
 PM-460 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-461 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-462 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-463 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-464 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-465 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-466 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-467 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-468 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-469 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-470 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-471 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-472 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-473 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-474 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-475 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
PM4-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-476 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-477 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-478 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
PM4-2 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-479 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
PM4-3 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-480 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-4 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-481 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-482 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-483 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-5 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-484 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-485 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
PM4-6 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-486 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-487 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
PM4-7 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-488 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-489 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-490 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-8 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-491 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-9 See the response to comment PM1-130. 

 

  



 PM-492 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-10 The existing pipelines referenced are operating at or near full capacity 

and would not have the capacity to transport the volumes proposed by 

Transco.  An evaluation of system alternatives is provided in section 3.2 
of the EIS. 

 

  



 PM-493 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-11 As described in section 4.8.3 of the EIS, in most cases, property owners 

would be able to use the permanent right-of-way as they did before 

construction as long as the use does not conflict with project operation 

and the terms of the landowner’s negotiated easement agreement.  As 
described in section 2.2.2 of the EIS, Transco proposes to maintain a 50-

foot-wide permanent right-of-way along the non-collocated greenfield 

segments of CPL North and CPL South, and where CPL North is 
collocated with Williams Field Service (midstream) pipelines and other 

existing utility rights-of-way.  At mainline valves (MLV), the permanent 

right-of-way width would be expanded to 92 feet for greenfield 
segments to allow for access to and around the facility during 

operations.  Transco proposes to maintain an additional 25 feet of 

permanent right-of-way along the proposed Chapman and Unity Loops, 
and the portions of CPL North that would be collocated with the Transco 

Leidy Line system.  Also see the response to comment PM1-1. 

 

  



 PM-494 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-12 Transco is proposing to cross Tunkhannock Creek using the dam-and-

pump crossing method, which is considered a dry crossing method.  

Section 2.3.2.2 of the EIS provides a description of this waterbody 
crossing method.  As described in section 4.3.2.6 of the EIS, Transco 

completed geotechnical borings and feasibility studies to assess the 

viability of an HDD at the CPL North and South Susquehanna River 
crossings.  The feasibility studies conclude that the HDD crossing 

method is feasible at these locations based on the currently available 

data and that the risk of inadvertent drilling returns is low where the 
HDD profile is in good to excellent rock quality designation bedrock.  

However, Transco has developed an HDD Contingency Plan that 

describes how the HDD operations would be monitored to minimize the 
potential for inadvertent returns.  The plan includes general procedures 

for the containment and cleanup of drilling mud should a release occur 

at one or more of the HDD sites. 

 

  



 PM-495 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-13 Comment noted. 

PM4-14 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-496 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-15 See the response to comment PM1-177. 

PM4-16 As described in section 4.5.4 of the EIS, herbicides would be applied in 
accordance with agency regulations and manufacturer’s recommenda-

tions and, to protect water resources, no herbicides would be applied 

within 100 feet of a wetland or waterbody except as allowed by the 
appropriate state or federal agency. 

PM4-17 The cutting of mature trees and forest fragmentation would occur as a 

result of the Project as described in section 4.5 of the EIS.  Forested 
lands within the maintained right-of-way would be permanently 

converted to an herbaceous cover type.  The indirectly affected lands 

adjacent to the right-of-way would remain forested; however, they 
would have reduced habitat value compared to preconstruction 

conditions.  The regrowth of shrubs and trees within the temporary 

workspaces would reduce the edge effect and provide connectivity 

between adjacent forested tracts to some extent, but it may take decades 

before these areas resemble the forest vegetation that was present before 

construction.  Transco attempted to minimize impacts on forested areas 
by routing the proposed pipelines adjacent to existing right-of-way 

corridors when possible.  In addition, Transco is also proposing to 

reduce the width of the construction right-of-way in some forested areas 
to minimize effects. 

PM4-18 Comment noted.  We have recommended that Transco incorporate the 

Kochan Alternative 1 alignment into the proposed route.  See the revised 
text in section 3.3.2 of the EIS. 

PM4-19 Areas disturbed by construction that are not part of the permanent rights-

of-way would be restored to preconstruction contours, stabilized, and 
vegetated following the completion of construction activities per 

landowner and applicable agency requests.  We have reviewed 

Transco’s Plan and ECP (including the associated Blasting Plan) and 
find them acceptable.  See section 2.5 of the EIS for a description of the 

environmental inspection and monitoring measures that would be 

employed during construction of the Project to ensure compliance with 
the recommended mitigation measures. 

