
COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-390 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-391 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-392 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-393 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-394 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-395 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-396 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-397 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-398 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-399 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-400 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-401 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-402 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-403 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-404 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-405 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-406 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-407 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-408 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-409 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-410 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-411 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-412 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-413 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-414 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-415 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-416 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-417 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-418 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-419 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-420 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-421 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-422 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-423 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-424 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-425 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-426 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-427 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-428 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-429 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-430 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-431 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-432 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-433 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-434 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-435 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-436 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-437 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-438 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-439 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-440 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-441 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-442 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-443 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO32 – Anthony Wayne Youth Foundation 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-444 

 

CO32-1 See the response to comment CO8-17. 

CO32-2 FERC encourages cooperation between NEXUS and Texas Eastern and state 
and local authorities; however, state and local agencies, through the 
application of state and local laws, may not prohibit or unreasonably delay the 
construction or operation of facilities approved by FERC.  Any state or local 
permits issued with respect to jurisdictional facilities must be consistent with 
the conditions of any authorization issued by FERC. For more information 
please see section 1.5 of the EIS. 

CO32-1 

CO32-2 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO32 – Anthony Wayne Youth Foundation (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-445 

 

CO32-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO32 – Anthony Wayne Youth Foundation (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-446 

 

CO32-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO32 – Anthony Wayne Youth Foundation (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-447 

 

CO32-3 See the response to comment CO8-17. 

CO32-4 See the response to comment CO8-17. 

CO32-5 Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the Projects. 

CO32-3 

CO32-4 

CO32-5 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO32 – Anthony Wayne Youth Foundation (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-448 

 

CO32-6 See the response to comment CO8-17. 

Section 4.13.1 describes specific safety measures NEXUS would implement 
along the pipeline and at compressor stations. 

CO32-6 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO32 – Anthony Wayne Youth Foundation (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

R
-449 

CO32-6 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO33 – Killbuck Watershed Land Trust 

R
-450 

 

CO33-1 See section 3.3.3 for a discussion of the potential impacts of the City of Green 
Route Alternative on Mellinger Farm.  Based on our review, we did not find 
the City of Green Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental 
advantage when compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed 
route and did not recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

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

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary a 5-year post-
construction monitoring program to evaluate crop productivity in areas 
impacted by the construction of the Project. 

CO33-2 See response to comment CO33-2. 

CO33-1 

CO33-2 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO33 – Killbuck Watershed Land Trust (cont’d) 

R
-451 

 

CO33-3 See section 4.13 for a general discussion of natural gas pipeline safety.  We 
note that the Utopia Pipeline Project is not a natural gas pipeline project, 
rather, the Utopia pipeline intended to transport previously refined or 
fractionated products. 

CO33-4 Presently, there are no planned lateral pipelines associated with the Projects.  
In the EIS, we required all alternatives to serve NEXUS' 6 definitive receipt 
and delivery points.  The City of Green Route Alternative would allow these 
points to be served without additional lateral pipelines.  We did not, however, 
require that the alternatives serve potential future delivery points at NEXUS' 
13 tee-tap locations.   If service to these locations becomes required, between 
one and four laterals would be required on the City of Green Route 
Alternative.  See section 1.1.1 and 3.3.3 for additional discussion regarding 
this issue. 

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

CO33-5 Comment noted. 

CO33-6 Comment noted. 

CO33-3 

CO33-4 

CO33-5 

CO33-6 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO34 – Oregon Clean Energy, LLC 

R
-452 

 

CO34-1 Comment noted. 

CO34-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO35 – Cleveland Museum of Natural History   

R
-453 

 

CO35-1 Section 4.4.3.1 provides a discussion of impacts associated with the Singer 
Lake Bog. Based on the construction and mitigation measures described in 
this section and a review of the issues raised by the City of Green, FERC does 
not anticipate that wetland hydrology and existing flows would be adversely 
impacted by construction of the NGT Project.   

CO35-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO35 – Cleveland Museum of Natural History (cont’d) 

R
-454 

 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO36 – Executive County of Summit 

R
-455 

 

CO36-1 As discussed in section 3.3.3 and 4.10.9, we did not find the economic 
analysis by Cleveland State University compelling. 

CO36-2 Section 4.4.3.1 provides a discussion of impacts associated with the Singer 
Lake Bog. Section 4.8 discusses impacts to special status species. 

CO36-1 

CO36-2 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO36 – Executive County of Summit (cont’d) 

R
-456 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO37 – EnviroScience 

R
-457 

 

CO37-1 FERC's BA has been provided to the FWS on October 20, 2016 and is 
included in the final EIS. 

CO37-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO37 – EnviroScience (cont’d) 

R
-458 

 

CO37-2 Threatened and endangered species surveys have been completed.  Results 
from these surveys are discussed in section 4.8. 

CO37-3 The wetland mitigation strategies are still being discussed between the 
applicant, USACE, MDEQ, 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.  In the 
final EIS, we are recommending that the final Wetland Mitigation Plans are 
filed prior to construction, including and comments and required approvals 
from the USACE, MDEQ, and OEPA, as applicable. 

CO37-4 See response to comment CO37-03. 

CO37-2 

CO37-3 

CO37-4 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO37 – EnviroScience (cont’d) 

R
-459 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO37 – EnviroScience (cont’d) 

R
-460 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO37 – EnviroScience (cont’d) 

R
-461 

 

CO37-5 Ariss Park is discussed in section 4.9.7.3.  The draft EIS discusses previous 
comments concerning contamination at this location, as well as proposed 
mitigation measures. 

CO37-6 As discussed in section 3.3.3, the City of Green Route Alternative is 
recognized as a viable alternative in the EIS. 

CO37-5 

CO37-6 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO38 – EnviroScience 

R
-462 

 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO38 – EnviroScience (cont’d) 

R
-463 

 

CO38-1 Wetland C15-104 scored a 48.5 which is a Category 2 wetland.  The factors 
that most influenced this wetland to be categorized as 2, not 3, include reduced 
scoring on the following metrics: invasive species cover (20%); disturbances 
such as ATV trails through the wetland, clear cutting, shrub/sapling removal, 
stormwater inputs, drain tiles, and filling/grading; previous land use practices 
(agriculture); and surrounding land use (old field and urban/industrial). 

CO38-2 Wetland A14-122 scored a 50 which is a Category 2 wetland.  The factors that 
most influenced this wetland to be categorized as 2, not 3, include reduced 
scoring on the following metrics: invasive species cover (25-75%); 
disturbances such as utility rights-of-way, and mowing from adjacent 
residential properties; and low value surrounding land use (residential). 

CO38-3 While New York ironweed was identified, it was only noted, and was not used 
to perform the dominance test or prevalence index on the USACE Wetland 
Determination Forms, nor was it counted on the ORAM forms. 

Furthermore, one possibly misidentified plant does not discount the validity of 
the wetland delineations that were performed. NY ironweed and giant ironweed 
(Vernonia gigantea) are well-known to hybridize, thus hard to distinguish, and 
do occur in near-by Lake County, Ohio (ODNR 1998). Additionally, there is 
no data that the species is extirpated, ODNR 1998 notes that it's last record was 
in Gallia County, and is otherwise unreported throughout the rest of the state 
(USDA 2016). 

ODNR 1998: 
http://naturepreserves.ohiodnr.gov/portals/dnap/pdf/Rare_Plant_Abstracts/Ver
nonia_noveboracensis.pdf 

USDA Plants Database:  
http://plants.usda.gov/core/profile?symbol=VENO 

CO38-4 See response to comment CO37-03. 

CO38-1 

CO38-3 

CO38-4 

CO38-2 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO38 – EnviroScience (cont’d) 

R
-464 

 

CO38-5 The FERC Plan indicates that either full work area or from the trench plug 
subsoil applicable to cultivated or rotated croplands and managed pastures, 
residential areas, hayfields and other areas at the landowner's request.  
NEXUS addresses topsoil segregation similarly in section 3.5.3.1 of its 
E&SCP, indicating that ditch plus spoil side or full right-of-way topsoil 
segregation as illustrated in Figure CW-2 will be used.  The criteria for the 
choice of topsoil stripping is not specified.  The Ohio Specifications 
recommend full right-of-way topsoil stripping to maintain soil quality and 
minimize impacts due to rutting and compaction when the soil is trafficked 
when wet in Section 3D (p. 5).  At NEXUS' discretion, full right-of-way 
topsoil stripping as discussed and illustrated in its E&SCP could apply to 
prime agricultural cropland that is yearly tilled and in row crops and small 
grains.  The choice between topsoil stripping in actively managed hayland or 
pasture would depend on the specific situation and the sensitivity of the soils 
to rutting/compaction when wet. 

CO38-6 Invasive species monitoring is discussed in section 4.5.4 and the applicants' 
ISMPs. 

CO38-7 Section 4.4.3.1 provides a discussion of impacts associated with the Singer 
Lake Bog. Based on the construction and mitigation measures described in 
this section and a review of the issues raised by the City of Green, FERC does 
not anticipate that wetland hydrology and existing flows would be adversely 
impacted by construction of the NGT Project.   

CO38-8 Comment noted. 

CO38-4 
(cont’d) 

CO38-5 

CO38-6 

CO38-7 

CO38-8 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO38 – EnviroScience (cont’d) 

R
-465 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO39 – League of Women Voters of Wayne County 

R
-466 

 

CO39-1 See section 3.3.3 for a discussion of the potential impacts of the City of Green 
Route Alternative on Mellinger Farm (the research farm managed by The 
Ohio State University’s Ohio Agricultural Research and Development 
Center).  Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green Route 
Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when compared 
to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not recommend 
that it be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

CO39-2 See section 3.3.3 for a discussion of the potential impacts of the City of Green 
Route Alternative on the Wilderness Center and Wooster Memorial 
Park/Spangler Park. Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green 
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when 
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not 
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

CO39-3 See section 3.3.3 contains a general discussion of potential impacts on 
hydrology and watersheds.  Based on our review, we did not find the City of 
Green Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage 
when compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did 
not recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

CO39-1 

CO39-2 

CO39-3 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO39 – League of Women Voters of Wayne County (cont’d) 

R
-467 

 

CO39-4 Comment noted. 

CO39-4 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO40 – Sierra Club 

R
-468 

 

CO40-1 The draft EIS was the information that the public was requested to use to 
prepare their comments and was publicly available prior to the comment 
sessions.  Also, see response to comment CO12-01. 

CO40-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO40 – Sierra Club (cont’d) 

R
-469 

 

CO40-2 Potential impacts and minimization measures to wetlands and forests are 
presented in the final EIS in sections 4.4.2 and 4.5.2, respectively. 

CO40-3 See the response to comment FA2-40. 

CO40-2 

CO40-3 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO40 – Sierra Club (cont’d) 

R
-470 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO41 – Ohio Farm Bureau 

R
-471 

 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO41 – Ohio Farm Bureau (cont’d) 

R
-472 

 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO41 – Ohio Farm Bureau (cont’d) 

R
-473 

 

CO41-1 Prime farmland is defined as consisting of soils classified as those best suited 
for production of food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops.  Prime farmland 
is discussed in section 4.2.1.1.  Specialty crops are discussed in section 
4.9.5.1. 

CO41-2 Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary an Agricultural 
Impact Mitigation Plan (AIMP) detailing construction and restoration 
measures to be implemented on the NGT Project to address agricultural issues 
unique to Ohio and Michigan. 

