06L-d

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND351 — Sandra Mills

IND351-1

IND351-2

IND351-1

IND351-2

See discussion in section 4.3.2.3 regarding the withdrawal and discharge of
water used for hydrostatic testing. Discharge of the water would be regulated
under the federal National Pollution Discharge Elimination System as
administered by the state and would be done in accordance to the mitigation
procedures presented in section 4.3.2.3 to protect the receiving waters.

Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green Route Alternative
provides a substantial environmental advantage when compared to the
corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not recommend that it
be incorporated as part of the Projects.

Individuals/Landowners Comments



I6L-d

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND401 — Paul Lichty

IND401-1

IND401-2

IND401-3

IND401-1

IND401-2
IND401-3

As discussed in section 2.3.1.7, all work areas would be graded and restored
to preconstruction contours and natural drainage patterns within 20 days of
backfilling the trench (10 days in residential areas). NEXUS would conduct
restoration activities in accordance with landowner agreements.

See the response to comment COS8-17.

Comment noted.

Individuals/Landowners Comments



c6L-d

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND404 — Marc Rinehart

IND404-1

IND404-3

IND404-1

IND404-2
IND404-3

FERC has considered and evaluated many alternatives to the proposed project
as described in section 3 of the EIS.

Comment noted.

The FERC is an independent agency that regulates the interstate transmission
of natural gas, oil, and electricity. As discussed in section 1.1.1, the
Commission’s purpose for reviewing the Projects is based on its obligations
under the Natural Gas Act. Because the applicants propose facilities for the
transportation of natural gas in interstate commerce that are subject to the
jurisdiction of the Commission, their applications must be considered by the
Commission. The Commission’s analysis of whether a proposed project is
required by the public convenience and necessity consists of multiple steps.
The Commission’s Statement of Policy on the Certification of New Interstate
Natural Gas Pipeline Facilities explains that in deciding whether to authorize
the construction of major new pipeline facilities, the Commission must first
balance the public benefits against the adverse effects on specific economic
interests. The Commission does not limit its evaluation of public benefits to
landowners and communities directly affected by the project. Rather, public
benefits also can be evaluated on a regional or national scale. This includes
the benefits of providing natural gas to another country. In other words, a
project may be in the public convenience and necessity if it has public benefits
on a regional or national scale, even if it does not directly benefit the
landowners or local communities directly affected by the Project.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND404 — Marc Rinehart (cont’d)

IND404-3
(cont’d)

IND404-4

IND404-5

IND404-6

IND404-7

IND404-4
IND404-5
IND404-6
IND404-7

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.

Based on our review, we did not find that route alternatives away from the
City of Green provide a substantial environmental advantage when compared
to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not recommend
that they be incorporated as part of the Projects.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND405 — Rae Buckley

IND405-1

IND405-1

Surveys for protected bat species were conducted between May 15 and
August 12, 2016, and were 100% complete along the entire Project route as
of August 13, 2016. See section 4.8.1.1 for a discussion of protected bat

species.

Individuals/Landowners Comments



S6L-d

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND418 — Nelson Miller

IND418-1

IND418-2

IND418-3

IND418-1

IND418-2
IND418-3

The types of impacts on property values and land use would be similar on the
City of Green Route Alternative as the proposed route. Sections 4.10.8 and
4.9.2 describe the nature of these impacts. However, based on our review, we
did not find the City of Green Route Alternative provides a substantial
environmental advantage when compared to the corresponding segment of the
proposed route and did not recommend that it be incorporated as part of the
Projects.

See response to comment IND418-1.

See response to comment IND418-1.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND418 — Nelson Miller (cont’d)

IND418-3
(cont’d)

IND418-4

IND418-4

See section 3.3.3 for a discussion of potential impacts of the City of Green
Route Alternative on Amish farmers, including safety concerns for horse and
buggy transportation. Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects.

Individuals/Landowners Comments



L6L-d

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND419 — Joyce Parker

IND419-1

IND419-2

IND419-1
IND419-2

Comment noted.

FERC encourages cooperation between NEXUS and Texas Eastern and state
and local authorities; however, state and local agencies, through the
application of state and local laws, may not prohibit or unreasonably delay the
construction or operation of facilities approved by FERC. Any state or local
permits issued with respect to jurisdictional facilities must be consistent with
the conditions of any authorization issued by FERC. For more information,
please see section 1.5 of the EIS.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND436 — Edmund Miller

IND436-1

IND436-2

IND436-3

IND436-4

o) 5-17-1€

[North Route off of our farm parcels @ 22011 Luckey Rd. Luckey, Ohio 43443

Crosses under Dominion Pipe Line and goes under medium size ditch and goes
north of line of north towers then goes west under Luckey Rd and Dominion lines, (this
is a common one pass to go under both, they converge at Luckey Rd.). This north route
does not cut any lateral field tiles,also it does not pass under the (8 ft.) ditch as mandated
in the south route, Also, an old railroad bed has been removed by owner.

South Route on our farm parcels.

Crosses field tile of neighbors field (if tiled) then goes through/under old railroad
bed, then due west into our first farm parcel. This crossing cuts all lateral ficld tile and
compromises CRP filter strip along the drain ditch. It then goes under Luckey Rd. and
immediately has to go 5 ' ft. below a large drain ditch along Luckey Rd., with a 8 ft.
depth. With the 5 % fi below this depth, it would be at least 14 ft. hole on both sides of
Luckey Rd.. This hole also comes up in another of our CRP strips, it also cuts across the
lateral drain tiles in our 40 acre parcel, draining the full length %2 mile of our farm. Also
the CRP strip on this parcel will be compromised, then it angles thru the south and north
ROW tower line of First Energy. It then makes a sharp turn to go due west along the
northern ROW of the north tower line. Another concemn is the access of equipment off
Luckey Rd.. Following the South Route, the pipe line ROW does not come out to

Luckey Rd., it does on the north route.

In earlier plans which was the north route, the Nexus pipe line was north of the
Dominion Pipe Line. This was to go on the east side of the farm on Garling Rd. This
would not require the Dominion Pipe Line to be crossed twice.

All Nexus ROW personal who were at our farm could understand this and could see no
reason for the south route. This was not a change until late in June.

After attending the FERC meeting on August 15%, I compaired the maps of the two
routes and I stand firm in my belief that the northern route is a better choice for both
Nexus and my farm. I have submitted my estimate to Nexus for the sum of $56,000 for
a pre and post construction of tiling by a local firm. Nexus continues to choose to pay for
an expensive 14 ft.deep boring hole on both sides of Luckey Rd.and under an 8 ft.ditch.
Also, the ROW does not go to Luckey Rd. but it does on the north route. My references
are supported by project maps supplied by Nexus.OH-WO0-039.0000.

My wife and I have always opposed the Nexus Pipe Line running through our farm.
Other farm owners affected by the north route did not give written opposition as we
have.
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IND436-1

IND436-2
IND436-3
IND436-4

See section 3.4.17 for an updated discussion of the Luckey Road Route
Variation.

See response to comment IND436-1.
See response to comment IND436-1.

See response to comment IND436-1.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND436 — Edmund Miller (cont’d)
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Individuals/Landowners Comments
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IND436 — Edmund Miller (cont’d)
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Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND438 — Marcia Kudlinksi

IND438-1

IND438-2

IND438-1
IND438-2

Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the Projects.

See section 3 of the EIS for a discussion and analysis of all alternatives
evaluated.

Individuals/Landowners Comments



208-d

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND448 — Oren A. Sanderson and Dianne M. Sanderson

IND448-1

20160822-7141 FERC PDF {Unofficiall C8/22/2016
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PROPOSED NEXUS PIPELINE THROUGH
KROVERJLANDOWNER'S PROPERTY

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
PUBLIC REFERENCE ROOM

888 FIRST ST. N.E.

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20426

WE ARE OREN AND DIANNE SANDERSON. WE LIVE IN WAYNE CO.
AND OWN OUR FARM. WE ARE LANDOWNERS WHOSE PROPERTY IS IN
SALT CREEK TOWNSHIP AND IN FRANKLIN TOWNSHIP WITH A MAIN ROAD
IN BETWEEN.

WE HAVE BEEN WORKING WITH ROVER FOR THE LAST 2 2 YEARS
WHICH IS 2-42” PIPELINE WITH NATURAL GAS . OUR LAND IS RENTED OUT
TO SOMEONE WHO DOES FROM 3,000 TO 5,000 ACRES PER YEAR. HE COMES
HERE AT ANY HOUR WITH LARGE AND HEAVY EQUIPMENT AND WORKS
FOR A FEW HOURS DOING WHAT USED TO TAKE US DAYS AND NIGHTS TO
DO. WHEN HE ARRIVES, HE PUTS HIS EQUIPMENT IN OUR FIELDS AND
PUSHES A BUTTON. THEN HE KNOWS HOW MUCH FERTILIZER,
CHEMICALS, AND/OR SEEDS HE HAS PUT ON. HE ALSO HAS SLIPS OF
PAPER FOR HIS HARVEST AMOUNTS. HE HAS TAKEN THESE STRIPS FOR A 5
YEAR PERIOD AND AVERAGED THEM TOGETHER. HE KNOWS HIS COSTS
AND EVENTUALLY HIS PROFITS. HE KNOWS WHAT CROFS HE WANTS TO
PLANT FOR THE NEXT 10 YEARS AND HAS FIGURED HIS COSTS. RCVER
HAS SET UP A BOARD FOR CROP DAMAGE ARBITRATION AND HAS
FIGURED FOR 5 YEARS. (BECAUSE WE HAVE A FOUR YEAR CONTRACT AND
MSEBEGINNING OUR 4TH CONTRACT, WE HAVE WORKED WELL
TOGETHER ON MANY PROJECTS). HE HAS FIGURED AN AMOUNT HE NEEDS
FOR THE LOSS OF CROPS,THE RESULTS OF COMPACTION, THE NEED TO
PAY THE RENTAL, AND THE FACT HE NEEDS TO BRING THE SOIL BACK AS

QUICKLY AS POSSIBLE. ROVER IS GOING 1,353' ACROSS OUR LAND IN SALT
CREEK TOWNSHIE. AFTER OUR LAWYERS ARE PAID, QUR TENANT WILL
GET OVER HALF OF WHAT WE WILL GET.

OUR FARM IN WAYNE CO. IS SOME OF THE BEST FARM LAND IN THE
STATE OF OHIQ. WE TALKED TO SOME PEOPLE THE OTHER DAY WHC DO
OUR TAXES. WE WERE SHOWN OUR FARM WHICH HAD MANY AREAS WITH

IND448-1

As discussed in section 4.9.3, an easement agreement between a company and
a landowner typically specifies compensation for losses resulting from
construction, including losses of resources and damages to crops. However,
based on our review, we did not find the City of Green Route Alternative
provides a substantial environmental advantage when compared to the
corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not recommend that it
be incorporated as part of the Projects.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND448 — Oren A. Sanderson and Dianne M. Sanderson (cont’d)

IND448-2  Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the Projects.

Z0160822-0141 FERC FDF ilnofficial; 08/ZZ/z118

11 BUILDINGS ON OUR FARM, QUR OUTSIDE WOOD BURNER, A SEPTIC
SYSTEM AND L.EACH BED, TWO OUTSIDE WATER WELLS{ONE AT OUR
HOME AND ONE AT THE BARN-BOTH NEED TO BE TESTED BY E.P.A, TWICE),
A GAS LINE TC QUR HOME- WHICH IS BACK UP FOR CUR WOOD BURNER,
AND A 9 ACRE WOODS WITH A PICNIC TABLE, A CAMPFIRE AREA, A LARGE
TREE STAND, MOWED PATHS THROUGH THE WOODS, THE SELLING OF
TIMBER, AND WOOD FOR OUR WOOD BURNER.

IND448-2 NEXUS IS DESPERATE AND CONSIDERS US BECAUSE OF ROVER.
OREN, MY HUSBAND, WAS AN ONLY CHILD AND HIS FATHER DIED WHEN
HE WAS SEVEN. OREN HAS BEEN THE MAN OF THE FARM AND HAS
CLEARED THE LAND, CUT DOWN THE TREES, AND CLEANED UP THE
JUNGLE TO MAKE IT WHAT IT IS TODAY. HE HAS LIVED HIS WHOLE LIFE
ON HIS FARM, AND ROVER HAS ALREADY TAKEN A LOT FROM HIM. OREN
HASN'T SURVIVED THROUGH CONSTRUCTION AND RECLAIMING YET. WE
DON'T NEED NEXUS.

OREN AND DIANNE SANDERSON

/&m::_;,w. Larndarnecsns

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND449 — Randy Berry, Sue Anne Berry, Herbert Berry, Anita Berry

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND449 — Randy Berry, Sue Anne Berry, Herbert Berry, Anita Berry (cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND449 — Randy Berry, Sue Anne Berry, Herbert Berry, Anita Berry (cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments



L08-d

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND449 — Randy Berry, Sue Anne Berry, Herbert Berry, Anita Berry (cont’d)

IND449-1

IND449-1

Comment noted. Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND450 — David and Rachel Mast

IND450-1

IND450-1

Comment noted. Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects.

Individuals/Landowners Comments



608-d

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND451 — Gary Schoen

IND451-1

IND451-2

IND451-3

IND451-1
IND451-2

IND451-3

See responses to comments CO12-1 and CO40-1.

Comment noted. Meeting locations were selected to provide access to all
affected landowners along the route with a reasonable travel distance.

See responses to comments CO12-1 and CO12-2.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND451 — Gary Schoen (cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND451 — Gary Schoen (cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments



18-y

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND452 — Judy Bonnell-Wenzel

IND452-1

IND452-2

IND452-1

IND452-2

Executive Order 12898 Federal Action to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations requires federal agencies
to consider if impacts on human health or the environment (including social
and economic aspects) would be disproportionately high and adverse for
minority and low-income populations and appreciably exceed impacts on the
general population or other comparison group. See section 4.10.10 for a
discussion of environmental justice associated with the proposed Project.

Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the Projects.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND453 — Henry and Oletha Zaborniak

IND453-1

IND453-2

ARG, W AIT ASRLLE YUW JTWZ S WU GUAVYE WIG PLUJWL GL Gll.

My husband and I worked with Dan Johnson, of Nexus, then we contacted with a
local attorney. However, we do not want the pipeline going on ours, ot others good
farmland.

We purchased our small farm in 1986, from the widow of a descendant of the
Settlers. It is our understanding that the Qvitt’s arrived early 1800°s, and claimed several
hundred acres. Through the years, the descendents sold much of their property instead of
working with the valuable land.

So we purchased the property that was in very bad condition. For several years
we worked to beautify. We tore down the old barn and had a new barn built for our
horse. We gutted the house, doing what work we could do, then hiring contractors to do
the things we were not qualified to do. Because there is no water or sewer in our area, we
contracted to have a pond dug, which supplies water to the house and the barn. We were
able to purchase a filtration system, to purify the water.

‘We are very emotional about the government representatives not listening to the
voice of the people. We have not talked to anyone that agrees with you taking good
farmland for use other than producing food.

October 2015, our son Mike, traveled with us on a guided tour of Spain, Portugal
and Morocco. We witnessed that the land was not good for much of anything. They feed
their horses acomns, have olive trees and cork trees, but no good farm land to produce
food.

IND453-1

IND453-2

Most copies of the document were sent on CD instead of as paper copies to
minimize cost and waste.

Comment noted.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND453 — Henry and Oletha Zaborniak (cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments



SI8-d

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND453 — Henry and Oletha Zaborniak (cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND453 — Henry and Oletha Zaborniak (cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND454 — No Name

IND454-1

INDA454-2
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IND454-1

IND454-2

Comment noted. Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects.

See section 4.13 for a discussion of pipeline reliability and safety.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND455 — Gary Schoen

IND455-1

IND455-1

Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the Projects.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND455 — Gary Schoen (cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments



028-d

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND456 — Faith Costilow

IND456-1

IND456-2

IND456-3

IND456-4

IND456-5

IND456-1
IND456-2
IND456-3
IND456-4
IND456-5

Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed Project.
Comment noted.

See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values.
See responses to comments CO12-1 and CO12-2.

Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the Projects.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
INDA457 — Christopher A. McMahan

IND457-1

IND457-2

IND457-1

IND457-2

See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values and
section 4.10.9 for a discussion of impacts to the economy and tax revenues.

See section 4.8 for results of field surveys and a discussion of potential
impacts to protected species.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND458 — Raymond and Annette (Wuitowicz) Lengyel

IND458-1

IND458-1

See section 3.4.15 for an updated discussion of the Butler Road Route
Variation.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND458 — Raymond and Annette (Wuitowicz) Lengyel (cont’d)

IND458-1
(cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND458 — Raymond and Annette (Wuitowicz) Lengyel (cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments



G8-d

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND459 — Dawson Alsdorf

IND459-1

IND459-2

IND459-3

IND459-1

IND459-2
IND459-3

The types of impacts on cultural resources, migratory birds, public safety,
property values, soils, and land use would be similar on the City of Green
Alternative as the proposed route. Sections 4.11, 4.6.6, 4.13, 4.10.8, 4.2 and
4.9 describe the nature of these impacts. Based on our review in section 3.3.3,
we did not find the City of Green Route Alternative provides a substantial
environmental advantage when compared to the corresponding segment of the
proposed route and did not recommend that it be incorporated as part of the
Projects.

See section 4.8.2 for a discussion of potential impacts on Sandhill cranes.

See response to comment IND459-1.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND459 — Dawson Alsdorf (cont’d)

IND459-4

IND459-5

IND459-6

IND459-4
IND459-5

IND459-6

See response to comment IND459-1.
See response to comment IND459-1.

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary a 5-year post-
construction monitoring program to evaluate crop productivity in areas
impacted by the construction of the Project. NEXUS shall include in the
program a commitment to file with the Secretary quarterly reports for a period
of 5 years following construction documenting any crop-related problems and
describing any corrective action taken to remedy those problems. The
program shall stipulate that if any landowner agrees that revegetation and crop
productivity are successful prior to the 5-year requirement, NEXUS shall
provide documentation in its quarterly reports indicating which landowners
have agreed that monitoring is no longer necessary.

See response to comment IND459-1.

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary a 5-year post-
construction monitoring program to evaluate crop productivity in areas
impacted by the construction of the Project. NEXUS shall include in the
program a commitment to file with the Secretary quarterly reports for a period
of 5 years following construction documenting any crop-related problems and
describing any corrective action taken to remedy those problems. The
program shall stipulate that if any landowner agrees that revegetation and crop
productivity are successful prior to the 5-year requirement, NEXUS shall
provide documentation in its quarterly reports indicating which landowners
have agreed that monitoring is no longer necessary.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND461 — Sam Miller

IND461-1

IND461-1

Comment noted. Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND462 — Claude Doering

IND462-1

IND462-2

IND462-3

IND462-4

IND462-1

IND462-2

IND462-3
IND462-4

The types of impacts on organic farms, drain tiles, and forests would be
similar on the City of Green Route Alternative as the proposed route. Sections
4.9.5.1,4.9.5.4, and 4.9.2 describe the nature of these impacts. However,
based on our review, we did not find the City of Green Route Alternative
provides a substantial environmental advantage when compared to the
corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not recommend that it
be incorporated as part of the Projects.

See section 4.2.2 for a discussion of mitigation measures on agricultural lands.

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary a 5-year post-
construction monitoring program to evaluate crop productivity in areas
impacted by the construction of the Project. NEXUS shall include in the
program a commitment to file with the Secretary quarterly reports for a period
of 5 years following construction documenting any crop-related problems and
describing any corrective action taken to remedy those problems. The
program shall stipulate that if any landowner agrees that revegetation and crop
productivity are successful prior to the 5-year requirement, NEXUS shall
provide documentation in its quarterly reports indicating which landowners
have agreed that monitoring is no longer necessary.

See response to comment IND10-1.

See response to comment IND10-1.

Individuals/Landowners Comments



6C78-d

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND463 — Dr. Annis Pratt

IND463-1 ‘

IND463-2

IND463-3 ‘

IND463-1
IND463-2

IND463-3

See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values.
See section 4.2.2 for a discussion of mitigation measures on agricultural lands.

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary a 5-year post-
construction monitoring program to evaluate crop productivity in areas
impacted by the construction of the Project. NEXUS shall include in the
program a commitment to file with the Secretary quarterly reports for a period
of 5 years following construction documenting any crop-related problems and
describing any corrective action taken to remedy those problems. The
program shall stipulate that if any landowner agrees that revegetation and crop
productivity are successful prior to the 5-year requirement, NEXUS shall
provide documentation in its quarterly reports indicating which landowners
have agreed that monitoring is no longer necessary.

See the response to comment COS8-17.

Individuals/Landowners Comments



0€8-d

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND465 — Susan Mykrantz

IND465-1

IND465-2

IND465-3
IND465-4

IND465-5

IND465-6

IND465-7

IND465-1

IND465-2

IND465-3
IND465-4
IND465-5
IND465-6
IND465-7

The types of impacts on farming, soil and water conservation land,
economics, steep slopes, wetlands, the Killbuck Marsh Area, Shreve Swamp,
and construction costs would be similar on the City of Green Route
Alternative as the proposed route. Sections 4.9.2,4.9.5.2,4.9.5.3, 4.10, 4.2,
4.4, and 3.3.3 describe the nature of these impacts. However, based on our
review, we did not find the City of Green Route Alternative provides a
substantial environmental advantage when compared to the corresponding
segment of the proposed route and did not recommend that it be incorporated
as part of the Projects.

See response to comment IND465-1.

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary a 5-year post-
construction monitoring program to evaluate crop productivity in areas
impacted by the construction of the Project. NEXUS shall include in the
program a commitment to file with the Secretary quarterly reports for a period
of 5 years following construction documenting any crop-related problems and
describing any corrective action taken to remedy those problems. The
program shall stipulate that if any landowner agrees that revegetation and crop
productivity are successful prior to the 5-year requirement, NEXUS shall
provide documentation in its quarterly reports indicating which landowners
have agreed that monitoring is no longer necessary.

See response to comment IND465-1.
See response to comment IND465-1.
See response to comment IND465-1.
See response to comment IND465-1.

See response to comment IND465-1.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND466 — Joel Montgomery

IND466-1

IND466-1

Comment noted. Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND467 — Laurie Wielfaert

IND467-1

IND467-1

Impacts on drain tile systems are addressed in Section 4.9.5.4 and in NEXUS'
Drain Tile Mitigation Plan (appendix E-3).

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary a 5-year post-
construction monitoring program to evaluate crop productivity in areas
impacted by the construction of the Project. NEXUS shall include in the
program a commitment to file with the Secretary quarterly reports for a period
of 5 years following construction documenting any crop-related problems and
describing any corrective action taken to remedy those problems. The
program shall stipulate that if any landowner agrees that revegetation and crop
productivity are successful prior to the 5-year requirement, NEXUS shall
provide documentation in its quarterly reports indicating which landowners
have agreed that monitoring is no longer necessary.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND468 — Paul Wielfaert

IND468-1

IND468-1

Impacts on drain tile systems are addressed in Section 4.9.5.4 and in NEXUS'
Drain Tile Mitigation Plan (appendix E-3).

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary a 5-year post-
construction monitoring program to evaluate crop productivity in areas
impacted by the construction of the Project. NEXUS shall include in the
program a commitment to file with the Secretary quarterly reports for a period
of 5 years following construction documenting any crop-related problems and
describing any corrective action taken to remedy those problems. The
program shall stipulate that if any landowner agrees that revegetation and crop
productivity are successful prior to the 5-year requirement, NEXUS shall
provide documentation in its quarterly reports indicating which landowners
have agreed that monitoring is no longer necessary.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND469 — Kim Detchon

IND469-1

IND469-2

IND469-1

IND469-2

See section 4.3.1.2 for a discussion of impacts and mitigation relating to
groundwater resources.

See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND470 — Tina Cauller

IND470-1

IND470-2

IND470-3

IND470-4

IND470-5

IND470-1

IND470-2

IND470-3

IND470-4

IND470-5

See section 4.2.2 for a discussion of mitigation measures on agricultural lands.

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary a 5-year post-
construction monitoring program to evaluate crop productivity in areas
impacted by the construction of the Project. NEXUS shall include in the
program a commitment to file with the Secretary quarterly reports for a period
of 5 years following construction documenting any crop-related problems and
describing any corrective action taken to remedy those problems. The
program shall stipulate that if any landowner agrees that revegetation and crop
productivity are successful prior to the 5-year requirement, NEXUS shall
provide documentation in its quarterly reports indicating which landowners
have agreed that monitoring is no longer necessary.

Comment noted. Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects.

See section 4.3.1.2 for a discussion of impacts and mitigation relating to
groundwater resources.

Sections 4.10.5 and 4.13 address local emergency response, including DOT
requirements to develop emergency response plans in coordination with state
and local officials. These emergency procedures would provide for adequate
means of communication, notification, and coordination with appropriate fire,
police, and other public officials, as well as for the availability of personnel,
equipment, tools, and materials needed to respond to an emergency.

Comment noted.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND470 — Tina Cauller (cont’d)

IND470-5
(cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments



LE€8-Y

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND471 — Robert Turnbaugh

IND471-1

IND471-2

IND471-3

IND471-1

IND471-2
IND471-3

As discussed in section 2.3.1.7, all work areas would be graded and restored
to preconstruction contours and natural drainage patterns within 20 days of
backfilling the trench (10 days in residential areas). NEXUS would conduct
restoration activities in accordance with landowner agreements.