  



 PM-497 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 
PM4-20 Comment noted.  Table 4.12.2-3 of the EIS has been revised to include 

Transco’s 2015 pipeline rupture. 

 

 

  



 PM-498 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-21 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-499 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-500 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-501 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-22 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-502 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-503 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-23 FERC recently issued the draft EIS and is now reviewing comments on 

the draft EIS.  The Commission has not made a decision regarding the 
Project.  As described in section 1.2.1, the EIS will be used as an 

element in the Commission’s review of the Project to determine whether 

a Certificate would be issued.  The Commission will also consider non-
environmental issues in its review of Transco’s application.  A 

Certificate will be granted if the Commission finds that the evidence 

produced on financing, rates, market demand, gas supply, existing 
facilities and service, environmental impacts, long-term feasibility, and 

other issues demonstrates that the Project is required by the public 

convenience and necessity.  Also see the response to comment PM1-22. 

 

  



 PM-504 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

PM4-24 See the responses to comments PM1-2 and PM1-50. 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-25 Comment noted. 

PM4-26 See the response to comment PM1-32. 

 

  



 PM-505 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-27 Mitigation measures that Transco would employ to minimize impacts on 

forestland and water supply wells are provided in sections 4.3.1 and 

4.5.5 of the EIS.  Any herbicides used would be applied in accordance 
with agency regulations and manufacturer’s recommendations, and no 

herbicides would be applied within 100 feet of a wetland or waterbody 

except as allowed by the appropriate state or federal agency.  
Homeowners insurance is discussed in section 4.9.6 of the EIS. 

PM4-28 See the response to comment PM4-18. 

 

  



 PM-506 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-29 Comment noted.  See the response to comment PM1-11. 

PM4-30 See the response to comment PM3-18. 

 

  



 PM-507 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-508 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-31 Comment noted. 

  



 PM-509 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-32 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-510 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-511 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-33 Comment noted.  If the Project is approved, Transco would be required 

to complete any outstanding environmental surveys to document 

existing conditions prior to construction.  In addition, we have included 
recommendations in section 3.3.2 of the EIS that Transco should 

incorporate the Byron Reroute and develop a schedule for construction 

and restoration activities on the Byron property that minimizes conflict 
with the planned public use of the property.   

 

  



 PM-512 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-513 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-514 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
PM4-34 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-515 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-35 See the response to comment PM4-33.  As described in section 3.0 of 

the EIS, our analysis is based on information provided by Transco and 

reviewed by the FERC staff; our review of aerial photographs, U.S. 
Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps, and other publicly 

available information; input from cooperating and other agencies; public 

input from scoping; and our site visits, including a flyover of the project 
area. 

 

  



 PM-516 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 
PM4-36 See the responses to comments PM1-174 and PM2-120. 

PM4-37 As described in section 4.8.2 of the EIS, an easement agreement 
between a company and a landowner typically specifies compensation 

for losses resulting from construction, including damages to property 

during construction.  Compensation would be fully determined through 
negotiations between Transco and the landowner. 

PM4-38 Comment noted. 

PM4-39 As described in section 4.8.3 of the EIS, in most cases, property owners 

would be able to use the permanent right-of-way as they did before 
construction as long as the use does not conflict with project operation 

and the terms of the landowner’s negotiated easement agreement.   

PM4-40 Comment noted. 

PM4-41 An evaluation of alternative routes is provided in section 3.3 of the EIS. 

PM4-42 See the responses to comments PM1-116 and PM1-177. 

 

  



 PM-517 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-43 See the responses to comments PM1-32 and PM1-53. 

 

  



 PM-518 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 
PM4-44 Comment noted. 

PM4-45 See the response to comment PM1-36. 

PM4-46 The use of eminent domain is discussed in section 4.8.2 of the EIS.  Also 

see the response to comment PM1-1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-47 The use of eminent domain is discussed in section 4.8.2 of the EIS.  Also 
see the responses to comments PM1-1 and PM1-9. 

 

  



 PM-519 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-520 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-521 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-522 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-523 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-48 Comment noted.  Property values are discussed in section 4.9.5 of the 
EIS. 

 

  



 PM-524 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-49 The potential economic benefits of the Project are evaluated in 

section 4.9.7 of the EIS.  Also see the responses to comments PM1-32 

and PM1-51. 

 

  



 PM-525 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-526 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 
PM4-50 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-527 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-51 See the response to comment PM3-96. 

PM4-52 Comment noted.  We presume that the commentor is referencing the 
Leidy Southeast Expansion Project, which involved expanding 

Compressor Station 517.  The Leidy Southeast Expansion Project is not 

the subject of this certificate proceeding or this EIS.  See the responses 
to comments PM2-31 and PM3-41. 

