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FERC/EIS-270D 

TO THE PARTY ADDRESSED: 

The staff of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) 
has prepared a draft environmental impact statement (EIS) for the NEXUS Gas 
Transmission (NGT) Project and Texas Eastern Appalachian Lease (TEAL) Project 
(jointly referred to as “Projects”), proposed by NEXUS Gas Transmission, LLC 
(NEXUS) and Texas Eastern Transmission, LP (Texas Eastern) in the above-referenced 
dockets.  NEXUS and Texas Eastern request authorization to construct a new Greenfield 
pipeline and expand an existing pipeline system from the Appalachian Basin to deliver 
1.5 million dekatherms per day to consuming markets in Northern Ohio, Southeastern 
Michigan, and Ontario, Canada.  DTE Gas Company and Vector Pipeline L.P. are 
requesting approval to lease capacity on their systems to NEXUS. 

The draft EIS assesses the potential environmental effects of the construction and 
operation of the Projects in accordance with the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act.  The FERC staff concludes that approval of the Projects 
would result in some adverse environmental impacts; however, most of these impacts 
would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the implementation of NEXUS’s 
and Texas Eastern’s proposed mitigation measures and the additional recommendations 
in the draft EIS.  

Some of the route alternatives suggested during scoping would affect landowners 
that have not been part of the FERC’s environmental scoping process, as further 
discussed on page 5.  Therefore, by this letter we are notifying these parties of our 
evaluation and requesting comments about the following alternative routes 
presented in section 3 of the draft EIS:  City of Green Route Alternative, Chippewa 
Lake C Route Variation, and Reserve Avenue Route Variation. 
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The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) participated as cooperating agencies in the preparation of the draft EIS.  
Cooperating agencies have jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to 
resources potentially affected by the proposal and participate in the National 
Environmental Policy Act analysis.  Although the FWS and EPA provided input to the 
conclusions and recommendations presented in the draft EIS, the FWS and EPA will each 
present its own conclusions and recommendations in its respective record of decision or 
determination for the Projects.  

The draft EIS addresses the potential environmental effects of the construction and 
operation of both the NGT and TEAL Projects. The NGT Project consists of about 255.9 
miles of pipeline composed of the following facilities:  

 208.9 miles of new 36-inch-diameter natural gas pipeline in Ohio; 

 47 miles of new 36-inch-diameter natural gas pipeline in Michigan; 

 associated equipment and facilities. 

The TEAL Project would include two main components:  

 4.4 miles of new 36-inch-diameter loop pipeline in Ohio;  

 0.3 mile of new 30-inch-diameter interconnecting pipeline Ohio; and  

  associated equipment and facilities. 

The Projects’ proposed aboveground facilities include five new compressor 
stations in Ohio; additional compression and related modifications to one existing 
compressor station in Ohio; five new metering and regulating stations in Ohio; one new 
metering and regulating station in Michigan; and minor modifications at existing 
aboveground facilities at various locations across Ohio.  

The FERC staff mailed copies of the draft EIS to federal, state, and local 
government representatives and agencies; elected officials; environmental and public 
interest groups; Native American tribes; potentially affected landowners and other 
interested individuals and groups; and newspapers and libraries near the Projects.  Paper 
copy versions of this draft EIS were mailed to those specifically requesting them; all 
others received a CD version.  In addition, the draft EIS is available for public viewing on 
the FERC’s website (www.ferc.gov) using the eLibrary link.   
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A limited number of copies are available for distribution and public inspection at:  

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
Public Reference Room 

888 First Street NE, Room 2A 
Washington, DC 20426 

(202) 502-8371 

Any person wishing to comment on the draft EIS may do so.  To ensure 
consideration of your comments on the proposal in the final EIS, it is important that the 
Commission receive your comments on or before August 29, 2016. 

For your convenience, there are four methods you can use to submit your 
comments to the Commission.  In all instances, please reference the Projects’ docket 
numbers (CP16-22-000 for the NGT Project and CP16-23-000 for the TEAL Project) 
with your submission.  The Commission encourages electronic filing of comments and 
has expert staff available to assist you at (202) 502-8258 or efiling@ferc.gov. 

1) You can file your comments electronically using the eComment feature on 
the Commission's website (www.ferc.gov) under the link to Documents and 
Filings.  This is an easy method for submitting brief, text-only comments 
on a project. 

2) You can file your comments electronically by using the eFiling feature on 
the Commission's website (www.ferc.gov) under the link to Documents and 
Filings.  With eFiling, you can provide comments in a variety of formats by 
attaching them as a file with your submission.  New eFiling users must first 
create an account by clicking on “eRegister.”  If you are filing a comment 
on a particular project, please select “Comment on a Filing” as the filing 
type. 

3) You can file a paper copy of your comments by mailing them to the 
following address:  

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., Deputy Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street NE, Room 1A 
Washington, DC 20426 

4) In lieu of sending written or electronic comments, the Commission invites 
you to attend one of the public comment meetings its staff will conduct in 
the Project areas to receive comments on the draft EIS.  We1 encourage 

                                                           
1  “We,” “us,” and “our” refer to the environmental staff of the FERC's Office of 

Energy Projects. 
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interested groups and individuals to attend and present oral comments on 
the draft EIS at any of the meeting locations provided on page 4.   

There will not be a formal start of the meeting nor a formal presentation by 
Commission staff, but FERC staff will be available to answer your 
questions about the environmental review process.  You may arrive at any 
time after 5:00 PM and we will stop taking comments at 10:00 PM Eastern 
Time Zone.  The primary goal is to have your verbal environmental 
comments on the draft EIS documented in the public record.   

Date Location 
August 10, 2016 Swanton High School 

604 North Main Street 
Swanton, OH 43558 

(419) 826-3045 
August 11, 2016 Tecumseh Center for the Arts 

400 North Maumee Street 
Tecumseh, MI 49286 

(517) 423-6617 
August 15, 2016 Quality Inn, Freemont 

3422 Port Clinton Road 
Fremont, OH 43420 

(419) 332-0601 
August 16, 2016 Elyria High School Performing Arts Center 

601 Middle Avenue 
Elyria, OH 44035 
(440) 284-5209 

August 17, 2016 Wadsworth High School – James A. Mcilvaine 
Performing Arts Center 

625 Broad Street 
Wadsworth, OH 44281 

(330) 335-1369 
August 18, 2016 Green High School 

1474 Boettler Road 
Uniontown, OH 44685 

(330) 896-7575 
 

Verbal comments will be recorded by court reporter(s) and transcriptions will be 
placed into the docket for the Projects and made available for public viewing on FERC’s 
eLibrary system (see page 5 for instructions on using eLibrary).  It is important to note 
that verbal comments hold the same weight as written or electronically submitted 
comments.  If a significant number of people are interested in providing verbal 
comments, a time limit of 3 to 5 minutes may be implemented for each commenter to 



 

 

- 5 -

ensure all those wishing to comment have the opportunity to do so within the designated 
meeting time.  Time limits will be strictly enforced if they are implemented.   

Any person seeking to become a party to the proceeding must file a motion to 
intervene pursuant to Rule 214 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedures 
(Title 18 Code of Federal Regulations Part 385.214).2  Only intervenors have the right to 
seek rehearing of the Commission’s decision.  The Commission grants affected 
landowners and others with environmental concerns intervenor status upon showing good 
cause by stating that they have a clear and direct interest in this proceeding that no other 
party can adequately represent.  Simply filing environmental comments will not give 
you intervenor status, but you do not need intervenor status to have your comments 
considered. 

Route Alternatives 

As indicated on page 1, some landowners are receiving this draft EIS because their 
property has been identified as potentially being affected by certain route alternatives 
recommended or being considered by FERC staff to avoid or lessen environmental 
impacts along NEXUS’s proposed pipeline route in several locations.  Refer to 
discussions in section 3.3.3 of the draft EIS for the City of Green Route Alternative, 
section 3.4.10 for the Chippewa Lake C Route Variation, and section 3.4.12 for the 
Reserve Avenue Route Variation.  Please note that while staff has recommended the use 
of the last two listed alternatives, a decision whether or not to recommend the use of the 
City of Green Route Alternative has not been made.  The Commission staff wants to 
ensure that all potentially affected landowners have the opportunity to participate in the 
environmental review process, thus staff is soliciting comments to assist with the 
environmental analysis of these route alternatives, which will be presented in the final 
EIS. 

Questions? 

Additional information about the Projects is available from the Commission’s 
Office of External Affairs, at (866) 208-FERC, or on the FERC website (www.ferc.gov) 
using the eLibrary link.  Click on the eLibrary link, click on “General Search,” and enter 
the docket number excluding the last three digits in the Docket Number field 
(i.e., CP16-22).  Be sure you have selected an appropriate date range.  For assistance, 
please contact FERC Online Support at FercOnlineSupport@ferc.gov or toll free at 
(866) 208-3676; for TTY, contact (202) 502-8659.  The eLibrary link also provides 
access to the texts of formal documents issued by the Commission, such as orders, 
notices, and rulemakings. 

 

                                                           
2 See the previous discussion on the methods for filing comments. 
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In addition, the Commission offers a free service called eSubscription that allows 
you to keep track of all formal issuances and submittals in specific dockets.  This can 
reduce the amount of time you spend researching proceedings by automatically providing 
you with notification of these filings, document summaries, and direct links to the 
documents.  Go to www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/esubscription.asp to subscribe. 

 
 
 
 

                 Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., 
                 Deputy Secretary 
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 ES-1 Executive Summary 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

On November 20, 2015, NEXUS Gas Transmission, LLC (NEXUS) filed an application with the 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) in Docket No. CP16-22-000 pursuant to 

Section 7(c) of the Natural Gas Act (NGA) and Parts 157 and 284 of the Commission’s regulations.  

NEXUS is seeking a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (Certificate) to construct, own, and 

operate a new natural gas pipeline system in Ohio and Michigan.  NEXUS’ proposed project is referred to 

as the NEXUS Gas Transmission Project (NGT Project). 

On November 20, 2015, Texas Eastern Transmission, LP (Texas Eastern) filed an abbreviated 

application with FERC in Docket No. CP16-23-000 pursuant to Sections 7(b) and 7(c) of the NGA and 

Parts 157 and 284 of the Commission’s regulations for a Certificate to construct, own, and operate a 

natural gas pipeline and related facilities in Ohio as well as approval to abandon by lease to NEXUS the 

capacity created by the Texas Eastern Appalachian Lease Project (TEAL Project) facilities.  Collectively 

the applications are referred to as the “Projects.”1 

The purpose of this environmental impact statement (EIS) is to inform FERC decision-makers, 

the public, and the permitting agencies about the potential adverse and beneficial environmental impacts 

of the Projects, as well as alternatives, and recommend mitigation measures that would reduce adverse 

impacts to the extent practicable.  We2 prepared this EIS to assess the environmental impacts associated 

with construction and operation of the Projects as required under the National Environmental Policy Act 

of 1969 (NEPA), as amended.  Our analysis was based on information provided by the applicants and 

further developed from data requests; field investigations; scoping; literature research; contacts with or 

comments from federal, state, and local agencies; and comments from individual members of the public. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) are 

participating as cooperating agencies in the preparation of this EIS.3 

PROPOSED ACTION 

The NGT and TEAL Projects include about 260.6 miles of pipeline composed of the following 

facilities:  

 NEXUS’ mainline, which consists of about 255.7 miles of new 36-inch-diameter 

mainline pipeline in Ohio and Michigan;  

 NEXUS’ interconnecting pipeline, which consists of about 0.9 mile of new 36-inch-

diameter interconnecting pipeline in Ohio; 

                                                      
1  In a related matter, on November 24, 2015, DTE Gas Company (DTE Gas) filed an application with FERC in Docket 

No. CP16-24-000 seeking approval of a lease of capacity on DTE Gas’s system to NEXUS.  On March 11, 2015, 

Vector Pipeline L.P. (Vector) filed an application with FERC in Docket No. CP16-102-000 seeking approval of a lease 

of capacity on Vector’s system to NEXUS.  Any new or modified facilities associated with these actions are proposed 

to be constructed under an existing Blanket Certificate or are under the jurisdiction of another agency or country. 