See response to comment IND471-1.

The nearest compressor station to the property is the Wadsworth Compressor
Station at pipeline milepost 63.5. See section 4.12.1 for a discussion of
potential emissions associated with compressor station operation, including
public health impacts.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND471 — Robert Turnbaugh (cont’d)

IND471-3
(cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND472 — Margaret Lyell

IND472-1

IND472-1

Comment noted.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND472 — Margaret Lyell (cont’d)

IND472-2

IND472-3

IND472-4

IND472-2

IND472-3

IND472-4

See section 4.3.1.2 for a discussion of impacts and mitigation relating to
groundwater resources, and pre- and post-construction monitoring of water
wells.

Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed project
and section 4.13.1 identifies specific safety measures NEXUS would
implement along the pipeline route, including compliance with Class location
requirements.

Section 4.14.3.1 discusses shale formation Natural Gas Production.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND472 — Margaret Lyell (cont’d)

IND472-4
(cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND473 — Patricia Walker

IND473-1

IND473-1

Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the Projects.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND474 — Ralph E Jocke

IND474-1

IND474-2

IND474-3

IND474-1
IND474-2
IND474-3

Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the Projects.

See the response to comment COS8-17.

Comment noted. Please see sections 4.9 and 4.3 of the EIS for a description
of impacts to residential areas, farms, fields, and natural waterways

respectively.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND475 — Frank Zaski

IND475-1

IND475-1

Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the Projects.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND475 — Frank Zaski (cont’d)

IND475-1
(cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND476 — Bob Pennington

IND476-1 |
IND476-2 ‘

IND476-3 |

IND476-1

IND476-2
IND476-3

See section 4.3.1.2 for a discussion of impacts and mitigation relating to
groundwater resources, and pre- and post-construction monitoring of water
wells.

See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values.

Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed Project.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND477 — Terese Miller

IND477-1 |

IND477-2 |
IND477-3 ‘

IND477-1

IND477-2
IND477-3

See section 4.3.1.2 for a discussion of mitigation procedures for groundwater
resources including water supply wells.

See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values.

Comment noted. Please see sections 4.4 and 4.9 of the final EIS for a
description of impacts to wetlands and parks respectively.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND478 — Phil Hemenway

IND478-1

IND478-2

IND478-1
IND478-2

See response to comment IND0O89-1.

Compliance with the Michigan Wetlands Protection Act, administered by
MDEQ, is covered under the USACE/MDEQ Section 404 Joint Permitting
Process. See sections 4.3 and 4.4 for further discussion.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND478 — Phil Hemenway (cont’d)

IND478-2
(cont’d)

IND478-3

IND478-2

IND478-4

IND478-3

IND478-4

The Projects would be constructed in compliance with the applicants’
E&SCPs for erosion control measures. See section 1.5 for a discussion of
local zoning. FERC encourages cooperation between NEXUS and Texas
Eastern and state and local authorities; however, state and local agencies,
through the application of state and local laws, may not prohibit or
unreasonably delay the construction or operation of facilities approved by
FERC.

Section 4.13.2 and 4.13.3 address causes of pipeline incidents and risks
associated with pipeline operation. Section 4.13 also states that NEXUS and
Texas Eastern would comply with the DOT's regulations at 49 CFR 192,
which include pipeline design criteria.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND478 — Phil Hemenway (cont’d)

IND478-4
cont’d)

IND478-5

IND478-6

IND478-5

IND478-6

Table 4.10.5-1 lists the number and distance to local fire departments,
hospitals and police/sheriff departments in counties affected by the Projects.
Section 4.10.5 and 4.13 address local emergency response, including DOT
requirements to develop emergency response plans in coordination with state
and local officials. These emergency procedures would provide for adequate
means of communication, notification, and coordination with appropriate fire,
police, and other public officials, as well as for the availability of personnel,
equipment, tools, and materials needed to respond to an emergency.

See section 1.5 for a discussion of local zoning. FERC encourages
cooperation between NEXUS and Texas Eastern and state and local
authorities; however, state and local agencies, through the application of state
and local laws, may not prohibit or unreasonably delay the construction or
operation of facilities approved by FERC.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND478 — Phil Hemenway (cont’d)

IND478-6
(cont’d)

IND478-7

IND478-8

IND478-4

d. ITIProve IMEge resoiuuen o1 Uit QULUIEnts Lo anuw auequdLe SLuuy Dy private
citizens, the current map resolutions are insufficient and do not provide a level of
detail need for precise review.

H} Comprehensive Analysis of Pipeline Failure Modes and Subsequent Effects of Failure for
leakage into the Huron River
a. We don’t need to lock very far to see the effects of pipeline failure in Kalamazoo
{2010) and the potential in the Straits Of Mackinac.
b. The EIS should include the effects of pipeline failure for these waterways including
computer modeling and also economic effects of the destruction of this natural
resource.

These are significant defects in the application, further demonstrating that an expanded EIS is
needed.

Page | 4

IND478-7

IND478-8

See discussion in section 4.3.2.2 regarding mitigation procedures for
construction to minimize or avoid impacts to surface waters.

Comment noted.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND478 — Phil Hemenway (cont’d)

Respectfully submitted,

Phil Hemenway

Ann Arbor, M| 48108
2096 Maple Park Drive
313-505-9785

phemenwa@gmail.com

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these objections, concerns, and comments.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND479 — Nancy Davidson

IND479-1 ‘

IND479-2 ‘

IND479-1
IND479-2

Comment noted.

Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed Project.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND479 — Nancy Davidson (cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND480 — Ricky Scott

IND480-1

IND480-1

Comment noted.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND481 — Richard McCraney

IND481-1

IND481-1

Sections 4.12.2.1 and 4.12.2.2 address noise impacts associated with both
construction and operation of the Waterville Compressor Station.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND482 — Deb Swingholm

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
NEXUS GAS TRANSMISSION PROJECT AND
TEXAS EASTERN APPALACHIAN LEASE PROJECT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT COMMENTS

Comments can be: (1) left with a FERC representative; (2) mailed to the addresses below; or (3) electronically filed."

For Official Mail Filing, Send To:

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

As applicable, please indicate the project(s) you are commenting on:
X NEXUS Gas Transmission Project: Docket No. CP16-22

O Texas Fastern Appalachian Lease Project: Docket No. CP16-23

m] All of the above

COMMENTS: (PLEASE PRINT) [continue on back of page if necessary)
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! The Commission strongly encourages electronic filing of any comments, See instructiefis on the Commission’s
web site at http://www ferc.gov under the "e-Filing" link. Before you can file comments you will need to create a free
account by clicking on “Login to File” and then "New User Account".

INDA482-1

As indicated in section 3 of the EIS, the alternative is evaluated based on
available mapping and other information available to the public. Specifically,
please see the first page of the alternatives section regarding the public data
sources employed.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND482 — Deb Swingholm (cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND483 — No Name

102018 .S, Fish and Wildife Service - Karner Blue Butterlly Fact Steet

¥ |Endangered Species

Region

Karner Blue Butterfly

Fact Sheet
Version

The Karner blue butterfly is an endangered species.
Endangered Species are animals and plants that are in
danger of becoming extinct. Threatened species are
animals and plants that are likely to become
endangered in the foreseeable future. Identifying,
protecting, and restoring, endangered and threatened
species are the primary objectives of the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service's endangered species program.

What is the Karner Blue Butterfly?

INDA483-1

« Scientific Name - tycaeides melissa samuelis

« Appearance - The male and female of this small
{wingspan of about one inch) butterfly are different
in appearance. The topside of the male is silvery or
dark blue with narrow black margins. The female is
grayish brown, especially on the outer portions of
the wings, to blue on the topside, with irregular
bands of orange crescents inside the narrow black

s i ) fact ntmi

s i
Phote by USFWS; Phil Delphey

border. The underside of both sexes is gray with a continuous band of arange crescents aleng
the edges of both wings and with scattered black spots circled with white.

INDA483-1

See section 4.8.1.1 for a discussion of the potential impacts to the Karner
Blue Butterfly.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND483 — No Name (cont’d)

# " IND483-1
(cont’d)

LS. Fishand Wildiifs Servica- Karner Blue Gutterfy Fact Sheet
= Reproduction - The Karner blue butterfly usually has two generations, and thus two

hatches, each year. In April, the first group of caterpillars hatch from eggs that were laid the
previous year. The caterpillars feed only on wild lupine plant leaves. By about mid-May, the

caterpillars pupate and adult butterflies emerge from their cocoon-like chrysalis by the end of

May or In eatly June. These adults mate, laying their eggs in June on or near wild lupine
plants. The eggs hatch in about one week and the caterpillars feed for about three weeks.
They then pupate and the summer's second generation of adult butterflies appears in July.
These adults mate and lay eggs that will not hatch until the followirg spring.

Adults feed on the nectar of flowering plants. This severely restricts where they can survive.

Range - Karner blue butterflies are found in the northermn part of the wild lupine's range. The
butterfly is most widespread in Wisconsin, and can be found in portiens of Indiana, Michigan,
Minnesota, New Hampshire, New York, and Ohio. It may also be present in Illinais.

Why Is the Karner Blue Butterfly Endangered?

= Habitat Loss or Degradation - Habitat throughout the range of the Karner blue butterfly
has been lost as a result of land development and lack of natural disturbance, such as
wildfire and grazing by large mammals. Such disturbance helps maintain the butterfly's
habitat by setting back encroaching forests, encouraging lupine and flowering plant growth.

Collection - The Karner blue butterfly's rarity and beauty make it a desirable addition to
butterfly coliections. Because butterfly numbers are so low, the collection of even a few
individuals could harm the butterfly population. Collection is illegal without a pemmit from the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,

What Is Being Done to Prevent Extinction of the Karner Blue Butterfly?

= Listing - The Karner blue butterfly was Federally listed as an endangered species in 1992,

: tact bl

Feeding Habitats - Karner blue caterpillars feed only on the leaves of the wild lupine plant.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND483 — No Name (cont’d)

H0206

IND4383-1
(cont’d)

US, Fish and Wildlifi Service - Karrer Blue Butterfly Facl Sheet

Recovery Plan - The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service prepared a Recovery Plan that describes
and prioritizes actions needed to conserve and
restore this species. The Service and its partners
are implementing that Plan,

Research - Researchers are studying the Karner
blue butterfly to find the best way to manage for
the butterfly and its habitat.

Habitat Protection - Where possible, the
butterfly's habitat (pine and oak savanna/barrens
supporting wild lupine and nectar plants) is
managed and protected. Other kinds of animals and
plants will also benefit from protection of the
butterfly's habitat.

Wisconsin Habitat Conservation Plan - .
Wisconsin has implemented a statewide Habitat The wild blue lupine flower.

Conservation Plan that permits human activities Photo by USFWS; Joel Trick

(such as roadside maintenance and timber

harvests) in areas that support Karners but ensures that the activities are conducted in ways

that conserve and protect the species and its habitat.

Reintroductions - Zoos are propagating Karner blues and those butterflies are being
released in suitable habitat in Chio, Indiana and New Hampshire te start new populations in
areas where this butterfly had been extirpated.

What Can | Do to Help Prevent the Extinction of Species?

fact ham!

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND483 — No Name (cont’d)

102016
IND483-1
(cont’d)

U.S, Fishand fice - Karner ‘8ct Sheet

s« Learn - Learn more about the
Karner blue butterfly and other
endangered and threatened species
Understand how the destruction of
habitat leads to loss of endangered
and threatened species and our
nation's plant and animal diversity.
Tell others about what you have
learned.

Volunteer - Volunteer at a nearby
zo0, nature center, or National
Wildlife Refuge.

Join - Join a conservation group; This particular savanna does not have Karner blue butterflies,
many have local chapters. but it is a good example of the oak savanna landscape.
Photo by USFWS; Greg Hamnilton

Plant - Plant a garden with flowers
that attract butterflies. Use native
plants in your lawn and gardens.

Fact Sheet Revised January 2008

Karner Blue Butterfly Home
Midwest Endangered Species Home

Last updated: July 19, 2016

USFWS Ecological Services Field Offices in the Upper Midwest
1linois | Chicago | Indiana | Iowa | Michigan | Minnesota | Missouri | Ohio | Wisconsin

USFWS Midwest Region Sites

facthiml

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND483 — No Name (cont’d)

102016

.. Fish and Vildiife Service - Karner Biue Buterfly Fact Sheet

Home | Ecological Services | Species | Enyi tal Cr
Wind Eneray | Erologival Services Field Offices

USFWS National Sites
Coastal Conservation | Endangered Species | Environmental Contaminants | Fisheries and Habitat Conservation

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND484 — Robbin Figura

IND484-1

IND484-1

See responses to comments CO12-1 and CO12-2.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND485 — Anthony C. Mika

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
NEXUS GAS TRANSMISSION PROJECT AND
TEXAS EASTERN APPALACHIAN LEASE PROJECT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT COMMENTS

Comments can be: (1) left with a FERC represantétivc, (2) mailed to the addresses below; or (3) electronically filed.*

a

For Official Mail Filing, Send To:

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

s applicable, please indicate the project(s) you are commenting on:
NEXUS Gas Transmission Project: Docket No. CP16-22

O Texas Eastern Appalachian Lease Project: Docket No. CP16-23
O All of the above

COMMENTS: (PLEASE PRINT) [co tinue on back of pag, lfnecessm*y
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! The Commission strongly encourages electronic filing of any comments. See instructions on the Commission’s
web site at http://www.ferc.gov under the "e-Filing!" link. Before you can file comments you will need to create a frec
account by clicking on “Login to File” and then "New User Account”.
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INDA485-1

Section 2.3.1.3 discusses depth of cover, which is a minimum of 3 feet.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS

IND485

— Anthony C. Mika (cont’d)

IND485-2
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IND485-2  Section 4.1.3 addresses the potential for geologic hazards on the Project.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND486 — Robert A. and Mary 1. Schroeder

| IND486-1

‘ IND486-2

IND486-1

IND486-2

Meter station locations can change after the preferred location is filed with
FERC. Section 3.5 of the EIS addresses alternatives for aboveground
facilities.

Section 3.5 addresses the alternative locations for aboveground facilities.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND486 — Robert A. and Mary 1. Schroeder (cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND486 — Robert A. and Mary 1. Schroeder (cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND487 — Carol Campagna

IND487-1

IND487-3

IND487-4

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
NEXUS Gas TRANSMISSION PROJECT AND
TEXAS EASTERN APPALACHIAN LEASE PROJECT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT COMMENTS

Comuments can be: (1) left with a FERC representative; (2) mailed to the addresses below; or (3) electronically filed.!

For Official Mail Filing, Send To:

Kimberly D. Bose, Secrelary

TFederal Energy Regulatory Commissien
888 First Street, NE, Room 1A
‘Washington, DC 20426

As applicable, please indicate the projeci(s) you are commenting on:
NEXUS Gas Transmission Project: Docket No. CP16-22

O Texas Eastern Appalachian Lease Projecl: Docket No. CP16-23

O All of the above

COMMENTS: (PLEASE PRINT) [continue on back of page if necessary]
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1 The Cummlssmn strongly en urhges electronic filing of any comments. See instructions on the Commission’s

web site at http://www.ferc.gov under The' "e-Filing" link. Before you can file comments you will need to create a free
account by clicking on “Login to File” and then "New User Account'.

INDA487-1
INDA487-2

INDA487-3
IND487-4

See section 4.3.2 for a discussion of the Maumee River crossing.

Section 4.9.7.3 describes the impacts to Farnsworth Metropark. In this
location, the pipeline will be installed using the HDD construction methods,
which avoids trenching impacts.

Comment noted.

See sections 4.5.1, 4.6.1.1, and 4.6.3 for a discussion of the Oak Openings
Region.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND487 — Carol Campagna (cont’d)
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND488 — Gus Campagna

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
NEXUS Gas TRANSMISSION PROJECT AND
TEXAS EASTERN APPALACHIAN LEASE PROJECT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT SIATEMENT COMMENTS

Comments can be: (1) left with a FERC representative; (2) mailed to the addresses below; or (3) electronically filed.!

For Official Mail Filing, Send To:
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

As gpplicable, please indicate the project(s) you are commenting on:
NEXUS Gas Transmission Project: Docket No. CP16-22
Texas Eastern Appalachian Lease Project: Docket No. CP16-23

O  Allof'the above

COMMENTS: (PLEASE PRINT) [continue on back of page if necessary]
IND488-1 | Ve Apr EXTREMELY [oyconnes toiiv- THE //Mhé’w g~

_&mLad_ﬁf_ﬁ!' M/wr S 72&!: i I W&u&

¢ veLlev Yd ’ JIivvcle —
"k vi i ek

. ; Z

M&M&yﬂwaeﬁa Hup
T PeTision Has deosuy bien Maoe. Ml e

Commpjiter’s Name and Mailing Address (Please Print)
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354

'ommission stfongly encourages electronic filing of any comments. See instructions on the Commission’s
web site at hitp://www.ferc.gov under the "e-Filing" link. Before you can file comments you will need to create a free
account by clicking on “Login to File” and then "New User Account”.

INDA488-1

See the response to comment COS8-17.
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND488 — Gus Campagna (cont’d)

IND4388-1
(cont’d)
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
INDA489 — Stephen Krueger

IND489-1

IND489-2

IND489-1

IND489-2

See sections 4.5.1, 4.6.1.1, and 4.6.3 for a discussion of the Oak Openings
Region.

See section 4.3.1.2 for a discussion of mitigation procedures for groundwater
resources including water supply wells.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND489 — Stephen Krueger (cont’d)
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INDA489-3
IND489-4

Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed Project.

Section 4.14.3.1 discusses shale formation Natural Gas Production.
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND490 — Ron and Judy Pickworth

IND490-1

IND490-1

See section 3.4.13 for a discussion of the Whitehead Road Route Variation.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND490 — Ron and Judy Pickworth (cont’d)
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND491 — Douglas C. Cullen

IND491-1
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that took a very long time to complete. The Nexus project seems to be in a big rush to
complete which should take as long as necessary to get this done right. The lives and
livelihoods are at stake as well as safety and monetary cost. There are already
adjustments being made to CP 16-22’s route and I would expect many more before harm
is done to the people and the environment and animals.

1 currently have 2 pipelines on one of my properties one active and one inactive with a
possible replacement with the active line due to age. I requested that Nexus move the
pipeline back to near the existing lines before I would grant access to survey and they
agreed and that is in my answer to ERIE County Court of OHIQ, Court of Common Pleas
in my answer to the court following a lawsuit filed against me by Nexus.They have not
updated new drawings. They also steered the pipeline toward another property I own
away from other property owners that appears to enhance their properties while harming
mine. Work station locations have been placed on and near my properties when there are
are more suitable locations and harming me further with damage to health and property.
Nexus has been an intrusion to my and many others privacy and constitutional rights.

Do not permit this project until all parties affected are made whole. I am also submitting
my comments of May 11, 2016 to FERC as part of the official record.
g

L E L e

Douglas C. Cullen

axe anes pes vrus amawis

cc: Attorneys, file
enclosures

IND491-1

See section 3.4.16 for a discussion of the Parkertown Route Variation.
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND491 — Douglas C. Cullen (cont’d)
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND491 — Douglas C. Cullen (cont’d)
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND491 — Douglas C. Cullen (cont’d)
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND491 — Douglas C. Cullen (cont’d)
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND491 — Douglas C. Cullen (cont’d)
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND491 — Douglas C. Cullen (cont’d)
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND491 — Douglas C. Cullen (cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments



988-d

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND491 — Douglas C. Cullen (cont’d)

IND492-1

IND492-1

Comment noted.

Individuals/Landowners Comments



L88-d

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND493 — Ron and Deb Conner

IND493-1

IND493-1

Comment noted.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND493 — Ron and Deb Conner (cont’d)
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND493 — Ron and Deb Conner (cont’d)
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND493 — Ron and Deb Conner (cont’d)
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND493 — Ron and Deb Conner (cont’d)
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND493 — Ron and Deb Conner (cont’d)
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND494 — Tom Henry

IND494-1

IND494-1

Comment noted.
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND495 — Anthony Shamblin

IND495-1

IND495-2

IND495-1
IND495-2

Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed Project.

See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND495 — Anthony Shamblin (cont’d)

IND495-2
(cont’d)
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND496 — Austin M. Farris

IND496-1

IND496-1

Comment noted.
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND497 — Kurtis Jefferis

IND497-1

IND497-1

Comment noted.

Individuals/Landowners Comments



868-d

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND498 — Howard Schuster

IND498-1

15Aug2016

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION:
My name is Howard Schuster. I am President Of Schuster Land Co. who owns ground in
Berlin Township, Eriec County, Ohio
The Nexus Proposed Pipeline Right of Way. I am also President of Schuster Farms Inc.
Who operates the Land for Schuster Land Co. aleng with six (6) other Landowners who
are in the Pipeline Right of Way. I and along with my two sons are the second and third
Generation of this Operation. We have been operating some of these farms for over sixity
(60) years.
Some of this land ranks right up with some of the most productive ground in the Midwest
and continually grow high yielding crops. However tile and drainage play a vital roll in
crop preduction. This is a big concern in this Pipeline project. There have been several
proposals on how to fix these tile. One is the farmer , landowner install tile mains running
parallel with pipeline before construction of pipeline and connecting all laterals in to
main then only have one tile crossing pipeline. Then after pipeline is finish come back in
and retile over and work area whete tile are destroyed. Sounds relatively simple fix
however some tile have been in the ground for over a 100 years. There are no maps of the
location of these tile. It is going to take a tremendous amount of time to locate come with
a plan to make the drainage work. Adding to the issues Nexus wants this done by 12-31-
16.
They say they will pay for crop damages but farmers put a lot effort to get the crop in and
take pride in harvesting and bring crop in no matter what. We don’t destroy it for

someone ¢lse to gain by it. That’s what we are farmers doing our job feeding the people.

IND498-1

Impacts on drain tile systems are addressed in section 4.9.5.4 and in NEXUS'
Drain Tile Mitigation Plan (appendix E-3). Section 4.9.2 states that crops
within the construction work areas would be taken out of production for one
growing season while construction occurs and landowners would be
compensated for the lost crops.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND498 — Howard Schuster (cont’d)

IND498-1
(cont’d)

IND498-2

Due to the wet May in this area many crops were planted 3 weeks to a month late. Now
with the drought we have in this northern Ohio area there is going to be late harvest and
there is no way this can be accomplished by 12-31-16. Adding to this there is no enough
Tiling Contractors in the state of Ohio to do this work that needs to be done. Some areas

along this pipeline have quick sand very close to top of ground and a lot tile are installed
N ;

3 the quicksand. In a Matter of a few hours the tile can be totally filled with
sand if not capped or fixed immediately and fixed properly. A problem in a 2 acre area
could completely destroy a 100 acre tile system. Tile were invented and first

installed in the state of Ohio. It is a very important tool to Ohio’s No.1 Industry
agriculture.

You know they don’t make land anymore it is being taken over by concrete and steel. So
You as a commission better make sure that Nexus or All Pipeline Companies take on all
The Responsibilities to ¢nsure and make every effort to restore this Land and Drainage
Tile back to 100% of the way it was or your grandchildren or great-grand children may
not have enough to eat someday.

You know the first meeting 1 want with Nexus [ was approached by a young lady, she
agk if I had any questions. I said where is the safe zone in case on an event. She said that
would never happen. Well tell that to James Baker of Salem Township Pa 4-29-2016 and
the 3 other Families who lost there homes. The people in San Bruno Ca ,9-9-2010,
Carlsbad NM,8-19-2000 Palm City FL, 5-4-2009 , Sissonville WV 12-11-2012.

So is safe.
I only hope the Good Lord Watches over the good people of the state of OHIO.

A lot of people in this room were put on this earth to be good stewards of the land and

IND498-2

Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed Project.
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND498 — Howard Schuster (cont’d)
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND499 — Richard Baumgartner

IND499-1

LOLMU WAIVE 3 GESGIILIL Ml YA, pues prsy [ERTTeereY

2. When a pipeline route is established by a developer without any initial input from
local officials, something is wrong.

3. When the majority of local governmental entities formally request that an alternate
safer, less intrusive route be considered, but their requests are ignored, something is
wrong.

4. When the rules ave manipulated to ignore "safe setback distances”, something is
wrong. .

5. When the lives of endangered species are more important than the safety of people,
something is wrong.

6. When there is employment co-mingling of the officials of pipeline developers and
pipeline rule makers; and by this co-mingling, the process can be influenced to favor the
rights of business over the rights of property owners, something is wrong.

Maybe a better question in not, "What are we all doing here today?", but , "What
are we going to do to improve the process tomorrow?”

Richard Baumgartner

IND499-1

Section 4.13.1 addresses safety setbacks. Safety setbacks identified in 49 CFR
195.210 only apply to pipelines transporting hazardous liquids.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
INDS00 — John Badger

IND500-1

IND500-1

Numerous pipeline projects have been constructed and operated in the vicinity
of livestock, with few if any reported impacts to the animals. In addition,
based on our review, we did not find the City of Green Route Alternative
provides a substantial environmental advantage when compared to the
corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not recommend that it
be incorporated as part of the Projects.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
INDS00 — John Badger (cont’d)

IND500-2

IND500-3

IND500-2

IND500-3

The types of impacts on drain tiles, waterbodies, and aquifers would be
similar on the City of Green Route Alternative as the proposed route. Sections
4.9.5.4,4.3, and 3.3.3 describe the nature of these impacts. However, based
on our review, we did not find the City of Green Route Alternative provides
a substantial environmental advantage when compared to the corresponding
segment of the proposed route and did not recommend that it be incorporated
as part of the Projects.