 

  



 PM-528 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-53 See the response to comment PM2-87 regarding potential impacts 

associated with emissions from Compressor Station 610.  See the 
response to comment PM3-15 regarding shale gas development.  

Section 4.3.1.1 of the EIS identifies the existing groundwater resources 

in the project area.  Table 4.3.1-1 identifies the yield from water wells 
completed in the bedrock aquifer that underlies Compressor Station 610 

and does not represent water use at Compressor Station 610. 

 

  



 PM-529 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 
PM4-54 Comment noted. 

PM4-55 Measures to mitigate the introduction and spread of noxious and 

invasive species are included in section 4.5.4 of the EIS and Transco's 
Management Plan.  Also see the responses to comments PM1-1 and 

PM1-85. 

 

  



 PM-530 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

PM4-56 See the response to comment PM3-41. 

 

  



 PM-531 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 
PM4-57 See the responses to comments PM1-60, PM2-123, and PM4-12. 

 

  



 PM-532 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-533 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-534 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-535 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 
PM4-58 Comment noted. 

PM4-59 See the response to comment PM1-6. 

PM4-60 See the response to comment PM1-36. 

 

  



 PM-536 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

PM4-61 Section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS details the potential air quality impacts 

associated with the construction and operation of the Project.  In the 

draft EIS we concluded that the operation of the Project would not 
violate the NAAQS, which are protective of human health and the 

environment.  However, we requested additional information from 

Transco regarding three compressor stations to ensure that the final EIS 

presented the full range of potential operational impacts from these 

compressor stations.  See the response to comment FA1-135 regarding 

the potential health impacts of air emissions.  Section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS 
has been revised to reflect the available information regarding the 

operational impacts associated with Compressor Station 517 and 

recommendations to ensure that future operations do not violate the 
NAAQS.   

PM4-62 See the response to comment PM1-53. 

PM4-63 The effects of climate change and the Project's potential contribution to 

these effects are discussed in section 4.13.8.10 of the EIS.  

PM4-64 Comment noted.  With respect to where pipe is purchased, that is a 
business decision made by Transco. 

 

  



 PM-537 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
PM4-65 The PADCNR evaluates projects for potential impacts on plants, 

terrestrial invertebrates, natural communities, and geologic features.  

The Pennsylvania Game Commission (PGC) evaluates projects for 

potential impacts on birds and mammals.  The Pennsylvania Fish and 
Boat Commission (PFBC) evaluates projects for potential impacts on 

aquatic and amphibian species.  Transco completed consultations with 

these agencies to identify state-listed species survey requirements and 
mitigation measures to minimize impacts on state-listed species.  

Section 4.7.3.4 of the EIS evaluates state-listed species. 

 

  



 PM-538 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 
PM4-66 The use of eminent domain is discussed in section 4.8.2 of the EIS.  Also 

see the responses to comments PM1-1, PM1-51, and PM1-143. 

PM4-67 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-539 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-68 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-540 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-541 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-542 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
PM4-69 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-543 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-70 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-544 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 
PM4-71 See the response to comment PM1-6.  As described in the response to 

comment PM1-51, following the completion of the final EIS, the 

Commission will complete its review concerning the need for the Project 
and will grant a Certificate if it finds that the evidence produced on 

financing, rates, market demand, gas supply, existing facilities and 

service, environmental impacts, long-term feasibility, and other issues 
demonstrates that the Project is or will be required by the public 

convenience and necessity.  

PM4-72 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-545 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
PM4-73 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-546 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-74 See the responses to comments PM1-32, PM1-51, and PM1-53. 

  



 PM-547 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-75 As described in section 2.3.1.10 and throughout section 4 of the EIS, 
Transco would conduct cleanup and restoration activities in accordance 

with state and municipal permit requirements, its Plan and Procedures, 

other project-specific plans provided in its ECP, and landowner-specific 
requirements.  Additionally, Transco would monitor revegetation after 

construction to evaluate and correct areas requiring remediation.   

 

  



 PM-548 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-549 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
PM4-76 See the responses to comments PM1-50 and PM3-41. 

 

  



 PM-550 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
PM4-77 See the response to comment PM1-1. 

 

  



 PM-551 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
PM4-78 See the response to comment PM1-8. 

 

  



 PM-552 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-553 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 
PM4-79 As stated in section 4.12.1 of the EIS, Transco would design, construct, 

operate, and maintain the pipeline in accordance with or in exceedance 

of the DOT's Minimum Safety Standards in 49 CFR 192. 

