with the proposed compressor station.

13)Cumulative Imnacts
'PA

is concerned that the temporal and geographic scope ofthe study is narrow, which has
led to a limited analysis of cumulative impacts. Defining the geographic and temporal
framework is the starting point of a cumulative impacts analysis.

Page 4-273 defines the project's region of influence, which is the area for which the project
could contribute to cumulative impacts. For example it appears that the region of influence used
for geology, soils, land use, residential areas, visual resouxce, air quality and noise would be
within 0.25 miles ofproject construction were considered. Long-term noise impacts within the
same NSAs as the Kidder CS. Waterbody and wetland crossings, groundwater, vegetation and
wildlife within the same sub-watersheds crossed by the project. Longer-term air quality
cumulative impacts were considered within the Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) crossed by
the Kidder CS.

Cumulative impact analysis included recently completed, ongoing, and planned projects in
the project area, which appears to exclude past and reasonably foreseeable actions. Considering
past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions is important as cumulative impacts can occur to
resources even if impacts do not occur concurrently. Though construction impacts can be short-
termed, there are likely prolonged impacts for instance associated with forest fragmentation,
invasive species, etc. Even projects that do not overlap geographically, can contribute to
cumulative impacts to streams, wetlands, forests, habitat, and other resources. We nxommend
FERC consider'xpanding the cumulative impact study beyond what is currently considered in
the DEIS. It is important to analyze the trends in resources, to identify if there have been
repeated impacts or degradation of the resources. A thorough analysis of impacts could help
guide the selection or placement of appropriate mitigation for PennEast impacts or highlight

13
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areas where additional avoidance and minimization may be warranted. EPA would be interested
in discussing the selection of a more appropriate and inclusive boundary with FERC.

EPA is concerned about cumulative impacts to aquatic resources, gtoundwater, and water
quality. We recommend that the cumulative impact analysis of surface and groundwater be
expanded, including cumulative impacts to water quality, headwater streams, high quality and/or
sensitive aquatic resources. Aquatic resources have the po~imtial to be cumulatively impacted by
many factors, including waterbody crossings, change in recharge patterns, clearing, blasting, and
water withdraws for hydrostatic testing. It may be prudent to consider these impacts in
combination with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions at the watershed scale.

EPA recommends that the EIS study look at recent pipeline construction project to evaluate
"lessons learned" and impacts, which could, include construction, operation and implementation
ofmitigation. This information can be incorporated into direct. secondary and cumulative impact
analysis, and provide recommendation for BMPS and other mitigative approaches for impacts.
We recommend that FERC present and evaluate where failures during construction and operation
ofpip" ines have occurred (for instance stat lead to erosion and sediment control issues, turbidity
in streams, impact to surface or gtound water supply, introduction of invasive species). Consider
ifwork stoppages were/will be needed; consider contractor rewards for exemplary work and
penalties for noncompliance with best practices.

EPA is concerned by the potential cumulative impact which could result from the preferred
alternative, Marcellus Shale development, and other FERC-regulated and non-jurisdictional
actions. Natural gas, both FERC jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional, electric generation and
transmission projects, transportation projects, and commercial and!arge-scale residential
developments were identified as types of actions that would potentially cause a cumulative
impact when considered with the PennEast Pipeline. Page 4-274 states that constmction of the
PennEast Pipeline would potentially increase demand for natural gas, which could increase
Marcellus Shale natural gas extraction and therefore increase the negative environmental impacts
associated with such development. As this is noted in the EIS, we recommend it be incorporated
into the cumulative impact analysis.

In areas where rapid natural gas development have the potential for cumulative impacts to
occur, EPA recommends that a more detailed cumulative impact analysis in this area be
conducted. A more detailed consideration of cumulative impacts may include a more detailed
breakdown ofpast, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, consideration of additional
avoidance and minimization efforts, as well as looking for additional opportunities to collocate.
Presenting the collocation rate by county or watershed may be a useful way to begin considering
avoidance and minimization efforts in areas with cumulative impact potential.

The cumulative impact analysis relies on possible state and federal measures, restrictions and
requirements for other past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions to minimize the potential
for long-term resource losses, such as for aquatic resources, RTE, and land use. The EIS also
relies on the SPCC plans, ERSCP, project B)9's, and FERC Plans and Procedures tc minimize
and mitigate for resource-specific cumulative impacts. We recommend that the cumulative
impact analysis consider potential cumulative impacts regardless of the various prepared or
required plans to be implemented by the project or other actions, or permits or regulatory
thresholds. While it may be appropriate to recognize or consider the relation to these, please

14
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keep in mind that this is not sufficient to determine potential effects ofpast, current and
reasonably foreseeable future activities to resources or if/ how project impacts can be mitigated.

14)Climate Chanue

The discussion on climate change in the DEIS mentions the 2014 Dratt CEQ Climate Change
Guidance. Please note that since the release of the DEIS, CEQ released its final Guidance for
Federal Departments and Agencies on Consideration ofGreenhouse Gas Emissions and the
Effects of Climate Change in the National Environmental Policy Act Reviews (CEQ'guidance).
We recommend that FERC update this reference in the Final EIS.