See response to comment IND500-2.
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
INDS00 — John Badger (cont’d)

IND500-4

IND500-5

IND500-6

IND500-4
IND500-5
IND500-6

See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values.

Comment noted.

The customers for the natural gas would be the same, and natural gas would
be delivered to the same M&R station sites, regardless of which route would

be selected.
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
INDS01 — Michael Bertolone

IND501-1

IND501-1

Comment noted.
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
INDS502 — Mario and Christa Pascohini

IND502-1 |

IND502-2 ‘

IND502-1
IND502-2

Comment noted.

See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values.
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
INDS503 — Laurel Gress

IND503-1

IND503-2

IND503-3

Environmental Statement to FERC

The proposed NEXUS gas iransmission pipeline and associated compressor stations slated to be
installed throughout Chio present some serious environmental threats to the people and natural
surroundings through which it would run.

As evidenced by the recent gas line explosion in Salem, PA, such pipelines are inherently dangerous.
Although the companies that manufacture and maintain them insist that all safety guidelines are being
followed, these guidelines are apparently insufficient to prevent damaging, destructive, and in some
instances fatal, incidents from occurring.

Even when no immediate disasters take place, the everyday operations of the pipeline, and especially
the compressor stations, would pose significant risk to people, animals, crops and other plant life, air and
'water that exist in proximity to them. Medical, environmental and other scientific personnel have
repeatedly testified about the detrimental effects of the chemical compounds that are emitted by
compressor stations already in operation in other parts of the country. In addition, people living in areas
of southeastern Ohio where fracking wells, pipelines and compressor stations exist have reported
deleterious health effects from breathing the fumes spread into the air when the compressor stations
experience blowdowns or when they work to propel the natural gas components along the pipelines.
Many have reported long-lasting adverse health effects from repeatedly being exposed to these chemical

lover a period of time.

The presently proposed route of the NEXUS pipeline sends it through moderately densely populated
areas of southern Summit and Medina counties. Although there are thousands of people living within a 5-
mile distance of where the pipeline and compressor stations would go, these areas are also largely
agricultural. Farmers raising animals and growing crops for food production are at great risk of
compromising their livelihoods due to the potential poisoning of the air, water and soil upon which their
crops and livestock depend.

The proposed route also takes the pipeline through environmentally sensitive areas, such as county
iparks and wetlands which are home to threatened species of plants, animals and birds. Although NEXUS

has promised to mitigate the effects of the pipeline on these natural features, the mere construction of the
pipeline would cause harmful disruption of these ecologically sensitive areas.

For these reasons and many more, [ urge the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to reject the
presently proposed route of the NEXUS natural gas pipeline and the locations of the associated
compressor stations.

Laurel Gress

3211 Rohrer Rd.
Guilford Township
Medina County

IND503-1
IND503-2
IND503-3

Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed Project.

See the response to comment CO8-17.

Comment noted.
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND505 — Lynn Kemp

FERC “Public Meeting”
August 17, 2016
Wadsworth, OH

My name is Lynn Kemp. | live in York Township, Medina
County. There is a three-fold effect on me due to this proposed
NEXUS pipeline project.

First, NEXUS wants my family’s Century Farm in Litchfield
Township for their dirty pipeline. My mother, Georgia Kimble,
has spent her lifetime on this family farm. She has worked on
and loved this land as has her parents, grandparents, great-
grandparents and her children and grandchildren. They have
spent all their lifetimes being good stewards of this land.

Two years ago our nightmare began. Mom, my brother, my
sister-in-taw, and nephew have continually harassed through
letters, visits and most recently sued in court by NEXUS. NEXUS
who used FERC to try to validate their case against my 82 year
old mother. SHAME ON YOU ALL.

Across from mom’s farm lies 20 acres of the farm that belonged
to my brother Alan. Tragically, Alan died at the Medina County
Fair in 2001 in the steam engine explosion. All he had to leave
his family was this 20 acres — guess what — NEXUS wants that
too for their dirty pipeline. Alan’s dream was that his wife and
three children could use this land to build homes for
themselves — guess what — if the pipeline is approved that

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
INDS05 — Lynn Kemp (cont’d)

IND505-1

IND505-2

would be an impossibility. There is no compensation for the
kind of life changes that are imposed upon us because a gas
company wants more money in their pockets. FERC itself in
their draft EIS has stated that the 13 T Taps aren’t necessary or
validated by NEXUS. In other words, this company has NO
documented customers along this route through Medina
County. | guestion the need for a certificate of necessity and
convenience. | have read numerous articles and FERC filings
which show there is evidence of overbuild in gas
infrastructure/pipelines and that market demand for this gas
has not materialized. FERC should not allow the building of a
pipeline that will sit idle in hopes the market will improve. That
is not what FERC should consider. The question is —is this

project necessary NOW? We shouldn’t be forced to take on the
impacts to our property value and environment for a project
that may NEVER move product. It is incumbent upon FERC to
do the research on these issues.

Second, | too, live close to where the pipeline would be built.
The safety of my home and family, as well as those of my
neighbors is in jeopardy. | do not feel comforted by the
attempted reassurances from NEXUS that they will monitor
this pipeline 24 hours. They stated at a meeting | attended that
the monitoring would take place from TEXAS and that they
would be asking landowners to watch and police for problems.
REALLY!!! How much will we be paid for doing THEIR job?

IND505-1
IND505-2

Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the Projects.

Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed Project.
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
INDS05 — Lynn Kemp (cont’d)

IND505-3

IND505-4

Third, my grandchildren live 4 miles from the proposed
Wadsworth Compressor Station. The toxins that will be
emitted daily are going to cause health issues for many. Again
—we are to be comforted this time by the fact that the EPA has
to approve and regulate air quality. REALLY!!! The EPA has
stated themselves that they will NOT be testing the air quality
around the compressor station. The gas company will monitor
and report back to the EPA when and if they have gone above
standards — Talk about the fox watching the henhouse. | have
personally spoken to several people who live near compressor
stations in Ohio. They report numerous health problems, noise
issues, and non-responsive gas companies even when alarms
are going off at these stations.

Additionally, in a recent filing to FERC on this project by Paul
Woahlfarth, it was brought to FERC's attention that numerous
filings on this project are fraudulent. All of these fraudulent
letters were in favor of the pipeline project. The research of
Mr. Wohlfarth shows many were not written by those named
on the letters. In fact, one of the supposed “authors” passed
away in 1998. FERC must take responsibility to ensure
comments to the docket are legitimate. Or, am | to assume
that you really don’t care who files? If that is the case —1
gquestion whether or not you truly look at and research the
comments on this project. Many have said FERC is just a
“rubber stamp” agency. Could this be true?

IND505-3
IND505-4

See the response to comment CO8-17.

Comment noted. Issues surrounding mail fraud are outside of the scope of the

NEPA review.
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
INDS05 — Lynn Kemp (cont’d)

Finally, | feel, as do many others here tonight, that your new
“format” of private testimony — away from the other concerned
citizens is nothing but an attempt to stifle our rights to be
heard, to quiet the opposition to the project and keep us from
sharing information and facts.

Thank you

Lynn Kemp

5730 Wolff Road
Medina, OH 44256
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND506 — Roger A. Srail

Roger A. Srail
3822 Greenwhich Rd

Seville, Oh 44273

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street

Washington, DC

Re: Docket Number-CP-22-000-NEXUS Gas Pipeline Project

Dear Ms. Bose,

As a resident of Medina county who wili be directly
adversely affected by the effects of the Wadsworth
Compression Station which if approved will be located
within a one mile radius of my residence, | object to the
current route through Medina county and instead suppor t
the Green alternate route that has been submitted to
FERC.
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
INDS06 — Roger A. Srail (cont’d)

IND506-1

In reading a portion of the Executive Summary of the DEIS

under the title: Groundwater, Surface Water, Water Use &
Wetlands listed on page ES-4 and discussed on pages ES-5
and ES-6 | have developed some questions that | wouid
like answered.

Specifically, referring to the material set forth in paragraph
4 on page ES-6 where it says......cccccnvinnnne

'Construction and operation-related impacts on wetlands
would be mitigated by the applicants.’ It goes on to
say....... 'where mitigation would include the purchase of
wetland mitigation credits from established wetland
mitigation banks, the use on an in-lieu fee program, or a
combination of the two.’

Please define and explain each of the so-called forms of
mitigation listed below.

Also, please explain how these forms of mitgation
acutually mitigate specific unavoidable impacts on specific
wetland construction sites.

1) Purchase of wetland mitigation credits from established
wetland mitigation banks.

2)The use of an in-lieu program

IND506-1

See response to comment CO37-3.
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
INDS06 — Roger A. Srail (cont’d)

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and | look
forward to your reply to my questions.

Roger A. Srail

Roge. A AY]

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND507 — Karen Hurst

IND507-1

IND507-1

See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values.
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IND508 — Robert Hurst
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! T'he Commission strongly encourages electronic filing of any comments. Sce instructions on the Commission’s
web site at hitp://www.fere.gov under the "e-Filing” link. Before you can file comments you will need to create a free
account by clicking on “Login to File” and then "New User Account".

IND508-1
IND508-2

Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed Project.

Comment noted.
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
INDS09 — Paul A. Bosela and Paul A. Bosela, Jr.

FERC PUBLIC HEARING
NEXUS PIPELINE/WADSWORTH COMPRESSOR STATION
WADSWORTH HIGH SCHOOL
AUGUST 17, 2016

IND509-1 According to the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA News Release for the
February 16, 2016 public hearing), the allowable emissions for the Wadsworth compressor
station are for the release per year of up to 31.2 tons of nitrogen oxide, 29.2 tons of volatile
organic compounds, 7.8 tons of carbon monoxide, 6.2 tons of particulate matter less than 10
microns in size and 3.2 tons of sulfur dioxide.” NOTE: those are the allowable emissions, not

the expected emissions values. For ease of comparison, we have put those values in a table.

Ohio EPA NOx €O PM S02 voC HAP
Allowable
Emissions
(tons per
year)
Wadsworth | 31.2 78 62

[
o

292 ?

IND509-1

Section 4.12.1.3 address air quality impacts. Conservative AERSCREEN
modeling results demonstrate that local air emissions associated with the
Wadsworth Compressor Station would not cause or contribute to an
exceedance of the NAAQS or the Ohio EPA's acceptable incremental impact
levels. The emissions provided in the EIS include total station emissions,
including those exempted from the Ohio EPA air permit requirements (e.g.,
process heater, storage tanks, and emergency generator). Further, the Ohio
EPA states in its response to comments on the Wadsworth Compressor Station
(referenced by the commenter) that there are no facility-wide limits on the
station, instead there are limits on specific emissions sources at the station.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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IND509 — Paul A. Bosela and Paul A. Bosela, Jr. (cont’d)

IND509-1
(cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND509 — Paul A. Bosela and Paul A. Bosela, Jr. (cont’d)

IND509-1
cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS

IND509 — Paul A. Bosela and Paul A. Bosela, Jr. (cont’d)

e i e i TGS, aNE!
which the Agency will open an official hearing so members of tha public ean submit comments for the
record concerning the draft permit

IT approved, the draft permit would aliow the installation and operation of equipment asscciated with the
‘compressar station, which produces air emissions

Before issuing the draft air permit-to. -install-and-operate, Ohia EPA reviewed the company's application to
ensure that emissions would comply with federal and state air poliution cantrol standards, laws and
regulations.

If the permit is approved. Nexus' total maimurm air Srnissions would not be allowed 1o exceed levels that
protect public health and the environment, This permit would aliow emissions up to 7.81 tons per year of
carbon monoxide, 31.08 tons per year of nitrogen oxides, 6.24 tons per year of particulate, 3.24 tons. per
year of suifur dioxide and 30.8 tons per year of volatile organic compounds.

Ohio EPA does not have regulatory authority aver issues such as: siting: eminent domain; setbacks to
homes, schools and businesses; noise levels; traffic, zoning; pipeline safety; orimpacis on property
values. An Ohio EPA factsheet detailing the Agency's role in issuing air permits and considerations
reiated to natural gas compressor station emissions can be viewed on the Agency websits:
http:/fepa.ahio goviPortals/a7inriCompressarStations paf.

Interested parties may review the draft permit online at: http:thwwwapp. epa.ohio gowidapcipermits_issued
1365557 pdf.

Related comments must be received by the close of business on March 21 and should be mailed to:
Matthew Stanfield, Toledo Department of Environmental Servicss, 348 Scuth Erie Street, Tolets, OH
43604 or sent via email Matthew. Stanfield@tolede oh gov.

30-

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency was created in 1972 lo consolidale efions to protect and
improve air qualily, water quaiity and waste management in Ohio. Since then, air pofutants dropped by s
much as 90 percent; large rivers meeting standards mproved from 21 percent to 89 percent: and
hundreds of petiuting, open dumps were repiacad with engineered landiills and an increased emphasis on
waste reduction and recycling.

Categories: Air Polution Control, District Lacation, Divisions, Northwest Dis trict

May (1)

April (10}
March (13}
February (21)
January (28)

B

December (18)
November {4)
Octaber {11}
September (28)
August (15}
July {17)

Jung (12)

May (18}

April (23)
March (16)
February (11}
January (28}

4

December (20)
November (10}
October (14)
September (10)
August {10)
July (13}

Juna {17)

May (8]

April (12)
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IND509 — Paul A. Bosela and Paul A. Bosela, Jr. (cont’d)
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IND509 — Paul A. Bosela and Paul A. Bosela, Jr. (cont’d)

1z Storage Tank #2 - - 00
T003 Slorage Tank #3 - - 0.0 - - |
BOO1 Process Heater 07 04 02 0.0 0.0 554 0.0 o) |
Loot Parts Washer - - 0.4 - - - s - ’
Joon Loading = = 0.0 < 3 1 0.0 00
Cperatioh J
Total 3z.8 16.2 322 32 6.3 129,678 0.8 3.6

" Hexane(n-) emissions are presented for worst-case individual HAP,

Resoct R e e S
Resource Report 9 — Air and Moise Quality 11 NEXUS PROJECT
June 12, 2015 Pre-Filing Drafi
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND509 — Paul A. Bosela and Paul A. Bosela, Jr. (cont’d)

Nowrss: Siate of Qo lfice o nformaian Techiialogs

NEXUS Gas Transmission, LLC Docket Nos.: CP16-22-000
Texas Eastern T ransmission, LP CP16-23-000
DTE Gas Company CP16-24-000
Vector Pipeline L.P. CP16-102-000

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Office of Energy Projects
Washington, DC 20426

Cooperating Agencies:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Individuals/Landowners Comments



§C6-d

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND509 — Paul A. Bosela and Paul A. Bosela, Jr. (cont’d)

Air Quality and Noise

Alr quality impacts associated with construction of the Projects would include emissions from
fossil-fueled construction equipment and fugitive dust. NEXUS and Texas Eastern would implement
their respective Fugitive Dust Contro! Plans to limit impacts associated with particulates,. We have
reviewed this plan and find it acceptable. In nonattainment and maintenance areas, estimated construction
emission would not exceed general conformity applicability thresholds.

Operation of the Projects would result in air emissions from stationary equipment (e.g., turbines,
emergency generators, and heaters at compressor and M&R stations), including emissions of nitrogen
oxides, particulate matter, sulfur dioxides, volatile organic compounds, greenhouse gases (including
fugitive methane), and hazardous air pollutants. NEXUS and Texas Eastern submitted air quality
applications to the MDEQ and OEPA in accordance with federal and state requirements. Emissions from
the new aboveground facilitics and modifications to existing facilities, including the proposed meter and
regulator stations, would not have a significant impact on local or regional air quality.

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

Noise would be generated during construction of the pipeline and aboveground facilities, but
would be spread over the length of the pipeline route and would not be concentrated at any one location
for an extended period of time, except at proposed HDD sites and aboveground facility construction sites.
Because mitigated noise levels attributable to the proposed HDDs are anticipated to be below the FERC
55 A-weighted decibles (dBA) day-night sound level (Lgs) sound criterion at all noise sensitive areas
(NSA) within a 0.5-mile radius of the HDD entry and exit points, overnight construction, if necessary, is
not expected to create significant impacts on surrounding NSAs. NEXUS indicated that landowners
within 0.5 mile would be notified in advance of planned nighttime HDD construction activities.
However, we recommend that NEXUS file the results of noise measurements for each HDD entry and
exit sile at the start of drilling operations. If the noise measurements exceed 55 dBA or results in a noise
increase greater than 10 decibels over ambient levels, NEXUS should implement additicnal mitigation
measures.

The Projects would likely require blasting in some areas of the proposed route to dislodge
bedrock. resulting in potential noise and vibration impacts. NEXUS" and Texas Eastern’s Blasting Plans
include mitigation measures related to blasting activity, Blasting would be conducted in accordance with
applicable agency regulations, including advance public notification and mitigation measures as
necessary.

To ensure that the noisc levels during operation of the compressor stations and meter and
regulator stations do not exceed the FERC 55 dBA La sound eriterion, we recommend that NEXUS and
Texas Eastern file noise surveys at full load conditions and install additional noise controls if the levels
are exceeded.

We received comments regarding the potential for low frequency vibrations from compressor
stations to cause or exacerbate health issues. FERC regulations state that a new compressor station or
modification of an existing station shall not result in a perceptible increase in vibration at any NSA. This
would apply to compressor stations for both the NGT and TEAL Projects. FERC staff would investigate
noise and vibration complaints and, to the extent that a violation is documented, each company would be
required to address the issue.

ES-13 Executive Summary

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND509 — Paul A. Bosela and Paul A. Bosela, Jr. (cont’d)

oceur on wetland and forested vegetation and associated wildlife habitats. Also, some long-term
cumulative benefits to the community would be realized from the increased 1ax revenues, jobs, wages,
and purchases of goods and materials. Emissions associated with the Projects would contribute to
cumulative air quality impacts. There is also the potential, however, that the Projects would contribute to
a cumulative improvement in regjonal air quality if a portion of the natural gas associated with the
Projeets displaces the use of other more polluting fossil fuels.

We received comments regarding the NGT and TEAL Projects’ impacts on climate change. We
also received comments stating that our climate change analysis should include a lifecycle analysis of the
NGT and TEAL Projects. The GHG emissions for construction and operation of the NGT and TEAL
Projects are small (less that 0.1 percent each) when compared with the U.S. Greenhouse Gas Inventory of
6,873 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent for 2014, The Commission staff's longstanding
practice s to conduct an environmental review for each proposed project, or a number of proposed
projects that are interdependent or otherwise interrelated or connected. NEPA does not. however, require
us to engage in speculative lifecycle analyses or provide information that will not meaningfully inform
the decision-making process.

We received comments regarding cumulative impacts on Ohio peatlands, NEXUS would
implement its Wetland Mitigation Plan, which we recommend be filed with the Commission prior to
construction.  Other projects in proximity to the NGT Project would likely be required to implement
similar mitigation measures to minimize wetland impacts. Based on NEXUS® mitigation measures and
adherence to its project-specific E&SCP. we do not believe there would be a significant cumulative
impact on peatlands in Ohio.

ALTERNATIVES

We evaluated the no-action alternative, system alternatives, major route alternatives, minor route
variations, and alternative compressor station locations as alternatives to the proposed action. While the
no-action alternative would eliminate the short- and long-term environmental impacts identified in the
EIS, the stated objectives of the applicants’ proposals would not be met.

Our analysis of system alternatives included an evaluation of whether existing or proposed
natural gas pipeline systems could meer the Projects’ objectives while offering an environmental
advantage. We determined that six existing and three proposed systems potentially could be used in
various combinations to transport natural £as to and from the markets served by the Projects; however,
none of the existing pipelines have capacity available for transporting the required volumes of natural gas
proposed by the applicants, nor do they service all the required receipt and delivery points. Consequently,
there are no practicable existing or proposed system alternatives that are preferable to the proposed
Projects.

During project planning, NEXUS incorporated many route alternatives and variations into its
original route. In total. NEXUS adopted a total of 239 route changes totaling about 231 miles (91 percent
of the pipeline route) for various reasons, including landowner requests, avoidance of sensitive resources,
or engineering considerations. Texas Eastern did not incorporate route alternatives or variations because
nearly all the pipeline is loop line.

We evaluated 12 major route alternatives to the proposed NEXUS pipeline route. We found that
none of these would offer a major environmental advantage over the proposed route, and we eliminated
them from further consideration. We did not evaluate major route alternatives 10 the TEAL pipeline route
because nearly all the pipeline is loopline and we did not receive stakeholder comments on the loopline
route.

ES-15 Executive Summary
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IND509 — Paul A. Bosela and Paul A. Bosela, Jr. (cont’d)

We evaluated 17 minor route variations to the proposed NEXUS pipeline route. We determined
that 15 of these minor route variations would not offer an environmental advantage over the proposed
pipeline route and eliminated them from further consideration. We concluded that two of the minor route
variation would have an environmental advantage and recommend that NEXUS incorporate the variations
into its route. We did not evaluate minor route variations to the TEAL pipeline route because nearly all
the pipeline is loopline and we did not receive stakeholder comments on the loopline route.

Numerous stakeholders commented that the pipeline should be routed in less populated areas
further to the south to minimize the risk of a pipeline incident to the public. DOT safety standards are
intended to ensure adequate protection of the public regardless of proximity to development and that
pipelines must be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with these safety
standards,

The City of Green submitted an alternative route to the south of the proposed NEXUS pipeline
route that would minimize the impacts of the pipeline on development in the vicinity of the city. We
conclude that both the proposed route and City of Green Route Alternative are acceptable and
recommended that NEXUS file a specific compressor station site for the City of Green Route Alternative.
Landowners along the City of Green Route Alternative only recently have been added to the
environmental review mailing list. Therefore, we encourage those landowners to provide us additional
comments on the proposed route and City of Green Route Alternative during the draft EIS comment
period.

NEXUS proposes to canstruct four new compressor stations, and Texas Eastern proposes to
construct one new compressor station. We reviewed two or more alternative sites for each new
compressor station and did not find a substantial environmental advantage over the proposed site in any of
the cases; therefore, the alternative sites were eliminated from further consideration. We did, however,
find both the proposed Hanoverton Compressor Station site and Alternative Site A to the Hanoverton
Compressor Station acceptable and recommend that NEXUS file additional information on both sites.

We received comments suggesting that some of the compressor stations should be relocated to
less populated area because of concerns about air and noise pollution; however, our analyses coneluded
that locating the compressor stations at the proposed sites would not have a significant impact on air
quality or noise.

CONCLUSIONS

We determined that construction and operation of the Projects would result in some adverse
environmental impacts, but impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the
implementation of the applicants’ proposed and our recommended mitigation measures.  This
determination is based on a review of the information provided by the applicants and further developed
from data requests, field investigations, scoping, literature research, alternatives analysis, and contacts
with federal, state, and local agencies as well as Indian tribes and individual members of the public.

Although many tactors were considered in this determination, the principal rcasons are:
® About 119.2 miles (46 percent) of the 261 4 miles of project pipeline facilities would be
within or adjacent to existing rights-of-way, consisting of existing pipelines and/or

electric transmission line rights-of-way,

. The epplicants would minimize impacts on natural and cultural resources during
construction and operation of the Projeets by implementing, as required, their respective

e e R S e T I
Executive Summnary ES-16
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IND509 — Paul A. Bosela and Paul A. Bosela, Jr. (cont’d)

T T M v woanuw Lon urier assessment in the Final EIS. We conclude that
these measures are necessary to reduce adverse impacts associated with the Projects and, in part. are
basing our conclusions on implementation of these measures. Therefore, we rccommend that these
mitigation measures be attached as conditions 10 any authorization issued by the Commission. These
recommended mitigation measures are presented in section 5.2 of the draft EIS,

e

ES-17 Lxecutive Summary
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND510 — Kevin McColl

IND510-1

IND510-1

See sections 4.5.1, 4.6.1.1, and 4.6.3 for a discussion of the Oak Openings

Region.
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND511 — Roya Rahimi

IND511-1

IND511-1

Comment noted.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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IND512 — Michele Rahimi

IND512-1

IND512-1

See the response to comment COS8-17.
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Denise Heban
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Sallower — mine 15 § ' zo feet

IND513-1

See section 4.3.1.2 for a discussion of mitigation procedures for groundwater
resources including water supply wells.
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IND513-1
(cont’d)
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IND514 — Kevin Nelson

IND514-1

IND514-1

Comment noted.
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IND515 — Dermot Forde

IND515-1

IND515-1

See the response to comment COS8-17.
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IND515 — Dermot Forde (cont’d)

IND515-2

IND515-3

IND515-2
IND515-3

See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values.

See sections 4.5.1, 4.6.1.1, and 4.6.3 for a discussion of the Oak Openings

Region.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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IND516 — Ali H. Rahimi

IND516-1

IND516-1

See the response to comment COS8-17.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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IND517 — No Name

IND517-1

IND517-2

IND517-3

IND517-1

IND517-2

See discussion in sections 4.3.1.2 and 4.3.2.2 for mitigation procedures that
will be used to protect groundwater and surface water resources, respectively.
Section 4.3.2.2 also describes mitigation procedures for waterbody crossings
to restore drainage patterns and minimize or avoid impacts to surface waters.