CO41-3 NEXUS and Texas Eastern will implement their Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan (E&SCP), which is based on FERC's Upland Erosion Control, 
Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (Plan) and Wetland and Waterbody 
Construction and Mitigation Procedures (Procedures).  FERC’s Plan and 
Procedures are a set of construction and mitigation measures that were 
developed in collaboration with other federal and state agencies and the 
natural gas pipeline industry to minimize the potential environmental impacts 
of the construction of pipeline projects in general.   

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

CO41-4 Impacts on drain tile systems are addressed in section 4.9.5.4 and in NEXUS' 
Drain Tile Mitigation Plan (appendix E-3). 

CO41-1 

CO41-2 

CO41-3 

CO41-4 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO41 – Ohio Farm Bureau (cont’d) 

R
-474 

 

CO41-5 Environmental inspection and compliance monitoring are discussed in section 
2.5. 

CO41-6 Soil impact mitigation, compaction mitigation, and crop yields are discussed 
in section 4.2.2. 

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary a 5-year post-
construction monitoring program to evaluate crop productivity in areas 
impacted by the construction of the Project.  NEXUS shall include in the 
program a commitment to file with the Secretary quarterly reports for a period 
of 5 years following construction documenting any crop-related problems and 
describing any corrective action taken to remedy those problems. 

CO41-7 Impacts on drain tile systems are addressed in section 4.9.5.4 and in NEXUS' 
Drain Tile Mitigation Plan (appendix E-3). 

CO41-8 Comment noted. 

CO41-9 Impacts on drain tile systems are addressed in section 4.9.5.4 and in NEXUS' 
Drain Tile Mitigation Plan (appendix E-3). 

CO41-5 

CO41-6 

CO41-7 

CO41-8 

CO41-9 

CO41-10 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO41 – Ohio Farm Bureau (cont’d) 

R
-475 

 

CO41-10 Comment noted. 

CO41-10 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO41 – Ohio Farm Bureau (cont’d) 

R
-476 

 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO45 – Ohio State University 

R
-477 

 

CO45-1 See section 3.3.3 for a discussion of the potential impacts of the City of Green 
Route Alternative on Mellinger Farm (the research farm managed by The 
Ohio State University’s Ohio Agricultural Research and Development 
Center).  Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green Route 
Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when compared 
to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not recommend 
that it be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

CO45-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO45 – Ohio State University (cont’d) 

R
-478 

 

CO45-2 See response to comment CO45-01. 

CO45-3 See response to comment CO45-01. 

CO45-4 See response to comment CO45-01. 

CO45-5 See response to comment CO45-01. 

CO45-2 

CO45-3 

CO45-4 

CO45-5 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO45 – Ohio State University (cont’d) 

R
-479 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO46 – Wayne County Agriculture Success Team Members 

R
-480 

 

CO46-1 The wetland crossing for feature A16-2 is 0.1 mile southeast the Nimisila 
Reservoir at MP 41.2, and is classified as a Category 2 wetland per ORAM 
scoring protocols. 

CO46-2 See section 3.3.3 for a discussion of potential impacts of the City of Green 
Route Alternative on Amish farms.  Based on our review, we did not find the 
City of Green Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental 
advantage when compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed 
route and did not recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

CO46-1 

CO46-2 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO46 – Wayne County Agriculture Success Team Members (cont’d) 

R
-481 

 

CO46-3 Comment noted. 

CO46-3 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO46 – Wayne County Agriculture Success Team Members (cont’d) 

R
-482 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO47 – Sierra Club 

R
-483 

 

CO47-1 The purpose of and need for the Project are discussed in section 1.1. 

CO47-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO47 – Sierra Club (cont’d) 

R
-484 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO47 – Sierra Club (cont’d) 

R
-485 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO47 – Sierra Club (cont’d) 

R
-486 

 

CO47-2 As discussed in section 1.1 of the EIS, the purpose of the Project is to transport 
natural gas.  Renewable energy sources or the gains realized from increased 
energy efficiency and improved technology are not transportation 
alternatives; therefore, they are not considered in the EIS. 

CO47-2 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO47 – Sierra Club (cont’d) 

R
-487 

 

 

CO47-3 Comment noted. 

CO47-4 See responses to comments CO12-01 and CO40-01. 

CO47-3 

CO47-4 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO47 – Sierra Club (cont’d) 

R
-488 

 

CO47-5 Section 4.0 describes the impact duration and significance.  Soil impact 
mitigation is discussed in section 4.2.2. 

CO47-6 Forested impacts are discussed in section 4.5.2.  Vegetation communities of 
special concern or value are discussed in section 4.5.1.1. 

CO47-7 Comment noted. 

CO47-5 

CO47-6 

CO47-7 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO47 – Sierra Club (cont’d) 

R
-489 

 

CO47-8 The final threatened and endangered survey reports and their findings have 
been incorporated into section 4.8. 

CO47-9 The high-risk HDD site assessments were submitted prior to the end of the 
DEIS comment period and have been incorporated into the EIS. 

CO47-10 NEXUS would be required to obtain all applicable environmental permits.  If 
required by the MDEQ permitting process, NEXUS would use the state's 
Water Withdrawal Assessment Tool.   

CO47-11 In most instances where additional information was requested prior to the end 
of the comment period, we were able to make a conclusion on the significance 
of an impact with the information available at the time the draft EIS was 
published.  The recommendation that additional information be provided for 
the final EIS was in an effort to reduce the significance of the impact, not to 
introduce new, previously undisclosed impacts.  The information we required 
the applicants to provide prior to the end of the comment period was put into 
the public record at the time it was filed and, therefore, was available for the 
public to review and comment before the final EIS was issued (i.e., the final 
EIS is not the first time the public has access to this information). 

CO47-7 
(cont’d) 

CO47-8 

CO47-9 

CO47-10 
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CO47-12 The DOT makes a determination on whether to grant any waiver of its 
regulations.  However, based on the pipeline incident statistics presented in 
section 4.13 of the EIS, we continue to find that natural gas transmission 
pipelines present a low likelihood of incident and are considered a safe and 
reliable means of transporting natural gas, regardless of population density. 
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CO47-13 See the response to comment FA2-34. 

CO47-14 Natural gas production, including upstream extraction, is discussed in section 
4.14.3.1 in the cumulative impacts section. 

CO47-13 

CO47-14 
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CO48-1 See section 4.2.2 for mitigation measures to reduce soil compaction. 

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

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary a 5-year post-
construction monitoring program to evaluate crop productivity in areas 
impacted by the construction of the Project.  NEXUS shall include in the 
program a commitment to file with the Secretary quarterly reports for a period 
of 5 years following construction documenting any crop-related problems and 
describing any corrective action taken to remedy those problems. 

CO48-2 See section 4.13 for a discussion of safety and reliability issues and mitigation 
measures associated with the Projects. 

CO48-3 FERC will require NEXUS to submit a final Drain Tile Mitigation Plan that 
incorporates agency and landowner comments on the Projects and draft EIS. 

CO48-4 Landowners located along the City of Green Alternative were provided a copy 
of the draft EIS for review and comment and received the same comment 
period as all other interested parties. 

CO48-1 

CO48-2 

CO48-3 

CO48-4 
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CO48-5 See response to comment letter IND436 

CO48-6 Comment noted. 

CO48-7 Comment noted. 
CO48-5 

CO48-6 

CO48-7 
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CO48-8 Comment noted. 

CO48-9 Restoration of agricultural and open lands would follow FERC's Plan and 
Procedures.  Per these documents, decompaction and other mitigation 
measures would be used to restore the right-of-way.  In most cases, this would 
allow for vegetative restoration in one to three growing seasons. Section 
2.3.1.7 states that NEXUS and Texas Eastern would conduct restoration 
activities in accordance with landowner agreements, permit requirements, and 
written recommendations on seeding mixes, rates, and dates obtained from 
the local conservation authority or other duly authorized agency and in 
accordance with NEXUS and Texas Eastern construction and restoration 
plans. 

CO48-10 Thank you for the comment; however, the standard applied to this project is 
that landowner concurrence with RCPs is required only for residences located 
within 10 feet of the construction work area. 

CO48-11 The EIS has been updated to clarify that NEXUS environmental inspectors 
would be on site to monitor construction activities within agricultural lands. 
We do not see the benefit of providing timely information about the 
environmental inspectors to landowners.  

CO48-8 

CO48-9 

CO48-10 

CO48-11 
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CO48-12 FERC will require NEXUS to submit a final Drain Tile Mitigation Plan that 
incorporates agency and landowner comments on the Projects and draft EIS. 

CO48-13 Section 4.13 of the EIS describes many of DOT's regulations regarding safety.  
The EIS also identifies pipeline incident statistics. 

CO48-14 Detailed alignment sheets of the City of Green route alternative were posted 
to the FERC docket on 9/2/2016. 

CO48-15 Comment noted. 

CO48-12 

CO48-13 

CO48-14 

CO48-15 
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CO48-16 Comment noted. 

CO48-17 Section 2.2.2.1 has been updated to reference the correct project. 

CO48-18 See section 4.2.2 for a discussion of general mitigation measures and specific 
conditions that will be required when backfilling excess glacial subsoil that 
could displace other soils layers in the pipeline trench. 

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary an Agricultural 
Impact Mitigation Plan (AIMP) detailing construction and restoration 
measures to be implemented on the NGT Project to address agricultural issues 
unique to Ohio and Michigan.  Specifically, the AIMP should address plans 
for segregating topsoil in areas where the depth of topsoil is greater than 12 
inches; triple stripping topsoil, subsoil, and substratum; and ensuring that 
excess spoil removed from the right-of-way during backfilling consists of 
substratum, and then, if needed, subsoil.  For construction and restoration 
measures in Ohio, NEXUS shall consult with the Ohio Department of 
Agriculture (ODA) on construction procedures to be used in agricultural land 
in Ohio and shall file with the Secretary any measures that result from 
coordination with the ODA. 

CO48-19 See section 2.5.2 for a description of Environmental Inspectors and their 
responsibilities. See response to comment CO48-26 for information on 
contacting the applicant regarding issue resolution. 

CO48-20 See section 2.3.1.3 for a discussion of trench depth of cover. In addition, 
section 2.3.2.5 states that the depth of the trench would vary with the stability 
of the soil, but in all cases it would be sufficiently deep to allow for at least 3 
feet of cover over the pipe. 

CO48-16 

CO48-20 

CO48-19 

CO48-18 

CO48-17 
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CO48-21 Soil impacts and mitigation measures are discussed in section 4.2.2 and the 
applicants' E&SCPs. 

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

CO48-22 Rock removal would comply with the applicants' E&SCPs. 

CO48-23 NEXUS's provisions for pre-construction drain tile planning are spelled out 
in section 5 of its Drain Tile Mitigation Plan (appendix E-3 of the EIS). 

CO48-24 Thank you for the comment; however, the standard applied to this project is 
that landowner concurrence with RCPs is required only for residences located 
within 10 feet of the construction work area. 

CO48-25 Section 2.4 indicates that the applicants request to start construction in the 
first quarter of 2017. 