Section 4.12.4.8,Climate Change, 'concludes that projected climate change effects in the
Pmject area are not inticipated to exacerbate any other environmental impacts &om the Project
during its expected lifetime. EPA is concerned that this conclusion is not wt:ll supported by
analysis or discussed in the EIS. Consistent with the CEQ guidance, we recommend that the EIS
describe potential changes to the affected environment that may result &om clhtutte change.
Including future climate scenarios, such as those provided by the USGCRP's National C!imate .

Assessment,'n the EIS would help decision makers and the public consider whether the
environmental impacts of the alternatives would be exacerbated by climate change. If impacts
may be exacerbated by climate change, additional mitigatior. measures may be warranted. Use
ofNCA or other peer reviewed climate scenarios can inform alternatives analysis and possible
changes to the proposal which may itnprove resilience and preparedness for climate change.

The CEQ guidance recommends that agencies quantify carbon sequestration implications,
and outlines special considerations for agencies analyzing biogenic carbon dioxide sources and
carbon stocks associated with resource management. Mitigation for these losses is also
recommended. As the PennEast Project will remove 633 acres of forest, and permanently release
the carbon stocks therein, EPA recommends that FERC analyze and consider mitigation (e.g.
forest restoration) to make up for these carbon stock losses.

As the EIS notes on page 4-285, EPA has recommended that FERC also estimate GHG
emissions &om the development and production of natural gas being transported thmugh the
proposed pipeline, as well as estimate the GHG emissions associated with the end use of the gas,
We note that the DEIS estimated that the potential end-use GHG emissions would be 23.5
million tons per year. Although the end use was included in the DEIS, the analysis would be
impmved by including emissions resulting from the development and production of natural gas
being transported through the proposed pipeline.,

It is not clear if the operational phase GHG emission estimates include methane leakage. We
recommend that FERC estimate expected GHG emissions &om leakage and consider potential
BMPs to reduce leakage ofmethane associated with operation of the expansion facilities. EPA
has compiled useful information on technologies and practices that can help reduce methane
emissions from natural gas systems, including specific information regarding emission reduction
options for natural gas transmission operations. This information may be found at
httn://www3.eoa. aov/aasstar/mehtaneemissions/index.html.

'ttp: //nca2014.globalchange.gov/
15
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We recommend that FERC consider adding similar analysis as was presented in the recent
Atlantic Sunrise DEIS, Section 4.13.3.1,which estimated the number ofwells permitted within
10miles of the project, the rate that new wells could be added, and the number ofwells required
to provide quantities ofgas to supply the project. These estimates do not necessarily have to
include induced or indirect natural gas development or production, such estimations could be
included more appropriately in the secondary effects analysis. We recommend the EIS estimate
the number of wells required to supply the pipeline and the potential impact from these wells.
This was done for land disturbance in Atlantic Sunrise, which estimated 9 acres per well pad.
Impacts to other resources, including GHG estimates for climate change, can also be estimated.

EPA has recommended that FERC consider additional alternatives beyond the applicant's
preferred alternative. Should additional alternatives be retained for detailed study, we
recommend that the EIS estimate the GHG emissions potentially caused by these alternatives.
These emissions levels can serve as a basis fcr comparison of the alternatives with respect to
GHG impacts. There are a considerable resources, tools and methodologies to estimate project
contribution to climate change. We strongly recommend that these be utilized in the EIS.
Example tools for estimating and quantifying GHG emissions can be found on CEQ's NEPA.gov
website.
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WV John E Amos 3935 2015 14,169,967.50 138,109,257

WV
Harrison Power 

Station
3944 2015 11,684,292.80 113,882,126

WV
Mount Storm 

Power Station
3954 2015 10,324,092 100,624,677

WV
Mountaineer 

(1301)
6264 2015 8,035,894.50 78,323,403

WV
Pleasants 

Power Station
6004 2015 7,298,726.60 69,591,235

WV
Fort Martin 

Power Station
3943 2015 7,098,913.70 67,686,117

WV Mitchell (WV) 3948 2015 5,520,319.60 53,875,167

WV
Longview 

Power
56671 2015 2,960,553.80 28,855,296

WV

Axiall 

Corporation 

Natrium Plant

50491 2015 1,016,448.20 9,906,988

WV
Grant Town 

Power Plant
10151 2015 820,713.20 7,999,086

WV
Pleasants 

Energy, LLC
55349 2015 613,482.10 10,278,291

WV Phil Sporn 3938 2015 609,337 5,809,842

WV Kanawha River 3936 2015 588,198.10 5,608,292

WV Kammer 3947 2015 247,414.10 2,359,024

WV
Big Sandy 

Peaker Plant
55284 2015 101,763.80 1,724,699

WV

Ceredo 

Generating 

Station

55276 2015 73,354.30 1,243,351

WV Bayer 880053 2015 828,998

WV
Chemours Belle 

Plant
10788 2015 501,294

WV
Morgantown 

Energy Facility
10743 2015 6,473,505

WV

UCC South 

Charleston 

Plant

50151 2015 665,134

State Facility Name Facility ID (ORISPL) Year CO2 (short tons) Heat Input (MMBtu)
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