Section 2.3.1.4 states that coated pipe will be used for the Project. Section
2.3.1.7 describes the use of cathodic protection to protect the pipeline against
corrosion.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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IND517 — No Name (cont’d)

IND517-3
(cont’d)

impossible where pipeline construction would compact and damage
the soil layers.

There are numerous wetlands where you plan to dig. WHY are you not
instructing Nexus to go a bit further west where the soils are dryer, and
more stable... not sand.

Also — in the wetlands a pipeline leak or rupture will KILL an entire
wetland. De-oxygenating and killing all turtles, mussels and frogs.

In the Oak Openings, there are numerous endangered plant and animal
species. For example - This area is home to five {5) species of fresh
water mussels, one of which is on the endangered list and the other
four are on the watch list. These creatures are extremely sensitive to
any environmental changes including chemical and noise. If the concern
for our residents and children is not enough, maybe this will have some

impact on the decision.

2 viable re-routes have been proposed. The CORN Western Reroute
would parallel Rt. 6, stay south of the Maumee River and turn north
around ST RT 109. The Oak Openings Avoidance reroute takes a similar
path.

One of these routes should be pursued, studied by FERC — not by Nexus
- and implemented.

IND517-3

See sections 4.5.1, 4.6.1.1, and 4.6.3 for a discussion of the Oak Openings

Region.
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IND518-1

IND518-2

IND518-3

August, 2016
My husband Jim and T have lived at 9761 Sterling Rd.,
Rittman for almost 30 years. | have lived in the Rittman area
most of my life, much of it on Sterling Ave./Rd. My family has
been here for six generations. As a retired public school teacher
(30 years) of Biology and Ecology, a pipeline is a major concern
to me. My neighbors and I have grave concerns about a pipeline
through our neighborhood for the following reasons:
1. At the edge of our property to the south there are at least
seven natural springs, one of which fills a pond.
2. We all have septic systems to handle human waste.
3. My property has been researched and is the site of a small
family cemetery. Two gravestones were uncovered in 2012

under our driveway belonging to the Eshbaugh/ McConnell

family who owned the property from 1827-1912.

IND518-1

IND518-2

IND518-3

See section 4.3.1.2 for discussion on mitigation procedures during
construction to minimize impacts to springs. Similar to water wells, the
applicants would offer to conduct pre- and post-construction testing of water
quality and yield in all springs within 150 feet of the construction workspace,
and would compensate the spring owner if the water quality or yield are
negatively impacted.

The Doylestown and Canton B route alternatives are the two routes in the
nearest vicinity to this property (0.6 and 0.8 miles away, respectively). Based
on our review, we did not find either route alternative provides a substantial
environmental advantage when compared to the corresponding segment of the
proposed route and did not recommend they be incorporated as part of the
Projects. The proposed route is approximately 2.7 miles away.

See response to comment IND518-2.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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IND518 — Judith Sabo (cont’d)

IND518-4  The nearest point of the trail to the NGT Project area is the trailhead, which
is about 1.2 miles away. The NGT Project would have no effect on the trail

or trail users.
IND518-4

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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IND519 — Judith Sabo

IND519-1

IND519-1

See response to comment IND518-2.
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IND519 — Judith Sabo (cont’d)

IND519-1
(cont’d)

ESHBAUGH CEMETERY:
Milton Township, Wayne County, Ohio

We gathered at the Sabo home along with many curious members of
the Rittman Historical Society on November 3" and with the assistance of
one of our WCCPS members, Richard Troyer, we searched the whole area.
After dowsing completely around the house and extending the search well to
the rear of the property, Richard came up with no more fragments or
possible graves.

The two stones that were found had been thoroughly smashed and the
inscriptions were far from complete. Both showed signs of being broken up
many years ago because the remaining parts of the inscriptions are still very
distinct, proving that little weathering had occurred before they were
damaged.

The old farmhouse that had been on the property many vears earlier
had been located at the rear of the property. The house that the Sabos reside
in presently has also been along Sterling Road for many decades. It was our
deduction that the lane leading back to the farmhouse had been close to
where the Sabo’s driveway is now and that it is quite likely that the cemetery
had been along the lane and close to the road. Since the rear of the house has
been landscaped in years past and the land slopes gently to the south, it
seems likely that the rest of the stone’s fragments are small and have been
widely scattered in a southerly direction.

According to the 1850 Federal Census of Milton Township, Wayne County:

Ashbaw, David 52 Pa. farmer family # 146
Catherine 50 Md.
Susan 19 Oh.
John 17 Oh.
David 15 Oh.
Neoma 12 Oh.
Sylas  (missing from Census- because he died in 1840
Harriet 7 Oh.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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IND519 — Judith Sabo (cont’d)

IND519-1
(cont’d)

ESHBAUGH CEMETERY
Milton Township, Wayne County, Ohio

Also in the 1850 Federal Census of Milton Township, Wayne County:

McConnell Robert 25 Pa. farmer family # 131

Mary 21 Oh.
Unnamed child - missing. He died before 1850 or between

1850 & 1856

Johnson Abraham 80 Md. (father of Catherine)
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Page 1 of 7

Jude

From: <knox|@firstenergycorp.com>

To: <mutijude@neo.rr.com>

Sent: Monday, November 04, 2002 9:46 AM
Attach: Mvc-847f jpg; Mvc-849f jpg; Mvc-650f.jpg
Subject: Eshbaugh Cemstery

Hi Judy and Jim,

Bonnie and I did a little more research on the Eshbaughs Sunday
night and discovered more interesting facts:

1. The second broken stone with the inscription "son of R.
D. & M. I." belongs to the son of Robert D. McConnell and his wife Mary
Jane Eshbaugh (the daughter of David and Catherine (Johnson) Eshbaugh).

2. Robert McConnell was the son of William and Mary
McConnell of Milton Township.

3. Robert D. and Mary Jane were martied on 26 August 1847
in Wayne County and had no children listed listed with them in Milton
Township on the 1850 census. We suspect that their son, who the subject
stone was cut for, died within that three year period.

4. Mary Jane's mother, Catherine wasborma Johnson and  — -
she was married to David Eshbaugh on 15 October 1828 in Wayne County.

5. The C. Johnson family lived slightly east of David and
Catherine in 1856. (Catherine's parents or brother.}

6. Robert and Mary Jane lived about a half mile west of
the Eshbaughs in 1856,

So, with the close proximity of the families, it makes perfect
sense that the children were buried in "David Eshbaugh's Cemetery."

The research on the cemetery will continue as Bonnie and I find
time. We will keep you informed.

(See attached file- Mvc-647f jpg)(See attached file: Mvc-649f jpg)(See
attached file: Mve-650fjpg)

Thanks again for the party. Bonnie and T had a great time talking
with you two and the others from the Historical Society. It was a pleasant
surprise to see such interest in our project and to receive recognition for
doing something that we see as "fun". Working together with caring and

11/4/2002
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
NEXUS GAS TRANSMISSION PROJECT AND
TEXAS EASTERN APPALACHIAN LEASE PROJECT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT COMMENTS

Comments can be: (1) left with a FERC representative; (2) mailed to the addresses below; or (3) electronically filed.!

For Official Mail Filing, Send To:
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE, Room LA
‘Washington, DC 20426

As applicable, please indicate the project(s) you are commenting on:

[m] NEXUS Gas Transmission Project: Docket No. CP16-22

O  Texas Eastern Appalachian Lease Project: Docket No. CP16-23
0O  Alloftheabove

COMMENTS: (PLEASE PRINT) [continue on back of page if necessary]
FERE 00 gpipsduny svenZome. bo At/
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-t A A0 £ A AA b A Z 7
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ts. See instructions on the Commission’s

! The Commission strongly encourages el ic filing of any
web site at hitp://www.ferc.gov under the "e-Filing" link. Before you can file comments you will need to create a free
account by clicking on “Login to File” and then "New User Account”.

IND520-1
IND520-2

See the response to comment CO8-17.

See section 4.3 for a discussion of potential impacts to water resources.
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INDS521-1

IND521-2

in Northeast Ohio. Currently, Medina 1s the twellth most densely populdicd County in Wnio. Lis growu was
accomplished without the NEXUS project and future growth needs are accounted for because Medina County,
like all of northeastern Ohio is already well-served by natural gas supplics and infrastructure. There is no need
for the route proposed by NEXUS through Medina or the counties of northeastern Ohio.

In the draft EIS, the authors indicate the City of Green Alternative is from an environmental perspective,
alrcady at least, an equal alternative to the currently proposed route. The report continues and states on page 3-
27, ... a more detailed routing analysis of the alternative route to avoid forested arcas and other impacts,
including a presentation of a proposed compressor station, could improve the advantages of the alternative.”
This reasoning makes it apparent that, with due diligence on the part of NEXUS, the City of Green Alternative
could be a better route for the pipeline to take. I support this route since it would remove all impacts to Medina
County Park District property and would also remove impacts to three other park districts along the route. We
encourage further study of the City of Green Alternative or the creation of a similar route that would move the
pipeline to areas of the state with less population density.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. Should you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Medwa, 06

INDS521-1
IND521-2

Comment noted.

See section 3.3.3 for an updated discussion of the City of Green Route
Alternative. Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green Route
Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when compared
to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not recommend
that it be incorporated as part of the Projects.
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IND522-1

IND522-2

IND522-1
IND522-2

Section 1.1 discusses the Project purpose and need.

See section 3.3.3 for an updated discussion of the City of Green Route
Alternative. Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green Route
Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when compared
to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not recommend
that it be incorporated as part of the Projects.
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Docket No: CP16-22-000

Direct Testimony of Michael and Patricia DiGiacomo
5723 McKee Road
' Wooster, Ohio 44691

August 17, 2016

The purpose of this decument is to request that FERC does not approve The City of Green
Route Alternative.

In 1912 my grandfather Dominic Antonio Raucci purchased 115 plus acres located in Wooster Township in
Wayne County. After the Raucci family ¢leared the land, they began to plant crops in 1915. I was bom
and raised on that land, and we still own the farm today.

Tn February of 1966 My husband and I purchased our present home — 40 acres located in Plain Township in
‘Wayne County. As you can see, our Wayne County agricultural roots run deep. We have enjoyed the
benefits of farming for most of our lives. In clear conscience we cannot allow another pipeline company to
destroy our fertile Wayne County farm land!

1. According to the 2015 Wayne Farm Burcau Farm Tour Guide, Wayne County is ranked the
number one producer in the State of Ohio in the following areas: hay, oats, cattle and milk.
We are also state-ranked number three in sheep and number nine in hogs. (See Attachment A)
Wayne County is such an active agricultural area, rich in diverse commodities, that produces a
significant amount of the food that nourishes our entire nation. If we had to, we could live with-
out oil and gas products, but none of us can live without food. Further invasion of our farm land
would only jeopardize this strong agricultural environment.

IND523-1

IND523-2 2. We already have two 42- inch pipelines going through our valuable farm land! We do not need
another! If this must happen, it is time for someone else to help bear the burden of land
destruction and property devaluation! As an individual property owner, we cannot get gas from
these companies, but according to an article in the July 28, 2016 issuc of The Daily Record, the
cities of Wadsworth and Green already have service agresments in place with NEXSUS. If they
are to benefit from the gas, then the NEXSUS pipeline should go through their land, not ours.

3. While working with the Rover pipeline we had several months to decide if we needed legal
representation and many more months thereafter for the attorneys to negotiate on our behalf. In
this case the preparation time is extremely short and we will have little chance to acquire legal
representation! A month, which is what we have been given, is not enough time to investigate
and respond to the proposal. This is grossly unfair!!

IND523-3

We, therefore, strongly urge that FERC re-think the City of Green Route Aliernative and not route the
NEXSUS pipeline through the southeastern portion of Wayne County.

Respectfully submitted,

/ 4/ oM @1%{ aeomo

Michael DiGiacomo {j

: ﬂﬁ—&;a‘/((’(/ 75-(.

Patricia DiGiacomo =

IND523-1

IND523-2

IND523-3

Comment noted. Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects.

See response to comment IND523-1. Also see section 4.10.8 for a general
discussion of the potential for pipelines to affect property values.

See response to comment IND523-1.
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IND524-2

IND524-1

IND524-2

The types of impacts on farming, forests, wildlife, and endangered species
would be similar on the City of Green Route Alternative as the proposed
route. Sections 4.9, 4.6, and 4.8 describe the nature of these impacts.
However, based on our review, we did not find the City of Green Route
Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when compared
to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not recommend
that it be incorporated as part of the Projects.

See response to comment IND524-1.
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IND524-3

IND524-4

makes sense. But the industries using the natural gas are near Green, not in Wayne
County. We, in Wayne County, do not have direct access to the natural gas, so we
do not have the direct benefits. Why are we being asked to sacrifice our rich
farming environment and other assets for someone ¢lse’s benefit? The NEXSUS
pipeline, therefore, should be located as close to the public need as possible.

Finally, we had several years to prepare for and negotiate with ET Rover pipeline.
T'he citizens of Green have also had several years to prepare for and negotiate with

NEXSUS. And yet, we have now been given roughly 40 days to find legal counsel
nd prepare for this response. 1 find this grossly unfair.

Accordingly, I ask that the FERC Commission not accept the City of Green
Alternative route and not route the NEXSUS pipeline through Southwestern
Wayne County.

Respectfully submitted,
fﬁ‘@’“'_?s%xcm-rl.ié;-'
Lisa Di Giacomo

IND524-3
IND524-4

See response to comment IND524-1.

See response to comment IND524-1.
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account by clicking on *“Login to File™ and then "New User Account".
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Comment noted.
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IND526-1  Section 3.5.1.2 addresses the Upper Chippewa Creek Watershed relative to
the Wadsworth Compressor Station as well as industrial zoned areas
associated with nearby communities of Wadsworth, Seville, and Medina.

IND526-1

SLaLe ENUOrSen - APMI £4, U1, (38 a1acned 101 auaiienal nonmauan. |

Activities in Ohio’s watersheds should:
3. Limit any net increase in the loading of pollutants ar transfer of pallution leading from ane medium to
another.

The Upper Chippewa Creek watershed nestles beside the sub-continental divide which separates waters
flowing to the Ohio River from those flowing tc Lake Erie. The basin features nearly 300 miles of streams, 800

acres of pands and lakes, and 6,500 acres of waooded lands.

Twao dams, one an Hubbard Creek and the other on a tributary of Chippewa Creek (uncfficially designated
“Buck Creek”), along with channel modifications on the Chippewa itself, function as flood contral measures.

The most significant natural resource of the watershed is the soil. Those soils listed as “prime farmland”
by the USDA-NRCS, cover over 75% of the watershed.

With Lake Erie water unavailable south of the sub-continental divide, communities and residents within
the watershed must rely on ground water.

Coursing below the watershed is an important aquifer recharge area.

Guilferd Tewnship is a largely agricultural community with over half of its land area dedicated to farming.
It is also home to two county parks encampassing over 400 acres.
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IND526-1
(cont’d)

IND526-2

IND526-3

IND526-4

IND526-5

Criterion 6 —GROUND WATER POLLUTION POTENTIAL

Map units with a "DRASTIC” polluticn potential rating number of 140 or greater (per Ohio EPA
recommendation)

Rationale: The DRASTIC mapping system was initiated by the Ohlo Department of Natural
Resources (ODNR) and uses a numerical rating system based on 7 hydrogeological factors to identify areas that are
more susceptible to ground water contamination. Higher rating numbers indicate greater potential for ground
water pollution. In a collaborative effort, ODNR and Ohio EPA recognized that map units with a pellution petential
rating number of 140 or greater have a good match with aquifers defined by EPA as “sensitive.” As a result EPA
considers these areas as “highly susceptible.”

Criterion * - Prime Farmland
All areas, unless currently developed, with soil map units described by USDA-NRCS in the Medina
County Soils Survey as “Prime Farmland” (excluding areas that need to be drained and/or protected to be
censidered “Prime”)
Rational: Ohio is one of only four states that is covered by greater than 50% “prime farmland”
sails, In the Upper Chippewa, 27% of the soils of the watershed are classified as “Prime Farmland.” (Ancther 50%
of the soils are considered “Prime” if drained and/or protected from flooding.)

A paper written by loanne M. Belovich, Ph.D. {who commented at the Ohio EPA/Medina County
Comment Session on 2.16.16 and of which is attached) dated 2/2/16 titled "A Review of Health Effects of
Compressor Stations", writes, "The data show that the potential exists for serious negative health effects due to
the CS emissions at distances up to one mile from the C5."

| have chasen various points to view from the perspective of elevations and slopes. Calculations were
achieved thru Google Map Developers sites.

8707 Guilford Rd. 1212.9' elevation Distance between
Hubbard Valley Park (Lake) 1058.4° these two points is 1.05 miles
Hubbard Creek 1046

Before going under SR224

Slope from 8707 Guilford Rd. to Hubbard Creek is 98 degrees, if | calculated that correctly.
8707 Guilford Re.. 1212.9' elevation
Seville joining point of
Hubbard Creek and Chippewa Creak 979.5"
Slope from 8707 Guilford Rd. to Seville creek juncture is 81 degrees, if | calculated that correctly.

Chippewa Lake is at 986’ elevation.

Bald Eagles - confirmed this past Sunday, a nest occupied with 2 eagles within the 5-mile pollution zone
from the proposed Wadsworth Compressor Station. The nest is in a tree at the intersection of Westfield Landing
and Kennard Road — on the northeast corner just past Chippewa Creek.

Regarding emissions - Toxins and small particulates have the potential of infiltrating the prime scil,
watershed, and waterways via air and water. What price are we willing to pay for the destruction of our farm
lands, wildlife and inhabitants by compromising cur air quality?

IND526-2

IND526-3
IND526-4

INDS526-5

Prime farmland is discussed in section 4.2.1.1.

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary an Agricultural
Impact Mitigation Plan (AIMP) detailing construction and restoration
measures to be implemented on the NGT Project to address agricultural issues
unique to Ohio and Michigan. For construction and restoration measures in
Ohio, NEXUS shall consult with the Ohio Department of Agriculture (ODA)
on construction procedures to be used in agricultural land in Ohio and shall
file with the Secretary any measures that result from coordination with the
ODA.

See the response to comment CO8-17.

At this time, impacts on bald eagles are not anticipated from the Projects.
More information regarding the anticipated impacts to bald eagles can be
found in section 4.6.6.1 of the EIS.

See the response to comment CO8-17.
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IND526-6

IND526-6

Section 4.12.2.1 addresses noise impacts and mitigation, including noise
related to aboveground facilities.
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noaud

Annual emissions estimates (by Nexus} for each of the four compressor stations exceed EPA
limits, According to the Nexus permit application, the following are the estimated annual
emissions in tons per year (tpy), compared to the EPA limits'. While it is unclear as to whether
the EPA limit applies to a single CS, or to the entire pipeline, the table indicates that the
predicted emissions from the single Wadsworth compressor will equal or exceed the EPA limit
for NO,, CO, particulates, SO», and VOCs.

Emissons, NOx [«le] PM 50, voC HAP
in tons per

year=>

Wadsworth 33 10 6 3 32 a4
Total of 4 164 49 31 15 141 17
stations

EPA limit" 31.2 7.8 6.2 3.2 29.3 nfa

Formaldehyde concentrations in the atmosphere of nearby residents (1/4 mi) may cause
nasal irritation, increased risk of asthma and allergies, and slight risk of cancer {1/100,000}.
The Chronic Minimal Risk to Human Level (MRL) has been set to 20 ppb by the Center for
Disease Control {CDC)? while the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
has set the chronic Reference Exposure Levels {RELs) to 7 ppb®. Indoor air levels of
formaldehyde range from 20-4,000 ppb (formaldehyde is released by carpets and furniture and
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building material), while outdoor, rural area levels are 0.2-6 ppb2. According to the CDC, “Nasal
and eye irritation, neurological effects, and increased risk of asthma and/or allergy have been
observed in humans breathing 100 to 500 ppb.”? The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development has set maximum concentrations in manufactured housing of 400 ppb?.
Formaldehyde is considered “probably human carcinogen” by the EPA, with a lifetime human
cancer unit risk estimate of 3.3x10™ per pph formaldehyde®. Formaldehyde concentrations in
air were measured at various distances from a €S in Susquehanna County, PA, yielding: 45 ppb
at % mile (n=1); 6-44 ppb at % mile (n=4); and 24 ppb at 1/7 mile {(n=1}*. Similar results were
reported for Arkansas®. Average formaldehyde concentrations around a CS have been
calculated from weather models, estimated to be up to {depending on weather conditions) 26
ppb at % mile, 53 ppb at 1/5 mile, and 300 ppb at 100 yards from the CS.” Thus, residents at %
mile from the CS may experience nasal and eye irritations, and increased risk of asthma and
allergy, with the risk decreasing with distance. Given the EPA’s risk assessment and a predicted
level of 50 ppb, residents at % mile have a cancer risk level of 1/100,000 from lifetime exposure
to this expected formaldehyde level.

Benzene concentrations in the atmosphere of nearby residents may be carcinogenic.
Benzene is considered “known human carcinogen” by the EPA®, with a lifetime human cancer
unit risk estimate of 2.7x107 per ppb benzene®. The EPA estimates that exposure to 0.4 ppb in
air over a lifetime has a cancer risk of 1/100,000 (i.e. one additional cancer case for every
100,000 exposed persons)®. Benzene is released from gasoline filling stations and many
industrial processes. Levels of benzene in outside air range from 0.02 — 34 pphb®.

Benzene concentrations in air were measured at various distances from equipment in CSs in
Fremont County, WY and Park County, WY yielding benzene concentrations ranging from 7 —
640 ppb, at distances of 5 to 55 meters distance from a discharge canal or equipment such as a
separator.® Benzene concentrations near equipment in Parker County TX ranged from 9-93
ppb!®. Concentrations downwind of CSs in Denton County, TX were 1.6 ppb benzene ¥

At the lower end of the above concentrations (1.6 ppb), the lifetime cancer risk is 4/100,000,
while at the higher end {640 ppb), the lifetime cancer risk is very high {2/100), if this
concentration is sustained at this high of a level over a lifetime. Benzene concentrations near
the condensate tank of a CS (likely for liquid propane, not natural gas) in Wise County, TX was
measured at 1,100 ppb®,

The data provided above are for lacations in the very near vicinity of the CS. Concentrations
near residents (1/4 mile away), are unknown, but are likely to be much less than these values.
Weather models predicting benzene concentrations at this distance from a CS could not be
found. Additional measurements and weather models on average benzene concentrations at
the residences in proximity to CSs are needed to properly evaluate the carcinogenic risk.

Fine particulate matter may cause increases in asthma and cardiopulmonary symptoms.
Fine particulates (PMys) are particles that are 2.5 um in diameter or smaller. These particulates
can be inhaled deep into the lungs. Scientific studies have linked the inhalation of fine
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IND527-1

August 17, 2016

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E.

Washington, D.C. 20426

Re: Nexus Gas Transmission LLC (“NEXUS") Dacket No. CP16-22 and the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (“Commission”)

Dear Secretary Bose:

| have read the entire Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”) issued on July 8, 2016. Among the
numerous Alternatives the Commission notes it evaluated including the no-action alternative, a systems
alternative, several major and minor route alternatives including a Rover Route Alternative, no mention
is given to another obvious alterative, the combination of NEXUS and ET Rover (CP15-93) into a single
project.

Has the Commission evaluated this combination? If not, please explain your rationale for why not, Does
the Commissicn intend to evaluate this alternative? Has the Commission held any discussions with the
sponsors of either or both projects regarding this obvious alternative? Will the Commission encourage
discussions with the sponsors of these projects regarding a combination? If not, why not?

In recent days various creditable industry publications have reported,

“Energy Transfer, during its second-quarter earnings call, revealed that the company has had
preliminary discussions with NEXUS Gas Transmissian about the possibility of “doing something
together” with the NEXUS and Rover pipeline projects.

The comments came from President and Chief Operating Officer Matthew Ramsey in response
to an analyst question about whether the company’s partnership with Enbridge on the Bakken
Pipeline might lead to further joint-venture opportunities going forward — Enbridge also owns a
majority stake in Vector Pipeline, which is a downstream component of bath the Rover and
NEXUS project proposals.”

Platts Gas Market Review, by Eric Brooks
and RBN Energy reports that,

.. there are two competing greenfield projects: Energy Transfer Partners’ 3.25-Bcf/d Rover
Pipeline and Spectra’s long-planned NEXUS Gas Transmissian project. By competing, we refer to
the fact that these two pipelines would move gas from the same general supply area to
essentially the same market area. Note that we only show one of those on the map and the red
area in the graph is labeled Rover or Nexus. That’s because it’s likely that only one of the two —
or perhaps some hybrid — will make it to completion in the expected timeframe.”

IND527-1

Section 3.3.1 of the EIS evaluates a route that collocates with Rover for a
significant portion of the route. Based on the review of these routes and the
need for 137 miles of lateral pipelines, FERC did not find that the Rover Route
Alternative provided a significant environmental advantage when compared
to the proposed route.
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IND527-2

IND527-3

IND527-2
IND527-3

Comment noted.

Section 3.3.1 of the EIS evaluates a route that collocates with Rover for a
significant portion of the route. Based on the review of these routes and the
need for 137 miles of lateral pipelines, FERC did not find that the Rover Route
Alternative provided a significant environmental advantage when compared
to the proposed route.
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Environmenital Protection Agency later agked FERC toissue g
supplemental EA to address the modifications.

