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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20426

OFFICE OF ENERGY PROJECTS In Reply Refer To:
OEP/DG2E/Gas 3
Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line
Company, LLC
Dalton Expansion Project
Docket No. CP15-117-000

TO THE PARTY ADDRESSED:

The staff of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission)
has prepared an environmental assessment (EA) for the Dalton Expansion Project
proposed by Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Company, LLC (Transco) in the above-
referenced docket. Transco requests authorization to construct and operate about
115 miles of new natural gas pipeline and associated facilities in Coweta, Carroll,
Douglas, Paulding, Bartow, Gordon, Murray, and Whitfield Counties, Georgia and a new
compressor station in Carroll County, Georgia. Additionally, Transco plans to modify
existing facilities along its mainline transmission system in Virginia and North Carolina
to accommodate bi-directional flow. Transco has indicated that the Project would
provide additional transportation capacity for 44.8 million cubic feet per day of natural
gas to markets in northwest Georgia.

The EA assesses the potential environmental effects of the construction and
operation of the Dalton Expansion Project in accordance with the requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act. The FERC staff concludes that approval of the
proposed project, with appropriate mitigating measures, would not constitute a major
federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.

The proposed Dalton Expansion Project includes the following facilities:

) a new 21,830 horsepower compressor station (Compressor Station 116) in
Carroll County, Georgia;

. three new meter stations in Bartow and Murray Counties, Georgia;

o about 7.8 miles of new 30-inch-diameter pipeline in Coweta and Carroll
Counties, Georgia;

J 51.3 miles of new 24-inch-diameter pipeline in Carroll, Douglas, Paulding,
and Bartow Counties, Georgia;
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o 53.8 miles of new 20-inch-diameter pipeline in Bartow, Gordon, Murray,
and Whitfield Counties, Georgia;

) 2.0 miles of new 16-inch-diameter pipeline in Murray County, Georgia; and

o ancillary facilities associated with the new pipeline including mainline
valves and pig launcher/receiver facilities.

Transco would conduct certain modifications along its mainline facilities in
Virginia and North Carolina to accommodate bi-directional flow and to accommodate a
partially odorized facility. In Virginia, new valves, piping, and charcoal carbon filter
vessels would be installed at Compressor Stations 165, 180, and 167 in Pittsylvania,
Orange, and Mecklenburg Counties, respectively. Modifications in Virginia would be
conducted at 10 meter and regulating stations, including 4 in Pittsylvania County, 3 in
Mecklenburg, 1 in Brunswick, 1 in Greensville, and 1 in Halifax Counties. In addition,
modifications would be conducted at three mainline valves in Pittsylvania County. In
North Carolina, modifications would be conducted at 10 meter and regulating stations,
including 6 in Rockingham, 3 in Northampton, and 1 in Hertford Counties.
Modifications would also be conducted at one mainline valve in Rockingham County.

The FERC staff mailed copies of the EA to federal, state, and local government
representatives and agencies; elected officials; environmental and public interest groups;
Native American tribes; potentially affected landowners and other interested individuals
and groups; newspapers and libraries in the project area; and parties to this proceeding.
In addition, the EA is available for public viewing on the FERC’s website
(www.ferc.gov) using the eLibrary link. A limited number of copies of the EA are
available for distribution and public inspection at:

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Public Reference Room
888 First Street NE, Room 2A
Washington, DC 20426
(202) 502-8371

Any person wishing to comment on the EA may do so. Your comments should
focus on the potential environmental effects, reasonable alternatives, and measures to
avoid or lessen environmental impacts. The more specific your comments, the more
useful they will be. To ensure that the Commission has the opportunity to consider your
comments prior to making its decision on this project, it is important that we receive your
comments in Washington, DC on or before May 2, 2016.


http://www.ferc.gov/

20160331- 4007 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 03/31/2016
-3-

For your convenience, there are three methods you can use to file your comments
with the Commission. In all instances please reference the project docket number
(CP15-117-000) with your submission. The Commission encourages electronic filing of
comments and has expert staff available to assist you at 202-502-8258 or
efiling@ferc.gov.

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

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

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

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

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

Additional information about the project is available from the Commission's
Office of External Affairs, at (866) 208-FERC, or on the FERC website (www.ferc.gov)
using the eLibrary link. Click on the eLibrary link, click on “General Search,” and enter
the docket number excluding the last three digits in the Docket Number field (i.e.,
CP15-117). Be sure you have selected an appropriate date range. For assistance, please

! See the previous discussion on the methods for filing comments.


mailto:efiling@ferc.gov
https://ferconline.ferc.gov/QuickComment.aspx
http://www.ferc.gov/
http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/docs-filing.asp
http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/efiling.asp
http://www.ferc.gov/
http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/docs-filing.asp
http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/docs-filing.asp
http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/eregistration.asp
www.ferc.gov
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contact FERC Online Support at FercOnlineSupport@ferc.gov or toll free at (866) 208-
3676, or for TTY, contact (202) 502-8659. The eLibrary link also provides access to the
texts of formal documents issued by the Commission, such as orders, notices, and
rulemakings.

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



mailto:FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov
http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/esubscription.asp
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A. PROPOSED ACTION
1. Introduction

On March 19, 2015, Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Company, LLC (Transco) filed an
application with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission or FERC) in Docket
No. CP15-117-000 for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (Certificate) under
section 7(c) of the Natural Gas Act (NGA) for construction, operation, and maintenance of a
natural gas transmission pipeline and related facilities in Coweta, Carroll, Douglas, Paulding,
Bartow, Gordon, Murray, and Whitfield Counties Georgia. The Dalton Expansion Project
(Project) would consist of a new pipeline, one new compressor station, and other ancillary
facilities. The Project would also include modifications to Transco’s existing mainline facilities
in Virginia and North Carolina in order to accommodate bi-directional flow and partial
odorization on the Transco system. Transco filed supplemental information on July 16, 2015,
indicating that it had adopted several route variations and provided updated resource reports
reflecting these Project modifications. On September 30, 2015, Transco filed supplemental
resource reports to reflect additional route variations it had incorporated into the proposed
pipeline route as well as responses to a FERC environmental data request issued on September 1,
2015.

We! prepared this environmental assessment (EA) in compliance with the requirements
of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA (Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations
[CFRY], Parts 1500-1508), and the Commission’s implementing regulations under Chapter 1, Title
18 CFR Part 380.

The assessment of environmental impacts is an important and integral part of FERC's
decision on whether to issue Transco a Certificate to construct and operate the proposed
facilities. Our principal purposes in preparing this EA are to:

o identify and assess potential impacts on the natural and human environment that
would result from implementation of the proposed action;

o assess reasonable alternatives to the proposed action that would avoid or
minimize adverse effects to the environment;

o identify and recommend specific mitigation measures, as necessary, to minimize
environmental impacts; and

o encourage and facilitate public involvement in the environmental review process.

! “We,” “us,” and “our” refer to the environmental staff of the Office of Energy Projects.
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2. Purpose and Need

Transco has indicated that the Project would expand its capability to transport natural gas
supplies to growing areas of demand in northwest Georgia by about 44.8 million cubic feet per
day. Transco held an open season for the Project and the proposed new capacity has been fully
contracted through ten-year, firm agreements.

Under section 7(c) of the NGA, the Commission determines whether interstate natural
gas transportation facilities are in the public convenience and necessity and, if so, grants a
Certificate to construct and operate them. The Commission bases its decisions on technical
competence, financing, rates, market demand, gas supply, environmental impact, long-term
feasibility, and other issues concerning a proposed project.

3. Public Review and Comment

On April 25, 2014, FERC granted Transco’s request to use the Commission’s pre-filing
environmental review process (pre-filing process) in Docket No. PF14-10-000. The pre-filing
process was established to encourage early involvement by citizens, governmental entities, non-
governmental organizations, and other interested parties in the development of proposed natural
gas transmission projects. During the pre-filing process, FERC staff worked with Transco and
interested stakeholders, including federal and state agencies, to identify and resolve Project-
related issues.

Transco hosted eight public open houses in Newnan, Carrollton, Dallas, Cartersville,
Calhoun, and Dalton, Georgia between June 9 and September 25, 2014, to inform stakeholders
about the Project and to provide an opportunity for stakeholders to ask questions and express
their comments and concerns. Transco mailed open house notification letters to all Project
stakeholders and published an announcement in local newspapers. FERC staff attended six of
the open houses and participated in field visits of the Project area with Transco staff on June 10,
and 17, 2014.

On October 21, 2014, the Commission issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an
Environmental Assessment for the Planned Dalton Expansion Project, Request for Comments on
Environmental Issues, and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings. This notice was published in the
Federal Register. Written comments were requested from the public on specific concerns about
the Project that should be considered during preparation of the EA. FERC environmental staff
conducted three scoping meetings on November 3, 4, and 5, 2014, in Dalton, Carrollton, and
Cartersville, Georgia to receive verbal scoping comments on the Project. Three people spoke in
Dalton, one person spoke in Cartersville, and one person in Carrollton.

On November 14, 2014, the Commission issued a Supplemental Notice of Intent to
Prepare an Environmental Assessment for the Planned Dalton Expansion Project and Request
for Comments on Environmental Issues. This notice was published in the Federal Register and
was mailed to over 1,100 interested parties, including federal, state, and local officials; agency
representatives; conservation organizations; local libraries and newspapers; Native American
groups; and property owners affected by the Project facilities, notifying them that the scoping
period was extended through December 20, 2014.
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In response to concerns raised by the Georgia Department of Natural Resources
(GADNR), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), and the Nature Conservancy, Transco
developed a route variation to avoid and/or minimize potential environmental impacts on the
biologically sensitive Raccoon Creek Watershed. On February 13, 2015, the Commission issued
a second Supplemental Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Assessment for the Planned
Dalton Expansion Project and Request for Comments on Environmental Issues. This notice was
published in the Federal Register and was mailed to over 1,270 interested parties, including
landowners that could be affected by the route variation. Transco held a public open house on
February 24, 2015, in Dallas, Georgia to introduce the Project to landowners potentially affected
by the route variation. A fourth scoping meeting was held in Dallas, Georgia on March 4, 2015,
to receive verbal scoping comments from stakeholders about the potential route variation.
Eighteen people spoke at the meeting. The route variation, referred to as the Raccoon Creek
Alternative, was subsequently incorporated as the proposed route (see section C.3).

The transcripts of the public meetings and written scoping comments are part of the
public record for the Project and are available for viewing n the FERC Internet website
(http://www.ferc.gov).> Table A.3-1 summarizes the issues raised during scoping and the
section of the EA where the comment is addressed.

TABLE A.3-1
Issues Identified During the Public Scoping Process for the Dalton Expansion Project

EA Section
Comment / Concern Addressing Comment
Impacts on water resources (e.g., Raccoon Creek) Section B.2
Impacts on wildlife habitat Section B.3
Impacts on protected species (e.g., Etowah darter) Section B.4
Impacts on existing land use Section B.5
Property values Section B.6
Potentially significant cultural resources Section B.7
Air and noise pollution (e.g., related to Compressor Station 116) Section B.8
Concern about safety (e.g., pipeline explosion, radon gas) Section B.8, Section B.9
Utilization of alternative pipeline routes (e.g., Raccoon Creek Alternative) Section C

4. Proposed Facilities

An overview map of the Project locations and facilities is provided on figure A.4-1.
Detailed maps showing the pipeline route, aboveground facility, access roads, and
staging/contractor yards are contained in appendix A.

Using the “eLibrary” link, select “General Search” from the eLibrary menu and enter the docket number excluding the last three digits in
the “Docket Number” field (i.e. PF14-10); be sure to select an appropriate date range. The pre-fling process concluded on March 19, 2015,
following Transco’s filing of its formal application. The proceedings for the Project are currently being conducted under Docket
No. CP15-117-000.


http://www.ferc.gov/
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a. Pipeline Facilities

The Project pipeline would begin at Transco’s existing Compressor Station 115 in
Coweta County, Georgia, about 6.2 miles west of Newnan, Georgia. The pipeline would extend
north of the compressor station for about 114.9 miles. The first 7.8 miles of pipeline would
consist of 30-inch-diameter pipeline, followed by 51.3 miles of 24-inch-diameter pipeline. The
remaining 53.8 miles would consist of 20-inch-diameter pipeline terminating at the Looper
Bridge Road Meter Station in Murray County. A 2.0 mile section of 16-inch-diameter pipeline,
the AGL Spur, would extend north of the Dalton Lateral at about milepost (MP) 104.4
connecting the lateral to the planned Murray Meter Station.

About 49 percent of the Dalton Lateral and about 60 percent of the AGL Spur would be
collocated with existing pipeline and powerline rights-of-way. Table A.4.a-1 summarizes the
Project pipeline facilities and length of collocation by county.

TABLE A4.a-1
Proposed Pipeline Facilities for the Dalton Expansion Project
Begin End Total Length Pipeline Diameter Collocated Length

Facility/County Milepost ? Milepost ? (miles) (inches) (miles)
Dalton Lateral

Coweta 0 6.3 6.3 30 59

Carroll 6.3 7.8 15 30 0.7

Carroll 7.8 15.0 7.5 24 6.4

Douglas 15.0 17.9 2.8 24 2.0

Carroll 17.9 18.0 0.1 24 0.0

Douglas 18.0 304 12.6 24 6.3

Paulding 304 53.9 25.5 24 10.2

Bartow 53.9 56.5 2.7 24 2.1

Bartow 56.5 80.6 25.0 20 11.3

Gordon 80.6 97.3 16.8 20 9.5

Murray 97.3 107.3 10.0 20 0.5

Whitfield 107.3 108.5 1.2 20 0.0

Murray 108.5 109.3 0.8 20 0.0
AGL Spur

Murray 0.0 2.0 2.0 16 1.2
Pipeline Total 114.9 56.1
@ The mileposts are nominal and not reflective of actual mile lengths due to various reroutes incorporated into the Project

route after mileposts were applied to the route.

b. Aboveground Facilities

Transco is proposing to construct Compressor Station 116 on the newly constructed
pipeline, north of the Chattahoochee River crossing in Coweta County at about MP 7.8.
Compressor Station 116 would be equipped with two 10,915 horsepower gas-fired Solar Taurus
70 units to provide a total of 21,830 horsepower of compression. Ancillary equipment at these
stations would include emergency generators, storage tanks, blowdown silencers, and gas
coolers.
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Transco would install three new meter stations. The Beasley Road Meter Station would
be located in Bartow County at about MP 56.5 of the Dalton Lateral pipeline where it would
interconnect with the Atlanta Gas Light Company distribution system. The Looper Bridge Road
Meter Station would be located at the terminus of the Dalton Lateral (MP 109.3) in Murray
County where it would provide natural gas to the existing Oglethorpe Power, Thomas A Smith
Energy Facility. The Murray Meter Station would be located at the terminus of the AGL Spur
(MP 2.0) to interconnect again with Atlanta Gas Light Company distribution system.

Eleven mainline valves (MLV) would be installed along the pipeline route (see
table A.4.b-1). New pig® receiver/launcher facilities would be installed at the beginning and end
points of the lateral (MPs 0.0 and 109.3), where the lateral changes pipe diameter (MPs 7.6 and
56.5), the interconnect with the AGL Spur (MP 105.2), and the terminus of the AGL Spur

(MP 2.0).
TABLE A.4.b-1
Proposed Mainline Valves for the Dalton Expansion Project

MLV Number Milepost County Pipe Diameter (inches)
MLV-1 20.4 Douglas 24
MLV-2 27.8 Douglas 24
MLV-3 34.5 Paulding 24
MLV-4 41.8 Paulding 24
MLV-5 49.5 Paulding 24
MLV-6 67.8 Bartow 20
MLV-7 77.9 Bartow 20
MLV-8 85.3 Gordon 20
MLV-9 92.2 Gordon 20
MLV-10 98.7 Murray 20
MLV-11 105.2 Murray 20

Transco would install five cathodic protect/anode bed sites at MPs 8.4, 64.2, 81.7, 97.2
along the lateral and at MP 0.7 along the AGL Spur. Each of these sites would be located
adjacent to a road crossing and extend perpendicular to the permanent right-of-way and parallel
with the adjacent road. These buried sites would be 10 feet wide and extend between 600 to
800 feet away from the permanent right-of-way.

C. Mainline Facility Modifications

Transco would conduct modifications along its mainline facilities in Virginia and North
Carolina to accommodate bi-directional flow and to accommodate a partially odorized system.
The locations of these modifications are illustrated on figure A.4.c-1. Additional information is
provided in appendix B.

3 A “pig” is a tool that is inserted into and moves through the pipeline, and is used for cleaning the pipeline, internal inspections, or other

purposes.
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In Virginia, new valves, piping, and charcoal carbon filter vessels (to mitigate the odorant
smell during planned unit blowdowns) would be installed at Compressor Stations 165, 180, and
167 in Pittsylvania County, Orange County, and Mecklenburg County, respectively.
Modifications would be conducted at 10 meter and regulating (M&R) stations including 4 in
Pittsylvania County, 3 in Mecklenburg, 1 in Brunswick, 1 in Greensville and 1 in Halifax
Counties. In addition, modifications to accommodate bi-directional flow would be conducted at
three MLVs in Pittsylvania County.

In North Carolina, modifications to accommodate a partially odorized system would be
conducted at 10 M&R stations, including 6 in Rockingham, 3 in Northampton, and 1 in Hertford
Counties, North Carolina. Modifications to accommodate bi-directional flow would also be
conducted at one MLV in Rockingham County.

Because the mainline facility modification would be located within and/or directly
adjacent to existing facilities and would represent little or no environmental impacts that are not
discussed throughout the majority of the rest of this EA.

d. Access Roads and Staging/Contractor Yards

In addition to public roads in the area, Transco would utilize 88 private access roads
during construction and operation. The majority of these roads consist of existing dirt or gravel
roads that would require upgrades including grading and graveling activities; however, no
widening of existing roads is proposed. Of these roads, 54 would be used for permanent access
to the pipeline and aboveground facilities. Eleven access roads would be newly constructed for
the Project. The existing road conditions, upgrade requirements, and approximate length and
width of the Project access roads are provided in appendix C. The locations of the Project access
roads are depicted in appendix A.

To support construction activities, Transco proposes to use 6 staging/contractor yards,
located along the pipeline route in Carroll, Douglas, and Bartow Counties, for the storage of
equipment and materials. The locations of the staging/contractor yards are depicted in
appendix A.

5. Land Requirements

Construction of the Project would require a total of about 1,764.1 acres of land.
Following construction, about 1,017.8 acres would be restored to preconstruction conditions.
The remaining 746.3 acres of land would be retained to operate and maintain the facilities.
Table A.5-1 summarizes the construction and operation impacts associated with the Project
facilities. The typical construction right-of-way in uplands would vary in width based on
pipeline diameter. For the 30-inch-diameter pipe, the construction right-of-way would be 90 feet
wide; for the 24-inch-diameter pipe, it would be 85 feet wide; for the 20-inch diameter pipe, it
would be 80 feet wide; and for the 16-inch-diameter pipe (AGL Spur), a 75-foot-wide
construction right-of-way would be used. In wetlands, the construction right-of-way would
typically be 75 feet wide for all the pipeline diameters.
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TABLE A.5-1

Summary of Land Requirements for the Dalton Expansion Project

Facility Construction Impacts (acres) Operation Impacts (acres)

Pipeline Facilities

Pipeline Right-of-Way 1136.2 687.4
Additional Temporary Workspace 318.8 0.0
Staging/Contractor Yards 89.7 0.0
Pipeline Facilities Subtotal 1,544.7 687.4
Aboveground Facilities
Compressor Station116 65.7 30.2
Beasley Road Meter Station 2.9 1.6
Looper Bridge Road Meter Station 2.0 0.8
Murray Meter Station 1.7 0.8
Interconnects/Pig Launcher/Receivers 0.0 0.0
Mainline Valves 11 11
Cathodic Protection/Anode Bed Sites 1.6 0.9
Access Roads ? 90.5 22.2
Aboveground Facilities Subtotal 165.4 57.6

Mainline Facility Modifications

Compressor Stations 41.4 0.0
Meter and Regulating Facilities 9.0 1.3
Mainline Valves 3.6 0.0
Mainline Facility Modifications Subtotal 54.0 1.3

Project Total 1,764.1 746.3

Includes temporary access roads that would be utilized during construction and permanent roads that would be utilized
during the operation and maintenance of the pipeline and aboveground facilities.

In addition to the typical construction rights-of-way, additional temporary workspace
(ATWS) would be required to stage construction activities and store equipment, materials, and
spoil in areas of topsoil segregation and at wetland, waterbody, and road crossings. For example,
Transco would increase the workspace width by 25 to 35 feet for topsoil storage where full right-
of-way or ditch plus spoil topsoil segregation is required. To address a common complaint
expressed by landowners, Transco would overlap the pipeline construction right-of-way from 10
to 15 feet on adjacent collocated rights-of-way segments to reduce clearing requirements and
avoid leaving a gap between easements or a strip of uncleared land between the collocated
rights-of-way. To maintain safe working conditions for portions of the pipeline that would be
collocated with other existing pipelines, Transco would maintain a 45-foot offset (distance from
centerline to centerline) between the proposed pipeline and the existing Atlanta Gas Light
Company pipelines. Following construction, Transco would retain a 50-foot-wide permanent
easement over the pipeline. The typical right-of-way configurations proposed by Transco are
included in appendix D.
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Transco has identified areas where contractor yards, staging areas, ATWS, and access
roads would be required to construct the Project. However, additional or alternative areas could
be identified in the future due to changes in site-specific construction requirements. Transco
would be required to file information on each of those areas for FERC’s review and approval
prior to use.

6. Construction Schedule and Workforce

Transco anticipates that mobilization and construction of the Project would commence in
summer 2016. These start dates are subject to receipt of necessary permits and regulatory
approvals. Transco anticipates that all facilities would be placed in service in May 2017.

Construction of the Project pipeline would be accomplished using two construction
spreads with a peak temporary work force of up to 840 people. Transco would hire five new
permanent employees to assist in operation and maintenance of the new facilities.

7. Construction, Operations, and Maintenance Procedures

The Project would be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with
applicable requirements defined by U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations in
Title 49 CFR Part 192, Transportation of Natural and Other Gas by Pipeline: Minimum Federal
Safety Standards; by FERC’s Siting and Maintenance Requirements in 18 CFR 380.15; and by
other applicable federal and state safety regulations.

Transco would comply with the FERC Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and
Maintenance Plan (FERC Plan) and Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation
Procedures (FERC Procedures)* with certain requested modifications.

Transco’s Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (Transco’s
Plan) includes certain modifications to the FERC Plan that in general include additional details
that address the requirements by the state of Georgia. These modifications are outlined at the
beginning of Transco’s Plan (see appendix E). For the most part, these changes are more
stringent than the requirements in the FERC Plan (e.g., closer spacing of slope breakers, shorter
time period between final grading and seeding, and more specific revegetation criteria). We
conclude that the modifications identified in Transco’s Plan provide equal or greater
environmental protection.

Similarly, Transco’s Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation Procedures
(Transco’s Procedures) includes modifications to the FERC Procedures, a majority of which
provide either a certain level of clarification (e.g., a definition of water’s edge) or address
Georgia’s more stringent requirements and provide equal or greater environmental protection.
These modifications are outlined at the beginning of Transco’s Procedures (see appendix E).

The FERC 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. The FERC Plan can be viewed on the FERC Internet website at http://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/plan.pdf.
The FERC Procedures can be viewed on the FERC Internet website at http://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/procedures.pdf.
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However, we do not agree that all the modifications would provide equal or greater
environmental protection (see sections B.2.b and B.2.c).

To avoid or minimize the potential for harmful spills and leaks during construction,
Transco would implement measures outlined in its Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasure Plan (SPCC Plan; see appendix F). The SPCC Plan describes spill and leak
preparedness and prevention practices and procedures for emergency incidence response. We
have reviewed Transco’s SPCC Plan and found it acceptable.

Other resource-specific plans (e.g., Karst Mitigation Plan and Noxious and Invasive
Weed Control Plan) are discussed in more detail in section B.

a. General Pipeline Construction Procedures

Construction of the Project pipeline would follow industry-standard practices and
procedures, which involve a series of discrete activities conducted in a linear sequence.
Figure A.7.a-1 shows the typical steps of cross-country pipeline construction.

Prior to construction, Transco’s survey contractor would stake the pipeline centerline and
the limits of the construction right-of-way and ATWS areas. Wetland boundaries and other
environmentally sensitive areas would also be marked at this time. A clearing crew would then
clear the work area of vegetation and other obstacles, including trees, stumps, logs, brush, and
rocks. Cleared vegetation would be burned, chipped, or hauled offsite to a commercial disposal
facility. Merchantable timber would be limbed, cut, and removed from the right-of-way.

Following clearing, the construction right-of-way and ATWS areas would be graded
where necessary to provide a level work surface. In areas disturbed by grading, temporary
erosion and sediment controls would be installed, in accordance with Transco’s Plan and
Procedures, to minimize erosion and sedimentation. These erosion and sediment controls would
be inspected and maintained throughout the construction and restoration phases of the Project.

Trenching would be conducted following clearing and grading using trenching machines,
backhoes, or other similar equipment. The depth of the trench would be a minimum of 5 feet or
enough to provide for about 3 feet of cover over the pipeline. The width of the top of the trench
would vary based on site-specific conditions. Trench spoil would be deposited adjacent to the
trench within the construction right-of-way. To prevent mixing of the soil horizons, topsoil
segregation would be performed in residential areas, non-saturated wetlands, croplands,
improved pastures, and in areas requested by the landowner. In upland areas, Transco would
strip topsoil either from the full work area or from the trench and subsoil storage area. In non-
saturated wetlands, topsoil would be segregated within the trench line only.

Once trenching is completed the pipe would be positioned along the working side of the
trench. The pipe would be bent by hydraulic pipe-bending machines, where necessary, to allow
for a uniform fit with the contours at the bottom of the trench. After the pipe sections are bent,
they would be welded together into long sections and placed on temporary supports. Welding
would be conducted in compliance with Title 49 CFR Part 192 and American Petroleum Institute
Standard 1104 Welding of Pipelines and Related Facilities.

11
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Prior to lowering-in, the trench would be inspected to ensure it is free of rocks and other
debris that could damage the pipe or its protective coating. If the bottom of the trench is rocky,
the pipe may be lowered onto sandbags or support pillows. Alternatively, sand, gravel, or
screened soil would be used as padding for the pipe. The pipe would then be lifted from the
temporary supports and lowered into the trench using side-boom tractors or similar equipment.
After lowering-in, the trench would be backfilled with previously excavated materials. In certain
locations the trench may be crowned above its original elevation to compensate for subsequent
settling.

After backfilling, the entire pipeline would be hydrostatically tested in accordance with
Title 49 CFR Part 192 and applicable permit conditions, to ensure that the system is free from
leaks and provides the required margin of safety at operating pressures. This testing involves
filling the pipeline with water and then pressurizing the water for eight hours. Any considerable
loss of pressure indicates that a leak may have occurred and would require further inspection. If
a leak is discovered, the pipeline would be repaired and the segment retested. The primary water
sources used for hydrostatic testing would be nearby waterbodies. The sources and discharge
locations for the hydrostatic testing are identified in section B.2.b.

Final cleanup would begin after backfilling and as soon as weather and site conditions
permit. During clean-up, construction debris and organic refuse not suitable for distribution over
the right-of-way would be collected and taken to a disposal facility, unless the landowner or land
managing agency approves leaving materials onsite for beneficial reuse, stabilization, or habitat
restoration. Contours along the right-of-way would be restored to pre-existing conditions as
closely as possible. Segregated topsoil would be returned to the stripped area and permanent
erosion controls would be installed. Revegetation measures would be implemented in
accordance with Transco’s Plan and Procedures or based on specific landowner requests.
Section A.7.d describes additional environmental compliance and monitoring procedures.

b. Special Pipeline Construction Procedures

Transco would use special construction techniques when constructing across
waterbodies; wetlands; roads and railroads; residential areas, agricultural areas; areas with
shallow bedrock, and in areas with steep side slopes as described below.

Waterbody Crossings

Waterbodies that are less than 100 feet wide would typically be crossed using
conventional excavator type equipment and dry-crossing techniques, provided there is
perceptible flow at the time of crossing. Most waterbodies greater than 100 feet wide would be
crossed using the horizontal directional drill (HDD) method with the exception of three
waterbodies, which would be crossed using a dry crossing technique, and the Etowah River,
which would be crossed using the wet open-cut technique. The proposed crossing method for
each of the waterbodies in the Project area is included in appendix G.

Transco would cross ephemeral waterbodies and ditches, where there is no perceptible

flow at the time of crossing, using standard upland crossing techniques. Transco would maintain
adequate equipment on site to conduct a dry-ditch crossing should perceptible flow occur during
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construction. If a dry-ditch crossing method is determined to be infeasible, and a wet open cut,
method is necessary, the pipeline would be strung across the waterbody, with all joints being
welded prior to stringing. The pipeline would be lowered into place with weights slung over it,
if necessary, and the trench backfilled. In-stream construction activities would be limited to 24
to 48 hours depending on stream width, unless site-specific conditions make completion within
that time infeasible. Equipment operating in the waterbody would be limited to that needed to
complete construction of the pipeline. All other construction equipment would cross on an
equipment bridge. As part of its streambed restoration efforts Transco would construct riffles
within the streambed at certain locations. Transco is consulting with the FWS to determine the
specific crossing locations where this mitigation measure would be implemented.

For most waterbodies or ditches that exhibit perceptible flow at the time of construction,
a dry-ditch crossing method would be conducted. The dry-ditch crossing method would involve
installation of either flume pipe(s), a dam and pump or combination of both prior to trenching (if
flow is present) to divert the stream flow over or around the construction area and allow
trenching of the stream crossing in drier conditions isolated from the stream flow. Spoil
removed during the trenching would be stored away from the water’s edge and protected by
sediment containment structures.

To the extent possible, streambeds would be returned to their preconstruction contours,
and stream and river banks would be restored to their preconstruction condition and allowed to
revegetate in accordance with Transco’s Plan and Procedures and applicable permit conditions.

The HDD method allows for trenchless construction across an area by drilling a hole
below the depth of a conventional lay, and then pulling a prefabricated section of pipe through
the hole. This method is used to avoid direct impacts on sensitive environmental features or
areas that otherwise present difficulties for standard pipeline construction. Table A.7.b-1
summarizes the HDD locations for the Project. Detailed crossing plans for each of the HDDs are
included in appendix H.

TABLE A.7.b-1
Horizontal Directional Drill Locations for the Dalton Expansion Project

Name of HDD Beginning Milepost Ending Milepost Length (feet)
Chattahoochee River (includes 1 tributary) 6.2 6.6 2,230
Interstate 20, (includes 3 tributaries to Keaton Creek) 25.9 26.3 2,275
Highway 120 (includes tributary to Little Pumpkinvine Creek) 37.0 374 1,980
Joe Frank Harris Parkway/ US 41 75.5 75.8 1,685
Interstate 75 77.9 78.1 675
Coosawattee River (includes Crane Eater Creek) 90.1 90.6 2,625
Holly Creek (includes 3 crossings of Holly Creek) 102.6 103.2 2,794
Conasauga River East (includes 1 tributary) 107.2 107.5 1,345
Conasauga River West (includes 2 tributaries) 108.2 108.7 2,262
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To begin each crossing, a drill rig would be placed on the entry side of the HDD and a
small pilot hole would be drilled along a predetermined path beneath the waterbody or roadway.
The pilot hole would be progressively enlarged through a process called reaming. A reaming
tool would be installed at the end of the drill string on the exit side of the pilot hole, and then
drawn back to the drill rig to enlarge the hole. Several passes with progressively larger reaming
tools could be needed to enlarge the hole to a sufficient diameter to accommodate the pipeline.
During this process, drilling fluid, or mud, consisting of bentonite clay and water would be
circulated through the hole to remove drill cuttings and maintain the integrity of the hole. Once
the reaming process is complete, a prefabricated segment of pipe would be attached to the drill
string on the exit side of the crossing, and pulled back through the hole toward the drill rig. In
response to FWS recommendations, Transco would locate HDD entry and exit points at least
150 feet from the top of bank of major waterbodies and attempt to complete HDD crossings
during low stream flow periods (between the months of June and November).

Wetland Crossings

Wetland boundaries would be delineated and marked in the field prior to construction
activities. The pipeline construction right-of-way in wetlands would be limited to 75 feet in
width, with the exception of the areas where we approved Transco’s requested modifications (see
section B.2.c). Woody vegetation within the construction right-of-way would be cut off at
ground level and removed from the wetlands, leaving the root systems intact. The pulling of tree
stumps and grading activities would be limited to the area directly over the trench line unless it is
determined that safety-related construction constraints require grading or the removal of stumps
from the working side of the right-of-way. Construction equipment operating in wetland areas
would be limited to that needed to clear the right-of-way, dig the trench, install the pipeline,
backfill the trench, and restore the right-of-way. Topsoil segregation would be utilized in
unsaturated wetlands to preserve the existing seed bank and aid in the successful restoration of
the disturbed wetland. Trench plugs would be installed as necessary to maintain wetland
hydrology.

The specific crossing procedures used to install the pipeline across wetlands would
depend on the level of soil stability and saturation encountered during construction.
Construction across unsaturated soils that can support the weight of equipment would be
conducted in a manner similar to the upland construction procedures. In areas that are proposed
for conventional open trench construction, but where soil conditions may not support the weight
of equipment, timber mats would be used to minimize disturbance to wetland hydrology and
maintain soil structure.

The push-pull method of construction could be used in inundated or saturated conditions
where wetland soils and hydrology cannot support conventional pipe laying equipment, or in
areas that have significant quantities of water that would allow for the pipe to be floated over the
open trench. With this method, construction and excavation equipment would work from
temporary work surfaces and a prefabricated pipeline segment would be pulled or floated into
position then sunk with buoyancy control devices and placed in the trench.
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Road and Railroad Crossings

Construction across paved roads, highways, and railroads would be conducted in
accordance with requirements identified in road and railroad crossing permits or approvals.
Roads, highways, and railroads where traffic cannot be detoured would be crossed using the
conventional subsurface boring beneath the roadbed or railroad. Boring would consist of
excavating a pit on each side of the road or railroad; placing boring equipment within the pits;
boring a hole under the roadbed or railroad; and pulling a section of pipe through the hole.
Typically, there would be little or no disruption to traffic at road, highway, or railroad crossings
during boring operations. Roads where traffic can be detoured would be crossed via open cut.

Residential Areas

Construction activities in residential areas would be completed as quickly as practicable,
while maintaining safe working conditions, to minimize disturbances to residents. Transco
would implement the stove pipe or drag section or method of pipe installation as necessary to
minimize impacts on residents. These methods involve installing one pipe joint (stove pipe
method) or a short section of two or more pipe joints (drag section) to limit the amount of trench
that is open at any time. All reasonable efforts would be made to maintain access to the
residences during construction. Where feasible, Transco would use steel plates to provide access
to driveways. If access is impeded, Transco would create temporary access routes that avoid the
construction work area. Temporary safety fences would be erected along the construction right-
of-way in areas where construction activities would occur within close proximity to residences.
Homeowners would be notified 2 weeks in advance of construction and again 1 week prior
construction. Topsoil would be segregated in residential areas unless specifically requested
otherwise by a homeowner, or if Transco elects to import topsoil. Following the completion of
construction activities, all debris would be removed and residential areas restored to
preconstruction conditions. Transco has prepared site-specific plans for all residences within
50 feet of the construction workspace. These plans are shown in appendix I.

Agricultural Areas

In active croplands, pastures, or hayfields, the topsoil layer would be removed and
segregated from the subsoil in accordance with Transco’s Plan and Procedures. Following
pipeline installation, the subsoil would be returned to the trench and the topsoil replaced in the
area from which it was stripped. The topsoil and subsoil would be tested for compaction in all
agricultural areas disturbed by construction. Severely compacted agricultural areas would be
mitigated through the use of deep tillage operations during restoration activities using a paraplow
or similar implement.

If drain tiles are encountered, Transco would avoid impacting the tiles where possible.

All drain tiles and irrigation systems disturbed during construction would be restored to
preconstruction conditions.
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Rock Removal and Blasting

Rock encountered during trenching would be removed using rock saws, rock trenchers,
hydraulic hammers, and mechanical rippers. If it is determined that the bedrock cannot be
removed by conventional techniques, blasting would be conducted.

If blasting is required for the Project, it would be conducted in accordance with Transco’s
Blasting Plan (see appendix J) as well as applicable state blasting codes and any local blasting
requirements. All blasting activity would be performed by licensed professionals. Proper
safeguards would be taken to protect personnel and property in the area. This includes
conducting preconstruction surveys of structures and water quality and flow testing of wells or
potable springs within 150 feet of the blasting locations. Blasting mats or soil cover would be
used as necessary to prevent the scattering of loose rock. Blasting would be conducted during
daylight hours and would not begin until occupants of nearby buildings, stores, residences, and
places of business have been notified 72 hours in advance. Transco would comply with
applicable regulations that apply to blasting. Rock removal and blasting are further discussed in
section B.1 and in Transco’s blasting plan.

Side Slopes

Portions of the pipeline would cross areas of steep side slope or rolling terrain that may
require the use of cut-and-fill grading to provide for safe working conditions. In these areas,
grading activities would cut down the upslope side of the construction right-of-way. Material
from the cutting would be used to fill the downslope side of the construction right-of-way to
create a safe and level surface for travel lanes and equipment operation. The trench would be
excavated from the newly graded right-of-way. Following pipeline installation, the right-of-way
would be restored as nearly as practicable to its original contours and stabilized in accordance
with Transco’s Plan.

C. Aboveground Facility Construction Procedures

Construction of the aboveground facilities would occur concurrently with the pipeline
construction activities discussed above. Construction would begin with clearing and grading of
the sites to establish suitable grades for the facilities. Subsequent activities would include
preparing foundations, installing underground piping, erecting and installing buildings, installing
aboveground piping and equipment, testing the piping, testing the control equipment, cleaning up
the work area, and graveling access roads and parking areas. Compressor Station 116 and all
meter stations sites would be fenced for security. Following construction, disturbed areas that
are not paved or covered with gravel would be finish-graded and seeded.

d. Environmental Compliance Inspection and Monitoring

Transco would employ environmental inspectors (El) to monitor environmental
compliance during all phases of construction. At least one EI would be assigned to each
construction spread. Additional Els would be added to the Project as needed to adequately cover
all activities associated with the construction of the pipeline and aboveground facilities. The Els
would be responsible for assuring that the measures contained in Transco’s Plan and Procedures,
Transco’s Project-specific plans, and any other environmental permit conditions or agreements
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are followed during construction and restoration activities. The Els would have peer status with
other activity inspectors and would have stop-work authority in the event that violations of
environmental conditions of the Certificate, state or federal environmental permit conditions, or
landowner requirements occur, and authority to order appropriate corrective action. Other
specific responsibilities of the El include:

o verifying that the limits of authorized construction work areas, locations of access
roads, and boundaries of sensitive resource areas are properly marked before
clearing and throughout construction;

o identifying erosion/sediment control and stabilization needs and ensuring that
proper controls are installed and maintained;

. ensuring that topsoil and subsoil are separated in agricultural, residential and
wetland areas, and that they are tested for compaction following restoration in
agricultural and residential areas;

. verifying that trench dewatering activities do not result in deposition of sediment
into wetlands or waterbodies; and

o advising the Chief Construction Inspector when conditions (such as wet weather)
make it advisable to restrict construction activities to avoid excessive rutting.

Environmental training would be given to Transco’s personnel and to contractor
personnel whose activities may impact the environment during pipeline construction. All
construction personnel from the chief inspector, Els, craft inspectors, and contractor job
superintendent to loggers, welders, equipment operators, and laborers would be given the
appropriate level of environmental training. The training would be given prior to the start of
construction and throughout the construction process, as needed. The training program would
cover Transco’s Plan and Procedures and Transco’s Project-specific plans, job-specific permit
conditions, company policies, and the environmental permit conditions issued for the Project. In
addition to the Els, all other construction personnel are expected to play an important role in
maintaining strict compliance with all permit conditions to protect the environment during
construction.

Construction contractors employed by Transco would be required to observe and comply
with federal, state, and local laws, ordinances, and regulations that apply to the conduct of their
work. Contractors must also comply with Minimum Federal Safety Standards adopted by the
DOT under the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968, as well as Transco safety standards.

Transco has also committed to participate in a FERC third-party compliance monitoring
program during the construction phase of the Project. Under this program, Transco would fund a
contractor, to be selected and managed by FERC, to provide environmental compliance
monitoring services. The FERC Third-party Compliance Monitor would provide daily reports to
FERC on compliance issues and make recommendations to the FERC Project Manager on how
to address compliance issues and construction changes, should they arise. FERC staff would
also conduct periodic inspections.
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e. Operation and Maintenance

Transco would operate and maintain the new pipeline and aboveground facilities in
accordance with all applicable federal and state requirements, including the minimum federal
safety standards identified in Title 49 CFR Part 192.

Maintenance of pipeline facilities would include periodic visual inspections as well as
routine pedestrian surveys, as necessary, in accordance with the applicable regulatory
requirements and Transco’s operations requirements. Leak inspections, integrity management,
and cathodic protection maintenance would be conducted in accordance with DOT requirements.

Post-construction monitoring would be conducted to identify erosion or washout areas,
damaged or non-functional permanent erosion control devices, and to evaluate restoration of
affected wetlands. Any issues identified during post-construction monitoring would be
addressed in accordance with applicable federal and state regulations, and Transco’s Plan and
Procedures. Transco would file quarterly activity reports with FERC documenting problems,
including those identified by landowners, and corrective actions taken for at least 2 years
following construction.

Maintenance of the permanent pipeline right-of-way would include periodic mowing, as
necessary, to allow for visual inspections. Actively cultivated areas would be allowed to revert
to preconstruction use for the full width of the right-of-way. In all other upland areas a 50-foot-
wide permanent pipeline right-of-way would be maintained in a primarily herbaceous state. In
wetlands, a 10-foot corridor centered over the pipeline would be maintained; trees within 15 feet
of the pipeline with roots that could compromise the integrity of the pipeline coating would be
selectively cut and removed.

Operation and maintenance activities at the new compressor station would include
calibration, inspection, and other scheduled or routine maintenance. Operational testing would
also be performed on safety equipment to ensure proper functioning.

8. Non-Jurisdictional Facilities

Under section 7 of the NGA, the Commission is required to consider, as part of its
decision to approve facilities under Commission jurisdiction, all factors bearing on the public
convenience and necessity. Occasionally, proposed projects have associated facilities that do not
come under the jurisdiction of the Commission. These “non-jurisdictional” facilities may be
integral to the need for the proposed facilities, such as a power plant at the end of a jurisdictional
pipeline, or they may be minor, non-integral components of the facilities under the
Commission’s jurisdiction.