CO48-21 

CO48-22 

CO48-23 

CO48-24 

CO48-25 
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CO48-26 Section 4.9.4.1 indicates that NEXUS and Texas Eastern have prepared Issue 
Resolution Plans.  The plans identify a toll-free Landowner Hotline through 
which landowners can contact project representatives with questions, 
concerns, and complaints during construction.  NEXUS and Texas Eastern 
personnel would staff the hotline Monday through Friday from 7:00 a.m. to 
5:00 p.m., and Saturday from 7:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.  After hours, an 
answering machine would be available to receive calls.  If the identified issue 
cannot be immediately responded to, NEXUS and/or Texas Eastern personnel 
would attempt to contact the caller the same business day and no later than 24 
hours after the initial call.  Once documented, NEXUS and/or Texas Eastern 
personnel would work with the landowner until the issue is resolved.  In the 
event NEXUS’ and/or Texas Eastern’s response is not satisfactory to the 
landowner, the landowner would have the opportunity to contact FERC’s 
Landowner Helpline.   

CO48-27 NEXUS committed to using FERC Compliance Monitors on the NGT 
Project; therefore, a recommendation is not necessary. 

CO48-28 See response to comment CO48-04. In addition, detailed alignment sheets of 
the City of Green route alternative were posted to the FERC docket on 
9/2/2016. 

CO48-29 Comment noted. 

CO48-30 The final paragraph of section 3.3.3 has been updated to include drain tiles. 
See section 4.9.5 for a discussion of impacts on agricultural lands. 

CO48-26 

CO48-27 

CO48-28 

CO48-29 

CO48-30 
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CO48-31 See section 4.2.2 for a discussion of mitigation measures on agricultural lands 
and sections 4.2.2 and 4.9.3.5 for a discussion of mitigation measures related 
to drain tile systems. FERC will require NEXUS to submit a final Drain Tile 
Mitigation Plan that incorporates agency and landowner comments on the 
Projects and draft EIS. 

CO48-32 Comment noted. 

CO48-33 See section 4.2.2 for a discussion of general mitigation measures and specific 
conditions that will be required when backfilling excess glacial subsoil that 
could displace other soils layers in the pipeline trench. 

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary an Agricultural 
Impact Mitigation Plan (AIMP) detailing construction and restoration 
measures to be implemented on the NGT Project to address agricultural issues 
unique to Ohio and Michigan.  Specifically, the AIMP should address plans 
for segregating topsoil in areas where the depth of topsoil is greater than 12 
inches; triple stripping topsoil, subsoil, and substratum; and ensuring that 
excess spoil removed from the right-of-way during backfilling consists of 
substratum, and then, if needed, subsoil.  For construction and restoration 
measures in Ohio, NEXUS shall consult with the Ohio Department of 
Agriculture (ODA) on construction procedures to be used in agricultural land 
in Ohio and shall file with the Secretary any measures that result from 
coordination with the ODA. 

CO48-31 

CO48-32 
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CO48-34 Comment noted. 

CO48-35 Section 4.3.1.1 has been updated with the correct section reference. Federal 
and state agencies do not consider water withdrawal to be an impairment; 
however, they ensure that permits are not issued for waterbodies that cannot 
sustain the proposed volumes of water withdrawal. 

CO48-36 See response to comment CO48-9. 

CO48-37 Comment noted.  Also, see response to comment CO48-26. 

CO48-34 

CO48-35 

CO48-36 

CO48-37 
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CO48-38 While the footprints of valves and related equipment are located entirely 
within the mainline permanent right-of-way, the 16 MLVs (as listed in table 
2.1.1-2) would permanently impact 0.8 acre of agricultural land and 0.2 acre 
forest/woodland. 

CO48-39 Comment noted. 

CO48-40 See section 4.2.2 for a discussion of mitigation measures on agricultural lands 
and section 4.9.3.5 for a discussion of mitigation measures related to drain tile 
systems. 

CO48-41 Comment noted. According to 2010-2014 ACS 5-year census data estimates, 
agriculture accounts for only 1.1% of the total industry in Ohio. 

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

CO48-42 See sections 4.2.1.4 and 4.2.2 for a discussion of compaction prone soils and 
proposed mitigation measures. See sections 4.2.2 and 4.9.3.5 for a discussion 
of mitigation measures related to drain tile systems. 

CO48-38 

CO48-39 

CO48-40 

CO48-41 

CO48-42 
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CO48-43 NEXUS is required to develop an emergency response plan for each project. 
See sections 2.6.1 and 4.13.1 for further discussion. 

CO48-44 Comment noted. 

CO48-45 Comment noted. 

CO48-42 
(cont’d) 

CO48-43 

CO48-44 

CO48-45 
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CO48-46 Comment noted. 

CO48-47 See table 2.3.2-1 for HDD entry and exit MPs.  See section 4.12.2.1 for the 
notification process for landowners near HDD sites. 

CO48-48 As discussed in section 4.12.2.2, blowdowns are infrequent and short in 
duration.  NEXUS has indicated they would minimize noise by incorporating 
silencers during blowdown events.  Therefore, we do not find it necessary to 
require NEXUS to give landowners prior notice of planned blowdowns.  
However, individuals seeking advance notification should contact NEXUS to 
make any such requests. 

CO48-49 The Protecting Our Infrastructure of Pipelines and Enhancing Safety (PIPES) 
Act of 2016 is an extension of PHMSA’s existing pipeline safety program.  
The PIPES Act is a directive to DOT/PHMSA to carry out the improvement 
of pipeline safety and does not directly apply to regulated pipeline companies. 

CO48-50 See the responses to comments FA2-37 and FA2-38. 

CO48-45 
(cont’d) 
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CO48-51 Section 4.13.1 of the final EIS has been updated to more clearly state the DOT 
regulations for pipeline markers.  Specifically the regulations at 49 CFR 
192.707 state that for buried pipelines, a line marker must be placed and 
maintained as close as practical over each buried pipeline at each crossing of 
a public road and railroad, and wherever necessary to identify the location of 
the pipeline to reduce the possibility of damage or interference. 

CO48-52 The inspections performed by FERC staff or its contractors during 
construction are to ensure environmental compliance.  The pipeline incident 
statistics identified in section 4.13 of the EIS are with respect to operating the 
facilities.  As identified in section 4.13.1 of the EIS, Ohio and Michigan 
perform inspections on interstate natural gas pipeline facilities.  The DOT is 
also responsible for enforcement action in all of the Projects' states.   

CO48-53 NEXUS and Texas Eastern would be required to keep detailed records of all 
inspections and supplements to the corrosion protection system as necessary 
to meet the requirements of 49 CFR 192.  However, these records are not 
provided to the Commission.  Individuals interested in the results of safety 
inspections should contact the DOT. 

CO48-54 Section 4.14.1 has been updated to reflect the current construction schedule. 
See sections 4.2.1.4 and 4.2.2 for a discussion of agricultural lands and 
compaction prone soils, as well as proposed mitigation measures. 

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

CO48-50 
(cont’d) 

CO48-51 
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CO48-53 
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CO48-55 Section 4.14.3.2 has been updated with the ODNR's latest drilling permit 
count. 

CO48-56 Comment noted. 

CO48-57 Comment noted. 

CO48-58 See sections 4.2.1.4 and 4.2.2 for a discussion of agricultural lands and 
compaction prone soils, as well as proposed mitigation measures. 

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

CO48-59 Comment noted. 

CO48-54 
(cont’d) 

CO48-55 
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CO48-60 See sections 4.2.1.4 and 4.2.2 for a discussion of agricultural lands and 
compaction prone soils, as well as proposed mitigation measures. 

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

CO48-61 See sections 4.2.1.4 and 4.2.2 for a discussion of agricultural lands and 
compaction prone soils, as well as proposed mitigation measures. 

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

CO48-62 Section 4.9.5 will be updated with a description of agricultural monitors and 
their responsibilities. NEXUS' Drain Tile Mitigation Plan (appendix E-3) 
provides a contact number for landowners. 

CO48-63 FERC will require NEXUS to submit a final Drain Tile Mitigation Plan that 
incorporates agency and landowner comments on the Projects and draft EIS. 

CO48-64 FERC will require NEXUS to submit a final Drain Tile Mitigation Plan that 
incorporates agency and landowner comments on the Projects and draft EIS. 

CO48-60 

CO48-61 
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CO48-65 Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary a 5-year post-
construction monitoring program to evaluate crop productivity in areas 
impacted by the construction of the Project.  NEXUS shall include in the 
program a commitment to file with the Secretary quarterly reports for a period 
of 5 years following construction documenting any crop-related problems and 
describing any corrective action taken to remedy those problems.  The 
program shall stipulate that if any landowner agrees that revegetation and crop 
productivity are successful prior to the 5-year requirement, NEXUS shall 
provide documentation in its quarterly reports indicating which landowners 
have agreed that monitoring is no longer necessary.   

CO48-65 
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CO48-66 NEXUS and Texas Eastern will implement their Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan (E&SCP), which is based on FERC's Upland Erosion Control, 
Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (Plan) and Wetland and Waterbody 
Construction and Mitigation Procedures (Procedures).  FERC’s Plan and 
Procedures are a set of construction and mitigation measures that were 
developed in collaboration with other federal and state agencies and the 
natural gas pipeline industry to minimize the potential environmental impacts 
of the construction of pipeline projects in general.  

For construction and restoration measures in Ohio, NEXUS shall consult with 
the Ohio Department of Agriculture (ODA) on construction procedures to be 
used in agricultural land in Ohio, including the Pipeline Standards and 
Construction Specifications, and shall file with the Secretary any measures 
that result from coordination with the ODA.  Any comments received from 
ODA shall also be filed with the Secretary. 

CO48-67 FERC will require NEXUS to submit a final Drain Tile Mitigation Plan that 
incorporates agency and landowner comments on the Projects and draft EIS. 

CO48-68 Comment noted. NEXUS would potentially hire local contractors regardless 
because they would be more cost effective and accessible. 

CO48-69 Comment noted. 
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CO48-70 Section 5.8.1 "recommend[s] that NEXUS and 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 NGT 
and TEAL Projects, identify construction and operation impacts (acres), and 
identify mitigation measures specific to each CRP parcel crossed." 

CO48-70 
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CO51-1 Comment noted. 

CO51-1 
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CO52-1 Comment noted.  See section 4.10 for a discussion of potential socioeconomic 
impacts associated with the proposed Projects. 
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CO52-2 Comment noted. 
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CO53-1 FERC regulations in 18 CFR 380.12 do not pertain to information that is 
required in an EIS.  Rather, those regulations identify information the pipeline 
company should to submit to the Commission as part of their application. As 
discussed in section 3.1, the generation of electricity from renewable energy 
resources or the gains realized from increased energy efficiency and 
conservation are not natural gas transportation alternatives; therefore, they are 
not considered or evaluated further in this analysis. 

CO53-2 See response to comment CO53-1. 

CO53-3 TransCanada pipelines are evaluated in the systems alternative discussion in 
section 3.2.  Both the ANR and Columbia pipelines, which are discussed in 
section 3.2, are assets owned by TransCanada.  TransCanada does not own a 
pipeline system in the U.S. known as the TransCanada mainline. 

CO53-1 

CO53-2 

CO53-3 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO53 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-548 

 

CO53-4 As discussed in the section 1.1.1, 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.  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.  
Although the EIS briefly discusses NEXUS’ and Texas Eastern’s stated 
purposes, it does not determine whether the need for the Projects exists.  The 
need for these Projects will be determined separately by the Commission 
when it makes its decision on the Projects (sometime after the Final EIS is 
issued).  