But the commission on Wednesday only approved the eight
chanpas for which Transca has obtained landowner agreements and
completed environmental surveys. If the company wants to make the
remsining changes, it rust pravide its justifications under
Environmental Condition 5, which governs post-certifisate project
changes, the order said.

FERC also concluded that a supplemental CA for the project is not
warranted because EPA'S concerns are addressed in: the exsting EA,
Transco's existing and revised mitigation glans, and the Fish and
wildlife Service's biclogical opinions.

The commission also imposed a list of 24 environmental canditions
on the projecl, including a revised Karst Mitigation Plan, modeling of the
turbidity and sedimentation essoclsted with construction scruss the
Etowah River, and two route modifications identified by commenters.

— Kale Winston

ETE sheds light on Rover-NEXUS

talks of ‘doing something together’

Energy Transfer, during its second-quarter earnings call, revealed that
the company nas had preliminary discussions with NEXUS Gas
Transmission about the possiblity of “doing something together” with
the NEXUS and Raver pipeling projects.

The comments carme from Presioent and Chisf Operating Officer
Matthew Remsey in response to an analyst guestion about whether
the company’s partnership with Enbridge on the Bakken Pipeline might
lean io further joint-venture oppartunities going forward — Enoridge
also owns a majority stake in Vector Pipeline, which is a downstream
component of both the Rover and NEXUS project proposals.

Ramsey went an to 53y that both companies — Rover and NEXUS
— ara confident that each of their projects are going to be built. He
stated that Energy Transfer would continue to be open-minded snd
luok for oppartunities where it makes sense. On their end, however, he
Jeiterated that they they haven't changed anything on the project
timing, and are excitad about bringing the project in service in mid-
2T,

|ater i the cull, 8n analyst witn Tudor, Pickering & Holt pressed on
the fssue further, asking If those “casual negotiations” would impact
the project as it has been configured, or if there was the possinllity to
reconfigure the projects to form s combination.

Energy Transfer said the companies have been mare in discussion
than negntiation, and that it "just makes sense with two pipelines that
cover kind of the same supaly areas end also the same market, it just
makes sense.”

with a design capacity of 3.25 Bel/d, Energy Transfer's Rover
Pipeline is the largest pipaline that has been proposed since the start
af the shale boom, and would transport Marcellus and Utica shale gas
to markets in the Midwest, Gulf Coast, and Canada

Originially proposed to begin service in December of this year,
hased on a requested Novembar 2015 approval, the project is now
targeting a mid-2017 servire date, oiding to cornpany officials,

NEXUS will follow a route similar to Rover, but would have roughly
half the capacity, about 1.5 Befid. NEXUS is a joint-venture between
Spectra Energy and DTE Energy, and is backed by a mix of both
producers and end-usars.

Rover is backed primarily by Nartheast producers, and the plpeline,
with an estimated price tag around $4.2 bilion, is expected ta provide
an outlel for natural gas in the Appalachizn basin, where production
arowth has flat-lined due to inadequate lakeaway capacity.

Rover recently received & favorable enviranmental impact
staternent from tne Federsl Eneroy Regulatary Commission, and
sxecutives from the company said thay anticipate receiving FERC
approwal by the faurth guarter of this year. NEXUS is scheduled to
receive a finarenvironmental impact statement on Novernber 30,
shout one year later than requested in a certificate spplication

Mass. agency plans stay in review
of Spectra’s Atlantic Bridge project
M state agency has proposed to put off for a yaar its review of the
permit tor a compressor station in the Town of Weymoutn as part of
Spectra Enel Atlantic Bridge project, saying it cannot complete its
review until another state agency acts on a waterway permit.

The Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management wrote
Spectra’s Algunouin Gas Transmissian to notify the company that it
cannot complale iLs review of the station's consistency with CZM

©umE S

* Glgbat Platts, o division of SED Global, Al righis reseried 17
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Too Much Pipe On My Hands? - Marcellus/Utica Takeaway
Capacity to the Midwest, Canada

Wednesday, 08/10/2016Published by: Sheetal Nasta

Given their proximity to the Marcellus and Utica shale regions, the Midwestern states
and Ontario would appear to be logical consumers of the increasing volumes of natural
gas being produced in Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and eastern Ohio. The catch has
been that the pipelines built years ago to serve the Midwest and Canada’s most
populous province were designed to move gas into those regions from western Canada,
the U.S. GuIf Coast, the Midcontinent and the Rockies, not the nearby Marcellus/Utica.
That’s being corrected. Today we continue our look at how pipeline takeaway capacity
will stack up against Northeast production over the next few years, with a focus on the
Midwest and Ontario.

In Part 1 of this series, we looked at the Northeast production outiook and prospects
for growth under three commedity price scenarios and found that even our most
pessimistic production scenario will mean at least a little growth for Northeast supply.
In Part 2, we began our look at the takeaway capacity side of things, starting with the
East corridor. As we mentioned, RBN’s Midstream Infrastr ure D

Interface (MIDI) is tracking 24 projects totaling 18 Bcf/d of Marcellus/Utica takeaway
capacity at varying stages in the development and regulatory approval process. (That's
not all the projects — it is the projects most likely to provide incremental takeaway
capacity over the next few years.) We organized the takeaway projects into five
corridors: to the East (New England and Mid-Atlantic states), to Canada, to the
Midwest via Ohio, to the Gulf Coast via Ohio, and to the Southeast along the Atlantic
Coast (see Figure 1 in Part 2). There are a total of six projects (3.3 Bcf/d) gunning for
takeaway capacity out of the Marcellus/Utica to the New England and Mid-Atlantic
states to the east, with the majority of that capacity coming online after 2017.
However, as we noted in Part 2, pipeline development to heavily populated markets
from Maine to New Jersey is especially fraught with public opposition and regulatory
challenges that could cause delays or cancellations. We also noted that demand in New
England and the Mid-Atlantic states will be highly seasonal -- relatively modest during
the off-peak summer season and high during cold winter months when demand from
space heating kicks in. Those incremental takeaway flows also will depend on demand
growth within the region.

8/17/2016 8:46 AM
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One of the most significant efforts to allow more Marcellus/Utica gas to flow to the
Midwest has been the phased plan of the Rockies Express (REX, kelly green line and
graph area in Figure 1) Pipeline to add bi-directionality to the eastern portions of the
1,700-mile pipeline. REX’s owners (operator Tallgrass Energy Partners) in 2015
completed the East-to-West (E2W) Project, which allows for up to 1.8 Bcf/d of
east-to-west flows in REX Zone 3 —— between Claringten, OH and Audrain County, MO.
More recently {in February 2016), REX received Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC) approval for its Power Up capacity-enhancement project, which by December
2016 will boost REX's east-to-west capacity in Zone 3 by 800 MMcf/d (to 2.6 Bcf/d).
REX is planning further upgrades that will allow increasing volumes of Northeast-
sourced gas into the nation’s heartland.

Figure 1; Source: RBN Energy MIDI

The only other westbound capacity due this year is a small Dominion project — the
fully subscribed 130-MMcf/d Lebanon West II (blue line on the map in Figure 1; blue
sliver in the graph) — which will run from MarkWest Energy Partners’ Keystone gas
processing complex in Butler County, PA, west to an interconnect with the Texas Gas
Transmission system in Lebanon, OH (near Cincinnati). Lebanon West II is on track to
begin service in November 2016. Next up in the second half of 2017 is Spectra
Energy’s 30-inch-diameter Adair Southwest pipeline reversal project (purple in map and

8/17/2016 8:46 AM
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. Click here to receive a
free, pre-release edition of our new report

And then there are two competing greenfield projects: Energy Transfer Partners’
3.25-Bcf/d Rover Pipeline and Spectra’s long-planned NEXUS Gas Transmission project.
By competing, we refer to the fact that these two pipelines would move gas from the
same general supply area to essentially the same market area. Note that we only show
one of those on the map and the red area in the graph is labeled Rover or Nexus.
That’s because it's likely that only one of the two — or perhaps some hybrid — will
make it to completion in the expected timeframe. Which project has the upper hand Is
one of the biggest gquestions in the market these days. NEXUS, which received a
favorable draft environmental impact statement from FERC last month (July 2016),
would move up to 1.5 Bcf/d from eastern Ohio to near Detroit, where it would connect
to DTE Energy’s gas system. {DTE is & partner in the preoject with Spectra.) NEXUS's
co-developers have said that about two-thirds of the project’s capacity is under
agreement (mostly Midwest utilities), and that they expect to receive final FERC
approval in late 2016 or early 2017, with commercial operation of the pipeline still on
track to begin in late 2017. Rover Pipeline (red line in Figure 1) would run from
eastern Ohio to northwestern Ohio and scuthern Michigan; it also awaits FERC approval
(which is expected later this summer). The project is planned to come online in two
phases, in mid-2017 and in late 2017.

e

8/17/2016 8:46 AM
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IND528-1

IND528-2

IND528-1

IND528-2

Comment noted. Section 3.5.1.2 discusses the alternative locations evaluated
for the Wadsworth compressor station.

Comment noted. No compressor stations or compressor station alternatives

are proposed in parks.
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IND529-1

IND529-2

IND529-3

IND529-4 |
IND529-5
IND529-6

IND529-7
IND529-8

IND529-1

IND529-2
IND529-3

IND529-4

IND529-5

IND529-6

IND529-7

IND529-8

Section 4.12.2.1 addresses noise impacts and mitigation, including noise
related to aboveground facilities.

See the response to comment COS8-17.

See section 4.9.10.2 for the impacts to visual resources anticipated from
aboveground facilities.

The proposed compressor stations would generate noise on a continuous basis
once in operation. While compressor station noise could affect birds in the
area, we expect that in subsequent years, birds and other wildlife would either
be habituated to the noise source, or would move into similar available habitat
farther from the noise source. This, in turn, could lead to increased
competition for preferred habitats, depending on the amount of habitat
available. See section 4.6.2.1 for additional information regarding anticipated
impacts to wildlife.

Impacts resulting from the construction and operation of aboveground
facilities are addressed in section 4.9.1.2.

Se section 4.4.3.1 for a discussion of the anticipated wetland impacts
associated with all NGT and TEAL aboveground facilities.

The Guilford compressor station would be designed, constructed, operated,
and maintained in accordance with the DOT Minimum Federal Safety
Standards in 49 CFR 192. See section 4.13.1 for a discussion of additional
safety measures that NEXUS is proposing to take above what is required by
the DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards.

See the response to comment COS8-17.
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IND529-
10

Additional Concems:

* Potential decline of property values of up to 30% based on other areas with
similar projects.

¢ Devaluation of property values will directly impact tax revenues for the county, as
well as, Guilford Township.

'White Guilford farms has a rural charm, the fact is it is a poputated area. A project such
as this would carry less overall risk in a less populated area. The City of Green's
Alternate Southern Re-route would minimize the impact not only on the City of Green
itself, but Summit and Medina Counties as well.

{ urge you consider the City of Green's Alternate Southern Re-route. It would provide
the project its desired outcome while limiting the potential risks and negative impacts to

the communities along the current proposed route,
Thank you,

David Johnson
3600 Mark Dale Drive

IND529-9
IND529-10

See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values.

Comment noted. Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects.
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The maps provided have been reviewed and considered.
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IND531-1

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr. August 17, 2016
Deputy Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First St. N.E. Room 1A

Washington, D.C. 20426

SUBJ: Response to NEXUS Gas Transmission Project DEIS, July 2016

1 am Reverend Doctor Sharon Kiesel, a retired Disciples of Christ pastor from Medina,
Chio. In 20151 suddenly left the ministry because | developed an environmental illness
from exposure to moldy buildings, including the churches | served. With it came Multiple
Chemical Sensitivity (MCS) to the point of having to run for my life to avoid everyday
chemicals. (My life-threatening symptoms resulted from exposures to pesticides,
fertilizers, fragrances, frash paint, new carpets, many building materials, solvents, fresh
ink, smoke, vehicle exhaust, fuels, industrial fumes, and many cleaning products. ) |
leamed that synthetic chemicals and petrochemicals, extracted from crude oil or coal tar
most often trigger life-threatening symptoms in those of us with MCS. In my journey to
understand my chronic illness, | learned from a whole world of people victimized by the
uncontrolled and untested release of chemicals into our environment. According to
disability rights activist, Darrell Lynn Jones, sixteen percent of the U S. population (51
million) are unusually sensitive to chemicals. Six percent of the population (19 million)
are chronically ill and disabled by exposures. '

Being an MCS survivor myself and a pastor who has ministered to victims has helped
me understand all the loss, grief, and negative feelings that surround environmental
illnesses. My conviction is to prevent others from being sickened by their environments.
And now a local threat to peoples’ health and safety looms on our horizon. A natural
gas compressor station for the Nexus pipeline is planned for within five miles of my
home. Scientific research shows that tons of hazardous air emissions (some of which
are carcinogenic), minute-sized particulates, and volatile organic compounds will be
emitted annually in the normal operation of said facility.2 What is important to note is
that chemically sensitive people, can be harmed by exposures to minute
amounts, even levels considered safe for the general public. The full range of
toxicity of most chemicals is not known; nor are the accumulating effects of chemical
exposures, nor the effects of being exposed to more than one chemical at a time.* The
fracking industry adds to these uncertainties. For example, a study of the materials
known to be used in natural gas extraction resulted in a list of 353 chemicals (Colborn,

' During her presentation at the American Disabilities Association Conterence in December of 2014 and
based on a U.S. population of 319 million people.

ents-on-wad: - or-

2 see Wilma Subra's report at ¥
ion-air-| i viewed onh April 18, 2016,

*hup://www.chemicalsensitivityfoundation.ore/,
viewed on April 18, 2016.

INDS531-1

See the response to comment CO8-17.
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2011) which are capable of causing multi-systemic symptoms. 4 Despite the lack of
research, workers and the public are often falsely reassured about the safety of their
chemical exposures.

Additionally, polluted air can be carried up to 200 miles from its source by prevailing
winds. The unborn and Very young are especially susceptible to chemicals used in the
fracking industry. Acute effects, such as breathing difficulties and nausea, are generally
reversible when exposure ends, but chronic effects tend to appear later and are not
reversible.5 Many researchers believe there are related environmental causes for the
epidemic of asthma, allergies, autism, ADHD (Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder),
diabetes, Parkinson'’s, Alzheimers and other chronic illnesses &

12 There is much evidence of the physical harm done to people living near gas and oil
IND531- infrastructures. The internet and YouTube are full of gut-wrenching stories, including that
of James Baker, severely burned by a pipeline explosion in Salem, Pennsylvania on
April 28, 2016. 7 My biggest concern about the fracking industry is that the
Immediate and cumulative heaith affects and unsafe nature of the infrastructure
are being ignored in favor of economic profit and meeting deadlines. This is
putting monetary gain over peoples’ health and safety. It is a huge MORAL issue
by of the intentional harm and negligence involved and the ignoring of the
many victims’ cries.

Speaking as a clergy person and for the millions who have already been
permanently sickened by the pollution of our environment with the untested and
uncontrolled release of toxic chemicals, | oppose the NEXUS pipeline, as well as
any new fracking development. The fracking industry is currently unsafe, and as
such, will cause irreparable harm to present and future generations,

Sharen . flnse l

pa org/wp-con

. 2016.

7 bitpa://archive. orglletails/HelenBakerinterview viewed on August 11, 2016

IND531-2

Comment noted.

Individuals/Landowners Comments



6L6-d

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
INDS532 — Lauren Halford

IND532-1

IND532-2

IND532-3

Lauren Halford
9364 Acme Road
Seville Ohio, 44273

Comments and Concerns regarding the proposed
NEXUS pipeline and compressor Stations

1. “The FERC staff concludes that approval of the Projects

would resuit in some adverse environmental impacts; however, most of these impacts
would be reduced to less-than-significant leveis with the implementation of NEXUS’s
and Texas Eastern’s proposed mitigation measures and the additional recommendations
in the draft EIS.”

“Most?” What adverse environmental impacts will not be reduced? What does “less
than significant mean?” Who determines what is “less than significant”? Who will
monitor the project ongoing to determine that the mitigation measures are being
used and are effective?

2. “NEXUS indicated that the need for the Projects originates from an increase in
demand for natural gas in the region for electric generation, home heating, and

industrial use, coupled with a decrease of imports of natural gas to the region by
traditional supply sources, mainly western Canada and the Gulf Coast.”

How does this indicate a need when the demand for natural gas in our country has
declined? The use of natural gas residentially has zlso declined over the last several
years and our surplus for natural gas is on the rise? According to U.S. Energy
Information Administration and Forbes.com

3. The EIS states- “Some long-term cumulative benefits to the community would be
realized from the increased tax revenues, jobs, wages,and purchases of goods and
materials,”

What details can you give about these benefits, how much will Nexus pay in taxes?
How many jobs and how leng will those jobs last? What analysis was done to
determine that the tax revenue was more beneficial than healthy people and
ecosystems? Who will pay if people get sick from the chemicals deposited in the air
and water? Who will cover emergency costs if a pipe explodes? Will our smafl and
rural VOLUNTEER fire department even be able to handle such a disaster? |see
nothing in the EIS that address this issue?

IND532-1

IND532-2

IND532-3

Significance is defined in section 4.0. Mitigation measures appear as bulleted,
boldfaced paragraphs in section 4.

Section 1.1 of the EIS provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the
Projects.

Economic impacts and tax revenues are discussed in Section 4.10.9.
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IND532-4

IND532-5

IND532-6

3, Why are all these studies and analysis conducted by the very corporation affected by
the outcome of the results? Isn’t that a conflict of interest?? Example below:

“The bald eagle retains federal protection under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection
Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, which prohibit the taking of eagles, their eggs, or
their nests. NEXUS conducted aerial bald eagle nest surveys along the NGT Project route
in spring 2015. No baid eagle nests were identified within 660 feet of the NGT Project
area; therefore, no impact on bald eagles is anticipated. However, we recommend that
prior to construction, NEXUS should conduct additional bald eagle nest surveys to
determine if any new eagle nests are present within 660 feet of the construction
workspace.”

“Blow down events are infrequent aspects of compressor station operation and can last
for several minutes. However, methane is a GHG, which tend to have less localized
effects. The estimated GHG emissions are relatively minor, because blow downs occur
Conclusions and Recommendations 5-14 infrequentiy (i.e., not part of normal, everyday
operation), and we conclude they would not have a significant impact on air quality or
public health.”

We were told during the EPA public hearing that blow downs would occur nearly
every day of the year...how is that considered in frequent? How do you determine
what level of methane and other chemicals are released during these blow downs??
Wha is responsible for ongoing monitoring?

Lastly, | don’t see how something that adversely affects 91 species of wildlife, 5000
acres of land, 4000 of which are farm land, 4 organic farms, several specialty crops, 50
acres of forest, 475 hodies of water and 1000's of people can be deemed necessary for
corporate profit and furthermore, this environmental impact statement says very little
about the safety hazards the pipeline and compressor station could pose to humans.
Just recently a man’s house was leveled and he lost an arm and a leg because of that
explosion...but we’re supposed to have faith that this SELF regulated pipeline will have
very little impact on our lives?!

IND532-4
IND532-5
IND532-6

Comment noted.
Comment noted.

Section 4.13 of the EIS addresses reliability and safety issues, including
compressor stations.
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milepost 46.2 that lists an “approximate distance from construction work area” of
25 feet. This may or may not be our well

In the EIS Executive Summary page 4, FERC states that “Construction of the
Projects could result in increased turbidity and alteration of flow in shallow
aquifers if encountered within trench depth or during grading and excavation at
aboveground facilities.”

If this is acceptable to FERC as a servant of the American public, then | question
FERC’s authority, because this is in no means acceptable to us, to allow the
potential polluting, albeit even only turbidity in the best case scenario, or even
the potential disruption or alteration of flow to our shallow well. Loss of potable
water will render our property unsanitary and uninhabitable.

We have several spring outlets on our property as well. These have not been
identified in the EIS.

Also stated in the EIS on page ES-4, it is noted that “To mitigate impacts on wells,
springs, and wellhead protection areas, the applicants would offer to conduct pre-
and post-construction testing of water quality and yield in all wells within 150 feet

IND534-1

IND534-2

See section 4.3.1 for a discussion of groundwater resources including water
supply wells and wellhead protection areas.

See section 4.3.1.2 for a discussion of impacts and mitigation relating to
groundwater resources.
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IND534-2
(cont’d)

IND534-3

IND534-4

IND534-5

of the construction workspace. The applicants would also implement their SPCC
Plans to avoid, minimize, and mitigate any chemical spills, and would prohibit
fueling within 200 feet of a private well and within 400 feet of a public well. In
addition, the applicants would repair or replace any wells that are adversely
affected, or would otherwise compensate the well owner.”

We have concerns about this statement.
1) Considering the amount of harassment we have received from Spectra

2

3

Energy over the last 18 months, the fact that they have trespassed
illegally on our property, and the fact that Spectra sued us, what amount
of faith can we place in a simple statement in your EIS that any water-
sourced issues will be handled by Spectra? How many lawsuits will |
have to file to force action as promised in your ES above? How many
lawyers will | need to force action? In the case of reduced water quality
or disrupted flow to our well, how long will we be required to live
without water? There are not enough details in your EIS to raise any
sense of reassurance that residential water sources will be cared for as
rosily as your brief statement of recourse indicates.

Additional Temporary Workspace ATWS-4236 is situated directly uphill
from our well. ANY oil leakage, fuel spill, or chemical release would
directly affect our well. Your EIS indicates that Spectra “...would prohibit
fueling within 200 feet of a private well....” Should ATWS-4236 be
intended for powered equipment parking or storage, we take exception
to this and demand that such use of this workspace be barred from
powered equipment use.

| have worked over 35 years in the energy sector, and | have been
directly involved in the active and practical execution of SPCC plans
numerous times. The effective application of a Spills Prevention and
Control Countermeasures plan is only as good as the people who are
present to execute such detailed and complex plans. We have little to
no faith that contractors working under tight construction schedules will
care enough to devote sufficient time and resources to protect our
drinking water. Plans look great on paper, much like your EIS; however,
in practice, we believe we cannot expect a high level of environmental
integrity from a field construction crew.

IND534-3

IND534-4
IND534-5

See section 4.3.1.2 for a discussion of impacts and mitigation relating to

groundwater resources.
Comment noted.

Comment noted.
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IND534-6

IND534-7

IND534-8

IND534-9

In the same general vicinity of our well are an area of wetland, and a small
dammed pond. The wetland extends into the construction area to the west of
our property line. The pond lies within 25 feet of the construction area and is not
identified on any of the route maps to date. We demand that the wetland area
and the potential for pond damage be accounted for in the EIS.

Within 50 feet of the construction area we have another dammed pond. We have
concerns about the potential for damage to this pond resulting from pipeline
construction.

State-Listed Species Potentially Occurring
The following comments reference Appendix J of the EIS

There is the potential that many old-growth northern red oaks (Quercus rubra)
and shagbark hickory trees (Carya ovata) along our western property line will be
felled to clear the right of way for the NEXUS project. These trees provide
excellent nesting sources for Indiana and long-eared bats. We have many
resident bats visible on our property during warmer months.

Our ponds and wetlands provide excellent habitat for spotted turtles.

Our property currently supports at least five species of frogs, one specie of toad,
and at |east two species of salamanders. Our two ponds, wetland, and trees
support a host of insect and plant species, all of which attract and maintain a
large population of nesting birds, and possibly bats. Loss of any of these features
will permanently alter a micro-ecological gem we have strived to expand and
maintain,

Buildings

In the EIS Appendix K-2, Buildings within 50 feet of the NGT project, our
wellhouse is not identified. It lies within 25 feet of the construction area. This is a
discrepancy in the EIS that must be addressed.

IND534-6
IND534-7

IND534-8
IND534-9

Comment noted.

Section 4.8.1 of the EIS discusses impacts to federally listed threatened and
endangered species, including the Indiana Bat.

Wildlife impacts and mitigation are discussed in section 4.6.2.

Comment noted. Appendix K-2 will be amended accordingly.
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Miscellaneous Comments

FERC's EIS covers a lot of digital paper referring to plants and animals, streams
and wetlands, dollars and cents. In comparison, the discussion of “Safety and
Reliability” in the EIS executive summary is condensed into four short paragraphs
on page ES-14, one of which reads, in part: “Based on NEXUS’ and Texas Eastern’s
compliance with federal design and safety standards as well as their
implementation of safety measures, we conclude that constructing and operating
the pipeline facilities would not significantly impact public safety.”

“...would not SIGNIFICANTLY impact public safety....”

We will not repeat nor rehash newswaorthy items referring to real-time pipeline
failures; we are sure you’ve heard these reports many times over. With recent
pipeline explosions in mind, however, we ask FERC pointedly to define the
meaning of “significantly” when referring to the impact on public safety.

State it however you wish, FERC, but we know for a fact that our risk of being
caught up in a pipeline problem will significantly INCREASE if this pipeline is
permitted to pass through our neighborhood. If you truly believe this pipeline is
“significantly” safe, | encourage and invite any and all members of FERC, of
Spectra’s board of directors, of the people here on this panel tonight, to come
purchase our home and live next to this pipeline. If you think this pipeline is
“significantly “ safe at thirty-six inches in diameter and one thousand four
hundred and forty pounds per square inch, | ask that you please come tell my
family member who suffers from anxiety and panic disorder and see if you can get
that family member to settle down. | implore you to go tell the 26 year old man
from Salem Township PA who was severely burned running for his life from the
failed Spectra pipeline there in April of this year. | strongly urge you to go tell the
families and friends of the dead and maimed who were caught up in gas line
explosions. For my wife and |, in the event of a catastrophic pipeline failure, our
bedroom a scant 200 feet from the pipeline, we would see only a flash of light,
feel a sense of increasing heat, then in the wink of an eye, we would go on to
eternity.