2  “We,” “us,” and “our” refer to the environmental staff of FERC’s Office of Energy Projects. 

3  A cooperating agency has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to environmental impacts involved with 

the proposed project and is involved in the NEPA analysis. 
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 Texas Eastern’s pipeline loop, which comprises about 4.4 miles of new 36-inch-diameter 

loop pipeline in Ohio; and  

 Texas Eastern’s connecting pipeline, which comprises about 0.3 mile of new 30-inch-

diameter interconnecting pipeline in Ohio. 

The Projects’ aboveground facilities include: 

 NEXUS’ 4 new compressor stations, 6 new metering and regulating (M&R) stations, and 

17 new mainline valves; 

 Texas Eastern’s new compressor station, modifications of an existing compressor station, 

two new pig4 launchers/receivers, and temporary pig launcher/receiver; and 

 additional new facilities and modifications, such as pig launchers/receivers, 

communication towers, and regulators, installed at other aboveground facility sites. 

Subject to the receipt of FERC authorization and all other applicable permits, authorizations, and 

approvals, the applicants anticipate starting construction as soon as possible, with an in-service date of 

November 2017, except for Texas Eastern’s modifications to its existing compressor station, which has an 

in-service date of October 2018.  

The Projects would provide for the transportation of 1.5 million dekatherms per day of natural gas 

from the Appalachian Basin to consuming markets in Northern Ohio and Southeastern Michigan as well 

as the Dawn Hub in Ontario, Canada.  Supply also would be able to reach the Chicago Hub in northern 

Illinois and other Midwestern markets through interconnections with other pipelines.  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.  The Projects would 

meet this need by importing natural gas to the region from newly available sources, mainly the 

Appalachian Basin. 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

On January 9, 2015, and January 26, 2015, FERC began its pre-filing review of the NGT Project 

and TEAL Project, respectively, and established pre-filing Docket Nos. PF15-10-000 and PF15-11-000 to 

place information related to the Projects into the public record.   

On April 8, 2015, FERC issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement 

for the Planned Nexus Gas Transmission Project and Texas Eastern Appalachian Lease Project, Request 

for Comments on Environmental Issues, and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings (NOI).  The NOI was 

published in the Federal Register on April 15, 2015, and mailed to 4,319 interested parties, including 

federal, state, and local agencies; elected officials; environmental and public interest groups; Native 

American tribes; potentially affected landowners; local libraries and newspapers; and other stakeholders 

who had indicated an interest in the NGT and TEAL Projects.  Publication of the NOI established a 30-

day public comment period for the submission of comments, concerns, and issues related to the 

environmental aspects of the Projects. 

                                                      
4  A pig is an internal tool that can be used to clean and dry a pipeline and/or to inspect it for damage or corrosion.  A pig 

launcher/receiver is an aboveground facility where pigs are inserted into or received from the pipeline. 
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Between April 28, 2015, and May 7, 2015, FERC conducted public scoping meetings in Grafton, 

Wadsworth, Louisville, Swanton, and Fremont, Ohio; and Tecumseh, Michigan to provide an opportunity 

for agencies, stakeholders, and the general public to learn more about the planned pipeline Project and 

participate in the environmental analysis by commenting on the issues to be addressed in the draft EIS.   

On April 15, 2016, the Commission issued a letter to certain affected landowners describing route 

modifications on the NGT Project, inviting newly affected landowners to participate in the environmental 

review process, and opening an additional 30-day scoping period. 

Substantive environmental issues identified through this public review process are addressed in 

this EIS.  The transcripts of the public scoping meetings and all written comments are part of FERC’s 

public record for each Project and are available for viewing using the appropriate docket number.   

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

We evaluated the potential impacts of construction and operation of the Projects on geology; 

soils; water resources; wetlands; vegetation; wildlife and aquatic resources; threatened, endangered, and 

special status species; land use, recreation, and visual resources; socioeconomics; cultural resources; air 

quality and noise; reliability and safety; and cumulative impacts.  Where necessary, we recommend 

additional mitigation measures to minimize or avoid these impacts.  In Section 3 of this EIS, we 

summarize the evaluation of alternatives to the Projects, including the no-action alternative, system 

alternatives, major route alternatives, and minor route variations.  Sections 5.1 and 5.2 of the EIS contain 

our conclusions and a compilation of our recommended mitigation measures, respectively. 

Construction of the Projects would affect a total of 5,250.9 acres of land, including land for the 

pipeline facilities, aboveground facilities, contractor yards, staging areas and access roads.  Permanent 

operations would require about 1,707.4 acres of land, including land for the new permanent pipeline 

rights-of-way, aboveground facility sites, and permanent access roads.  The remaining 3,543.5 acres of 

land disturbed during construction would be restored and allowed to revert to its former use. 

Important issues identified as a result of our analyses, scoping comments, and agency 

consultations include impacts on geology; water resources, and wetlands; vegetation, wildlife, and aquatic 

species; special status species; land use, recreation, and visual resources; cultural resources; air quality 

and noise; safety and reliability; and cumulative impacts. 

Geology 

The overall effect of the Projects on geologic resources would be minor.  Geologic impacts would 

be limited to disturbance to the existing topography within the Projects area.  All areas disturbed during 

construction, including in rugged terrain, would be returned as closely as possible to preconstruction 

contours during cleanup and restoration.   

The removal of bedrock, including by blasting, may be required if bedrock is encountered within 

the pipeline trench or at aboveground facility sites.  We have reviewed the applicants’ Blasting Plans and 

find them acceptable. 

The potential for the Projects to be adversely affected by seismic activity, active faults, or soil 

liquefaction is low due to the low probability of significant earthquakes in the area.  The potential for the 

NGT Project to be adversely affected by landslide also is low; however, the TEAL Project is in an area of 

elevated landslide risk.  During final design, Texas Eastern has committed to conducting geotechnical 

investigations to further evaluate landslide risk in areas of steep slopes, and would implement best 
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management practices as outlined in its Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (E&SCP) to manage surface 

water and maintain slope stability.  We have reviewed the E&SCP and found it consistent with our 

Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan and Wetland and Waterbody Construction 

and Mitigation Procedures.  Where the E&SCP differed from our plans, we found the modifications 

acceptable.  To ensure landslide risks are appropriately mitigated, Texas Eastern would file the results of 

the geotechnical studies and final landslide mitigation measures with the Commission for review and 

approval prior to construction. 

There are areas along the NGT Project where a karst hazard may be present; no karst hazards 

exist along the TEAL Project.  NEXUS has routed the NGT Project to avoid known sinkholes and 

conducted electromagnetic geophysical surveys to identify additional karst.  All construction supervisory 

staff and inspectors would be trained to recognize the signs of sinkhole formation.  If previously 

undocumented karst features are encountered during construction, NEXUS would implement a minor 

reroute, if possible, to avoid the feature, or stabilize the feature to avoid further sinkhole development.   

Ground subsidence could occur in areas where abandoned underground mines are crossed.  

NEXUS has routed the NGT Project to avoid all known abandoned underground mines.  Texas Eastern 

has routed the TEAL Project above abandoned underground mines at the same location as its existing 

facilities, which have been unaffected by mine subsidence.  NEXUS would implement additional 

investigation (and mitigation, if necessary) in the event that a previously undocumented abandoned 

underground mine is discovered prior to or during construction.  

Flash flooding is a potential hazard in the Projects area.  NEXUS and Texas Eastern would bury 

the pipeline to a depth that would provide at least 5 feet of cover below the existing streambed.  In 

addition, NEXUS and Texas Eastern would implement the measures in their respective E&SCPs to 

reduce the likelihood of sedimentation and erosion during flash flood events. 

With the implementation of NEXUS’ and Texas Eastern’s E&SCPs, Blasting Plans, plans to 

further evaluate landslide risk, and procedures to be followed in the event of discovery of previously 

undocumented karst features or abandoned underground mines, we conclude that impacts on geological 

resources would be adequately minimized. 

Groundwater, Surface Water, Water Use, and Wetlands 

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.  

These impacts would be minimized by measures included in the applicants’ E&SCPs.  An inadvertent 

release of fuel, lubricants, and other substances would be minimized and mitigated by implementing the 

applicants’ Project-specific Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plans (SPCC Plans) that 

identify contractor training, the use of environmental inspectors, procedures for the safe storage and use 

of hazardous materials, and remedial actions that would be taken to address a spill.  We have reviewed the 

SPCC Plans and find them acceptable. 

A total of 245 wells and 6 springs were identified within 150 feet of the Projects.  Additionally, 

the NGT Project would cross 16 wellhead protection areas; the TEAL Project would not cross any 

wellhead protection areas.  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 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. 
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NEXUS proposes to use the horizontal directional drill (HDD) construction method at several 

locations.  Texas Eastern would not use the HDD construction method.  An inadvertent release of drilling 

mud could occur during drilling operations, affecting groundwater quality.  NEXUS would implement 

measures detailed in its Project-specific HDD Monitoring and Inadvertent Return Contingency Plan to 

avoid or minimize the inadvertent release of drilling mud, which we have reviewed and find acceptable. 

NEXUS identified 112 sites with known or suspected soil and groundwater contamination within 

0.25 mile of the NGT Project.  Texas Eastern did not identify any sites within 0.25 mile of the TEAL 

Project.  The majority of these sites were determined to be unlikely to impact groundwater quality 

beneath the NGT Project; however, we recommend that NEXUS further assess the potential for 11 of the 

sites to impact groundwater quality beneath the NGT Project and to provide site-specific plans to manage 

pre-existing contamination, if applicable, to the Commission for our review and approval.  

The Projects would not significantly affect groundwater resources because the majority of 

construction would involve shallow, temporary, and localized excavation.  Potential impacts would be 

avoided or further minimized by the use of construction techniques and mitigation measures described in 

the applicants’ E&SCPs, SPCC Plans, and NEXUS’ HDD Monitoring and Inadvertent Return 

Contingency Plan, as well as our recommendations.  

The Projects would cross a total of 475 waterbodies (208 perennial, 156 intermittent, 90 

ephemeral, 1 named reservoir, 5 ponds, and 5 unclassified).  The applicants would use the HDD method 

at 18 waterbody crossings, including all Section 10 navigable, National River Inventory-designated, and 

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA)-designated outstanding and superior water quality 

streams.  The applicants would use the conventional bore method to cross 69 waterbodies.  The remaining 

waterbodies would be crossed using dry (dam-and-pump or flume) and open-cut wet crossing methods.  

Successful implementation of HDD or bore methods would avoid impacts on waterbodies.  Impacts on 

waterbodies that would be crossed using dry and open-cut wet crossing methods would be minimized by 

implementing mitigation measures outlined in the applicants’ E&SCPs and other project-specific plans.  

We recommend that NEXUS file additional geotechnical feasibility data at several locations prior to 

beginning HDD construction and also file, in the event of an unsuccessful HDD, contingency crossing 

plans for these waterbodies, for our review and written approval. 

The Projects would cross 12 surface water protection areas and 5 waterbodies that have public 

water intakes within 3 miles downstream.  The applicants would avoid or minimize impacts by 

implementing the BMPs detailed in each Project’s E&SCP and SPCC Plan, and the NGT Project Blasting 

Plan, if needed, and would use HDD and conventional bore crossing methods for several stream 

crossings.   