  

  

CO53-3 
(cont’d) 

CO53-4 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO53 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-549 

 

CO53-5 Comment noted. 

CO53-6 Section 3.2 discusses the possibility of utilizing existing systems in lieu of the 
Projects.  As stated in section 3.0, we considered the 6 definitive receipt and 
delivery points on the NGT Project (including MR05 and MR06) to be 
essential to the Project’s objective.  This is important because we did not 
evaluate alternatives in section 3.0 of the draft EIS if they could not meet the 
Project’s objectives. 

CO53-7 Comment noted. See response to comment CO53-3. 

CO53-4 
(cont’d) 

CO53-5 

CO53-6 

CO53-7 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO53 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-550 

 

CO53-8 Comment noted. 

CO53-9 See response to comment CO53-4. 
 

  

CO53-8 

CO53-9 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO53 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-551 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO54 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS 

R
-552 

 

CO54-1 See section 3.3.3 for a discussion of the City of Green route alternative, 
including a discussion of co-location with the Rover Pipeline Project, 
greenfield construction, and impacts on forested areas, state parks/forests, 
steep slopes, dwellings, and safety.  Based on our review, we did not find the 
City of Green Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental 
advantage when compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed 
route and did not recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

CO54-2 See response to comment CO54-1. 
 

CO54-1 

CO54-2 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO54 – Consumer Energy Alliance (cont’d) 

R
-553 

 

CO54-3 See response to comment CO54-1. 

CO54-4 See response to comment CO54-1. CO54-2 
(cont’d) 

CO54-3 

CO54-4 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO54 – Consumer Energy Alliance (cont’d) 

R
-554 

 

CO54-5 See response to comment CO54-1. 

CO54-6 See response to comment CO54-1. 

CO54-7 See response to comment CO54-1. 

CO54-5 

CO54-6 

CO54-7 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO54 – Consumer Energy Alliance (cont’d) 

R
-555 

 

CO54-8 See response to comment CO54-1. 

CO54-9 See response to comment CO54-1. CO54-8 

CO54-9 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS 

R
-556 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-557 

 

CO55-1 Comment noted. 

  
CO55-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-558 

 

CO55-2 Comment noted. 

CO55-3 Comment noted. 

CO55-4 Comment noted. 

CO55-2 

CO55-3 

CO55-4 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-559 

 

CO55-5 Comment noted. 

CO55-5 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-560 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-561 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-562 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-563 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-564 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-565 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-566 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-567 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-568 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-569 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-570 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-571 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-572 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-573 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-574 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-575 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-576 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-577 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-578 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-579 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-580 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-581 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-582 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-583 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-584 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-585 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-586 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-587 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO56 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS 

R
-588 

 

CO56-1 The Precedent Agreements contain trade secrets and confidential business 
information of NEXUS and as such, is not considered public information.  
Making this information public could result in irreparable competitive harm 
to NEXUS because it contains commercially sensitive information. 

CO56-2 Secondary delivery points (or tee-taps) are discussed in section 2.1.1.2. 

CO56-1 

CO56-2 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO56 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-589 

 

CO56-3 The Precedent Agreements contain trade secrets and confidential business 
information of NEXUS and as such, is not considered public information.  
Making this information public could result in irreparable competitive harm 
to NEXUS because it contains commercially sensitive information. 

CO56-4 Comment noted. 

CO56-5 The EIS evaluates several route alternatives, including the City of Green 
Route Alternative that would not serve the tee-tap for Columbia Gas of Ohio 
in Medina County. 

  

CO56-2 
(cont’d) 

CO56-3 

CO56-4 

CO56-5 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO56 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-590 

 

CO56-6 Comment noted. 

CO56-7 The EIS briefly discusses NEXUS’ and Texas Eastern’s stated purposes.  The 
need for the project this will be determined separately by the Commission 
when it makes its decision on the Projects (sometime after the Final EIS is 
issued).  Additional discussion about the need for the Projects is in section 1.1 
of the EIS and is also available in the Commission’s Statement of Policy on 
the Certification of New Interstate Natural Gas Pipeline Facilities, which can 
be found on the FERC website at http://www.ferc.gov/legal/maj-ord-
reg/PL99-3-000.pdf.  Clarifying statements can be found by replacing “000” 
in the URL with “001” and “002.” 

 

 

CO56-6 

CO56-7 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO56 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-591 

CO56-7 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO56 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-592 

 

CO56-8 Comment noted. 

 

CO56-8 

CO56-8 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO56 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-593 

 

CO56-9 See response to comment CO56-3.  Further, some information related to the 
pressure and flow of the pipeline may be considered Critical Energy 
Infrastructure Information.  Such information may include specific 
engineering, vulnerability, or detailed design could be useful to a person 
planning an attack on critical infrastructure and, therefore, is exempt from 
mandatory disclosure.  More information about the Commission's policy 
regarding Critical Energy Infrastructure Information is contained in Order 
Numbers 702, 630, 630-A, 643, 649 and 683. 

 

CO56-9 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO56 – Coalition to Reroute NEXUS (cont’d) 

R
-594 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO57 – Sustainable Medina County 

R
-595 

 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO57 – Sustainable Media County (cont’d) 

R
-596 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO57 – Sustainable Media County (cont’d) 

R
-597 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO57 – Sustainable Media County (cont’d) 

R
-598 

 

CO57-1 Comment noted. 

CO57-1 

CO57-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO57 – Sustainable Media County (cont’d) 

R
-599 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO57 – Sustainable Media County (cont’d) 

R
-600 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO57 – Sustainable Media County (cont’d) 

R
-601 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO57 – Sustainable Media County (cont’d) 

R
-602 

 

CO57-2 Comment noted. 

CO57-2 

CO57-2 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO57 – Sustainable Media County (cont’d) 

R
-603 

CO57-2 
(cont’d) 

CO57-2 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO57 – Sustainable Media County (cont’d) 

R
-604 

CO57-2 
(cont’d) 

CO57-2 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO57 – Sustainable Media County (cont’d) 

R
-605 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO57 – Sustainable Media County (cont’d) 

R
-606 

CO57-2 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO57 – Sustainable Media County (cont’d) 

R
-607 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO58 – Council of Sisters Servants of the Immaculate Heart of Mary 

R
-608 

 

CO58-1 Comment noted.  The nearest public scoping and comment meetings to 
Monroe County were held in Tecumseh, Michigan, which is about 10 miles 
away from the proposed route in Monroe County.  Residents of Monroe 
County were welcome to attend this or any of the other public scoping or 
comment meetings.   

CO58-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO60 – Ohio State University 

R
-609 

 

CO60-1 The two farms mentioned are along the City of Green Alternative, not 
Chippewa C or Chippewa D. Impacts associated with these two research 
farms are discussed in section 3.3.4 of the EIS. 

CO60-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO60 – Ohio State University (cont’d) 

R
-610 

CO60-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO60 – Ohio State University (cont’d) 

R
-611 

CO60-1 
(cont’d) 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND1 – Kyle Hubbard 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-612 

 
IND1-1 See section 4.3.2.2 for discussion on mitigation procedures for waterbody 

crossings. 

IND1-2 See section 1.1 for a discussion of the Project purpose and need. 

IND1-3 Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed Project. 

 

IND1-1 

IND1-2 

IND1-3 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND2 – Cheryl Bourland 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-613 

 

IND2-1 Section 4.12.1 of the EIS addresses the operating emissions from the 
compressor stations and demonstrates that each compressor station would not 
result in significant impacts on air quality, including from leaks or venting. 

IND2-2 Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed project, 
including the identification of a potential impact radius should an incident 
occur, and historic incident data to demonstrate the low likelihood of an 
incident. 

IND2-1 

IND2-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND3 – Laura and Don Kalman 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-614 

 

IND3-1 See the response to comment CO8-17. 

IND3-2 See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values. 

IND3-3 Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed PrHoject, 
including DOT regulations regarding maintenance of the pipeline and DOT 
inspections throughout operation of the pipeline. 

IND3-1 

IND3-2 

IND3-3 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND4 – Gail Tompkins 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-615 

 

IND4-1 Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed Project. 

IND4-2 See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values. 

  

IND4-1 

IND4-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND5 – Frank Zaski 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-616 

 

IND5-1 Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the Projects. 

  

  

IND5-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND5 – Frank Zaski (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-617 

 

IND5-2 The manner in which NEXUS intends to finance the proposed Project is 
outside of the scope of this EIS. 

IND5-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND6 – Nancy Ferguson-Land 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-618 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND6 – Nancy Ferguson-Land (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-619 

 

IND6-1 The types of impacts on wildlife habitat (including bald eagle habitat), 
property values and agricultural crops would be similar on the City of Green 
Alternative as the proposed route.  Sections 4.6, 4.10.8, and 4.9.2 describe the 
nature of these impacts.  The facilities proposed for the NGT and TEAL 
Projects are natural gas pipeline facilities.  As such, they do not present the 
same environmental contamination risks as crude oil or other liquids pipelines 
in the event of a leak or rupture.  See section 4.13 for a discussion of pipeline 
reliability and safety, including the potential impacts from a pipeline leak or 
rupture.  Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green Route 
Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when compared 
to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not recommend 
that it be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

IND6-2 See response to comment IND006-1. 

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

IND6-3 See response to comment IND006-1. 

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

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

IND6-4 See response to comment IND6-1. 

IND6-5 See response to comment IND6-1. 

IND6-1 
IND6-2 
IND6-3 

IND6-5

IND6-4 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND7 – Jeanne Warchola 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-620 

 

IND7-1 See section 3.3 for an evaluation of several rural route alternatives, including 
the Rover, Southern, City of Green, Canton A, Canton B, Canton C, and 
Waterville route alternatives. 

IND7-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND8 – Bonnie Taylor 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-621 

 

IND8-1 See section 4.3.1.2 for a discussion of impacts and mitigation relating to 
groundwater resources. 

IND8-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND9 – Eli P. Gingeridi 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-622 

 

IND9-1 Route maps are included in Appendix B of the EIS. 

IND9-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND9 – Eli P. Gingeridi (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-623 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND10 – Claude Doering 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-624 

 

 

IND10-1 The types of impacts on organic farms, drain tiles, and forests would be 
similar on the City of Green Route Alternative as the proposed route.  Section 
4.9.5.1, 4.9.5.4, and for 4.9.2 describe the nature of these impacts.  However, 
based on our review, we did not find the City of Green Route Alternative 
provides a substantial environmental advantage when compared to the 
corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not recommend that it 
be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

IND10-2 See response to comment IND10-1. 

IND10-3 See response to comment IND10-1. 

IND10-4 See section 2.6 for a discussion of pipeline operations and maintenance. 

IND10-1 

IND10-2 

IND10-3 

IND10-4 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND11 – Karen Fridenstine 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-625 

 

 

IND11-1 Comment noted. 

IND11-2 See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of the impacts of constructing a new 
pipeline on property values. 

IND11-1 

IND11-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND12 – Gary Fleischman 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-626 

 

IND12-1 Comment noted.  Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green 
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when 
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not 
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

IND12-2 Compressor Stations and pig launcher/receivers are not needed every 2 miles. 
Pig launch/receivers are not considered significant noise sources during 
operation.  The noise impacts from operating the compressor stations for the 
Projects are discussed in section 4.12.2 of the EIS. 