IND534-10

The executive summary provides a brief, high level, summary of impacts.
See section 4.13 of the EIS for a complete discussion of reliability and
safety.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
INDS534 — Randy Watt (cont’d)

IND534-11

IND534-12

IND534-13

IND534-14

IND534-15

recipients of the gas in Michigan and Canada. We face all this, citizens of the
United States, and of the Great State of Ohio, without recourse, without
consideration, and without recompense.

The simple fact that FERC is even considering the illogical and irreverent proposed
path of the NGT through cities and populous areas, churches, schools, parks,
places of employment, tells me more than | ever wanted to know about FERC. It
is clear that FERC is an industry-driven hureaucracy, blinded by lobbyists and
corporate associations, and ever forgetful of the rights, privileges, and concerns
of the citizens affected by the NGT,

| pray you prove us wrong in that last statement. | pray that FERC will listen and
give ample and equal weight to the comments of those affected by NGT, and
move in one of two directions:
1) Require Spectra to develop a safer, saner route for this project, away from
populated areas, a reasonable alternative being the City of Green reroute.
2) Deny the permitting for NGT altogether.

Thank you.

IND534-11
IND534-12

IND534-13
IND534-14
IND534-15

See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values.

Impacts to existing residences, commercial buildings, and developments are
discussed in section 4.9.4.

Comment noted.
Comment noted.

Alternatives are discussed in section 3.0.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND535 — Maryan E. Mathis

IND535-1

IND535-2

IND535-1

IND535-2

See section 4.3.1.2 for a discussion of impacts and mitigation relating to
groundwater resources.

Section 4.12.1.3 demonstrates that all compressor stations associated with the
proposed projects would comply with the NAAQS, which were established to
protect human health and public welfare (including visibility, vegetation,
animal species, economic interests, and other concerns not related to human
health).

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND535 — Maryan E. Mathis (cont’d)

IND535-3

IND535-4

IND535-5

IND535-6
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IND535-3
IND535-4

IND535-5

IND535-6

See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values.

Section 4.13 of the EIS addresses reliability and safety. Safety standards are
described in detail in section 4.13.1.

Sections 4.10.5 and 4.13 address local emergency response, including DOT
requirements to develop emergency response plans in coordination with state
and local officials. These emergency procedures would provide for adequate
means of communication, notification, and coordination with appropriate fire,
police, and other public officials, as well as for the availability of personnel,
equipment, tools, and materials needed to respond to an emergency.

Section 4.12.2.1 addresses noise impacts and mitigation, including noise
related to aboveground facilities.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND536 — Terry Schmel

IND536-1

IND536-1

Wells and septic systems are addressed in the residential construction plans
as shown in appendix E-5 of the EIS. Revised plans that reflect the
recommended centerline adjustments and workspace modifications are

included appendix F-7.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
INDS37 — Matt Beese

IND537-1

IND537-1

Crop damage payments are typically negotiated between landowners and the
applicant. Payment of damages for crops grown on leased land would be
negotiated between the lessee/lessor.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
INDS38 — Gregory A. Kenepp

IND538-1

IND538-1

See section 4.13 for a discussion of pipeline reliability and safety. Based on
our review, we did not find the City of Green Route Alternative or other major
route alternatives provide a substantial environmental advantage when
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not
recommend that they incorporated as part of the Projects.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND539 — Dave and Rama Reese

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
NEXUS GAS TRANSMISSION PROJECT AND
TEXAS EASTERN APPALACHIAN LEASE PROJECT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT COMMENTS

Comments can be: (1) left with a FERC representative; (2) mailed to the addresses below; or (3) electronically filed.!

For Official Mail Filing, Send To:

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

As applicable, please indicate the project(s) you are commenting on:
NEXUS Gas Transmission Project: Docket No. CP16-22
O Texas Eastem Appalachian Lease Project: Docket No. CP16-23

0O  All of the above

COMMENTS: (PLEASE PRINT) [continue on back of page if necessary]
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1 The Commission strongly encourages electronic filing of any comments. See instructions on the Commission’s
web site at http:/www.fere.gov under the "e-Filing" link. Before you can file comments you will need to create a free
account by clicking on “Login to File” and then "New User Account".

IND539-1

IND539-2
IND539-3

Comment noted. Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects.

See the response to comment CO8-17.

See response to comment IND539-1.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND540 — Roy and Wendy Jones

IND540-1

IND540-2

IND540-3

IND540-1
IND540-2

IND540-3

See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values.

Comment noted. Residential impacts and mitigation are discussed in section
4.9.4.1. Residential structures within 50 feet of the construction work area
are listed in appendix K-2.

Comment noted.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND542 — Lisa McClain

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
NEXUS GAS TRANSMISSION PROJECT AND
TEXAS EASTERN APPALACHIAN LEASE PROJECT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT COMMENTS

Comments can be: (1) left with a FERC representative; (2) mailed to the addresses below; or (3) electronically filed.!

For Official Mail Filing, Send To:

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

As applicable, please indicate the project(s) you are commenting on:
O NEXUS Gas Transmission Project: Docket No. CP16-22

O Texas Eastern Appalachian Lease Project: Docket No. CP16-23
O  All of the above

COMMENTS: (PLEASE PRINT) [continue on back of page if necessary]
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! The Commission strongly encourages electronic filing of any comments, Sec instructions on the Commission’s
web site at hitp://www.ferc.gov under the "e-Filing" link. Before you can file comments you will need to create z free
account by clicking on “Login to File” and then "New User Account".

IND542-1

IND542-2

IND542-3

General impacts and mitigation for soils is discussed in section 4.2.2 and the
applicants' E&SCPs.

Section 4.13.1 addresses safety standards including those associated with
schools and other gathering places.

See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND543 — Mike Chadsey
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IND543-1

Comment noted.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND543 — Mike Chadsey (cont’d)

IND543-2
(cont’d)

IND543-3

IND543-2
IND543-3

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND544 — John Stevanon

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
NEXUS GAS TRANSMISSION PROJECT AND
TEXAS EASTERN APPALACHIAN LEASE PROJECT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT COMMENTS

Comments can be: (1) left with a FERC representative; (2) mailed to the addresses below; or (3) electronically filed.!

For Official Mail Filing, Send To:

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

As licable, please indicate the project(s) you are commenting on:

PP

ﬂ- NEXUS Gas Transmission Project: Docket No. CP16-22

O Texas Eastern Appalachian Lease Project: Docket No. CP16-23
u] All of the above

COMMENTS: (PLEASE PRINT) [continue on back of page if necessary]

Quk  Fpmay sp5 JvED p) THESE ProfeeTIESs DR
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ND544-2

IND544-3

IND544-4 |

IND544-1
IND544-2

IND544-3
IND544-4

Impacts to wildlife are discussed in section 4.6.2.

See section 4.3.1 for a discussion of groundwater resources including water
supply wells and wellhead protection areas.

See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values.

Section 1.1 of the EIS provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the
Projects.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND544 — John Stevanon (cont’d)

IND540-5

IND544-5

Surface water impacts are discussed in section 4.3.2.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND545 — Mike and Nancy Hagan

IND545-1

IND545-2

IND545-1
IND545-2

Impacts to wildlife are discussed in section 4.6.2.

Section 4.9.4.1 discusses the impacts and mitigation for residential septic
systems.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND546 — Bryon Fay

IND546-1

IND546-1

Impacts to recreation and special interest areas are addressed in section 4.9.7.
Visual impacts are addressed in section 4.9.10.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND547 — James S. Smith

IND547-1

IND547-1

Residential construction plans are provided in appendix E-5 of the EIS.
Revised plans that reflect the recommended centerline adjustments and
workspace modifications are included appendix F-7.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND547 — James S. Smith (cont’d)

IND547-2

IND547-2

Impacts on groundwater flow are discussed in section 4.3.1.2. Section 4.9.4.1
discusses the impacts and mitigation for residential septic systems.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND548 — Courtney Kintz

IND548-1

IND548-2

IND548-1
IND548-2

Impacts to wildlife are discussed in section 4.6.2.

Section 4.10.7 addresses impacts to transportation systems.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND548 — Courtney Kintz (cont’d)

IND548-2
(cont’d)

IND548-3

IND548-4

IND548-3

IND548-4

Section 4.9.4.1 discusses the general mitigation measures which would be
used to minimize impacts in residential areas. NEXUS and Texas Eastern
have prepared Issue Resolution Plans which include toll-free phone numbers
which landowners can use to contact representatives with questions and
concerns.

Comment noted.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND550 — Kim McMahan

INDS550-1

INDS550-2

IND550-1

IND550-2

The types of impacts on wildlife, wetlands, property values, pipeline
reliability and safety, aesthetics, and endangered species would be similar on
the City of Green Route Alternative as the proposed route. Sections 4.6, 4.4,
4.10.8, 4.13, 4.9.10, and 4.8 describe the nature of these impacts. However,
based on our review, we did not find the City of Green Route Alternative
provides a substantial environmental advantage when compared to the
corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not recommend that it
be incorporated as part of the Projects.

See response to comment IND550-1.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND550 — Kim McMahan (cont’d)

IND550-2
(cont’d)

IND550-3

INDS550-4

IND550-5

IND550-3
IND550-4
IND550-5

See response to comment IND550-1.
See response to comment IND550-1.

See response to comment IND550-1.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND551 — David Kiefer

INDS551-1

IND551-1

See section 3.3.3 for a discussion of the proximity of Pee Wee Hollow Boy
Scout Camp in relation to the City of Green Route Alternative. Based on our
review, we did not find the City of Green Route Alternative provides a
substantial environmental advantage when compared to the corresponding
segment of the proposed route and did not recommend that it be incorporated
as part of the Projects.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND551 — David Kiefer (cont’d)

IND551-1 '
(cont’d)

WEDNESDAY WAS 2 big day for Killbuck Dig Former Probate Judge Charles C.
Jones presented a deed for 13 acres of land to Walter Rearick of fhe local Doy Scoute. Youne
Rearick is a grandnephew of Judge Jones and a grandson of Gommon Pleas Judge Walter 1. Mou-
gey. Judge Jones wlse donated the large cross-cut saw the boye are holding, Scouls pietured are:
From left, Eagle Scout Larry Drabenstott, Ted Taylar, Eagie Seout David Taggart, David Day,
James King and Rearick. Lecking on is Probate and Juvenile Judge Myron T. Brenneman

J udge Jones
Forgives All

Trespassing

Municipal Judge How-
ard D. King will no longer
have to trespass on some 13
acres of land north of Woos-
ter formerly owned by re-
tired Probate Judge Charies
C. Jones.

Ina “blistering” atiack on  tres-
ipessing, the elderly. judge related
& tale, part truth and part fiction,
|about & dinper in his hanor held
on the land which he gave to the
Scouts Wednesday. .

The judge, now en sctogenarian,
did quile & bit of farming In his
younger doys. Mo amatetr in the
ways of tillers. Judge Jones com.
mented on the freshness and quali-
ty of food served at {he dinner.

Judge King, a master of the
eblinary arl, was hehind Lhe gill,
King lold the guest of honor thai
Dave Taggart, another Seout of-
Yicial, bought the corn, polaloes
jand melons ot a local super mar-
ket

"But when T sunk my teeth inlo
the corn. I lnew it had just been
picked,” Judge Jones said. “And
as I cantinued Lo eat, T looked intg DONORS OF LAND pictured here are Judge and Mrs. Charles
the basket filled with cobbler po- o ygues Pheir gift of 13 neves of land Wednesday is expreted ta
:::”‘::;.;i‘*“i‘n ﬂ;.‘.g;un ey ot Freally wid Poe Wee Nollow, Buy Scoul veqar@alGa north of Woas
me? Thew T knew Judge Fing and (6 Mis. fanes, now in il health, was noi able 1o be presest at
iDave (Taggart! Wrespassed an my  the brief coremonies.

|The gif from Judge Janes cl
& Phxes long and active interest in

| “We are greafly indebted 1o the!
pneses for thls gift,” Judge King
id

roverty and fed me my own faod."
“But the land belongs to the
lcouts now, and you can trespass
i you desive, Howard (King),

e elderly judge said with a smile.

He then presented the Scouts
ith a huge crosseut. sew, and
futioned them how to use it, and|
& mdvantages of storing up woed'

. the cald days of winter,

On the serfus side of Judec'
pnes talk, he advised the Scouts|
rlay and wack In the woods,|
d  stay away from ‘the city.!
ork hard as Seouts, invite your|
rents to: your activities, and'
Wil be better citizens for it to-
orrow."”

Many Judges Present i
The pecasion was one of judicial]
urality. Present were Judge
nes, Judge King, Judge Mougey,’
cobate Judge Myron T. Bremn
an, “Judgie” Rearick, & gran
n of Judge Mougey and a gran

ew of Judge Jones, and Jim.
ing, son of Judge King. i
Scout officlals attending  the
ent include the three trusises of|
lec Wee ‘Hollow, Palmer Elliott,

William Mitchell and Judge,
lng, and David Taggart, secve-!
iry-treasurer of the non-profit or-
Bnization. ‘J‘

ung pople by the former juve-§
le judge and his wite 1

The 13 acres brings the otal
ge at the ‘‘wilderness retreat"

. 'Jii

bes was purchased for 450, Bndl

{
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND551 — David Kiefer (cont’d)

IND551-1
(cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND551 — David Kiefer (cont’d)

Navigation
Vayne County Chaptor || YWAYNE County Chapter
News
Activilies
Membership Information
Caiendar
Contact Us
Sitemap
Other Links 5
izaak Walion Losgue of LTON :
America
it MEMORIAL FoResT
DVAYNE COUNTY CHapTER
OHIO TReg fARM NO.1 9qe
- oL i T T P T
The Wayne County lkes were organized in 1932. We currently own and protect over 275 acres of
IND551-1 woods and streams. We are registered as Tree Farm Number 1 in Ohio. Our conservationist
(cont’d) membership includes hunters, fishers, birders, p hikers and wildfl husi: Chapter
activities include monthly meetings with conservation programs, plus social functions such as the
annual chicken barbeque, Christmas dinner, haunted forest and others. We support students pursuing
careers in outdoor fields through several scholarship programs. The chapter provides hunter safety
classes and also offers free assisted hunting on the chapter grounds for any limited mobility deer
hunter.
We encourage members to bring guests to our property but guests must be with a member at all times.
It is suggested that if a guest is routinely coming to the property, consideration of membership would
be appreciated. The use of our property for camping and hunting are restricted to members of the
Wayne County Chapter only; guests are not allowed for these activities.
Thank you
Subpages (1) Spacial Notes
Sion i | Aecent Sie Acivity | Raper Abuse | PI0LPags | Powersd 8y Google Sites
https://sites.google.com/site/waynecountychapter/Home 8/18/2016
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND551 — David Kiefer (cont’d)

IND551-1
(cont’d)

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND551 — David Kiefer (cont’d)

IND551-1
(cont’d)
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afed in Lick-
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— v SALLIWULKS LOUUIIER UDON the  maps of the
Atlas are as follows

Mounds (Busial) ......,

3,513
Lnclosures (Square, circular and crescent) ., 587
Village Sites ......... P 354
Burials (Ordinary interm. 1ts ) 714
Cemeteries ... .. . 39
Stone  Graves ,, 17
Iiffigy Mounds - 5
Petroglyphs T
Flint Quar; 109

Caches .., o
Rocle Shelters ..........

.................. - 5396

The author is under m any obligations to Mr. H. ¢ Shetrone
for his untiring efforts in assembling the records of the earth-
works and plicing the marks in the proper position on the maps
and for personal examination of soctions along the Ohio River.
To Mr. Phillip Hinkle of Cineinnati for furnishing the records
for Hamilton county. To Mr. Almer Hegler for furnishing the
records for Fayette county. To Judge H. €. Miller and Mz, F. E.
Bingman of Tackson for the records of Jackson eounty,

The author is also indebted to many others in the varions
counties of the state, who aided in many ways to furnish records
and assist in Joeating the archeological remains for g permanent
record.

. W, O, Mg,
Columbus, Ohio, March, 1914,

CARTOGRAPHIC TABLE,

Mounds (burial)

Enclosures (square).
Enclosures (circular),
Enclosures (crescent)

¢ Sites. .
{osdinary interments).
Cemeteries,

Stone Graves,
Eifigy Mounds
Petroglyphs,
Flint Quarries.
Caghes,

Peosob i e {pLogs

Rock Sheliers.
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INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
IND551 — David Kiefer (cont’d)

IND551-1
cont’d)

been found along its course.-

WAYNE COUNTY.

WAYNE COUNTY.

Wayne county is fairly rich in prehistoric remains, particular-
lyithat section adjacent to the headwaters of Killbuck creek,
There are a total of 42 sites, of which 8 are of the enclosure tyfpe
20 are mounds, 6 village sites and 8 burials.
The Great Trail passed along the southern Iine of the county
and many relies of the extensive travel in aboriginal times have
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Comment noted.

Individuals/Landowners Comments



9101-d

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
INDS53 — Sandra Schmelzer

IND553-1

INDS553-2

IND553-3
IND553-4

IND553-5

IND553-1

IND553-2

IND553-3

IND553-4

IND553-5

Section 4.9.4.1 discusses the impacts and mitigation for residential septic
systems.

Section 4.13 of the EIS addresses reliability and safety. Safety standards are
described in detail in section 4.13.1.

Section 4.1.5.6 addresses underground mines, including identification of
measures to be taken if a previously undiscovered mine is encountered.

Impacts to wildlife are discussed in section 4.6.2. Impacts to forested land is
discussed in section 4.5.2.

See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values.
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DATE: August 11, 2015

TO: Bob Boyles
Chief, Division of Forestry
Ohio Department of Natural Recourses
2045 Morse Road, Building H-1
Columbus, Ohic 43229-6693

CC:  Governor John Kasich and the Ohio General Assembly
RE:  Maumee State Forest Management Plan
Dear Chief Boyles,

The undersigned organizations would like to respectfully submit the following
comments regarding the Maumee State Forest Annual Management Plan, specific to
pending proposed natural gas pipeline (Nexus pipeline) to go through the east side
of Compartment AZ.

Maumee State Forest, located in the Oak Opening Region of Northwest Ohio is a rare
and exceptional forest. Maumee State Forest is situated in a region with more rare
and endangered plants than anywhere else in Ohio, is home to rare bird and animal
species, and features unique recreational opportunities.! Situated roughly 30 miles
southeast from downtown Toledo and within an hour traveling distance of Ohio’s
Lake Erie Shores, Maumee State Forest is the only state-owned public forest in
Northwest Ohio. Because of the rarity and sensitivity of the entire Oak Opening
Region, we request that the Ohio Department of Natural Resources, Division of
Forestry, deny any new Right of Entry and/or alease for the purposes of
constructing new natural gas pipeline within Maumee State Forest.

This unique, environmentally sensitive area is listed along with the Everglades, as
one of Americas Last Great Places by The Nature Conservancy (TNC). In the 2014
Impact Report, TNC notes that the Oak Openings region’s wetlands, rivers, and
drinking water wells are closely linked.2 Additionally, the Ground Water Pollution
Potential of Fulton County Map? indicates that the proposed Nexus Pipeline route
passes through an area with a high potential for ground water pollution. According
to the ODNR “well record data*” there are 536 shallow (less than 25 feet) water
wells located in this area with high potential for contamination during construction
or should a spill occur. The US EPA references infrastructure such as pipelines as the
second most significant stressor on the Oak Openings Region.s

L http:/ /www.ohio-nature.cem/Oak-Openings.html
2 www., nature. org/about-us/2014- muegtment-lmuau-l eport. pdf

Sierra Club — Chio Chapter o Page 1
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Maumee State Forest also provides rare and unique recreational opportunities. The
Ohio Department of Natural Resources website on the Lake Erie Birding Loop
specifies that the Oak Opening region contains the best habitat to be found in
Northwest Chio for birds and in some cases the only breeding location in the entire
region. Rare species such as the Eastern Whip-poor-will, Summer Tanager, Blue
Grosbeak, Bald Eagle, Lark Sparrow, and many more migrate through or live in the
Maumee State Forest. :

Maumee State Forest serves as an integral part of the connected network of bridle
trails offered in the Oak Openings region, and is one of only seven opportunities in
Northwest Ohio as listed by the Ohio Horsemen's Council.” Maumee State Forest
also provides the only public APV trail in the Northwest Region of Ohio according to
Rider Planet USA, a database of ATV trails. ®

Additionally, the Oak Openings region, including Maumee State Forest, has hosted
territorial male Golden-winged Warblers the past two years. This candidate species
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA} is in severe decline, and is near extirpation
from Ohio as a breeding species. The two breeding condition male Golden-winged
Warblers banded by Black Swamp Bird Observatory in the Oak Openings Preserve
Metropark in 2014, and at least one singing male documented in Maumee State
Forest in 2015, indicate the value of the region for this species. Any disturbance
should require ESA reviews by the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service.®

Due to the unique ecological, environmental and recreational opportunities
provided by the Maumee State Forest as part of the Oak Opening Region in
Northwest Qhio, we request that any additional Right of Entry permission for the
purposes of constructing new natural gas pipelines be denied by the Ohio
Department of Natural Resources, Division of Forestry.

Respectfully Submitted,

Jen Miller
Director, Sierra Club Ohio Chapter

Kimberly A. Cupp RS, MPH
Health Comraissioner
Fulton County Health Department

5 http:fiwww.epa gov/ginpo/ecopage/oak-openings.htmil

6 http://lakeeriebirding.ohiodnr.gov/loops-sites/oak-openings-loop

7 http:/ /www.ohiohorsemanscouncil.c rails.as

8 http://www.riderplanet-usa.com/atv/trails/ohio_map.htm

% Personal email communication from Mark Shieldcastle, Research Director, Black
Swamp Bird Observatory, Oak Harbor Ohio to walter.lange@utoledo.edu

Sierra Club — Ohio Chapter Page 2

Individuals/Landowners Comments



cc01-d

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
INDS56 — Walter H. Lange (cont’d)

The US EPA states in the following document:

United States Environmental Protection Agency
http:/iwww.epa.goviecopage/upland/oakioakopen.htmi#REGIONAL DESCRIPTION
Last updated on Wednesday, August 22nd, 2012

URL: http:ilwww.epa.goviecopage/uplandfoakioakopen.html

“US EPA Great Lakes Ecosystems - Oak Openings Region”

“Thirteen primary sources of stress have been identified. They vary as to their significance
which may depend upon which stress they apply to. Some sources were more active
historically, such as conversion to agriculture. Others are currently very active sources, such as
residential development.”

In general, the following list is in order of most significant to least significant.

e Development
o Residential, Industrial and Commercial
o Infrastructure including Pipelines, Utilities and Roadways

| have not included the remainder of the list because the most important stress is
the number 2 stress - Pipeline construction.

We cannot allow the NEXUS pipeline construction project to create a "strip mine”
of between 12 and 32 acres of the Qak Openings/Maumee State Forest.
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The Nature Conservancy's IVIISSIOh and INVestment In the Kegion

The mission of The Nature Conservancy is to conserve the lands and waters on which all life
depends. We focus on conserving nature and the value it provides to people while meeting the rapidly
growing demand for food, water and energy. The Conservancy is a leading conservation
organization working in all 50 states and more than 35 countries. We have helped conserve
nearly 15 million acres of land in the United States and more than 118 million acres with local
partner organizations glabally.

We appreciate previous efforts made by Nexus to avoid impacts to existing conservation
areas, which indicates the intent to reduce unintended negative environmental consequences
caused by pipeline development. While progress has been made, we wish to bring to the
attention of the pipeline developers, and to the FERC, that the proposed route of the Nexus
Gas Transmission pipeline still crosses through areas of ecological importance and investment
for The Nature Censervancy and other public and private conservation groups. Of these,
foremost is the Lakeplain Oak Openings habitat region {Oak Openings) (Map 1). Threats to
these areas include energy development-related impacts, management of public and private
lands incompatible with biodiversity conservation, and the mounting pressure of climate
change. The Conservancy and ather conservation organizations seek to provide integrated
conservation actions that abate such threats and ensure effective conservation of pricrity
places like the Oak Openings.

The Nature Conservancy
Potential environmental concerns
Docket Nos. PF15-10-000

Page 1 of 20
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listed as Areas of Concern in part because of habitat loss. Unchecked land conversion and the
resulting loss of ecosystem services has created numerous problems for people living in the
watershed such as flooding, beach closures, contamination of drinking water, limited
recreational opportunities and harmful algal blooms.

Plant Communities of the Oak Openings

The Dak Openings Region contains some of the rarest plant communities in the world. Five of
the six natural plant communities in the region are considered globally rare. The Oak Openings’
six natural plant communities are Black Oak/Lupine Barren, Mesic Sand Tallgrass Prairie,
Midwest Sand Barren, Oak/Blueberry Forest, Great Lakes Pin Oak-Swamp White Oak Flatwoods,
and Twigrush Wet Prairie.

A plant community is an assemblage of species that interact with one another and their
environment within a certain area. Environmental or abiotic factors such as climate, geology,
hydrology, soils, and topography are important in determining where plant communities occur.