The applicants requested use of additional temporary workspace (ATWS) in several areas where 

they concluded that site-specific conditions do not allow for a 50-foot setback of extra workspace from 

waterbodies.  Based on our review, we believe that NEXUS has provided adequate justification for the 

need of the ATWS at all locations on the NGT Project.  We recommend that Texas Eastern provide 

further justification for several ATWS on the TEAL Project, or move the workspaces to a distance of 50 

feet or greater from waterbodies. 

No long-term effects on surface waters would result from construction and operation of the 

Project.  No designated water uses would be permanently affected.  During maintenance activities in or 

near streams, the applicants would employ protective measures similar to those proposed for construction 

of the Projects.  Consequently, we conclude that any maintenance-related effects would be short term. 
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The applicants would use both surface water and water trucks as sources for hydrostatic testing, 

the HDD construction method, and dust suppression.  The source of water transported by trucks could be 

from municipal or groundwater sources.  Impacts associated with the withdrawal of surface water would 

be effectively minimized by using pumps placed adjacent to the waterbody with hoses placed into the 

waterbody with floating intake structures that would be screened to prevent the uptake of aquatic 

organisms and fish.  Additionally, water withdrawals would be conducted in compliance with all 

necessary permits required for surface water extraction.  Discharge of water to upland areas could 

contribute to erosion, which would be minimized by adhering to the measures contained in the Projects’ 

E&SCPs. 

Based on the mitigation measures developed by the applicants as described in this summary, as 

well as our recommendations, we conclude that the Projects would not have significant adverse impacts 

on surface water resources. 

Construction of the pipeline facilities associated with the Projects would temporarily affect a total 

of 191.6 acres of wetlands.  No wetlands would be permanently filled.  Impacts on emergent wetlands 

would be relatively brief because the emergent vegetation would regenerate quickly, typically within one 

to three years.  Impacts on scrub-shrub and forested wetlands would be long-term or permanent because 

the woody vegetation would take several years to grow back.  Additionally, the applicants would maintain 

a 10-foot-wide corridor centered over the pipeline in an herbaceous state and would selectively cut trees 

within 15 feet of the pipeline centerline.  Approximately 39.9 acres would be converted from forested or 

scrub-shrub wetland to emergent or scrub-shrub wetland. 

Construction and operation-related impacts on wetlands would be mitigated by the applicants.  

NEXUS would create a project-specific Wetland Mitigation Plan in consultation with the U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers (USACE), Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ), and OEPA, 

where mitigation would include the purchase of wetland mitigation credits from established wetland 

mitigation banks, the use of an in-lieu fee program, or a combination of the two.  Texas Eastern would 

create a project-specific Wetland Mitigation Plan in consultation with USACE and OEPA.  Mitigation 

would include the purchase of wetland mitigation credits from established wetland mitigation banks, the 

use of an in-lieu fee program, or a combination of the two.  We recommend that each applicant file its 

final Wetland Mitigation Plan with the Commission prior to construction. 

The applicants requested use of ATWS in several areas where they concluded that site-specific 

conditions do not allow for a 50-foot setback of extra workspace from wetlands.  Based on our review, we 

believe that NEXUS has provided adequate justification for the need of the ATWS at all locations on the 

NGT Project.  We recommend that Texas Eastern provide further justification for several ATWS on the 

TEAL Project, or move the workspaces to a distance of 50 feet or greater from wetlands. 

Based on the types and amounts of wetlands that would be impacted and the applicants’ measures 

to avoid, minimize, and mitigate wetlands impacts as described in their construction and restoration plans, 

as well as our recommendations, we conclude that impacts on wetlands would be effectively minimized 

or mitigated.  These impacts would be further minimized and mitigated by the applicants’ compliance 

with USACE Section 404 and state permit requirements, including the purchase of wetland mitigation 

credits and use of in-lieu fee programs.  

Vegetation, Wildlife, and Aquatic Resources 

Construction of the Projects would affect 371.5 acres of forested upland, 43.3 acres of forested 

wetland, 571.8 acres of open upland, 43.8 acres of emergent wetland, and 19.5 acres of scrub-shrub 

wetland.  The remaining 4,202.7 acres are agricultural land, developed land, or open water.  Operation of 
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the Projects would affect 148.0 acres of forested upland, 26.7 acres of forested wetland, 154.5 acres of 

open upland, 21.0 acres of emergent wetland, and 10.0 acres of scrub-shrub wetland.  The remaining 

1,347.4 acres are agricultural land, developed land, or open water. 

Impacts on upland open land, emergent wetlands, and agricultural lands would be short term as 

these vegetation cover types would likely return to their pre-construction states within one to three 

growing seasons after restoration is complete.  Impacts on forested uplands, forest wetlands, and scrub-

shrub wetlands would be long-term or permanent.  However, due to the prevalence of forested habitats 

within the Projects area, the ability to co-locate the proposed facilities adjacent to existing rights-of-way 

(46 percent of the route would be co-located), and the eventual regrowth of forested areas outside of the 

permanent right-of-way, we conclude that the permanent conversion of forested lands would not result in 

a significant impact.  In addition, impacts on forested and non-forested vegetation types would be further 

mitigated through implementation of the applicants’ construction and restoration plans, as well as our 

recommendations. 

The NGT Project would cross approximately 9.7 miles of the Oak Openings Region in Henry and 

Fulton Counties, Ohio.  Roughly 99 percent of the ecosystem has been altered and fragmented by 

agricultural development, primarily through tree clearing and wetland draining.  Botanical surveys 

confirmed two remnant communities totaling about 0.5 mile in length would be crossed by the NGT 

Project: the Swamp White Oak-Pin Oak Flatwoods and the Black Oak-White Oak/Blueberry Forest Plant 

communities.  Neither of these areas contained all of the indicative species that would be present in high-

quality remnant communities, and most of the clearing would be adjacent to the existing forest edge.  

Therefore, based on our review, impacts on the Oak Openings Region would be minor. 

Construction of the Projects would temporarily impact about 1,049.9 acres of pollinator habitat 

(including upland forest, forested wetland, upland open land, emergent wetland, and scrub-shrub 

wetland).  The applicants would revegetate both the temporary workspaces and permanent rights-of-way 

immediately after the pipeline facilities are installed with herbaceous and riparian seed mixes in 

consultation with the Natural Resources Conservation Service.  Once revegetated, the restored 

workspaces and permanent rights-of-way would provide pollinator habitat after the first or second 

growing season, and may naturally improve pollinator habitat along the Projects area. We recommend 

that the Applicants provide a plan describing the feasibility of incorporating plant seeds that support 

pollinators into the seed mixes used for restoration of construction workspaces. 

The applicants have identified several areas where noxious weeds or invasive species are present 

or are located near the construction right-of-way.  NEXUS and Texas Eastern have each developed 

Invasive Species Management Plans to minimize and control the spread of the noxious and invasive 

species, which we reviewed and find acceptable. 

The Projects could have both direct and indirect impacts on wildlife species and their habitats, 

including the displacement of wildlife, potential individual mortality, and reduction in habitat.  Forest 

fragmentation would increase in certain locations due to clearing, thus reducing the amount of habitat 

available for interior forest species (i.e. movement and dispersal corridors).  With habitat conversion and 

forest fragmentation, there is also a risk of intrusion by invasive or noxious species.  To minimize wildlife 

impacts, the applicants have routed the pipelines to avoid a number of sensitive areas, co-locate with 

existing rights-of-way where practical, and reduce workspace in wetlands and interior forest areas.  The 

applicants also would adhere to their respective E&SCPs and Invasive Species Management Plans. 

A variety of migratory bird species, including Birds of Conservation Concern, are associated with 

the habitats that would be affected by the Projects.  NEXUS has prepared a draft Migratory Bird 

Conservation Plan in coordination with the FWS Region 3 office for the portions of the NGT Project in 
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Michigan.  The purpose of the plan is to reduce direct and indirect effects on migratory birds and their 

habitats.  We recommend that NEXUS provide final Migratory Bird Conservation Plans for both 

Michigan and Ohio facilities prior to construction.  During operations, the applicants would avoid 

mortalities or injuries of breeding birds and their eggs or young by conducting vegetation clearing and 

maintenance activities outside of the breeding season to the extent practicable, particularly in key habitat 

areas.  Vegetative maintenance in the permanent right-of-way would take place no more than once every 

3 years, and impacts on ground-nesting birds in upland areas would be minimized by conducting 

maintenance activities outside the nesting season (i.e., March 31 to August 1). 

Based on the presence of suitable adjacent habitat available for use and given the impact 

avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures proposed by NEXUS, as well as our recommendations, 

we conclude that the construction and operation of the Projects would not have a significant adverse 

effect on wildlife.   

The Projects would involve crossing 465 waterbodies, many of which support fisheries and 

aquatic habitat.  All of the waterbodies are classified as warmwater fisheries.  Construction and operation 

of the Projects could result in temporary and permanent impacts on fisheries and aquatic habitat.  To 

minimize impacts on fisheries and aquatic habitat, the applicants would follow their respective E&SCPs.  

Further, all waterbodies identified as fisheries of concern (potentially containing federally or state-listed 

species) would be crossed using dry crossing methods or HDDs.  Based on our review of the potential 

impacts, we conclude that construction and operation of the Projects would not significantly impact 

fisheries or aquatic resources.   

Threatened, Endangered, and Other Special Status Species 

To comply with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), we consulted either directly or 

indirectly (through the applicants’ informal consultation) with the FWS and state resource agencies 

regarding the presence of federally listed, proposed for listing, or state-listed species in the Projects area.  

Based on these consultations, we identified 11 federally listed or proposed species as potentially 

occurring in the Projects area.  We determined that the northern riffleshell, the snuffbox mussel, 

Mitchell’s satyr butterfly, the Poweshiek skipperling, the Karner blue butterfly, and the eastern prairie 

fringed orchid would not be affected by construction and operation of the Projects.  We also determined 

that the Projects may affect, but would not likely adversely affect, the Indiana bat, Kirtland’s warbler, the 

rayed bean mussel, and the eastern massasauga rattlesnake.  The Projects may affect, and are likely to 

adversely affect, the northern long-eared bat; however, under the current 4(d) rule, incidental take of this 

species is not prohibited. 

NEXUS is preparing an Applicant-Prepared Biological Assessment (APBA) as a contingency for 

adjustments to construction schedules and constraints regarding access to properties, and in the event the 

4(d) rule is no longer applicable for the northern long-eared bat due to pending legal challenges.  The 

APBA would define anticipated impacts on both Indiana bats and northern long-eared bats in the event 

that spring and/or summer clearing may be required, and would provide the data necessary for the FWS to 

calculate levels of take for both species. We recommend that NEXUS continue Section 7 consultations 

with the FWS and file all results of its consultations with the Secretary for review prior to construction. 

In addition, because spring emergence surveys are pending for the eastern massasauga rattlesnake 

(currently proposed for listing under the ESA) we recommend that prior to construction of the NGT 

Project, NEXUS should file with the Secretary the 2016 survey results and any mitigation measures 

developed in consultation with the FWS for the eastern massasauga rattlesnake.  
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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 bald 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. 

A total of 91 state-listed species may occur in the Projects area. Seventy-seven (77) species are 

listed at the state level only; 11 species are also listed as federally protected, while 3 are listed as federally 

protected, but are not present in the Projects area.  The applicants have proposed measures to reduce 

habitat and species impacts, and continue to consult with resource agencies to identify and develop 

additional conservation and mitigation measures to further minimize impacts on state-listed species.  State 

permitting agencies have further opportunity during their permit review and authorization processes to 

require additional conservation and mitigation measures that would further protect and conserve sensitive 

species and their habitats according to each agencies’ mission and conservation goals.   

Although a number of other candidate, state-listed, or special concern species were identified as 

potentially present in the Projects area, none were detected during surveys and we do not expect any 

adverse effects given the applicants’ proposed measures and our recommendations.  Based on 

implementation of these measures and our recommendations, we conclude that impacts on special-status 

species would be adequately avoided or minimized. 