The non-jurisdictional facilities for the Project would include minor facilities necessary
to provide electrical service to Compressor Station 116, the Beasley Road Meter Station, Looper
Bridge Road Meter Station, and the Murray Meter Station. Delivering electrical service to these
facilities would require new 10-foot-wide powerline rights-of-way of varying lengths for each
facility affecting a total of 1.2 acres of land. These powerline facilities would not fall under
FERC’s jurisdiction. Based on the limited scope of these facilities, we believe that the powerline
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upgrades and facilities would not have a significant impact on the environment. However, we
have included available information on the impacts associated these facilities in our cumulative
impacts analysis (see section B.10).

9. Future Plans and Abandonment

Transco has not identified any current or reasonably foreseeable plans for future
expansion or abandonment of the Project facilities.

10. Permits and Approvals

Transco would obtain all necessary permits and approvals relating to the construction and

operation of the Project. Table A.10-1 lists the applicable permits, approvals, and consultations.

TABLE A.10-1

Permits, Approvals, and Consultations for the Dalton Expansion Project

Filing / Consultation

Approval Date

Agency Permit / Approval / Consultation Date (Anticipated)
Federal
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Threatened and Endangered Species November 2015 (April 2016)
Service, Jackson and Daphne  Consultation — Bats and Terrestrial Species
Ecological Services Field
Office
Threatened and Endangered Species November 2015 (April 2016)
Consultation — Aquatic Species
Migratory Bird Consultation November 2015 (April 2016)
U.S. Army Corps of Section 404/10 Individual Permit or July 2015 (April 2016)
Engineers, Savannah District Nationwide Permit 12
Georgia
Department of Natural Section 401 Water Quality Certification July 2015 (April 2016)

Resources

(automatic with Nationwide Permit 12)

Hydrostatic Test Water Uptake and
Discharge Permit

Prior to construction

(Prior to construction)

Stream Buffer Variance Permit September 2015 (May 2016)
NPDES Permit for Stormwater Discharges September 2015 February 2016
from Construction Activities
Georgia State Implementation Plan (SIP) Air October 2014 March 2015
Permit (Compressor Station 116)
Georgia SIP Air Permit (Looper Bridge Road June 2015 July 2015
Meter Station)
Natural Heritage Inventory Listed Species June 2015 (May 2016)
Consultation and Coldwater Fisheries
Cultural Resources Consultation, State May 2015 (May 2016)
Historic Preservation Office

Department of Transportation ~ Public road crossing permits November 2015 (May 2016)

County

All Counties Road Crossing Permits February 2016 (May 2016)

Building Permits TBD (May 2016)
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B. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Construction and operation of the Project would have temporary, short-term, long-term,
and permanent impacts. As discussed throughout this EA, temporary impacts are defined as
occurring only during the construction phase. Short-term impacts are defined as lasting between
two and five years. Long-term impacts are defined as lasting five years or more. Permanent
impacts are defined as lasting throughout the life of the Project.

1. Geology and Soils
a. Geology
Physiography and Geologic Setting

The Project would originate in the Piedmont Upland Section of the Piedmont Province
and cross into the Tennessee Section of the Valley and Ridge Province at about MP 53 of the
Dalton Lateral. The Piedmont Uplands Section is characterized by a highly weathered bedrock
surface with low relief; bedrock outcrops are generally limited to stream valleys where fluvial
processes have removed the highly weathered bedrock and other unconsolidated materials at the
surface. The Tennessee Section features folded and faulted stratified sedimentary rocks, similar
to the rest of the Valley and Ridge Province; however, the folds are less deeply dissected,
resulting in scattered ridges and hills and a broader, more open terrain (Fenneman and Johnson,
1946; Fenneman, 1938; Hunt, 1967). Geologic formations crossed by the Project consist mainly
of Precambrian to Paleozoic-age metamorphic bedrock and Cambrian to Ordovician-age
sedimentary bedrock (Dicken.et al., 2005). Elevations in the Project area range from about 600
to 1,200 feet above mean sea level. Topography ranges from nearly level to steep, with average
slopes ranging from O to 60 percent (Natural Resources Conservation Service [NRCS], 2016a,
2016b).

Mineral Resources

Based on a review of U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps, recent aerial
photography, and available federal databases, no active mining or oil and gas operations are
located within 0.25 miles of the Project facilities (USGS, 2005a, 2005b; U.S. Energy Information
Administration, 2012).

One active surface limestone quarry, the Vulcan Materials Company (Vulcan) Adairsville
Quarry, is about 1,700 feet (0.3 mile) west of MP 78.6 of the Dalton Lateral. In 2013, Vulcan
received approval from the Bartow County Zoning Office to expand the quarry to the east,
toward the proposed Project area (Bartow County Planning and Zoning Division, 2013). Vulcan
received approval to conduct mining operations up to 100 feet west of the existing electric
transmission line right-of-way. The proposed pipeline would be collocated on the east side of
the existing 175-foot wide electric transmission line right-of-way in this area. Once the Vulcan
Adairsville quarry is fully expanded east towards the electric transmission line and the Project
area, the pipeline would be located about 275 feet away from the maximum mining extent.

Blasting

Based on an analysis of the NRCS Soil Survey Geographic (SSURGO) database, about
25 percent (28.2 miles) of the proposed pipeline route would cross areas with bedrock at depths
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of less than 60 inches (NRCS, 2016b). About 1.8 miles of this bedrock is considered lithic (i.e.,
hard) and may require blasting or other special construction techniques during installation of the
proposed pipeline. The remainder (26.4 miles) is considered paralithic (soft) and would not
likely require blasting during construction. Transco performed 52 borings at roadway, railroad,
foreign line crossings, and other areas along the proposed pipeline route to investigate areas of
potential shallow bedrock. Shallow bedrock was not encountered in the majority of the borings;
however, rock outcrop and shallow bedrock was identified in several locations along the pipeline
route (S&ME, Inc., 2015). These locations are summarized in table B.1.a-1. Blasting for grade
or trench excavations would only occur after all other reasonable means of excavation (e.g., rock
saws, hydraulic rams, jack hammers) prove to be unsuccessful.

TABLE B.1.a-1
Summary of Shallow Rock Encountered Along the Proposed Route for the Dalton Expansion Project?®

Boring Nearest Major Street Nearest Depth to

ID® County Crossing Milepost Bedrock Comments

8 Carroll Old Newman Road 9.0 5feet  Rock outcrops observed in the area

D Carroll Reese Road/South 5 6.7 1foot  Three borings completed. One encountered bedrock at

Notch Road 1 foot, remaining borings terminated at 10 feet. Rock
outcrops observed in the area.
Douglas S. Helton Road 19.4 6 feet  Paralithic (soft) bedrock that may be rippable.
R Douglas Poole Road/Ephesus 25.3 0.5 foot Two borings completed. Rock encountered at 0.5 and
Church Road 1 foot. Rock outcrops observed in the area.

T Douglas  Dobbs Mountain Road 28.5 6 feet  Rock outcrops observed in the area.

20 Douglas Brewer Road 29.0 0.5foot Rock outcrops observed in the area.

z Paulding Amanda Drive 34.8 3feet  Two borings completed. Rock encountered at 3 and
5 feet. Rock outcrops observed in the area.

AA Paulding Cumberland Avenue 35.8 2 feet  Rock outcrops observed in the area.

24 Paulding Cumberland Avenue 354 4 feet  Two borings completed. Rock encountered at 4 feet in
one and remaining boring terminated at 10 feet. Rock
outcrops observed in the area.

uu Bartow Harden Bridge Road 66.3 4 feet  Two borings completed. Rock encountered at 4 feet in
one and remaining boring terminated at 10 feet.

@ Borings where rock was encountered at 7 feet or less.

e Boring ID designated by S&ME, Inc.: Numerical Boring = Foreign Line/Road Crossing, Alphabetical Boring = Shallow

Rock Exploration

Geologic Hazards

Geologic hazards are natural, physical conditions that can result in damage to land and
structures or injury to people. Such hazards typically include seismicity (e.g., earthquakes,
surface faults, and soil liquefaction), landslides, flooding, and karst terrain. Conditions
necessary for the development of other geologic hazards, including regional subsidence,
avalanches, and volcanism, are not present in the Project area. In general, the potential for
geologic hazards to significantly affect construction or operation of the Project facilities is low.
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Historically, seismicity in Georgia has been very low. The closest significant earthquake
to the Project area was a Modified Mercalli Intensity of VI event felt over about
1,500 square miles along the east face of Rocky Face Mountain on October 8, 1902. Rocky Face
Mountain is about 6 miles northwest of MP 109 of the Dalton Lateral. An event with a Modified
Mercalli Intensity of VI would result in strong perceived shaking, with light potential for damage
(USGS, 2006).

The seismic risk is relatively minor for the southern portion of the Project route, and
increases to moderate risk for the portion of the route north of MP 70. Based on USGS seismic
hazard mapping, the Project site is located in an area where peak horizontal ground acceleration
(PGA), with 10 percent probability of exceedance in 50 years, is 6 percent of gravity or less. At
a 10 percent probability, the frequency of exceedance (return time) for a given horizontal ground
acceleration is once every 500 years. PGA in the majority of the Project area, with a 2 percent
probability of exceedance in 50 years (2,500-year return time), is 18 percent of gravity or less;
however, PGA north of MP 70 ranges from 18 to 30 percent of gravity (USGS, 2014). For
reference, PGA between 4 and 9 could result in moderate perceived shaking and very light
damage, PGA between 9 and 18 could result in strong perceived shaking and light damage, and
PGA between 18 and 34 could result in very strong perceived shaking and moderate damage
(USGS, 2006). According to the USGS Quaternary Fault and Fold Database, the Project is not
located near any known active faults (USGS, 2010).

Soil liquefaction is a phenomenon often associated with seismic activity in which
saturated, non-cohesive soils temporarily lose their strength and liquefy (i.e., behave like viscous
liquid) when subjected to forces such as intense and prolonged ground shaking. Soil conditions
necessary for liquefaction to occur would likely be present in the Project area. The Project
crosses several narrow bands of Recent-age alluvium bordering waterbodies where saturated
conditions may be present. As discussed above, seismic risk along the pipeline alignment
increases north of MP 70, where, PGA with a 2 percent probability of exceedance in 50 years
could be as much as 30 percent gravity. However, because these narrow bands of
unconsolidated alluvium occur at the low point along the local drainage, the downslope
movement of soils and displacement of the pipeline due to liquefaction would be low. Outside
of these narrow bands of alluvium, the Project pipeline would be underlain by competent
bedrock that is not susceptible to soil liquefaction.

Landslides involve the down slope movement of earth materials under a force of gravity
due to natural or man-made causes. According to Radbruch-Hall et al. (1982), the majority of
the Project facilities are located in areas considered to have a low to moderate susceptibility and
low incident of landslides. However, in Paulding County 18.3 miles of the Dalton Lateral would
cross areas considered to have a high susceptibility to and moderate incidence of landslides. An
analysis of the county soils data in Paulding County showed that 45 percent of the soils have
average slopes greater than 15 percent and would, therefore, have a moderate to high
susceptibility to landslides (NRCS, 2016a and 2016b). Transco conducted a desktop evaluation
and field surveys along the proposed pipeline route to identify areas of existing or potential
landslides (S&ME, Inc., 2014, 2015). No existing landslides were identified during the
evaluation; however, eight locations with a high or very high risk of landslides were identified
(see table B.1.a-2).
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TABLE B.1.a-2

Areas with a High or Very High Risk of Landslides Along the Dalton Lateral
County Milepost Percent Slope Landslide Risk
Carroll 13.9 67 to 100 High
Douglas 22.1 50 to 100 High
Douglas 23.7 57 to 67 High
Paulding 55.3 67 to 100 Very High
Paulding 55.7 50 to 57 High
Paulding 56.0 57 High
Murray 102.1 40 to >100 Very High
Murray 102.8 40 to 67 High
Source: S&ME, Inc., 2015

Karst Terrain

Karst features such as sinkholes, caves, and caverns can form as a result of the long-term
action of groundwater on soluble carbonate rocks (e.g., limestone and dolostone). Based on
Weary and Doctor (2014), about 51.4 miles of the proposed Dalton Lateral, 2.0 miles of the
proposed AGL Spur, and the Murray Meter Station are located in areas considered to have
potential karst features.

Transco conducted a desktop review of topographic maps, aerial photography, and
LIDAR data to identify potential karst features in the Project area. Based on this review, several
areas of concern were identified in Bartow and Murray Counties (S&ME, Inc., 2014). Transco
conducted field investigations using the electric resistivity imaging (ERI) method along seven
transects in Bartow County and two transects in Murray County. The ERI results along six of
the transects identified subsurface features that could be related to karst (S&ME, Inc., 2015).
We are recommending below that Transco conduct geotechnical investigations to analyze the
extent of these anomalies.

The ERI method was also used to evaluate the feasibility of using the HDD method to
cross the Etowah River in Bartow County. The ERI results in this area showed numerous large
open cavities and discontinuities that are representative of karst features. In addition, two caves
and a sinkhole were observed near the proposed crossing location. Based on these observations,
it was determined that using the HDD method is not feasible due to the potential loss of drilling
fluid in karst features during construction. Transco has modified their proposed action to use the
open-cut crossing method to construct the pipeline across the Etowah River (see section B.2.b).

The potential for karst features is present in the Vulcan Adairsville Quarry area
(0.3 mile west of MP 78.6) due to the presence of carbonate bedrock. In addition, because the
Project area is within the estimated pumping zone of influence for the Vulcan Adairsville Quarry,
the potential for activation/acceleration of karst subsidence due to groundwater pumping is also
present. Based on information provided by a Vulcan consultant, the pumping zone of influence
extends to a point about 700 to 1000 feet east of the Project centerline and underlies about
1.1 miles of the Project. The preliminary geotechnical evaluation and field surveys conducted
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between MPs 77.8 and 79.8 did not identify any karst features in the vicinity of the Vulcan
Adairsville Quarry.

Paleontology

Transco contacted the GADNR to inquire about potential significant paleontological
resources proximate to the Project area. Staff indicated that while the northern portion of the
route, crossing through sedimentary bedrock terrain, could contain relatively common
fossiliferous remains of benthic marine species, northwestern Georgia and the Project would not
impact any known sensitive resources, such as dinosaur trackways or large concentrations of
vertebrate animals (Kennedy, 2015). If fossils are encountered during construction, Transco
would temporarily cease excavation in the area and notify the GADNR and FERC to ensure that
all of the fossils discovered are properly documented.

General Impacts and Mitigation

The overall effect of the Project on topography and geology would be minor. The
primary impacts would be limited to construction activities and would include temporary
disturbance to slopes within the right-of-way resulting from grading and trenching operations.
Transco would minimize impacts by returning contours to preconstruction conditions to the
maximum extent practicable. At the aboveground facilities, grading and filling may be required
to create a safe and stable land surface to support the facility.

The expansion of the Vulcan Adairsville Quarry to the east will be prohibited within
100 feet of the existing electric transmission line right-of-way. Installation of the proposed
pipeline on the east side of the electric transmission line would not represent additional
restrictions on the mining operations. The majority of the remaining Project facilities would also
be constructed directly adjacent to existing pipeline, electric transmission line, or other utility
rights-of-way, which already preclude mining operations. Therefore, construction and operation
of the Project would not result in a significant, additional restriction to current or future mining
operations in the area.

Transco would implement measures outlined in its Blasting Plan to minimize the effects
of blasting and ensure safety during blasting operations (see appendix J). In accordance with the
blasting plan, an experienced contractor would analyze the rock type, and consider all other
contributing factors, including location, surrounding environment, nearby facilities, residences,
wells and springs, and/or resources before selecting the suitable rock removal technique. If
blasting near other in-service pipelines or other underground utilities, the requirements of the
third-party operating company would take precedence over Transco requirements, if the third-
party limitations are stricter (e.g., peak-particle velocity limits). Transco would conduct pre- and
post-blast water flow performance and water quality testing to all water wells and potable springs
within 150 feet of areas were blasting is required. Transco would also inspect all structures
within 150 feet of blasting locations before and after blasting. In the event damage occurs to
structures or water supply as a result of construction, Transco would compensate owners for
damages. All blasting techniques would comply with federal, state/commonwealth, and local
regulations governing the safe storage, handling, firing, and disposal of explosive materials. We
have reviewed Transco’s blasting plan and found it acceptable.
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Due to the limited potential for large, seismically induced ground movements in the
Project area (USGS, 2014), there is very little risk of earthquake-related impacts on the pipeline
and other Project facilities. Pipelines constructed using modern arc-welding techniques have
performed well in seismically active areas of the United States, such as California (O’Rourke
and Palmer, 1996). Aboveground structures would be designed and built in accordance with all
applicable seismic design criteria and building codes.

The Project facilities would be designed and built in accordance with DOT standards
(Title 49 CFR Part 192), which would provide adequate protection from washouts, floods,
unstable soils, landslides, or other hazards that may cause the pipe to move or sustain abnormal
loads. The potential for slope failure and erosion during construction would be minimized by
implementing the measures in Transco’s Plan, Procedures, and Erosion and Sediment Control
Plan (ESC Plan). These measures would include the use of erosion control devices (e.g., silt
fences, slope and trench breakers) and other best management practices to stabilize soils, such as:

rerouting around landslide hazard,

documenting landslide prone areas on construction alignment sheets;

adjusting temporary workspace to limit soil stockpiling in high risk areas;
installing pipeline below the slip plane; and

using alternative backfill materials such as riprap, flowable low strength concrete,
or geogrid reinforcement.

Based on the implementation of these measures and compliance with the DOT standards
we conclude that the risk of impacts due to geologic hazards on the Project facilities is low.

Karst terrain and the potential for karst features such as sinkholes, and/or surface collapse
features can be problematic during Project construction activities. Karst hazards include the
potential for ground subsidence or collapse sinkholes; impact to groundwater quality; and
sinkhole flooding. Loose rock or overburden soil could obscure possible solution openings in
the bedrock surface prior to construction and only become evident during trenching activities.
These overburden materials could be subject to differential subsidence at locations where voids
have formed in the underlying bedrock resulting in closed-contour depression sinkholes and/or
surficial collapse of the soil column at ground surface (collapse sinkholes).

This process could be significant in areas where the water table has been lowered either
naturally or through man-induced activities such as groundwater pumping. For example,
dewatering activities at the Vulcan Adairsville Quarry have reduced static groundwater depth in
the Project area. However, as discussed above, no karst features were identified in proximity to
the Vulcan Adairsville Quarry.

Impacts on groundwater quality could occur where sinkholes or karst features are present
at or near ground surface. Karst systems have a very low self-purification or filtering capability
which makes Kkarst groundwater highly susceptible to impact from erosion of surface materials
and/or spills. Erosion of excavated materials at ground surface into karst openings could impact
local groundwater supplies such as springs and wells which would be manifested as increased
turbidity and bacterial load. Inadvertent spills from equipment refueling and/or leaks could
impact groundwater quality through rapid transport of contaminants discharging at springs and
surface water bodies.
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Transco has developed a draft Karst Mitigation Plan (see appendix K) which identifies
measures for avoiding or minimizing impacts on karst features during construction and
operation. Construction measures include:

retaining a professional geotechnical engineer to evaluate suspected karst features
and provide recommended mitigation measures;

geophysical investigations (such as ERI testing) to evaluate potential subsurface
features;

rerouting the pipeline around identified karst features;

if an unexpected karst cavity is exposed, plugging the cavity using cement grout,
low-strength concrete, controlled density fill, or a graded aggregate filter; and

installing additional erosion control measures to prevent drainage toward karst
features.

Operational mitigation measures include:

conducting surveys of the pipeline right-of-way during operation to identify
potential ground subsidence;

retaining a professional geotechnical engineer to evaluate suspected karst features
and provide recommended mitigation measures; and

stabilize karst features by plugging the cavity or installing additional erosion
control measures as discussed above.

To ensure that suspected karst features are properly investigated and that the mitigation
of karst features is addressed during construction, we recommend that:

Prior_to construction, Transco should file with the Secretary of the
Commission (Secretary), for review and approval by the Director of the
Office of Energy Projects (OEP), a revised Karst Mitigation Plan that
includes a comprehensive karst report providing a complete discussion of the
desktop reviews and field surveys that were conducted to identify potential
karst features along the route. The report should:

a. provide the results of geotechnical borings to determine the nature
and extent of the anomalies detected during the ERI investigations;

b. provide site-specific mitigation measures for any karst features
identified (e.g., route adjustment); and

C. provide an analysis to determine the pipeline’s intrinsic ability to span
subsidence features and provide documentation showing where these
data can be found.
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Based on Transco’s proposed mitigation measures and our recommendation, we conclude
that the Project would not have significant impacts on geological resources or be susceptible to
significant geologic hazards.

b. Soils
Existing Soil Resources

Soil information for the Project area was obtained from the NRCS SSURGO database
(NRCS, 2016b). The SSURGO database is a digital version of the original county soil surveys
developed by the NRCS for use with geographic information systems. It provides the most
detailed level of soils information for natural resource planning and management. Additional
information about soils was obtained from Official Soil Series Descriptions (NRCS, 2016a).
Soils within the Project area consist mainly of shallow to very deep, very poorly to excessively
drained soils formed in alluvium and marine deposits.

General Impacts and Mitigation

Construction activities such as clearing, grading, trench excavation, backfilling, and the
movement of construction equipment along the right-of-way may affect soil resources. Clearing
removes protective vegetative cover and exposes the soil to the effects of wind and rain, which
increases the potential for soil erosion and sedimentation of sensitive areas. Grading, spoil
storage, and equipment traffic can compact soil, reducing porosity and increasing runoff
potential. Construction activities can also affect soil fertility and revegetation potential, and
facilitate the dispersal and establishment of weeds. In addition, contamination from spills or
leaks of fuels, lubricants, and coolant from construction equipment could adversely affect soils.

The soils in the Project area were evaluated to identify prime farmland and major soil
characteristics that could affect construction or increase the potential for adverse construction-
related soil impacts. The soil characteristics evaluated include erosion potential, the potential for
compaction, and revegetation concerns. Table B.1.b-1 summarizes the amount of prime
farmland and the significant soil characteristics in the Project area.

Prime Farmland

The U.S. Department of Agriculture defines prime farmland as “land that has the best
combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, fiber, and oilseed
crops” (Soil Survey Division Staff, 1993). This designation includes cultivated land, pasture,
woodland, or other lands that are either used for food or fiber crops. Areas that are not currently
used for agriculture can be designated as prime farmland if they are available for these uses in
the future. Urbanized land and open water are excluded from prime farmland. Prime farmland
typically contains few or no rocks, is permeable to water and air, is not excessively erodible or
saturated with water for long periods, and is not subject to frequent, prolonged flooding during
the growing season. Soils that do not meet the above criteria may be considered prime farmland
if the limiting factor is mitigated (e.g., artificial drainage). About 15 percent (261.6 acres) of the
soils in the Project area are considered prime farmland.
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TABLE B.1.b-1

Summary of Soil Characteristics in the Dalton Expansion Project Area

) Highly Erodible ) Shallow Bedrock f )
Total Prime —— — Compaction Rocky Revegetation

Facility Acres® Farmland® Water® Wwind®  Prone ® Lithic  Paralithic Soils® Concerns "
Pipeline Facilities

Dalton Lateral 1,433.6 200.4 821.8 12.5 92.7 21.6 323.0 686.8 968.3

AGL Spur 21.4 2.8 15.3 0.0 0.9 0.0 10.4 14.8 14.9
Aboveground Facilities

Compressor Station 116  65.7 1.8 50.4 3.1 0.3 0.0 12.5 43.6 60.8

Beasley Road Meter 2.9 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Station

Looper Bridge Road 2.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Meter Station

Murray Meter Station 1.7 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 17 1.7 1.7

Mainline Valves 11 <0.1 0.7 0.1 0.1 <0.1 0.4 0.5 0.7
Ancillary facilities

Staging/Contractor 89.7 36.6 4.2 0.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 64.2 20.2

Yards

Cathodic Protection 1.6 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 1.0 0.5

Beds

Access Roads ' 90.5 14.8 48.9 2.2 2.1 2.3 24.3 55.7 57.0
Project Total 1,710.1 261.6 943.3 17.9 100.0 23.9 372.6 868.2 1,124.2

Sources: NRCS, 2016b
a

Values within rows do not add up to the totals listed for each facility due to the fact that soils may occur in more than
one characteristic class or may not occur in any class listed in the table.

Includes soils in somewhat poor, poor, and very poor drainage classes with surface textures of sandy clay loam or finer.
Paralithic refers to “soft” bedrock that will not likely require blasting during construction. Lithic refers to “hard” bedrock
that could require blasting or other special construction techniques during installation of the proposed pipeline.

g Soils with one or more horizons that have a cobbley, stony, bouldery, channery, flaggy, very gravelly, or extremely
gravelly modifier to the textural class and/or contain greater than 5 percent by weight rocks larger than 3 inches.
Includes coarse-textured soils (sandy loams and coarser) that are moderately well to excessively drained and soils with
an average slope greater than 8 percent.

! One new access road (DALT-A_AR-MU-065) would be constructed for operation of the Murray Meter Station. The
remaining roads used for construction and/or operation of the Project are existing roads.

L As designated by the NRCS. Includes soils that considered prime if a limiting factor is mitigated (e.g., artificial
drainage).

¢ Includes land in capability subclasses IVe through Vlle and soils with an average slope greater than 8 percent.

d Includes soils in wind erodibility groups 1 and 2.

e

f

During construction, topsoil and subsoil would be disturbed during grading and trenching
activities and the movement of heavy equipment. The potential mixing of topsoil with the
subsoil from these activities could result in a loss of soil fertility. To prevent mixing of the soil
horizons, topsoil segregation would be performed in residential areas, non-saturated wetlands,
croplands, managed pastures and hayfields, and in areas requested by the landowner. In upland
areas, Transco would strip topsoil from either the full work area or from the trench and subsoil
storage area. In non-saturated wetlands, topsoil would only be segregated within the trench line.
The topsoil would be segregated and replaced in the proper order during backfilling and final
grading. Implementation of proper topsoil segregation would help to ensure post-construction
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revegetation success, thereby minimizing loss of crop productivity and the potential for long-
term erosion problems.

About 6.7 acres of prime farmland soils would be permanently converted to industrial
uses for the operation of Compressor Station 116, the Beasley Road Meter Station, the Looper
the Bridge Meter Station, and the MLVs. With the exception of about 0.4 acres of land at the
Beasley Meter Station, 3.1 acres of land for the Beasley Meter Station access road, and 0.2 acre
of land for MLVs, none of these prime farmland soils are actively cultivated. Transco would
compensate landowners for the loss of land that is permanently removed from agricultural
production. The pipeline easement through prime farmland would be available for use as
cropland following construction, if the landowner chooses.

Erosion

Erosion is a continuing natural process that can be accelerated by human disturbance.
Factors such as soil texture, structure, slope, vegetative cover, rainfall intensity, and wind
intensity can influence the degree of erosion. Soils most susceptible to erosion by water are
typified by bare or sparse vegetative cover, non-cohesive soil particles with low infiltration rates,
and moderate to steep slopes. Wind-induced erosion often occurs on dry soil where vegetative
cover is sparse and strong winds are prevalent. About 55 percent (943.3 acres) of the soils that
would be affected by construction are considered highly water erodible. About 1 percent
(17.9 acres) of the soils are highly susceptible to wind erosion.

To minimize or avoid potential impacts due to soil erosion and sedimentation, Transco
would utilize the erosion and sedimentation controls outlined in its Plan, Procedures, and ESC
Plan. Revegetation of the right-of-way would begin immediately following construction.
Temporary erosion controls, including slope breakers and sediment barriers (e.g., hay bales and
silt fences), would be installed following initial ground disturbance to control runoff and prevent
sediment transport off the construction right-of-way. Temporary erosion controls would be
maintained until the Project area is successfully revegetated. Permanent erosion controls would
be installed, as necessary, to ensure the successful restoration of the Project area.

Compaction Potential

Soil compaction modifies the structure and reduces the porosity and moisture-holding
capacity of soils. Construction equipment traveling over wet soils could disrupt the soil
structure, reduce pore space, increase runoff potential, and cause rutting. The degree of
compaction depends on the moisture content and soils texture. Fine-textured soils with poor
internal drainage that are moist during construction are the most susceptible to compaction.
About 6 percent (100.0 acres) of the soils that would be affected by the Project are considered
prone to compaction.

Transco would minimize compaction and rutting impacts during construction in soft or
saturated soils by using measures outlined in its Plan and Procedures, including the use of low-
ground-weight equipment and/or by temporary installation of equipment mats. The topsoil and
subsoil would be tested for compaction in all agricultural and residential areas disturbed by
construction. Severely compacted agricultural areas would be mitigated through the use of deep
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tillage operations during restoration activities using a paraplow or similar implement. In areas
where topsoil segregation occurs, plowing with a paraplow or other deep tillage implement to
alleviate subsoil compaction would be conducted before replacement of the topsoil. Soil
compaction mitigation would also be performed in severely compacted residential areas.

Shallow Bedrock and Rocky Soils

About 23 percent (396.5 acres) of the Project facilities that would cross areas with
bedrock at depths of less than 60 inches. About 51 percent (868.2 acres) of Project facilities
would cross areas with rocky soil profiles. Construction through soils with shallow bedrock and
rocky soils could result in the incorporation of rock fragments into surface soils. Introducing
rocks to the surface soil horizon could reduce soil moisture-holding capacity, resulting in a
reduction of soil productivity. Additionally, some agricultural equipment could be damaged by
contact with large rocks. Rocks at the surface and in the surface soil horizon could be
encountered during grading, trenching, and backfilling.

The introduction of subsoil rocks into agricultural topsoil would be minimized by
segregating topsoil from trench spoil and replacing topsoil during cleanup and restoration.
Transco would remove excess rock from at least the top 12 inches of soils in cultivated and
rotated croplands, hayfields, pastures, and residential areas, as well as other areas at the
landowner’s request. Following restoration, the size, density, and distribution of rock on the
construction right-of-way would be similar to adjacent non-right-of-way areas. In addition, rock
excavated from the trench may be used as backfill only to the top of the existing bedrock profile.
Rock that is not returned to the trench would be considered construction debris and removed
from all work areas, unless approved by the landowner for another construction use (e.g., mulch,

riprap).
Revegetation

Successful restoration and revegetation are important for maintaining soil productivity
and protecting the underlying soil from potential damage, such as erosion. The revegetation
potential of soils crossed by the Project was evaluated based on the soil surface texture, drainage
class, and slope class. Soils that have a coarse surface texture and are moderately well to
excessively drained may prove to be difficult to revegetate because drier soils have less water to
aid in seed germination and the eventual establishment of new vegetation. The coarser-textured
soils also have a lower water holding capacity following precipitation, which could result in
moisture deficiencies in the root zone and create unfavorable conditions for many plants. Steep
slopes (greater than 8 percent) may make establishment of vegetation more difficult. The
clearing and grading of soils with poor revegetation potential could result in a lack of adequate
vegetation following construction and restoration of the right-of-way, which could lead to
increased erosion, a reduction in wildlife habitat, and adverse visual impacts. About 66 percent
(1,124.2 acres) of the soils that would be affected by the Project may be difficult to revegetate
during restoration.

Transco would apply soil amendments, as necessary, to create a favorable environment
for the re-establishment of vegetation. Transco would seed disturbed areas in accordance with
the seed mixes, rates, and dates outlined in the Georgia Soil and Water Conservation
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Commission’s Manual for Erosion and Sediment Control in Georgia, Sixth Edition. Transco
would conduct post-construction monitoring, at least 2 years in uplands and 3 years in wetlands,
to ensure successful revegetation (see section B.3.a). See section A.7.d for additional discussion
regarding environmental compliance inspection and monitoring procedures.

Soil Contamination

No historic landfills or contaminated sites were identified within the Project area.
Contamination from spills or leaks of fuels, lubricants, and coolant from construction equipment
could adversely impact soils. However, the impacts of such contamination are typically minor
because of the low frequency and volumes of spills and leaks. Measures outlined in Transco’s
SPCC Plan would be implemented to reduce potential impacts on soils from spills of the
hazardous materials used during construction. These measures include regularly inspecting
equipment to ensure it is in good working order, properly training employees regarding the
handling of fuels and other hazardous materials, and promptly reporting any spills to the
appropriate agencies.

Implementation of the measures outlined in Transco’s Plan, Procedures, and ESC Plan
would minimize soil impacts and ensure effective revegetation of disturbed areas. Further,
Transco would implement its SPCC Plan to reduce the potential impacts on soils from spills of
hazardous materials used during construction and manage contaminated soils should they be
encountered. Given the impact minimization and mitigation measures described above, we
conclude that soils would not be significantly affected by construction and operation of the

Project.
2. Water Resources
a. Groundwater Resources

The Project would cross the Piedmont and Blue Ridge, and the Valley and Ridge Aquifer
Systems. The Piedmont and Blue Ridge aquifers are crystalline-rock aquifers consisting of
bedrock overlain by unconsolidated material. The porosity and permeability of the unweathered
and unfractured bedrock are extremely low (USGS, 2015a). Wells within the Piedmont and Blue
Ridge aquifers yield an average of 15 to 20 gallons per minute; however, large-diameter
municipal wells will yield an average of up to 30 gallons per minute. The Valley and Ridge
physiographic province consists of a series of parallel valleys separated by steep to well-rounded
ridges. The valleys are underlain by easily eroded permeable rock formations, and the ridges by
more resistant rocks. Wells drilled within the Valley and Ridge aquifers are more variable with
average Yyields of 5 to 50 gallons of water per minute. Water from both of these aquifer systems
has been characterized as generally satisfactory for municipal supplies and other purposes
(USGS, 2015b). Additionally, the aquifers crossed by the Project would typically be found at
depths deeper than the trench excavation. Groundwater within the Project area is generally
located at depths of 15 feet or greater (USGS, 2009). Furthermore, groundwater directly
underlying the Project area as well as existing water supply wells are not currently managed or
protected by any federal or state programs.
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Public and Private Water Supply Wells

Based on field surveys and a review of the USGS National Water Information System, no
public water supply wells were identified within 150 feet of the Project facilities (USGS, 2015c).
However, as identified in table B.2.a-1, field surveys, communications with landowners, and
agency correspondence identified 23 private water supply wells within 150 feet of the Project

area.
TABLE B.2.a-1

Water Supply Wells Within 150 Feet of the Dalton Expansion Project Facilities
Milepost County Type Distance from Workspace (feet) *
0.4 Coweta Private 143
3 Coweta Private 33
3.9 Coweta Private Within construction workspace
5.2 Coweta Private 10
24.5 Douglas Private 57
26.4 Douglas Private Within construction workspace
311 Paulding Private 39
31.2 Paulding Private 108
31.2 Paulding Private 78
34.2 Paulding Private 138
36.1 Paulding Private 134
36.3 Paulding Private 43
41.7 Paulding Private 64
42.3 Paulding Private 22
42.3 Paulding Private Within construction workspace
43.2 Paulding Private 119
52.1 Paulding Private 148
56.9 Bartow Private 31
61.1 Bartow Private 140
73.6 Bartow Private 27
101.4 Murray Private 102
104.4 Murray Private 34
108.9 Murray Private Within permanent right-of-way
@ Distance measured from the center point of the well to the edge of the nearest Project workspace.

Impacts and Mitigation

Pipeline construction could intersect underlying groundwater; however, construction
activities would only affect shallow groundwater that is generally not used. Groundwater could
also be affected by changes in overland water flow and recharge due to Project-related activities.
In general, construction of the Project could temporarily impact groundwater quality, flow, and
recharge.
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To avoid and minimize impacts on groundwater, Transco would implement construction
techniques and other measures as contained in its Plan and Procedures. These measures include:

o installing temporary and permanent trench plugs to prevent subsurface drainage
along the pipeline;

o discharging trench water to well-vegetated upland areas to allow the water to
infiltrate back into the ground, thereby minimizing any long-term impacts on the
water table;

o restoring the ground surface as closely as practicable to original contours and

revegetating the right-of-way to ensure restoration of preconstruction overland
flow and recharge patterns; and

. conducting compaction testing in residential and agricultural areas and mitigate
severely compacted soils through the use of deep tillage operations to increase the
water infiltration and groundwater recharge (see section B.1.b).

Transco would conduct pre- and post-blast water flow performance and water quality
testing to all water wells and potable springs within 150 feet of areas were blasting is required.
In areas where blasting is not required, Transco would offer to provide landowners similar pre-
and post-construction well testing.

Contamination from inadvertent releases of fuels, lubricants, and coolant from
construction equipment could adversely affect groundwater resources. However, the impacts of
such contamination are typically minor because of the low frequency and volumes of releases.
Measures outlined in Transco’s SPCC Plan would be implemented to reduce potential impacts
from inadvertent releases of fluids used during construction. These measures include
maintaining adequate supplies of spill cleanup materials, storing hazardous materials, chemicals,
lubricating oils, and fuels in upland areas at least 100 feet from a wetland or waterbody,
providing secondary containment for stored hazardous materials, and promptly reporting any
spills to the appropriate agencies.

Because the majority of construction would involve shallow, temporary, and localized
excavation, and implementation of Transco’s Procedures and SPCC Plans would minimize the
potential for impacts on water resources, we conclude that pipeline construction activities are not
likely to result in significant impacts on groundwater resources.

b. Surface Water Resources

The Project facilities would be located within the Middle Chattahoochee-Lake Harding,
Etowah, Oostanaula, Coosawattee, and Conasauga Watersheds. None of these watersheds are
identified as public watershed areas (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency [EPA], 2015c) and
no potable water intakes are located within 3 miles downstream of the proposed waterbody
Ccrossings.

State waters in Georgia are classified by designated use (i.e., as drinking water supplies,
recreation, fishing, propagation of fish, shellfish, game, and other aquatic life, wild river, scenic
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river and coastal fishing). All of the waterbodies in the Project area have a designated use for
fish and wildlife. In addition, the Chattahoochee River is designated for recreation, and the
Coosawattee River and Raccoon Creek are designated for drinking water.

Constructing the Project would affect 377 waterbodies, including 155 perennial streams,
86 intermittent streams, and 136 ephemeral streams. The Project pipeline would cross
311 waterbodies, including 9 major crossings (greater than 100 feet wide), 91 intermediate
crossings (between 10 and 100 feet wide), and 211 minor crossings (less than 10 feet wide). The
remaining 66 waterbodies are located along an access road or contained within Project
workspace but not physically crossed by the pipeline.

The milepost location, feature ID, waterbody name, state water quality classification,
fisheries classification, FERC classification, flow regime, approximate crossing width, and
proposed method of crossing for all 377 affected waterbodies are provided in appendix G.

The Project facilities would not affect any National Wild or Scenic Rivers (National Wild
and Scenic Rivers, 2015). However, three waterbodies (i.e., the Conasauga River, Etowah River,
Sweetwater Creek) that would be crossed by the Project pipeline are listed on the National
Rivers Inventory (National Park Service, 2009).

The Conasauga, Coosawattee, and Etowah Rivers and Crane Eater, Holly, Euharlee, and
Raccoon Creeks are listed by the GADNR as High Priority Waterbodies. High priority waters
were selected by the GADNR to protect important populations of high priority species and also
to protect or restore representative aquatic systems throughout the state (GADNR, 2015a).

Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act requires that each state review, establish, and
revise water quality standards for the surface waters within the state. States develop monitoring
and mitigation programs to ensure that water standards are attained as designated. Waters that
fail to meet their designated beneficial use(s) are considered impaired and are listed under a
state’s 303(d) list of impaired waters. Polecat Creek is the only 303(d) listed impaired water that
would be crossed by the Project (GADNR, 2014b). Polecat Creek is crossed by the Project in
Gordon and Murray Counties a total of five times and is listed due to the presence of fecal
coliform bacteria resulting from non-point source pollution.

Impacts and Mitigation

Construction activities such as clearing and grading of adjacent land, in-stream trenching,
trench dewatering, and backfilling would affect surface water. The activities could temporarily
increase erosion, sedimentation, and turbidity rates; decrease dissolved oxygen concentrations;
result in the loss and modification of aquatic habitat; and increase the potential for the
introduction of foreign substances.

The degree of impact on a particular waterbody would vary depending on the site-
specific characteristics (i.e. precipitation events, sediment loads, stream area/velocity, channel
integrity, and bed material) of the affected waterbody. For example, turbidity and sedimentation
resulting from instream and adjacent construction activities may vary measurably depending on
soils types and erosion/deposition patterns. The highest levels of turbidity and sedimentation
would result from the use of the wet open-cut crossing method. Transco proposes to use this
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method across four waterbodies including Wahoo Creek, Snake Creek, Wolf Creek, and the
Etowah River. The specific amounts of turbidity and sedimentation would depend on the depth
and width of the stream, flow rate, and soil composition.

The FWS expressed concern about potential impacts on the Etowah River. The Etowah
River is a headwater tributary of the Coosa River system that originates in Lumpkin County,
Georgia and extends to its confluence with the Coosa River in Floyd County, Georgia. The river
provides significant aquatic habitat and recreational opportunities.

As previously discussed, Transco collected geotechnical data to determine if the Etowah
River could be crossed using an HDD. Transco concluded that an HDD would be infeasible.
We reviewed the data and concur with the determination. Transco filed a site-specific open-cut
crossing plan.® As outlined in Transco supplemental information and based on a geotechnical
investigation, blasting would likely be required prior to trench excavation. To minimize impacts
from blasting, Transco would consolidate the number of blasting events, limit the number of
charges to a minimum, bury the charges to a depth that would either minimize upward blast
pressures or direct the blast pressure into the air, establish a delay between detonations to
minimize instantaneous pressures and rely on downstream turbidity curtains to isolate the blast
area from the rest of the stream.

Transco would then build an equipment bridge to span the waterbody either immediately
upstream or downstream of the crossing location. The bridge would be constructed by building
“islands” within the river using clean riprap; the spaces between the island(s) and the river banks
would be spanned using either rail car sections or additional riprap and culverts while
maintaining downstream river flow. An excavator would work within the river, over the
trenchline, to excavate the trench and load the excavated materials onto dump trucks located
along the equipment bridge. At certain depths within the river, the excavator would work off of
a pad constructed of rip-rap (or material excavated from the streambed if suitable) overlain by a
metal rail car frame covered with construction mats placed over the trench line. Turbidity
curtains would be installed to isolate the construction area and reduce sediment flow outside of
the work area. The excavated material would be stored in an upland workspace. Once the trench
is excavated, a prefabricated length of pipe would be lowered into the trench, the pipe would
then be backfilled using the material excavated from the trench. If required, imported clean pea
gravel would be used to pad the pipe.

Once backfilling is complete, the equipment bridge, any other construction materials, and
finally the turbidity curtains would be removed from the river. These construction activities
would occur over an 8- to 12-week period. Transco evaluated the potential turbidity levels that
would occur during construction in the Etowah River. Their analysis determined that the levels
would fall within historical turbidity levels. Transco is currently coordinating with the
GADNR’s Environmental Protection Division (EPD) for review of an Etowah River Turbidity
Control and Monitoring Plan that provides the approach and measures to be implemented to
control and monitor turbidity during construction in the Etowah River. The monitoring plan will

Transco’ site-specific crossing plan for the Etowah River can be viewed on the FERC Internet website at http://www.ferc.gov as part of
Transco’s September 30, 2015 response to FERC’s September 1, 2015 data request. Using the “eLibrary” link, select “Advanced Search”
from the eLibrary menu and enter 20150930-5093 in the “Accession Number” field. The figures are also available for public inspection at
the FERC’s Public Reference Room in Washington, DC (call (202) 502-8317 for instructions).
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provide a real-time measurement of actual turbidity levels in the Etowah during construction.
The plan also includes measures to suspend Project work if turbidity levels exceed the limits
agreed upon with the EPD.