Black Oak/Lupine Barren is the perhaps the best known Qak Openings community that
historically covered about 45% of the region. This community is a savanna, where black oak and
white oak are widely spaced (about 14 trees/hectare} and give the community a “park like”
appearance. Open stands of these trees occur on the dry sand dunes. Sunlight reaches the
surface, which allows for a rich herbaceous layer that includes little bluestem, Pennsylvania
sedge, Junegrass, Canada frostweed, wild lupine, plains puccoon, western sunflower, butterfly
milkweed, goats-rue, rough blazing star and flowering spurge. The shrub/scrub layer is sparse.
Shrubs include New Jersey tea, pasture rose, sweet-fern, and low bush blueberries. The high
frequency of lupine provides habitat for the federally endangered Karner blue butterfly, This
community is fire dependent, meaning for this community to sustain itself, periodic fires are
needed to inhibit woody invasion and stimulate grass and forb growth. Kitty Todd Nature
Preserve and Oak Openings Preserve Metropark of Lucas County, Ohio, have quality examples
of this globally vulnerable community.

Oak/Blueberry Forest is a frequent community in the Oak Openings. Stands occur on dunes and
are low in species diversity, Black cak and white oak are the dominant canopy trees. The
canopy is nearly to completely closed, with filtered sunlight reaching the forest floor, Witch-
hazel, huckleberry, sassafras, pasture rose and low bush blueberries are frequent in the shrub
layer. Pennsylvania sedge, large-leaved aster, wild sarsaparilla, bracken fern and wharled
loosestrife are common species in the herbaceous layer. The detritus layer is often several
inches thick. This community is more frequent today than it was historically due to fire
suppression.

Midwest Sand Barren is an open, dry habitat where bare sand is frequent and blowouts, or
bowl-shaped areas of exposed sand, are not uncommon. Many of the species growing in this
habitat have adapted to the harsh conditions by covering leaves and stems with hairs to hold

The Nature Conservancy
Potential envirenmental concerns
Docket Nos. PF15-10-000
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moisture and shade the surface of leaves and stems. These desert-like conditions are ideal for
the prickly pear cactus, Ohio’s only native cactus. Grasses and sedges are the most common
vegetation and include species such as purple three-awned grass, little bluestem, Junegrass,
low sand sedge, slender umbrella-sedge, panic grasses, Greene’s rush and Muhlenberg's sedge.
Other farbs growing with prickly pear cactus include hairy pinweed, flowering spurge, rough
blazing star, porcupine grass, dwarf dandelion, roundheaded bush-clover, and gray goldenrod.
Sand cherry is one of the few shrubs of this community. Fire is impartant in maintaining this
community. The Conservancy’s Kitty Todd Nature Preserve and Oak Openings Preserve
Metropark have excellent examples of this community.

Mesic Sand Tallgrass Prairie is globally vulnerable and is one of the rarest communities in the
Dak Openings Region. it was the most common wetland community in the region, but because
of development and fire suppression it is now reduced to small patches. Mesic Sand Tallgrass
Prairie is seasanally flooded, holding water from late winter to mid-spring. This plant
community occurs on sand flats hetween the sand dunes. Vegetation composition varies within
the community due to slight changes in soil pH and moisture. Trees are scarce, but shrubs can
be locally common. Shrubs include prairie willow, meadow-sweet, steeplebush, dogwoods, and
chokeberry. Common grasses include big bluestem, little bluestem, and Indian grass. Forbs
include dense blazing star, colic-root, tall coreopsis, showy tick-trefoil, yellow wild indigo,
Canada goldenrod, showy goldenrod, and soapwort gentian. Species often growing in bogs,
such as spatulate-leaved sundew, twisted yellow-eye-grass, grass-pink orchid, rose pogonia
orchid and northern bog clubmoss, occur within the low sand flats of the community where pH
is between 4 and 5. Kitty Todd State Nature Preserve has quality examples of this community.

Twigrush Wet Prairie is unique to the Great Lakes. In Ohio, it is only known from the Cak
Openings Region. In Michigan, this community may be called Lakeplain Wet Prairie, and is
limited to lakeshore counties near Lake Erie and Saginaw Bay. Twigrush Wet Prairies once
covered miles of lowlands before the construction of ditches that lowered the water table,
hastening woody invasion. Today, small remnants are seasonally flooded with water levels
reaching two or more feet deep from late fall to late spring. The seasonal ponding of water
slows tree and shrub invasion of the prairie. Grasses and sedges are the dominant vegetation.
Twigrush and wiregrass or slender sedge are the two dominant species. Sartwell’s sedge,
tussock sedge, northern reedgrass, yellow-seeded spike-rush, Canada bluejoint and brown bog
sedge are locally common in this type of prairie. Big bluestem, Indian grass and switchgrass may
also occur. Forbs include dense blazing star, Great Lakes goldenrod, ironweed, cowbane, spiked
lobelia, Riddell’s goldenrod, northern blue flag, fringed gentian and Virginia mountain-mint.
Shrubs such as Kalm’s St. John’s-wort, beaked willow and slender willow are scattered
throughout the prairie. The wettest areas are species-poor and contain over-aquatic species
such as false mermaidweed, grass-leaved arrowhead, and pondweeds. Periodic fires are also
important in maintaining Twigrush Wet Prairies. Irwin Prairie State Nature Preserve in Lucas
County, Chio, is the best example of this community.

Great Lakes Pin Oak-Swamp White Oak Flatwoods is a wet forest community. The tree canopy
is dominated by pin oak and swamp white oak. The abundance of the herbaceous layer varies

The Nature Conservancy
Potential envirenmental concerns
Docket Nos. PF15-10-000
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depending on water levels and the amount of sunlight. The most frequent plants in this layer
include Canada bluejoint, common lake sedge, cinnamon fern, royal fern and fowt manna-grass.
The diversity of this layer increases with the amount of sunlight reaching the ground. Shrubs
are frequent and can form dense thickets. Shrubs include winterberry, swamp rose, spicebush,
dogwoods, and chokeberry. Typically there is a tayer of muck over the sand. This community
was common and today it is the most frequent wetland community in the Oak Openings. The
Mesic Sand Tallgrass and Twigrush Wet Prairies succeed into this community type due to fire
suppression and reduction change in water levels.

Investments in the Oak Openings Region

The Nature Conservancy has been active in the Oak Openings region since 1972 and dubbed
the Oak Openings one of the 200 Last Great Places on Earth. Through the years we have
engaged with many public and private partners to help protect this important ecosystem.
Recognition in recent decades that the loss of natural landcover was resulting in serious social,
economic and ecological problems has led many concerned citizens to increasingly support the
preservation of the remaining remnants of the Oak Openings and restoration of degraded lands
to connect those remnants. Recognizing the importance of regional collaboration in protecting
the rare systems of the Oak Openings, conservation agencies within the region formed the
Green Ribbon Initiative (GRI} in 2000. GRI is a shared vision of public and private organizations,
landowners and individuals working to “preserve, enhance and restore critical natural areas in
the Oak Openings Region of Northwest Ohio and Southeast Michigan.” It has identified several
strategies by which to accomplish this mission, including: to educate the community about the
Oak Openings Region; identify and support the preservation, restoration, and enhancement of
critical natural areas; and build partnership coalitions and support partner organizations to
ensure ongoing, sustainable efforts in the Oak Openings Region. Considerable time and expense
is being placed on the management of the lands of the private residents throughout the Oak
Openings Region, both by the landowners themselves and by the GRI, to restore the health of
native habitats, animals, and plant communities.

GRI currently consists of representatives from 17 organizations including The Nature
Conservancy, and its four working subcommittees (Protection, Science, Stewardship and
Education/Outreach) are how work is accomplished in the Oak Openings region. Participation is
a voluntary commitment among partners to cooperate and work together to achieve the
mission described above. Partners have agreed to work toward the mission and activities of the
GRI, either independently or cooperatively through implementation of the Oak Openings
Region Conservation Plan. This plan identifies what must be done by laying out key strategies
necessary to achieve measureable conservation goals. To support this plan, the GRI also
completed a GIS-based ecological model to identify priority lands for conservation and
restoration, enabling us to target activities where they will have both the highest likelihood of
success and the greatest benefit to priority species. Using this tool, we identified critical natural
areas within the Oak Openings, termed Priority Conservation Areas (PCAs), and efforts are
concentrated in these areas to increase connectivity, patch size, and hahitat quality.

The Nature Conservancy
Potential environmental concerns
Decket Nos. PF15-10-000
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by the PCAs are not further degraded by the Nexus project.

Recommendations

1. Take a Programmatic Approach to Pipeline Review

Nexus would involve the construction and operation of approximately 250 miles of new, up to
42-inch diameter natural gas transmission mainline pipeline in Ohio and Michigan; and
approximately 1.4 miles of new interconnecting pipeline to Texas Eastern and Tennessee Gas
Pipeline. In its pre-filing, Nexus indicated its desire to commence construction activities in the
first quarter of 2017, and a planned in-service date in the winter of 2017.

In addition to Nexus, The Nature Conservancy is aware of at least three other proposed pipeline
projects in the vicinity of the Oak Cpenings region (Map 1):

a) The ANR East Pipeline Project praposal includes the construction of a new pipeline
originating at the Cadiz Gas Plant in southeastern Ohio and terminating at the ANR
Joliet Hub in Lake County, Indiana. The new build would consist of approximately
320 miles of large diameter, 1440 psig MAOP pipeline and up to 140,000 HP of
compression. It is anticipated to have a capacity between 1.2 and 2.0 Bcf/d,
depending upon contractual commitments, project scope and final design. In

The Nature Conservancy

Potential environmental concerns

Docket Nos. PF15-10-000
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b

to the Union Gas Dawn Hub in Ontario, Canada.

C

numerous municipalities affected by this project.

addition to receipt points at Cadiz, the ANR East Pipeline Project would also provide
receipt points at Tuscarawas with Dominion Transmission (TL-400) and Tennessee
Gas Pipeline. The project is designed to deliver gas into ANR’s ML 3 tariff zone at
Defiance and into ANR’s Zone ML7 at the Joliet Hub in Lake County, Indiana.

Energy Transfer Partners/ETRover has filed for and begun to implement a pipeline to
cross Ohio. The Rover Pipeline is designed to transport 3.25 billion cubic feet per day
(Bcf\day) of natural gas through approximately 710 miles of 24-inch, 30-inch, 36-inch
and 42-inch pipeline. Rover Pipeline will build four mainline compressor stations, six
supply lateral compressor stations and other ancillary facilities along its route.
Additionally, the Rover Pipeline Project will construct a pipeline segment from the
Midwest Hub in Defiance County, Ohic area through Michigan to an interconnection
with Vector Pipeline thereby enabling deliveries to additional points in Michigan and

Somerset Gas/North Coast Gas has proposed various pipeline projects crossing parts
of Ohio. North Coast is currently preparing a pipeline project which would supply
natural gas as fuel for the new 800 megawatt Oregon Clean Energy {OCE) power
generation plant, expected to be operational in 2017. They intend to connect OCE
with interstate gas sources in the Maumee area by laying about twenty-two miles of
pipe between the two communities. North Coast is working with OCE and the

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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and provides a more comprehensive picture of the consequences of multiple proposed
actions.”

Such a process also affords FERC a transparent and streamlined oppertunity to evaluate the
total demand for gas that infrastructure will be needed to meet. The Nature Conservancy
strongly recommends that FERC develop a Final PEIS for the multiple northern Ohio gas pipelines
prior to the issuing of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for any one of the
proposed pipeline projects in northern Chio. Extending this analysis beyond the northern part
of the state of Ohio should also be strongly considered, with consideration of routes
extending into southern Ohio, Michigan, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia.

Development of such a programmatic approach should, we suggest, include the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) and other relevant agencies and could be modeled on similar
programmatic efforts, such as the “PEIS for Solar Energy Development in Six Southwestern States
(Solar PEIS)” undertaken by the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EERE),
Department of Energy (DOE) and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Department of the
Interior (DOIY. The purpose of the Solar PEIS was to evaluate utility-scale solar energy
development, develop and implement agency-specific programs or guidance that would

establish environmental policies and mitigation strategies for solar energy projects, and to
amend relevant BLM land use plans with the consideration of establishing a new BLM Solar
Energy Program.
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= Additionality: offsets should provide a new contribution to conservation,
additional to what would have occurred without the offset.

e Equivalence: offsets should provide ecologically equivalent values as
those lost to project impacts.

e Location: offset benefits should accrue in the project-affected region.

e Timing and Durability: offsets should protect against temporal loss and
should be durable.

Alternatives Analysis: One mechanism by which to demonstrate application of the mitigation
hierarchy is through the promulgation of alternatives that avoid and minimize impacts to
resources of concern. The Nature Conservancy requests that the set of alternatives under
consideration be expanded. We understand that Nexus has publicized route variations that
would avoid impacts to some of the critical habitats and natural resources, such as nature
preserves, and we view those changes very favorably.

We continue to have significant concerns regarding the segment of the proposed pipeline
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Pracedures.”” The PM identifies as a best management practice, “utilizing landscape- and
watershed-level mitigation practices.”

To fulfill our mission in the 215t century, The Nature Conservancy has made landscape scale
application of the mitigation hierarchy a priority which we implement through an approach
called Development by Design (DbD). The science behind this approach is well- established
and documented in the peer- reviewed literature (Kiesecker, et. al., 2009%; Kiesecker, et. al.,
2010°). Through this approach we can provide a comprehensive view of how potential
development conflicts with natural systems and the people, wildlife, and wildlife habitats that
depend upon them. The Conservancy is working with partners to apply the full mitigation
hierarchy to energy projects across the United States.

We believe that the Nexus permitting process can utilize this framework by undertaking
the following actions:

e Observing the full mitigation hierarchy of avoiding, minimizing, and compensating
for unavoidable impacts;

¢ Taking a landscape-scale approach to identifying priorities for avoidance,
minimization, and compensatory mitigation;

e Minimizing impacts through design, construction, and management; and

e Taking full advantage of existing authorities to require compensation for
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Furthermore, the Conservancy requests that the EIS guantify the area, rather than just the
length of a resource, that would be affected along an alternative within the temporary
construction corridor, the permanent right-of-way, and along necessary new access roads.

3b. Take a Landscape Scale Approach to Pricrities for Avoidance, Minimization, and
Compensatory Mitigation

Areas of Conservation Investment and Critical Habitats: Using a generalized route map, our
assessments suggest the pipeline project has potential to intersect sites identified as priority
habitats for conservation including the Lakeplain Oak Openings Conservation Region and five
highest quality streams (Map 2). The Nature Conservancy requests that FERC ensure the final
preferred alternative avoids surface disturbances to the Lakeplain Oak Openings Conservation
Region, existing conservation lands and Priority Conservation Areas (PCAs} inside and outside
of the Oak Openings, and minimizes any impacts to streams with a special emphasis on highest
quality streams. Shapefiles of conservation lands known to The Nature Conservancy, for use in
Geographical Information Systems, are available upon request.

We understand that several alternative routes are being considered, and request that the
preferred alternative avoid the Oak Openings region entirely because of the high
concentration of endemic, threatened and rare species and community types. These species

The Nature Conservancy
Potential environmental concerns
Docket Nos. PF15-10-000
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and communities were described in detail earlier in this document. PCAs within the larger Oak
Openings region have also been mapped and can be made available.

Priority River and Streom Systems: The Nature Conservancy worked with experts, including the
Ohio Envirenmental Protection Agency (OEPA) to identify the streams, rivers, and lakes that
would need to be conserved to protect all the representative native biodiversity in a given
freshwater ecoregion™. The general approach for such an assessment is to select and set
conservation goals for a set of targets that combined represent the native biodiversity of the
freshwater ecoregion. Known occurrences of these targets are mapped and evaluated for
viability, and occurrences are selected to meet goals based on the principles of efficiency and
complementarity. We have identified these streams as “highest quality streams” on the maps
accompanying this document. The Conservancy requests that impacts to highest quality
streams identified through the freshwater ecosystem assessment be avoided by routing the
pipeline to minimize the total number of stream crossings and - where appropriate— minimized
through the use directional drilling technigues.

The Conservancy requests that FERC require Nexus to comprehensively evaluate potential
impacts to ground and surface waters due to sedimentation and erosion from high intensity
rain events during construction. The Conservancy further requests that recommended
methods for minimizing anticipated impacts to streams from pipeline construction are of
demonstrated effectiveness in similar terrain and climate with similar diameter pipe.
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Forest fragmentation is a conservation concern because it can limit habitat quality for breeding
forest birds.x® For example, some Upper Mississippi River and Great Lakes Joint Venture™ focal
species (Deciduous forest (Wood Thrush, Louisiana Waterthrush, Kentucky Warbler), Forest
generalist (Chimney Swift), Forested wetland (Prothonotary Warbier)) require large (5,000 ac)
forest tracts for high productivity and survival. Because this region’s forests are already largely
fragmented, forest size and configuration may limit survival and productivity of edge-sensitive
species,

Avoidance efforts should prioritize protection of land supporting viable populations of focal
species, in relatively unfragmented landscapes {10,000 ha) that have the fewest threats and
landscapes that are >70% intact {undeveloped) and contain core sites with source populations
of focal species. Landscapes with <70% cover should also be conserved if focal species habitat
needs are met, especially if few or no landscapes meet the 70% criteria. In landscapes with
<70% in cover, retaining or increasing size of forest and grassland tracts can enhance
population viability.

We believe that FERC should exercise all existing authorities to require compensation for
negative impacts to critical natural resources, including migratory bird habitat. In several
regions of the country, FERC has relied on its MOU with USFWS regarding "Responsibilities of
Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds" to assert the need for applicants to developa
Migratory Bird Conservation Plan in coordination with the agency, outlining avoidance,
minimization, and compensatory mitigation measures for impacts to migratory birds and
migratory bird habitat.

The MOU calls for FERC applicants to provide compensatory mitigation not only for impacts to
migratory birds, but for impacts to their habitat as well and directs applications to develop
“project-specific conservation measures” with USFWS during the pre-filing and/or initial
planning phases of projects. The MOU language is also quite broad in what it covers, including
migratory birds and their habitats with an emphasis on (but no restriction to) species of
conservation concern; identification and evaluation of direct, indirect, and cumulative effects;
and full consideration of seasonal habitats (breeding, migrating, roosting, over-wintering}.

With regard to the Nexus pipeline, we focus particular attention on the provisions from the MOU
defining FERC’s responsibilities to include:

F.4. Address migratory birds and their habitats, where appropriate, with emphasis on, but not
exciusive to, species of cancern, in the scope of any environmental review, including the NEPA
analysis. This review shall include, as necessary, identifying and evaluating:

a. Direct, indirect, and cumulative effects, of the proposed action on migratory birds,
including take, and detrimental alteration of important habitats such os breeding,

% hitp;//www.uppermissgreatlakesiv.org/StateBCRs.htm
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migrating, roosting, or over-wintering habitats using best available demographic,

population, or habitat association data. Where the potential for impacts on raptors

or other species of concern is likely, require applicant to conduct pre-application

surveys to facilitate the evaluation of effects to migratory birds and their habitats.
b. Reasonable modifications and alternatives to the proposed action that avoid

or minimize take.

The Nature Conservancy urges both the FWS and FERC to fully utilize the MOU Regarding
"Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds" to identify, avoid, and
minimize impacts to migratory birds and their habitat, including large patches of intact forest.

The Nature Conservancy recommends that FERC take full advantage of the MOU to require the
project propanent to develop a Migratory Bird Conservation Plan in coordination with USFWS
and include identified mitigation measures {avoidance, minimization, and compensatory
mitigation) in the final EIS and Record of Decision (ROD).

FERC has also encouraged pipeline applicants to develop mitigation plans for other critical
resources for which impacts are anticipated. For example, in October 2014, FERC issued the
Final EIS for the Constitution Pipeline and Wright Interconnect Projects (CP13-4959-000 and
CP13-502-000)*. The Final EIS states that “Prior to construction, Constitution should file with
the Secretary for review and written approval of the Director of OEP a final Migratory Bird and
Upland Forest Plan developed in consultation with the FWS” and state resource agencies. The
Nature Conservancy recommends that FERC require Nexus to develop mitigation plans for
similarly critical resources likely to be impacted by the proposed project, such as Lakeplain Oak
Openings habitats. Such plans should be developed in coordination with USFWS and relevant
state resource agencies and identified mitigation measures (avoidance, minimization, and
compensatory mitigation) should be included in the final EIS and ROD.

4. Mitigate Greenhouse Gas Impacts

In addition to habitat and species impacts from the siting of the Nexus project, an additional
environmental impact of the project comes from the greenhouse gas emissions that will result
from developing the pipeline. These greenhouse gas emissions directly and indirectly harm
ecological resources regardless of whether or not they are in the pipeline right-of-way.

Recent guidance from the White House Council on Environmental Quality has reiterated the
importance of evaluating greenhouse gas emissions as part of FERC approval of energy projects.
An assessment of greenhouse gas impacts is ameng the most impertant parts of the scope of
work for the Environmental Impact Statement for the project. There are several categories that
should be included in accounting for direct greenhouse gas impacts:

o Leaks of natural gas from new pipeline infrastructure;

% http://www.ferc.gov/ind ustries/gas/enviro/eis/2014/10-24-14-eis.asp
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* Release of carbon and permanent reduction in carbon sequestration capacity resulting
from the clearing of forested land along the pipeline right-of-way and associated
infrastructure {(e.g. compressor stations); and

* Energy used to operate compressor stations.

We request that FERC work to increase the accuracy of greenhouse gas emission assessment
and the development of appropriate compensatory mitigation for direct greenhouse gas
emissians resulting from pipeline construction, fugitive emissions, and operation.

Conclusion and Summary

The Nature Conservancy’s overarching recommendation is that FERC consider the Nexus
pipeline, in conjunction with other pipelines being proposed in the region, under a
Programmatic Environmental |mpact Statement (PEIS) that would simultanecusly consider the
purpose and need of each project, the cumulative impacts of these projects on the region, and
the optimal combination and alignment of pipelines to deliver gas from the Marcellus and Utica
shale gas plays. Furthermore, we recommend that the PEIS be completed prior to issuing a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the proposed Nexus pipeline.

In addition, we request that, within the EIS for Nexus:

e Inthe absence of a PEIS, FERC include reasonably foreseeable actions in its project
specific analysis for the Nexus project;

* Avoidance of both direct and indirect impacts be demonstrated by the applicant, and
supported by robust, quantitative, and repeatable analyses;

» Compensatory mitigation recommendations consider landscape context, are in addition
to business as usual and equivalent to functions and values lost, are located to benefit
the area in which impacts occurred, incorparate temporal loss of functions and values,
and are durable over time;

s The recommended alternative for the pipeline avaid priority habitats, including all
existing conservation preserves and easements and the entire Lakeplain Oak Openings
Conservation region;

s Impacts to surface waters be avoided to the greatest extent possible, and recommended
minimization strategies are based upon techniques shown to have been effective in
projects in similar terrain, climate, and of comparable scale;

o The design of pipeline corridors reduces impacts, and proposed vegetation management
enhances habitat and limits the potential spread of invasive species;

» The FWS and FERC fully utilize the MOU Regarding Implementation of Executive Order
13186, "Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds;"

« Compensatory mitigation not be restricted to impacts to water resources and species
regulated under the Endangered Species Act, but also include offsets for any
unavoidable individual and cumulative impacts to the critical Lakeplain Gak Openings
habitat; and
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Management and Wildlife at the Ohio Department of Natural Resources

Mr. Dan Everson, Field Supervisor, USFWS Ohio Field Office

Mr. Tim Schetter, Director of Natural Resources for Metroparks of the Toledo Area
Mr. Rob McKim, Central US Division Director, The Nature Conservancy

Mr. Nels C. Johnson, N. American Energy by Design Project Director, The Nature
Conservancy
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Enclosure: Maps and Tables

Table 1. NatureServe Global Conservation Status Ranks

Definition

| Presumed Extinct (species}— Not located despite intensive searches and virtually |
| no likelihood of rediscovery. |

|
Eliminated (ecological communities) —Eliminated throughout its range, with no

restoration potential due to extinction of dominant or characteristic species.

Possibly Extinct (species)— Missing; known from only historical occurrences but |
still some hope of rediscovery. |
Presumed Eliminated— (Historic, ecological communities)-Presumed eliminated |
throughout its range, with no or virtually no likelihood that it will be rediscovered,

but with the potential for restoration, for example, American Chestnut (Forest). |

| Critically Imperiled—At very high risk of extinction due to extreme rarity (often 5 |
or fewer populations), very steep declines, or other factors. |

Imperiled—At high risk of extinction due to very restricted range, very few \
populations (often 20 or fewer), steep declines, cr other factors. |

Vulnerable—At moderate risk of extinction due to a restricted range, relatively |
few populations {often 80 or fewer), recent and widespread declines, or other |
factors.

Apparently Secure—Uncommon but not rare; some cause for long-term concern |
due to declines or other factors. |

Secure—Common; widespread and abundant.
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IND557-1

IND557-1

Comment noted.
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IND558-1

IND558-2

IND558-1
IND558-2

Comment noted.

Comment noted.
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IND559-1

IND559-2

IND559-1
IND559-2

Comment noted.

Comment noted.
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INDS560-1

IND560-1

Comment noted.
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IND561-1

IND561-2

IND561-1

IND561-2

Prime farmland is discussed in section 4.2.1.1. General soils impacts and
mitigation are discussed in section 4.2.2.