Land Use, Recreation, and Visual Resources  

Construction of the Projects would affect a total of 5,223.7 acres of land.  About 85.6 percent of 

this acreage would be utilized for the pipeline facilities, including the construction right-of-way 

(59.1 percent) and additional temporary workspace (26.5 percent).  The remaining acreage affected during 

construction would be associated with contractor yards (4.5 percent), staging areas (0.9 percent), new and 

modified aboveground facilities (7.7 percent), and access roads (1.3 percent).  During operation, the new 

permanent pipeline right-of-way, aboveground facilities, and permanent access roads would affect 

1,707.4 acres of land. 

The land retained as new permanent right-of-way would generally be allowed to revert to its 

former use, except for forest/woodland and tree crops.  Certain activities, such as the construction of 

permanent structures or the planting of trees, would be prohibited within the permanent right-of-way.  To 

facilitate pipeline inspection, operation, and maintenance, the entire permanent right-of-way in upland 

areas would be maintained in an herbaceous vegetated state.  This maintained right-of-way would be 

mowed no more than once every 3 years, but a 10-foot-wide strip centered over the pipeline might be 

mowed more frequently to facilitate corrosion and other operational surveys. 

The NGT Project’s proposed construction work area is within 50 feet of 178 structures including 

15 residences and/or their associated structures. The TEAL Project is not within 50 feet of any structure.  

NEXUS has developed site-specific residential construction plans for the residential structures within 

50 feet of the construction work area.  We reviewed these plans and find them acceptable; however, we 

are encouraging the owners of each of these residences to provide us comments on the plan specific for 

their property (see appendix E-5).  Also, to further minimize effects on residences, we recommend that 

for all residences located within 10 feet of the construction work area, NEXUS provide evidence of 

landowner concurrence with the Site-specific Residential Construction Plans.  NEXUS has also 

developed an Issue Resolution Plan that identifies how stakeholders can contact pipeline company 
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representatives with questions, concerns, and complaints prior to, during, and after construction.  We have 

reviewed this plan and find it acceptable. 

Sixty-two (62) planned or ongoing residential and commercial/industrial development projects 

have been identified within 0.25 mile of the proposed NGT Project facilities.  We recommend that 

NEXUS continue discussions with landowners/developers and file updated correspondence with the 

Commission prior to the end of the draft EIS comment period for review and approval.  No planned or 

ongoing residential or commercial/industrial development projects were identified within 0.25 mile of the 

proposed TEAL Project facilities. 

Construction of the Projects would affect a total of 4,016.3 acres of agricultural land, and 1,331.8 

acres would be retained during operation of the Project.  Agricultural land in the construction rights-of-

way would generally be taken out of production for one growing season and would be restored to 

previous use following construction (except fruit and tree crops).  NEXUS would provide agricultural 

monitors that would be on site to monitor construction activities within agricultural lands.   

NEXUS developed a Drain Tile Mitigation Plan, which provides a general overview of the types 

of drain tile systems potentially encountered during construction, and describes NEXUS’ drain tile 

mitigation strategy during pre-construction, construction, and post-construction.  If drain tiles are 

damaged during construction, temporary repairs would be conducted immediately and permanent repairs 

would be completed following construction.  Repairs and restoration to these systems conducted by 

NEXUS would be monitored for three years, or until restoration is considered successful, to ensure the 

system functions properly.  We reviewed this plan and find it acceptable. 

The NGT Project crosses four certified organic farms and several specialty crop lands.  The 

TEAL Project does not cross any certified organic farms or specialty crop lands.  We recommend that 

NEXUS develop Organic Farm Protection Plans in coordination with organic farm landowners and 

applicable certifying agencies for each certified organic farm that would be crossed or be within 1.0 mile 

of the NGT Project that has the potential to experience direct and indirect effects as a result of 

construction or operation (e.g., pesticide drift, water migration, weeds).  Operation of the NGT Project 

would affect 96.8 acres of specialty crops.  NEXUS would compensate landowners for any project-related 

damages and lost production on organic farms and specialty crop lands. 

The NGT Project crosses several parcels of land enrolled in the Current Agricultural Use Value 

program, the Ohio Forest Tax Law program, or are protected by conservation easements.  The NGT 

Project also crosses a number of areas enrolled in a variety of Farm Service Agency enrolled land 

including Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) lands.  On program lands where tree clearing is 

necessary, NEXUS would reimburse the landowner the fair market value for any loss of crop or timber 

for any area disturbed due to the construction of the pipeline.  Also, NEXUS would work with 

landowners and local program officials to determine how the crossing of enrolled lands by the NGT 

Project affects the continued participation in the program by landowners.  Because the information is 

pending, we recommend that Texas Eastern file with the Commission for review and approval prior the 

end of the draft EIS comment period a list by milepost of the CRP lands that would be crossed by the 

TEAL Project, identify construction and operation impacts (acres), and identify mitigation measures 

specific to each CRP parcel crossed. 

The NGT Project would directly affect numerous trails, conservation and recreation areas, sports 

facilities, state parks and forests, nature and heritage areas, municipal parks, and federal- and state-

designated recreation areas.  The TEAL Project would not cross or be located within 0.25 mile of any 

public or private lands that support recreation or special interests.  In general, effects of the NGT Project 

on recreational and special interest areas would be temporary and limited to the period of active 
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construction, which typically lasts several days to several weeks in any one area.  These effects would be 

minimized by implementing the measures in NEXUS’ E&SCP and site-specific crossing plans, and 

working with the landowners of the recreational and special interest areas to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 

impacts on these areas.  In addition, NEXUS would continue to consult with the owners and managing 

agencies of recreation and special interest areas regarding the need for specific construction mitigation 

measures. While NEXUS has provided site-specific crossing plans for some recreational and special 

interest areas, similar plans have yet to be provided for trails (land and waterway) where closure would be 

required during construction.  We recommend that prior to the end of the draft EIS comment period 

NEXUS file with the Commission for review and approval site-specific crossing plans for trails (land and 

waterway) that would be closed during construction that show where a detour or portage would be placed, 

show where signage would be placed warning recreationalists of the detour or portage, and provide 

documentation that the plan was developed in coordination with the landowner or land-managing agency. 

Portions of the NGT Project are subject to a federal Coastal Zone Consistency Review in Ohio; 

designated coastal zones in Michigan would not be affected.  Because a consistency determination has not 

yet been received, we recommend that NEXUS file documentation with the Commission for review and 

approval prior to construction of concurrence from the ODNR that the NGT Project is consistent with the 

Coastal Zone Management Act. 

The NGT Project would be within 0.25 mile of 112 sites listed as potential or known sources of 

contamination and hazardous wastes.  There are no properties within 0.25 mile of the TEAL Project 

facilities that are listed as potential or known sources of contamination.  In the event that construction 

activities encounter contaminated or hazardous wastes, NEXUS would implement its Hazardous Waste 

Management Plan, which includes measures that it would implement in the event contaminated media is 

encountered during construction.  We have reviewed this plan and find it acceptable.  The NGT Project 

would cross one site, the former Willow Run Powertrain Plant (also referred to as the Revitalizing Auto 

Communities Environmental Response [RACER] Trust site), for approximately 0.8 mile.  The site is 

managed under the EPA’s Resource Conservation Recovery Act and remediation is overseen by the 

MDEQ.  To avoid impacting the site and encountering contaminated media, NEXUS is proposing to cross 

under the site using the HDD method.   

Impacts on visual resources would be greatest where the pipeline routes parallel or cross roads 

and the pipeline rights-of-way may be seen by passing motorists, from residences where vegetation used 

for visual screening or for ornamental value is removed, and where the pipelines are routed through 

forested areas.  The visual effects of construction in forested areas would be permanent on the maintained 

right-of-way where the regrowth of trees would not be allowed, and would be long term in the temporary 

workspaces.  After construction, all disturbed areas, including forested areas, would be restored in 

compliance with NEXUS’ and Texas Eastern’s E&SCPs; federal, state, and local permits; landowner 

agreements; and easement requirements.  Generally this would include seeding the restored areas with 

grasses and other herbaceous vegetation, after which trees would be allowed to regenerate within the 

temporary workspaces. 

Visual effects also would occur at rivers, trails, railroads, roads, and historic properties that are 

valued for their scenic quality.  These include the Maumee River, North Country National Scenic Trail, 

Cuyahoga Valley Scenic Railroad, America’s Byway, Lincoln Highway Historic Byway, Maumee Valley 

Scenic Byway, and the Abbott-Page house.  Visual impacts on these areas would be minimized by co-

location with an existing corridor or use of HDD or bore construction method. 

NEXUS has designed aboveground facilities to preserve existing tree buffers within purchased 

parcels to the extent practicable.  To further mitigate visual impacts, NEXUS would install perimeter 

fences, directionally controlled lighting, and slatted fencing at its compressor station sites.  Several 
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residents expressed concern about the visual impacts of the Hanoverton, Wadsworth, and Waterville 

Compressor Stations.  Therefore, we recommend that NEXUS develop visual screening plans for these 

stations and that the plans be filed with the Commission for review and approval prior to the end of the 

draft EIS comment period. 

Cultural Resources 

The applicants identified 178 archaeological sites within the study areas.  Of the sites, the 

applicants recommended 9 as potentially eligible, 165 as not eligible, and 4 were not assessed.  The Ohio 

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) provided comments on the Ohio portion of the NGT Project.  

The Ohio SHPO requested the eligibility of 12 sites be re-assessed and that 2 additional sites are 

potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Place (NRHP) and should be avoided or Phase II 

site evaluation would be necessary.  The Ohio SHPO has not provided comments on the TEAL Project.  

The Michigan SHPO has not provided comments on the eligibility of the identified resources. 

The applicants identified 210 historic architectural properties within the study areas.  Of the 

properties, 3 are NRHP-listed districts, and 5 have been determined eligible.  Of the remaining properties, 

the applicants recommended 34 as eligible or potentially eligible, 167 as not eligible, and 1 was not 

assessed.  The Ohio SHPO provided comments on the Ohio portion of the NGT Project.  The Ohio SHPO 

recommended 13 additional resources for further investigation in order to determine their potential NRHP 

eligibility.  The Ohio SHPO has not provided comments on the TEAL Project.  The Michigan SHPO has 

not provided comments on the eligibility of the identified resources.  

Both we and NEXUS consulted with 42 federally recognized Native American tribes, as well as 

several other non-governmental organizations, local historical societies, historic preservation and heritage 

organizations, conservation districts, and other potential interested parties to provide them an opportunity 

to comment on the proposed Projects.  TEAL consulted with 8 of the 42 federally recognized Native 

American tribes that we also contacted.  Michigan’s Washtenaw County Office of Community and 

Economic Development requested information on three historic properties within proximity to the NGT 

Project.  NEXUS confirmed all three properties would not be affected. Several tribes requested additional 

consultation or information, and the Delaware Nation, Miami Tribe of Oklahoma, and Peoria Tribe of 

Indians of Oklahoma requested notification if unanticipated discoveries are encountered during 

construction.  The Chippewa-Cree Indians of the Rocky Boy’s Reservation responded with a request to be 

consulted on the NGT Project due to the potential to affect properties of traditional and cultural 

significance.  We will continue to consult with the tribes. 

The applicants have planned the Projects to avoid impacting resources eligible for listing on the 

National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  If NRHP-eligible resources are identified that cannot be 

avoided, the applicants would prepare treatment plans.  Implementation of a treatment plan would only 

occur after certification of the Projects and after FERC provides written notification to proceed.  

Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) has not been completed 

for the Projects.  To ensure that our responsibilities under Section 106 of the NHPA are met, we 

recommend that applicants not begin construction until any additional required surveys are completed, 

survey reports and treatment plans (if necessary) have been reviewed by the appropriate parties, and we 

provide written notification to proceed.  The studies and impact avoidance, minimization, and measures 

proposed by NEXUS and Texas Eastern, and our recommendation, would ensure that any adverse effects 

on cultural resources would be appropriately mitigated. 



 ES-13 Executive Summary 

Air Quality and Noise 

Air 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 Control 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 facilities 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 quality. 

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 (Ldn) 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 site 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 additional 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 noise levels during operation of the compressor stations and meter and 

regulator stations do not exceed the FERC 55 dBA Ldn sound criterion, 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.  
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We received comments about potential impacts on residents due to low frequency sounds waves 

generated by high pressure natural gas flowing through a pipeline.  This type of noise is typically 

associated with reciprocating engines.  The proposed compressor units at all compressor stations are 

turbines, and this issue would not occur. 

Based on the analyses conducted, the proposed mitigation measures, and our recommendations, 

we concluded that construction and operation of the Projects would not result in significant noise impacts 

on residents and the surrounding environment. 

Safety and Reliability 

We received several comments about the safety of homes, schools, hospitals, etc., within the 

potential impact radius for the NGT Project.  The potential impact radius for the NGT Project would be 

1,100 feet.  For the NGT Project compressor stations, the potential impact radius would be 943 feet. 

The pipeline and aboveground facilities associated with the Projects would be designed, 

constructed, operated, and maintained to meet the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) Minimum 

Federal Safety Standards in 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 192 and other applicable federal and 

state regulations.  At compressor stations, NEXUS and Texas Eastern would implement measures such as 

enclosing each compressors station within a chain-linked fence and installing video cameras and an alarm 

system for security, ventilating compressor buildings to prevent accumulating gas in an enclosed area; 

equipping the stations with automatic shutdown systems when unsafe conditions are detected; and 

installing relief valves to prevent over-pressurizing the pipeline.  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. 

NEXUS would develop a Public Awareness Program for its system, which would provide 

outreach measures to the affected public, emergency responders, and public officials.  NEXUS would also 

mail informational brochures to landowners, businesses, potential excavators, and public officials along 

the pipeline system each year to inform them of the presence of the pipeline and instruct them on how to 

recognize and react to unusual activity in the area.  Texas Eastern already has a similar program in place. 

We received comments regarding the potential for accidents resulting from pipeline leaks, 

particularly leaks near electric power lines.  Pipeline leaks typically occur at valve sites, fittings, etc., 

where the gas disperses into the atmosphere (e.g., the gas does not accumulate as it would in an enclosed 

space).  As a result, the concentration of gas is not likely to result in impacts on power lines.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Three types of projects (past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects) could potentially 

contribute to a cumulative impact when considered with the Projects.  These projects include Marcellus 

Shale development (wells and gathering systems), FERC-jurisdictional natural gas pipelines, other natural 

gas facilities that are not under the Commission’s jurisdiction, and other actions including electric 

transmission and generation projects, transportation projects, and residential and commercial 

developments.   

A majority of the impacts associated with the proposed Projects in combination with other 

projects such as residential developments, wind farms, utility lines, and transportation projects, would be 

temporary and relatively minor overall, and we included recommendations in the EIS to further reduce the 

environmental impacts associated with the Projects.  However, some long-term cumulative impacts would 
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occur on wetland and forested vegetation and associated wildlife habitats.  Also, some long-term 

cumulative benefits to the community would be realized from the increased tax 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 regional air quality if a portion of the natural gas associated with the 

Projects 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 is 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 meet 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 gas 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 to the TEAL pipeline route 

because nearly all the pipeline is loopline and we did not receive stakeholder comments on the loopline 

route.   



Executive Summary  ES-16  

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 construct 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 concluded 

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 factors were considered in this determination, the principal reasons 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 applicants would minimize impacts on natural and cultural resources during 

construction and operation of the Projects by implementing, as required, their respective 
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E&SCPs, SPCC Plan, Blasting Plan, HDD Monitoring and Inadvertent Return 

Contingency Plan, Wetland Mitigation Plan, Invasive Species Management Plan, 

Migratory Bird Conservation Plan, Site-specific Residential Construction Plans Issue 

Resolution Plan, Drain Tile Mitigation Plan, Organic Farm Protection Plan, Hazardous 

Waste Management Plan, Fugitive Dust Control Plans, and Public Awareness Program. 

 FERC staff would complete the process of complying with Section 7 of the ESA prior to 

construction. 

 FERC staff would complete consultation under Section 106 of the NHPA and 

implementing regulations at 36 CFR 800 prior to construction. 

 The applicants would comply with all applicable DOT safety standards for transportation 

of natural gas by pipeline. 

 The applicants would comply with all applicable air and noise regulatory requirements 

during construction and operation of the Projects. 

 An environmental inspection program would be implemented to ensure compliance with 

the mitigation measures that become conditions of FERC’s authorization. 

In addition, we recommend 47 project-specific mitigation measures that the applicants should 

implement to further reduce the environmental impacts that would otherwise result from construction and 

operation of the Projects.  We are recommending that certain conditions be met prior to the end of the 

draft EIS comment period in order to allow for further 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 recommend that these 

mitigation measures be attached as conditions to any authorization issued by the Commission.  These 

recommended mitigation measures are presented in section 5.2 of the draft EIS. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) is responsible for authorizing 

the construction of interstate natural gas transmission pipeline facilities.  As part of its decision-making 

process, the Commission is required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and its 

implementing regulations to consider the environmental impacts resulting from the construction and 

operation of a proposed project.  The Commission’s environmental staff has prepared this draft 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to assess the potential environmental impacts that could result from 

the construction and operation of the NEXUS Gas Transmission Project (NGT Project) proposed by 

NEXUS Gas Transmission, LLC (NEXUS) and the Texas Eastern Appalachian Lease Project (TEAL 

Project) proposed by Texas Eastern Transmission, LP (Texas Eastern).  NEXUS is owned by affiliates of 

Spectra Energy Partners, LP and DTE Energy Company, while Texas Eastern is an indirect wholly owned 

subsidiary of Spectra Energy Partners, LP.  Throughout this EIS, NEXUS and Texas Eastern are 

collectively referred to as the “applicants,” and the NGT and TEAL Projects are collectively referred to as 

the “Projects.” 

On November 20, 2015, NEXUS filed an application with the FERC in Docket No. CP16-22-000 

pursuant to Section 7(c) of the Natural Gas Act (NGA), and Parts 157 and 284 of the Commission’s 

regulations.  NEXUS is seeking a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (Certificate) to construct, 

own, and operate a new natural gas pipeline utilizing third-party pipelines and greenfield pipeline 

construction to provide for the transportation of 1.5 million dekatherms per day (Dth/d) of shale gas from 

the Appalachian Basin to consuming markets in Northern Ohio and Southeastern Michigan as well as the 

Dawn Hub in Ontario, Canada.  According to NEXUS, supply also would be able to reach the Chicago Hub 

in northern Illinois and other Midwestern markets through interconnections with other pipelines.   

The NGT Project includes the construction of approximately 255.7 miles of new 36-inch-diameter 

natural gas transmission mainline pipeline running from Columbiana County, Ohio and connecting to DTE 

Gas Company (DTE Gas) in Ypsilanti Township, Michigan; as well as approximately 0.9 mile of new 36-

inch-diameter interconnecting pipeline connecting to Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company near Hanover 

Township, Ohio.  The NGT Project also includes the installation of 4 new gas turbine compressor stations, 

6 new metering and regulating (M&R)1 stations, 4 new pig2 launchers and receiver facilities, and 13 new 

tee-taps.3  A detailed description of the NGT Project is presented in section 2.0. 

NEXUS is also seeking a Certificate to acquire capacity in lease from Texas Eastern in 

Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and Ohio; from DTE Gas in southeastern Michigan; and from Vector Pipeline, 

L.P. (Vector) in southeastern Michigan.  Outside the United States, NEXUS would use existing capacity 

on the Vector system in western Ontario, Canada to access the Dawn Hub.  This EIS is specific to the U.S. 

portion of the pipeline facilities.  The use of facilities in Canada would require approval from the National 

Energy Board of Canada. 

NEXUS is also asking for a blanket Certificate to construct, operate, acquire, and abandon certain 

facilities as described in Part 157, Subpart F and pursuant to Part 284, Subpart G of the Commission’s 

                                                      
1  A metering and regulating station is an aboveground facility that contains the equipment necessary to measure the volume 

of gas flowing in a pipeline. 

2  A pig is an internal tool that can be used to clean and dry a pipeline and/or to inspect it for damage or corrosion.  A pig 

launcher/receiver is an aboveground facility where pigs are inserted into or received from the pipeline. 

3 A tee-tap typically is an underground fitting installed on a pipeline to facilitate a potential future customer connection, 

which may or may not include aboveground components at that location at a later date. 
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regulations authorizing NEXUS to provide open-access firm and interruptible interstate natural gas 

transportation services on a self-implementing basis with pre-granted abandonment for such services.   

NEXUS requests that FERC issue an order to grant authorizations by November 1, 2016.  

On November 20, 2015, Texas Eastern filed an Abbreviated Application with the FERC in Docket 

No. CP16-23-000 pursuant to Section 7(b) and 7(c) of the NGA, and Parts 157 and 284 of the Commission’s 

regulations for a Certificate to construct, own, and operate a natural gas pipeline and related facilities as 

well as approval to abandon by lease to NEXUS the capacity created by the TEAL Project facilities.  The 

TEAL Project would involve the construction of 4.4 miles of 36-inch-diameter pipeline loop;4 0.3 miles of 

connecting pipeline to connect Texas Eastern’s Line 73 with the NGT Project; an 18,000 horsepower (hp) 

Salineville Compressor Station in Franklin Township, Ohio; an additional 9,400 hp of compression at the 

existing Colerain Compressor Station in Belmont County, Ohio; piping and other modifications to permit 

bi-directional flow on Line 73; and various other related auxiliary facilities.  A detailed description of the 

TEAL Project is presented in section 2.0. 

In a related matter, on November 24, 2015, DTE Gas filed an application with FERC in Docket No. 

CP16-24-000 seeking approval of a lease of capacity on DTE Gas’s system to NEXUS.  The capacity lease 

would utilize existing capacity on DTE Gas’ system as well as expansion capacity created by additional 

compression at existing DTE Gas compressor stations.  Construction of the expansion capacity is subject 

to the jurisdiction of the Michigan Public Service Commission, not FERC, because DTE Gas is a state-

regulated gas utility providing limited interstate transportation service pursuant to Title 18 Code of Federal 

Regulations (CFR) Section 284.224.  Additional discussion of these non-jurisdictional facilities is included 

in section 1.4. 

Also in a related matter, on March 11, 2015, Vector filed an application with FERC in Docket No. 

CP16-102-000 seeking approval of a lease of capacity on Vector’s system to NEXUS.  To accommodate 

the lease, Vector intends to modify the existing Milford Meter Station, located in Oakland County, 

Michigan.  The modifications would include replacing an existing 30-inch ultrasonic meter and replacing 

it with two 20-inch ultrasonic, bi-directional meters, as well as adding various yard piping and valves.  

Vector also would construct approximately 0.6 mile of 30-inch-diameter pipeline to enable gas originating 

from the NGT Project to move to the suction side of Vector’s existing Highland Compressor Station.  The 

proposed modifications are to be conducted under Vector’s blanket Certificate, which was issued by the 

Commission in Docket No. CP98-135-000 using the automatic authorization per 18 CFR 157.203(b).  

Vector would provide notice of the modifications after construction is complete and the facilities are placed 

in-service.   