We requested that Transco characterize the impact footprint, in addition to characterizing
the turbidity levels. Specifically, we requested that Transco provide quantitative modeling
results of the turbidity and sedimentation associated with trenching across the Etowah River. In
addition, we requested a description as well as a graphical depiction of the duration, extent, and
magnitude of elevated turbidity levels and sedimentation. To date, Transco has only provided an
estimate for turbidity concentrations. To ensure that potential spatial and temporal impacts on
the Etowah River are disclosed and the proposed mitigation measures are fully evaluated, we
recommend that:

o Prior_to any construction within the Etowah River, Transco file with the
Secretary, for review and approval by the Director of OEP, quantitative
modeling results of the turbidity and sedimentation associated with
construction across the Etowah River. The modeling should consider
blasting activities; trench excavation and backfilling; and the installation and
removal of the riprap, equipment bridges, and turbidity curtains. The
results of the analysis should illustrate the duration, extent, and magnitude of
elevated turbidity levels and sedimentation. In addition, Transco should
provide the final Etowah River Turbidity Control and Monitoring Plan.

Less sediment would be generated where dry crossing methods (e.g., flume or dam and
pump) are employed. At the 291 crossings where the flume or dam and pump methods would be
used, temporary construction-related impacts would be limited primarily to short periods of
increased turbidity before installation of the pipeline, during the installation of the upstream and
downstream dams, and following installation of the pipeline when the dams are pulled and flow
across the restored work area is re-established.

Impacts on the 16 waterbodies crossed by the HDD method would be avoided unless an
inadvertent release of drilling mud (also referred to as a frac-out) occurs into the waterbody.
Table B.2.b-1 summarizes the waterbodies that would be crossed by the HDD method; additional
information for each waterbody crossing is provided in appendix G. Although drilling mud
consists of nontoxic materials, if drilling mud were to be released into a waterbody in large
quantities, it could affect fisheries or other aquatic organisms. Because the staging areas for the
HDDs would be set back from the banks of the waterbodies, the potential for an inadvertent
release to occur in the water would be minimized. To further minimize potential impacts of
inadvertent releases of drilling fluids, Transco would implement the measures identified in its
Horizontal Directional Drill Contingency Plan (HDD Plan; see appendix H). These measures
include:

o visually inspecting the drill path for evidence of a release;

o monitoring of the drilling mud pressures and return flows;
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o storing containment equipment on-site including portable pumps, hand tools, hay
bales, and silt fencing; and

o notifying the GADNR, FERC, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) if a
release occurs.

TABLE B.2.b-1
Waterbodies Crossed by Horizontal Direction Drills Along the Dalton Expansion Project
Begin End
HDD Name Milepost Milepost Waterbodies Crossed
Chattahoochee River 6.2 6.6 Chattahoochee River, UNT to Chattahoochee River
Interstate 20 25.9 26.3 3 UNTs to Keaton Creek
Highway 120 37.0 37.4 UNT to Little Pumpkinvine Creek
Coosawattee River 90.1 90.6 Coosawattee River, Crane Eater Creek
Holly Creek 102.6 103.2 Holly Creek (3 crossings)
Conasauga River East 107.2 107.5 Conasauga River, 1 UNT to Conasauga River
Conasauga River West 108.2 108.7 Conasauga River, 2 UNTs to Conasauga River
Note: UNT = unnamed tributary

Long-term impacts associated with pipeline operations and maintenance would be
relatively minor and limited to periodic clearing of the vegetation within the permanent right-of-
way at waterbody crossings. To allow for riparian areas to revegetate, clearing within 25 feet of
waterbodies would be limited to a 10-foot-wide corridor over the pipeline being maintained in a
herbaceous state and trees within 15 feet of the pipeline with roots that could compromise the
integrity of the pipeline coating being be selectively cut and removed.

Transco would minimize impacts on waterbodies by implementing measures outlined in
its Plan and Procedures. These measures would include:

. completing in-stream work between June 1 and November 30 unless expressly
permitted or required by appropriate agencies to cross the streams during another
time frame;

. locating ATWS that are in undisturbed lands at least 50 feet back from waterbody

boundaries unless a reduced setback is requested with sufficient justification on a
site-specific basis;

o requiring temporary erosion and sediment control measures to be installed across
the construction right-of-way as necessary to prevent the flow of spoil or heavily
silt-laden water into any waterbody;

o maintaining adequate flow rates throughout construction to protect aquatic life
and prevent the interruption of existing downstream uses;

o designing and maintaining equipment bridges to prevent soil from entering the
waterbody;
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o restricting spoil placement near surface waters to the construction right-of-way at
least 10 feet from the water’s edge or in other approved ATWS away from the
water's edge; and

o mitigating the degree of sedimentation and turbidity by limiting the duration of in-
stream construction activities (typically 24 to 48 hours) with the exception of
crossings with approved site-specific plans (e.g., the Etowah River).

As discussed in section A.7, Transco’s Procedures includes modifications to the FERC
Procedures, a majority of which provide either a certain level of clarification (e.g., a definition of
water’s edge) or address Georgia’s more stringent requirements and provide equal or greater
environmental protection. These modifications are outlined at the beginning of Transco’s
Procedures (see appendix E). However, we do not agree that all the modifications would provide
equal or greater environmental protection. Section IV.A.1.d of Transco’s Procedures includes
the requirement that all equipment be parked or refueled at least 100 feet from a wetland or
waterbody boundary; however, Transco adds an exception for dry stream crossings using the
dam and pump crossing method. We believe our Procedures adequately address this issue in
section 1V.A.1.d by allowing the EI to allow refueling within this buffer area when no reasonable
alternative is available and additional protections (e.g., secondary containment) are implemented;
therefore, we do not approve this modification. We recommend that:

o Prior to construction, Transco should file with the Secretary, for review and
written approval by the Director OEP, an updated version of its Procedures
that complies entirely with section 1V.A.1.d of the FERC Procedures.

Transco is also requesting site-specific exceptions to section V.B.2.a of the FERC
Procedures related to locating ATWS within 50 feet of waterbodies. Locations where these
alternative measures are being proposed, Transco’s site-specific justifications, and our decision
whether Transco provided sufficient justification for the proposed workspace, are provided in
appendix L. Based on our review, we conclude that the majority of Transco’s requests are
justified. However, we conclude that Transco should either provide additional justification for
the remaining locations or modify these workspace areas to avoid and/or minimize impacts on
wetlands and waterbodies. Therefore, we recommend that:

o Prior_to _construction, Transco should file with the Secretary further site-
specific justification for or modify its proposed workspace related to
waterbodies without sufficient justification outlined in appendix L and file
updated alignment sheets for review and written approval by the Director of
OEP.

In addition to the measure outlined in its Plan and Procedures, Transco would implement
best management practices as required to obtain coverage under GADNR’s Permits for
Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activities and Stream Buffer Variance.

Transco proposes to avoid direct impacts on one of the waterbodies listed on the National
Rivers Inventory (Conasauga River) by using the HDD method. Transco would cross
Sweetwater Creek using a dry-ditch crossing method, in accordance with its Procedures, and is
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currently coordinating additional appropriate impact minimization construction measures with
the FWS and GADNR. As discussed above, Transco would cross the Etowah River using a wet
a wet open-cut crossing method. Based on Transco’s proposed construction techniques and the
implementation of minimization and mitigation measures, we conclude that construction and
operation of the Project would not adversely affect the natural, cultural, and recreational values
of these waterbodies.

Transco proposes to avoid direct impacts on four of the high priority waterbodies
(Conasauga River, Coosawattee River, Crane Eater Creek, and Holly Creek) by using the HDD
method. Transco would cross Raccoon Creek and Euharlee Creek using a dry crossing method.

Based on Transco’s proposed construction techniques and the implementation of
minimization and mitigation measures, we conclude that construction and operation of the
Project would not significantly impact any surface water resources.

Water Use for HDDs and Hydrostatic Testing

Under DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 192), Transco is required to verify the integrity of
the piping associated with the Project facilities before placing them into service by conducting
hydrostatic testing. This testing would involve filling the pipeline with water, pressurizing it,
and then checking for pressure losses due to pipeline leakage. Table B.2.b-2 summarizes the
quantity and sources of water that would be required for the hydrostatic testing of the Project
facilities. Additionally, the drilling fluid used during the HDD operations would also require
large volumes of water. Table B.2.b-3 summarizes the volumes of water that would be required
for the HDD operations. Each HDD segment would be tested before it is installed and again as
part of the larger pipeline segments.

Transco would be required to obtain authorization from the GADNR prior to any water
withdrawals in Georgia. Transco would implement the measures outlined in its Procedures to
minimize impacts on waterbodies during withdrawals including:

. screening the intake hose to minimize the potential entrainment of fish;

. maintaining adequate flow rates to protect aquatic life, provide for all waterbody
uses, and provide for downstream withdrawals of water by existing users; and

o locating the test manifolds outside wetlands and riparian areas to the maximum
extent possible.

Following the completion of hydrostatic testing of the pipeline facilities, test water would
be discharged into adjacent well-vegetated upland areas in a manner and at a rate that would
minimize the potential of erosion and sedimentation. This water would infiltrate the soil and
recharge the local groundwater system. Transco would be required to obtain authorization under
the. Transco would utilize dissipation devices during discharge activities and no discharges
would be made directly into waterbodies. Transco would comply with all the conditions
included in the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges that would be obtained from the
GADNR.
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TABLE B.2.b-2

Hydrostatic Test Water Source Locations for the Dalton Expansion Project a

Facility/Water Source Withdrawal Location (milepost) Approximate Volume (gallons)

Dalton Lateral

Chattahoochee River 8.2 7,452,970

Etowah River 65.6 4,364,700
AGL Spur

Etowah River?® 2.0 102,350

Compressor Station 115 Tie-In

Municipal Source NA 15,000
Compressor Station 116

Chattahoochee River NA 90,000

Beasley Road Meter Station

Municipal Source NA 10,000
AGL Lateral Spur Tie-In
Municipal Source NA 5,000

Looper Bridge Road Meter Station
Municipal Source NA 10,000
Project Total 12,050,020

A commercial/municipal source may be obtained at MP 2.0 of the AGL Spur or alternatively water may be obtained through
the interconnect at MP 105.2.
Note: NA = Not applicable

TABLE B.2.b-3
Water Required for Horizontal Direction Drills Along the Dalton Expansion Project
Drilling Mud Water Hydrostatic Testing

Begin End Volume Volume
HDD Name Milepost ~ Milepost Source (gallons) Source (gallons)
Chattahoochee River 6.2 6.6 Chattahoochee River 2,500,000 Chattahoochee River 76,000
Interstate 20 25.9 26.3 Municipal Source 2,000,000 Municipal Source 50,500
Highway 120 37.0 374 Municipal Source 450,000 Municipal Source 44,000
Joe Frank Harris Parkway/ 75.5 75.8 Municipal Source 1,000,000 Municipal Source 27,500
us 41
Interstate 75 77.9 78.1 Municipal Source 150,000 Municipal Source 56,500
Coosawattee River 90.1 90.6 Coosawattee River 450,000 Coosawattee River 39,500
Holly Creek 102.6 103.2 Municipal Source 450,000 Municipal Source 44,000
Conasauga River East 107.2 107.5 Conasauga River 450,000 Conasauga River 21,000
Conasauga River West 108.2 108.7 Conasauga River 450,000 Conasauga River 35,000
Project Total 7,900,000 394,000
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Because the facilities to be tested would consist of new pipe free of chemicals or
lubricants and none of the hydrostatic test water would be chemically treated, we conclude that
the test water discharges would not result in significant impacts on waterbodies in the Project
area. In addition, we conclude that implementation of the measures in Transco’s Procedures
would minimize impacts associated with water withdrawals.

C. Wetland Resources

Wetlands are areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a
frequency and duration sufficient to support a prevalence of wetland vegetation adapted for life
in saturated soil conditions.

Existing Wetland Resources

The Project would cross 114 wetlands including 41 palustrine forested, 14 palustrine
scrub-shrub, and 59 palustrine emergent wetlands.  The pipeline would directly cross
67 wetlands, and 47 wetlands would be located within the pipeline workspace. No wetlands
would be affected by the proposed access roads or aboveground facilities. Wetlands affected by
the Project including the milepost location, feature 1D, wetland type, proposed crossing method,
and approximate crossing length are provided in appendix M.

Forested wetlands are characterized by woody vegetation that is about 20 feet tall or taller
and normally include an understory of young trees or shrubs, and an herbaceous layer. Woody
vegetation associated with the forested wetlands in the Project area includes: red maple (Acer
rubrum), American sycamore (Platanus occidentalis), green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), and
water oak (Quercus nigra) dominated this forest type. Other tree species identified during data
collection include common persimmon (Diospyros virginiana), sweetgum (Liquidambar
styraciflua), sweetbay (Magnolia virginiana), water tupelo (Nyssa aquatica), black gum (Nyssa
sylvatica), willow oak (Quercus phellos), black willow (Salix nigra), and red elm (Ulmus rubra).

Scrub-shrub wetlands are generally dominated by woody vegetation less than about
20 feet tall. Dominant vegetation in the scrub-shrub wetlands in the Project area includes: silky
dogwood (Cornus amomum), tag alder (Alnus serrulata), common buttonbush (Cephalanthus
occidentalis), Chinese privet (Ligustrum sinense), common blackberry (Rubus argutus), common
rush (Juncus effusus), rice cut grass (Leersia oryzoides), bearded sedge (Carex comosa), shallow
sedge (Carex lurida), and devil’s beggartick (Bidens frondosa).

Emergent wetlands are characterized by erect, rooted, herbaceous hydrophytes not
including mosses and lichens. Dominant vegetation in the emergent wetlands in the Project area
includes: swamp smartweed (Persicaria hydropiperoides), woolgrass (Scirpus cyperinus), redtop
grass (Agrostis gigantea), bearded sedge, shallow sedge, needle spikerush (Eleocharis
acicularis), common rush, cattail (Typha latifolia), devil’s beggartick, jewelweed (Impatiens
capensis), stilt grass, green arrow arum (Peltandra virginica), and arrowleaf tearthumb
(Persicaria sagittata).
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Impacts and Mitigation

Table B.2.c-1 summarizes the construction and operation impacts on wetlands in the
Project area. As shown in this table, construction would impact about 20.9 acres of wetlands,
including 10.8 acres of forested wetlands, 5.0 acres of scrub-shrub wetlands, and 5.1 acres of
emergent wetlands.

TABLE B.2.c-1
Summary of Wetlands Affected by Construction and Operation of the Dalton Expansion Project ®°
Emergent Scrub-Shrub Forested
Construction Operation Construction Operation Construction Operation
Facility/County (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres)
Dalton Lateral
Coweta <0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2
Carroll 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.2
Douglas 0.4 0.0 2.3 1.3 4.3 3.0
Paulding 15 0.0 12 1.1 1.6 1.2
Bartow 14 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.5
Gordon 12 0.0 0.6 0.3 2.2 1.0
Murray 0.4 0.0 0.9 0.6 1.3 0.9
AGL Spur
Murray <0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Project Total 5.1 0.0 5.0 3.3 10.8 7.0
2 Operation impacts associated with the pipeline facilities are based on a 10-foot-wide corridor being maintained in an
herbaceous state and selective tree cutting within 10 feet of either side of the herbaceous corridor (30-foot-wide corridor).
Therefore, there would be no operational impacts on emergent wetlands; impacts on scrub-shrub wetlands would be
limited to the 10-foot-wide corridor; and forested wetland impacts are based on the 30-foot-wide corridor.
L No wetlands would be affected by the construction or operation of aboveground facilities.

During operation of the Project, a 10-foot-wide corridor centered on the pipeline would
be maintained in an herbaceous state and trees within 15 feet of the pipeline with roots that could
compromise the integrity of the pipeline coating would be selectively cut and removed. These
actions would permanently convert about 7.0 acres of forested wetland and 3.3 acres of scrub-
shrub wetland to emergent wetland areas. No wetlands would be affected by the operation of the
aboveground facilities.

Transco would minimize impacts on wetlands by implementing measures contained in its
Procedures. These measures include reducing workspace in wetlands (75-foot-wide right-of-
way) and segregating up to 12 inches of topsoil from the trench line in unsaturated wetlands.

Transco’s Procedures require that wetland elevations be restored and that wetlands not be
converted to uplands. Construction of the Project would, however, temporarily and permanently
affect wetlands. Specifically; wetland vegetation, hydrology, and soils characteristics would be
affected. These effects would be most prominent during and immediately following
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construction. In emergent wetlands, impacts would be relatively short-term since herbaceous
vegetation would regenerate quickly. In scrub-shrub wetlands, impacts would be greater due to
the longer time required for woody vegetation to regenerate. In forested wetlands, impacts
would be long-term as forested wetland vegetation would likely take decades to regenerate to its
preconstruction condition.

Following construction, Transco would monitor the restoration/revegetation of affected
wetlands annually for 3 years. Revegetation would be considered successful when:

. the affected wetland satisfies the current federal definition for a wetland
(i.e., soils, hydrology, and vegetation);

o vegetation is at least 80 percent of either the cover documented for the wetland
prior to construction, or at least 80 percent of the cover in adjacent wetland areas
that were not disturbed by construction;

o if natural rather than active revegetation was used, the plant species composition
is consistent with early successional wetland plant communities in the affected
ecoregion; and

o invasive species and noxious weeds are absent, unless they are abundant in
adjacent areas that were not disturbed by construction.

If revegetation is not successful after 3 years, a remedial revegetation plan would be
developed and implemented in consultation with a professional wetland ecologist.

Construction would increase the potential for sedimentation and soil mixing. This in turn
could alter biological activities and chemical conditions within the wetland soils and could affect
the reestablishment of wetland vegetation. To minimize this, Transco would temporarily install
mats or timber riprap where necessary to create a stable surface for equipment, or use other
methods such as low-ground-weight equipment to minimize soils mixing and disturbance.

The temporary stockpiling of soil and use of equipment in wetlands could compact
wetland soils, which could alter the natural hydrologic patterns and inhibit revegetation.
Trenching could penetrate impervious soil layers and drain perched water tables resulting in drier
soil conditions that could impact the reestablishment of wetland vegetation. Clearing of wetland
vegetation could also temporarily affect the wetland’s capacity to buffer flood flows and/or
control erosion. To minimize these impacts, Transco would install trench plugs at the edges of
wetlands to prevent subsurface drainage along the pipeline and install erosion controls.

Transco is requesting site-specific exceptions to section VI.B.1.a of the FERC Procedures
related to locating ATWS within 50 feet of wetlands and section VI.A.3, which requires that the
construction workspace in wetlands be limited to 75 feet wide. Locations where these alternative
measures are being proposed, Transco’s site-specific justifications, and our decision whether
Transco provided sufficient justification for the proposed workspace, are provided in appendix L.
Based on our review, we conclude that the majority of Transco’s requests are justified.
However, we conclude that Transco should either provide additional justification for the
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remaining locations or modify these workspace areas to avoid and/or minimize impacts on
wetlands. Therefore, we recommend that:

o Prior_to _construction, Transco should file with the Secretary further site-
specific justification for or modify its proposed workspace related to
wetlands without sufficient justification outlined in appendix L and file
updated alignment sheets for review and written approval by the Director of
OEP.

Inadvertent releases of fluids used during construction, such as fuels, lubricants, and
solvents, could contaminate wetland soils and vegetation. To minimize this impact, Transco
would implement measures outlined in its Procedures and SPCC Plan. These measures include:

. storing hazardous materials, chemicals, lubricating oils, and fuels in upland areas
at least 100 feet from wetland boundaries;

o preventing the parking and/or refueling of vehicles within 100 feet of wetland
boundaries, unless approved by an El and provided that additional precautions
such as continual monitoring of fuel transfer, secondary containment structures,
and utilization of spill kit readiness are employed; and

. performing concrete coating activities at least 100 feet from wetland boundaries,
unless the location is an existing industrial site designated for such use.

To mitigate unavoidable impacts on wetlands, Transco is developing a compensatory
mitigation plan, as part of the COE permitting process. As discussed above, the Project would
result in the conversion of 10.3 acres of forested and scrub-shrub wetlands. Based on the
mitigation ratios identified through discussion with the COE, Transco is proposing to purchase
23.8 acres of wetland mitigation credits from in-watershed mitigation banks. Because this
process is ongoing, we recommend that:

o Prior_to _construction, Transco should file with the Secretary a copy of its
final wetland mitigation plan and documentation of COE approval of the
plan.

Based on the implementation of mitigation measures outlined in Transco’s Plan and
Procedures, which would minimize impacts on wetlands and help ensure the successful
restoration of wetlands, and its commitment to mitigate for wetland impacts, we conclude that
construction and operation of the Project would not significantly impact wetlands.

3. Vegetation, Fisheries, and Wildlife
a. Vegetation

Vegetation in the Project area was identified based on field surveys and a review of aerial
photography. The general vegetation types that would be affected by the Project are described in
table B.3.a-1.
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TABLE B.3.a-1

Vegetation Types in the Dalton Expansion Project Area

Vegetation Type

General Description

Common Species

Natural Forest
(Upland)

Agricultural

Open Land

Managed Forest

Wetland

Developed Land

Deciduous, Evergreen,
and Mixed Forest

Cultivated Crops, Hay
Fields, and Pasture

Existing Rights-of-Way,
and Fallow Land

Planted Pine

Forested, Scrub-Shrub,
Emergent Wetland

Mowed Lawns and
Landscape Plantings

white oak (Quercus alba), water oak (Quercus nigra), pignut hickory (Carya
glabra), mockernut hickory (Carya tomentosa), sweetgum (Liquidambar
styraciflua), American beech (Fagus grandifolia), tulip poplar (Liriodendron
tulipifera), red maple (Acer rubrum), red elm (Ulmus rubra), chestnut (Castanea
spp.), basswood (Tilia spp.), walnut (Juglans spp.), eastern hemlock (Tsuga
canadensis), American holly (llex opaca), mountain laurel (Kalmia latifolia),
Chinese privet (Ligustrum sinense), red mulberry (Morus rubra), sawtooth
blackberry (Rubus argutus), American witchhazel (Hamamelis virginiana)

peanut (Arachis hypogaea), soybean (Glycine max), corn (Zea mays), sorghum
(Sorghum bicolor), cotton (Gossypium spp.), onion (Allium cepa), bermudagrass
(Cynodon dactylon), tall fescue (Festuca arundinacea), red fescue (Festuca
rubra), Queen Anne’s lace (Daucus carota), annual ragweed (Ambrosia
artemisiifolia), wingstem (Verbesina alternifolia), broomsedge (Andropogon
virginicus), Canada goldenrod (Solidago canadensis), dogfennel (Eupatorium
capillifolium), Chinese lespedeza (Lespedeza cuneata)

nodding fescue (Festuca subverticillata), red fescue, dallisgrass (Paspalum
dilatatum), little bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium), white goldenrod (Solidago
bicolor), Canada goldenrod, deertongue (Dichanthelium clandestinum), dogfennel,
Chinese lespedeza

loblolly pine (Pinus taeda), longleaf pine (Pinus palustris), shortleaf pine (Pinus
echinata), slash pine (Pinus elliottii)

red maple, American sycamore (Platanus occidentalis), green ash (Fraxinus
pennsylvanica), water oak, smooth alder (Alnus serrulata), common persimmon
(Diospyros virginiana), sweetgum, sweetbay (Magnolia virginiana), water tupelo
(Nyssa aquatica), blackgum (Nyssa sylvatica), willow oak (Quercus phellos), black
willow (Salix nigra), red elm, loblolly pine, silky dogwood (Cornus amomum),
common buttonbush (Cephalanthus occidentalis), Chinese privet, common
blackberry (Rubus allegheniensis), poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans),
roundleaf greenbrier (Smilax rotundifolia), trumpet creeper (Campsis radicans),
Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus quinquefolia), sensitive fern (Onoclea sensibilis),
cinnamon fern (Osmunda cinnamomea), lizard’s tail (Saururus cernuus), giant
cane (Arundinaria gigantea), Japanese stiltgrass (Microstegium vimineum),
common rush (Juncus effusus), rice cutgrass (Leersia oryzoides), swamp
smartweed (Persicaria hydropiperoides), woolgrass (Scirpus cyperinus), redtop
(Agrostis gigantea), longhair sedge (Carex comosa), shallow sedge (Carex
lurida), needle spikerush (Eleocharis acicularis), broadleaf cattail (Typha latifolia),
devil's beggartick (Bidens frondosa), jewelweed (Impatiens capensis), green
arrow arum (Peltandra virginica), white arrow arum (Persicaria sagittata)

deciduous, coniferous, and evergreen trees; ornamental trees and shrubs; and
maintained grasses

Natural upland forest is the primary vegetation type that would be crossed by the Project
and accounts for about 37 percent of affected lands. The remainder of the Project area consists
of open land (28 percent), agricultural land (21 percent), managed forest (9 percent), developed
land (4 percent), and wetland (1 percent).

Impacts and Mitigation

Construction and operation of the Project facilities would result in temporary and
permanent impacts on vegetation. As described in section A.4.a, segments of the Project would
be collocated with existing utility rights-of-way where vegetation has been previously disturbed
and is regularly maintained. Table B.3.a-2 summarizes the acreage of each vegetation type that
would be affected by the Project.
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TABLE B.3.a-2

Vegetation Types Affected by the Dalton Expansion Project

Vegetation Cover Type Construction Impacts (acres) Operation Impacts (acres)
Forest 640.8 314.1
Agriculture 367.6 142.1

Open Land 486.5 188.7

Managed Forest 155.0 75.0

Wetland 20.9 13.4°
Developed Lands 29.3 5.1

Project Total 1,700.2 738.5

2 Operation impacts in wetlands are based on a 50-foot-wide permanent easement. Permanent impacts associated with

Transco’s proposed maintenance activities are provided in table B.2.c-1.

Construction activities would include the cutting, clearing, and removal of vegetation to
provide a safe working area for personnel and equipment. These activities would result in the
temporary loss of vegetation and in some areas (primarily forested lands) the permanent
conversion of one vegetation type to another. The loss and permanent conversion of vegetation
could result in increased soil erosion, changes to surface water flow and infiltration, increase the
potential for the introduction and establishment of noxious weeds, and reduce the amount of
available wildlife habitat. The severity of these impacts would depend on the type and amount
of vegetation affected, the rate at which the vegetation would regenerate after construction, and
the frequency of vegetation maintenance conducted during operation. Forested lands within the
permanent maintenance easement would also be permanently converted to open lands.
Operation of the aboveground facilities would result in the permanent loss of vegetation and the
conversion of existing vegetation to developed vegetation or unvegetated surface.

Transco would implement measures outlined in its Plan and Procedures to avoid and
minimize impacts on vegetation during construction and aid in the restoration of disturbed areas.
These measures would include:

. restricting construction activities to approved work areas;

. installing temporary erosion controls (e.g., silt fence) immediately after initial
disturbance and properly maintaining them until permanent erosion controls are
installed or restoration is complete; and

o reseeding temporary work areas and conducting post-construction monitoring, at
least 2 years in uplands and 3 years in wetlands, to ensure successful revegetation.

On June 20, 2014, President Obama signed a Presidential Memorandum, “Creating a
Federal Strategy to Promote the Health of Honey Bees and Other Pollinators.” According to the
memorandum, “there has been a significant loss of pollinators, including honey bees, native
bees, birds, bats, and butterflies from the environment.” The memorandum also states that
“given the breadth, severity, and persistence of pollinator losses, it is critical to expand Federal
efforts and take new steps to reverse pollinator losses and help restore populations to healthy
levels.” In response to the President’s memorandum, the federal Pollinator Health Task Force
published a National Strategy to Promote the Health of Honey Bees and Other Pollinators in
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May 2015. This strategy established a process to increase and improve pollinator habitat.
Constructing the proposed Project would temporarily impact about pollinator habitat
(vegetation). The temporary loss of this habitat would increase the rates of stress, injury, and
mortality experienced by honey bees and other pollinators. Following construction, Transco
would seed disturbed areas in accordance with the seed mixes, rates, and dates outlined in the
Georgia Soil and Water Conservation Commission’s Manual for Erosion and Sediment Control
in Georgia, Sixth Edition. However, to ensure the impacts on pollinator habitat are sufficiently
minimized and consistent with the President’s memorandum and subsequent strategy regarding
pollinators, we recommend that:

o Prior_to construction, Transco should file with the Secretary a plan
describing the feasibility of incorporating plant seeds that support
pollinators into the seed mixes used for restoration of construction
workspaces. These plans should also describe Transco’s consultations with
the relevant federal and/or state regulatory agencies.

Several exotic and invasive plant species were identified during field surveys of the
Project area, including mimosa, annual ragweed, common Beggar's tick, Queen Anne’s lace,
wild carrot, tall fescue, Chinese lespedeza, Chinese privet, Japanese honeysuckle, Japanese
stiltgrass, kudzu, multiflora rose, johnsongrass, and white clover. To minimize the spread of
exotic and invasive plant species following construction, Transco would implement measures
outlined in its Noxious and Invasive Weed Control Plan’ including:

. ensuring vehicles and equipment arrive at the work site clean and free of soil and
debris;
. treating identified invasive species populations with appropriate methods (e.g.,

mechanical removal, herbicide applications);

o cleaning vehicles and equipment with compressed air to remove soil and
propagules prior to leaving areas with known invasive species populations; and

o post-construction monitoring, and treatment as necessary, of areas with identified
invasive species populations to ensure that the invasive species have not spread to
new areas.

Based on Transco’s proposed construction techniques and the implementation of impact
minimization measures, we conclude that construction and operation of the Project would not
significantly impact vegetation.

b. Fisheries

As discussed in section B.2.b, a total of 377 waterbodies would be crossed by the Project,
including 322 warmwater fisheries and 55 coldwater fisheries. Of these, 222 waterbodies
(59 percent) are classified as intermittent or ephemeral and typically provide limited or marginal

Transco’s Noxious and Invasive Weed Control Plan can be viewed on the FERC Internet website at http://www.ferc.gov as part of
Transco’s September 30, 2015 supplemental filing (appendix I1.K). Using the “eLibrary” link, select “Advanced Search” from the eLibrary
menu and enter 20150930-5242 in the “Accession Number” field. The figures are also available for public inspection at the FERC’s Public
Reference Room in Washington, DC (call (202) 502-8317 for instructions).
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fish habitat. The remaining waterbodies are classified as either perennial or open water and
provide suitable fish habitat. Fish commonly found in these waterbodies include crappie, darters,
catfish, trout, bass, shiners, and minnows. No commercial fisheries are located in the vicinity of
the Project.

Fisheries of Special Concern

In the Project area, Fisheries of Special Concern are located within waterbodies
designated as coldwater fisheries and waterbodies that could provide habitat for protected
species.  Federally and state-listed threatened and endangered species are discussed in
section B.4. Table B.3.b-1 lists the coldwater fisheries in the Project area.

TABLE B.3.b-1

Coldwater Fisheries in the Dalton Expansion Project Area

Milepost(s) Waterbodies
34.4,34.4,34.4,349R Shed Creek

34.5, 345, 35.0, 354 UNTs to Shed Creek
36.0,37.5 Little Pumpkinvine Creek
36.2, 36.6, 36.6, 36.9, 37.3, 38.1 UNTs to Little Pumpkinvine Creek
38.3 Pumpkinvine Creek
38.3, 38.6, 39.1, 39.1 UNTs Pumpkinvine Creek
42.6R, 43.0, 43.4R, 43.5 UNTSs to Little Raccoon Creek
46.1R,46.2R, 47.3R, 47.5R, 47.6R, 47.7R, 47.8R, 47.9R, 48.1R, 48.3R, UNTs to Raccoon Creek
48.5R, 48.6R, 48.7R, 49.1R, 49.2R, 49.5R

68.0, 68.1, 68.5, 68.9 UNTSs to Two Run Creek
68.8 Two Run Creek

69.4, 69.8R, 70.0R Shanty Branch

72.2 UNT to Big Branch

73.1 Big Branch

The Conasauga, Coosawattee, and Etowah Rivers and Crane Eater, Holly, Euharlee, and
Raccoon Creeks are listed by the GADNR as High Priority Waterbodies. High priority waters
were selected by the GADNR to protect important populations of high priority species and also
to protect or restore representative aquatic systems throughout the state (GADNR, 2015a).

Impacts and Mitigation

Construction of the Project would temporarily affect fisheries. In-stream construction
and removal of vegetation would displace fish to similar adjacent habitats up- or downstream of
the pipeline crossing. These activities would also temporarily increase turbidity levels and
downstream sedimentation, affecting fisheries. Additionally, the clearing of aquatic habitat and
the modification of stream banks could affect fisheries and other aquatic species by reducing
shade and cover. Fisheries could also be affected by the inadvertent release of construction
fluids (fuels, lubricants or drilling mud) and the entrainment of fish larvae from project-related
water withdrawals. All of these effects on fisheries could increase the rates of stress, injury, and
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mortality experienced by fish. However, due to the limited construction workspace and duration,
we would anticipate minimal temporary and localized impacts on fishery resources.

Transco would implement measures outlined in its Procedures to minimize impacts on
waterbodies and thus fisheries. These measures would include:

o maintaining reduced workspace areas near waterbodies;
. implementing buffers to prevent run-off from entering waterbodies; and
o installing erosion control devices.

Potential impacts on fisheries resulting from inadvertent equipment fluid releases would
be avoided and minimized by the implementation of measures outlined in Transco’s SPCC Plan.

Hydrostatic testing could result in the entrainment of fish larvae and temporarily reduced
water flow causing stress to fish species. To minimize these, Transco would implement the
measures outlined in its Procedures and comply with all applicable federal and state permits.
Transco would install a fish exclusion device, such as screen mesh, on intake hoses to prevent
the entrainment of fish.

Forty-one of the coldwater fisheries would be crossed using a dry crossing method and
one would be crossed using the HDD method. The remaining coldwater fisheries would be
located within the construction workspace but would not be crossed by the pipeline. Transco
would cross four of the high priority waterbodies (Conasauga River, Coosawattee River, Crane
Eater Creek, and Holly Creek) using the HDD method. With the exception of an inadvertent
release of drilling mud, the use of the HDD method would avoid impacts on fisheries, fish
habitat, and other aquatic resources. Transco’s HDD Plan would minimize potential impacts on
fish resulting from any inadvertent release of drilling mud (see appendix H). Transco would
cross Raccoon Creek and Euharlee Creek using a dry crossing method. Transco would cross the
Etowah River using a wet open-cut crossing method, which would increase levels of
sedimentation and impact fisheries. Transco filed a site-specific crossing plan describing how an
open-cut crossing would be implemented at this river (see section B.2.b). In addition, Transco
evaluated the potential turbidity levels that would occur during construction in the Etowah River.
Their analysis determined that the levels would fall within historical turbidity levels. To ensure
that potential impacts on the Etowah River are disclosed and the proposed mitigation measures
are fully evaluated, we are recommending in section B.2.b that Transco provide quantitative
modeling results of the turbidity and sedimentation associated with construction across the river.

Impacts on fisheries would be temporary and localized. Upstream and downstream areas
adjacent to the Project waterbody crossing sites would provide similar and ample habitats for any
fishery resources that would be temporarily displaced during construction. The Project would
not permanently alter the character of the majority of available aquatic habitats. Based on the
proposed construction methods, implementation of the proposed avoidance and minimization
measures and Project plans discussed above, and the limited duration of construction and
potential fishery impacts, we conclude that construction and operation of the Project would not
significantly impact fisheries.
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C. Wildlife
Existing Wildlife Resources

The Project would cross several habitat types including open land, upland forest,
developed land, and wetland/open water. State and federally listed threatened and endangered
species are addressed in section B.4. Common wildlife species occurring or potentially
occurring in the Project area are listed in table B.3.c-1.

TABLE B.3.c-1

Common Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring Within the Dalton Expansion Project Area

Common Name

Scientific Name

Common Name

Scientific Name

Amphibians

Black-bellied salamander
Dwarf salamander
Eastern hellbender

Fowler’s toad

Reptiles

Common snapping turtle
Box turtle

Mimic glass lizard

River cooter

Southern hognose snake

Spotted turtle

Birds

Bachman'’s sparrow
Bald eagle
Bobwhite quail
Cerulean warbler
American Crow
Mourning Dove
Henslow’s sparrow
Common Raven

Red-bellied woodpecker

White-tailed Deer
Eastern cottontail
Fox squirrel

Gray fox

Source: GADNR, 2014a

Desmognathus quadramaculatus

Eurycea quadridigitata

Cryptobranchus alleganiensis

Anaxyrus fowleri

Chelydra serpentina
Terrapene carolina
Ophisaurus mimicus
Pseudemys concinna
Heterodon simus

Clemmys guttata

Aimophila aestivalis
Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Colinus virginianus
Setophaga cerulea
Corvus brachyrhynchos
Zenaida macroura
Ammodramus henslowii
Corvus corax

Melanerpes carolinus

Odocoileus virginianus
Sylvilagus floridanus
Sciurus niger

Urocyon cinereoargenteus

Patch-nose salamander

Pigeon Mountain salamander

Northern red salamander

Brown snake
Garter snake
Eastern ribbon snake
Black rat snake
Copperhead

Cottonmouth

Pileated woodpecker
Red-tailed hawk
Ruffed grouse
Tufted titmouse
Turkey vulture
Wild turkey
Wood duck

American Woodcock

Eastern spotted skunk
Swamp rabbit
Woodchuck

Urspelerpes brucei
Plethodon petraeus

Pseudotriton ruber ruber

Storeria dekayi
Thamnophis sirtalis
Thamnophis sauritus
Elaphe obsoleta obsoleta
Agkistrodon contortrix

Agkistrodon piscivorus

Dryocopus pileatus
Buteo jamaicensis
Bonasa umbellus

Baeolophus bicolor

Cathartes aura

Meleagris gallopav

Aix sponsa

Scolopax minor

Mammals
Beaver Castor canadensis Gray squirrel Sciurus carolinensis
Black bear Ursus americanus Mink Neovison vison
Eastern Chipmunk Tamias striatus Raccoon Procyon lotor
Eastern Coyote Canis latrans Red fox Vulpes vulpes

Spilogale putorius
Sylvilagus aquaticus

Marmota monax
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Open land is composed of grasslands, agriculture land, pasture, and existing utility right-
of-ways. Open land is characterized by herbaceous and shrub vegetation cover, which generally
provides valuable foraging and shelter habitat for a variety of wildlife species.

Upland forested land in the Project area includes deciduous, evergreen, mixed
deciduous/evergreen, and managed pine forests. This vegetation provides shelter and hunting
ground for various birds and larger mammals. Additionally, organic material on the forest floor
provides food and shelter for various invertebrates, reptiles, small mammals, and amphibians.

Developed land in the Project area is primarily low density residential areas composed of
single-family housing units. These disturbed lands are generally characterized by maintained
landscapes and provide little natural habitat but may support wildlife species that are adapted to
human disturbance.

Wetlands within the Project area include wetland hardwood forests, scrub-shrub
wetlands, and emergent wetlands. Wetlands support a diverse ecosystem that provides nutrients,
vegetative cover, shelter, and water for a large variety of terrestrial and aquatic wildlife species.
Open water in the project area includes major lakes, ponds, or rivers, which provide habitat for
aquatic and semi-aquatic wildlife.

Protected and Sensitive Areas

The Project would cross the Paulding Forest Wildlife Management Area (WMA), which
is located within the Raccoon Creek Watershed, between MPs 37.8 and 41.0 and result in about
51.5 acres of temporary disturbance and 27.6 acres of new permanent right-of-way. The
majority of route in this area would parallel an existing transmission line right-of-way. The
Project would also cross the Coosawattee WMA between MPs 99.6 and 100.3 and result in about
8.3 acres of temporary disturbance and 4.0 acres of new permanent right-of-way.

Impacts and Mitigation

Construction and operation of the Project would result in temporary, long-term, and
permanent impacts on wildlife habitat and would increase the rates of displacement, stress, and
injury to some mobile individual wildlife species. Construction activities could also result in
direct mortality of some small, less mobile mammals, reptiles, and amphibians that are unable to
leave the work areas. Transco would implement several measures to avoid and minimize
impacts on wildlife during construction. These measures include prohibiting workers from
feeding wildlife and adhering to speed limits and safe driving practices.

Clearing of forest vegetation would result in long-term impacts on available wildlife
habitat. Areas within the permanent right-of-way and aboveground facility sites would be
permanently converted from forested to open habitats for the operational life of the Project, and
cleared areas within temporary work areas would take many years to revert to preconstruction
conditions. Transco has designed the Project to parallel existing rights-of-way when possible
and minimize the amount of workspace needed for safe pipeline construction, particularly in
forested areas. Although the Project could contribute to forest fragmentation, much of the
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woodland in the Project area already exhibits edge effects, as it has previously been fragmented
by agricultural land, managed timber operations, and other developments.

Impacts on protected and sensitive areas would be very similar to those described above.
To further minimize impacts on these areas, Transco would implement required restrictions,
mitigation measures, and restoration measures agreed upon as part of easement negotiation and
acquisition process with the WMASs that would be crossed by the Project.

Although some wildlife would be affected by the Project, most of the impacts on wildlife
would be short-term and limited predominantly to the construction period. The Project would
not permanently alter the character of the majority of available habitats. Areas adjacent to the
Project site provide similar and ample habitats for any wildlife that would be temporarily or
permanently displaced during construction or operation of the Project facilities. Therefore, based
on the implementation of the proposed avoidance and minimization measures and the fact that
the majority of the disturbed areas would be restored and allowed to revert back to previous
conditions following construction, we conclude that construction and operation of the Project
would not have a significant impact on wildlife or its habitat.

Migratory Birds

Migratory birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), originally
passed in 1918. The MBTA states that it is unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, possess,
sell, purchase, barter, import, export, or transport any migratory bird, or any part, nest, or egg of
any such bird, unless authorized under a permit issued by the Secretary of the Interior. Take is
defined in the regulations as “pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or attempt
to pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect” (50 CFR 10) (FWS, 2015). The
MBTA also protects resident, non-migratory bird species in the United States and its territories.
The FWS delisted the bald eagle in 2007; however, bald and golden eagles are additionally
protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (Title 16 U.S. Code 668-668d).

Executive Order (EO) 13186 was issued, in part, to ensure that environmental analyses of
federal actions assess the impacts on migratory birds. It also states that emphasis should be
placed on species of concern, priority habitats, and key risk factors and it prohibits the take of
any migratory bird without authorization from the FWS. On March 30, 2011, the FWS and the
Commission entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that focuses on avoiding or
minimizing adverse impacts on migratory birds and strengthening migratory bird conservation
through enhanced collaboration between the Commission and the FWS by identifying areas of
cooperation. This voluntary MOU does not waive legal requirements under any other statutes
and does not authorize the take of migratory birds.