IND12-3 See response to comment IND12-1. 

IND12-1 

IND12-2 

IND12-3 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND13 – John D. Harvey 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-627 

 

IND13-1 Comment noted. 

IND13-2 As discussed in section 3.0, we frequently evaluate alternatives that minimize 
the creation of new rights-of-way (i.e., greenfield routes) by routing pipelines 
within or adjacent to existing rights-of-way.  Installation of new pipeline 
along an existing, cleared right-of-way (such as another pipeline, electric 
transmission line, road, or railroad) may be environmentally preferable to 
construction along a new right-of-way, and construction effects and 
cumulative impacts can normally be reduced by use of a previously cleared 
right-of-way.  Likewise, long-term or permanent environmental impacts may 
be reduced by avoiding the creation of new right-of-way through previously 
undisturbed areas.  Many of the route alternatives and variation evaluated in 
section 3.0 are partly or entirely co-located with other rights-of-way.  Our 
recommendations for the incorporation of route variations are in section 3.4. 

IND13-3 See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of the impacts of constructing a new 
pipeline on property values. 

IND13-1 

IND13-2 

IND13-3 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND13 – John D. Harvey (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-628 

IND13-3 
(cont’d) 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND15 – Linda J. Bernat  

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-629 

 

IND15-1 See section 4.3.1.2 for a discussion of mitigation procedures for groundwater 
resources including water supply wells.  Construction and operation of the 
pipeline are not expected to impact septic systems that are not within the 
construction zone. 

IND15-2 See section 4.6 for a discussion of potential impacts to wildlife and section 
4.8 for a discussion of impacts to threatened and endangered species. 

IND15-3 Project activities will not take place within 660 ft. of eagle nests (the 
disturbance buffer defined by the FWS). See section 4.6.6 and the Migratory 
Bird Conservation Plan for a discussion of impacts to eagles. 

IND15-1 

IND15-2 

IND15-3 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND16 – Janelle Palmer 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-630 

 

 

IND16-1 Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed Project. 

IND16-2 Comment noted. 

IND16-1 

IND16-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND17 – Raymond and Annetta Lengyel 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-631 

 

 

IND17-1 See section 3.4.15 for an updated discussion of the Butler Road Route 
Variation. 

IND17-2 See section 3.4.15 for an updated discussion of the Butler Road Route 
Variation. 

IND17-3 See section 3.4.15 for an updated discussion of the Butler Road Route 
Variation. 

IND17-4 See section 3.4.15 for an updated discussion of the Butler Road Route 
Variation. 

IND17-1 

IND17-2 

IND17-3 

IND17-4 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND17 – Raymond and Annetta Lengyel 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-632 

 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND17 – Raymond and Annetta Lengyel 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-633 

 

 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND18 – Stacey Kaczorowski 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-634 

 

 

IND18-1 Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed Project. 

IND18-2 See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values. 

IND18-1 

IND18-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND19 – Ryan Motter 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-635 

 

 

IND19-1 Section 4.12.1.3 includes conservative AERSCREEN modeling results that 
demonstrates that the Waterville Compressor Station would comply with the 
NAAQS, which were established to protect human health, including sensitive 
populations.   

IND19-2 As discussed throughout section 4.12.1, NEXUS would comply with all 
monitoring and reporting requirements required by state and federal permits, 
and permitting agencies may conduct periodic inspections.  The OEPA 
maintains the air permitting program in Ohio. 

IND19-3 Sections 4.10.5 and 4.13 address local emergency response, including DOT 
requirements to develop emergency response plans in coordination with state 
and local officials. These emergency procedures would provide for adequate 
means of communication, notification, and coordination with appropriate fire, 
police, and other public officials, as well as for the availability of personnel, 
equipment, tools, and materials needed to respond to an emergency. 

IND19-4 Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed Project. 

IND19-1 

IND19-2 

IND19-3 

IND19-4 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND20 – JoAnne VanSparrentak 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-636 

 

 

IND20-1 Section 4.12.1.3 demonstrate that all compressor stations associated with the 
proposed projects would comply with the NAAQS, which were established to 
protect human health, including sensitive populations such as children, the 
elderly, and those with chronic respiratory problems.  Section 4.12.2 of the 
EIS demonstrates that operation of each compressor station would result in 
noise impacts below our 55 dBA Ldn criterion.  This criterion was established 
based on annoyance levels, and would prevent noise impacts from interfering 
with a conversation being held outdoors.  This level is well below noise levels 
that can cause hearing damage. 

IND20-2 See the response to comment IND20-1. 
IND20-1 

IND20-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND21 – Rosella Pierce 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-637 

 

 

IND21-1 See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values. 

IND21-2 See section 4.3.1.2 for a discussion of mitigation procedures for groundwater 
resources including water supply wells.  Construction and operation of the 
pipeline are not expected to impact septic systems that are not within the 
construction zone. 

IND21-1 

IND21-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND22 – Frank Zaski 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-638 

 

 

IND22-1 Comment noted. 

IND22-2 Section 1.1 discusses the Project purpose and need. 

IND22-1 

IND22-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND22 – Frank Zaski (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-639 

 

 

IND22-3 Comment noted. 

IND22-4 Comment noted. 

IND22-3 

IND22-4 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND22 – Frank Zaski (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-640 

 

 

IND22-5 Section 1.1 discusses the Project purpose and need. 

IND22-5 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND23 – James Donald Harvey 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-641 

 

 

IND23-1 Farming and grazing would be prohibited within the work area during 
construction.  Where necessary, landowners would be compensated for lost 
crop production and may need to make alternative arrangements for grazing.  
Following construction, impacted farm land (except certain specialty crops, 
such as fruit and Christmas trees) would be restored to pre-construction 
conditions allowing continued use of the land for farming and grazing. See 
section 4.9 for a more detailed discussion of land use impacts and mitigation. 

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary an Agricultural 
Impact Mitigation Plan (AIMP) detailing construction and restoration 
measures to be implemented on the NGT Project to address agricultural issues 
unique to Ohio and Michigan. 

IND23-2 See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts that a pipeline may 
have on property values and resale. 

IND23-3 Pipeline safety in the proximity to residential development is a primary 
concern raised by many stakeholders.  DOT safety standards are intended to 
ensure adequate protection regardless of proximity to development.  The 
pipelines and aboveground facilities associated with the NGT and TEAL 
Projects must be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained in 
accordance with these safety standards.  See section 4.13 for a discussion of 
pipeline reliability and safety. 

IND23-4 See response IND21-4 above. 

IND23-5 See response IND23-1 above. 

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

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

IND23-1 

IND23-2 

IND23-3 

IND23-4 

IND23-5 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND24 – John D. Harvey 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-642 

 

IND24-1 Comment noted. 

IND24-2 As discussed in section 3.0, we frequently evaluate alternatives that minimize 
the creation of new rights-of-way (i.e., greenfield routes) by routing pipelines 
within or adjacent to existing rights-of-way.  Installation of new pipeline 
along an existing, cleared right-of-way (such as another pipeline, electric 
transmission line, road, or railroad) may be environmentally preferable to 
construction along a new right-of-way, and construction effects and 
cumulative impacts can normally be reduced by use of a previously cleared 
right-of-way.  Likewise, long-term or permanent environmental impacts may 
be reduced by avoiding the creation of new right-of-way through previously 
undisturbed areas.  Many of the route alternatives and variation evaluated in 
section 3.0 are partly or entirely co-located with other rights-of-way.  Our 
recommendations for the incorporation of route variations are in section 3.4. 

IND24-3 See response to comment IND24-2. 

IND24-1 

IND24-2 

IND24-3 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND24 – John D. Harvey (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-643 

 

IND24-4 See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of the impacts of constructing a new 
pipeline on property values. 

IND24-3 
(cont’d) 

IND24-4 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND24 – John D. Harvey (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-644 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND25 – Douglas Schwall 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-645 

 

 

IND25-1 See section 3.3.3 for a discussion of the City of Green Route Alternative.  
Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green Route Alternative 
provides a substantial environmental advantage when compared to the 
corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not recommend that it 
be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

IND25-2 See response to comment IND25-1. 

IND25-1 

IND25-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND33 – Cynthia Bailey 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-646 

 

IND33-1 Comment noted. 

IND33-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND37 – Dave Nichols 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-647 

 

IND37-1 Extensive field surveys conducted for protected mussel species in 2015 and 
2016 along the Project route. See section 4.8.1.1 for a discussion of protected 
mussel species. 

IND37-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND40 – Paul Wohlfarth 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-648 

 

IND40-1 See section 4.10.9 for a discussion of economic and tax revenues associated 
with the Project. This section also discloses the number jobs and total 
economic impacts of the project long-term during operations. 

IND40-2 Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the Projects. 

IND40-3 See the response to comment FA2-34. 

IND40-4 Land uses in most locations would be allowed to revert to previous use.  See 
sections 4.5.1, 4.6.1.1, and 4.6.3 for a discussion of the Oak Openings Region. 

IND40-5 See the response to comment CO8-17. 

IND40-1 

IND40-2 

IND40-3 

IND40-4 

IND40-5 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND51 – Maggie Kantola 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-649 

 

IND51-1 Comment noted. 

IND51-2 See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values. 

IND51-1 

IND51-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND52 – Dawson G. Alsdorf 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-650 

 

IND52-1 See section 4.2.2 of the EIS for a discussion of general impacts and mitigation 
to soils. Construction and operation of the NGT and TEAL Projects would 
have some impacts on soil resources, most of which would be temporary.  
Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary an Agricultural 
Impact Mitigation Plan (AIMP) detailing construction and restoration 
measures to be implemented on the NGT Project to address agricultural issues 
unique to Ohio and Michigan. Specifically, the AIMP should address plans 
for segregating topsoil in areas where the depth of topsoil is greater than 12 
inches; triple stripping topsoil, subsoil, and substratum; and ensuring that 
excess spoil removed from the right-of-way during backfilling consists of 
substratum, and then, if needed, subsoil.  For construction and restoration 
measures in Ohio, NEXUS shall consult with the Ohio Department of 
Agriculture (ODA) on construction procedures to be used in agricultural land 
in Ohio and shall file with the Secretary any measures that result from 
coordination with the ODA.  Any comments received from ODA shall also 
be filed with the Secretary. 

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

IND52-2 General impacts and mitigation for soils is discussed in section 4.2.2 and the 
applicants' E&SCPs. 

IND52-3 See sections 4.2.1.4 and 4.2.2 for a discussion of compaction prone soils and 
proposed mitigation measures. 

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary an Agricultural 
Impact Mitigation Plan (AIMP) detailing construction and restoration 
measures to be implemented on the NGT Project to address agricultural issues 
unique to Ohio and Michigan.   

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary a 5-year post-
construction monitoring program to evaluate crop productivity in areas 
impacted by the construction of the Project.  NEXUS shall include in the 
program a commitment to file with the Secretary quarterly reports for a period 
of 5 years following construction documenting any crop-related problems and 
describing any corrective action taken to remedy those problems. 

IND52-1 

IND52-2 

IND52-3 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND52 – Dawson G. Alsdorf (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-651 

 

IND52-4 See sections 4.2.1.4 and 4.2.2 for a discussion of compaction prone soils and 
proposed mitigation measures. 