With regard to Vector’s other facilities in Canada, any planned facilities are subject to the 

jurisdiction of Canadian regulators.  There is no jurisdictional basis for the Commission to approve, mitigate, 

or reject any of the Canada facilities.  Not only are these facilities non-jurisdictional to the FERC and other 

agencies of the United States federal government, they are extraterritorial and subject to the sovereign rule 

of another nation.  There is simply no basis we5 are aware of under FERC’s organic legislation, the NGA, 

for evaluating these facilities.  Neither NEPA nor the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations 

implementing the procedural provisions of NEPA define agencies’ obligations to analyze the effects of 

actions as being limited by administrative boundaries (CEQ, 1997).  Based on CEQ Guidance on NEPA 

Analyses for Transboundary Effects, it is noted that the entire body of NEPA law directs federal agencies 

                                                      
4  A loop is a segment of pipe that is installed adjacent to an existing pipeline and connected to it at both ends.  A loop 

generally allows more gas to move through the system. 

5  “We,” “us,” and “our” refer to the environmental staff of the FERC’s Office of Energy Projects. 
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to analyze the effects of proposed actions to the extent they are reasonably foreseeable consequences of the 

proposed action, regardless of where those impacts might occur.  CEQ guidance suggests that agencies 

must include an analysis of reasonably foreseeable transboundary effects of proposed actions in their 

analysis of proposed actions in the United States.  It does not suggest, however, that agencies must include 

an analysis of effects of proposed actions in another country on the United States.  That would be the 

responsibility of the other country, which is Canada in this case. 

1.1 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 

The Commission’s purpose for reviewing the Projects is based on its obligations under the NGA.  

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.  

In deciding whether to authorize major new natural gas transportation facilities, the Commission balances 

public benefits against potential adverse consequences.  The Commission’s goal is to give appropriate 

consideration in evaluating proposals for new facilities to the enhancement of competitive transportation 

alternatives, the possibility of overbuilding, subsidization by existing customers, the applicants’ 

responsibility for unsubscribed capacity, and the avoidance of unnecessary disruptions to the environment 

and the exercise of eminent domain.  While this EIS will briefly discuss NEXUS’ and Texas Eastern’s 

stated purposes, it will not determine whether the need for the Projects exists, as this will be determined 

separately by the Commission. 

1.1.1 NGT Project 

According to NEXUS, the purpose of the NGT Project would be to transport 1.5 Dth/d of 

Appalachian Basin shale gas, including Utica and Marcellus shale gas, to markets in northern Ohio, 

southeastern Michigan, and Dawn, Ontario.  NEXUS indicates that the need for the NGT Project 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 by traditional supply sources, mainly from western 

Canada and the Gulf Coast.  The NGT Project would meet this need by importing natural gas to the region 

from newly available sources, mainly in the Appalachian Basin. 

According to NEXUS, the NGT Project design is based on the contractual commitments generated 

during open seasons held with customers, market connections, and other parties that expressed interest in 

obtaining natural gas.  Open seasons were held October 15 to November 30, 2012; July 23 to August 21, 

2014; and January 14 to February 12, 2015 to provide interested bidders an opportunity to obtain capacity 

in the NGT Project.  The result of the open seasons was for NEXUS to propose construction of facilities to 

provide 1.5 million Dth/d of capacity to markets by November 1, 2017.  Approximately 835,000 Dth/d of 

this capacity (56 percent) has been signed in precedent agreements6 by NEXUS, as summarized in table 

1.1.1-1.  NEXUS is requesting an in-service date of November 1, 2017 to meet the firm transportation 

service requirements of the NGT Project shippers.   

                                                      
6 A precedent agreement is a binding contract under which one or both parties has the ability to terminate the agreement if 

certain conditions, such as receipt of regulatory approvals, are not met. 
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TABLE 1.1.1-1 
 

Contracted Volumes for the NGT Project 

Shipper Volume (Dth/d) Term (years) 

Confidential Shipper A 200,000 15 

Confidential Shipper B 150,000 15 

Confidential Shipper C 150,000 15 

Confidential Shipper D 110,000 15 

Confidential Shipper E 75,000 15 

Confidential Shipper F 75,000 15 

Confidential Shipper G 75,000 15 

Total 835,000  

 

Several comments were received during the scoping period questioning the market for natural gas 

and suggesting that a market does not exist at the receipt and delivery points proposed by NEXUS, and 

requesting that other receipt and delivery points be considered, particularly so the proposed pipeline could 

be moved to a different location.  It is important to understand that FERC’s mission is to employ competitive 

market forces to establish just, reasonable, and not unduly discriminatory or preferential service.  The 

Commission’s position is that marketplace competition benefits energy consumers by encouraging diverse 

resources, spurring innovation and deployment of new technologies, improving operating performance, and 

exerting downward pressure on costs (FERC, 2014).  Therefore, the Commission does not direct 

development of the gas industry’s infrastructure, neither on a broad regional basis nor a narrow localized 

basis.  Instead, the Commission responds to the marketplace when an application is filed to provide new or 

modified service, and in each application the parameters of the project are determined by the applicant. 

Because NEXUS has contractual commitments with customers, we disagree with the commenters 

who suggest that a market does not exist at the receipt and delivery points proposed by NEXUS. For the 

purposes of our analysis we recognize the difference between definitive receipt and delivery points based 

on binding precedent agreements and speculative receipt and delivery points based on the potential for 

future customers.   

All receipt and delivery points, regardless of whether they are definitive or speculative, can have 

legitimate business purpose; however, granting a Certificate with the authority of eminent domain must be 

weighed differently for definitive elements of a project than speculative elements.  For this reason, we 

consider the 6 definitive receipt and delivery points on the NGT Project to be essential to the Project’s 

objective, whereas we do not consider the 13 tee-tap sites to be essential.  This is an important distinction 

because we will not evaluate alternatives in section 3.0 of this EIS if they do not meet the Project’s 

objectives.  As such, all alternatives must meet the objective of serving the 6 definitive receipt and delivery 

points, but they do not need to serve the tee-tap sites. 

1.1.2 TEAL Project 

According to the Texas Eastern, the TEAL Project would be able to deliver 950,155 Dth/d of natural 

gas from Texas Eastern’s system in the Appalachian Basin to NEXUS’ proposed system in Columbiana 

County, Ohio.  The need for the TEAL Project aligns closely to that of the NGT Project, in that it is 

necessary to provide natural gas required by the NGT Project.   
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1.2 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THIS EIS 

Our principal purposes in preparing this EIS were to: 

 identify and assess potential impacts on the natural and human environment that would 

result from constructing and operating the NGT and TEAL Projects; 

 describe and evaluate reasonable alternatives to the NGT and TEAL Projects that would 

avoid or substantially reduce adverse effects of the Projects on the environment while still 

meeting the Projects’ objectives;  

 identify and recommend specific mitigation measures, as necessary, to avoid or further 

reduce/minimize environmental impacts; and 

 encourage and facilitate involvement by the public and interested agencies in the 

environmental review process.  

The environmental topics addressed in this EIS include geology; soils; groundwater and surface 

water; wetlands; vegetation; fish and wildlife; threatened, endangered, and other special-status species; land 

use and recreation; visual resources; socioeconomics, including environmental justice; cultural resources; 

air quality and noise; reliability and safety; and cumulative impacts.  This EIS describes the affected 

environment as it currently exists based on available information, addresses the environmental 

consequences of the NGT and TEAL Projects, and compares the Projects’ potential impacts to those of the 

alternatives.  The EIS also presents our conclusions and recommended mitigation measures.   

Our description of the affected environment is based on a combination of data sources, including 

desktop resources such as scientific literature and regulatory agency reports as well as field data collected 

by NEXUS and Texas Eastern.  At the time the applications were filed with FERC, NEXUS had field 

surveyed about 90 percent of the total NGT Project route (about 230 linear miles) and Texas Eastern had 

field surveyed its entire route (about 5 linear miles).  Completion of field surveys is primarily dependent 

upon acquisition of survey permission from landowners.  If the necessary access cannot be obtained through 

coordination with landowners and the proposed Projects are certificated by FERC, the applicants may use 

the right of eminent domain granted to them under Section 7(h) of the NGA to obtain a right-of-way.  

Therefore, if the Projects are certificated by the Commission, then it is likely that a portion of the 

outstanding surveys for the Projects (and associated agency permitting) would have to be completed after 

issuance of the Certificate.   

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), are 

participating as cooperating agencies in the preparation of this EIS.7  The roles of FERC and the cooperating 

agencies in the review process is described in the following sections. 

1.2.1 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

FERC is an independent federal regulatory agency responsible for evaluating applications for 

authorization to construct and operate interstate natural gas pipeline facilities.  If the Commission 

determines that a project is required by the public convenience and necessity, a Certificate would be issued 

under Section 7(c) of the NGA and part 157 of the Commission’s regulations.  The Commission bases its 

decision not only on environmental impact, but also technical competence, financing, rates, market demand, 

                                                      
7  A cooperating agency has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to environmental impacts involved with a 

proposed project and is involved in the NEPA analysis.  
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gas supply, long-term feasibility, and other issues concerning a proposed project.  As such, FERC is the 

lead federal agency for the preparation of this EIS in compliance with the requirements of NEPA, the CEQ 

regulations for implementing the procedural provisions of NEPA (Title 40 CFR Parts 1500–1508), and 

FERC’s regulations implementing NEPA (18 CFR 380).  

This EIS presents our review of potential environmental impacts and reasonable recommendations 

to avoid or mitigate impacts.  This EIS will be used as one element in the Commission’s review of the 

Projects to determine whether a Certificate for each project would be issued.  FERC will also consider non-

environmental issues in its review of the NEXUS and Texas Eastern applications.  A Certificate will be 

granted if the Commission finds that the evidence produced on financing, rates, market demand, gas supply, 

existing facilities and service, environmental impacts, long-term feasibility, and other issues demonstrates 

that the NGT and TEAL Projects are required by the public convenience and necessity.  Environmental 

impact assessment and mitigation development are important factors in the overall public interest 

determination. 

FERC may impose conditions on any Certificate granted for the NGT and TEAL Projects.  These 

conditions could include requirements and mitigation measures identified in this EIS to minimize 

environmental impacts associated with the NGT and TEAL Projects (see section 5.0).  We will recommend 

to the Commission that these requirements and mitigation measures (indicated with bold type in the text) 

be included as conditions to any approving Certificate issued for the NGT and TEAL Projects.  Further, 

NEXUS and Texas Eastern would be required to implement the construction procedures and mitigation 

measures it has proposed in its filings with FERC, including those in appendices of this EIS, unless 

specifically modified by other Certificate conditions. 

As applicable, this EIS is also intended to fulfill any cooperating federal agency’s NEPA 

obligations in accordance with NEPA and CEQ regulations in 40 CFR 1501.6 (see section 1.2.2).  Other 

regulatory agencies also may include terms and conditions or stipulations as part of their permits or 

approvals.  While there would be jurisdictional differences between FERC’s and other agencies’ conditions, 

the environmental inspection program for the NGT and TEAL Projects would address all environmental or 

construction-related conditions, or other permit requirements placed on the NGT and TEAL Projects by all 

regulatory agencies. 

We received comments during the scoping period recommending that the potential impacts 

associated with natural gas development activities, including production of natural gas from shale 

formations via fracking, be evaluated during our review.   

1.2.2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Purpose and Role 

The EPA is an independent federal agency responsible for protecting human health and 

safeguarding the natural environment.  The EPA has delegated water quality certifications under Section 

401 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) to the jurisdiction of individual state agencies, but the EPA may assume 

this authority if no state program exists, if the state program is not functioning adequately, or at the request 

of a state.   