A variety of migratory birds and birds of conservation concern use or could use the
habitats affected by the Project. These birds use these habitats for resting (stopover), sheltering,
foraging, breeding, and/or nesting. Birds of Conservation Concern are a subset of protected
birds under the MBTA and include all species, subspecies, and populations of migratory
nongame birds that are likely to become candidates for listing under the Endangered Species Act
of 1973 (ESA) without additional conservation actions (FWS, 2008). The Project would be
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located within the Appalachian Mountains and Piedmont Bird Conservation Regions. Birds of
conservation concern potentially occurring within these regions are summarized in table B.3.c-2.

TABLE B.3.c-2

Birds of Conservation Concern in the Appalachian Mountains and Piedmont Regions
Common Name Scientific Name Common Name Scientific Name
Bachman's sparrow Peucaea aestivalis Northern saw-whet owl Aegolius acadicus
Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Peregrine falcon Falco peregrinus
Bewick’s Wren Thryomanes bewickii bewickii Prairie warbler Setophaga discolor
Black-capped Chickadee Poecile atricapillus Red crosshill Loxia curvirostra
Black rail Laterallus jamaicensis Red-headed woodpecker Melanerpes erythrocephalus
Blue-winged warbler Vermivora cyanoptera Rusty blackbird Euphagus carolinus
Brown-headed nuthatch Sitta pusilla Swainson's warbler Limnothlypis swainsonii
Canada warbler Cardellina canadensis Sedge wren Cistothorus platensis
Cerulean warbler Setophaga cerulea Short-eared owl Asio flammeus
Golden-winged warbler Vermivora chrysoptera Whip-poor-will Caprimulgus vociferus
Henslow’s sparrow Ammodramus henslowii Wood thrush Hylocichla mustelina
Kentucky warbler Geothlypis formosa Worm-eating warbler Helmitheros vermivorous
Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus Upland sandpiper Bartramia longicauda
Louisiana waterthrush Parkesia motacilla Yellow-bellied sapsucker Sphyrapicus varius
Olive-sided flycatcher Contopus cooperi
Source: FWS, 2008

As described previously, the most significant change to any habitat type would be the
permanent conversion of forested areas to herbaceous cover within the permanent right-of-way.
Scrub-shrub cover, herbaceous cover, and open water habitat types would also be temporarily
affected by construction activities. Migratory birds may utilize all of these habitat types in the
Project area for foraging and nesting habitat.

Additionally, the temporary and permanent loss of wildlife habitat and the general
disruption created by the use of construction equipment could result in the displacement of
migratory birds and their avoidance of affected lands. Displacement and avoidance could impact
bird migration, nesting, foraging, and mating behaviors. Behavior changes combined with the
loss of habitat could increase the rates of mortality, injury, and stress experienced by migratory
birds.

The majority of the Project would be collocated with existing utility rights-of-way,
located on open land, or abutting fragmented hardwood or managed forests. Collocation or
construction in previously disturbed areas would minimize the effects of forest fragmentation
and forest edge effect caused by construction of the pipeline. Some birds prefer to nest away
from the forest edge in non-fragmented forest tracts to help reduce nest predation and nest
parasitism (Gates and Gysel, 1978; Hoover and Brittingham, 1998).

Based on Transco’s use of existing rights-of-ways, proposed construction procedures, the
limited amount of habitat affected, the presence of similar habitat types within the vicinity of the
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Project area, Transco’s implementation of avoidance and minimization measures, we have
determined that construction and operation of the Project could not result in population-level
impacts or significant measureable negative impacts on birds of conservation concern or other
migratory birds.

4. Threatened, Endangered, and Special Status Species

In consultation with the FWS and the GADNR, federally-listed threatened and
endangered species, and species protected at the state level were identified. The species that
occur or could potentially occur in the Project area are identified in appendix N.

a. Federally Listed Species

The Commission is required by section 7 of the ESA to ensure that the construction and
operation of any certificated project would not jeopardize the continued existence of a federally
listed threatened or endangered species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of the
designated critical habitat of a federally listed species.

Throughout the pre-filing environmental review and our formal review of the Project, we
have consulted with the FWS’ Georgia Ecological Services Field Office. In addition, Transco,
acting as the Commission’s non-federal representative has also consulted with the FWS. As a
result of these consultations, 18 federally listed threatened and endangered species and two
candidate species were identified (see appendix N) as occurring or potentially occurring in the
Project area. At the request of the FWS to ensure that these species are adequately protected and
to improve the efficiency of subsequent consultation and mitigation efforts, we requested on
February 26, 2016, in compliance with section 7 of the ESA the initiation of formal consultation
with the FWS. In response to our request, the FWS informed us that information provided to it
by Transco and in-part contained in Transco’s application and supplements would satisfy the
requirement to provide a biological assessment. This information is also summarized in the
following analysis. Subsequent to our request to initiate formal consultation and upon further
review, we revised our initial determination, changing the no effects on Etowah darter and
Indiana bat to may affects, but not likely to adversely affect. Based on information provided in
Transco’s application and subsequent supplemental filings, including the December 2015 Habitat
Assessment and Survey Report (see appendix O), our review of these species, and consultation
with the FWS (technical assistance letter dated February 1, 2016), we determined that
constructing and operating the Project would result in no effect on 13 threatened and endangered
species; may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect 5 threatened and endangered species; and
would not contribute to the listing of one candidate species. These species are not addressed
further. The six species that we determined may be affected, but would not likely to be
adversely affected are discussed below.

Northern Long-eared Bat

The threatened northern long-eared bat is a medium-sized bat about 3 to 3.7 inches with a
wingspan of 9 to 10 inches. Its fur color can be medium to dark brown on the back and tawny to
pale-brown on the underside. It typically eats insects and emerges at dusk to fly through the
understory of forested hillsides and ridges feeding on moths, flies, leafhoppers, caddisflies, and
beetles, which it catches while in flight using echolocation (FWS, 2014b). Northern long-eared
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bats typically hibernate during winter in large caves or mines with large passages and entrances,
constant temperatures, and high humidity with no air currents. During summer, northern long-
eared bats roost singly or in colonies beneath tree bark, in cavities, or in crevices of both live and
dead trees. Males and non-reproductive females may also roost in cooler places, such as caves
and mines (FWS, 2014b). This species appears to opportunistically select roosts, using tree
species that retain bark or provide cavities or crevices. The northern long-eared bat is a short
range migratory species found from the eastern United States and Canada to western Montana
and up to the southern Northwest Territories and eastern British Columbia in Canada
(NatureServe, 2015). The FWS has stated that the emergence of white-nose syndrome has
resulted in a dramatic population decline and that no threat is as severe and immediate as white
nose syndrome. Other threats to the northern long-eared bat include human disturbance of
hibernacula and loss or degradation of summer habitat as a result of development, mining, and
timber production (NatureServe, 2015).

Transco conducted acoustic and mist-net surveys at nine locations in accordance with the
survey protocol provided by FWS and GADNR. No northern long-eared bat vocalizations were
identified during acoustic surveys. However, one female northern long-eared bat was identified
during mist-nest surveys in Douglas County. This female was fitted with a radio transmitter and
tracked to a roosting tree 0.5 mile from the proposed pipeline right-of-way.

Tree clearing and maintenance activities associated with the construction and operation
of the Project could have long-term effects on bat roosting habitat. To mitigate impacts on bats
and other terrestrial species Transco signed a MOU: Terrestrial Species Conservation Measure
for the Dalton Expansion Project (Terrestrial Species MOU) with the FWS on December 1,
2015. As part of the Terrestrial Species MOU, Transco would provide financial resources to a
conservation fund that would be administered by the FWS. The conservation fund would be
used to purchase tracts of land for the permanent protection of occupied and potential summer
bat habitat. The FWS would also use the fund for the development of an integrated disease
management plan for white nose syndrome, in cooperation with Georgia State University. Based
on the loss of habitat and potential impacts on this species and considering Transco’s mitigation
efforts, we have determined that the Project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the
northern long-eared bat.

Indiana Bat

The endangered Indiana ranges throughout much of eastern and mid-western North
America. Although more than 85 percent of the population is found in Indiana, Missouri, and
Kentucky, the Indiana bat is listed as potentially occurring in counties crossed by the Project.
The Indiana bat is a temperate, insectivorous, migratory bat that hibernates in caves and mines in
the winter, and spends the summer in wooded areas. Indiana bats roost in both live trees and
snags with peeling or exfoliating bark, split trunks, or cavities. Indiana bats use stream corridors,
riparian areas, and upland woodlots for roosting, foraging, and as travel corridors (NatureServe,
2015). Maternity roosts contain 50 to 100 adult females and are established in May. Each
female has only one offspring per year (NatureServe, 2015). Female Indiana bats exhibit strong
site fidelity to summer roosting and foraging areas (FWS, 2007). Population declines were
caused primarily by loss and degradation of suitable hibernacula, human disturbance during
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hibernation, and loss and degradation of forested habitat. More recently, white nose-syndrome is
projected to cause serious declines in Indiana bats (NatureServe, 2015).

During Transco’s 2015 surveys, no Indiana bats were observed. However, tree clearing
and maintenance activities associated with the construction and operation of the Project could
affect Indiana bat roosting habitat. As discussed above, Transco would implement the
minimization measures in the Terrestrial Species MOU to minimize or avoid impacts on bats and
other terrestrial species, including the funding the purchase of land for the protection of summer
bat habitat and the development of an integrated disease management plan for white nose
syndrome. With the implementation of the mitigation measures outlined in the Terrestrial
Species MOU, we have determined that the Project may affect, but is not likely to adversely
affect the Indiana bat.

Large-Flowered Skullcap

The threatened large flowered skullcap is a plant that inhabits hardwood-pine forest with
limited understory shrubs as well as wet hardwood forests (NatureServe, 2015). Flowers occur
in late spring from May to June (Chafin, 2008). The clusters of small tubular flowers are white
and capped with a darker blue hood. Threats to this species include clearcutting, overbrowsing
by herbivores, and land development. This species also requires several years to mature and
reproduce and flowers often fail to pollinate, resulting in low seed viability. The plant is also
very susceptible to invasive species (NatureServe, 2015).

Transco completed 96 percent of its proposed surveys for the large-flowered skullcap.
Two populations, totaling approximately 104 individuals spread over 0.9 acre, were identified
between MPs 92.4 and 92.8. To avoid and minimize impacts on this species Transco would
implement the minimization measures in the aforementioned Terrestrial Species MOU, including
cordoning off areas adjacent to construction workspace that contain large-flowered skullcap to
prevent inadvertent disturbance by workers or equipment. Transco would also fund a third-party
salvage and relocation effort for the individuals within the proposed construction workspace.
With the implementation of the mitigation measures outlined in the Terrestrial Species MOU, we
have determined that the Project may affect, but is not likely to affect the large-flowered skullcap.

Cherokee Darter

The threatened Cherokee darter is endemic to the Etowah River system (FWS, 2014a).
The Cherokee darter inhabits small to medium-sized streams containing a stone or course gravel
substrate and flowing water (NatureServe, 2015). For breeding, the Cherokee darter requires
clear, slower moving water and pools with large pebbles. Cherokee darters breed from mid-
March to mid-June (FWS, 2014a). These species cannot survive in areas of heavy siltation or
impounded waterways (NatureServe, 2015).

Transco’s 2015 surveys identified Cherokee darters in eight waterbodies crossed by the
Project. These waterbodies included Shed Creek (MP 34.4), Little Pumpkinvine Creek (MP
36.0), Pumpkinvine Creek (MP 37.5), two unnamed tributaries to Pumpkinvine Creek (MP 42.0
and 43.5,), Marable Creek (MP 52.4), Jackson Creek (MP 55.3), and an unnamed tributary to
Jackson Creek (MP 55.4). All these waterbodies would be crossed using dry crossing methods
(e.g., flume or dam and pump), which involve isolating and temporarily diverting the flow of
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water around or across the trenching area; thereby, minimizing impacts on fisheries. Temporary
construction-related impacts would be limited primarily to short periods of increased turbidity
before installation of the pipeline during the installation of the upstream and downstream dams,
and following installation of the pipeline when the dams are pulled and flow across the restored
work area is re-established. Transco would implement mitigation measures outlined in its
Procedures to minimize impacts on these waterbodies during construction. None of these
waterbodies are proposed as withdrawal locations for water needed during construction (e.g.,
hydrostatic test water). With the implementation of Transco’s mitigation measures, we have
determined that the Project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the Cherokee darter.

Etowah Darter

The endangered Etowah darter is endemic to the Etowah River system in Northwest
Georgia (FWS, 2014a). This species inhabits creeks and medium sized rivers that contain quick
running water or shoal habitat over cobble bottoms (NatureServe, 2015). Etowah daters require
clear water with low siltation, and are known to be impacted by impounded water (NatureServe,
2015). Spawning is not well studied but believed to occur in spring. The female deposits 100 to
200 eggs into the sandy substrate (FWS, 2014a).

To determine the presence of the Etowah darter, Transco collected Nothonotus species
for mitochondrial DNA analysis. Etowah darters closely resemble the more common and
unlisted greenbreast darter and require mtDNA analysis to distinguish between the two species.
In February 2016, Transco released an Interim Nothonotus Darters mtDNA Report that disclosed
the current status of the analysis. The preliminary results suggest that all samples collected from
the Etowah River were greenbreast darters. Based on this initial evidence, a detectable
population of Etowah darters is unlikely to occur near the proposed Etowah River crossing.
Previous studies of Raccoon Creek indicated a presence of Etowah darters; however, Transco did
not find a presence during the 2015 survey. As a result of these findings and Transco’s
mitigation measures, we have determined that the Project may affect, but is not likely to affect the
Etowah darter or its designated critical habitat.

Georgia Aster

The Georgia aster is a candidate for listing under the ESA. This species range is limited
to the southeastern United States, including Georgia. It is a perennial herb that grows up to
40 inches tall with purple flowers that bloom in October to mid-November (NatureServe, 2015;
Chafin and Patrick, 2014). Georgia aster is typically found in open areas, rocky barrens, dry
hickory-pine forests, and utility right-of-ways. Fire-suppression practices and competition from
other species have resulted in declines of this species (NatureServe, 2015).

No species specific surveys were proposed for the Georgia aster based on consultation
with the FWS and GADNR. However, Transco identified 7 populations of the species between
MPs 38.2 and 40.2 containing approximately 300 individual plants during its plants surveys. To
minimize or avoid impacts on this species, Transco would implement the minimization measures
in the Terrestrial Species MOU, including cordoning off areas adjacent to construction
workspace that contain Georgia aster to prevent inadvertent disturbance by workers or
equipment. Transco would also fund a relocation, augmentation, and monitoring program
developed for the Georgia aster. Prior to construction, the FWS would temporarily relocate
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individuals within the proposed workspace. These plants would be taken into cultivation,
divided, strengthened, and returned to the Georgia Power and Transco rights-of-way following
Project restoration efforts. In accordance with the Terrestrial Species MOU, Transco would
implement special maintenance provisions in areas where Georgia aster is present, including
restricting mowing to outside the aster’s growing season (May 15 to November 15), cleaning
equipment to prevent introduction of invasive plant species, and leaving clippings on site to
encourage germination and recruitment of asters. With the implementation of the mitigation
measures outlined in the Terrestrial Species MOU, we have determined that the Project may
affect, but is not likely to affect the Georgia Aster.

Conclusion

As described at the beginning of this section, and in compliance with section 7 of the
ESA, we have requested the initiation of formal consultation with FWS for the Project. Because
consultation has not yet been completed with the FWS regarding potential impacts on federally
listed species within the Project area, we recommend that:

o Transco should not begin construction activities until:
a. the FERC staff completes the formal ESA consultation process; and
b. Transco has received written notification from the Director of OEP

that construction or use of mitigation may begin.
b. State Protected Species

Threatened and endangered species in Georgia are protected under the Endangered
Wildlife Act and Wildflowers Preservation Act. Seventy-eight state-listed species were
identified as potentially occurring within the Project area, 20 of which are also federally listed or
candidate species (see section B.4.a). The Project is expected to have no impact on 54 of the
58 remaining species based on Transco’s consultations with the GADNR and the result of field
surveys conducted for the Project. The remaining four state-listed species are discussed below.

Piedmont Barren Strawberry

The piedmont barren strawberry is a state-listed rare species in Georgia and is petitioned
for federal listing. This perennial, evergreen herbaceous plant is low lying and spreads by
horizontal stolons and rhizomes (NatureServe, 2015). It is typically found in cool, rich woods,
stream terraces, and the rocky slopes of mixed forests. Logging activities and the spread
invasive species are the largest threat to this species (Chafin, 2009).

Transco has completed 95 percent of its proposed surveys for piedmont barren
strawberry. One population, totaling approximately 100 individuals spread over 0.05 acre, was
identified near MP 13.4. Construction of the Project facilities in this area would result in direct
impacts on this population. To mitigate these impacts Transco would implement the
minimization measures in the Terrestrial Species MOU, including cordoning off areas adjacent
to construction workspace that contain piedmont barren strawberry to prevent inadvertent
disturbance by workers or equipment. Transco would also fund a third-party salvage and
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relocation plan, which will be developed by the FWS and GADNR, for the individuals within the
construction workspace. With the implementation of the mitigation measures outlined in the
Terrestrial Species MOU, we have determined that the Project would result in temporary and
minor impacts on the piedmont barren strawberry.

Bluestripe Shiner

The bluestripe shiner is a state-listed rare species in Georgia that is petitioned for federal
listing. This species is endemic to the Apalachicola River basin and inhabits main stem rivers
that contain fast moving currents over sand (Dinkins and Freeman, 2009; NatureServe, 2015).
Spawning occurs from April until August and eggs are deposited in rock crevasses. Bluestripe
shiners are threatened by siltation and impoundment of streams (Dinkins and Freeman, 2009).

Transco’s 2015 surveys identified bluestripe shiners in two waterbodies crossed by the
Project: Snake Creek (MP 10.3) and Dog River (MP 22.5). Dog River would be crossed using a
dry crossing method. As discussed above, use of a dry crossing method would reduce impacts
during construction. Snake Creek would be crossed using the wet open-cut method. To
minimize impacts at this crossing, Transco would implement measures outlined in its Procedures
including installing turbidity curtains downstream of the crossing location, completing the
crossing outside the spawning season, and limiting the construction time in the waterbody.
Neither of these waterbodies are proposed as withdrawal locations for water needed during
construction. With the implementation of Transco’s mitigation measures, we have determined
that the Project would result in temporary and minor impacts on the bluestripe shiner.

Highscale Shiner

The highscale shiner is a small, light-colored minnow that is state-listed rare in Georgia.
It occupies benthic habitats of sandy pools, streams and small tributaries in Georgia and eastern
Alabama (Freeman and Albanese, 2009). The highscale shiner is known to feed on small aquatic
invertebrates and insects. The ecology and breeding behavior of the highscale shiner is not well
studied. This species is threatened by the impoundment of rivers and siltation from construction
activity (Freeman and Albanese, 2009; NatureServe, 2015).

Transco’s 2015 surveys identified highscale shiners in four waterbodies crossed by the
Project: Wahoo Creek (MP 4.6), Crawfish Creek (MP 22.3), and Keaton Creek (MPs 23.5 and
25.6). Crawfish Creek and Keaton Creek would be crossed using a dry crossing method. Wahoo
Creek would be crossed using the wet open-cut method. Impacts associated with these crossing
methods are discussed above. None of these waterbodies are proposed as withdrawal locations
for water needed during construction. With implementation of Transco’s mitigation measures,
we have determined that the Project would result in temporary and minor impacts on the
highscale shiner.

Lined Chub

The lined-chub is a small minnow that is state-listed rare in Georgia. Lined chubs are
silvery-white below and yellow above (NatureServe, 2015). This species inhabits streams
containing moderate current over sandy or gravel substrates (Albanese, 2008).
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Transco’s 2015 surveys identified lined chubs in two waterbodies crossed by the Project:
Little Pumpkinvine Creek (MP 36.0) and Pumpkinvine Creek (MP 38.3). These waterbodies
would be crossed using a dry crossing method. Impacts associated with this crossing method are
discussed above. Neither of these waterbodies are proposed as withdrawal locations for water
needed during construction. With implementation of Transco’s mitigation measures, we have
determined that the Project would result in temporary and minor impacts on the lined chub.

Conclusion

Based on Transco’s proposed construction techniques and the implementation of
minimization and mitigation measures, we conclude that construction and operation of the
Project would not significantly impact any state-listed species in Georgia.

5. Land Use and Visual Resources

a. Land Use

Construction of the Project would disturb about 1,710.1 acres of land, including
1,455.0 acres for pipeline right-of-way and ATWS, 90.5 acres for access roads, 89.7 acres for
contractor yards, and 75.0 acres for aboveground facilities. Following construction, about
745.0 acres would be retained for operation of the Project, including 687.4 acres for permanent
pipeline right-of-way, 22.2 acres of permanent access roads, and 35.4 acres for aboveground
facilities. Table B.5.a-1 summarizes the acres of each land use type that would be affected by
construction and operation of the Project facilities.

Upland Forest

Forested areas in the Project are dominated by trees generally greater than 15 feet tall and
include both deciduous and evergreen tree species. About 640.8 acres of upland forest would be
affected during construction of the Project. Construction activities in these forested areas would
require removal of all trees within the construction corridor and workspaces. Impacts would
range from long-term within temporary work areas to permanent within areas where forested
land would be converted to other land use types. Temporary work areas would be allowed to
revegetate following construction. About 282.3 acres of upland forest within the permanent
pipeline right-of-way would be converted to open land. In addition, operation of the
aboveground facilities and permanent access roads would result in the permanent conversion of
31.8 acres of upland forest to industrial uses.

Planted Pine

Planted pine occurs in the Project area in plantations that typically consist of “tree farms”
or areas of active silviculture. Common planted pine species include southern yellow pine
species, which include longleaf pine; shortleaf pine; loblolly pine, and slash pine. Construction
of the Project would affect about 155.0 acres of planted pine forest. Following construction,
about 66.9 acres of these areas would be converted to open land for the permanent right-of-way
and 8.1 acres would be converted to industrial uses for the operation of the aboveground
facilities and permanent access roads. The remaining areas of managed forest would be allowed
to revert to preconstruction conditions.
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TABLE B.5.a-1

Acres of Land Affected by Construction and Operation of the Dalton Expansion Project

Agricultural Wetlands/ Developed
Upland Forest Open Lands Land Planted Pine Open Water Land Project total

Facility Con. Oper. Con. Oper. Con. Oper. Con. Oper. Con. Oper. Con. Oper. Con. Oper.
Pipeline Facilities

Pipeline Right-of-Way 4643 2823 3012 1764 2232 1384 110.2 66.9 30.1 19.8 7.3 35 1136.2 687.4

ATWS 103.5 0.0 110.2 0.0 79.3 0 21.7 0.0 0.7 0.0 34 0.0 318.8 0.0

Contractor Yards 0.1 0.0 26.0 0.0 50.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.1 0.0 89.7 0.0

Subtotal 567.8 2823 4373 1764 353.0 1384 1319 66.9 30.8 19.8 23.8 35 1544.7 687.4

Aboveground Facilities

Compressor Station 53.1 26.0 8.7 11 0.5 0.0 3.1 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 65.7 30.2

116

Beasley Road Meter 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.6 2.9 1.6

Station

Looper Bridge Road 12 0.8 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 2.0 0.8

Meter Station

Murray Meter Station 0.1 0.0 1.6 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.8

Access Roads 17.9 43 35.8 8.9 13.2 31 20.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.9 90.5 22.2

Mainline Valves 0.7 0.7 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 11 11

Cathodic 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.9

Protection/Anode Bed

Sites

Subtotal 73.0 31.8 49.3 12.3 14.5 3.7 231 8.1 0.0 0.0 55 1.6 165.4 57.6

Project Total 640.8 3141 486.5 188.7 367.6 1421 155.0 75.0 30.8 19.8 29.3 5.1 1710.1 745.0

Notes: Con. = Construction; Oper. = Operation. The totals shown in this table may not equal the sum of addends due to rounding.
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Open Lands

Open land communities in the Project areas include open space, scrub-shrub areas,
roadway and utility corridors, as well as fallow fields, and waterbodies. The Project would affect
about 486.5 acres of open land during construction activities. The permanent right-of-way in
these areas would be maintained in an herbaceous state and would not result in a change in land
use. However, the operation of aboveground facilities and permanent access roads would require
the conversion of 12.3 acres of open land to industrial uses.

Agricultural Lands

Agricultural land in the Project area consists primarily of improved pasture lands and to a
lesser extent actively cultivated annual crops, such as corn, soybeans, vegetables, tobacco, and
cotton; and perennial woody crops, such as orchards and vineyards. The Project would affect
about 367.6 acres of agricultural land during construction. Transco would implement measures
outlined in its Plan, including topsoil segregation and compaction mitigation, when constructing
through agricultural lands to preserve soil productivity. Following construction, agricultural land
would be restored to its original use, except at the aboveground facility sites and permanent
access roads. Operation of these facilities would remove about 3.7 acres of agricultural land
from future production.

We received several comments related to impacts on land use, particularly tracts of lands
with agricultural covenants within Paulding County. Transco has generally routed the Project
pipeline to avoid these designated tracts of land or reduce the crossing length. Transco would
implement measures outlined in its Plan and Procedures to minimize or avoid impacts on the
tracts that would be crossed.

Developed Land

Developed land in the Project areas is primarily low density residential areas composed
of single-family housing units. The Project would affect about 29.3 acres of developed land
during construction, of which about 5.1 acres would be retained for operational activities.

In total, 26 residences were identified within 50 feet of the construction work area.
Construction across residential properties generally necessitates additional mitigation to address
safety during construction and to minimize impacts near residences. Transco would implement
measures to protect existing residential and commercial structures including, but not limited to
avoiding the removal of mature trees; fencing the construction work area; and reducing pipeline
separation to stay farther from residences. Immediately after backfilling the trench; Transco
would restore all lawn areas. If major impacts cannot be avoided, Transco would purchase the
residence or structure. For each of the 26 residences, Transco has developed site-specific plans
that show how the Project would affect the property and identify construction requirements to
minimize impacts on residences (see appendix I). We have reviewed the site-specific residential
construction plans and find the plans are acceptable to minimize impacts to the extent
practicable. However, we encourage the owners of each of these residences to provide us
comments on the plan specific for their property.
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Public Land, Recreation, and Special Interest Areas

The Project pipeline would cross two WMASs, Paulding Forest WMA and Coosawattee
WMA, which have the primary purpose of supporting wildlife conservation and allowing public
access to hunting, fishing, and other outdoor recreational activities (GADNR, 2015b). The
Paulding Forest WMA consists of state, county, and city owned land, and land leased annually
from private landowners. The Project would cross lands owned by the City of Atlanta within the
Paulding Forest WMA between MPs 37.8 and 41.0 and result in about 51.5 acres of temporary
disturbance and 27.6 acres of new permanent right-of-way, a majority of which would parallel an
existing transmission line right-of-way. The Coosawattee WMA is located in Murray County
between MPs 99.6 and 100.3 and consists of land leased annually and managed cooperatively
with GADNR and private landowners. Construction through the Coosawattee WMA would
result in about 8.3 acres of temporary disturbance and 4.0 acres of new permanent right-of-way.
Transco would implement required restrictions, mitigation measures, agreement alterations, and
restoration measures agreed upon as part of easement negotiation and acquisition process with
the WMAs that would be crossed by the Project.

Three waterbodies that would be crossed by the Project pipeline, Sweetwater Creek, the
Conasauga River, and the Etowah River, are listed on the National Park Service National Rivers
Inventory. The Conasauga River would be crossed by HDD to avoid in-stream impacts. A dry-
ditch crossing method would be used to cross Sweetwater Creek. Transco would cross
Sweetwater Creek in accordance with its Procedures and is currently coordinating additional
appropriate impact minimization construction measures with the FWS and GADNR. The
Etowah River would be crossed via a wet open-cut method, and Transco has submitted a site-
specific crossing plan to reduce impacts on the river during construction (see section B.2.b).
Transco has submitted the plan with the COE as part of its Pre-Construction Notification for a
Nationwide Permit. = Based on Transco’s proposed construction techniques and the
implementation of minimization and mitigation measures, we conclude that construction and
operation of the Project would not adversely affect the natural, cultural, and recreational values
of these waterbodies.

Two recreational waterbodies, the Chattahoochee River and the Etowah River, would be
crossed by the Project. The Chattahoochee River would be crossed by HDD to avoid in-stream
work and recreational impacts. To address potential impacts on recreational use of the Etowah
River during construction, Transco filed a Draft Aid to Navigation Plan®. According to the plan,
an 80-foot-wide section of the river would be left free flowing during a majority of the instream
construction activities by leaving construction of the proposed equipment bridge incomplete thus
allowing recreational users access through the construction area. However, as construction nears
the open portion of the river, the bridge would be completed and access through the construction
area would be prohibited for a period between 2 to 4 weeks. The plan identifies portage
locations to be used during the period when downstream access is prohibited, and includes a
detailed signage plan to inform recreational users of access limitations and portage locations.

Transco’ aid to navigation plan for the Etowah River crossing can be viewed on the FERC Internet website at http://www.ferc.gov as part of
Transco’s September 30, 2015 supplemental filing (appendix I1.X). Using the “eLibrary” link, select “Advanced Search” from the eLibrary
menu and enter 20150930-5242 in the “Accession Number” field. The figures are also available for public inspection at the FERC’s Public
Reference Room in Washington, DC (call (202) 502-8317 for instructions).
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The Project pipeline would cross six Roundup Routes of the Trail of Tears National
Historic Trail, which is administered by the NPS. Each of the Roundup Routes crossed are
currently paved public roads. Impacts on the Trail of Tears Roundup Routes are discussed in
more detail in section B.7. In addition, the Project would cross the Silver Comet Trail in
Paulding County at about MP 42.6, a rails-to-trails project. The Silver Comet Trail is a
61.5-mile-long paved recreational trail that extends from Smyrna, Georgia to the Alabama state
line. Transco would cross the Silver Comet Trail by conventional subsurface boring to avoid
impacts. Transco is currently working with Georgia Department of Transportation to obtain a
crossing permit and would implement mitigation measures as required by the crossing permit.

The Project would not cross and is not located within 0.25 mile of any registered natural
landmarks, areas of critical environmental concerns, National Wilderness Areas, National
Primitive Areas, National Scenic Areas, National Wild and Scenic Rivers, National Recreation
Areas, National Wildlife Refuges, National Monument Areas, National Historic Areas, National
Forests, National Protection Areas, Special Management Areas, Natural Botanical Areas, Scenic
Recreation Areas, or Scenic Wildlife Areas. The project is located within 0.25 mile of the
Clinton Nature Preserve in Douglas County, a 200-acre park owed by Douglas County; however,
the project does not cross the preserve.

No known contaminated sites have been identified within 500 feet of the Project
facilities. Transco does not anticipate any contaminated sediments would be encountered as a
result of construction of the Project.

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency flood insurance rate maps,
about 14.6 miles of the pipeline route would be located within 100-year floodplains. None of the
pipeline route would be located in 500-year floodplains. None of the proposed aboveground
facilities would be located within 100- or 500-year floodplains. EO 11988 directs federal
agencies to lead the Nation by example by demonstrating a comprehensive approach to
floodplain management. The Order requires agencies to:

1) avoid, to the extent possible, the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated
with the occupancy and modification of floodplains; and

2) avoid the direct or indirect support of floodplain development whenever there is a
practicable alternative.

EO 11988 establishes avoidance of actions on the base of the floodplain, or the 100-year
floodplain, as the preferred method for meeting these requirements. Impacts on 100-year
floodplains crossed by the pipeline would be restored following construction and would not
reduce flood storage capacity. Further, no aboveground facilities would be sited in floodplains.
Based on these factors we conclude that the use of the proposed Project does not conflict with
the intent of EO 11988.

Based on the implementation of the proposed mitigation measures and the fact that the
majority of the disturbed areas would be restored and allowed to revert back to previous
conditions following construction, we conclude that construction and operation of the Project
would not have a significant impact on land use.
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b. Planned Developments

Transco identified 22 planned residential developments that would either be crossed by
the construction work area or located within 0.25 mile. Of these, 12 would be crossed by the
pipeline. At two of the developments that would be crossed by the Project facilities no lots
would be affected. Transco has purchased three lots in one development and is currently
conducting negotiations to minimize impacts and determine mitigation and compensation with
nine other developments that would be crossed by the Project. The remaining 10 developments
would not be crossed but are located less than 0.1 mile from the Project workspace. Many of the
residential subdivisions have been partially or mostly developed.

We received several comments regarding whether the Project would be consistent with
county and city future improvement plans. Transco stated it has developed relationships with the
stakeholders in each county to gather feedback on potential land uses and ultimately influence
pipeline routing decisions. In addition, Transco is working with federal, state, and local
permitting agencies to develop installation plans and mitigation techniques that result in avoiding
or minimizing the effects of pipeline construction.

With the implementation of Transco’s proposed mitigation measures, we conclude that
planned developments would not be significantly affected by the Project.

C. Visual Resources

The Project would be collocated within existing transmission line or roadway corridors
for about 49 percent (54.9 miles) of the Dalton Lateral and 60 percent (1.2 miles) of the AGL
Spur. The existing rights-of-way have been affected previously by other utility activities and are
maintained periodically. Construction activities within or adjacent to existing rights-of-way
typically minimize impacts on visual resources because new fragmentation of vegetation is
minimized. Pipeline facilities not collocated would result in a new 50-foot maintained
permanent right-of-way.

The Project would not cross any designated scenic areas. Temporary visual impacts
would occur primarily during active construction due to construction equipment and disturbed
soil and vegetation. After completion of construction, the temporary rights-of-way and ATWS
would be restored to approximately preconstruction contours and allowed to revert to
preconstruction uses and cover type. The long-term visual impacts resulting from the widening
of existing right-of-way and creation of a new easement would be permanent but minor.

Compressor Station 116 and the Murray Meter Station would be constructed in an
undeveloped and forested area, respectively, with a forested buffer being retained around each
facility to reduce visibility. The Looper Bridge Road Meter Station and Beasley Road Meter
Station would be located adjacent and/or within 0.5 mile of industrial facilities; therefore, both
facilities are not expected to contribute to any visual effects in their respective areas. Transco
would discuss visual impacts and determine screening mitigation during negotiations with
individual landowners. Based on the minor impacts of the Project and its location, the
aboveground facilities would represent a minor visual alternation that would persist for the life of
the Project.
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6. Socioeconomics

The potential socioeconomic effects of construction and operation of the Project include
temporary changes in population levels or local demographics, increased opportunities for
employment, increased demand for housing and public services, transportation impacts, and an
increase in government revenue associated with sales, payroll, and property taxes within the
Project area. The Project Area encompasses Coweta, Carroll, Douglas, Paulding, Bartow,
Gordon, Murray, and Whitfield Counties in Georgia.

a. Population and Employment

A summary of selected demographic and socioeconomic conditions for affected
communities is provided in Table B.6.a-1. Population estimates in the Project area range from
39,410 in Murray County to 148,987 in Paulding County. Population density, a general indicator
of the extent of development in the Project area, ranges from 114 persons per square mile in
Murray County to 694 persons per square mile in Douglas County (U.S. Census Bureau, 2015b).
The civilian labor force within the counties crossed by the Project includes more than
405,468 individuals whose major employment sectors are educational, health, and social
services; manufacturing; professional, scientific, management, and administrative services; and
retail trade. Unemployment rates in the counties crossed by the Project range from 8 to
13 percent (U.S. Census Bureau, 2015a).

TABLE B.6.a-1
Existing Economic Conditions for the Dalton Expansion Project
Population Rental Civilian Unemployment

Density (persons Per Capita Vacancy Rate Labor Rate Major
County Population®  per square mile) 2 Income ? (percent) ® Force® (percent) ° Industries ™ ©
Coweta 135,571 307 $27,462 5.3 65,332 7.9 E,M,R
Carroll 114,093 229 $21,384 6.2 53,893 13.1 E,M,R
Douglas 138,776 694 $23,356 6.8 68,029 11.5 E,R,P
Paulding 148,987 477 $24,868 5.7 75,674 9.9 E,R,P
Bartow 101,736 221 $21,715 8.5 48,804 10.5 E,M,R
Gordon 56,047 158 $19,595 10.7 25,701 9.5 M, E,R
Murray 39,410 114 $16,481 7.8 17,658 11.9 M, E,R
Whitfield 103,542 356 $20,124 14.0 50,377 11.7 M, E,R
Sources:
a U.S. Census Bureau, 2015b
b U.S. Census Bureau, 2015a
¢ Major industries include: educational services, and health care and social assistance (E); manufacturing (M);

professional, scientific, and management, and administrative and waste management services (P); and retail trade (R).

Construction of the Project is expected to begin in summer 2016 and last through May
2017. The construction workforce would be about 781 to 960 workers, of which the majority of
the workforce (80 to 95 percent or 625 to 912 workers) would come from outside of the local
area. The total peak workforce would consist of 840 workers for construction of the pipeline,
88 workers for the construction of Compressor Station 116, and 32 workers for the construction
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of the three meter stations. Temporary population levels would increase as workers with
specialized skills locate into the area. However, workers would be distributed along the length
of the Project route, thereby minimizing the potential impact on population levels and
demographics in any particular county. The influx of non-local workers would result in a
temporary, negligible population increase within the affected counties.

Construction of the Project could result in the hiring of up to 192 local workers.
Additional jobs would also be created because of secondary activities associated with
construction of the Project. These jobs would represent a temporary, minor increase in
employment within the area.

During operation, the Project would employ five additional staff to operate Compressor
Station 116 and other Project facilities.

b. Housing

Rental vacancy rates within the counties crossed by the Project range from 5 percent in
Coweta County to 14 percent in Whitfield County, Georgia. Within these counties, there are
more than 15,000 rental units, 34 recreational vehicle and trailer parks, and 84 hotels/motels
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2015a; Yellowbook, 2015; Google Maps, 2015; Global Hotel Database,
2015).

At its peak, construction of the Project would require up to 912 non-local workers, most
of which are not expected to be accompanied by families. The temporary housing available
within the Project area would be capable of meeting the temporary and moderate increased
demand for housing resulting from construction of the Project. Additional temporary housing
would be available in counties adjacent to the Project as well. The Project could have a short-
term positive impact on the area rental industry through higher occupancy rates.

The five operational staff for Compressor Station 116 and other Project facilities that
would be hired permanently would have a negligible long-term effect on housing demand.

C. Public Services

The numbers of existing public services available in each county crossed by the Project
are found in table B.6.c-1. Construction of the Project could temporarily increase demand for
medical, police, and fire protection services in the event of an emergency. Transco would work
with local law enforcement and emergency response agencies to coordinate effective emergency
procedures for the Project during construction and operation (see section B.9.a). Based on the
number of existing police and fire stations and emergency medical services in the area, it is
unlikely that the Project would represent an increased burden on the public services in the area.
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TABLE B.6.c-1
Existing Public Services for the Dalton Expansion Project
Public Nearest Hospital to
County Schools ? Project Segments Police Services ° Fire Services ©
Coweta 31 Piedmont Newnan Hospital 1 state, 1 county, 2 municipal 2 county stations
Carroll 31 Tanner Medical Center 1 state, 1 county, 5 municipal 1 county station, 2 volunteer
Douglas 35 Wellstar Douglas Hospital 1 state, 1 county, 1 municipal 1 county station
Paulding 34 1 county, 2 municipal 1 county station
Bartow 25 Cartersville Medical Center 1 state, 1 county, 5 municipal 2 county stations, 1
volunteer
Gordon 15 Gordon Hospital 1 state, 2 county, 2 municipal 1 volunteer
Murray 11 Murray Medical Center 1 county, 2 municipal 3 volunteer
Whitfield 33 2 state, 2 county, 5 municipal, 1 private 1 county station, 2 volunteer
a National Center for Education Statistics, 2015
b USACops, 2015
¢ U.S. Fire Administration, 2015
d. Transportation

Construction of the Project could result in minor, short-term impacts on the transportation
network due to movement of and delivery of equipment, materials, and workers. Construction
hours would typically be scheduled to take advantage of daylight hours; therefore, most workers
would commute to and from the construction right-of-way during off-peak hours. The level of
project-related traffic should remain consistent throughout the construction period as
construction proceeds along the Project corridor. To minimize traffic congestion, Transco would
encourage construction workers to leave their personal vehicles at the contractor yards and share
rides to the construction right-of-way. Transco has identified several contractor yards along the
Project route that would accommodate parking for construction workers. Major highways,
railroads, and some paved roads would be crossed by boring or HDD. The drilling would result
in limiting or avoiding impacts on surface traffic flows. To minimize traffic delays at open-cut
road crossings, Transco would establish detours before and during construction. If no reasonable
detours are feasible, at least one traffic lane of the road would be left open, except for brief
periods of road closure for Project construction. Appropriate traffic control measures, such as
flagmen and signs, would be used to ensure the safety of local traffic. Prior to construction,
Transco would consult with and obtain all necessary permits from relevant agencies in each
county crossed by the Project. To ensure safe travel conditions, contractors would be required to
adhere to local vehicle weight restrictions, roads would be swept to reduce the deposition of soil,
and mats or other measures would be utilized to protect the road surface at equipment crossings.
As a result of these measures, we do not expect construction of the Project to have a major
impact on road traffic.

e. Property Values
We received several comments regarding the Project’s potential impact on property

values and related economic considerations. These concerns generally centered on the
devaluation of property and property taxes within a pipeline easement.
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Typically, an easement would be used to convey both temporary (construction-related)
and permanent rights-of-way to Transco. The easement would give Transco the right to access,
construct, operate, and maintain the pipeline. In return, Transco would compensate the
landowner. If the Project is issued a Certificate, an easement could be obtained by use of
eminent domain. In that case, the property owner would still be compensated by Transco but the
amount of compensation would be determined by the courts.

The effect that a pipeline easement may have on property value is a damage-related issue
that would be negotiated between the parties during the easement acquisition process. The
easement acquisition process is designed to provide fair compensation to the landowner for the
right to use the property for pipeline construction and operation. Appraisal methods used to
value land are typically based on objective characteristics of the property and any improvements.
The impact a pipeline could have on a property’s value could vary greatly based on many factors
including the size of the tract, the values of adjacent properties, the presence of other utilities, the
current value of the land, and the current land use. Subjective valuation is generally not
considered in appraisals. A potential purchaser of property may make a decision to purchase
land based on his or her planned use. An industrial user might find the pipeline (i.e., a potential
source of energy for an industrial plant) preferable; a farmer or resident may or may not find it
objectionable. If the presence of a pipeline renders a planned use infeasible, it is possible that a
potential purchaser would decide not to purchase the property; however, each potential purchaser
has different criteria and differing capabilities to purchase land.