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary an Agricultural 
Impact Mitigation Plan (AIMP) detailing construction and restoration 
measures to be implemented on the NGT Project to address agricultural issues 
unique to Ohio and Michigan.   

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary a 5-year post-
construction monitoring program to evaluate crop productivity in areas 
impacted by the construction of the Project.  NEXUS shall include in the 
program a commitment to file with the Secretary quarterly reports for a period 
of 5 years following construction documenting any crop-related problems and 
describing any corrective action taken to remedy those problems. 

IND52-3 

(cont’d)) 

IND52-4 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND52 – Dawson G. Alsdorf (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-652 

 

IND52-5 As specified in NEXUS' Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (E&SCP), 
revegetation shall be considered successful in agricultural areas when upon 
visual survey, growth and vigor are similar to adjacent undisturbed portions 
of the same field, unless the easement agreement specifies otherwise.  As 
discussed in section 4.9.3, an easement agreement between a company and a 
landowner typically specifies compensation for losses resulting from 
construction, including losses of resources and damages to property. 

Prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary a 5-year post-
construction monitoring program to evaluate crop productivity in areas 
impacted by the construction of the Project.  NEXUS shall include in the 
program a commitment to file with the Secretary quarterly reports for a period 
of 5 years following construction documenting any crop-related problems and 
describing any corrective action taken to remedy those problems. 

IND52-3 
(cont’d) 

IND52-5 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND53 – Rich Potter 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-653 

 

IND53-1 Comment noted. 

IND53-2 Fallen Timbers Battlefield is approximately 4.2 miles north of the proposed 
route. 

IND53-3 See the response to comment CO8-17. 

IND53-4 See section 4.3.1.2 for a discussion of impacts and mitigation relating to 
groundwater resources. Section 4.3.2.2 presents mitigation procedures in the 
event that blasting is required.  Any blasting will adhere to mitigation 
procedures presented in the Blasting Plan for the Project. 

IND53-5 See the response to comment CO8-17. 

IND53-6 See section 4.3.1.2 for a discussion of mitigation procedures for groundwater 
resources including water supply wells. 

IND53-7 See section 4.3.1.2 for a discussion of impacts and mitigation procedures for 
groundwater resources including water supply wells. 

IND53-8 See section 4.3.1.2 for a discussion of impacts and mitigation procedures for 
groundwater resources including water supply wells. 

IND53-1 

IND53-2 

IND53-3 

IND53-4 

IND53-5 

IND53-6 

IND53-7 

IND53-8 

IND53-9 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND53 – Rich Potter (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-654 

 

IND53-9 See section 4.3.1.2 for a discussion of impacts and mitigation procedures for 
groundwater resources including water supply wells. 

IND53-10 Table 4.10.5-1 lists the number and distance to local fire departments, 
hospitals and police/sheriff departments in counties affected by the projects. 
Section 4.10.5 and 4.13 address local emergency response, including DOT 
requirements to develop emergency response plans in coordination with state 
and local officials. These emergency procedures would provide for adequate 
means of communication, notification, and coordination with appropriate fire, 
police, and other public officials, as well as for the availability of personnel, 
equipment, tools, and materials needed to respond to an emergency. 

IND53-11 Section 4.13.1 states that NEXUS would be required to work with first-
responders to coordinate response efforts.  NEXUS would periodically 
conduct emergency drills to test staff readiness and identify areas of 
improvement.  In the event that a compressor station accident results in 
roadway closure, NEXUS would make the necessary repairs if it is found to 
be the responsible party. 

IND53-12 A pipeline incident could potentially result in exposed power line wires and/or 
loss of power if power lines were directly impacted.  As discussed in section 
4.13.1, NEXUS and Texas Eastern would work implement an emergency 
response plan and work with emergency responders, as required by 49 CFR 
192 to minimize the impacts associated with a pipeline incident.  Determining 
whether a power outage would occur, to what extent, and for how long 
depends on various factors and would be highly speculative. 

IND53-10 

IND53-11 

IND53-12 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND54 – Holly Potter 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-655 

 

IND54-1 See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values. 

IND54-2 See section 4.10.3 for a discussion on population baselines in the study area 
as well as Project related impacts on study area populations due to influx of 
non-local workforce. 

IND54-3 Section 4.10.8 discusses potential impacts to property values.  Section 4.10.9 
describes the economic benefits of the NGT and TEAL Projects in the form 
of payroll and tax revenues. 

IND54-4 See section 4.9.7.3 for a discussion on Metroparks (Farnsworth Metropark 
and Towpath Trail).  Both metroparks would be crossed using the HDD 
method, and recreational uses of the park and trail would not be affected by 
operations. See sections 4.5.1, 4.6.1.1, and 4.6.3 for a discussion of the Oak 
Openings Region.  The Blue Creek Conservation Area (Blue Creek Park and 
Nature's Nursery) are located about 1.2 miles north of MP 185. The NGT 
Project will not impact Blue Creek Park or Nature's Nursery. Section 4.13 
addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed Project. 

IND54-1 

IND54-2 

IND54-3 

IND54-4 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND54 – Holly Potter (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-656 

 

IND54-5 Comment noted. 

IND54-5 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND55 – Carolyn Hamrick 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-657 

 

IND55-1 Comment noted.  Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green 
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when 
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not 
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

IND55-2 See response to comment IND55-01. 

IND55-3 See response to comment IND55-01. 

IND55-1 

IND55-2 

IND55-3 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND69 – Miriam A. Connolly 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-658 

 

IND69-1 Residential impacts and mitigation are discussed in section 4.9.4.1. Structures 
within 50 feet of the construction workspace are listed in appendix K-2. 

IND69-2 Residential impacts and mitigation are discussed in section 4.9.4.1. Structures 
within 50 feet of the construction workspace are listed in appendix K-2. 
Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed Project. 

IND69-3 Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed Project. IND69-1 

IND69-2 

IND69-3 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND78 – Dee Carns 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-659 

 

 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND78 – Dee Carns (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-660 

 

IND78-1 Comment noted. IND78-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND79 – Annette Gilson 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-661 

 

IND79-1 Section 4.13 addresses pipeline reliability. 

IND79-2 Comment noted. 

IND79-1 

IND79-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND80 – Brian Chidsey 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-662 

 

IND80-1 Section 4.9.7.4 discusses impacts to Chippewa Lake Baptist Church. 
Following construction, the church property would be restored, and areas 
outside of the permanent right-of-way would be returned to pre-construction 
conditions in accordance with NEXUS’ E&SCP. Section 4.13 addresses 
safety impacts associated with the proposed Project. 

IND80-2 Section 4.9.7.4 discusses impacts to Chippewa Lake Baptist Church. 
Following construction, the church property would be restored, and areas 
outside of the permanent right-of-way would be returned to pre-construction 
conditions in accordance with NEXUS’ E&SCP. Section 4.13 addresses 
safety impacts associated with the proposed Project. 

IND80-1 

IND80-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND81 – Hans A Wittrock 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-663 

 

IND81-1 Section 4.13 addresses pipeline reliability. 

IND81-2 Comment noted. 

IND81-1 

IND81-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND82 – Nicole Minard 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-664 

 

IND82-1 Comment noted. 

IND82-2 Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed Project. 

IND82-3 Comment noted. 

IND82-4 Comment noted. 

IND82-1 

IND82-2 

IND82-3 

IND82-4 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND83 – Ellery J. Langkamp, Greer M. Kabb-Langkamp, Carl Langkamp 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-665 

 

IND83-1 Comment noted.  Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green 
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when 
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not 
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

IND83-2 Comment noted.  See section 4.13 for a discussion of pipeline reliability and 
safety.  See sections 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, and 4.8 for a discussion of potential impacts 
on vegetation, wildlife, fisheries, aquatic resources, and special status species. 

IND83-3 See discussion in section 4.3.2.2 that describes mitigation procedures to 
minimize or avoid impacts to surface waters.  Construction and operation of 
the Project are expected to have no impact on dams. 

IND83-1 

IND83-2 

IND83-3 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND83 – Ellery J. Langkamp, Greer M. Kabb-Langkamp, Carl Langkamp (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-666 

 

IND83-4 See section 4.3.1.2 for a discussion of mitigation procedures for groundwater 
resources including water supply wells.  Construction and operation of the 
pipeline are not expected to impact septic systems that are not within the 
construction zone. 

IND83-5 Section 4.10.5 addresses public services and emergency response planning. 

IND83-6 See section 4.6.6 and the Migratory Bird Conservation Plan for a discussion 
of potential impacts on migratory birds. 

IND83-7 The Nimisila Reservoir is not crossed by the NGT Project. The route avoids 
the reservoir, and crosses south of the area by a minimum distance of 0.1 mile 
near MP 41.2  Additionally, the nearest three (3) wetlands to the reservoir that 
are crossed by the NGT Project are classified as Categories 2, 1, and 2, 
respectively. 

The wetland crossing for feature A16-2 is 0.1 mile southeast the Nimisila 
Reservoir at MP 41.2, and is classified as a Category 2 wetland per ORAM 
scoring protocols. 

The wetland crossing for A15-49 is 0.25 feet south of the Nimisila Reservoir 
at MP 41.2, and is classified as a Category 1 wetland per ORAM scoring 
protocols. 

At MP 41.9 the wetland crossing for A14-122 is 0.25 mile south of the 
Nimisila Reservoir, and is classified as a Category 2 wetland per ORAM 
scoring protocols. 

IND83-8 Section 4.9.7 discusses impacts to roadways and mitigation measures. Section 
4.13.3 addresses public safety impacts associated with the proposed Project.  

IND83-9 Comment noted.  Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green 
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when 
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not 
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

IND83-10 Section 4.10.9 addresses economic and tax benefit impacts of the proposed 
Projects and section 4.10.5 discusses public service. Section 4.13 also 
addresses additional potential safety impacts.  

IND83-11 The MAPS Air Museum is located 0.6 mile southeast of the pipeline near MP 
37.2 on airport property.  Due to the distance between the NGT Project and 
the museum, impacts on the museum would not occur.   

IND83-4 

IND83-5 

IND83-6 

IND83-7 

IND83-8 

IND83-9 

IND83-10 

IND83-11 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND83 – Ellery J. Langkamp, Greer M. Kabb-Langkamp, Carl Langkamp (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-667 

 

IND83-12 Section 4.9.7 discusses impacts on Recreation and Special Interest 
Areas and section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed 
Project.  

IND83-13 The study referenced in the article provided, focused on the City of Green and 
identified the economic impacts the NGT project would have on the city 
including impacts to property values, commercial growth, and tax revenues.  
We did not find the study particularly compelling for the reasons stated in 
section 3.3.3. 

IND83-14 Comment noted. 

IND83-15 See section 3.3.3 for a discussion of the City of Green Route Alternative.  
Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green Route Alternative 
provides a substantial environmental advantage when compared to the 
corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not recommend that it 
be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

IND83-12 

IND83-13 

IND83-14 

IND83-15 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND84 – Karen Arft 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-668 

 

IND84-1 Minor route variations are discussed in section 3.4.  Reliability and safety, 
including pipeline accident data, is discussed in section 4.13.2. 

IND84-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND85 – John McGehee 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-669 

 

IND85-1 Section 4.13.1 addresses safety standards including those associated with 
schools. 