The EPA also oversees the issuance of a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) permit by the state agency, under Section 402 of the CWA, for point-source discharge of water 

used for hydrostatic testing of pipelines into waterbodies.  The EPA has the authority to review and veto 

the decisions on Section 404 permits.  The EPA also has jurisdictional authority to control air pollution 

under the Clean Air Act (CAA) (Title 42 United States Code [USC] Chapter 85) by developing and 

enforcing rules and regulations for all entities that emit toxic substances into the air.  Under this authority, 

the EPA has developed regulations for major sources of air pollution.  The EPA has delegated the authority 
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to implement these regulations to state and local agencies, who are also allowed to develop their own 

regulations for non-major sources.  The EPA also establishes general conformity applicability thresholds, 

with which a federal agency can determine whether a specific action requires a general conformity 

assessment. 

In addition to its permitting responsibilities, the EPA is required under Section 309 of the CAA to 

review and publicly comment on the environmental impacts of major federal actions including actions that 

are the subject of draft and final EISs, and is responsible for implementing certain procedural provisions of 

NEPA (e.g., publishing the Notices of Availability of the draft and final EISs in the Federal Register) to 

establish statutory timeframes for the environmental review process. 

1.2.3 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Purpose and Role 

The FWS is responsible for ensuring compliance with the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  Section 

7 of the ESA, as amended, states that any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal agencies 

should not “jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species or result in 

the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is determined…to be critical” (16 

USC 1536[a][2]).  The FWS also reviews project plans and provides comments regarding protection of fish 

and wildlife resources under the provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC 661 et seq.).  

The FWS is responsible for the implementation of the provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) 

(16 USC 703) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) (16 USC 688). 

Section 7 of the ESA requires identification of and consultation on aspects of any federal action 

that may have effects on federally listed species, species proposed for federal listing, or their habitat.  The 

ultimate responsibility for compliance with Section 7 remains with the lead federal agency (i.e., FERC for 

these Projects). 

As the lead federal agency for the Projects, FERC consulted with the FWS pursuant to Section 7 

of the ESA to determine whether federally listed endangered or threatened species or designated critical 

habitat are found in the vicinity of the Projects, and to evaluate the proposed action’s potential effects on 

those species or critical habitats.  FERC coordinated with the FWS regarding other federal trust wildlife 

resources, such as migratory birds.  The FWS elected to cooperate in preparing this EIS because it has 

special expertise with respect to environmental impacts associated with the Projects. 

1.3 PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT 

NEXUS filed a request on December 30, 2014 and Texas Eastern filed a request on January 16, 

2015 to implement the Commission’s pre-filing process for the NGT and TEAL Projects, respectively.  

FERC established the pre-filing process to encourage early involvement of interested stakeholders, facilitate 

interagency cooperation, and identify and resolve environmental issues before an application is filed with 

FERC and facility locations are formally proposed.  On January 9, 2015, FERC granted NEXUS the pre-

filing Docket No. PF15-10-000 for the NGT Project.  On January 26, 2015, FERC granted Texas Eastern’s 

pre-filing Docket No. PF15-11-000 for the TEAL Project.   

Prior to and during the pre-filing process, NEXUS and Texas Eastern contacted federal, state, and 

local agencies to inform them about their respective Projects and discuss project-specific issues and 

concerns.  Each applicant also developed a Public and Agency Participation Plan to facilitate stakeholder 
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communications and make information available to the public and regulatory agencies.  The Public and 

Agency Participation Plans established:  

 a single point of contact within the NEXUS and Texas Eastern organizations for the public 

or agencies to call or e-mail with questions or concerns;  

 a publicly accessible website with information about their Projects (including overview 

maps) and project status;  

 regular newsletter mailings for affected landowners and other interested parties; and  

 a schedule for public open house meetings in the vicinity of the NGT and TEAL Projects. 

NEXUS initiated contact in August 2014 with potentially affected landowners prior to entering the 

FERC pre-filing process.  These initial contacts were in the form of a letter describing the NGT Project and 

seeking permission to conduct environmental and cultural resource surveys on landowner property.  Texas 

Eastern began notifying potential stakeholders, government officials, and other interested persons about the 

TEAL Project in January 2015.   

NEXUS hosted nine informational meetings for stakeholders in October and November 2014.  

NEXUS hosted an additional 10 public open houses along the proposed route in February 2015.  Eight of 

the NEXUS meetings were held in Ohio in the vicinity of the NGT Project in Columbiana, Erie, Fulton, 

Lorain, Lucas, Medina, Sandusky, and Stark Counties.  Two were held in Michigan in Lenawee and 

Washtenaw Counties.  Texas Eastern also held public open houses in February 2015 in Columbiana and 

Monroe Counties in Ohio.  The purpose of the public open house meetings was to inform landowners, 

government officials, and the general public about the NGT and TEAL Projects and invite them to ask 

questions and express their concerns.  FERC staff participated in the meetings and provided information 

regarding NEPA and the FERC’s environmental review process. 

On April 8 2015, the FERC issued, in the pre-filing docket, a Notice of Intent to Prepare an 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Planned Nexus Gas Transmission Project and Texas Eastern 

Appalachian Lease Project, Request for Comments on Environmental Issues, and Notice of Public Scoping 

Meetings (NOI).  The NOI was published in the Federal Register on April 15, 20158 and mailed to 4,319 

interested parties, including federal, state, and local agencies; elected officials; environmental and public 

interest groups; Native American tribes; potentially affected landowners; local libraries and newspapers; 

and other stakeholders who had indicated an interest in the NGT and TEAL Projects.  The NOI briefly 

explained the pre-filing process, generally described the planned NGT and TEAL Projects, provided a 

preliminary list of issues identified by the FERC staff, requested written comments from the public, 

announced the time and location of six public scoping comment meetings, and asked other federal, state, 

and local agencies with jurisdiction and/or special expertise to cooperate with the FERC in the preparation 

of the EIS, as well as established May 22, 2015 as the closing date for receipt of comments.   

We held six public scoping meetings to provide an opportunity for agencies, stakeholders, and the 

general public to learn more about the planned pipeline Projects and participate in the environmental 

analysis by commenting on the issues to be addressed in the draft EIS.  Meetings were held in April and 

May 2015 in the following locations:  

 Grafton, Ohio on April 28; 

                                                      
8  80 Fed. Reg. 20219 (2015). 
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TABLE 1.3-1 
 

Environmental Issues and Concerns Raised During Public Scoping for the NGT and TEAL Projects 

Issue/Concern 
EIS Section Addressing 

Issue 

GENERAL  

Project purpose and need 1.1 

Availability of project-related information to the public 1.3 

Exportation and production of natural gas and impacts associated with fracking 2.1, &1.4 

Design and location of the pipeline, land requirements, construction techniques 2.1, 2.2 & 2.3 

Future pipelines and other utilities 2.1.1.2 & 2.7 

Timeframe and schedule for the proposed facilities 2.4 

GEOLOGY  

Potential for earthquakes to compromise the integrity of the pipeline after construction 4.1.3.1 

Potential for landslides to compromise the integrity of the pipeline after construction 4.1.3.4 

Potential for surface subsidence from underground mine or karst feature collapse to 
compromise the integrity of the pipeline after construction 

4.1.5.6 

Impacts from blasting 4.1.5.1 

Impacts on waterbodies from clearing and stormwater runoff, including potential for increased 
flooding and impacts on flood control structures 

4.1.5.7 

SOILS  

Potential for severe erosion 4.2.1.1 & 4.2.2 

Impacts of soil compaction during construction and long-term effects on crop yields 4.2.1.4 & 4.2.2 

Impacts on topsoil 4.2.2 

Impacts of construction on soil drainage and drainage tiles 4.2.2 & 4.9 

WATER RESOURCES  

Impacts on groundwater and hydrology from trenching, blasting, drilling, and dewatering 4.3.1.2 

Impacts on groundwater from the pipeline coating, a pipeline rupture, or compressor station 
release 

4.3.1.2 

Impacts on drinking water wells and septic systems 4.3.1.2 

Impacts on waterbodies from construction through the waterbodies 4.3.2.2 

Impacts on water sources used for hydrostatic testing 4.3.1.1 & 4.3.2.3 

Potential for existing contamination to be encountered and spread during construction 4.3.1.1 

Spill prevention and response measures 4.3.1.2 & 4.3.2.2 

WETLANDS  

Impacts on wetlands 4.4.2.2 

Restoration of wetlands including topsoil segregation, vegetation restoration, and invasive 
species 

4.4.2.2 

Impacts to fen habitat 

Wetland impacts to Singer Lake Bog, to Creek Bend Farm Park, and to the Schleman Nature 
Preserve 

Impacts to Category III wetlands (including fen, peatland, bog, and forested habitats) 

4.4.3.1 

4.4.3.1 

 

4.4.2.2 

VEGETATION  

Impacts on vegetation, including the spread of undesirable vegetation and noxious weeds 
during and after construction 

4.5.4 

Impacts on old-growth trees and forests 4.5.2.1 

Impacts on rare or sensitive plant habitats 4.5.1.1 & 4.6.3 

Impacts on threatened and endangered plant species 4.5.1 

WILDLIFE  

Impacts on wildlife from noise during construction and operation 4.6.2.1 

Impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitat from forest fragmentation 4.6.4 
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TABLE 1.3-1 (cont’d) 

 
Environmental Issues and Concerns Raised During Public Scoping for the NGT and TEAL Projects 

Issue/Concern 
EIS Section Addressing 

Issue 

Impacts on rare or sensitive habitats 4.6.3 

Impacts on migratory birds 4.6.6 

Impacts on rare or sensitive wildlife habitats 4.6.2 

SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES  

Impacts on federally listed or proposed threatened or endangered species or their critical 
habitat 

4.8.1 

Impacts on state-listed species 4.8.2 

Agency coordination on special-status species 4.8.1.3 & 4.8.2.1 

LAND USE, RECREATION, AND VISUAL RESOURCES  

Impacts on densely populated areas (esp. schools, churches, ball fields, parks, day care 
centers, gun ranges) 

4.9.3.1 

Impacts on existing residences and structures 4.9.3.1 

Impacts on planned future development 4.9.3.1 

Impacts on agricultural lands, including drain tiles and crop damage 4.9.3.2 

Impacts on specialty crop production (orchards) and organic farms 4.9.3.2 

Impacts on lands enrolled in tax incentive programs, including for timber production and maple 
trees for syrup 

4.9.3.3 

Impacts on recreational and special interest areas, including wetland mitigation/preservation 
areas 

4.9.4 

Potential for existing contamination to be encountered at city parks and the RACER site 4.9.6 

Eminent domain and compensation process 4.9.2 

Compatibility with local and regional land use and zoning plans 4.9.3.1 

Visual impacts of the pipeline right-of-way and aboveground facilities 4.9.7 

SOCIOECONOMICS  

Impacts on traffic and roads 4.10.5 & 4.10.7 

Impacts on public safety and emergency response services 4.10.5 & 4.10.7 

Impacts on homes and property values, including ability to obtain and afford homeowner’s 
insurance 

4.10.8 

Impacts on businesses 4.10.6 & 4.10.9 

Impacts on local economies, including agriculture and tourism 4.10.6 

Impacts on minority and low-income populations 4.10.10 

Potential tax revenue benefits to local communities 4.10.9 

CULTURAL RESOURCES  

Impacts on culturally and historically significant properties 4.11.4 

AIR QUALITY AND NOISE  

Impacts on air quality during construction and operation 4.12.1.3 

Health impacts from fugitive dust generated during construction and operation 4.12.1.3 

Noise impacts during construction and operation 4.12.2.1 

Consistency with emissions limits and standards 4.12.1.3 

Methane leaks/blowdowns and greenhouse gas emissions/climate change 4.12.1.3 



Introduction 1-12  

TABLE 1.3-1 (cont’d) 

 
Environmental Issues and Concerns Raised During Public Scoping for the NGT and TEAL Projects 