Property taxes for a piece of property are generally based on the actual use of the land.
Construction of the pipeline would not change the general use of the land but would preclude
construction of aboveground structures on the permanent right-of-way. If a landowner believes
that the presence of a pipeline easement impacts the value of his or her land, resulting in an
overpayment of property taxes, he or she could appeal the issue of the assessment and
subsequent property taxation to the local property tax agency.

Several studies have looked at the effect of pipelines on sales and property values. We
acknowledge that most were conducted on behalf of the natural gas transmission industry.
However, our analysis did not identify any relevant studies to refute the conclusions presented
here. A report by Allen, Williford & Seale, Inc., which was prepared in 2001 for the Interstate
Natural Gas Association of America Foundation, Inc., evaluated the impact of natural gas
pipelines on real estate in four separate and geographically diverse areas, including two suburban
areas, one rural area, and one commercial area crossed by one to multiple natural gas pipelines.
The study concluded that there was no significant impact on property sale prices along natural
gas pipelines nor by the pipeline size or the product carried. Additionally, other studies have
reached similar conclusions, including: PGP Valuation Inc. (2008) for Palomar Gas
Transmission Inc.; ECONorthwest (Fruits, 2008) for the Oregon LNG Project; Diskin, Friedman,
Peppas, and Peppas (2011); and Hansen et al. (2006).

f. Economy and Tax Revenues

We received several comments regarding local tax revenue associated with the Project.
Construction and operation of the Project would have a beneficial impact through tax generation.
A portion of the Project construction payroll would be spent locally for the purchase of housing,
food, and entertainment during construction and operation. During construction, workers would
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spend $28.64 million with about $7.16 million spent locally. Additionally, a portion of the
materials for construction of the Project (e.g., fuel, fencing, concrete, sand, and gravel) would be
purchased from vendors within the Project counties. The majority of the construction-related
purchases would be subject to state sales tax of 7 percent, except Whitfield County where it is
6 percent (Georgia Department of Revenue, 2015) and would generate an estimated $1.0 million
in state and local sales taxes. During construction, and estimated $3.92 million of tax revenue
from state and local sales, income, and property taxes would be created.

Beneficial impacts to the local economies during operation of the Project would include
the payroll associated with the hiring of the five permanent staff to operate Compressor
Station 116 and continued operations of the Project facilities. Operation of the Project would
provide additional tax revenues through ad valorem and property taxes, estimated to be
$1.8 million annually. Table B.6.f-1 summarizes the estimated taxes that would be generated
annually in each county.

TABLE B.6.f-1
Annual Ad Valorem and Property Taxes Associated with the Operation of the
Dalton Expansion Project
County, State Ad Valorem and Property Taxes Generated
Coweta $125,047
Carroll $475,651
Douglas $175,200
Paulding $350,068
Bartow $300,049
Gordon $175,004
Murray $175,001
Whitfield $10,018
State $3,828
Project Area Total (dollars per year) $1,789,866
g. Environmental Justice

EO 12898 on Environmental Justice recognizes the importance of using the NEPA
process to identify and address, as appropriate, any disproportionately high and adverse health or
environmental effects of federal programs, policies, or activities on minority populations and
low-income groups. The provisions of EO 12898 apply equally to Native American programs.
Consistent with EO 12898, the CEQ has called on federal agencies to actively scrutinize the
following issues with respect to environmental justice:

o the racial and economic composition of affected communities;

o health-related issues that may amplify project effects to minority or low-income
individuals; and

o public participation strategies, including community or tribal participation in the
NEPA process.
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Table B.6.g-1 summarizes the minority and low income populations throughout the
Project area compared to the state and federal averages.

TABLE B.6.g-1
Demographics and Low Income Populations for the Dalton Expansion Project
Percent Black Percent Percent
Percent of Persons Percent White or African Hispanic or Percent Native
Country/State/County Below Poverty Level Non-Hispanic American Latino Asian American
UNITED STATES 14.8 62.1 13.2 17.4 54 1.2
Georgia 18.3 54.3 315 9.3 3.8 0.5
Coweta 12.5 71.9 18.0 6.7 1.9 0.4
Carroll 22.9 71.8 19.1 6.5 1.0 0.5
Douglas 14.2 44.9 435 8.9 1.7 0.4
Paulding 10.7 73.8 18.0 5.7 11 0.4
Bartow 14.3 78.7 10.9 8.0 1.0 0.6
Gordon 17.8 78.2 4.4 15.2 1.1 0.6
Murray 18.7 83.3 1.4 14.0 0.5 0.9
Whitfield 20.7 60.1 4.4 33.3 1.6 1.4
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2015b

The EPA provides guidance on determining whether there is a minority or low-income
community to be addressed in a NEPA analysis. According to this guidance, low-income
populations are those that fall within the annual statistical poverty thresholds. A poverty area is
defined by the U.S. Census Bureau as a census tract or other area where at least 20 percent of the
residents are below the poverty level. Minority population issues must be addressed when they
encompass over 50 percent of an affected area or when the minority population percentage of the
affected area is substantially greater than the minority percentage in the larger area of the general
population.

As shown in table B.6.g-1, Carroll and Whitfield Counties have poverty levels over
20 percent. The proposed route of the pipeline is anchored at the ends by the source and
destination of the gas. Between these points, a number of factors are considered including:

o collocating with existing corridors to reduce impacts;
. avoiding sensitive resources; and
o minimizing the impact and cost by utilizing the shortest route that accommodates

the first two factors.

A pipeline corridor of any length typically traverses a diverse mixture of economic and
racial assemblages. Figure B.6.g-1 illustrates that the proposed route crosses through population
areas with different economic status.
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Douglas County is the only county with a minority population over 50 percent. In order
to identify populations with potential environmental justice concerns crossed by the Project, the
EPA EJSCREEN mapping and screening tool was employed. As shown in table B.6.g-2, the
minority population percentage within 29 of the 33 Census Block Groups crossed by the Project
is less than the percentage within the respective county crossed by the Project. Based upon
results from the EJSCREEN tool, the Project would not disproportionately affect minority
populations. Impacts would be evenly distributed along the Project route. Given the spatial
distribution of the Project area, impacts to one locality are expected to be minor.

TABLE B.6.g-2
Minority Populations Within the Dalton Expansion Project Area
Minority Population (Percent)
Census Census Block
Block Group County Group County ? EPA Region 4 State United States
130771701003 Coweta 17 27 36 44 36
130459108002 Carroll 5 27 36 44 36
130459108001 Carroll 11 27 36 44 36
130970804023 Douglas 12 51 36 44 36
130970804022 Douglas 8 51 36 44 36
130970804021 Douglas 13 51 36 44 36
130970804031 Douglas 37 51 36 44 36
130970804043 Douglas 45 51 36 44 36
132231206051 Paulding 18 25 36 44 36
132231204003 Paulding 14 25 36 44 36
132231204002 Paulding 20 25 36 44 36
132231204001 Paulding 19 25 36 44 36
132231203021 Paulding 17 25 36 44 36
132231203023 Paulding 43 25 36 44 36
132231203021 Paulding 17 25 36 44 36
132231201041 Paulding 11 25 36 44 36
132231201031 Paulding 18 25 36 44 36
130159610001 Bartow 9 16 36 44 36
130159610002 Bartow 6 16 36 44 36
130159610004 Bartow 17 16 36 44 36
130159610003 Bartow 11 16 36 44 36
130159603002 Bartow 9 16 36 44 36
130159603001 Bartow 16 16 36 44 36
130159602005 Bartow 2 16 36 44 36
130159602001 Bartow 5 16 36 44 36
131299708003 Gordon 10 20 36 44 36
131299708001 Gordon 26 20 36 44 36
131299704001 Gordon 19 20 36 44 36
131299703001 Gordon 2 20 36 44 36
131299702001 Gordon 7 20 36 44 36
132130107003 Murray 0 16 36 44 36
132130107002 Murray 9 16 36 44 36
133130012002 Whitfield 45 38 36 44 36
Source: EPA, 2015a
@ Minority population percentages presented in the EJSCREEN tool are based on the 2008-2012 American Community
Survey 5-Year Estimates. Therefore, county percentages vary slightly from those listed in table B.6.g-1, which are based
on the 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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Construction and operation of the Project would create temporary economic benefits for
local communities by generating employment opportunities and local expenditures by workers.
Completion of the Project would also result in an increase in state and local property tax
revenues. These economic benefits could potentially impact minority and low-income
populations in the counties crossed by the Project. We conclude that no disproportionately high
and adverse impacts on environmental justice populations would be expected. Also, no
disproportionately high and adverse impacts on environmental justice populations as a result of
impacts on other resources would be expected.

7. Cultural Resources

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, requires
FERC to take into account the effect of its undertakings (including the issuance of certificates)
on any properties listed in, or eligible for listing in, the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) and to provide the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) an opportunity to
comment on the undertaking. Transco, as a non-federal party, is assisting the FERC in meeting
its obligations under section 106 of the NHPA by preparing the necessary information, analyses
and recommendations as authorized by 36 CFR Part 800.2(a)(3).

The FERC defines the area of potential effect (APE) for direct effects to include the
construction right-of-way along the pipeline route, ATWS areas, compressor/meter station,
staging areas, and new or to-be-improved access roads. The APE for indirect (visual or audible)
effects includes those aboveground ancillary facilities or other Project elements that are visible
from historic properties in which setting contributes to their NRHP-eligibility.

Transco conducted cultural resource surveys between June 2014 and October 2015 for
the Project pipeline route and associated aboveground facilities. This included archaeological
surveys along the pipeline route and an inventory of all historic structures within the Project
viewshed. Cultural resources surveys were conducted within a 600-foot-wide survey corridor
and the total acreage of aboveground facility construction footprints plus an additional 50-foot-
wide buffer. To date, archaeological survey has been completed for about 111.4 miles of the
total 114.9 miles of pipeline corridor, Compressor Station 116, and three M&R stations. Historic
structures surveys have been completed along the entire pipeline route. Archaeological surveys
have not been completed for about 3.5 miles of the pipeline corridor, access roads, contractor
yards, and staging areas. Historic structures surveys have not been conducted at the compressor
station, M&R stations, access roads, and contractor yards.

The archaeological survey identified 62 isolated finds, three previously recorded sites,
and 61 newly recorded archaeological sites within the APE. The sites include 36 prehistoric
sites, 8 historic sites, and 20 sites containing both historic and prehistoric components (Cardno,
Inc., 2015b). A majority (48) of the archaeological sites (30 prehistoric, 5 historic, and
13 containing both historic and prehistoric components) and all 62 isolated finds are
recommended as not eligible for listing in the NRHP.

Sixteen sites have not been evaluated for listing in the NRHP. Transco recommends that
seven sites with unknown eligibility (three prehistoric [9BR1131, 9G0261, and 9GO305, which
includes the previously recorded site 9GO306], one historic [9PA553], and three multi-
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component [9BR1132, 9G0336, and 9PA517]) be avoided or undergo additional testing to
determine their eligibility for listing in the NRHP.

Transco recommends a metal detection survey for historic site (9BR1170). The
remaining eight unevaluated sites could not be delineated to their fullest extent due to
environmental conditions, land access, or survey corridor limits; however, the portion of these
sites located within the APE are recommended as not eligible for listing in the NRHP due to the
lack of research potential.

Three historic cemeteries (9BR1069, 9CL433, and 9D0201) were identified and would
be avoided by the Project. Transco recommends a ground penetrating radar survey at the
cemeteries to confirm the boundaries and ensure the Project does not affect unidentified portions
of the cemeteries.

In October 2015, Transco conducted a submerged cultural resources pedestrian and
remote sensing survey of the Project where it crosses the Etowah River in order to identify any
submerged cultural features such as rock dams or fish weirs (Faught, 2016). No cultural
resources were identified during this survey.

The historic resource survey identified 54 historic resources located within the APE,
including one NRHP-listed historic district (Etowah Valley District), one NRHP-listed historic
property (John Thomas Carnes Family Log House), 43 historic structures, and 9 linear resources,
including Trail of Tears Roundup Routes (Cardno, Inc., 2015a and 2015c). The Project would
cross the boundaries of the John Thomas Carnes Family Log House. The Project would avoid all
standing structures and therefore not have a have a direct effect on the historic property. There
may be temporary indirect effects caused by construction activities.

The Project crosses the boundary of the Etowah Valley District, which is listed in the
NRHP. The boundary of the district is defined by the natural Etowah River watershed and is
crossed in five separate locations by the Project for a total of 6.9 miles. Seven archaeological
sites were identified within the APE in the Etowah Valley District (9BR1131, 9BR1132,
9BR1152, 9BR1156, 9BR1163, 9BR1171, and 9BR1173). One of the historic cemeteries
outside of the APE at which ground penetrating radar is recommended (9BR1069) is also located
within the District.

The Project is located in the vicinity of the Trail of Tears National Historic Trail which
follows routes used to remove Cherokee people from their homelands, including in Georgia, to
present-day Oklahoma. Roundup Routes are trails that were used to move people from
temporary camps in Georgia to removal camps in Tennessee. The Project does not cross the
Trail’s historic property boundary which has been listed in the NRHP. The Project does cross
four Roundup Routes (Upper Alabama Road [State Route 293], Lower Alabama Road [State
Route 20], the Western Connector [State Route 225], and an unnamed route [US Highway 41]),
all of which are paved roads. These roads would be crossed by bore methods; therefore, the
Project would not have a direct effect on the Roundup Routes. There may be indirect effects due
to nearby tree clearing at the State Route 20 and one of the State Route 225 crossings and
construction may temporarily affect sightlines at the two State Route 225 crossings.
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Transco submitted the addendum 2 Phase | survey report which incorporated the results
from the initial survey report and the addendum 1 report as well as the results from additional
surveys to the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) on December 17, 2015. This report
includes the results of metal detection survey for sites 9G0O336 and 9BR1133.

On January 13, 3016, the SHPO commented on the addendum 2 Phase | survey report.
The SHPO concurred with the recommendation that 48 sites and 62 isolated finds are not eligible
for listing in the NRHP, and three sites that were not fully delineated but lack research potential
(9BR1147, 9BR1173, and 9G0O340) are not eligible for listing in the NRHP. The SHPO
recommended avoidance or additional testing to determine the eligibility of eight sites (9PA553,
9D0203, 9BR1131, 9BR1132, 9G0261, 9G0O305, 9G0336, and 9PA517). Five sites (9PA557,
9BR1133, 9BR1146, 9BR1156, and 9D0198) could not be delineated to their fullest extent due
to environmental conditions, land access, or survey corridor limits and the SHPO concurred that
the portion of these sites located within the APE lack of research potential.

The SHPO concurred with the recommendation to conduct an intensive metal detection
survey within the APE for site 9BR1170 and also requested additional primary source research.
The SHPO also concurred with the recommendation to conduct ground penetrating radar survey
to delineate the boundaries of three historic cemeteries (9BR1069, 9CL433, and 9D0201) that
are located adjacent to the APE to ensure the boundaries do not extend into the APE.

Results of additional surveys of access roads and areas not previously surveyed will be
provided in a subsequent addendum report when the surveys are complete.

Transco submitted the initial historic resources report to the SHPO on May 25, 2015.
The SHPO responded on July 2, 2015, requesting additional information. Transco submitted an
addendum historic resources report and addressed the SHPO’s comments on September 14,
2015. To date, comments have not been received from the SHPO on this report.

Unanticipated Discoveries Plan

Transco has prepared an Unanticipated Discovery Plan which outlines the procedures that
would be followed in the event that unanticipated cultural resources or human remains are
encountered during construction. The plan provides for the notification of interested parties,
including Indian tribes, in the event of a discovery. We have reviewed this plan and find it
acceptable.

Native American Consultation

Transco contacted 27 Native American groups with traditional ties to the areas that would
be affected by the Project. Transco wrote letters to the following federally recognized tribes:
Absentee Shawnee Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma, Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas, Alabama
Quassarte Tribal Town, Caddo Nation of Oklahoma, Catawba Indian Nation, Cherokee Nation,
Chickasaw Nation, Chitimacha Tribe of Louisiana, Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma, Coushatta
Tribe of Louisiana, Delaware Tribe of Indians, Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians, Eastern
Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma, Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Kialegee Tribal Town, Kiowa
Indian Tribe of Oklahoma, Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, Mississippi Band of
Choctaw Indians, Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma, Poarch Band of Creek Indians, the

78



20160331- 4007 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 03/31/2016

Quapaw Tribe of Indians, Sac & Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in lowa, the Seminole Nation of
Oklahoma, Seminole Tribe of Florida, Shawnee Tribe, the Thlopthlocco Tribal Town, and the
United Keetwoowah Band of Cherokee Indians. Transco sent letters to these tribes on May 29,
2014, requesting comments on the Project and the identification of any cultural or religious sites
significant to the tribe.

The Quapaw Tribe of Indians replied on June 23, 2014, requesting a phone call to discuss
the Project further. Transco called the Quapaw Tribe and after the discussion the Tribe
determined the Project is located outside of their area of interest and no additional contact would
be required for the Project. The Chicksaw Nation responded on June 25, 2014, indicating they
prefer to deal directly with FERC. The Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma and the United
Keetwoowah Band of Cherokee Indians replied on June 25, 2014, and requested copies of
materials provided to FERC and SHPO. Materials, including the Research Design, Phase |
Archaeological Survey reports, and Historic Resource Survey reports, have been provided to the
Muscogee (Creek) Nation as they have been submitted to the FERC and SHPO in May and
September, 2015.

On July 17, 2014, Transco sent follow up letters to 22 tribes: Absentee Shawnee Tribe of
Indians of Oklahoma, Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas, Alabama Quassarte Tribal Town,
Caddo Nation of Oklahoma, Catawba Indian Nation, Cherokee Nation, Chitimacha Tribe of
Louisiana, Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana, Delaware Tribe of Indians, Eastern Band of Cherokee
Indians, Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma, Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Kialegee Tribal
Town, Kiowa Indian Tribe of Oklahoma, Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, Mississippi
Band of Choctaw Indians, Poarch Band of Creek Indians, Sac & Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in
lowa, the Seminole Nation of Oklahoma, Seminole Tribe of Florida, Shawnee Tribe, and the
Thlopthlocco Tribal Town that had not responded to the initial May 29, 2014 letter.

On November 4 and 5, 2014, we sent letters to 19 federally recognized tribes: Kialegee
Tribal Town, Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma,
Poarch Band of Creek Indians, Seminole Nation of Oklahoma, Seminole Tribe of Florida,
Shawnee Tribe, Thlopthlocco Tribal Town, and the United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee
Indians, Absentee Shawnee Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma, Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas,
Alabama Quassarte Tribal Town, Cherokee Nation, Chickasaw Nation, Choctaw Nation,
Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana, Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians, Eastern Shawnee Tribe of
Oklahoma, and the Jena Band of Choctaw Indians to request their comments on the Project. On
November 17, 2014, we sent letters to three additional federally recognized tribes: Catawba
Indian Nation, Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians, and Tuscarora Nation.

On November 25, 2014, the Tuscarora Nation sent a letter indicating concern with
unanticipated discovery of human remains and funerary and sacred objects during construction;
Transco’s Unanticipated Discovery Plan includes procedures to follow if cultural resources
and/or human remains and associated objects are encountered during construction. The
Tuscarora Nation also recommended contacting the Catawba Nation since the Project is in their
area of interest. As indicated above, we sent a letter to the Catawba Nation on November 17,
2014.

On December 10, 2014, the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma sent a letter stating the Project
lies outside of their area of historic interest and defers to other tribes. On March 15, 2015, the
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Jena Band of Choctaw Indians sent a letter indicating the Project is located outside of their area
of interest and defers to the Poarch Band of Creek Indians and the Catawba Indian Nation. On
August 10, 2015, the Muscogee (Creek) Nation provided comments on the Phase | survey report.
Transco’s addendum 2 survey report addressed most of the tribe’s concerns. The tribe concurred
with the recommendations for all sites located within the APE

General Impacts and Mitigation

Compliance with section 106 of the NHPA has not been completed for the project.
Transco has not completed cultural resources surveys and evaluations. Consultation with the
SHPO and Indian tribes is not yet complete. If NRHP-eligible resources are identified which
cannot be avoided, Transco would prepare treatment plans for review and approval by the
appropriate parties including FERC, the SHPO, and Indian tribes. The FERC would afford the
ACHP an opportunity to comment in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6. Implementation of a
treatment plan would only occur after certification of the project and after FERC provides
written notification to proceed.

To ensure that FERC’s responsibilities under the NHPA and its implementing regulations
are met, we recommend that:

. Transco should not begin implementation of any treatment plans/measures
(including archaeological data recovery); construction of facilities; or use
staging storage, or temporary work areas and new or to-be-improved access
roads until:

a. Transco files with the Secretary:

I all cultural resources survey reports, including special studies
such as ground penetrating radar, evaluation reports,
avoidance plans and treatment plans;

ii. comments on survey reports, special studies, evaluation
reports, avoidance plans and treatment plans from the SHPO,
as well as any comments from federally recognized Indian
tribes;

iii. the ACHP is afforded an opportunity to comment on the
undertaking if historic properties would be adversely affected;
and

b. the FERC staff reviews and the Director of OEP approves all cultural
resources reports and plans, and notifies Transco in writing that
treatment plans/mitigation measures may be implemented and/or
construction may proceed.

All material filed with the Commission that contains location, character, and
ownership information about cultural resources must have the cover and any
relevant pages therein clearly labeled in bold lettering “CONTAINS
PRIVILEGED INFORMATION — DO NOT RELEASE.”
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8. Air Quality and Noise
a. Air Quality

This section existing air quality, identifies the construction and operating emissions and
projected air quality impacts, and outlines methods of compliance with regulatory requirements.

Construction and operation of the Project could potentially have an effect on local and
regional air quality. Federal and state air quality standards have been designed to protect human
health and the environment from airborne pollutants. The EPA has developed National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for criteria air pollutants as further described below. The
NAAQS were set at levels the EPA believes are necessary to protect human health and welfare.

Greenhouse gases (GHG), the most common of which are carbon dioxide (CO,), methane
(CHy), nitrous oxide (N2O), ozone, hydrofluorocarbons, and perfluorocarbons, are naturally
occurring pollutants in the atmosphere as well as products of human activities, including burning
fossil fuels. Fossil fuel combustion emits CO,, CH4, and N2O. GHG emissions are generally
calculated in terms of carbon dioxide equivalents (CO.e) where the warming potential of each
gas is expressed as a multiple of the warming potential of CO.e. GHG emissions are typically
used as a proxy to evaluate impacts on climate change, which is further discussed in
section B.10.

Existing Air Quality and Environment

The vast majority of the Project would occur in Georgia with small portions in Virginia
and North Carolina. The Project area is located in a humid subtropical climatic zone.
Precipitation in the region generally falls in the form of rain, but small amounts of snowfall may
occur, especially in the northern portion of the Project area. The northern portion of the Project
area is characterized by rolling hills and higher elevations. Areas of the Project without
mountains have average temperatures ranging from less than 32 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) in
winter months to greater than 90 °F in peak summer months. The wettest month of the year is
March, and the driest months of the year are September and October. Average annual
precipitation is 50 to 55 inches. Surface winds are predominately from the southwest from the
Gulf of Mexico during summer months and from the northwest from over continental polar air
masses during the winter months; however, local conditions can impact wind directions at any
time (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2011).

The Clean Air Act of 1970 (CAA) and the EPA designate seven pollutants for which the
NAAQS are promulgated. The NAAQS for sulfur dioxide (SO;), nitrogen dioxide (NO,),
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 10 microns (PMjo), particulate matter
with an aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 microns (PMs), carbon monoxide (CO), ozone, and
lead were established to protect human health (primary standards) and human welfare (secondary
standards). State air quality standards cannot be less stringent than the NAAQS. Georgia,
Virginia, and North Carolina have adopted the NAAQS, as defined in 40 CFR 50° (EPA, 2015b).
North Carolina has also adopted total suspended particulate standards that are applicable in the

° NAAQS are available for review online at: http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?tpl=/ecfrbrowse/Title40/40cfr50_main_02.tpl.
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Project area'® (North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources, 2015).
Federal, state, and local agencies monitor air quality concentrations to determine compliance
with NAAQS and state air quality standards. The monitored air quality concentrations for
criteria pollutants in the vicinity of the proposed Compressor Station 116 are summarized in
table B.8.a-1.

TABLE B.8.a-1

Monitored Air Quality Concentrations for Criteria Pollutants for the Dalton Expansion Project

PM,s
co2™ co2™ NO,98" Ozone SO, 99" 98" PMy  Lead
Max. Max. Perc. NO; 4" perc.  Perc. SO, Perc. PMzs Max. Mean
Monitoring 1-hr 8-hr 1-hr Annual 1-hr 1-hr 3-hr 24-hr  Annual  24-hr 24-hr
Locations*  Year  (ug/m®) (ug/m®) (ug/m®) (ug/m®) (pgim®) (ug/m®) (ug/m®) (pgim®) (ug/m®) (ug/m®)  (ug/m’)
Carroll 2011to 745°  618°  32.4° 5° - 30.3° 238° 195 9.3 38¢
County 2013
Monitoring
Locations
B Source: GADNR EPD, 2014
° Yorkville monitoring site; Paulding County, GA
© Decatur monitoring site; DeKalb County, GA
d

Statewide rural background concentration representative of the land use in the vicinity of Compressor Station 116.

The following portions of the Project area are currently in non-attainment for one or more
of the NAAQS:

. Coweta County, Georgia — moderate non-attainment for PM,s (1997 standard)
and marginal non-attainment for 8-hour ozone (2008 standard) — Atlanta
Metropolitan Area;

. Carroll County, Georgia — moderate non-attainment for PM, s (1997 standard) —
Atlanta Metropolitan Area;

o Douglas County, Georgia — moderate non-attainment for PM,5 (1997 standard)
and marginal non-attainment for 8-hour ozone (2008 standard) — Atlanta
Metropolitan Area;

o Paulding County, Georgia — moderate non-attainment for PM, s (1997 standard)
and marginal non-attainment for 8-hour ozone (2008 standard) — Atlanta
Metropolitan Area;

o Bartow County, Georgia — moderate non-attainment for PM,s (1997 standard)
and marginal non-attainment for 8-hour ozone (2008 standard) — Atlanta
Metropolitan Area; and

J Prince William County, Virginia — moderate non-attainment for PM,s (1997
standard) and marginal non-attainment for 8-hour ozone (2008 standard), Ozone
Transport Area — Washington, DC-Maryland — Virginia Metropolitan Area.

1 North Carolina state air quality standards are available for review online at: http:/daq.state.nc.us/rules/rules/secD0400.pdf.

82


http://daq.state.nc.us/rules/rules/secD0400.pdf

20160331- 4007 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 03/31/2016

All other portions of the Project area are currently classified by the EPA as in attainment
for all criteria pollutants.

Federal Regulatory Requirements

The CAA, 42 U.S. Code 7401 et seq., as amended in 1977 and 1990, and 40 CFR Parts
50 through 99 provide the federal statutes and regulations governing air pollution in the United
States. The following federal requirements have been reviewed for applicability to the Project.

Prevention of Significant Deterioration and New Source Review

Preconstruction air permitting programs regulating the construction of new stationary
sources of criteria pollutants are commonly referred to as New Source Review (NSR), which has
two permitting programs:

. Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD); and
o non-attainment NSR.

Sources that have the potential to emit less than the major NSR thresholds are subject to
state or local permitting requirements. The PSD program established a set of increments for new
air pollution that would be allowed over a baseline level and set the maximum allowable
increases in air pollution permitted for new sources.

Compressor Station 116 and the Beasley Road Meter Station would potentially be subject
to non-attainment NSR because they are located in areas designated as non-attainment for one or
more criteria pollutants. As shown in the Operation Impacts and Mitigation section below, the
potential emissions for these facilities would be below non-attainment NSR thresholds; therefore,
these facilities would not be subject to non-attainment NSR.

While sources located in nonattainment areas are subject to non-attainment NSR, permits
for major sources located in attainment or unclassifiable areas are subject to the PSD program.
Depending on potential emissions and facility location, a new or modified existing source could
be subject to both permitting programs. The PSD major source threshold for criteria pollutants is
100 tons per year (tpy) for 28 listed source categories. The PSD major source threshold for
unlisted source categories, such as natural gas pipeline compressor stations, is 250 tpy of any
criteria pollutant. The PSD major source reporting threshold for GHG is 100,000 tpy expressed
in COze. As shown in the Operation Impacts and Mitigation section below, the potential
emissions from each facility would not exceed PSD major source thresholds.

On June 23, 2014, the U.S. Supreme Court issued a decision addressing the application of
stationary source permitting requirements to GHGs. In the decision, the Supreme Court deemed
that the EPA may not treat GHGs as an air pollutant for purposes of determining whether a
source is a major source required to obtain a PSD or Title V permit. However, if a Project were
subject to PSD permitting for one or more criteria pollutants and the potential GHG emissions
exceeded the major source reporting threshold of 100,000 tpy expressed in CO.e, then GHG
emissions would be subject to PSD review. None of the proposed aboveground facilities
included in the Project would be subject to PSD; therefore, the GHG emissions associated with
the Project would not be subject to PSD review.
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Federal Class | Areas

Under the PSD program, 156 mandatory Class | federal areas are currently designated by
the EPA to protect certain areas (e.g., wilderness areas, national parks, national forests) to ensure
that deterioration of existing air quality-related values, such as visibility, are minimized in these
areas. Class I areas have the most restrictive PSD increments. For a new major source or major
modification located within 62 miles (100 kilometers) of a Class | area, the facility is required to
notify the appropriate federal officials and assess the impacts of that project on the nearby Class |
area. The nearest Class | areas to the proposed Compressor Station 116 are shown in
table B.8.a-2. Compressor Station 116 would be located greater than 62 miles of the nearest
Class I area. Transco also completed a Class | area air quality screening assessment, which is
further described in the Operation Impacts and Mitigation section below.

TABLE B.8.a-2
Nearest Class | Areas to Compressor Station 116 for the Dalton Expansion Project
Class | Area Distance from Compressor Station
Cohutta Wilderness Area — Georgia (USFS) 97 miles (156 km)
Great Smoky Mountains National Park — North Carolina and Tennessee (NPS) 140 miles (225 km)
Sipsey Wilderness Area, Alabama (USFS) 155 miles (250 km)
Joyce Kilmer-Slickrock Wilderness Area, North Carolina and Tennessee (USFS) 162 miles (261 km)

New Source Performance Standards

The New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), codified in 40 CFR 60, regulate criteria
pollutants from stationary sources and have been incorporated into the Georgia air pollution
control regulations. The NSPS are divided into subparts based on source types and sizes. The
potentially applicable subparts are addressed below.

Subpart KKKK applies to stationary combustion turbines that commenced construction,
modification, or reconstruction after February 18, 2005. The natural gas-fired turbines proposed
at Compressor Station 116 would be subject to Subpart KKKK. Each of the proposed turbines
meet the definition of a new turbine firing natural gas with a heat input rating between 50 and
850 million British thermal units per hour (MMBtu/hr). As such, the oxides of nitrogen (NOx)
emissions from each turbine would be limited to 25 parts per million on a dry basis at 15 percent
oxygen. Solar Turbines guarantees that each of the proposed turbines would meet this NOx
limit. Initial and annual performance testing is required to demonstrate compliance with this
NOx limit and all performance tests must meet all of the requirements outlined in 40 CFR
60.4400 in order to be valid. Subpart KKKK also limits the sulfur content of fuel burned in each
turbine to 0.0600 pound of SO, per 10 million British thermal units (MMBtu). Utilizing natural
gas as a fuel source ensures compliance with the SO, standard due to the low sulfur content of
pipeline quality natural gas.

Subpart JJJJ applies to stationary spark ignition reciprocating internal combustion
engines (RICE). The emergency generators proposed to be located at Compressor Station 116
and the Looper Bridge Road Meter Station would both be subject to the NOx, CO, and volatile
organic compound (VOC) requirements of this subpart. The emission standards vary depending
on the date of manufacture of the engine and whether the engine is an emergency or non-
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emergency unit. In addition to emission standards, Subpart JJJJ requires performance testing,
work practice, monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting for the engines. The proposed engines
would comply with the emission standards, and the additional requirements would be included in
the EPD’s air permits issued for each of the facilities.

Subpart OOOO applies to crude oil and natural gas production, transmission, and
distribution. Compressor Station 116, the Beasley Road Meter Station, the Looper Bridge Road
Meter Station, and the Murray Meter Station would all fall under the natural gas transmission
and storage segment of Subpart OOOO. The only sources affected by Subpart OOOO at natural
gas transmission facilities are new storage tanks with potential VOC emissions greater than
6 tpy. The Project is not proposing any sources at these facilities that would be subject to any of
the requirements of Subpart OOQOO.

National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants

The National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants, codified in 40 CFR 63,
regulate hazardous air pollutants (HAP) from stationary sources through Maximum Available
Control Technology. Facilities are defined as major sources of HAPs if the facility-wide
potential emissions are greater than 10 tpy for a single HAP or greater than 25 tpy for total
HAPs. If neither of these thresholds is exceeded then the facilities are considered area sources of
HAPs.

Subpart HHH applies to Natural Gas Transmission and Storage Facilities at major
sources of HAPs that transport or store natural gas prior to entering the pipeline to a local
distribution company or end user. New and existing glycol dehydration units located at a facility
are an affected source. None of the facilities associated with the Project would be considered
major sources of HAPs, and there are no glycol dehydration units proposed as part of the Project.
Therefore, Subpart HHH would not apply to the Project.

Subpart YYYY applies to stationary combustion turbines at major sources of HAPs.
Compressor Station 116 would not be a major source of HAPs; therefore, Subpart YYYY would
not apply to the facility.

Subpart ZZZZ applies to stationary RICE. Any new stationary RICE located at an area
source must meet the requirements of NSPS Subpart JJJJ to demonstrate compliance with
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants Subpart ZZZZ. All of the compressor
stations would be area sources of HAPs and subject to NSPS JJJJ; therefore, no additional
requirements of Subpart ZZZZ apply to the RICE at the compressor stations.

Subpart JJJJJJ applies to industrial, commercial, and institutional boilers that are located
at area sources of HAPs. This rule does not apply to gas-fired boilers as defined by the subpart.
The proposed line heaters at the Looper Bridge Road Meter Station would meet the definition of
a gas-fired boiler; therefore, Subpart JJJJJJ would not apply to any of the line heaters proposed at
the Looper Bridge Road Meter Station.

Title V Permitting

Title V of the CAA, codified in 40 CFR 70, requires states to establish an air operating
permit program. These rules are incorporated into the Georgia rules as Chapter 391-3-1-.03 (10).
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The Title V major source thresholds are 100 tpy for each criteria pollutant excluding GHGs,
10 tpy for individual HAPs, 25 tpy for total HAPs, and 100,000 tpy for GHG as CO.e. As
shown in the Operation Impacts and Mitigation section below, none of the aboveground facilities
would be a Title V major source; therefore, they would not require a Title V operating permit.

Greenhouse Gas Mandatory Reporting Rule

On October 30, 2009, the EPA published the final Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse
Gases rule, establishing the Greenhouse Gas Reporting Program (GHGRP) codified in Title 40
CFR 98. Since 2011, the GHGRP has required large direct emitters of GHGs, and certain
suppliers (e.g., of fossil fuels, petroleum products, industrial gases, and CO,) to report GHG
information annually. Subpart W of Title 40 CFR 98 applies to petroleum and natural gas
systems, including:

both onshore and offshore petroleum and natural gas production;

onshore natural gas processing;

natural gas transmission compression;

underground natural gas storage; and

liquefied natural gas storage, import, and export facilities that emit greater than or
equal to 25,000 metric tons™ of GHG, as CO»e, per year.

According to the EPA’s GHGRP webpage, “EPA is using the Greenhouse Gas Reporting
Program data to improve estimates of national greenhouse gas emissions... and to inform
regulatory actions and voluntary emission reduction efforts” (EPA, 2016a).

GHGs occur in the atmosphere both naturally and as a result of human activities, such as
the burning of fossil fuels. These gases are the integral components of the atmosphere’s
greenhouse effect that warms the earth’s surface and moderates day/night temperature variation.
The most abundant GHGs are water vapor, CO,, CH,, N2O, and ozone. The primary GHGs
produced by fossil fuel combustion are CO,, CH4, and N,O. During construction and operation
of the Project, these GHGs would be emitted from non-electrical construction equipment and any
compressors, line heaters, and generators. Emissions of GHGs are typically expressed in terms
of CO.e, where the potential of each gas to increase heating in the atmosphere is expressed as a
multiple of the heating potential of CO,, or its global warming potential.

Emissions of GHG pollutants associated with the construction and operation of the
Project, including all direct and indirect emission sources were calculated. In addition, GHG
emissions were converted to total CO.e emissions based on the global warming potential of each
pollutant. The estimated GHG emissions from construction of the Project are about
34,232 metric tons in calendar year 2016 and 15,438 metric tons in calendar year 2017. The
estimated GHG emissions from operation of the Project (i.e., Compressor Station 116, Beasley
Road Meter Station, Murray Meter Station, Looper Bridge Road Meter Station, and fugitive
pipeline emissions) on a potential basis are about 110,127 metric tons per year (mtpy). The
GHGRP does not apply to construction emissions; however, we have included the construction
emissions for accounting and disclosure purposes. The combustion-related GHG emissions from
operation of Compressor Station 116 may exceed 25,000 mtpy based upon facility emission

1 A metric ton is 2,205 pounds, or about 1.1 tons.
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calculation. If all actual GHG emissions from Compressor Station 116 are equal to or greater
than 25,000 mtpy, Transco would be required to comply with all applicable requirements of 40
CFR 98. Based upon Transco’s current estimates, the GHG emissions from the operation of the
Beasley Road, Murray, and Looper Bridge Road Meter Stations would not exceed GHG
emission reporting thresholds.

General Conformity

The lead federal agency must conduct a conformity analysis if a federal action would
result in the generation of emissions that would exceed the conformity threshold levels of the
pollutant(s) for which an air basin is designated non-attainment or maintenance. According to
section 176(c) of the CAA (Title 40 CFR Part 93 Subpart B), a federal agency cannot approve or
support any activity that does not conform to an approved SIP.

Conforming activities or actions should not, through additional air pollutant emissions:

. cause or contribute to new violations of the NAAQS in any area;
. increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any NAAQS; or
o delay timely attainment of any NAAQS or interim emission reductions.

General conformity assessments must be completed when the total direct and indirect
emissions of a project would equal or exceed specified pollutant thresholds on a calendar year
basis for each non-attainment or maintenance area. With regard to the Project, the relevant
general conformity pollutant applicability thresholds are shown in table B.8.a-3, which are based
on the current air quality designations (e.g., serious non-attainment, moderate non-attainment,
maintenance, etc.).

TABLE B.8.a-3
Summary of Emissions Subject to General Conformity Review Associated with the Dalton Expansion Project
2016 Total 2017 Total
Pollutant Non-Exempt Non-Exempt Ongoing
Designated Threshold or Emissions Emissions Operational
Pollutant Designated Area (tpy) Precursor (tons) (tons) ® Emissions (tpy)
Ozone Atlanta, GA 100 VOC 8.1 55 0.2
100 NOx 85.6 50.8 0.0
Washington, DC-MD-VA (Inside 50 VOC 0.3 0.0 0.0
OTR)
100 NOx 17 0.0 0.0
PM.5 Atlanta, GA 100 PMa5 19.4 11.7 0.0
100 SO, 0.1 0.1 0.0
100 NOx 85.6 50.8 0.0
Washington, DC-MD-VA (Inside 100 PM_s 0.5 <0.1 0.0
OTR)
100 SO, <0.1 <0.1 0.0
100 NOx 17 <0.1 0.0
@ Includes non-except operational emissions that may occur during 2017.
Notes: GA = Georgia; OTR = Ozone Transport Region; MD = Maryland; VA =Virginia.
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Construction emissions for the Project subject to general conformity review are presented
in table B.8.a-3. The construction emissions are separated by calendar year and non-attainment
area for comparison to the associated general conformity applicability threshold.

Operational emissions for the Project are presented in the Operation Impacts and
Mitigation section below. The operational emissions that would be permitted or otherwise
covered by major or minor NSR permitting programs are not subject to the general conformity
applicability analysis. Estimated emissions for the Project subject to review under the general
conformity thresholds (construction emissions and operational emissions not subject to major or
minor NSR permitting), along with a comparison to the applicable general conformity threshold,
are presented in table B.8.a-3.

As presented in table B.8.a-3, the construction and operation emissions estimated for the
Project in non-attainment and maintenance areas would be below the general conformity
applicability thresholds; therefore, a general conformity determination is not required for the
Project. However, while general conformity applicability thresholds are not exceeded in any
calendar year, if significant construction schedule modifications occur within the Atlanta,
Georgia Non-Attainment Area that materially impact the amount of NOx emissions generated in
a calendar year, the potential exists to exceed general conformity applicability thresholds for
NOx emissions from construction. Therefore, we recommend that:

. If changes to the Project construction schedule occur that would materially
impact the amount of NOyx emissions generated in a calendar year, Transco
should file, in its weekly status report, revised construction emissions
estimates prior to implementing the schedule modification with the Secretary
demonstrating that the annual NOx emissions resulting from the revised
construction schedule do not exceed general conformity applicability
thresholds.

State and Local Air Quality Regulations

Georgia Rules for Air Quality Control (Chapter 391-3-1) regulate the construction and
operation of emission sources at new or existing facilities, such as compressor stations. The
Compressor Station 116 combustion turbines and emergency generator and Looper Bridge Road
Meter Station line heaters and emergency generator would be subject to the applicable
requirements stipulated in Georgia’s Rules for Air Quality Control. The Beasley Road and
Murray Meter Stations would not include equipment subject to the requirements in Chapter 391-
3-1. Emissions from meter stations would be below de minimis levels required for permitting.

Potential state regulations that are applicable to Compressor Station 116 and the Looper
Bridge Road Meter Station are discussed further below. Transco submitted an air permit
application for Compressor Station 116 to the EPD on October 20, 2014, and an air permit
application for the Looper Bridge Road Meter Station on June 12, 2015. The air permit for
Compressor Station 116 was issued by the GADNR on March 11, 2015, and the air permit for
the Looper Bridge Road Meter Station was issued by the GADNR on July 10, 2015.
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Visible Emissions — Chapter 391-3-1-.02(2)(b) limits opacity to less than 40 percent for
emission sources exhausting through stacks or similar structures. The proposed emissions
sources would comply with this rule by combusting only natural gas.

Fuel-Burning Equipment — Chapter 391-3-1-.02(2)(d) states that no person shall cause,
let, suffer, permit, or allow emissions from any air contaminant source the opacity of which is
equal to or greater than 20 percent except for one 6-minute period per hour of not more than
27 percent opacity. This rule also sets specific limits for the emission of fly ash and/or other
particulate matter from any fuel-burning equipment constructed after January 1, 1972 with a heat
input equal to or greater than 10 MMBtu/hr and equal to or less than 250 MMBtu/hr.