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary an Agricultural
Impact Mitigation Plan (AIMP) detailing construction and restoration
measures to be implemented on the NGT Project to address agricultural issues
unique to Ohio and Michigan. For construction and restoration measures in
Ohio, NEXUS shall consult with the Ohio Department of Agriculture (ODA)
on construction procedures to be used in agricultural land in Ohio and shall
file with the Secretary any measures that result from coordination with the
ODA.

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary a 5-year post-
construction monitoring program to evaluate crop productivity in areas
impacted by the construction of the Project. The program shall stipulate that
if any landowner agrees that revegetation and crop productivity are successful
prior to the 5-year requirement, NEXUS shall provide documentation in its
quarterly reports indicating which landowners have agreed that monitoring is
no longer necessary.

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary an Agricultural
Impact Mitigation Plan (AIMP) detailing construction and restoration
measures to be implemented on the NGT Project to address agricultural issues
unique to Ohio and Michigan. For construction and restoration measures in
Ohio, NEXUS shall consult with the Ohio Department of Agriculture (ODA)
on construction procedures to be used in agricultural land in Ohio and shall
file with the Secretary any measures that result from coordination with the
ODA.

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary a 5-year post-
construction monitoring program to evaluate crop productivity in areas
impacted by the construction of the Project. The program shall stipulate that
if any landowner agrees that revegetation and crop productivity are successful
prior to the 5-year requirement, NEXUS shall provide documentation in its
quarterly reports indicating which landowners have agreed that monitoring is
no longer necessary.
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IND562-1

IND562-2

IND562-3

IND562-4

IND562-1
IND562-2

IND562-3
IND562-4

Comment noted.

As discussed in section 2.3.1.7, all work areas would be graded and restored
to preconstruction contours and natural drainage patterns within 20 days of
backfilling the trench (10 days in residential areas). NEXUS would conduct
restoration activities in accordance with landowner agreements.

See response to comment IND562-2 above.

See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts that a pipeline
easement may have on property values and insurance premiums.
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IND562-5

IND562-5

See Section 1.1 for a discussion of the Project purpose and need.
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IND563-1

IND563-2

IND563-3

IND563-4

IND563-5

IND563-6

IND563-1

IND563-2

IND563-3

IND563-4

IND563-5
IND563-6

General impacts and mitigation for soils is discussed in section 4.2.2 and the
applicants' E&SCPs.

General impacts and mitigation for soils is discussed in section 4.2.2 and the
applicants' E&SCPs.

General impacts and mitigation for soils is discussed in section 4.2.2 and the
applicants' E&SCPs.

Crops within the construction work areas would be taken out of production
for one growing season while construction occurs and landowners would be
compensated for the lost crops.

Economic impacts and tax revenues are discussed in Section 4.10.9.

Comment noted.
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IND564-1

IND564-2

IND564-3

IND564-4

IND564-1
IND564-2

IND564-3
IND564-4

See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values.

Reliability and safety, specifically pipeline accident data, is discussed in
section 4.13.2.

See responses to comments CO12-01 and CO48-04.

Alternatives are discussed in section 3.0.
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IND565-1

IND565-2

IND565-3

IND565-4

Jennifer McWiilliam, Medina, OH.

| do not support the current Mexus proposed pipeline routing. | support the City of Green
alternative route for the Nexus pipeline project. The City of Green alternate route appears to
move the pipeline further from higher populated areas into areas that are less densely
populated. The risk of harm to pecple around this pipeline should be taken inte account
when selecting a routing location for this pipeline. The route selected should be one that
presents the least risk of human casualty if an accident with the pipeline wers to accur. As
the pipeline is below ground there will not be a significant negative visual impact to the mare
pastoral areas that the alternative route invelves. The risk of human casualty should be
greatly reduced by moving the pipeline to less populated areas. Reasonable
accommeodations should be made to place this pipeline in an area that will do the least
potential harm to people and the environment while still achieving the objectives of the
praject. The City of Green alternative route appears to achieve this objective.

IND565-1

IND565-2
IND565-3
IND565-4

See section 4.13 for a discussion of pipeline reliability and safety. Based on
our review, we did not find the City of Green Route Alternative or other major
route alternatives provide a substantial environmental advantage when
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not
recommend that they incorporated as part of the Projects.

See response to comment IND565-1.
See response to comment IND565-1.

See response to comment IND565-1.
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IND566-1

IND566-2

IND566-3

IND566-4

IND566-5

IND566-6
IND566-7

IND566-8

IND566-9

IND566-10

IND566-1

IND566-2
IND566-3
IND566-4
IND566-5
IND566-6
IND566-7
IND566-8
IND566-9
IND566-10

Comment noted. Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects. The types of
impacts on farming, pipeline co-location, orchards, wetlands, wildlife,
cultural resources, forested land, endangered species, pollinator habitat,
drain tiles, septic systems, waterbodies, noise, aquifers, water wells, existing
utility lines, and emergency responders would be similar on the City of
Green Route Alternative as the proposed route. Various sections throughout
the EIS describe the nature of these impacts.

See response to comment 566-1.
See response to comment 566-1.
See response to comment 566-1.
See response to comment 566-1.
See response to comment 566-1.
See response to comment 566-1.
See response to comment 566-1.
See response to comment 566-1.

See response to comment 566-1.
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IND566-11

IND566-12

IND566-13

IND566-14

IND566-15

IND566-11
IND566-12
IND566-13
IND566-14
IND566-15

See response to comment 566-1.
See response to comment 566-1.
See response to comment 566-1.
See response to comment 566-1.

See response to comment 566-1.
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IND567-1

IND567-1

Comment noted. Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects.
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IND568-1 ‘
IND568-2 ‘

IND568-1
IND568-2

See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values.

See section 3.3 and 3.4 for an evaluation of route alternatives that follow roads
and electric transmission lines, including the Electric Transmission Line and
Turnpike route alternatives.
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IND569-1

IND569-2

IND569-3

IND569-4

IND569-1
IND569-2

IND569-3

IND569-4

Comment noted.

Impacts on agricultural land are discussed in section 4.9.1. Prior to
construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary an Agricultural Impact
Mitigation Plan (AIMP) detailing construction and restoration measures to be
implemented on the NGT Project to address agricultural issues unique to Ohio
and Michigan. For construction and restoration measures in Ohio, NEXUS
shall consult with the Ohio Department of Agriculture (ODA) on construction
procedures to be used in agricultural land in Ohio and shall file with the
Secretary any measures that result from coordination with the ODA.

See section 4.10.8 for a more detailed discussion of potential impacts that a
pipeline easement may have on property values.

As discussed in section 2.3.1.7, all work areas would be graded and restored
to preconstruction contours and natural drainage patterns within 20 days of
backfilling the trench (10 days in residential areas). NEXUS would conduct
restoration activities in accordance with landowner agreements.

General impacts and mitigation for soils is discussed in section 4.2.2 and the
applicants' E&SCPs. The applicants are required to successfully restore land,
as discussed in section 2.5.5 of the final EIS.

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary an Agricultural
Impact Mitigation Plan (AIMP) detailing construction and restoration
measures to be implemented on the NGT Project to address agricultural issues
unique to Ohio and Michigan.
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IND569-4
cont’d)

IND569-5

IND569-6

IND569-5
IND569-6

See the response to comment COS8-17.

Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the Projects.
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IND570-1

IND570-2

IND570-3

IND570-1

IND570-2

IND570-3

See section 3.4.11 for an evaluation of several route variation in the vicinity
of your neighborhood.

See section 4.3.1 for a discussion of groundwater resources including water
supply wells and wellhead protection areas. See section 4.10.8 for a
discussion of potential impacts to property values.

Reliability and safety, specifically pipeline accident data, is discussed in
section 4.13.2.
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IND571-1

IND571-2

IND571-3

IND571-1

IND571-2

IND571-3

Thank you for the comment. We note that TEAL Project is about 4 miles
from Powhatan Point, Ohio and the NGT Project is approximately 60 miles
away.

The bequest of a new building, trail, park, or any other such endowment to
the Pothawa Point community would need to be a transaction conducted
entirely between the pipeline company and the community officials. Such
transactions are not within the scope of the Commission's authority. To the
extent that a pipeline is constructed on a particular tract of land, pipeline
operators must obtain easements from landowners. Agreements for
easements typically specify compensation for losses resulting from
construction, damages to property during construction, and restrictions on
existing uses that would no longer be permitted on the permanent right-of-
way after construction.

Comment noted.
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IND572-1

IND572-2

IND572-3

IND572-4

IND572-5 ‘
IND572-6 |
IND572-7

IND572-8

IND572-1

IND572-2
IND572-3
IND572-4
IND572-5
IND572-6
IND572-7
IND572-8

Comment noted. Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects. The types of
impacts on emergency responders, forests, wetlands, groundwater, orchards,
wildlife, endangered species and cultural resources would be similar on the
City of Green Route Alternative as the proposed route. Various sections
throughout the EIS describe the nature of these impacts.

See response to comment IND572-1.
See response to comment IND572-1.
See response to comment IND572-1.
See response to comment IND572-1.
See response to comment IND572-1.
See response to comment IND572-1.

See response to comment IND572-1.
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[IND570-9 |

IND570-10

IND572-9
IND572-10

See response to comment IND572-1.

See response to comment IND572-1.
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IND573-1

IND573-2

IND573-3

IND573-4

IND573-1
IND573-2
IND573-3
IND573-4

Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the Projects.
Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the Projects.
Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the Projects.

Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the Projects.
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IND573-5

IND573-6

IND573-7

IND573-8

IND573-5
IND573-6
IND573-7
IND573-8

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the Projects.

Comment noted.
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IND573-9

IND573-10

IND573-11

IND573-9

IND573-10
IND573-11

Comment noted. Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.
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‘T'hank you for vour consideration on these issucs.

David 1. Ligel
2258 Nimishillen Church Rd.
Canton, OH 44721
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IND574-1

DAVID A. MUCKLOW

'OOTRD, SUITE B
AKRON, OH 44312
PHONE: (330) 896-8190
FAX (330)896-8201
davidamucklow/@yahoo.com

August 26, 2016

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

Docket # PF15-10-000

Re:  Nexus pipeline, docket number Docket # CP16-22-000; Appendix B-1, Page 22
of 135 in the City of Green: the DAMS

Dear Secretary,

We are resubmitting the enclosed documentation from a life-long resident, Gary
Wilkinson of Summit County who is familiar with the Comet Lake and Nimisila dams
located near Comet Road in the City of Green, He provides credible enclosed evidence
reported in our local newspapers that the dams are in a neglected weakened state and
have recently nearly collapsed due to flooding. He states: “To place the Nexus pipeline
directly behind Nimisila dam with conditions as described in this report would be
malicious, criminal negligence.” These dams are earthen dams with minimal amounts of
hardening and could easily be breached from an explosion or other seismic activity and
vibration associated with high pressure gas transmission lines. Gary Wilkinson submits
this information in opposition to the proposed Nexus route through the City of Green.
Better alternatives South of Summit County, exist which avoid these old dams and arc

mapped in the City of Green alternate route as revised.

Very truly yours,

/s/David A. Mucklow
David A, Mucklow

IND574-1

Comment noted.
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See discussion in section 4.3.2.2 that describes mitigation procedures to
minimize or avoid impacts to surface waters. Construction and operation of
the Project are expected to have no impact on dams.

See discussion in section 4.3.2.2 that describes mitigation procedures to
minimize or avoid impacts to surface waters. Construction and operation of
the Project are expected to have no impact on dams.

See discussion in section 4.3.2.2 that describes mitigation procedures to
minimize or avoid impacts to surface waters. Construction and operation of
the Project are expected to have no impact on dams.
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See discussion in section 4.3.2.2 that describes mitigation procedures to
minimize or avoid impacts to surface waters. Construction and operation of
the Project are expected to have no impact on dams.
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CRIMES
DETOURS, DELAYS, AND WHY SOUTH MAIN STREET FLOODS

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

Re: Nimisila Lake Dam and Creeks, Comet Lake Dam and spillways, and Lake
Noah

[ am sending this report to you for your review and I would hope that you
would take the time and consideration to review my report. My request is for
you to look into this ongoing problem for the people in the surrounding areas of
this matter before it becomes a state of emergency. This problem has gone on
for too long and I would hope that you would share my concern.

Again, this report is in regards to Nimisila Lake and the above-stated
dams, creeks, lake and spillways. I have enclosed copies of newspaper articles,

a map, and my own, handwritten map for you to reference to. (Now available
upon request) Aaouse o e e

See report #3, pages 4-5, page 15, page 22, and page 36 as related
materials highlighting this report. See also report (National Archives) #19,
pages 2-3, page 19 and page 21.

Nowhere in these documents does it call for Nimisila Creek’s floodwaters
to be diverted to Nimisila (Massillon) Lake and Dam. Nimisila (Massillon) Dam
was designed, engineered, and built for its drainage area, thirty—six (36) square
miles. The Nimisila Creek drainage area is approximately twenty (20) square
miles. These two systems are separated by a geological rift, original confluence
at the head of the valley that drains to the Tuscarawas River, directly below
present-day Nimisila Dam, until the Lake Noah Diversion Spillway was
completed in 1936, thus allowing the two to be united above point of original
confluence.

Approximately one mile below Lake Noah is Comet Lake. Please review
newspaper articles and county commissioners’ reports.

See also Ohio/Erie Canal Operations Report #14 and #15, page 4.
Extensive flood control work below Comet Dam has never been utilized
except for a brief period during a storm in 1939. “Club-manipulated agencies”

oversee the entire system for sole purpose of protecting their own interest and

1

Individuals/Landowners Comments



7801-d

INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS
INDS574 — Gary Wilkinson (cont’d)

endangering property and lives below and to the west of Nimisila Lake. As ]
stated with reports and documents which do not support a floodwater diversion
from Lake Noah, Nimisila Creek to Nimisila Lake. This arrangement has been
ongoing for seventy (70) years and if this drainage basin receives a four-inch to
seven-inch rainfall, [ believe a catastrophic failure will occur at Nimisila. Please
see newspaper article 2.

These federally-funded flood controls works have literally been high
jacked. Again see document #3, page 22.

Never has Comet Lake, Dam, and Spillway had to bear the burden of its
own system flood waters due to the dubious efforts of its owners to manipulate
historical fact and the agencies that are controlling it. In a recent talk with dam
safety, O.D.N.R., Columbus, 2011, they think the system is operating as
designed. Flood water enters Lake Noah and then exits to Comet Lake.

CONCERNING DIVISION OF WATERS AT LAKE NOAH:

Comet Dam and Spillway was built on and from what was left from the
flood of 1923. See newspaper articles #8. It was built by M. Meyer and
members with no governmental oversight. This dam and spillway has leaked
severely since constructed in 1926. In dry years, the lake cannot maintain pool-
level elevations at flow of approximately 4.5 cubic feet per second, with the
system losing approximately billions of gallons of water per year.

Diversion Spillway at Lake Noah was constructed in such a way as to
allow a forty-eight percent (48%) flow to Nimisila and slightly more flow to
Comet Lake. Please see report #15, page 2. The original intent of the
flashboard at Noah Dam was to totally redirect water to Nimisila Lake when
Portage Lakes required water. At normal dry weather, Nimisila Creek has a
flow of 4.5 cubic feet per second. The possible intent is to balance 4.5 to
Portage Lakes from Nimisila Lake and 4.5 cubic feet per second from Lake
Noah. Please see again report #15, page 2.

Water from Nimisila to Portage Lakes can be precisely controlled by
means of adjustable valves at the gatehouse at the north end of Nimisila
Reservoir, or simply running the flow rate of Nimisila Creek through the system.
In dry years, water quality of Portage Lakes is poor and the draining of Nimisila
is a one-time event depending on the next rainfall.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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State of Ohio entered, | believe in good faith, into an agreement with
Comet Lake Club for this division of waters at Lake Noah as long as pool-level
elevation at their lake was maintained. What the State didn't know was the
severity of leakage at Comet Dam.

The forty-eight percent (48%) to fifty-two percent (52%) split in 1938 to
1939 and is now one hundred percent (100%) to harm the State and the people
who use Nimisila and Portage Lakes. The practice is now to drain Nimisila to
the point that it is useless for recreational use.

It has in the past taken six to ten weeks for Nimisila Lake to recover to
pool-level elevation of one thousand (1,000) feet because of the needs of this
small private corporation, which is the Comet Lake Club. This practice is a
travesty and has been going on for seventy years. The state ordered work to
the Comet Dam that was completed in 2009 at a cost of $250,000 approximately.
No attempt to render impervious or address concerns was expressed in this
report.

It is my sincere hope that this system be restored to operate as originally
engineered, designed, and built; that Comet Dam, Spillway, and Channel will
work and be brought up to standard: that floodwaters into Lake Noah flow out
into Comet Lake as it has for many years prior to the construction of secondary
spillway at Lake Noah; that it bear its burden instead of playing a game of
Russian Roulette with Nimisila Lake; and to renegotiate this division of waters

ninety to ten (90 to 10) percent to the benefit of ALL who use Nimisila and
Portage Lakes.

As [ have stated, the federal government spent approximately one million
dollars on Comet Lake Spillway extension. One thousand feet of the channel
works from Comet Lake would allow safe egress of floodwater to flow
harmlessly into a vast swamp approximately a half mile behind Nimisila Dam
Spillway to let this water run as designed would also prevent the flooding at
South Main Street and the two-and-a-half mile detour.

Conditions described in this report were not addressed. | spoke with Tina
Griffin, Dam Safety, in 2010. She believes floodwater flowing from Lake Noah
to Comet Lake and cannot be told otherwise in spite of my efforts. Ohio Dam
safety receives its official reports from controlling agencies and their interests
are in direct opposition to the public safety and good of the people.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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Nimisila Lake was drained prior to, during, and after the fish spawn
destroying seasons of the spawn cycle. This has happened multiple times even
during the time the of the migration and nesting seasons of the birds such as
waterfowl. It also caused the purple martin bird to be forced off the Cattail
Islands when the lake was drained in the fall. In the fall of 2009 and 2010, the
draining interrupted the duck hunting season and exposed blinds and decoys
sitting on mud and also killing the fish and wildlife during these times.

In 1977 or 1978, 25,000 to 50,000 northern pike were washed into the
spillway at Nimisila during a flood event in early spring, eventually ending up in
the Tuscarawas River.

Draining interrupts fishing, boating, sailing, and other activities while also
running down businesses like the bait stores and “mom-and-pop” stores that
survive on the lake’s recreation activities.

The only purpose for the division spillway at Lake Noah is to supplement
Akron’s industrial water requirement and to also provide water to Nimisila
Reservoir and Portage Lakes for recreational use.

When Nimisila Reservoir was in the planning stage, it was to be name
Akron-Massillon Dam Lake. See the report on water resources of Muskingum
drainage area by the Dayton Morgan Engineering Co., 1931, or #3 in report, and
documents of the National Archives, number 19. I believe the name was
changed to blur or confuse the factual concept of two separate drainage basins
into one. Members of the Comet Milling Co. or Comet Lake Club were
influential, one being vice-president of the Goodyear Company, and president of
the Comet Milling Company, Akron City Mayor M. Mever and head of board of
directors, Comet Milling Company, plus other of Akron’s elite. When this
misappropriation went into effect in 1937-1939, the mill was no longer
operating, only the lake and summer cottages for the recreation of those who
owned them. Their assignees and heirs to this day are aware of everything in
this report and have taken extraordinary measures to keep all as is.

When Nimisila Lake is abruptly drained, countless lake animals die off that
cannot keep up with the receding water and have been caught in the algae mat’s
backwaters after hatching. Portage Lakes still today loses millions of gallons of
water per day.

Stagnant water is also an issue. All of these problems are preventable,
including the flooding of South Main Street.

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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A small private club, 0.D.P.W. and MWCD - Boris Slogar, Summit County
Engineer, and Dave White keep this mess in motion for greed and to keep the
grant money flowing.

All infrastructure in this report was federally funded and used W.P.A.
labor. I have had meetings with Dave White and two meetings with Boris Slogar.
Both gentlemen have been deceptive, vague, and outright lied.

I called Ron Grey in 2003 concerning the first event with the dike and he
went into a rage and hung up. 1 have called Ohio/Erie Canal Operations, Ohio
Dam Safety, O.D.N.R. Division of Water and Watercraft, the E.P.A., the Army
Corps of Engineers, and Huntington Office. If anyone bothers to check my claim
they call Ron Grey of O.D.P.W. and also see the report [ have submitted to
the City of New Franklin, with the Barberton Prosecutor, and the Akron City
Prosecutor via telephone.

In April 2011, I have called the Ohio Attorney General's Office and sent a
report. The report was sent to the environmental department to Patricia Payne.
I have called her three times and left messages to call me and to date, she has
not.

Approximately one year later, I sent a report to the 0.A.G. Division of
B.C.I., again with no response,

[ can prove my report in a simple 20-minute site—to-site visual inspection.
I also have photos of the same actual flood event of February 2011.

This is a criminal matter and I would hope you would carefully read this
material. [ would be available at your convenience to meet and review with your
representative this report and all supporting documentation.

Ron Grey of Ohio Department of Public Works and David White of Summit
County Engineers have control and jurisdiction over the system described in this
report. Both are opposed to my efforts to expose this.

Criminal misappropriation of the water division and floodwater diversion
of this system working with five board members of the Comet Lake Club have
tried to keep me quiet. In February of 2011, I found out that they are receiving
large sums of money from the state; grant money from Muskingum Watershed
Conservancy District; and from head engineer Mr. Slogar in the fall of 2009.
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Shortly afterwards, the club tripled their efforts to get me out of the way since
1997.

Approximately ten million dollars has been spent on the Nimisila Creek
Watershed but not a dime on what is broken. I believe that other agencies are
also involved.

[n conclusion, I cannot emphasize enough the following needs:

. Comet Dam be impervious;

. That Nimisila and Portage Lakes receive the dry weather flow to maintain
their pool-level elevations and to improve water quality;

3. That five percent would be sufficient for Comet Lake if it did not leak and

that flashboards are placed to stop flow to Comet Lake if it became

necessary.

N =

If you have questions regarding this information, please feel free to call me at
330-882-2463.

Sincerely,

Gary Wilkinson

Individuals/Landowners Comments
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EVENTS OF THIS YEAR

All preventable by opening the gate at Noah main dam and allowing flood water to exit
into Comet Lake as designed.

2-28-2011

South Main Street closed to traffic for approximately one week

5-26-2011
Ohlo Department Public Works, again, used pumps to run water back into Nimisilla.
;\ Suuth Main Street closed 5 days " s T T e -
= 7472011

South Main Street was closed for approximately one (1) mopth, total, with all events.
Within five hundred feet (500°) of point probable breach; Ohio Edison Substation,
~_ three (3) homes, seventy-five thousand square foot (75, 0003 machine shop and as of
2 December 2011 a gaseiisteak. At one thousand feet (1,000") 8Eapartments and

approximately one hundred (100) homes. Dwkzdwmn due to radical

fluctuations and elevation of water from forty Anches (40") plus to minus ten feet (107
and sand bo:ls are mm
Ev 2 ] BT e
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i “Since 1997 muilons were spent on this system. Hands full of people have,
1 believe, @ momentary interest in keeping it broke.

-

BEEEADAT O A,U.EL&?A\“ res )

pRx V15-AB0,
Nimisila crest's elevation one thousand feet (10007) Street side of Dike mﬂeﬁl
Seventy (70) years of almost doubling flood water over the design engineering specifiest C AT A S
amet is now becoming almost inevitable disaster in the waiting of a breach from under
the dike. , Ron Grey has spent millions of state money clearing a pipe west
sauth of south main that runs parallel to south main and empties into Turkey Foot
channel. This pipe was placed to maintain Pasl. fevel of a wet land and to allow rain
water runoFf Never to mediate water Ioss wrzef the dike,
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DAVID A. MUCKLOW

ATTORNEY AT LAW
919 E TURKEYFOOT RD, SUITE B
AKRON, OH 44312
PHONE: (330) 896-8190
FAX (330)896-8201
davidamucklow@yahoo.com

August 26, 2016

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

Docket # PF15-10-000

Re:  Nexus pipeline, docket number Docket # CP16-22-000; 6348 South Cleveland
Massillon Road in Clinton, Ohio; Appendix B-1 Page 26 of 135

Dear Secretary,

We are resubmitting the enclosed documentation from a life-long resident. Gary Calvert
whose home is located in Clinton Ohio. Nexus proposes to construct the pipeline on Mr,
Calvert’s lot next to his home within a few feet of his residence. The lot next to Mr
Calvert’s is a cemetary, but has no graves next to the empty lot located next to Mr.
Calvert’s home. e asks that if the pipeline is authorized in this location that it be sited
at least 1000 feet further South through the unused portion of the neighboring cemetary to
avoid proximity to his home. Shifting the line further South would allow a perpendicular
crossing across Cleveland Massillon Road rather than the current angular crossing.

Better alternatives South of Summit and Wayne County exist which avoid these
residential areas and are mapped in the City of Green alternate route as revised.

Very truly yours,

/s/David A. Mucklow
David A. Mucklow

IND575-1

The proposed pipeline is presently about 80 feet from the hqme.at 6348 S
Cleveland Masillon Rd in Clinton, Ohio. Realigning the pipeline onto a
presently unused portion of a cemetery adjacent would not present an
environmental benefit, rather, it would merely shift the impacts frqm Fhe
landowner along the proposed route to cemetery owner. Further_, re?hgnmg
the pipeline 1,000 feet to the south would actually place. th'e pipeline well
beyond the cemetery into a wooded residential area and within about 10 feet
of another home. This too merely shifts the impacts from one landowner to
another.

Individuals/Landowners Comments