Issue/Concern 
EIS Section Addressing 

Issue 

Emissions from all compressors stations analyzed as a single source 4.12.1.3 

Pre- and post-construction testing and air quality monitoring 4.12.1.2 

Low frequency vibrations 4.12.2.1 

RELIABILITY AND SAFETY  

Emergency response plans and coordination with community public safety services 4.13.1 

Safety and reliability of pipeline construction and operation/maintenance, particularly given the 
recent incident in western Pennsylvania 

4.13.2 

Potential for third-party damage to the pipeline 4.13.2 

Who is responsible for damage caused by a pipeline accident 4.13.3 

Potential impacts from locating near electrical transmission lines 4.13.3 

Hazards associated with living, recreating, going to school, etc. near a natural gas pipeline and 
the potential for natural gas leaks, spills, and explosions 

4.13.3 

Impacts of blasting at local quarries on integrity of pipeline 4.13.3 

Safety of high-pressure pipelines in or near population centers and/or near schools and child 
daycare and elderly facilities 

4.13.1 

ALTERNATIVES  

Co-locate with existing utilities 3.0 

Creation of a pipeline safety corridor  3.0 

Avoidance of populated areas and planned development, including the City of Green 3.0 & 3.3.3 

No Action alternative 3.1 

Alternative energy sources 3.1 

Use of existing pipeline systems 3.2.1 

Stakeholder proposed alternative routes 3.3, 3.4 

Avoidance of sensitive resources, including Oak Openings 3.3, 3.4 & 3.5 

Alternative compressor station sites 3.5 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  

Analysis of cumulative impacts when combining the Projects with other actions in the region 4.14.8 & 4.14.9 

Potential for the cleared pipeline right-of-way to contribute to increased erosion and loss of 
vegetation in the vicinity of the Projects 

4.14.3 & 4.14.7 

Potential for increased greenhouse gas emissions associated with the natural gas transported 
in the pipeline to contribute toward climate change 

4.14.8 

Induced natural gas development 4.14.3 

 

Several of the issues identified both during and after the pre-filing process involved alternative 

pipeline routes requested to avoid localized resources such as water wells or wetlands, as well as larger 

resource areas such as aquifers, watersheds, and other environmentally sensitive areas (e.g., natural habitat 

management areas or designated scenic areas).  These concerns were identified by property owners, 

stakeholders, FERC staff, and other agency staff.  Many of these alternative routes that avoided sensitive 

resources were developed early in the process and voluntarily incorporated by NEXUS into its proposed 

route.  Given this process, subsequent alternative route comparisons often were not necessary if the resource 

was avoided or the stakeholder’s concerns were otherwise resolved; however, other alternative routes, both 

minor (as in a variation) and major (as in a route alternative), remained viable throughout the course of 



 1-13 Introduction 

planning.  Section 3.0 presents our analysis of the alternatives that we evaluated since the beginning of our 

review of in December 2014.   

1.4 NON-JURISDICTIONAL FACILITIES 

Under Section 7 of the NGA, FERC is required to consider, as part of its decision to authorize 

interstate natural gas facilities, all factors bearing on the public convenience and necessity.  Occasionally, 

proposed projects have associated facilities that do not come under the jurisdiction of FERC.  These “non-

jurisdictional” facilities may be integral to the project objective (e.g., a new or expanded power plant that 

is not under the jurisdiction of FERC at the end of a pipeline) or they may be merely associated as minor, 

non-integral components of the jurisdictional facilities that would be constructed and operated with the 

proposed facilities (e.g., a meter station constructed by a customer of the pipeline to measure gas off-take).   

Non-jurisdictional facilities associated with the NGT and TEAL Projects include the proposed 

construction and operation of new compressor units at two existing DTE Gas compressor facilities in 

Michigan as well as short connections to distribution lines to secure power to serve compressor stations, 

M&R stations, and mainline valves (MLV)11 proposed for the NGT and TEAL Projects. 

DTE Gas, in support of the NGT Project, proposes to modify existing facilities including the 

Willow Gate Station and the Willow Run Compressor Station located in Ypsilanti Township, Washtenaw 

County, Michigan; and the Milford Compressor Station located in Milford Township, Oakland County, 

Michigan.  All modifications would be constructed entirely within property currently owned by DTE Gas.  

The Willow Gate Station would be modified with pipe additions of approximately 2,000 feet of 36-, 30-, 

24-, 16-, and 12-inch-diameter pipe and necessary valves along with three new 10 million British thermal 

units per hour (MMBtu/hr) water bath line heaters.  The Willow Run Compressor Station would be modified 

with compressor building and miscellaneous station/unit piping to provide an additional 17,700 hp of new 

gas compression that would discharge to the Willow Gate Station with an addition of approximately 2,500 

feet of 30-inch-diameter pipe.  Modifications to the Milford Compressor station would include an additional 

45,000 hp of new gas compression that includes an associated compressor building and miscellaneous 

station/unit piping, and would be sent through an additional 2,000 feet of 36-inch suction/discharge header 

pipe to an existing DTE Gas transmission pipeline valve nest.   

All three facilities are scheduled to be available for the NGT Project on November 1, 2017.  The 

Willow Gate Station is being scheduled in two phases with the first phase in the summer of 2016 and the 

second in the summer of 2017.  Both the Willow Run and Milford Compressor Stations are scheduled to 

begin construction in the fall of 2016. 

The only non-jurisdictional facility associated with the TEAL Project would be the electrical power 

needed for the Salineville Compressor Station, which would require a connection to the local electrical 

distribution grid.  Texas Eastern has sited the compressor station near existing roads with existing electrical 

lines to minimize the length of connections to the electrical distribution lines. These facilities, and others, 

are addressed in our cumulative impacts analysis in section 4.14 of this EIS. 

We received numerous comments requesting that we consider oil and gas production facilities in 

the Projects area as related facilities. Our authority under the NGA and the NEPA review requirements 

relate only to natural gas facilities that are involved in interstate commerce.  The permitting of oil and gas 

production facilities is under the jurisdiction of various state and federal agencies where those facilities are 

located.  Thus, the facilities associated with the production of natural gas are not under FERC jurisdiction 

and are not analyzed in this EIS.  Commenters recommended that the impacts associated with producing 

                                                      
11  A mainline valve is an aboveground facility that is capable of controlling the flow of gas in a pipeline. 
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natural gas be included in our environmental review of the Projects.  The development of the Appalachian 

Basin natural gas, which is regulated by the states, continues to drive the need for takeaway interstate 

pipeline capacity to allow the gas to reach markets; therefore, companies are planning and building 

interstate transmission facilities in response to this gas supply.  In addition, many production facilities have 

already been permitted and/or constructed in the region, creating a network through which natural gas may 

flow along various pathways to local users or interstate pipeline systems.  That is not to say that the 

environmental impact of individual production facilities is not assessed. The permitting of oil and gas 

production facilities is under the jurisdiction of other agencies, such as the USACE or state agencies. 

Although we do not examine the impacts of natural gas production facilities to the same extent as the 

Projects’ facilities in this EIS, we have identified existing and proposed production facilities in proximity 

to the Projects and have considered them within the context of cumulative impacts in section 4.13 of this 

EIS. 

1.5 PERMITS, APPROVALS, AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 

FERC and other federal agencies that must make a decision on whether the NGT and TEAL 

Projects are required to comply with federal statutes, including the CAA, CWA, ESA, MBTA, BGEPA,  

Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA), and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).  Each of 

these statutes has been taken into account in the preparation of this EIS.   

A list of major environmental permits, approvals, and consultations for the NGT and TEAL 

Projects is provided in table 1.5-1.  NEXUS and Texas Eastern would be responsible for obtaining all 

permits and approvals required to construct and operate the Projects, regardless of whether or not they 

appear in this table.  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.12  

TABLE 1.5-1 
 

Major Environmental Permits, Licenses, Approvals, and Consultations for the NGT and TEAL Projects 

Agency/Permit or Approval 

NGT Project TEAL Project 

Submittal Receipt Submittal Receipt 

FEDERAL 

FERC 

Certificate under section 7(c) of the NGA 20-Nov-15 (Nov-16) 20-Nov-15 (Nov-16) 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Permits under section 404 of the CWA and section 10 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act 

18-Dec-15 (Sep/Oct-16) (TBD) (Sep/Oct-16) 

FWS 

Consultation under section 7 of the ESA and coordination 
under the MBTA 

20-Nov-15 (Sep/Oct-16) 20-Nov-15 (Sep/Oct-16) 

U.S. National Park Service 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act Section 7(a) Determination 20-Nov-15 (Sep/Oct-16) 20-Nov-15 (Sep/Oct-16) 

EPA, Region 3 

Oversight of federal and state delegated permits 20-Nov-15 (Sep/Oct-16) 20-Nov-15 (Sep/Oct-16) 

 

                                                      
12  For example, see Schneidewind v. ANR Pipeline Co., 485 U.S. 293 (1988); National Fuel Gas Supply v. Public Service 

Commission, 894 F.2d 571 (2n Cir. 1990); and Iroquois Gas Transmission System, L.P., et al., 52 FERC 61,091 (1990) 

and 59 FERC 61,094 (1992). 
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TABLE 1.5-1 (cont’d) 
 

Major Environmental Permits, Licenses, Approvals, and Consultations for the NGT and TEAL Projects 

Agency/Permit or Approval 

NGT Project TEAL Project 

Submittal Receipt Submittal Receipt 

Advisory Council on Historic Properties 

Consultation under section 106 of the NHPA 20-Nov-15 (Sep/Oct-16) 20-Nov-15 (Sep/Oct-16) 

OHIO 

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 

Section 401 Water Quality Certification 17-Dec-15 (Aug/Sep-16) (TBD) (Aug/Sep-16) 

CAA, Air Permit-to-Install-and-Operate 14-Jul-15 (Nov-16) (TBD) (Nov-16) 

NPDES hydrostatic test water discharge permit (Dec-16) (Jan-17) (2016) (Jan-17) 

Ohio Department of Natural Resources 

Consultation on threatened and endangered species 20-Nov-15 (Sep/Oct-16) 20-Nov-15 (Sep/Oct-16) 

Water withdrawal facility registration  (Dec-16) (Jan-17) N/A N/A 

Coastal management zone determination 22-Dec-15 (Aug/Sep-16) N/A N/A 

Ohio Historic Preservation Office 

Section 106 NHPA consultation 20-Nov-15 (Sep/Oct-16) 20-Nov-15 (Sep/Oct-16) 

MICHIGAN 

Michigan Department of Natural Resources 

State-listed species consultation 20-Nov-15 (Aug/Sep-16) N/A N/A 

Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 

Joint permit for impacts on wetlands, inland lakes, streams 
and floodplains; 

18-Dec-15 (Aug/Sep-16) N/A N/A 

NPDES hydrostatic test water discharge permit 18-Dec-15 (Aug/Sep-16) N/A N/A 

NPDES permit for storm water discharge from construction 
activities 

18-Dec-15 (Aug/Sep-16) N/A N/A 

Water withdrawal authorization 18-Dec-15 (Aug/Sep-16) N/A N/A 

Michigan Office of Historic Preservation 

Section 106 NHPA Consultation 20-Nov-15 (Sep/Oct-16) N/A N/A 

Michigan Natural Resources Inventory 

State-listed species consultation 20-Nov-15 (Aug/Sep-16) N/A N/A 

Lenawee County 

Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Permit (TBD) (TBD) N/A N/A 

Monroe County 

Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Permit (TBD) (TBD) N/A N/A 

Washtenaw County  

Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Permit (TBD) (TBD) N/A N/A 

Wayne County 

Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Permit (TBD) (TBD) N/A N/A 

________________________________ 

TBD = To be determined. 

Note:  Future/anticipated dates are identified in italic font and parentheses.   

 