The Compressor Station 116 turbines and emergency generator and Looper Bridge Road
Meter Station line heaters and emergency generator would be subject to this rule. Compliance
with the limits set forth in this rule would be maintained by using good combustion practices and
by the exclusive firing of pipeline-quality natural gas in all proposed combustion equipment.

Sulfur Dioxide — Chapter 391-3-1-.02(2)(g) sets a limit on the sulfur content of fuels to
2.5 percent by weight for sources with heat inputs below 100 MMBtu/hr. The Compressor
Station 116 turbines and emergency generator and Looper Bridge Road Meter Station line
heaters and emergency generator would be subject to this limit. Transco would comply with this
rule by combusting only pipeline-quality natural gas having a sulfur content less than 2.5 percent
by weight.

NOyx Emissions from Stationary Gas Turbines and Stationary Engines Used to Generate
Electricity — Chapter 391-3-1-.02(2)(mmm) sets forth standards of allowable NOx emissions
from any stationary gas turbine or any stationary engine used to generate electricity with a
capacity greater than or equal to 100 kilowatts and less than or equal to 25 megawatts. This rule
does not apply to the Compressor Station 116 turbines because they are not used to generate
electricity and are only used to move gas.

Emergency standby stationary gas turbines and stationary engines that meet the definition
of 391-3-1-.02(2)(mmm)(4)(i) are not subject to the emission limitations of this rule. Per this
rule, “emergency standby stationary gas turbines and stationary engines” are defined as a unit
that operates only when electric power from the local utility is not available and which operates
less than 200 hours per year. Transco would operate the Compressor Station 116 emergency
generator in accordance with this operating limitation; therefore, the emergency generator at
Compressor Station 116 would not be subject to the requirements of this rule. This rule does not
apply to sources located in Murray County and, therefore, the Looper Bridge Road Meter Station
emergency generator is not subject to the requirements of this rule.

General Provisions — Under the general provisions specified in Chapter 391-3-1-
.02(2)(a), the Director of the EPD approved the use air toxics modeling guidelines by the Air
Protection Branch. These guidelines may be used in the review of all air quality applications for
permit to construct/modify potential sources of air pollutants. The highest air toxic emission rate
from the Project is formaldehyde, which is estimated to be emitted at a rate of 0.65 tpy at
Compressor Station 116. Transco consulted with the EPD and determined that air toxic
modeling is not needed for Compressor Station 116 under Georgia State rules.
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Chapter 391-3-1(6)(a) indicates that mobile sources are exempt from permitting, and no
other provisions exist is Chapter 391-3-1 that would regulate pipeline construction emissions.
Therefore, Project construction emissions are not subject to regulation under Georgia state air
quality rules.

No permit modifications would be required for the Mainline Facility Modification sites in
Virginia (Compressor Stations 165, 167, and 180). At each of these compressor stations, none of
the emission-producing equipment would be modified; therefore, the Project would not be
subject to any of the Virginia state permitting or air quality emission regulations. No other state
or local air quality regulations are known to apply to the Project’s construction or operation.

Construction Impacts and Mitigation

Construction activities associated with the Project would result in localized emissions
during the construction period. Emissions associated with construction activities would include:

. diesel or gasoline exhaust emissions from construction equipment, such as
bulldozers, tractors, boom trucks, pickup trucks, and other mobile equipment, as
well as construction workers commuting to the work site;

. fugitive dust emissions associated with vehicle and equipment movement on
unpaved and paved roads; and

o fugitive dust emissions from construction activities.

Fugitive dust emission levels would vary in relation to moisture content, composition,
and volume of soils disturbed. Fugitive dust and other emissions from construction activities
generally do not result in a significant increase in regional pollutant levels, although local
pollutant levels could increase temporarily.

Criteria pollutant and GHG emissions from construction equipment would result from
combustion of gasoline and diesel fuels, primarily NO,, CO, VOCs, PMyg, PM;5, and CO-e, as
well as small amounts of SO, and HAPs. Current EPA fuel sulfur standards would also
minimize emissions from construction equipment.

Table B.8.a-4 shows the estimated total construction emissions for the Project presented
by calendar year.

TABLE B.8.a-4

Potential Construction Emissions for the Dalton Expansion Project

Total

NOx Cco SO, PMjo PMzs VOC COze HAPs
Calendar Year (tons) (tons) (tons) (tons) (tons) (tons) (tons) (tons)
2016 164.1 228.8 0.2 103.0 37.2 20.4 37,734 <0.1
2017 74.2 95.1 0.1 45.8 16.2 9.1 17,018 <0.1
Totals (Tons/Project) 238.3 323.9 0.3 148.8 53.4 29.5 54,752 <0.1
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During construction and in the work areas, Transco would employ standard construction
practices to control fugitive dust emissions, including:

o where possible, use of water for control of dust in the demolition of existing
buildings or structures, construction operations, the grading of roads, or the
clearing of land;

o application of water, or suitable chemicals on dirt roads, materials stockpiles, and
other surfaces that may create significant airborne dust;

o where possible, paving/grading of roadways and maintaining them in a clean
condition;
o removal of spilled or tracked dirt or other materials from paved streets, and of

dried sediments resulting from soil erosion; and/or

o reducing the speed of vehicular traffic to a point below that at which significant
dust emissions are created.

In addition, Transco would minimize combustion emissions associated with construction
equipment by:

. utilizing the most efficient construction equipment available;
. maintaining construction equipment in proper working condition; and
. minimizing idling time for construction equipment.

Once construction activities in an area are completed, the fugitive dust and construction
equipment emissions would subside and the impact on air quality resulting from the construction
of the Project would cease.

Emissions would occur over the duration of construction activity and would vary along
the length of the Project. As stated, impacts from construction equipment would be temporary
and, based upon the information provided by Transco and proposed mitigation measures, we
conclude that construction emissions would not result in a significant impact on air quality or
result in a violation of any applicable ambient air quality standard.

Operation Impacts and Mitigation

The Dalton Expansion Project would result in operating emissions. The main source of
operating emissions would be the aboveground facilities. The significant emission-generating
sources from each of the proposed aboveground facilities are as follows:

o Compressor Station 116 — two natural gas-fired turbines, one emergency
generator, one condensate liquid storage tank, and one oil/water storage tank;

o Beasley Road Meter Station — one condensate liquid storage tank;
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o Murray Meter Station — one condensate liquid storage tank; and

o Looper Bridge Road Meter Station — two natural gas-fired line heaters, one
emergency generator, and one condensate liquid storage tank.

Potential emissions from operation of Compressor Station 116, the Beasley Road Meter
Station, Murray Meter Station, and the Looper Bridge Road Meter Station are shown in
table B.8.a-5. The operation of the remainder of the Project would not result in any new
significant operating emissions. The potential exists that additional line heaters may be installed
at the Beasley Road and Murray Meter Stations. These line heaters, if installed, would be owned
and operated by the customer and would not be owned by Transco or associated with the
proposed Project. Transco was unable to obtain any additional information regarding these
potential sources of operational emissions; however, based upon the size of the meter station,
these emission sources are unlikely to trigger state or federal air permitting requirements and
would not significant sources of air emissions.

TABLE B.8.a-5

Potential Project Operating Emissions for the Dalton Expansion Project

PM/PM;y;  Formalde- Total

NOx Cco VOC SO, /PM_5 hyde HAP COze
Operating Emission Source (toy)  (tpy)  (toy)  (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy)
Compressor Station 116 45.5 78.7 9.1 2.8 55 0.6 1.1 100,898
Beasley Road Meter Station - - 0.2 - - -2 <0.1 406
Murray Meter Station -- -- 0.2 - - -2 <0.1 406
Looper Bridge Road Meter Station 13.2 19.4 0.9 <0.1 11 <0.1 0.3 15,943
Fugitive Pipeline Emissions - - -- -- -- - -- 3,741
Project Total 58.7 98.1 104 2.8 6.6 0.7 1.4 121,394
PSD Major Source Permit Thresholds ° 250 250 250 250 250 N/A N/A 100,000°
Title V Major Source Permit Thresholds ° 100 100 100 100 100 N/A N/A 100,000°
Georgia Minor Source Permit Thresholds 20 50 20 20 20 2 5 N/A

The largest single HAP for the Beasley Road and Murray Meter Stations would be hexane. The estimated annual hexane
emissions from each station would be less than 0.1 tpy.

PSD and Title V major source thresholds are compared to each facility’s individual emissions and not the total Project
emissions.

PSD and Title V major source thresholds for CO,e would only apply if the facility were a major source for a non-GHG
criteria pollutant.

Additional operational GHG emissions would be generated from pipeline operation in the
form of fugitive CH, leaks and releases from Compressor Station 116, meter stations, pipeline
valves, regulation facilities, and pig launcher/receiver facilities. While these emissions would
not be subject to air permitting, Transco has estimated these emissions, and they are included in
table B-8-a-5.

Transco performed air dispersion modeling analysis using the latest version of the EPA’s
AERSCREEN to evaluate NAAQS compliance at the proposed Compressor Station 116.
AERSCREEN was run using the regulatory default option, which automatically implements
EPA-recommended model options. Table B.8.a-6 provides the total predicted maximum ground-
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level concentrations outside of each station’s facility boundary for each modeled pollutant. As
shown in this table, the modeled concentrations meet the NAAQS for all pollutants when
combined with existing ambient background concentrations.  Therefore, these results
demonstrate that impacts from operation of Compressor Station 116, when added to existing
ambient concentrations obtained from the nearest available monitoring stations, would remain
below applicable NAAQS.

TABLE B.8.a-6
AERSCREEN Results and National Ambient Air Quality Standards Compliance Summary for the Dalton Expansion Project
Concentration (ug/m°)
Model Plus Percent of
Pollutant Averaging Period Modeled Background Background NAAQS NAAQS
Compressor Station 116
NO; 1-hr 122.07 32.4 154.47 188 82
Annual 12.21 5 17.21 100 17
PM_s 24-hour 8.99 19.5 28.49 35 81
Annual 1.50 8.3 9.80 12 82
PMy, 24-hour 8.99 38 46.99 150 31
SO, 1-hour 7.72 30.3 38.02 196 19
3-hour® 7.72 23.8 31.52 1,300 <0.1
CcO 1-hour 124.10 745 869.10 40,000 2
8-hour 111.65 618 729.65 10,000 7
a Conservatively assumed the 3-hour impact was the same as the 1-hour impact.
Note: pg/m® = microgram per cubic meter

Additionally, Transco completed a screening assessment based upon the proposed
emissions associated with the compressor station and the distance from the Class | area, which
showed that the emissions would be well below the screening criteria used to determine if a
Class | impact analysis is needed. Therefore, we conclude that operation of Compressor Station
116 would have negligible impacts on Class | area air quality.

The Beasley, Murray, and Looper Bridge Road meter stations would generate a relatively
minimal amount of operating emissions, and a similar modeling analysis is not needed for these
proposed facilities. The operation of these proposed meter stations would have a minimal impact
on regional air quality and would not contribute to an exceedance of any of the NAAQS.

We received comments during the EA scoping period regarding radon gas in natural gas.
Radon is a naturally occurring radioactive gas that is odorless and tasteless. Radon can be
entrained in fossil fuels including natural gas. Because radon is not destroyed by combustion,
burning natural gas containing radon can increase the level of radon within a home (Agency for
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, 2010). While radon is inert, long-term (chronic)
exposure to its decay products (progeny) can be carcinogenic (lung cancer), with increased risk
to smokers. The EPA identifies that the average indoor radon level is 1.3 picocuries per liter and
recommends that indoor levels be less than 2 to 4 picocuries per liter. Also, Congress passed the
Indoor Radon Abatement Act in 1988, which established the long-term goal that indoor air radon
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levels be equal or better than outdoor air radon levels. Outdoor radon levels average about
0.4 picocuries per liter.

We note that several factors limit the indoor exposure to radon from natural gas. Radon’s
half-life, defined as the time it takes for the element to decay to half its initial concentration, is
relatively short (3.8 days). The time needed to gather, process, store, and deliver natural gas
allows a portion of the entrained radon to decay, which decreases the amount of radon in the gas
before it is used in a residence. Additionally, radon concentrations are reduced when a natural
gas stream undergoes upstream processing to remove liquefied petroleum gas. Processing can
remove an estimated 30 to 75 percent of the radon from natural gas (Johnson et al., 1973). Other
research suggests that the cumulative decay of radon from wellhead to burner tip is around
60 percent (Gogolak, 1980). Also, radon exposure associated with the combustion of natural gas
may be lower now due to the improved ventilation and increased energy efficiency of modern
boilers, furnaces, and hot water heaters, as well as new building codes requiring venting of gas-
fired stoves and ovens.

While FERC has no regulatory authority to set, monitor, or respond to indoor radon
levels, many local, state, and federal entities (e.g., the EPA) establish and enforce radon exposure
standards for indoor air. Therefore, we conclude that the risk of exposure to radon is not
significant.

Thus, through a review of the estimated emissions from construction and operation of the
Project; an analysis of the modeled air quality impacts from operation of Compressor
Station 116; Transco’s mitigation measures, and our recommendation, we conclude that the
Project would result in no local or regionally significant impacts on air quality.

b. Noise and Vibration

Construction and operation of the Project may affect overall noise levels in the project
area. The ambient sound level of a region is defined by the total noise generated within the
specific environment and is usually comprised of natural and man-made sounds. Noise quality
can be affected during construction and operation of pipeline projects and the magnitude and
frequency of noise can vary considerably during the day, week, or the seasons, based on
changing weather conditions, vegetative cover, and non-Project sources of noise. This variation
is caused in part by changing weather conditions and the effect of seasonal vegetation cover.

Noise is measured in decibels (dB), which measures the energy of the noise. Because the
human ear is not uniformly sensitive to all noise frequencies, decibels on the A-weighted
frequency scale (dBA) were devised to correspond with the sensitivity of the human ear. The
human ear’s threshold of perception for noise change is considered to be 3 dBA; 6 dBA is clearly
noticeable to the human ear, and a 9-dBA increase is perceived as a doubling of noise.
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Regulatory Requirements

Two measures that associate the time-varying quality of noise to its effect on people are
the 24-hour equivalent sound level (Leg) and day-night averaged sound level (Lgn). The Leg is the
level of steady sound with the same total (equivalent) energy as the time-varying sound of
interest, averaged over a 24-hour period. The Ly, is the Leg plus 10 dBA, added to account for
people’s greater sensitivity to nighttime sound (between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.).
The A-weighted scale is used as human hearing is less sensitive to low and high frequencies than
mid-range frequencies. In 1974, the EPA published a document providing information for state
and local regulators to use when developing their own ambient noise standards. The EPA has
determined that an Ly, of 55 dBA protects the public from indoor and outdoor activity noise
interference (EPA, 1974). An L4, of 55dBA is equivalent to a continuous noise level of
48.6 dBA. For comparison, normal speech at a distance of three feet averages 60 to 70 dBA L.
FERC has adopted the EPA’s determination and requires that noise attributableto a new
compressor station not exceed an Lg, of 55 dBA at noise-sensitive areas (NSA). In addition to
noise requirements, FERC requires that operation of the compressor station not result in any
perceptible increase in vibration at nearby NSAs.

Georgia, North Carolina, and Virginia do not regulate noise at the state level. Of the
counties and local municipalities to be traversed by the Project, only Prince William County,
Virginia has existing regulations or ordinances that govern noise pollution from construction or
industrial activities. Prince William County noise regulations specify that maximum permissible
sound levels from any operation, activity, or source should not exceed 60 dBA during daytime
and 55 dBA during nighttime in residential or mixed-use district areas. Noise from construction
of public projects, repair or maintenance work, and work associated with repair of facilities for
private or public utilities are excluded from this noise standard (Prince William County, 2014).
The FERC’s 55 dBA Ly, noise criteria is more restrictive than the Prince William County noise
standard.

Construction Noise Impacts and Mitigation

Construction noise is highly variable. Construction equipment operates intermittently,
and the type of equipment in use at a given location at any point in time changes with the phase
of construction. The sound level impacts on NSAs along the pipeline right-of-way due to
construction activities would depend on the type of equipment used, the duration of use for each
piece of equipment, the number of construction vehicles and machines used simultaneously, and
the distance between the sound source and receptor. Nighttime noise due to pipeline, compressor
station, and other aboveground facility construction would be limited because construction
generally occurs during daylight hours, Monday through Saturday. An exception to this is HDD
activities, which are described in further detail below.
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Compressor Station 116

While most of the construction activities would be limited to several days to a few weeks
in any one location, the construction of Compressor Station 116 would last several months and
has the potential to have a greater impact on nearby NSAs. To estimate potential impacts from
construction activities at Compressor Station 116, Transco reviewed the type of construction
equipment needed and construction-related activities that could contribute to noise levels to
estimate the noise associated with the construction of this facility. Estimated construction noise
impacts associated with Compressor Station 116 are provided in table B.8.b-1.

TABLE B.8.b-1

Construction Noise Estimates for Compressor Station 116 for the Dalton Expansion Project

Estimated Potential
Estimated Leq of  Construction Increase in
Noise Attributable to Measured the Construction Noise + Ambient
Distance (ft) Construction of Compressor Ambient Ly Activities at NSA Ambient Leq Noise Level
NSA /Direction Station 116 (Leq) (dBA) ® (dBA) ® (dBA) ® (dB)
NSA 1 1,670/ SE 113 dBA 41.7 47.0 48.1 6.4
NSA 2 1,480 / NNW 113 dBA 39.7 46.9 47.7 8.0
NSA 3 2,550 /W 113 dBA 38.0 42.2 43.6 5.6

Because construction activities for Compressor Station 116 are only planned for daytime hours, only a daytime sound level
and an Leq is provided.

Notes:  ft = feet; Ly = daytime equivalent sound level; SE = southeast; NNW = north-northwest; W = west;

The construction noise level at the nearest NSA is estimated to range from 42.2 to
47.0 dBA L for Compressor Station 116, which corresponds to a potential increase in ambient
noise levels ranging from 5.6 to 8.0 dBA at the NSAs. Based on this information, the noise from
construction of Compressor Station 116 is likely to be clearly audible at the nearest NSAs;
however, because construction would be limited to daytime hours, and would not exceed
55 dBA, we conclude that the impact associated with construction of Compressor Station 116 on
nearby NSAs would not be significant.

Horizontal Directional Drilling

An exception to the typical daytime construction time period would be certain HDD
activities, which would continue into nighttime hours and would operate 24 hours per day for
several days. Because of the nighttime activity and the fact that the equipment used for the
HDDs would be stationary for an extended period of time, there is a greater potential for a
prolonged noise impact. Transco is proposing a total of 9 HDDs along the pipeline route.

Transco performed an ambient noise survey of the HDD entry and exit locations to
calculate the HDD noise impact on the nearest NSAs. Table B.8.b-2 summarizes each proposed
HDD, including nearest NSAs to each HDD entry and exit point. Table B.8.b-3 provides
estimated noise impacts associated with the HDD activities at the nearest NSAs.
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TABLE B.8.b-2

Summary of the Closest Noise-Sensitive Areas to the Horizontal Directional Drill Entry and Exit Points
for the Dalton Expansion Project

Approximate Entry or Exit Distance (ft)/ HDD Length

HDD Name Milepost Point Closest NSA Direction of NSA (ft)

Chattahoochee River 6.2 Entry Residence 1,410/NW 2,230
6.6 Exit Residence 1,470/SW

1-20 25.9 Entry Residence 410/N 2,275
26.3 Exit Residence 580/N

Highway 120 37.0 Entry Residences 530/W 1,980
37.4 Exit Residence 980/SE

Joe Frank Harris 75.5 Entry Residences 230/W 1,685

Parkway
75.8 Exit Residence 1,560/W

I-75 77.9 Entry Residences 1,830/S 675
78.1 Exit Residence 1,560/NE

Coosawattee River 90.1 Entry Residence 1,340/SE 2,625
90.6 Exit Residence 1,850/SW

Holly Creek 102.6 Entry No NSA within 0.5 mile N/A 2,794
103.2 Exit Residence 1,700/NW

Conasuauga River | 107.2 Entry Residences 1,500/E 1,345
107.5 Exit Residence 1,220/NW

Conasuauga River I 108.2 Entry Residences 1,360/NE 2,262
108.7 Exit No NSA within 0.5 mile N/A

Notes: ft = feet; NW = northwest; SW = southwest; N = north; E = east; S = south; W = west; SE= southeast; NE = northeast; N/A =
not applicable

TABLE B.8.b-3

Horizontal Directional Drill Noise Quality Analysis at the Closest Noise-Sensitive Area for the Dalton Expansion Project

Combined Potential
Sound Level Increase in
Estimated Lgn of HDD Lgn + Ambient
Entry or Exit Ambient Lgn of the HDD Ambient Ly, Noise Level Noise Criteria

HDD Name Point (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dB) Exceeded
Chattahoochee River Entry 39.3 48.3 48.8 9.5 No

Exit 39.3 43.6 45.0 5.7 No
1-20 Entry 49.9 67.8 67.9 18.0 Yes

Exit 50.8 51.0 53.9 3.1 No
Highway 120 Entry 44.6 65.4 65.4 20.8 Yes

Exit 48.2 47.8 51.0 2.8 No
Joe Frank Harris Parkway Entry 45.0 73.2 73.2 28.2 Yes

Exit 45.0 43.0 47.1 21 No
1-75 Entry 48.9 50.8 52.9 4.0 No

Exit 57.4 40.7 57.5 0.1 No
Coosawattee River Entry 46.9 53.3 54.2 7.3 No

Exit 46.2 39.4 47.0 0.8 No
Holly Creek Entry N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Exit 40.0 40.3 43.2 3.2 No
Conasuauga River | Entry 46.9 52.9 53.9 7.0 No

Exit 45.4 43.7 47.7 2.3 No
Conasuauga River I Entry 49.4 52.3 54.1 4.7 No

Exit N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

a

No NSAs are located within 0.5 mile of this area; therefore, an acoustical analysis was not completed.
Note: N/A = not applicable
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The results of the acoustical analysis suggest that the noise of the HDD operations at
some HDD entry sites could exceed the FERC’s 55 dBA Lg, noise criterion at nearby NSAs if
additional noise mitigation measures are not implemented.

Transco outlined potential mitigation measures they may implement, as practicable, to
minimize impacts on nearby NSAs at locations where the FERC’s 55 dBA Lg, noise criterion is
likely to be exceeded, including:

J employing a temporary noise barrier (e.g., 16 feet high) around the entry/exit site
workspace constructed of %-inch-thick plywood panels or constructed of a sound-
absorptive/barrier material,

. covering the entry side workspace with a large acoustically lined tent designed
with sound-absorptive/barrier liner material,

. employing residential-grade exhaust silencers on all engines in conjunction with
any of the site HDD equipment (e.g., generators, pumps, hydraulic power unit);

. installing a partial noise barrier or enclosure around the hydraulic power unit and
engine-driven pumps (e.g., cover sides of equipment with an acoustically lined
plywood barrier system or sound-absorptive/barrier material);

. employing a partial noise barrier around any engine jacket-water coolers;

o installing a partial barrier or partial enclosure around the mud mixing/cleaning
system;

o relocating specific equipment (e.g., remotely relocate mud rig);

o employing “low-noise” generators (i.e., designed with a factory-installed

acoustical enclosure); and

. as an alternative to noise mitigation at NSA(s) that are relatively close to the HDD
sites (e.g., NSAs within 200 to 300 feet of an entry site), temporary housing or
equivalent compensatory mitigation may be offered to the affected homeowners.

Transco’s noise contractor, Hoover and Keith, completed additional analyses at the
entrance/exit points where noise attributable to the HDD activities would exceed 55 dBA Lgp.
The results of that analysis, including specific noise measures assumed at each location, are
summarized in table B.8.b-4.
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TABLE B.8.b-4
Site-Specific Horizontal Directional Drill Noise Mitigation Measures for the Dalton Expansion Project
Combined
Estimated Lgn Sound Level of Potential
of the HDD at HDD with Increase in
Entry or Closest NSA Mitigation Lg, + Ambient
Exit Ambient with Mitigation Ambient Ly, Noise Level
HDD Name Point Specific Noise Mitigation Measures Lan (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dB)
1-20 Entry Noise barrier around the hydraulic 49.9 53.3 54.9 5.0
power unit and engine-driven
equipment
Highway 120 Entry Noise barrier around the hydraulic 44.6 51.3 52.1 7.5
power unit and engine-driven
equipment
Joe Frank Entry Noise barrier around the hydraulic 45.0 53.2 53.8 8.8
Harris power unit and engine-driven
Parkway equipment

We agree that the noise mitigation measures described in table B.8.b-4, if implemented
correctly, would mitigate noise levels to below the FERC’s 55 dBA Lg, noise criterion; however,
Transco did not specifically identify which noise mitigation measures would be implemented at
the HDD sites. Therefore, to ensure that these NSAs are not significantly impacted by HDD
noise, we recommend that:

o Prior_to construction of the 1-20, Highway 120, and Joe Frank Harris
Parkway locations, Transco should file with the Secretary, for review and
written approval by the Director of OEP, an HDD noise mitigation plan to
reduce the projected noise level attributable to the proposed drilling
operations at NSAs with predicted noise levels above 55 dBA. During
drilling operations, Transco should implement the approved plan, monitor
noise levels, and make all reasonable efforts to restrict the noise attributable
to the drilling operations to no more than an Lg, of 55 dBA at the NSAs.

Operational Noise Sources

Noise from operation of the Project would be produced primarily through operation of
the compressor station and other aboveground facilities including three meter stations, eight
MLVs, eight pig traps, and two interconnects. A summary of operational noise sources and
NSAs in the vicinity of each facility is detailed below. The proposed changes to other mainline
facilities would not result in an increase of noise levels from these facilities and are, therefore,
not discussed further.

Compressor Station 116

Compressor Station 116 would be located in Carroll County about 1 mile south of
Whitesburg, Georgia. The compressor station would be located in an area that is primarily
forested and open land with several NSAs located within 1 mile of the site, the closest of which
is a residence located about 1,520 feet from the center of the proposed site (see figure B.8.b-1).
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The compressor station equipment would consist of two Solar Taurus 70 gas turbine-
driven centrifugal gas compressor units (10,915 horsepower rating/each). Other
notable auxiliary equipment that would produce noise includes lube oil coolers, aboveground gas
valves and piping, and gas aftercoolers.

Noise at the compressor station would also be generated by gas blowdown events.
During the period of commissioning and testing, it is anticipated that a unit blowdown could
occur three to four times daily, typically only during the daytime hours. During normal
operation of the station, it is anticipated that unit blowdown events would occur infrequently
(two to three times monthly). A gas blowdown event generally lasts for a short amount of time
(about 1 to 5 minutes).

Beasley Road Meter Station

The Beasley Road Meter Station would be located in Bartow County about 0.75 mile
northeast of Stilesboro, Georgia. The meter station would be located in primarily developed
land, hay/pasture, and open space, with several NSAs located within 0.5 mile of the site, the
closest of which is a residence located about 2,080 feet from the center of the proposed site.
Noise-generating equipment at the meter station would consist of flow-control valves (FCV)
employed for gas flow-control and gas pressure regulation and gas line heaters.

Looper Bridge Road Meter Station

The Looper Bridge Road Meter Station would be located in Murray County about 5 miles
southeast of Dalton, Georgia. The meter station would be located in primarily hay/pasture land,
with no NSAs located within 0.5 mile of the site. Noise-generating equipment at the meter
station would consist of FCVs employed for gas flow-control and gas pressure regulation and gas
line heaters.

Murray Meter Station

The Murray Meter Station would be located in Murray County about 5.3 miles southwest
of Chatsworth, Georgia. The compressor station would be located in primarily forested and
scrub-shrub land, with several NSAs located within 0.5 mile of the site, the closest of which is a
residence located about 370 feet from the center of the proposed site. Noise-generating
equipment at the meter station would consist of FCVs employed for gas flow-control and gas
pressure regulation and gas line heaters.

Other Aboveground Facilities

Other aboveground facilities include eight MLVs, eight pig traps, and two interconnects.
The closest NSAs to the MLVs, pig traps, and interconnects are located about 200, 370, and
2,080 feet away, respectively. The MLVs, pig traps, and interconnects would not result in noise
during normal operation; however, on a very infrequent basis, gas blowdown events may occur
at the MLVs, which would result in operational noise.
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Operational Noise and Vibration Impacts and Mitigation

The operational noise impacts on NSAs near Compressor Station 116, the Beasley Road
Meter Station, and the Murray Meter Station are summarized in table B.8.b-5 and are further
discussed below. For the meter stations, only the closest NSA was considered. An acoustical
analysis was not completed for the Looper Bridge Road Meter Station because there are no
NSAs located within 0.5 mile of the proposed site.

TABLE B.8.b-5
Aboveground Facility Operational Noise Quality Analysis for the Dalton Expansion Project
Total Sound
Estimated Lgn Level at the NSA Potential
of the Station Station Ly, + Increase in
Distance Direction to Ambient Ly, at the NSA Ambient Ly, Ambient Noise
NSA to NSA NSA (dBA) * (dBA) (dBA) Level (dB)
Compressor Station 116
NSA 1 (residence) 1,670 feet Southeast 44.3 43.9 47.1 2.8
NSA 2 (residences) 1,480 feet North- 42.2 45.2 46.9 4.7
northwest
NSA 3 (residence) 2,550 feet West 42.0 39.4 43.9 1.9
Beasley Road Meter Station
NSA 1 (residence) 2,080 feet Northeast 48.5 37.7 48.8 0.3
Murray Meter Station
NSA 1 (residence) 370 feet Northwest 50.1 47.7 52.1 2.0
2 Ambient Lg, based on measured ambient daytime equivalent sound level and estimated nighttime equivalent sound level.

Compressor Station 116

Transco performed an ambient noise survey around the area of Compressor Station 116
to calculate the noise impact on nearby NSAs. Based on the full load operation for all of the
continuously operated station equipment, the estimated sound contribution from Compressor
Station 116 at the nearest NSAs would range from 39.4 to 45.2 dBA, which would result in
potential noise increases at nearby NSAs ranging from 1.9 to 4.7 dB. While the noise from the
proposed Compressor Station 116 would likely be audible at nearby NSAs, the impacts of the
compressor station operation on the nearest NSAs would be below the 55 dBA Lg, criterion.
Therefore, we feel that the noise impacts on nearby NSAs as a result of the operation of the
proposed Compressor Station 116 would be minor to moderate.

The estimated noise impacts at the compressor station incorporate several mitigation
measures that Transco would employ, including:

o blowdown silencers;
° air intake duct silencers;
° exhaust silencers;
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o adequate skid-mounted compressor enclosures;

o equipment sound level specifications;

o specific compressor building acoustic design specifications; and
o acoustical insulation for aboveground gas piping.

Transco commits to installation of all recommended noise control measures specified in
the acoustical assessment report performed for the compressor station.

The blowdown/vent system at the compressor station would employ a blowdown
silencer. The estimated sound level of a unit blowdown at Compressor Station 116 would be
about 41 dBA Leq or 48 dBA Lgn at the closest NSA. Therefore, a blowdown event may be
audible at the NSAs but the sound level would be below the 55 dBA Lg, criterion. Because unit
blowdown events occur infrequently and for a short time, the impact of unit blowdowns at
nearby NSAs would be minimal.

We have reviewed the acoustical analysis and proposed mitigation measures and agree
that, if properly implemented, the proposed Compressor Station 116 is not likely to significantly
contribute to noise at nearby NSAs. However, to verify compliance with the FERC’s noise
standard, we recommend that:

. Transco should file a noise survey with the Secretary no later than 60 days
after placing Compressor Station 116 into service. If a full load condition
noise survey is not possible, Transco should provide an interim survey at the
maximum possible power load and provide the full power load survey within
6 months. If the noise attributable to the operation of all of the equipment at
Compressor Station 116 at interim or full power load conditions exceeds
55 dBA Lgn at any nearby NSAs, Transco should file a report on what
changes are needed and should install additional noise controls to meet the
level within 1 year of the in-service date. Transco should confirm compliance
with the above requirement by filing a second noise survey with the
Secretary no later than 60 days after it installs the additional noise controls.

Beasley Road Meter Station

Transco performed an ambient noise survey around the area of the Beasley Road Meter
Station to calculate the noise impact on the closest NSA. Based on the worst-case operation
(operating conditions that generate maximum noise), the estimated sound contribution from the
meter station at the nearest NSA would be 37.7 dBA. Therefore, the impacts of the meter station
operation on the nearest NSA would be below the 55 dBA Lg, criterion and, based upon the
acoustical analysis, would likely not be audible at the nearest NSA.

Several noise mitigation measures have been recommended for the Beasley Road Meter

Station, which would be implemented by Transco to achieve the noise levels included in the
acoustical analysis, including:

o designing the FCVs associated with the meter station to achieve a maximum
85 dBA for the full range of operating conditions;
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o reducing pipe/valve-radiated noise associated with the regulator skid if FCVs are
not capable of meeting the 85 dBA sound requirement for the design operating
conditions);

. covering aboveground gas piping and associated piping components with a type

of acoustical insulation and/or enclose the regulator skid/piping with an “off-skid”
type of acoustical building; and

J employing “low-noise” line heaters at each facility unless water bath heaters are
employed.

We have reviewed the acoustical analysis and proposed mitigation measures and agree
that, if properly implemented, the proposed Beasley Road Meter Station is not likely to
significantly contribute to noise at nearby NSAs.

Murray Meter Station

Transco performed an ambient noise survey around the area of the Murray Meter Station
to calculate the noise impact on the closest NSA. Based on the worst-case operation (operating
conditions that generate maximum noise), the estimated sound contribution from the meter
station at the nearest NSA would be 47.7 dBA, which is lower than the current ambient noise of
50.1 dBA Lg, and would result in a potential noise increase at the nearest NSA of 2.0 dB.

Several noise mitigation measures have been recommended for the Murray Meter Station,
which would be implemented by Transco, to achieve the noise levels included in the acoustical
analysis. These mitigation measures include those described for the Beasley Road Meter Station,
as well as enclosing the regulator skid and associated aboveground piping with an off-skid
acoustical building.

The noise from the proposed Murray Meter Station would likely be audible at the nearest
NSA. The noise from the Murray Meter Station would be close to our 55 dBA Lg, criterion. In
addition, there are several NSAs in very close proximity to the Murray Meter Station. We are
concerned that the noise at the NSAs may be above 55 dBA due to: the proximity of the meter
station to the nearest NSA (370 feet), the noise impact data provided by Transco is
underestimated, or if Transco chooses to install slightly different equipment at the station. To
ensure that these NSAs would not be unduly affected and that the noise impacts at the NSAs
would be less than 55 dB Lgn, We recommend that:

o Transco should file a noise survey with the Secretary no later than 60 days
after placing the Murray Meter Station in service. If the noise attributable to
the operation of the meter station at maximum flow exceeds an Lg, of 55 dBA
at any nearby NSAs, Transco should install additional noise controls to meet
that level within 1 vyear of the in-service date. Transco shall confirm
compliance with the L4, of 55 dBA requirement by filing a second noise
survey with the Secretary no later than 60 days after it installs the additional
noise controls.
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In addition to noise requirements, the Commission, under 18 CFR 380.12(k)(v)(B),
requires that operation of compressor stations not result in any perceptible increase in vibration.
Transco has committed to installing mitigation measures at Compressor Station 116 to ensure
that the operation of the facility would not result in perceptible vibration, including installing a
two-stage silencer system on the turbine exhaust and “low-noise” gas coolers. If the new
compressor station equipment results in perceptible vibration, the Commission would require
Transco to investigate the cause and could require mitigation to reduce the vibration.

Based upon the information provided by Transco, its proposed mitigation measures, and
our recommendations, we conclude that the construction and operation of the Project would
result in no significant noise impacts.

9. Reliability and Safety

The transportation of natural gas by pipeline involves some incremental risk to the public
due to the potential for an accidental release of natural gas. The greatest hazard is a fire or
explosion following a major pipeline rupture.

Methane, the primary component of natural gas, is colorless, odorless, and tasteless. It is
not toxic, but is classified as a simple asphyxiate, posing a slight inhalation hazard. If CHy is
breathed in high concentrations, oxygen deficiency can occur resulting in serious injury or death.

Methane has an auto-ignition temperature of 1,000 °F and is flammable at concentrations
between 5 and 15 percent CH4 by volume. Unconfined mixtures of CH, in air are not generally
explosive. Methane is buoyant at atmospheric temperatures and disperses rapidly in air.

a. Safety Standards

The DOT is mandated to provide pipeline safety under 49 U.S. Code Chapter 601.
Within the DOT, the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA), Office
of Pipeline Safety, administers the national regulatory program to ensure the safe transportation
of natural gas and other hazardous materials by pipeline. It develops regulations and other
approaches to risk management that ensure safety in the design, construction, testing, operation,
maintenance, and emergency response of pipeline facilities. Many of the regulations are written
as performance standards that set a level of safety to be attained and allow the pipeline operator
to use various technologies to achieve the required safety standard.

The DOT pipeline standards are published in 49 CFR Parts 190-199. Part 192 of 49 CFR
specifically addresses natural gas pipeline safety issues. Under an MOU on Natural Gas
Transportation Facilities dated January 15, 1993 between the DOT and FERC, the DOT is
recognized as having the exclusive authority to promulgate federal safety standards used in the
transportation of natural gas. Section 157.14(a)(9)(vi) of the FERC's regulations requires that an
applicant certify that it will design, install, inspect, test, construct, operate, replace, and maintain
the facility for which a Certificate is requested in accordance with federal safety standards and
plans for maintenance and inspection, or certify that it has been granted a waiver of the
requirements of the safety standards by the DOT in accordance with section 3(e) of the Natural
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Gas Pipeline Safety Act. The FERC accepts this certification and does not impose additional
safety standards other than the DOT standards. If the Commission becomes aware of an existing
or potential safety problem, there is a provision in the MOU to promptly alert the DOT. The
MOU provides instructions for referring complaints and inquiries made by state and local
governments and the general public involving safety matters related to pipelines under the
Commission's jurisdiction.

The FERC also participates as a member of the DOT's Technical Pipeline Safety
Standards Committee, which determines if proposed safety regulations are reasonable, feasible,
and practicable.

Section 5(a) of the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act provides for a state agency to assume
all aspects of the safety program for intrastate facilities by adopting and enforcing the federal
standards, while section 5(b) permits a state agency that does not qualify under section 5(a) to
perform certain inspection and monitoring functions. A state may also act as DOT's agent to
inspect interstate facilities within its boundaries; however, the DOT is responsible for
enforcement actions. Georgia, North Carolina, and Virginia do not have been delegated
authority to inspect interstate pipeline facilities.

The Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty and Job Creation Act of 2011 (U.S. House of
Representatives 2845) was passed by Congress and signed into law on January 3, 2012 by
President Barack Obama. This Act states that no later than 2 years after the date of enactment,
the DOT Secretary, if appropriate, shall require by regulation the use of automatic or remote
control shut-off valves, or equivalent technology, where economically, technically, and
operationally feasible on transmission pipeline facilities constructed or entirely replaced after the
date on which the Secretary issues the final rule containing such requirement. Transco has
committed to the use of remotely controlled shut-off valves on the Dalton Lateral.

The 30-, 24-, 20-, and 16-inch-diameter pipelines and aboveground facilities associated
with the Project would be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with or
to exceed the DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 49 CFR Part 192. These regulations,
which are intended to protect the public and to prevent natural gas facility accidents and failures,
include specifications for material selection and qualification; minimum design requirements;
and protection of the pipeline from internal, external, and atmospheric corrosion.

The DOT defines area classifications based on population density in the vicinity of the
pipeline and specifies more rigorous safety requirements for populated areas. Pipe wall
thickness and pipeline design pressures, hydrostatic test pressures, maximum allowable operating
pressure, inspection and testing of welds, and frequency of pipeline patrols and leak surveys
must conform to higher standards in more populated areas. The class location unit is an area that
extends 220 yards on either side of the centerline of any continuous 1-mile length of pipeline.
The four area classifications are defined below:

o Class 1: Location with 10 or fewer buildings intended for human occupancy;
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o Class 2: Location with more than 10 but less than 46 buildings intended for
human occupancy;

o Class 3: Location with 46 or more buildings intended for human occupancy or
where the pipeline lies within 100 yards of any building, or small well-defined
outside area occupied by 20 or more people on at least 5 days a week for
10 weeks in any 12-month period; and

o Class 4: Location where buildings with four or more stories aboveground are
prevalent.

In accordance with federal standards, class locations representing more populated areas
require higher safety factors in pipeline design, testing, and operation. Pipelines constructed on
land in Class 1 locations must be installed with a minimum depth of cover of 30 inches in normal
soil and 18 inches in consolidated rock. Class 2, 3, and 4 locations, as well as drainage ditches
of public roads and railroad crossings, require a minimum cover of 36 inches in normal soil and
24 inches in consolidated rock. All pipelines installed in navigable rivers, streams, and harbors
must have a minimum cover of 48 inches in soil or 24 inches in consolidated rock. Class
locations specify the maximum distance to sectionalized block valves (e.g., 10.0 miles in Class 1,
7.5 miles in Class 2, 4.0 miles in Class 3, and 2.5 miles in Class 4). About 87.0 miles
(76 percent) of the Project would be located in Class 1 areas, 22.5 miles (20 percent) would be
located in Class 2 areas, and 5.4 miles (5 percent) would be located in Class 3 areas.

Transco would place the MLVs based on Class location criteria for Class 2 or Class 3
specifications. If the Project is approved, the DOT regulations require that the pipeline be
designed, at a minimum, to the appropriate Class location standard and that the spacing between
MLVs meets DOT requirements.

If a subsequent increase in population density adjacent to the right-of-way indicates a
change in class location for the pipeline, Transco would reduce the maximum allowable
operating pressure or replace the segment with pipe of sufficient grade and wall thickness, if
required, to comply with the DOT code of regulations for the new class location.

The Pipeline Safety Improvement Act of 2002 requires operators to develop and follow a
written integrity management program that contains all the elements described in 49 CFR Part
192.911 and addresses the risks on each transmission pipeline segment. Specifically, the law
establishes an integrity management program that applies to all high consequence areas (HCA).

The DOT published rules that define HCAs where a gas pipeline accident could do
considerable harm to people and their property and requires an integrity management program to
minimize the potential for an accident. This definition satisfies, in part, the Congressional
mandate for DOT to prescribe standards that establish criteria for identifying each gas pipeline
facility in a high-density population area.
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The HCAs may be defined in one of two ways. In the first method, an HCA includes:

. current Class 3 and 4 locations;

o any area in Class 1 or 2 locations where the potential impact radius' is greater
than 660 feet and there are 20 or more buildings intended for human occupancy
within the potential impact circle®®; or

o any area in Class 1 or 2 locations where the potential impact circle includes an
identified site.

An identified site is an outside area or open structure that is occupied by 20 or more
persons on at least 50 days in any 12-month period; a building that is occupied by 20 or more
persons on at least 5 days a week for any 10 weeks in any 12-month period; or a facility that is
occupied by persons who are confined, are of impaired mobility, or would be difficult to
evacuate.

In the second method, an HCA includes any area within a potential impact circle that

contains:
o 20 or more buildings intended for human occupancy; or
. an identified site.