IND85-2 Section 4.13.1 discusses safety standards.  The pipeline design would comply 
with necessary safety standards. 

IND85-1 

IND85-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND86 – Ronald Hood 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-670 

 

IND86-1 Section 4.12.1.3 demonstrate that all compressor stations associated with the 
proposed projects would comply with the NAAQS, which were established to 
protect human health. Terrorism is discussed in section 4.13.4. 

IND86-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND87 – Sandra Purcell 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-671 

 

IND87-1 Comment noted. Alternatives are discussed in Section 3.0.  Road crossings 
are discussed in section 2.3.2. 

IND87-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND88 – Pidwell 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-672 

 

IND88-1 Comment noted.  Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green 
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when 
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not 
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

IND88-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND89 – Phil Hemenway 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-673 

 

IND89-1 See the following sections of the EIS for a comprehensive list of wetlands that 
occur within to the proposed corridor, and were recently delineated: 

- section 4.4.2.2 

- section 4.4.3.1 

- table 4.4.3-1 

- table 4.4.3-2 

- table 4.4.3-3 

Note that approved wetland delineation data that is over 5 years old is 
considered out-of-date and inaccurate by regulatory agencies such as the 
USACE (Regulatory Guidance Letter 90-06), therefore a citation for the 
referenced 1981 document is not required. 

IND89-2 Wetland impacts are discussed in section 4.4.2.  The Project would be 
required to obtain all applicable federal, state, and local permits. 

IND89-3 NEXUS will implement their E&SCP, which is based on FERC's Plan and 
Procedures.  FERC’s Plan and Procedures are a set of construction and 
mitigation measures that were developed in collaboration with other federal 
and state agencies and the natural gas pipeline industry to minimize the 
potential environmental impacts of the construction of pipeline projects in 
general. 

IND89-4 See discussion in section 4.3.2.2 regarding mitigation procedures for 
construction near waterbodies as well as waterbody construction to minimize 
or avoid impacts to surface waters. 

IND89-1 

IND89-2 

IND89-3 

IND89-4 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND89 – Phil Hemenway (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-674 

 

IND89-5 Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the Projects. 

IND89-6 Section 4.10.5 addresses public services and emergency response planning. 

IND89-7 As discussed in section 1.5 of the EIS, FERC encourages cooperation between 
project proponents and state and local authorities, including on matters of 
zoning.  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. 

IND89-4 
(cont’d) 

IND89-5 

IND89-6 

IND89-7 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND89 – Phil Hemenway (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-675 

 

IND89-8 See discussion in section 4.3.2.2 regarding mitigation procedures for 
construction near waterbodies as well as waterbody construction to minimize 
or avoid impacts to surface waters. 

IND89-9 Comment noted. 

IND89-10 Impacts to surface waters are discussed in section 4.3.2.  NEXUS will 
develop, maintain, and implement emergency response plans as required by 
DOT regulations. 

IND89-7 
(cont’d) 

IND89-8 

 

IND89-9 

 

IND89-10 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND90 – Gregg Hardy 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-676 

 

IND90-1 Alternatives are discussed in section 3.0. 

IND90-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND91 – Bernice Hamric 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-677 

 

IND91-1 The types of impacts on property values would be similar on the City of Green 
Route Alternative as the proposed route.  Section 4.10.8 describes the nature 
of these impacts.  Based on our review in section 3.3.3, we did not find the 
City of Green Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental 
advantage when compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed 
route and did not recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

IND91-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND92 – Paul Morris 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-678 

 

IND92-1 See response to comment CO47-02. 

IND92-2 Property values are discussed in 4.10.8.  Agricultural areas are discussed in 
section 4.9.5 and prior to construction, NEXUS shall file with the Secretary 
an Agricultural Impact Mitigation Plan (AIMP) detailing construction and 
restoration measures to be implemented on the NGT Project to address 
agricultural issues unique to Ohio and Michigan.  Forested areas are discussed 
in section 4.5.2.  Wetland impacts are discussed in section 4.4.2.  Surface 
waters are discussed in section 4.3.2.  Impacts to schools and residential areas 
are discussed in 4.9.2. 

IND92-3 Impacts related to natural gas production are discussed in section 4.14.3. 

IND92-4 Comment noted. 

IND92-1 

IND92-2 

IND92-3 

IND92-4 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND93 – Eugene Martz 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-679 

 

IND93-1 Comment noted.  
IND93-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND94 – Nicholas Triola 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-680 

 

IND94-1 Comment noted. 

IND94-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND95 – Paul Fledderjohann 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-681 

 

IND95-1 See section 4.9.7.3 for a discussion on Metroparks (Farnsworth Metropark 
and Towpath Trail).  Both Metroparks would be crossed using the HDD 
method and recreational uses of the park and trail would not be affected by 
operations. 

IND95-2 Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed project 
and concludes that the proposed route would represent a minor increase in 
risk to public safety.  This section also states that NEXUS would implement 
appropriate safety measures based on population/pipeline Class locations. 

IND95-3 Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed project 
and concludes that the proposed route would represent a minor increase in 
risk to public safety.  This section also states that NEXUS would implement 
appropriate safety measures based on population/pipeline Class locations. 

IND95-4 NEXUS would comply with 49 CFR 192, which provides details on pipeline 
welds for natural gas transmission pipelines.  Subpart E Welding of Steel in 
Pipelines describe welding procedures (section 192.225), welder 
qualifications (192.227), and weld testing and inspections (192.241).  Section 
192.7 incorporates American Petroleum Institute's API-1104 (Standard for 
Welding Pipelines and Related Facilities) by reference. 

IND95-1 

IND95-2 

IND95-3 

IND95-4 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND95 – Paul Fledderjohann (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-682 

 

IND95-4 
(cont’d) 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND95 – Paul Fledderjohann (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-683 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND95 – Paul Fledderjohann (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-684 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND95 – Paul Fledderjohann (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-685 

 

  



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND105 – Terence J. Cooney 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-686 

 

IND105-1 See response to comment CO12-01. 

IND105-2 Comment noted. See section 3 if the EIS for a discussion of alternatives. 

IND105-1 

IND105-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND113 – Michael A. Porter and Sharon Lycans Porter 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-687 

 

IND113-1 The types of impacts on septic systems, drain tiles, property values, farming, 
and wildlife would be similar on the City of Green Alternative as the proposed 
route.  Sections 4.9.4, 4.9.5.4, 4.10.8, 4.9.2, and 4.6.2 describe the nature of 
these impacts.  Based on our review in section 3.3.3, we did not find the City 
of Green Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage 
when compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did 
not recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

IND113-2 Comment noted. 

IND113-3 See response to comment IND113-1 

IND113-4 See response to comment IND113-1 

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

IND113-5 See response to comment IND113-1 

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

IND113-6 See response to comment IND113-1 

IND113-1 
 

IND113-2 
 
IND113-3 
 

IND113-4 
 

IND113-5 
 

IND113-6 
 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND113 – Michael A. Porter and Sharon Lycans Porter (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-688 

 

IND113-7 Comment noted. 

IND113-6 
(cont’d) 

IND113-7 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND115 – Terrence J. Cooney 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-689 

 

IND115-1 Section 4.12.2.2 addresses low frequency noise and vibrations. 

IND115-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND115 – Terrence J Cooney (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-690 

 

IND115-1 
(cont’d) 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND115 – Terrence J Cooney (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-691 

 

IND115-1 
(cont’d) 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND115 – Terrence J Cooney (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-692 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND115 – Terrence J Cooney (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-693 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND115 – Terrence J Cooney (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-694 

 

IND115-2 See the response to comment CO8-17. 

IND115-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND115 – Terrence J Cooney (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-695 

 

IND115-2 
(cont’d) 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND115 – Terrence J Cooney (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-696 

 

IND115-3 See the response to comment CO8-17. 

IND115-3 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND115 – Terrence J Cooney (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-697 

 

IND115-3 
(cont’d) 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND142 – Richard M. Barron 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-698 

 

IND142-1 Comment noted. 

IND142-2 See the response to comment FA2-34. 

IND142-1 

IND142-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND182 – April L. Rolf 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-699 

 

IND182-1 Comment noted.  Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green 
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when 
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not 
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

IND182-2 As discussed in sections 3.3.3 and 4.10.9, we did not find the economic 
analysis by Cleveland State University to be compelling. 

IND182-1 

IND182-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND183 – Paul Wohlfarth 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-700 

 

IND182-1 Comment noted. 

IND183-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND184 – Matthew Beebe 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-701 

 

IND184-1 Section 4.9.10.1 discusses the impacts of the proposed pipeline in visual 
resources. 

IND184-2 See discussion in sections 4.3.1.2 and 4.3.2.2 for mitigation procedures that 
will be used to protect groundwater and surface water resources, respectively. 

IND184-3 Section 1.1 discusses the Project purpose and need. 

IND184-1 

IND184-2 
IND184-3 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND185 – Yvonne N. McKee, Sherry McKee Napier, Vicki McKee Mandley 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-702 

 

IND185-1 Comment noted.  Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green 
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when 
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not 
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

IND185-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND185 – Yvonne N. McKee, Sherry McKee Napier, Vicki McKee Mandley (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-703 

 

  

  



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND185 – Yvonne N. McKee, Sherry McKee Napier, Vicki McKee Mandley (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-704 

 

  

  



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND186 – Joe Hyclak 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-705 

 

IND186-1 Comment noted. 

IND186-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND 212– Jennifer Sporer 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-706 

 

IND212-1 Section 4.14.3.1 discusses shale formation Natural Gas Production. 

IND212-2 See the response to comment CO8-17. 

IND212-3 Section 4.13 discusses leaks and pipeline incidents. 

IND212-4 See section 4.2.2 for a discussion of mitigation measures on agricultural lands. 

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

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

IND212-5 See response to comment CO47-02. 

IND212-1 

IND212-2 

IND212-3 
IND212-4 
IND212-5 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND213 – Paul Wohlfarth 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-707 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND213 – Paul Wohlfarth (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-708 

 

IND213-1 See response to comment CO12-1. 

IND213-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND219 – Debby Christy 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-709 

 

IND219-1 Comment noted. 

IND219-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND254 – Tammy Daly 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-710 

 

IND254-1 Comment noted.  Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green 
Route Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when 
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not 
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

IND254-2 Comment noted. 

IND254-3 A discussion of the proposed route in and near the City of Green is presented 
throughout section 4.0.  The discussion provides detail regarding the Nimisila 
Reservoir, Singer Lake Bog, Ariss Park, wildlife (including bald Eagles), 
wetlands, water wells, farming, contaminated soils/groundwater, cultural 
resources, abandoned mines, future development, and proximity to 
populations.   

IND254-4 See discussion in sections 4.3.1.2 and 4.3.2.2 for mitigation procedures that 
will be used to protect surface waters and groundwater, respectively.  
Historically, the installation and operation of pipelines adhering to proper 
mitigation procedures supports the conclusions. 

IND254-1 

IND254-2 

IND254-3 

IND254-4 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND256 – Debbie Christy 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-711 

 

IND256-1 See discussion in sections 4.3.1.2 and 4.3.2.2 for mitigation procedures that 
will be used to protect surface waters and groundwater, respectively.  
Historically, the installation and operation of pipelines adhering to proper 
mitigation procedures supports the conclusions. 