Once a pipeline operator has determined the HCAs on its pipeline, it must apply the
elements of its Integrity Management Plan to those segments of the pipeline within HCAs. The
DOT regulations specify the requirements for the Integrity Management Plan at 49 CFR Part
192.911. The pipeline integrity management rule for HCAs requires inspection of the pipeline
every 7 years. The HCAs associated with the Project have been determined based on the
relationship of the pipeline centerline to other nearby structures and identified sites. Of the
114.9 miles of the proposed pipeline route, Transco has identified about 1.1 miles that would be
classified as an HCA. Table B.9.a-1 lists by milepost the HCAs that would be crossed by the

Project.
TABLE B.9.a-1
Location of High Consequence Areas Along the Dalton Expansion Project
Facility/County Begin Milepost End Milepost Length (miles)

Dalton Lateral

Paulding 33.0 333 0.3

Paulding 44.0 445 0.5

Murray 104.8 105.1 0.3
AGL Spur

None identified

2 The potential impact radius is calculated as the product of 0.69 and the square root of the maximum allowable operating pressure of the

pipeline in pounds per square inch multiplied by the pipeline diameter in inches.

B The potential impact circle is a circle of radius equal to the potential impact radius.
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Title 49 CFR 192 prescribes the minimum standards for operating and maintaining
pipeline facilities including the requirement to establish a written plan governing these activities.
Under Part 192.615, each pipeline operator must also establish an emergency plan that includes
procedures to minimize the hazards in a natural gas pipeline emergency. Key elements of the
plan include procedures for:

. receiving, identifying, and classifying emergency events, gas leakage, fires,
explosions, and natural disasters;

J establishing and maintaining communications with local fire, police, and public
officials and coordinating emergency response;

o initiating the emergency shutdown of system and safe restoration of service;

. making personnel, equipment, tools, and materials available at the scene of an
emergency; and

. protecting people first and then property and making them safe from actual or
potential hazards.

49 CFR 192 requires that each operator establish and maintain liaison with appropriate
fire, police, and public officials to learn the resources and responsibilities of each organization
that may respond to a natural gas pipeline emergency and to coordinate mutual assistance. The
operator must also establish a continuing education program to enable customers, the public,
government officials, and those engaged in excavation activities to recognize a gas pipeline
emergency and report it to appropriate public officials. Transco would provide the appropriate
training to local emergency service personnel before the pipeline is placed in service.

Transco also maintains operating policies and procedures that provide specific directions
in preventive maintenance and monitoring of facilities, as well as procedures to be followed in
the event of an accident or natural catastrophe. Periodic training sessions and review of
operating and emergency procedures are conducted for all affected operations employees.

Transco would perform annual leak detection surveys of its pipeline facilities, similar
field surveys of its aboveground facilities, and periodic aerial and vehicle/pedestrian surveys of
all its facilities. All of Transco’s facilities also include many equipment features that ensure the
overall safety of the system and the general public.

Transco would register with the one-call system programs and other related pre-
excavation notification organizations in Georgia, North Carolina, and Virginia prior to the
operation of the Project. Through these programs, Transco would be informed of planned third-
party excavations, which would allow Transco to monitor activities around the right-of-way and
to protect the pipeline.

In addition to pipeline safety standards, Transco would adhere to 49 CFR Parts 192.739
through 192.743 guidelines for inspection and monitoring at pressure limiting and regulating
stations. Transco’s construction of the Project facilities would be designed, constructed, and
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operated to meet or exceed applicable specifications. The piping at the facilities would be
manufactured in accordance with API specifications, and wall thickness would conform to
PHMSA safety regulations contained in 49 CFR Part 192.

Transco would incorporate the Project into its existing gas monitoring and control
systems. Transco would maintain a monitoring system that includes a gas control center that
monitors system pressures, flows, and customer deliveries on its entire system. The center is
staffed 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, and 365 days a year from Houston, Texas.

b. Pipeline Accident Data

The DOT requires all operators of natural gas transmission pipelines to notify the DOT of
any significant incidents and to submit a report within 20 days. Significant incidents are defined
as any leaks that:

. cause a death or personal injury requiring hospitalization; or
. involve property damage of more than $50,000 in 1984 dollars.™

During the 20-year period from 1995 through 2014, a total of 1,269 significant incidents
were reported on the more than 300,000 total miles of natural gas transmission pipelines
nationwide.

Additional insight into the nature of service incidents may be found by examining the
primary factors that caused the failures. Table B.9.b-1 provides a distribution of the causal
factors as well as the number of each incident by cause. The dominant incident causes, corrosion
and pipeline material, weld or equipment failure, comprise 49.5 percent of all significant
incidents. However, the pipelines included in the data set in table B.9.b-1 vary widely in terms
of age, pipe diameter, and level of corrosion control. Each of these variables influences the
incident frequency that may be expected for a specific segment of pipeline. The frequency of
significant incidents, for example, is strongly dependent on pipeline age. Older pipelines have a
higher frequency of corrosion incidents because corrosion is a time-dependent process.

The use of both an external protective coating and a cathodic protection system, required
on all pipelines installed after July 1971, significantly reduces the corrosion rate compared to
unprotected or partially protected pipe.*®

Excavations, natural forces, and outside forces are the causes in 34.2 percent of
significant pipeline incidents. Table B.9.b-2 presents information on the outside forces incidents
by cause. These mostly result from the encroachment of mechanical equipment such as
bulldozers and backhoes; earth movements due to soil settlement, washouts, or geologic hazards;
weather effects such as winds, storms, and thermal strains; and willful damage.

¥ $50,000 in 1984 dollars is about $113,000 as of April 2015 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2015.)

% Cathodic protection is a technique to reduce corrosion (rust) of the natural gas pipeline that includes the use of an induced current or a
sacrificial anode (like zinc) that corrodes at faster rate to reduce corrosion.
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TABLE B.9.b-1

Natural Gas Transmission Pipeline Significant Incidents by Cause (1995 to 2014) ?

Excavation, outside forces, and natural force damage from Table B.9.b-1 (PHMSA, 2015).
Due to rounding, column does not equal 34.2 percent.

Cause Number of Incidents Percentage”
Corrosion 291 23.0
Excavation ° 207 16.4
Pipeline Material, Weld or Equipment Failure 337 26.6
Natural Force Damage 147 11.6
Outside Forces ° 79 6.2
Incorrect Operation 40 3.2
All Other Causes ° 164 13.0
TOTAL 1,265 -
a All data gathered from PHMSA Significant incident files, January 14, 2016. http://www.phmsa.dot.gov/
pipeline/library/data-stats/pipelineincidenttrends.
b Due to rounding, column does not total 100 percent.
¢ Includes third-party damage.
d Fire, explosion, vehicle damage, previous damage, intentional damage.
€ Miscellaneous causes or unknown causes.
TABLE B.9.b-2
Outside Forces Incidents by Cause (1995 to 2014)?
Cause Number of Incidents Percent of all Incidents °
Third-party excavation damage 172 13.6
Operator excavation damage 24 1.9
Unspecified equipment damage/Previous damage 11 0.9
Heavy Rain/Floods 72 5.7
Earth Movement 34 2.7
Lightning/Temperature/High Winds 26 21
Unspecified Natural Force 15 1.2
Vehicle (not engaged with excavation) 47 3.7
Fire/Explosion 8 0.6
Previous mechanical damage 6 0.5
Fishing or maritime activity 7 0.5
Unspecified/other outside force 7 0.6
Intentional damage 1 0.1
Electrical arcing from other equipment/facility 1 0.1
TOTAL 433
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Older pipelines have a higher frequency of outside forces incidents partly because their
location may be less well known and less well marked than newer lines. In addition, the older
pipeline systems contain a disproportionate number of smaller diameter pipelines, which have a
greater rate of outside forces incidents. Small diameter pipelines are more easily crushed or
broken by mechanical equipment or earth movements.

The majority of fatalities from pipelines involve local distribution pipelines. These are
natural gas pipelines that are not regulated by FERC and that distribute natural gas to homes and
businesses after transportation through interstate natural gas transmission pipelines. In general,
these distribution lines are smaller diameter pipes, often made of plastic or cast iron rather than
welded steel, and tend to be older pipelines that are more susceptible to damage. In addition,
distribution systems do not have large rights-of-way and pipeline markers common to FERC-
regulated natural gas transmission pipelines.

C. Impact on Public Safety

We received several comments regarding safety concerns about the Project.
Table B.9.c-1 presents the average annual injuries and fatalities that occurred on natural gas
transmission lines between 2010 and 2014.

TABLE B.9.c-1

Annual Average Fatalities — Natural Gas Transmission Pipelines *

Year Injuries Fatalities
2010° 61 10
2011 1 0
2012 7 0
2013 2 0
2014 1 1

a

All of the injuries and fatalities in 2010 were due to the Pacific Gas and Electric pipeline rupture and fire in San Bruno,
California on September 9, 2010.

The nationwide totals of accidental fatalities from various manmade and natural hazards
are listed in table B.9.c-2 to provide a relative measure of the industry-wide safety of natural gas
transmission pipelines. Direct comparisons between the different accident categories listed in
the table should be made cautiously because individual exposures to hazards are not uniform
among all categories. The data nonetheless indicate a low risk of death due to incidents
involving natural gas transmission pipelines compared to the other categories. For example, the
fatality rate for incidents involving natural gas pipelines is more than 25 times lower than the rate
from natural hazards such as lightning, tornados, floods, and earthquakes.

The available data shows that natural gas transmission pipelines continue to be a safe,
reliable means of energy transportation. From 1995 to 2014, there were an average of
63 significant incidents, 9 injuries, and 2 fatalities per year. The number of significant incidents
over the more than 303,000 miles of natural gas transmission lines indicates the risk is low for an
incident at any given location. The operation of the Project would represent a slight increase in
risk to the nearby public.
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TABLE B.9.c-2

Nationwide Accidental Deaths *

Type of Accident Annual Number of Deaths
All accidents 123,706
Motor Vehicle 43,945
Poisoning 29,846
Falls 22,631
Drowning 3,443
Fire, smoke inhalation, burns 3,286
Floods " 81
Lightning ® 49
Tornado ° 72
Tractor Turnover © 62
Natural gas distribution lines ¢ 14
Natural gas transmission pipelines ° 2

All data, unless otherwise noted, reflects 2005 statistics from U.S. Census Bureau, Statistical Abstract of the United
States: 2010 (129th Edition) Washington, DC, 2009; http://www.census.gov/statab.

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Weather Service, Office of Climate, Water and Weather
Services, 30 year average (1985 to 2014) http://www.weather.gov/om/hazstats.shtml.

Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2007 Census of Occupational Injuries.

PHMSA significant incident files, January 14, 2016. http://www.phmsa.dot.gov/pipeline/library/data-
stats/pipelineincidenttrends, 20 year average.

10.  Cumulative Impacts

The southeastern United States has been affected by human activity for over 15,000 years
beginning with indigenous peoples who lived in large settlements and associated satellite
villages. Today about 10 million people reside in Georgia. Although the region has been
substantially affected by human activity, valuable natural resources remain. National Wetlands
Inventory data indicates that there are about 65,000 acres of wetlands in the counties that would
be crossed by the Project, and National Land Cover Data from the EPA indicates that there are
about 1.1 million acres of upland forest in these same counties.

In accordance with NEPA, we identified other actions located in the vicinity of the
Project facilities and evaluated the potential for a cumulative impact on the environment. As
defined by CEQ, a cumulative effect is the impact on the environment which results from the
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions regardless of what agency or person undertakes such other actions. CEQ guidance
states that an adequate cumulative effects analysis may be conducted by focusing on the current
aggregate effects of past actions without delving into the historical details of individual past
actions. In this analysis, we consider the impacts of past projects within the regions of influence
as part of the affected environment (environmental baseline) which was described and evaluated
in the preceding environmental analysis. However, present effects of past actions that are
relevant and useful are also considered.
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Consistent with CEQ guidance and to determine cumulative impacts, we expanded the
geographic boundaries of our review into regions of influence as described below. Actions
located outside the regions of influence are generally not evaluated because their potential to
contribute to a cumulative impact diminishes with increasing distance from the Project.

As described in the environmental analysis section of this is EA, constructing and
operating the Project would temporarily and permanently impact the environment. The Project
would affect geology, soils, water resources, vegetation, wetlands, wildlife, cultural resources,
visual resources, air quality, noise, and some land uses. However, we conclude that these
impacts would not be significant. We also conclude that nearly all of the project-related impacts
would be contained within or adjacent to the temporary construction right-of-way and ATWS.
For example, erosion control measures included in the Transco’s construction and restoration
plans, would keep disturbed soils within work areas. For other resources, the contribution to
regional cumulative impacts is lessened by the expected recovery of ecosystem function. For
example, the Project would affect 20.9 acres of wetlands; however, permanent impacts would be
limited to the conversion of the vegetative cover and the wetlands would remain functional
wetland habitats. This is in contrast with other large-scale development projects in which
wetlands are permanently converted to uplands. Similarly, vegetative communities would be
cleared, but restoration would proceed immediately following construction. Additionally, we
determined that visual impacts would be minimal at any discrete location along the proposed
pipeline route.

Based on these conclusions and determinations, the collocation of the Project pipelines
with existing rights-of-way (49 percent of the total length), Transco’s implementation of impact
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures as described in their construction and
restoration plans, and their adherence to our recommendations, we find that most of the impacts
of the Project would be largely limited to the 115-mile-long corridor followed by the pipeline.
Furthermore, because the impacts of the Project would generally be localized, they would only
contribute incrementally to a cumulative impact in the region of influence. As a result, we have
related Erge scope of our analysis to the magnitude of the aforementioned environmental
impacts.

Based on the impacts of the Project as identified and described in this EA and consistent
with CEQ guidance, we have determined that the following resource-specific regions of
influence are appropriate to assess cumulative impacts:

. Impacts on geology, soils, wetlands, vegetation, and wildlife would be largely
contained within or adjacent to proposed Project workspaces. Impacts on water
resources (primarily increased turbidity) could extend outside of the workspaces,
but would also be contained to a relatively small area. Therefore, for these
resources we evaluated other projects/actions within the HUC 12 sub-
watersheds crossed by the Project.

6 Please note this narrow corridor is not the expanded area of our cumulative impacts review, it is only the area directly affected by the

Project.
Drainage basins in the United States are divided and sub-divided at four different levels and each assigned a unique hydrologic unit code
(HUC) consisting of eight digits based on these four levels.

17
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o Impacts on cultural resources would also be largely contained within or adjacent
to proposed Project workspaces. Therefore, we evaluated other projects/actions
that overlapped with known cultural features potentially affected by the Project.

. Temporary impacts on air quality, including fugitive dust, would be largely
limited to areas immediately around active construction. In an effort to evaluate
potential cumulative impacts from operational air emissions associated with the
Project, we identified permitted stationary air emission generating sources within
a 50-kilometer radius of Compressor Station 116. We evaluated the proximity of
these projects to the proposed Project to identify if the potential exists for
cumulative impacts from long-term air emissions associated with the Project.

o Long-term impacts on NSAs were evaluated by identifying other stationary
source projects with the potential to result in significant noise that would affect
the same NSAs within 0.5 mile of the Project compressor stations. None were
identified; therefore, we do not consider long-term cumulative noise impacts
further in this analysis. However, we did consider areas where the temporary
noise from construction of the Project would overlap with noise from other
construction projects.

. Communities that could be affected by the increased workforce were considered
in our analysis. In more rural locations of the Project, these communities could be
located numerous miles from Project workspace.

Tables B.10-1 and B.10-2 identify the present and reasonably foreseeable projects or
actions that occur within the regions of influence defined above. These projects were identified
by a review of publicly available information; aerial and satellite imagery; consultations with
federal, state, and local agencies/officials and development authorities; and information provided
by Transco, affected landowners, and concerned citizens.

In addition to the geographic relationship between the Project and other projects in the
area, we also consider the temporal relationship between the Project and other projects in the
area. Transco proposes to begin construction in Summer 2016 and end with the in-service date
of May 2017. As discussed throughout the EA, the majority of impacts associated with the
Project would occur during construction and most resources (with exceptions) would return to
preconstruction conditions shortly after or within 3 years of construction. Thus, construction-
related cumulative impacts could occur if other projects in the regions of influence would affect
the same resources within these timeframes. Additionally, permanent impacts resulting from the
operation of the Project could contribute to a cumulative impact in the regions of influence.
Specifically, permanent impacts on air quality and forest resources from operation of the Project
could contribute to a cumulative impact in the regions of influence for those resources.
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TABLE B.10-1
Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Considered for Cumulative Impacts *
Area of
Project Impact Location Description / Comment / Area of Impact Status
University of West 4 acres 6.4 miles east of The construction of 52,000 square feet of instructional ~ Opened Early
Georgia’s new MP 1.0 and office space includes a 120-person lecture hall. 2015.
downtown
Newnan campus
Niagara Bottling 21 acres 8.7 miles east of Niagara bottling — water bottling facility 460,000- Opened
MP 2.8 square-foot facility, a $79 million investment, is December 2014.
expected to create more than 70 new jobs in the
Coweta area.
State Route 92 85 acres 6.4 miles east- The Georgia Department of Transportation proposes Development to
expansion northeast of widening and realignment of 9.5 miles of State Route be completed in
MP 27.8 92 from the intersection of the State Route/Fairburn 2017.
Road and Pine Drive in Douglas County to the State
Route/Dallas Highway and Nebo Road intersection in
Paulding County. About 6093 linear feet of stream,
5.2 acres of wetland, no cultural resources (SAS-
2007-01765). Standard Permit issued with Special
Conditions on August 1, 2014.
Bill Carruth 23 acres 7.8 miles east of 2.5-mile road extension. Opened in 2014.
Parkway MP 35.8
Extension
Paulding 98 acres 6.3 miles east- 130-acre site currently with one 400,000-square-foot Development
Commerce northeast of building (Interroll). status unknown.
Business Park MP 37.3
WellStar Paulding 11 acres 6.8 miles east- 8-story 250,000-square-foot facility located at US 278  Opened April
Hospital northeast of and Bill Carruth Parkway in Hiram, Georgia. 2014.
MP 38.8
City of Dallas 9 acres Crosses MP 40.0 Installation of 3.7 miles of 8- to 24-inch-diameter Development
Sewer Expansion sewer line. Phase | crosses the route near MP 40.0. completed in
2014.
New Hangar at 2 acres 1.7 miles east- New 35,000-square-foot hangar. Opened 2014.
Silver Comet Field northeast of
MP 41.4
Vista Metals None 1.1 miles east- Announced September 25, 2014, it is about a Development
southeast of $17 million expansion. There is no additional real complete in 2015.
MP 77.3 estate in connection with this, but there will be an
additional building done for this, as well as the
improvements, which are additional ovens that will go
in as part of the smelting operation.
Shaw Industries 28 acres 3 miles east- The 600,000 to 700,000 square feet of manufacturing  Development
Group, Inc. southeast of and warehouse space was built on 117.6 acres near complete in 2015.
MP 78.0 the intersection of Highway 140 and Hall Station
Road in Adairsville. Construction started in 2014.
Vulcan Adairsville 90 acres 0.3 mile west of Vulcan intends to expand this quarry to the east. Development
Quarry MP 78.0 anticipated within
the next 5+ years.
Nourison 6 acres 3.1 miles east of Nourison Industries added 132,000 square feet, Development mid-
Industries MP 83.0 expected to generate 40-50 new jobs. 2015.
Calhoun County 3 acres 4.3 miles east of Construction of a new 73,000 square foot Calhoun Opened spring
High School MP 87.5 High School Natatorium. 2014.
Expansion
Gordon Hospital 3 acres 2.6 miles east of Hospital expansion of 59,000 additional square feet. Complete mid-
Expansion MP 88.3 year 2015.
IVC US 14 acres 1.3 miles west of Vinyl tile and plank plant. A 300,000-square-foot Complete first
MP 108.4 plant will enable IVC US to keep all its domestic quarter of 2015.
manufacturing activities on the same site.
Residential Variable -- 22 residential development projects identified within Variable
Developments 0.25 mile of the Project.
Non-Jurisdiction 1 acre MPs 7.8, 56.5, Electrical service required for Compressor Concurrent with
Facilities 109.3 and 2.0 Station 116, Beasley Road Meter Station, Looper Project
(AGL Spur) Bridge Road Meter Station, and Murray Meter Station

Includes projects within the HUC 12 Sub-Watersheds crossed by the Project.
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TABLE B.10-2
Existing Air Emission Sources Within 50 Kilometers of Compressor Station 116
Distance and Direction from
Project County Compressor Station 116 Types of Sources Permits
Yates Steam Electric Generating Coweta 1.4 miles southeast CO, NO,, PM, SO,, Title V Major
Plant VOC
GA Power Plant Wansley Carroll 8.0 miles southwest CO, SO,, NO,, VOC, Title V Major
PM

Meag Wansley Unit 9 Heard 8.6 miles southwest PM Title V Major
Oglethorpe Chattahoochee Energy Heard 8.6 miles southwest PM Title V Major
Facility
Southern Power — Wansley Heard 8.6 miles southwest PM Title V Major
Combined Cycle
Hawk Road Energy Facility Heard 9.4 miles southwest CO, NO, Title V Major
Tenaska Georgia Generation Facility Heard 9.8 miles southwest VOC Title V Major
Bon L Manufacturing CO Coweta 8.7 miles southeast Hydrocarbons, NO,, Title V Major

PM, VOC
Caldwell Tanks Alliance LLC — Broad Coweta 9.8 miles southeast VOC Title V Major
Street Facility
Yamaha Motor Manufacturing Corp Coweta 11.6 miles southeast Hydrocarbons, PM, Title V Major
of America VOC,
Southwire CO Carroll 10.1 miles northwest NO,, PM Title V Major
Southwire Company Copper Rod Mill Carroll 10.7 miles northwest CO, NO,, Pb, PM, Title V Major

VOC, SO,
Southwire Company — Cofer Carroll 10.6 miles northwest PM Title V Major
Technology Cen
Decostar Industries Inc. Carroll 14.1 miles northwest VOC Title V Major
Spurlin Industries Inc. Fulton 14.5 miles northeast PM, VOC Title V Major
Owens Corning Insulating Systems Fulton 17.5 miles northeast CO, NO,, PM, SO,, Title V Major
LLC Fairburn GA VOC
Avery International Fasson Div. Fayette 20.2 miles southeast VOC Title V Major
Gs Roofing Products CO Inc. Fayette 21.9 miles southeast CO, Fugitive dust, Title V Major

Fugitive emissions,
NO,, PM,S0O,, VOC
Meadwestvaco — Greenville Sawmill Meriwether 29.8 miles south-southeast CO, S0O,, NO,, VOC, N/A
PM

Plasti-Paint Inc. Heard 16.9 miles southwest PM N/A
Plantation Pipe Line CO Bremen Haralson 20.0 miles northwest VOC Title V Major
HI-A Co. Inc. (Honda Lock- Haralson 21.0 miles northwest VOC Title V Major
America, Inc.)
Printpack Incorporated Douglas 17.8 miles north-northwest VOC, Hydrocarbons Title V Major
Caraustar Mill Group Inc. Auste LI Cobb 27.8 miles northeast CO, NO,, PM, SO, Title V Major
Boxboard Mills VOC, PMyo
Colonial Pipeline, Atlanta Junction Cobb 30.4 miles northeast VOC Title V Major
Facility
Marathon Petroleum Company — Cobb 30.9 miles northeast VOC, PM Title V Major
Powder Springs GA
Geiger International Inc. Fulton 24.5 miles northeast PM, VOC Title V Major
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TABLE B.10-2 (cont'd)
Existing Air Emission Sources Within 50 Kilometers of Compressor Station 116
Distance and Direction from

Project County Compressor Station 116 Types of Sources Permits
Free Flow Packaging Inc. Fulton 26.1 miles northeast VOC N/A
Abrams Fixture Corp. Douglas 26.2 miles northeast HAP N/A
Atlanta Utoy Creek Wpcp Fulton 27.6 miles northeast HG, NO,, PM, SO, Title V Major
Owens Corning Roofing & Asphalt Fulton 28.6 miles northeast CO, PM, VOC, NO, Title V Major
LLC Atlanta
Enviro-Grotechnology Cobb 29.4 miles northeast HG, NO,, PM, SO, N/A
Printpack Inc. Fulton 29.8 miles northeast PM, VOC N/A
Raylock Corp. Fulton 30.1 miles northeast Pb, PM, VOC, Asbestos N/A
Rr Donnelley Williams Plant Fulton 26.3 miles northeast VOC Title V Major
Alchemix Corp. Fulton 28.0 miles northeast PM, VOC Title V Major
Hartsfield International Airport, City Fulton 29.1 miles northeast NO,, SO, Title V Major
Of Atlanta
Delta Air Lines Gen Offices Fulton 30.7 miles northeast PM Title V Major
Ppg Architectural Finishes East Point Fulton 31.2 miles northeast VOC Title V Major
Delta/Air Cargo Fulton 30.7 miles northeast SO, Title V Major
Pruett W E Co PIt 3 Clayton 30.9 miles northeast PM, SO,, VOC N/A
Douglas & Lomason Co. Coweta 6.39 miles southeast VOC N/A
Ljs Grease & Tallow | Carroll 5.0 miles northwest PM N/A
Griffin's Used Parts Carroll 8.1 miles west PM N/A
Grancoffee Roasting Company Fulton 8.4 miles northeast VOC N/A
Notes:  CO = carbon monoxide, VOC = volatile organic compound, PM;o = particulate matter 10 micrometers or less in diameter,

NO; = nitrogen dioxide, Pb = lead, HAP = hazardous air pollutant, Hg = mercury, PM = particulate matter, SO, = sulfur

dioxide, N/A = not applicable

Twenty-two residential development projects were identified within 0.25 mile of the

Project as conceptual, having an approved site plan, or under construction. The Project would
traverse 12 of these projects. Erecting permanent residential and other aboveground structures
and facilities would result in the permanent loss of vegetation and associated wildlife habitat;
displacement of wildlife; loss of soil and land use; alteration of surface and groundwater flow
and aesthetic characteristics; and could temporarily and/or permanently increase dust, and impact
noise and air quality. Due to the speculative nature (funding and permitting) of the housing and
development markets, it is difficult to determine the amount of land that would ultimately be
affected by these projects; and therefore, contributing to a cumulative impact. However, based
on the permanent nature of these impacts and the largely temporary Project impacts, we have
determined that adding these impacts to the Project impacts would not result in a significant
cumulative impact on any of the affected resources.

As noted in section A.8, non-jurisdictional electric service would be provided to the
proposed aboveground facilities. Delivering electrical service to these facilities would require
new 10-foot-wide powerline rights-of-way of varying lengths for each facility affecting a total of
1.2 acres of land. Although specific resource impacts are not available at this time, the nature of
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these impacts would be similar to those described for the proposed pipeline. Due to the limited
length of the non-jurisdictional electric service extensions and considering that the local electric
service providers would obtain required permits, we have determined that the impacts of the
electric service extensions when added to the impacts of the Project facilities would not result in
significant cumulative impact on any affected resource.

In consideration of the minor direct and indirect impacts identified in the preceding
sections of this EA, and after reviewing the region of influence of each resource and the other
projects with the potential to contribute cumulative resource impacts, we conclude that the
project may contribute to cumulative impacts on forest vegetation and air quality. Consequently,
our analysis focuses on only these resources.

a. Cumulative Impacts on Forest

Constructing the Project would affect 806.6 acres of forest. Unlike other resources
affected by the Project, impacts on forest would be long term. Due to collocation, forest impacts
along most of the pipeline right-of-way would occur as an incremental expansion of existing
rights-of-way, avoiding and minimizing some forest impacts (e.g., habitat fragmentation).
Further, impacts on forest resources would occur along 115 miles of pipeline right-of-way,
thereby avoiding significant cumulative impacts in any localized area or in conjunction with any
other project. The forest impacts associated with the Project are not significant when considered
in comparison to the substantial extent of the resource in the region. Assuming a
similar percentage of the land affected would be forested (i.e., 47 percent), the projects identified
in the region of influence would permanently affect about 190 acres of forest land. Adding the
Project’s impacts on forest with the forest clearing of other projects/actions would contribute to a
cumulative impact within the region of influence. However, based on the linear nature of the
Project and the impacts of the project as discussed above, we have determined that this
cumulative impact would not be significant.

b. Cumulative Impacts on Air Quality

Other projects/actions within the regions of influence would involve the use of heavy
equipment that would temporarily increase traffic, dust, and air emissions. Additionally, when
completed, the energy, residential, commercial, industrial, and other developments in the regions
of influence would permanently increase air emissions. The combination of these effects would
add to a cumulative impact on air quality in the region.

Emissions from construction equipment would be primarily restricted to daylight hours
and would be minimized through applicable equipment emission standards. Because the
construction emissions would be short-term, intermittent, and highly localized they are not
expected to contribute significantly to other air quality impacts in the region.

The proposed Compressor Station 116 would be located in Carroll County, Georgia,
which is designated as moderate non-attainment for PM,s. Carroll County is designated as
attainment for all other NAAQS criteria pollutants. Transco’s air dispersion modeling analysis
demonstrated that impacts from operation of Compressor Station 116, when added to existing

119



20160331- 4007 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 03/31/2016

ambient concentrations obtained from the nearest available monitoring stations, would remain
below applicable NAAQS. Based on a review of the projects identified in table B.10-2, we
identified one air emission generating source, the Yates Steam Electric Generating Plant, with
the potential to overlap with the area of influence of the air emissions associated with the
proposed Compressor Station 116. However, based on the air dispersion modeling completed
for the Project, we have determined that the emissions from the Project, when combined with
emissions associated with the Yate Steam Electric Generating Plant, would not have a significant
cumulative impact on air quality in the region during the operation of the Project.

C. Cumulative Impacts on Climate Change

Climate change is the change in climate over time, whether due to natural variability or as
a result of human activity, and cannot be represented by single annual events or individual
anomalies. For example, a single large flood event or particularly hot summer are not
indications of climate change, while a series of floods or warm years that statistically change the
average precipitation or temperature over years or decades may indicate climate change.

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) is the leading international,
multi-governmental scientific body for the assessment of climate change. The United States is a
member of the IPCC and participates in the IPCC working groups to develop reports. The
leading U.S. scientific body on climate change is the U.S. Global Change Research Program
(USGCRP). Thirteen federal departments and agencies participate in the USGCRP, which began
as a presidential initiative in 1989 and was mandated by Congress in the Global Change
Research Act of 1990.

The IPCC and USGCRP have recognized that:

. globally, GHGs have been accumulating in the atmosphere since the beginning of
the industrial era (circa 1750);

. combustion of fossil fuels (coal, petroleum, and natural gas), combined with
agriculture and clearing of forests is primarily responsible for this accumulation
of GHG;

o these anthropogenic GHG emissions are the primary contributing factor to climate
change; and

o impacts extend beyond atmospheric climate change alone, and include changes to

water resources, transportation, agriculture, ecosystems, and human health.

In May 2014, the USGCRP issued a report, Climate Change Impacts in the United States,
summarizing the impacts that climate change has already had on the United States and what
projected impacts climate change may have in the future (EPA, 2014). The report includes a
breakdown of overall impacts by resource and impacts described for various regions of the
United States. Although climate change is a global concern, for this cumulative analysis, we will
focus on the potential cumulative impacts of climate change in the Project area.
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The USGCRP’s report notes the following observations of environmental impacts that
may be attributed to climate change in the Southeast region:

o temperatures are projected to increase another 4 to 8 °F by 2100, resulting in
increased harmful algal blooms; increased disease-causing agents; spread of non-
native plants; reduced dairy and livestock production; and reduced crop
productivity;

o the number of days above 95 °F are projected to increase, resulting in major
human health implications;

o the global sea level has risen by about 8 inches since reliable record keeping
began in 1880, and is projected to rise another 1 to 4 feet by 2100;

o coastal water temperature in several regions are likely to continue warming as
much as 4 to 8 °F by 2100;
o increasing acidification resulting from the uptake of CO, by ocean waters

threatens corals, shellfish, and other living things that form their shells and
skeletons from calcium carbonate;

. substantial increases in the extent and frequency of storm surge, coastal flooding,
erosion, property damage, and loss of wetlands;

. the intensity, frequency, and duration of North Atlantic hurricanes, as well as the
frequency of Category 4 and 5 hurricanes, have increased since the early 1980s;

o short-term droughts are expected to intensify, resulting in decreased aquifer
recharge and groundwater availability;

o the number of days that fail to meet federal air quality standards is projected to
increase with rising temperatures if there are no additional controls on ozone-
causing pollutants; and

. extreme weather events are affecting energy production and delivery facilities,
resulting in supply disruptions of varying lengths and magnitudes.

GHG emissions are a primary cause of climate change (EPA, 2014). Of the GHGs
emitted, CO, is the most prevalent, accounting for 82 percent of all U.S. emissions in 2013
(EPA, 2016c). Methane is the second most prevalent, accounting for 10 percent of the total U.S.
emissions in 2013 (EPA, 2016d). In 2013, natural gas and petroleum systems accounted for
26 percent of CH4 emissions in the United States (EPA, 2016b). Although the amount of CH,4
being emitted into the atmosphere is significantly less than that of CO,, the comparative impact
of CH, on climate change over a 100-year period (that is, its global warming potential) is more
than 25 times greater (EPA, 2016d). Fugitive CH4 emissions are common in natural gas systems
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and can occur during natural gas production, transmission, storage, and distribution (EPA,
2016d).

Currently, there is no standard methodology to determine how the proposed Project’s
incremental contribution to GHGs would translate into physical effects of the global
environment. However, we acknowledge that the operation of the Project (i.e., Compressor
Station 116, Beasley Road Meter Station, Murray Meter Station, Looper Bridge Road Meter
Station, and fugitive pipeline emissions) would generate about 110,127 mtpy of potential GHG
emissions (expressed as CO,e). Based upon Transco’s current estimates, the GHG emissions
from the operation of the Beasley Road, Murray, and Looper Bridge Road Meter Stations would
not exceed GHG emission reporting thresholds. The combustion-related GHG emissions from
operation of Compressor Station 116 may exceed 25,000 mtpy based upon facility emission
calculation. If all actual GHG emissions from Compressor Station 116 are equal to or greater
than 25,000 mtpy, Transco would be required to comply with all reporting requirements of the
GHGRP.

The other facilities identified in the region of influence are required to comply with all
state and federal air permitting processes and are subject to pertinent emission and mitigation
requirements outline in the GHGRP. Therefore, we conclude the Project would not significantly
contribute to GHG cumulative impacts.

d. Cumulative Impacts Conclusion

The Project would occur in a region that has been significantly affected by previous
human activity. If constructed, the Project and the energy projects, residential and other
developments, roadway projects, and mining operations that occur within the regions of
influence would result in varying degrees of cumulative impact. The degree of impact would
vary on different resources depending on the type and scope of each project, their proximity to
each other, the timeframe in which they are constructed, and the measures that would be
implemented to avoid or reduce impacts at each project site. The majority of the impacts
resulting from the Project would be temporary and about 49 percent of the pipeline facilities
would be collocated with existing infrastructure, thereby reducing overall impacts. As discussed
in this EA, the environmental impacts associated with the Project would be less than significant
if the Project is constructed and operated in accordance with the Transco’s proposed construction
and restoration plans, other applicable regulations or permit requirements, and our additional
recommendations. Therefore, we conclude that the impacts of constructing and operating the
Project when added to the impacts of the aforementioned projects would not result in a
significant cumulative impact on the environment.
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C. ALTERNATIVES

In consultation with the FWS, the GADNR, and landowners, Transco incorporated
numerous alternatives into its proposed route that avoid conflicts with sensitive resources and
existing or planned land uses. In accordance with NEPA, we evaluated alternatives to Transco’s
proposed action to determine whether they would be preferable to constructing the Project as
proposed. Our evaluation criteria for selecting potentially preferable alternatives are:

o technical and economic feasibility and practicality;
o significant environmental advantage over the proposed action; and
o ability to meet the objectives of the proposed action (i.e., providing transportation

of 44.8 million cubic feet per day of natural gas capacity to growing areas of
demand in northwest Georgia).

Our evaluation of alternatives is based on project-specific information provided by the
applicant, affected landowners, and other concerned parties; publicly available information; our
consultations with federal and state resource agencies; and our expertise and experience
regarding the siting, construction, and operation of natural gas transmission facilities and their
potential impact on the environment.

Evaluation Process

Through environmental comparison and application of our professional judgement, each
alternative is considered to a point where it becomes clear if the alternative could or could not
meet the three evaluation criteria. To ensure a consistent environmental comparison and to
normalize the comparison factors, we generally use desktop sources of information (e.g.,
publicly available data, geographic information system data, aerial imagery) and assume the
same right-of-way widths and general workspace requirements. Where appropriate, we also use
site-specific information (e.g., field surveys or detailed designs). Our environmental analysis
and this evaluation consider quantitative data (e.g., acreage or mileage) and uses common
comparative factors such as total length, amount of collocation, and land requirements. Our
evaluation also considers impacts on both the natural and human environments. These impacts
were described in detail in section B of this EA. Because the alternatives represent mostly
alternative locations for natural gas facilities, the specific nature of these impacts on the natural
and human environments would generally be similar to the impacts described in section B. In
recognition of the competing interests and the different nature of impacts resulting from an
alternative that sometimes exist (i.e., impacts on the natural environment versus impacts on the
human environment), we also consider other factors that are relevant to a particular alternative
and discount or eliminate factors that are not relevant or may have less weight or significance.

Many alternatives are technically and economically feasible. Technically practical
alternatives, with exceptions, would generally require the use of common construction methods.
An alternative that would require the use of a new, unique, or experimental construction method
may not be technically practical because the required technology is not available or unproven.
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Economically practical alternatives would result in an action that generally maintains the price
competitive nature of the proposed action. Generally, we do not consider the cost of an
alternative as a critical factor unless the added cost to design, permit, and construct the
alternative would render the project economically impractical.

Determining if an alternative provides a significant environmental advantage requires a
comparison of the impacts on each resource as well as an analysis of impacts on resources that
are not common to the alternatives being considered. The determination must then balance the
overall impacts and all other relevant considerations. In comparing the impact between
resources, we also considered the degree of impact anticipated on each resource. Ultimately, an
alternative that results in equal or minor advantages in terms of environmental impact would not
compel us to shift the impacts from the current set of landowners to a new set of landowners.

One of the goals of an alternatives analysis is to identify alternatives that avoid
significant impacts. In section B, we evaluated each environmental resource potentially affected
by the Project and concluded that constructing and operating the Project would not significantly
impact these resources. Consistent with our conclusions, the value gained by further reducing
the (not significant) impacts of the Project when considered against the cost of relocating the
route/facility to a new set of landowners was also factored into our evaluation.

1. No-Action Alternative

If the Commission decides to deny the proposed action, the environmental impacts
addressed in this EA would not occur. Under this alternative, Transco would not provide natural
gas to markets in northwest Georgia and the objectives of the Project would not be met.
Customers in this region would seek alternate supplies of natural gas, and other natural gas
transmission companies would likely propose to construct and operate similar facilities. These
actions could result in impacts similar to or greater than the Project, and may not meet the
proposed timeframes for delivery of additional gas volumes. Therefore, we conclude that the no-
action alternative would not meet the objectives of the proposed action and because the market
would seek alternative infrastructure to replace the Project, would likely not provide a significant
environmental advantage.

2. System Alternatives

System alternatives would utilize other existing, modified, or proposed facilities to meet
the objectives of the proposed action. A system alternative would make it unnecessary to
construct all or part of the Project, although modifications or expansion of existing or proposed
pipeline systems may be required. We are not aware of any natural gas pipeline systems
proposed in the region which would meet the objectives of the proposed action. We evaluated
two existing natural gas pipeline systems in the region to determine if they could meet the
Project objectives and demonstrate a significant environmental advantage over the proposed
action. Figure C.2-1 illustrates the portions of these systems proximate to the proposed Project.
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Spectra Energy’s East Tennessee Natural Gas Pipeline

The East Tennessee Natural Gas Pipeline is a 1,500-mile-long pipeline system that begins
in Tennessee and extends to Virginia. To meet the objectives of the proposed action using this
alternative, more than 50 miles of new pipeline and associated facilities, similar to the northern
half of the proposed Project, would need to be constructed to connect to Transco’s identified
delivery points. In addition, looping pipelines and additional compression facilities would likely
need to be constructed along the East Tennessee system in the same geographical region.
Construction of these facilities would result in impacts similar to or greater than the Project and
would therefore not provide a significant environmental advantage over the proposed action. For
these reasons, we conclude that the East Tennessee Natural Gas Pipeline system alternative is not
preferable to the proposed action.

Kinder Morgan’s Southern Natural Gas Pipeline

The Southern Natural Gas Pipeline is a 7,600-mile-long pipeline system that extends
from natural gas supply basins in Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama and the Gulf of
Mexico to market areas in Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, Florida, Georgia, South Carolina
and Tennessee. To meet the objectives of the proposed action using this alternative, about
20 miles of new pipeline and associated facilities would need to be constructed to connect to
Transco’s identified delivery points. In addition, looping pipelines and additional compression
facilities, proportional in size to the Project, would likely need to be constructed along the
Southern Natural Gas system in the same geographical region. Construction of these facilities
would result in impacts similar to or greater than the Project and would therefore not provide a
significant environmental advantage over the proposed action. For these reasons, we conclude
that the Southern Natural Gas Pipeline system alternative is not preferable to the proposed
action.

3. Route Alternatives

We evaluated route alternatives to determine whether their implementation would be
preferable to the proposed corresponding action. Environmental factors evaluated include total
pipeline length; length the pipeline is collocated with existing rights-of-way; residences within
150 feet of the construction workspace, impacts on wetlands, waterbodies, and upland forest; and
slope greater than 30 percent. Slopes greater than 30 percent are more susceptible to erosion and
slope failures and may make establishment of vegetation during restoration more difficult.

We received a number of comments during the scoping period related to collocation of
the Project with existing pipeline and powerline rights-of-way. About 49 percent of the Dalton
Lateral and about 60 percent of the AGL Spur would be collocated with existing rights-of-way.

Compressor Station 115 Alternative

During the scoping period, we received a landowner request to evaluate a route that
follows the existing access road to Transco’s Compressor Station 115. The Compressor Station
115 Alternative begins at the compressor station site, parallels the access road, and then joins the
proposed route near MP 0.7 (see figure C.3-1).
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As shown in table C.3-1, the impacts associated with the Compressor Station 115
Alternative and the corresponding segment of the proposed route are very similar. However, the
alternative route is 0.08 mile longer than the proposed route, would increase impacts on upland
forest by about 0.4 acre, and impact an additional landowner not currently crossed by the Project.
This alternative appears to be technically feasible and would meet the Project’s objectives but
would not provide a significant environmental advantage over the proposed action. Therefore,
we conclude that the Compressor Station 115 Alternative would not be preferable to the
corresponding segment of the proposed route. The landowner identified two additional route
alternatives in his request. These alternatives would require the installation of the pipeline
directly below and parallel to the existing powerlines for several hundred feet, as opposed to the
diagonal crossing of the powerlines by the proposed route. Based on the constructability issues
and safety concerns associated with the installation of longer segments of pipeline below high
voltage powerlines, we concluded that these routes did not represent a significant environmental
advantage over the proposed route.

TABLE C.3-1

Environmental Comparison of the Compressor Station 115 Alternative with the
Proposed Route (MPs 0.0 to 0.7) for the Dalton Expansion Project

Environmental Factor Unit Proposed Alternative
Total Length miles 0.69 0.77
Parallel/Adjacent to Existing Right-of-Way miles 0.7 0.0
Residences within 150 feet of the Workspace number 0 0
Wetlands Affected * acres 0.0 0.0
Waterbodies Crossed ” number 0 0
Upland Forest Affected © acres 5.6 6.0

@ Based on National Wetlands Inventory data.

Based on Nation Hydrography Data and aerial photo interpretation.
Based on aerial photo interpretation.

b

[

Villa Rica Highway Alternative

During the scoping period, several stakeholders commented about the proposed and
alternative route discussed below. The Villa Rica Highway Alternative follows an alignment
that Transco eliminated due to constructability concerns along the Georgia Power powerline
right-of-way. Based on additional field review, Transco adopted the currently proposed route.
The Villa Rica Highway Alternative deviates from the proposed route near MP 32.3, heads
northwest around a large residential development and commercial area, and then northeast where
it rejoins the proposed route near MP 33.7 (see figure C.3-2).

The Villa Rica Highway Alternative would reduce the number of residences within
150 feet of the pipeline by 7 and cross 2 less intermittent streams; however, the alternative route
is 0.6 mile longer and would increase impacts on upland forest by about 3.9 acres (see
table C.3-2). This alternative appears to be technically feasible and would meet the Project’s
objectives but would not provide a significant environmental advantage over the proposed
action. Therefore, we conclude that the Villa Rica Highway Alternative would not be preferable
to the corresponding segment of the proposed route.
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TABLE C.3-2

Environmental Comparison of the Villa Rica Highway Alternative with the
Proposed Route (MPs 32.3 to 33.7) for the Dalton Expansion Project

Environmental Factor Unit Proposed Alternative
Total Length miles 14 2.0
Parallel/Adjacent to Existing Right-of-Way miles 1.3 0.1
Residences within 150 feet of the Workspace number 11 4
Wetlands Affected ? acres 0.0 0.0
Waterbodies Crossed °

Perennial number 0 0

Intermittent number 4 2
Upland Forest Affected © acres 8.3 12.2

a

. Based on National Wetlands Inventory data.

Based on Nation Hydrography Data and aerial photo interpretation.

¢ Based on aerial photo interpretation.

Willow Springs Road Alternative

During the scoping period, we received comments from stakeholders to evaluate an
alternative route that follows the Georgia Power powerline right-of-way north of U.S. Highway
278. The Willow Springs Road Alternative deviates from the proposed route near MP 40.2,
heads northwest then northeast around a large residential area, and then rejoins the proposed
route near MP 43.8 (see figure C.3-3).

The Willow Springs Road Alternative is 0.8 mile shorter than the proposed route, would
be 97 percent collocated with an existing right-of-way (the proposed route is not collocated), and
would decrease impacts on upland forest by about 21.2 acres (see table C.3-3). However, the
alternative route would require the construction workspace to be located directly adjacent to
several large residential developments located along the powerline right-of-way. This alternative
appears to be technically feasible and would meet the Project’s objectives and does provide an
environmental advantage over the proposed action for many of the resources considered.
However, we conclude that the advantages would not be significant because of the additional
impact on the residential areas. Therefore, we conclude that the Willow Springs Road
Alternative would not be preferable to the corresponding segment of the proposed route.

TABLE C.3-3
Environmental Comparison of the Willow Springs Road Alternative with the
Proposed Route (MPs 40.2 to 43.8) for the Dalton Expansion Project

Environmental Factor Unit Proposed Alternative
Total Length miles 3.7 2.9
Parallel/Adjacent to Existing Right-of-Way miles 0.0 2.8
Residences within 150 feet of the Workspace number 8 10
Wetlands Affected * acres 0.0 0.0
Waterbodies Crossed °

Perennial number 2 2

Intermittent number 2 4
Upland Forest Affected © acres 36.6 154
Slopes greater than 30 percent ¢ miles 0.01 0.08
@ Based on National Wetlands Inventory data.
o Based on Nation Hydrography Data and aerial photo interpretation.
¢ Based on aerial photo interpretation.
d Based on digital elevation model raster data.
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Raccoon Creek Alternative

During the scoping period, the GADNR, the FWS, and the Nature Conservancy raised
concerns about the collocation of the Project with the Georgia Power powerline right-of-way
through the Raccoon Creek Watershed. Their concerns were related to impacts on protected
aquatic species due to the multiple crossing of Raccoon Creek and impacts on restoration efforts
conducted along the powerline right-of-way to reduce erosion and sedimentation and improve
water quality in the streams crossed by the powerline. The Raccoon Creek Alternative follows
the original route, which deviates from the proposed route near MP 43.8, heads generally north
adjacent to the powerline right-of-way, and then rejoins the proposed route near MP 54.9 (see
figure C.3-4).

The Raccoon Creek Alternative is 1.8 miles shorter than the proposed route and would
decrease impacts on upland forest by about 24.3 acres (see table C.3-4). However, the
alternative route would require the crossing of 8 additional perennial streams, including
6 crossings of Raccoon Creek. The Raccoon Creek Alternative would also cross 1.7 miles of the
Sheffield WMA and 1.0 miles of the Paulding WMA, which are avoided by the corresponding
segment of the proposed route. This alternative appears to be technically feasible and would
meet the Project’s objectives but, based on the potential impacts within the biologically sensitive
Raccoon Creek Watershed, would not provide a significant environmental advantage over the
proposed action. Therefore, we conclude that the Raccoon Creek Road Alternative would not be
preferable to the corresponding segment of the proposed route.

TABLE C.3-4

Environmental Comparison of the Raccoon Creek Alternative with the
Proposed Route (MPs 43.8 to 54.9) for the Dalton Expansion Project

Environmental Factor Unit Proposed Alternative
Total Length miles 11.1 9.3
Parallel/Adjacent to Existing Right-of-Way miles 14 6.4
Residences within 150 feet of the Workspace number 8 2
Wetlands Affected * acres 0.0 0.15

Waterbodies Crossed °

Perennial number 1 9
Intermittent number 10 10
Upland Forest Affected © acres 97.5 73.1
Slopes greater than 30 percent ¢ miles 0.26 0.74

Based on National Wetlands Inventory data.

Based on Nation Hydrography Data and aerial photo interpretation.
Based on aerial photo interpretation.

Based on digital elevation model raster data.

a o o o
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Power Plant Alternative

During the scoping period, we received comments from stakeholders to evaluate an
alternative route that follows the powerline rights-of-way closer to the Georgia Power Plant
Bowen. The Power Plant Alternative deviates from the proposed route near MP 56.6, heads
generally west parallel to the existing Georgia Power powerline rights-of-way, and then rejoins
the proposed route near MP 59.8 (see figure C.3-5).

The Power Plant Alternative is 0.4 mile shorter and is collocated for 2.5 more miles than
the proposed route but would require 1.3 acres of additional impacts on upland forest and
0.2 acre of additional wetland impacts (see table C.3-5). This alternative appears to be
technically feasible and would meet the Project’s objectives but would not provide a significant
environmental advantage over the proposed action. Therefore, we conclude that the Power Plant
Alternative would not be preferable to the corresponding segment of the proposed route.

TABLE C.3-5

Environmental Comparison of the Power Plant Alternative with the
Proposed Route (MPs 56.6 to 59.8) for the Dalton Expansion Project

Environmental Factor Unit Proposed Alternative
Total Length miles 34 3.0
Parallel/Adjacent to Existing Right-of-Way miles 0.1 2.6
Residences within 150 feet of the Workspace number 3 0

Wetlands Affected ?

Forested acres 0.0 0.0
Emergent acres 0.03 0.03
Open Water acres 0.0 0.22

Waterbodies Crossed °

Perennial number 1 1
Intermittent number 1 1
Upland Forest Affected © acres 5.8 7.1

Based on National Wetlands Inventory data.
Based on Nation Hydrography Data and aerial photo interpretation.
Based on aerial photo interpretation.

Highway 53 Alternative

During the scoping period, we received comments from stakeholders to evaluate an
alternative route that follows the Georgia Power powerline right-of-way near Highway 53. The
Highway 53 Alternative deviates from the proposed route near MP 83.7, heads north parallel to
the powerline right-of-way, and then rejoins the proposed route near MP 85.0 (see figure C.3-6).
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The Highway 53 Alternative is slightly shorter than the proposed route and would
decrease impacts on upland forest by about 8.2 acres (see table C.3-6). This alternative appears
to be technically feasible, would meet the Project’s objectives, and does provide an
environmental advantage over the proposed action for some of the resources considered.
However, we conclude that the advantages would not be significant. Therefore, we conclude
that the Highway 53 Alternative would not be preferable to the corresponding segment of the
proposed route.

TABLE C.3-6

Environmental Comparison of the Highway 53 Alternative with the
Proposed Route (MPs 83.7 to 85.0) for the Dalton Expansion Project

Environmental Factor Unit Proposed Alternative
Total Length miles 1.3 11
Parallel/Adjacent to Existing Right-of-Way miles 0.2 1.1
Residences within 150 feet of the Workspace number 3 2
Wetlands Affected * acres 0.0 0.02
Waterbodies Crossed ”

Perennial number 0 0

Intermittent number 1 1
Upland Forest Affected © acres 10.6 2.4

a

Based on National Wetlands Inventory data.
Based on Nation Hydrography Data and aerial photo interpretation.
Based on aerial photo interpretation.

b

c

Polecat Creek Alternative

During the scoping period, we received comments from stakeholders to evaluate an
alternative route that follows the Georgia Power powerline right-of-way near MP 94 in Gordon
County. The Polecat Creek Alternative deviates from the proposed route near MP 93.4, heads
north parallel to the powerline right-of-way, and then rejoins the proposed route near MP 95.6
(see figure C.3-7).

The Polecat Creek Alternative is slightly shorter and is collocated for 1.8 more miles than
the proposed route but would increase impacts on upland forest by about 6.6 acres, impact
1.8 acres of additional wetlands, and require 6 more perennial stream crossings (see table C.3-7).
This alternative appears to be technically feasible and would meet the Project’s objectives but
would not provide a significant environmental advantage over the proposed action. Therefore,
we conclude that the Polecat Creek Alternative would not be preferable to the corresponding
segment of the proposed route.
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TABLE C.3-7

Environmental Comparison of the Polecat Creek Alternative with the
Proposed Route (MPs 93.4 to 95.6) for the Dalton Expansion Project

Environmental Factor Unit Proposed Alternative
Total Length miles 2.2 2.1
Parallel/Adjacent to Existing Right-of-Way miles 0.0 1.8
Residences within 150 feet of the Workspace number 0 0

Wetlands Affected ?

Forested acres 3.2 43
Emergent acres 0.13 0.87
Open Water acres 0.0 0.0

Waterbodies Crossed °

Perennial number 1 7
Intermittent number 2 2
Upland Forest Affected © acres 5.1 11.7

a

Based on National Wetlands Inventory data.
Based on Nation Hydrography Data and aerial photo interpretation.
Based on aerial photo interpretation.

b

c

Dalton Utilities Alternative

During the scoping period, we received comments from stakeholders to evaluate
Transco’s preliminary alignment for the northern portion of the pipeline route that crosses
through the Dalton Utilities property. The Dalton Utilities Alternative deviates from the
proposed route near MP 95.6, heads generally north parallel to the Georgia Power powerline
right-of-way, and then ends at the terminus of the proposed route (see figure C.3-8).

The Dalton Utilities Alternative is 2.1 miles shorter than the proposed route, would
reduce impacts on wetlands by about 3.2 acres, and require 9 less perennial stream crossings (see
table C.3-8). However, the alternative route would affect about 83 acres of the Dalton Utilities
sewage spray field, including more than 40,000 feet of spray field piping. These impacts would
temporarily, and possibly permanently, reduce the spray field's capacity and affect riparian
buffers along the Conasauga River. To offset this reduced capacity, Dalton Utilities would need
to increase application rates in the system, which may not be possible under the current permits,
and/or acquire additional property to allow for additional piping. This alternative appears to be
technically feasible, would meet the Project’s objectives, and would provide some environmental
advantages over the proposed action. However, based on constructability issues (e.g.,
contamination and safety), potential impacts on the operation of the Dalton Utilities sewage
spray field, and potential impacts associated with the increased application rates or acquisition of
additional properties, we conclude that the Dalton Utilities Alternative would not be preferable to
the corresponding segment of the proposed route.
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TABLE C.3-8

Environmental Comparison of the Dalton Utilities Alternative with the
Proposed Route (MPs 95.6 to 109.3) for the Dalton Expansion Project

Environmental Factor Unit Proposed Alternative
Total Length miles 15.7 13.6
Parallel/Adjacent to Existing Right-of-Way miles 2.0 5.8
Residences within 150 feet of the Workspace number 18 9

Wetlands Affected ?

Forested acres 7.1 5.2

Emergent acres 0.24 0.0

Open Water acres 11 0.04
Waterbodies Crossed °

Perennial number 12 3

Intermittent number 21 22
Upland Forest Affected © acres 83.1 84.6
Slopes greater than 30 percent ° miles 0.03 0.33

Based on National Wetlands Inventory data.

Based on Nation Hydrography Data and aerial photo interpretation.
Based on aerial photo interpretation.

Based on digital elevation model raster data.

a o T o

The Carroll County Water Authority (CCWA) submitted comments on February 26, 2016
identifying concerns related to the alignment of the proposed pipeline route. The CCWA stated
that the proposed route would cross through an 18-acre tract of land that is dedicated for the
future expansion of the CCWA’s wastewater treatment facility located west of MP18.6. The
CCWA stated that the pipeline would prevent the use of the tract for the expansion and require
the purchase of additional land and the installation of additional equipment (e.g., pumps and
piping). The CCWA did not suggest an alternative route that would be acceptable and did not
provide specific areas where it would expect conflict with the Project. Consequently, we are
unable to evaluate an alternative route. We expect that Transco and the CCWA may resolve
specific areas of concern during easement negotiations, if the Project is approved.

4. Aboveground Facility Site Alternatives

Our review of the Project found that no significant environmental impacts would drive an
evaluation of additional alternatives for Compressor Station 116, the Beasley Road Meter
Station, the Looper Bridge Road Meter Station, or the Murray Meter Station. We also did not
receive any aboveground facility site alternatives from stakeholders during the scoping and
review process.

5. Conclusion

We reviewed alternatives to Transco’s proposal based on our independent analysis and
comments received during scoping. Although the majority of the alternatives appear to be
technically feasible, no system or route alternatives provide a significant environmental
advantage over the Project. Based on these findings we conclude that the proposed action is the
preferred alternative that meets the Project’s stated objectives.
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D.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based upon the analysis in this EA, we have determined that if Transco was to construct

and operate the proposed facilities in accordance with its application, supplements, Project-
specific plans, and the staff’s recommended mitigation measures below, approval of the Project
would not constitute a major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment. The staff recommends that the Commission Order contain a finding of no
significant impact and the following mitigation measures be included as conditions of any
Certificate the Commission may issue.

1.

Transco shall follow the construction procedures and mitigation measures described in its
application, supplemental filings (including responses to staff data requests), and as
identified in the EA, unless modified by the Commission’s Order. Transco must:

a. request any modification to these procedures, measures, or conditions in a filing
with the Secretary;

b. justify each modification relative to site-specific conditions;

C. explain how that modification provides an equal or greater level of environmental

protection than the original measure; and

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

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

a. the modification of conditions of the Commission’s Order; and

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

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

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

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

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

This requirement does not apply to extra workspace allowed by Transco’s Plan and/or
minor field realignments per landowner needs and requirements that do not affect other
landowners or sensitive environmental areas such as wetlands.

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

a. implementation of cultural resources mitigation measures;

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

C. recommendations by state regulatory authorities; and

d. agreements with individual landowners that affect other landowners or could

affect sensitive environmental areas.

6. Within 60 days of the acceptance of the Certificate and before construction begins,
Transco shall file an Implementation Plan for the Project for review and written approval
by the Director of OEP. Transco must file revisions to the plan as schedules change. The
plan shall identify:

a. how Transco will implement the construction procedures and mitigation measures
described in its application and supplements (including responses to staff data
requests), identified in the EA, and required by the Order;
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b. how Transco will incorporate these requirements into the contract bid documents,
construction contracts (especially penalty clauses and specifications), and
construction drawings so that the mitigation required at each site is clear to on-site
construction and inspection personnel,

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

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

e. the location and dates of the environmental compliance training and instructions
Transco will give to all personnel involved with construction and restoration
(initial and refresher training as the Project progresses and personnel changes),
with the opportunity for OEP staff to participate in the training session;

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

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

h. for each discrete facility, a Gantt chart (or similar project scheduling diagram),
and dates for:

i the completion of all required surveys and reports;
ii. the environmental compliance training of on-site personnel;
iii. the start of construction; and
iv. the start and completion of restoration.
7. Transco shall employ one or more Els per construction spread. The Els shall be:

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

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

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

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

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

f. responsible for maintaining status reports.
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10.

11.

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

a. an update of Transco’s efforts to obtain the necessary federal authorizations;

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

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

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

e. the effectiveness of all corrective actions implemented,;

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

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

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

Transco must receive written authorization from the Director of OEP before
commencing service on each discrete facility of the Project. Such authorization will
only be granted following a determination that rehabilitation and restoration of the right-
of-way and other areas affected by the Project are proceeding satisfactorily.

Within 30 days of placing the authorized facilities for the Project into service,
Transco shall file an affirmative statement, certified by a senior company official:

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

b. identifying which of the Certificate conditions Transco has complied with or will
comply with. This statement shall also identify any areas affected by the Project
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

where compliance measures were not properly implemented, if not previously
identified in filed status reports, and the reason for noncompliance.

Prior to construction, Transco shall file with the Secretary, for review and approval by
the Director of the OEP, a revised Karst Mitigation Plan that includes a comprehensive
karst report providing a complete discussion of the desktop reviews and field surveys that
were conducted to identify potential karst features along the route. The report shall:

a. provide the results of geotechnical borings to determine the nature and extent of
the anomalies detected during the ERI investigations;

b. provide site-specific mitigation measures for any karst features identified
(e.g., route adjustment); and

C. provide an analysis to determine the pipeline’s intrinsic ability to span subsidence
features and provide documentation showing where these data can be found.
(Section B.1.a)

Prior to any construction within the Etowah River, Transco file with the Secretary, for
review and approval by the Director of OEP, quantitative modeling results of the
turbidity and sedimentation associated with construction across the Etowah River. The
modeling shall consider blasting activities; trench excavation and backfilling; and the
installation and removal of the riprap, equipment bridges, and turbidity curtains. The
results of the analysis shall illustrate the duration, extent, and magnitude of elevated
turbidity levels and sedimentation. In addition, Transco shall provide the final Etowah
River Turbidity Control and Monitoring Plan. (Section B.2.b)

Prior to construction, Transco shall file with the Secretary, for review and written
approval by the Director OEP, an updated version of its Procedures that complies entirely
with section IV.A.1.d of the FERC Procedures. (Section B.2.b)

Prior to construction, Transco shall file with the Secretary further site-specific
justification for or modify its proposed workspace related to waterbodies without
sufficient justification outlined in appendix L and file updated alignment sheets for
review and written approval by the Director of OEP. (Section B.2.b)

Prior to construction, Transco shall file with the Secretary further site-specific
justification for or modify its proposed workspace related to wetlands without sufficient
justification outlined in appendix L and file updated alignment sheets for review and
written approval by the Director of OEP. (Section B.2.c)

Prior to construction, Transco shall file with the Secretary a copy of its final wetland
mitigation plan and documentation of COE approval of the plan. (Section B.2.c)

Prior to construction, Transco shall file with the Secretary a plan describing the
feasibility of incorporating plant seeds that support pollinators into the seed mixes used
for restoration of construction workspaces. These plans shall also describe Transco’s
consultations with the relevant federal and/or state regulatory agencies. (Section B.3.a)
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19.

20.

21.

22.

Transco shall not begin construction activities until:
a. the FERC staff completes the formal ESA consultation process; and

b. Transco has received written notification from the Director of OEP that
construction or use of mitigation may begin. (Section B.4.a)

Transco shall not begin implementation of any treatment plans/measures (including
archaeological data recovery); construction of facilities; or use staging storage, or
temporary work areas and new or to-be-improved access roads until:

a. Transco files with the Secretary:

I all cultural resources survey reports, including special studies such as
ground penetrating radar, evaluation reports, avoidance plans and
treatment plans;

ii. comments on survey reports, special studies, evaluation reports, avoidance
plans and treatment plans from the SHPO, as well as any comments from
federally recognized Indian tribes;

iii. the ACHP is afforded an opportunity to comment on the undertaking if
historic properties would be adversely affected; and

b. the FERC staff reviews and the Director of OEP approves all cultural resources
reports and plans, and notifies Transco in writing that treatment plans/mitigation
measures may be implemented and/or construction may proceed.

All material filed with the Commission that contains location, character, and
ownership information about cultural resources must have the cover and any relevant
pages therein clearly labeled in bold lettering “CONTAINS PRIVILEGED
INFORMATION - DO NOT RELEASE.” (Section B.7)

If changes to the Project construction schedule occur that would materially impact the
amount of NOx emissions generated in a calendar year, Transco shall file, in its weekly
status report, revised construction emissions estimates prior to implementing the schedule
modification with the Secretary demonstrating that the annual NOx emissions resulting
from the revised construction schedule do not exceed general conformity applicability
thresholds. (Section B.8.a)

Prior to construction of the 1-20, Highway 120, and Joe Frank Harris Parkway
locations, Transco shall file with the Secretary, for review and written approval by the
Director of OEP, an HDD noise mitigation plan to reduce the projected noise level
attributable to the proposed drilling operations at NSAs with predicted noise levels above
55 dBA. During drilling operations, Transco shall implement the approved plan, monitor
noise levels, and make all reasonable efforts to restrict the noise attributable to the
drilling operations to no more than an Ly, of 55 dBA at the NSAs. (Section B.8.b)
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23.

24,

Transco shall file a noise survey with the Secretary no later than 60 days after placing
Compressor Station 116 into service. If a full load condition noise survey is not possible,
Transco shall provide an interim survey at the maximum possible power load and provide
the full power load survey within 6 months. If the noise attributable to the operation of
all of the equipment at any compressor station at interim or full power load conditions
exceeds 55 dBA Lg, at any nearby NSAs, Transco shall file a report on what changes are
needed and shall install additional noise controls to meet the level within 1 year of the
in-service date. Transco shall confirm compliance with the above requirement by filing a
second noise survey with the Secretary no later than 60 days after it installs the
additional noise controls. (Section B.8.b)

Transco shall file a noise survey with the Secretary no later than 60 days after placing
the Murray Meter Station in service. If the noise attributable to the operation of the meter
station at maximum flow exceeds an Lg, of 55 dBA at any nearby NSAs, Transco shall
install additional noise controls to meet that level within 1 year of the in-service date.
Transco shall confirm compliance with the Ly, of 55 dBA requirement by filing a second
noise survey with the Secretary no later than 60 days after it installs the additional noise
controls. (Section B.8.b)
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APPENDIX B

Proposed Mainline Facility Modifications for the Dalton Expansion Project

Workspace (acres) *

Facility County, State Temporary Permanent Site Description Site Modification Description
Compressor Stations
Compressor Pittsylvania, VA 19.2 0.0 Existing compressor station (fenced and graveled). Installation of valves and yard piping, retrofit actuators
Station 165 No environmental resources are present. vents and bleeds, and install charcoal carbon filter
vessels. Ground-disturbing activities would be limited
to 1.2 acres. The remaining impacts are associated
with equipment staging and vehicle parking within the
existing fence line.
Compressor Orange 16.7 0.0 Existing compressor station (fenced and graveled). Installation of valves and yard piping, retrofit actuators
Station 180 County, VA No environmental resources are present. The nearest vents and bleeds, and install charcoal carbon filter
wetland or waterbody (Mountain Run and Mill Run) is vessels. Ground-disturbing activities would be limited
located more than 130 feet north of the temporary to 0.6 acre. The remaining impacts are associated
workspace. with equipment staging and vehicle parking within the
existing fence line.
Compressor Mecklenburg, 5.5 0.0 Existing compressor station (fenced and graveled). Retrofit actuators vents and bleeds, install charcoal
Station 167 VA No environmental resources are present. The nearest carbon filter vessels. Ground-disturbing activities
wetland or waterbody (Smith Creek) is located more would be limited to 0.6 acre. The remaining impacts
than 670 feet north of the temporary workspace. are associated with equipment staging and vehicle
parking within the existing fence line.
Subtotal 41.4 0.0
Mainline Valves
MLV 160-10 Rockingham, 0.8 0.0 Existing mainline valve (fenced and graveled), access Installation of charcoal carbon filters. Ground-
NC road, and existing Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line disturbing activities would be limited to a 300-square-
Company, LLC (Transco) pipeline right-of-way foot area. The remaining impacts are associated with
(maintained herbaceous). No environmental equipment staging and vehicle parking within the
resources are present. existing fence line.
MLV 160-15 Pittsylvania, VA 0.9 0.0 Existing mainline valve (fenced and graveled), access Installation of charcoal carbon filters. No ground-
road, and existing Transco pipeline right-of-way disturbing activities are planned. The impacts are
(maintained herbaceous). No environmental associated with equipment staging and vehicle parking
resources are present. No ground-disturbing within the existing fence line.
activities.
MLV 160-20 Pittsylvania, VA 0.8 0.0 Existing mainline valve (fenced and graveled), access Installation of charcoal carbon filters. Ground-
road, and existing Transco pipeline right-of-way disturbing activities would be limited to a 300-square-
(maintained herbaceous). No environmental foot area. The remaining impacts are associated with
resources are present. equipment staging and vehicle parking within the
existing fence line.
Hudson Road Pittsylvania, VA 11 0.0 Existing mainline valve (fenced and graveled), access Installation of charcoal carbon filters. No ground-
MLV road, and existing Transco pipeline right-of-way disturbing activities are planned. The impacts are
(maintained herbaceous). No environmental associated with equipment staging and vehicle parking
resources are present. No ground-disturbing within the existing fence line.
activities.
Subtotal 3.6 0.0
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APPENDIX B (cont'd)

Proposed Mainline Facility Modifications for the Dalton Expansion Project

Workspace (acres) *

Facility County, State Temporary Permanent Site Description Site Modification Description
Meter and Regulator Stations
Cardinal Meter Rockingham, 0.7 0.0 Existing meter and regulator station (fenced and Addition of one 6- by 10-foot gas chromatograph
and Regulator NC graveled). No environmental resources are present. building within the existing fence line.
Station
Reidsville Rockingham, 0.4 0.1 Existing meter and regulator station (fenced and Addition of one 10- by 18-foot remote terminal unit
Meter and NC graveled) and existing Transco pipeline right-of-way (RTU)/gas chromatograph combination building. The
Regulator (maintained herbaceous). No environmental existing fence line would be extended to include the
Station resources are present. The nearest wetland or new building and a new access road would be
waterbody (Unnamed Tributary to Town Creek) is constructed.
located more than 160 feet northeast of the temporary
workspace.
Duke Eden and Rockingham, 0.8 0.0 Existing meter and regulator station (fenced and Addition of one 10- by 18-foot RTU/gas
Spray Meter NC graveled). No environmental resources are present. chromatograph combination building and a 10- by
and Regulator 6-foot gas chromatograph building within the existing
Station fence line.
Dan River Rockingham, 0.0 0.0 Existing meter and regulator station (fenced and Addition of one 6- by 10-foot gas chromatograph
Meter and NC graveled). No environmental resources are present. building within the existing fence line.
Regulator
Station
Cascade Creek Rockingham, 0.0 0.0 Existing meter and regulator station (fenced and Installation of a vent stack within the existing fence
Meter and NC graveled). No environmental resources are present. line.
Regulator
Station
Draper Meter Rockingham, 0.3 0.5 Existing meter and regulator station (fenced and Addition of one 10- by 18-foot RTU/gas
and Regulator NC graveled) and existing Transco pipeline right-of-way chromatograph combination building and addition of a
Station (maintained herbaceous). No environmental new communication tower. The existing fence line
resources are present. The nearest wetland or would be extended and connected to an adjacent
waterbody (Unnamed Tributary to Mountain Run) is facility to include the new building and additional land
located more than 120 feet north of the temporary would be purchased.
workspace.
Martinsville Pittsylvania, VA 0.2 0.1 Existing meter and regulator station (fenced and Addition of one 10- by 18-foot RTU/gas
Meter and graveled) and existing Transco pipeline right-of-way chromatograph combination building and addition of a
Regulator (maintained herbaceous). No environmental new communication tower. The existing fence line
Station resources are present. The nearest wetland or would be extended to include the new building and

waterbody (Unnamed Tributary to Dan River) is
located more than 350 feet south of the temporary
workspace.

additional land would be purchased.
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APPENDIX B (cont'd)

Proposed Mainline Facility Modifications for the Dalton Expansion Project

Workspace (acres) *

Facility County, State Temporary Permanent Site Description Site Modification Description
Danville Meter Pittsylvania, VA 0.3 0.1 Existing meter and regulator station (fenced and Addition of one 10- by 18-foot RTU/gas
and Regulator graveled) and existing Transco pipeline right-of-way chromatograph combination building. The existing
Station (maintained herbaceous). No environmental fence line would be extended to include the new
resources are present. The nearest wetland or building and a new access road would be constructed.
waterbody (Unnamed Tributary to Sandy River) is
located about 25 feet east of the temporary
workspace.
Brockway Pittsylvania, VA 0.3 0.1 Existing meter and regulator station (fenced and Addition of one 10- by 18-foot RTU/gas
Glass Meter graveled) and existing Transco pipeline right-of-way chromatograph combination building. The existing
and Regulator (maintained herbaceous). No environmental fence line will be extended to include the new building.
Station resources are present. The nearest wetland or
waterbody (White Oak Creek) is located more than
1,900 feet southeast of the temporary workspace.
Chatham Meter  Pittsylvania, VA 0.3 0.1 Existing meter and regulator station (fenced and Addition of one 10- by 18-foot RTU/gas
and Regulator graveled) and existing Transco pipeline right-of-way chromatograph combination building. The existing
Station (maintained herbaceous). No environmental fence line would be extended to include the new
resources are present. The nearest wetland or building.
waterbody (Unnamed Tributary to Bannister River) is
located more than 300 feet east of the temporary
workspace.
Ahoskie Meter Hertford, NC 0.5 0.0 Existing meter and regulator station (fenced and Addition of one 10- by 18-foot RTU/gas
and Regulator graveled) and existing Transco pipeline right-of-way chromatograph combination building within the existing
Station (maintained herbaceous). No environmental fence line. The southern portion of the existing fence
resources are present. The nearest wetland or would be removed to incorporate the facility into the
waterbody (Unnamed Pond) is located more than adjacent existing facility.
475 feet southwest of the temporary workspace.
NC Nat Northampton, 0.6 0.0 Existing meter and regulator station (fenced and Addition of one 10- by 18-foot RTU/gas
Conway Meter NC graveled). No environmental resources are present. chromatograph combination building within the existing
and Regulator fence line.
Station
Panda Northampton, 0.4 0.0 Existing meter and regulator station (fenced and Installation of a vent stack within the existing fence
Rosemary NC graveled). No environmental resources are present. line.
Meter and
Regulator
Station
Pleasant Hill Northampton, 0.3 0.0 Existing meter and regulator station (fenced and Installation of a vent stack within the existing fence
Meter and NC graveled). No environmental resources are present. line.
Regulator

Station
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APPENDIX B (cont'd)

Proposed Mainline Facility Modifications for the Dalton Expansion Project

Workspace (acres) *

Facility County, State Temporary Permanent Site Description Site Modification Description
Emporia Greensville, VA 0.6 0.0 Existing meter and regulator station (fenced and Installation of a vent stack within the existing fence
Hopewell Meter graveled). No environmental resources are present. line.
and Regulator
Station
Commonwealth ~ Brunswick, VA 0.3 0.02 Existing meter and regulator station (fenced and Addition of one 10- by 18-foot RTU/gas
Lawrenceville graveled) and existing Transco pipeline right-of-way chromatograph combination building. The existing
Meter and (maintained herbaceous). No environmental fence line would be extended to include the new
Regulator resources are present. The nearest wetland or building.

Station waterbody (Flat Branch) is located more than 900 feet
east of the temporary workspace.
Frontier (Wise) Mecklenburg, 0.7 0.02 Existing meter and regulator station (fenced and Addition of one 10- by 18-foot RTU/gas
Meter and VA graveled) and existing Transco pipeline right-of-way chromatograph combination building. The existing
Regulator (maintained herbaceous). No environmental fence line would be extended to include the new
Station resources are present. The nearest wetland or building.
waterbody (National Wetlands Inventory forested
wetland) is located more than 185 feet east of the
temporary workspace.
South Hill Mecklenburg, 0.5 0.03 Existing meter and regulator station (fenced and Addition of one 10- by 18-foot RTU/gas
Meter and VA graveled) and existing Transco pipeline right-of-way chromatograph combination building. The existing
Regulator (maintained herbaceous). No environmental fence line would be extended to include the new
Station resources are present. The nearest wetland or building.
waterbody (Smith Creek) is located more than
1,300 feet east of the temporary workspace.
Chase City Mecklenburg, 0.4 0.1 Existing meter and regulator station (fenced and Addition of one 10- by 18-foot RTU/gas
Meter and VA graveled) and existing Transco pipeline right-of-way chromatograph combination building. The existing
Regulator (maintained herbaceous). No environmental fence line would be extended to include the new
Station resources are present. The nearest wetland or building and a new access road would be constructed.
waterbody (Unnamed Tributary to Butcher Creek) is
located more than 1,000 feet north of the temporary
workspace.
South Boston Halifax, VA 0.1 0.1 Existing meter and regulator station (fenced and Addition of one 10- by 18-foot RTU/gas
Meter and graveled) and existing Transco pipeline right-of-way chromatograph combination building. The existing
Regulator (maintained herbaceous). No environmental fence line would be extended to include the new
Station resources are present. The nearest wetland or building.
waterbody (Unnamed Tributary to Toots Creek) is
located more than 800 feet northeast of the temporary
workspace.
Subtotal 7.7 1.3
PROJECT TOTAL 52.7 1.3

Temporary workspace does not include permanent workspace.
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APPENDIX C

Proposed Access Roads for the Dalton Expansion Project

Current Conditions

1-0

Public/ Average
Existing Road New/ Private/ Temporary/ Surface Width Length Proposed Improvements/
Access Road ID Name Milepost Existing New Permanent Type (feet) (feet) Modifications
Dalton Lateral
DALT-A_AR-CO-001 Unnamed Road 0.0 Existing Private Temporary Unpaved 20 582 Blade and gravel as needed
DALT-A_AR-C0O-002 Unnamed Road 0.1 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 20 543 Blade and gravel as needed
DALT-A_AR-CO-002A Wahoo Overlook 4.7 Existing Private Permanent Paved 20 1096 Gravel entrance as needed
Trail REROUTE
DALT-A_AR-C0O-002B Unnamed Road 5.6 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 1173 Side trim, grade and gravel as
needed
DALT-A_AR-CO-003A Unnamed Road 59 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 480 Side trim, grade and gravel as
needed
DALT-A_AR-CO-003 Plant Yates Rd 6.1 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 2,672 Blade and gravel as needed
DALT-A_AR-CA-005B Unnamed Road 6.6 Existing Private Temporary Unpaved 20 460 Blade and gravel as needed
DALT-A_AR-CA-005A Unnamed Road 6.6 Existing Private Temporary Unpaved 20 278 Blade and gravel as needed
DALT-A_AR-CA-006 Unnamed Road 6.6 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 2,022 Side trim, grade and gravel as
needed
DALT-A_AR-CA-005 Unnamed Road 7.6 Existing Private Temporary Unpaved 20 6,282 Blade and gravel as needed
REROUTE
DALT-A_AR-CA-008 Unnamed Road 7.6 Existing Private Temporary Unpaved 20 2,836 Blade and gravel as needed,
REROUTE gravel entrance
DALT-A_AR-CA-011 Unnamed Road 8.3 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 20 1,058 Blade and gravel as needed,
gravel entrance
DALT-A_AR-CA-011A Unnamed Road 10.7 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 3,944 Side trim, grade and gravel as
needed
DALT-A_AR-CA-011B Unnamed Road 11.1 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 1,213 Side trim, grade and gravel as
REROUTE needed
DALT-A_AR-CA-011C Unnamed Road 11.4 Existing Private Temporary Unpaved 8 478 Side trim, grade and gravel as
REROUTE needed
DALT-A_AR-CA-011D Unnamed Road 11.9 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 437 Side trim, grade and gravel as
REROUTE needed
DALT-A_AR-CA-011E Unnamed Road 12.2 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 491 Side trim, grade and gravel as
REROUTE needed
DALT-A_AR-CA-012 Unnamed Road 13.3 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 20 2,564 Blade and gravel as needed,
gravel entrance
DALT-A_AR-CA-012A Unnamed Road 135 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 2,346 Side trim, grade and gravel as

needed




APPENDIX C (cont'd)

Proposed Access Roads for the Dalton Expansion Project

Current Conditions

¢0

Southwest

Public/ Average
Existing Road New/ Private/ Temporary/ Surface Width Length Proposed Improvements/
Access Road ID Name Milepost Existing New Permanent Type (feet) (feet) Modifications
DALT-A_AR-CA-013 Unnamed Road 13.8 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 4,387 Side trim, grade and gravel as
needed
DALT-A_AR-DO-014 Unnamed Road 24.8 Existing/ Private Permanent Unpaved 8 4,777 Side trim, grade and gravel as
REROUTE New needed
DALT-A_AR-DO-015 E Tyson Road 26 Existing Public Temporary Paved 20 2,568 Gravel entrance as needed
DALT-A_AR-DO-016 Summer Cypress 26.9 Existing Public/ Permanent Paved/ 20 2,485 Gravel entrance as needed
Drive REROUTE Private Unpaved (unpaved portion)
DALT-A-AR-PA-017 Amanda Drive 34.5 Existing Public Permanent Paved 20 348 Gravel entrance as needed
DALT-A-AR-PA-017A Unnamed Road 35.6 Existing Private Permanent Paved 8 1,208 Side trim, grade and gravel as
needed
DALT-A_AR-PA-019A Unnamed Road 36.4 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 629 Side trim, grade and gravel as
needed
DALT-A_AR-PA-020 Unnamed Road 36.4 Existing Private Temporary Unpaved 8 3,464 Side trim, grade and gravel as
needed
DALT-A_AR-PA-021 Unnamed Road 375 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 3,094 Side trim, grade and gravel as
needed
DALT-A_AR-PA-022B Unnamed Road 42.8 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 774 Side trim, grade and gravel as
REROUTE needed
DALT-A_AR-PA-23 Unnamed Road 48.4 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 1,646 Side trim, grade and gravel as
REROUTE needed
DALT-A_AR-PA-023A Unnamed Road 51.3 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 2,403 Side trim, grade and gravel as
REROUTE needed
DALT-A_AR-PA-023B Unnamed Road 52.6 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 3,390 Side trim, grade and gravel as
REROUTE needed
DALT-A_AR-PA-023C Unnamed Road 53.7 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 657 Side trim, grade and gravel as
REROUTE needed
DALT-A_AR-PA-023D Unnamed Road 54.3 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 645 Side trim, grade and gravel as
REROUTE needed
DALT-A_AR-PA-023E Unnamed Road 54.3 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 1,803 Side trim, grade and gravel as
REROUTE needed
DALT-A_AR-PA-023F Unnamed Road 54.5 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 1,948 Side trim, grade and gravel as
REROUTE needed
DALT-A_AR-PA-023H Unnamed Road 55.0 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 1,568 Side trim, grade and gravel as
REROUTE needed
DALT-A_AR-BA-024_1 Beasley Road 56.4 Existing Private Temporary Unpaved 8 2,410 Blade and gravel as needed,

gravel entrance




€0

APPENDIX C (cont'd)

Proposed Access Roads for the Dalton Expansion Project

Current Conditions

Public/ Average
Existing Road New/ Private/ Temporary/ Surface Width Length Proposed Improvements/
Access Road ID Name Milepost Existing New Permanent Type (feet) (feet) Modifications
DALT-A_AR-BA-024_2 (New Road) 56.5 New New Permanent - 0 2,383 -
DALT-A_AR-BA-025A Unnamed Road 59.5 Existing Private Temporary Unpaved 20 1,744 Blade and gravel as needed
REROUTE
DALT-A_AR-BA-025B Unnamed Road 59.5 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 20 1,546 Blade and gravel as needed
REROUTE

DALT-A_AR-BA-027 Dixon Drive 65.4 Existing Private Permanent Paved 20 5,944 Gravel entrance as needed

DALT-A_AR-BA-028 Unnamed Road 65.4 Existing Private Temporary Unpaved 20 1,076 Blade and gravel as needed

DALT-A_AR-BA-030 Unnamed Road 65.9 Existing Private Temporary Unpaved 20 1,465 Blade and gravel as needed

DALT-A_AR-BA-033 Unnamed Road 66.2 Existing Private Temporary Unpaved 8 4,851 Side trim, grade and gravel as
needed

DALT-A_AR-BA-036 Unnamed Road 66.6 Existing Private Temporary Unpaved 20 2,672 Blade and gravel as needed,
gravel entrance

DALT-A_AR-BA-037 Unnamed Road 67.1 Existing Private Permanent Unpaved 8 948 Side trim, grade and gravel as
needed

DALT-A_AR-BA-038 Unnamed Road 67.3 Existing Private Temporary Unpaved 8 674 Side trim, grade and gravel as
needed

DALT-A_AR-BA-039 Unnamed Road 67.7 Existing Private Temporary Unpaved 20 877 Blade and gravel as needed,
gravel entrance

DALT-A_AR-BA-040 Oxford Lane 67.9 Existing Public Permanent Paved 20 1,438 Gravel entrance as needed

DALT-A_AR-BA-040A Unnamed Road 68 Existing Private Temporary Unpaved 8 674 Side trim, grade and gravel as
needed

DALT-A_AR-BA-041 Unnamed Road 69.5 Existing Private Temporary Unpaved 8 2,367 Side trim, grade and gravel as
needed

DALT-A_AR-BA-041A Unnamed Road 70.9 Existing Private Temporary Unpaved 20 5549 Blade and gravel as needed

DALT-A_AR-BA-042 Unnamed Road 71.1 Existing Private Temporary Unpaved 20 3,997 Blade and gravel as needed,
gravel entrance

DALT-A_AR-BA-043 Wellons Road 715 Existing Private Temporary Unpaved 20 1,828 Gravel entrance as needed

DALT-