IND256-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND271 – Harry and Debbie Porter 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-712 

 

IND271-1 See section 4.13 for a discussion of pipeline reliability and safety.  Based on 
our review, we did not find the City of Green Route Alternative or other major 
route alternatives provide a substantial environmental advantage when 
compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not 
recommend that they incorporated as part of the Projects. 

IND271-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND293 – Gary Schoen 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-713 

 

IND293-1 Comment noted. Meeting locations were selected to provide access to all 
affected landowners along the route with a reasonable travel distance.  Also 
see responses to comments CO12-1 and CO12-2. 

IND293-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND294 – Paul Wohlfarth 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-714 

 

IND294-1 Comment noted. 

IND294-2 Comment noted. 

IND294-1 

IND294-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND313 – Paul Wohlfarth 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-715 

 

IND313-1 Comment noted. 

IND313-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND314 – Jonathon Strong 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-716 

 

IND314-1 Comment noted. 

IND314-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND315 – Jonathon Strong 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-717 

 

IND315-1 Comment noted. 

IND315-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND318 – No Name Provided 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-718 

 

IND318-1 As discussed in sections 3.3.3 and 4.10.9, we did not find the economic 
analysis by Cleveland State University to be compelling. 

IND318-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND324 – Jennifer Sporer 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-719 

 

IND324-1 Comment noted. 

IND324-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND326 – Richard Baumgartner 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-720 

 

IND326-1 Comment noted. 

IND326-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND327 – Paul Gierosky 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-721 

 

IND327-1 Comment noted. 

IND327-2 Comment noted. 

IND327-3 Comment noted. 

IND327-1 

IND327-2 

IND327-3 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND327 – Paul Gierosky (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-722 

 

IND327-4 Comment noted. 

IND327-4 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND328 – David A. Mucklow 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-723 

 

IND328-1 The ODNR Mines of Ohio GIS dataset does not indicate the presence of a 
known, mapped, underground mine that is crossed by the NGT Project in the 
vicinity of Summit County Parcel #2400603 but does show a mine about 0.2 
miles east (Mine Code ST-011).  However, ODNR believes that only 50 
percent of abandoned underground mines are mapped and georeferenced in 
their dataset.  NGT has stated that they will perform geophysical surveys if 
undocumented abandoned underground coal mines are discovered during 
construction.  We recommend that NGT review this property for the potential 
presence of an abandoned underground coal mine and provide a report to the 
FERC. 

IND328-2 The ODNR Mines of Ohio GIS dataset does not indicate the presence of a 
known, mapped, underground mine that is crossed by the NGT Project in the 
vicinity of Ariss Park but does show the mapped extent of two mines about 
0.2 miles north (Mine Codes ST-034 and ST-035).  ST-034 is the mine 
beneath Interstate 77 where ODOT performed mitigation by filling voids with 
concrete and ST-035 is the mine located beneath Ariss Park.  We have 
reviewed publically available ODOT presentations and maps relating to the 
mitigation and confirmed this area is located to the north of where the pipeline 
would cross I-77.  NGT has stated that they will perform geophysical surveys 
if undocumented abandoned underground coal mines are discovered during 
construction.   

IND328-1 

IND328-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND328 – David A. Mucklow (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-724 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND328 – David A. Mucklow (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-725 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND328 – David A. Mucklow (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-726 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND328 – David A. Mucklow (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-727 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND328 – David A. Mucklow (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-728 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND328 – David A. Mucklow (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-729 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND329 – Jack Lewis 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-730 

 

IND329-1 Comment noted. 

IND329-2 Comment noted. 

IND329-1 

IND329-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND330 – David Houk Sr. 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-731 

 

IND330-1 See the response to comment CO8-17. 

IND330-2 Comment noted. 

IND330-3 Comment noted. 

IND330-4 Comment noted. Alternatives are discussed in section 3.0. 

IND330-1 

IND330-2 

IND330-4 

IND330-4 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND331 – Jane Walther 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-732 

 

IND331-1 See the response to comment CO8-17. 

IND331-2 Comment noted. Alternatives are discussed in Section 3.0.  Section 4.12.1.3 
demonstrates that all compressor stations associated with the proposed 
projects would comply with the NAAQS, which were established to protect 
human health, including sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, 
and those with chronic respiratory problems. IND331-1 

IND331-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-733 

 

IND332-1 Volatile organic compound emissions from the compressor stations would be 
limited since they will meet state and federal air quality standards, and any 
emissions would rapidly disperse and be diluted.  Moreover, given their 
volatility, the level at which these compounds would partition into meteoric 
water would be negligible, and therefore would not impact the quality of 
receiving surface waters or groundwater. 

IND332-2 Section 4.12.1 addresses compressor station blowdowns.  Methane is the 
primary pollutant emitted during blowdowns, with minor levels of volatile 
organic compounds.  As demonstrated in section 4.12.1.3, compressor 
stations associated with the proposed projects would not exceed the NAAQS.  

IND332-3 See the response to comment CO8-17. 

IND332-1 

IND332-2 

IND332-3 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-734 

 

IND332-4 See the response to comment CO8-17. 

IND332-5 Comment noted.  

IND332-6 See the response to comment CO8-17. IND332-4 

IND332-5 

IND332-6 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-735 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-736 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-737 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-738 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-739 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-740 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-741 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-742 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-743 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-744 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-745 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-746 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-747 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-748 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-749 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-750 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-751 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-752 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-753 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-754 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-755 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-756 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-757 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-758 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-759 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-760 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-761 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-762 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-763 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-764 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-765 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-766 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-767 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-768 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-769 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-770 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-771 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-772 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-773 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-774 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-775 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND332 – Verne G. Waldow, Jr. (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-776 

 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND333 – Todd Tubbert 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-777 

 

IND333-1 See the response to comment CO8-17. 

IND333-2 See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values. 

IND333-1 

IND333-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND334 – Richard Baumgartner 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-778 

 

IND334-1 Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed Project 
and concludes that the proposed route would represent a minor increase in 
risk to public safety. 

IND334-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND335 – Richard Baumgartner 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-779 

 

IND335-1 FERC does not direct development of the gas industry’s infrastructure, neither 
on a broad regional basis through the establishment of energy corridors, nor 
on a more local scale in the design of specific projects.   

IND335-2 See section 3.3.3 for an updated discussion of the City of Green Route 
Alternative.  Based on our review, we did not find the City of Green Route 
Alternative provides a substantial environmental advantage when compared 
to the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not recommend 
that it be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

IND335-3 Comment noted. Issues surrounding mail fraud are outside of the scope of the 
NEPA review. 

IND335-4 Section 4.13.1 of the EIS explains that Commission sites natural gas pipelines 
in cooperation with the DOT, which establishes and maintains pipeline safety 
regulations and does not require a setback for natural gas pipelines.  The 
FERC has no authority to require a minimum setback. 

IND335-1 

IND335-2 

IND335-3 

IND335-4 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND336 – Erik Kost 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-780 

 

IND336-1 See the response to comment CO8-17. 

IND336-2 See the response to comment CO8-17. 

IND336-3 Comment noted.  

IND336-4 See the response to comment CO8-17. 
IND336-1 

IND336-2 

IND336-3 

IND336-4 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND337 – Rae Buckley 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-781 

 

IND337-1 Comment noted. Issues surrounding mail fraud are outside of the scope of the 
NEPA review. 

IND337-2 Comment noted. Issues surrounding mail fraud are outside of the scope of the 
NEPA review. 

IND337-1 

IND337-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND338 – Tammy Daly 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-782 

 

IND338-1 Project activities will not take place within 660 ft. of eagle nests (the 
disturbance buffer defined by the FWS). See section 4.6.6 and the Migratory 
Bird Conservation Plan for a discussion of impacts to eagles. 

IND338-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND340 – Teresa Reno 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-783 

 

IND340-1 Comment noted. 

IND340-2 Section 1.1 discusses the Project purpose and need. 

IND340-3 Section 4.13 addresses safety impacts associated with the proposed Project. 

IND340-4 Section 3.0 discusses project alternatives, including several alternatives that 
would avoid the area by routing the pipeline farther to the south.  Based on 
our review, we did not find that any of these alternatives provided a 
substantial environmental advantage when compared to the proposed route 
and did not recommend that they be incorporated into the Projects.  In general, 
DOT safety standards are intended to ensure adequate protection of the public 
regardless of proximity to people.  Therefore, we find that pipelines are safe 
regardless of population density.  Instead, an important consideration in 
routing a pipeline is the impact on land use, which is discussed, as appropriate, 
in sections 3.0 and 4.9. 

IND340-1 

IND340-2 

IND340-3 

IND340-4 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND341 – Ken Hoyt 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-784 

 

IND341-1 As stated in section 4.3.2.3, the withdrawal and discharge of water used for 
hydrostatic testing would be regulated by the state to protect the resource.  
Discharge of the water would be further regulated under the federal National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System as administered by the state. 

IND341-2 See section 4.7.2.1 for a discussion of the mitigation measures to be used 
during hydrostatic testing water withdrawals in order to protect aquatic 
species. 

IND341-3 See discussion in section 4.3.2.3 regarding the withdrawal and discharge of 
water used for hydrostatic testing.  Discharge of the water would be regulated 
under the federal National Pollution Discharge Elimination System as 
administered by the state and would be done in accordance to the mitigation 
procedures presented in section 4.3.2.3 to protect the receiving waters. 

IND341-4 Section 3.0 discusses project alternatives, including routes that would avoid 
the City of Green. Based on our review, we did not find that any of these 
alternatives provide a substantial environmental advantage when compared to 
the corresponding segment of the proposed route and did not recommend that 
they be incorporated as part of the Projects. 

IND341-1 

IND341-2 

IND341-3 

IND341-4 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND343 – Gary Schoen 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-785 

 

IND343-1 Comment noted. Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need 
for the Projects. 

IND342-2 Comment noted. 

IND343-1 

IND343-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND344 – Marcia Burton 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-786 

 

IND344-1 See section 4.10.8 for a discussion of potential impacts to property values. 

IND344-2 As discussed in section 4.13, DOT safety standards are intended to ensure 
adequate protection of the public regardless of proximity to people, including 
schools, churches, daycares, etc. 

IND344-3 See section 4.2.2 for a discussion of mitigation measures on agricultural 
lands.    Impacts on drain tile systems are addressed in section 4.9.5.4 and in 
NEXUS' Drain Tile Mitigation Plan (appendix E-3). 

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

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

IND344-4 See section 4.6 for a discussion of potential impacts to wildlife. 

IND344-5 Impacts related to natural gas production are discussed in section 4.14.3. 

IND344-1 

IND344-2 

IND344-3 

IND344-4 

IND344-5 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND345 – Rae Buckley 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-787 

 

IND345-1 Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the Projects. 

IND345-2 Section 1.1 provides a discussion of the purpose and need for the Projects. 
This section discusses the differences between receipt and delivery points and 
the 13 tee-taps. 

IND345-1 

IND345-2 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND346 – Ivars Magons 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-788 

 

IND346-1 Comment noted. Issues surrounding mail fraud are outside of the scope of the 
NEPA review. 

  

IND346-1 



INDIVIDUALS/LANDOWNERS 
IND346 – Ivars Magons (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

R
-789 