 

 

 

 

PM4-80 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-554 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-81 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-555 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-82 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-83 See the response to comment PM3-41. 

 

  



 PM-556 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-557 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-558 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-559 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-560 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-561 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-562 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-84 See the response to comment PM1-1. 

 

  



 PM-563 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-564 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-85 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-565 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-566 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-567 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

PM4-86 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-568 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-569 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-87 See the response to comment PM1-1. 

 

  



 PM-570 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-571 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-572 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-573 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-574 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-575 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-576 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-577 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-578 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-579 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-580 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-581 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-582 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-583 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-88 See the response to comment PM1-1. 

 

  



 PM-584 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-585 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
PM4-89 Comment noted. 

PM4-90 See the response to comment PM1-61. 

 

  



 PM-586 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-91 See the response to comment PM1-1. 

 

  



 PM-587 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
PM4-92 Comment noted.  The proposed pipeline is sited along the eastern 

property boundary of the Bernoski tract.  Moving the pipeline alignment 
off of the Bernoski property would transfer impacts to neighboring 

residential properties.  In general, shifting impacts from one landowner 

to another is not, in and of itself, a justified reason for rerouting a 
pipeline. 

PM4-93 See the response to comment PM1-116.  

 

  



 PM-588 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

PM4-94 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-589 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-95 See the response to comment PM4-92. 

PM4-96 As described in section 4.7.2.2 of the EIS, roost locations were 

approximated in areas where survey access had not been obtained. 
 

 

  



 PM-590 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-97 As described in section 4.2.2.1 of the EIS, Transco would implement the 

measures specified in its Plan and Procedures to avoid or minimize the 
effects of soil erosion and sedimentation.  As outlined in the Plan and 

Procedures, Transco would have an environmental inspector monitoring 

all phases of construction to ensure project plans are followed and would 
use erosion control devices and construction practices to minimize 

erosion during and after construction.  At the end of construction, 

Transco would return surface contours and drainage patterns to as close 
to original conditions as practicable and would reestablish vegetation as 

soon as possible following final grading.  Transco would inspect the 

right-of-way and maintain erosion and sediment controls as necessary 
until final stabilization is achieved.  Once revegetation is satisfactory, 

temporary erosion control measures would be removed.  Significant soil 

erosion is not expected during construction or operation of the Project.  
Also see the response to comment PM1-61. 

 

  



 PM-591 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-98 Comment noted. 

 

  



 PM-592 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM4-99 See the response to comment PM1-1. 

 

  



 PM-593 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-594 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
PM4-100 See the response to comment PM1-1. 

 

  



 PM-595 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-596 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-597 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-598 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-599 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-600 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-601 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 PM-602 Public Meetings 

PM4 – Public Meeting in Dallas, Pennsylvania (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 FA-1 Federal Agencies 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

FA1 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
FA1-1 See the response to comment PM1-113. 

 

  



 FA-2 Federal Agencies 

FA1 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA1-2 We disagree.  We believe that our conclusion regarding the environmental 

impacts of the Transco System Alternative is sufficient and does not warrant 
further consideration.  See the revised text in section 3.3.2 of the EIS for our 

evaluation of the PennEast System Alternative. 

FA1-3 See the response to comment PM1-113. 

FA1-4 See the response to comment PM1-70. 

 

  



 FA-3 Federal Agencies 

FA1 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 
FA1-5 See the response to comment PM1-6 and the revised text in section 4.13.8.2 of 

the EIS. 

FA1-6 An EIS is meant to be a summary document, and the same level of detail 

provided in permit applications is typically not also included in an EIS.  Our 
EIS for the Project incorporates by reference all of the material filed in 

support of the permits and other regulatory clearances required to construct 

the facilities, should the Commission issue a Certificate for the Project.  As 
such, the presentation of potential impacts provided in the EIS is sufficient for 

the public and decision makers to assess the potential impacts of the Project.  

Transco’s permit applications and Permittee-Responsible Mitigation Master 
Plan for the Atlantic Sunrise Project (PRM Plan) are submitted to the 

appropriate agencies (including FERC) for review and comment prior to 

construction. 

FA1-7 Note that section 4.5.3 of the EIS has been updated based on several minor 

route variations incorporated into the Project.  As a result, the total length of 
interior forest that would be crossed by CPL North, CPL South, and Chapman 

Loop has decreased from 19.3 to 19.2 miles.  The potential indirect effects on 

interior forest were previously reported as 1,993.8 acres (now estimated to be 
about 1,307.7 acres).  The text should have read that the indirect impacts were 

calculated using the acreage extending 300 feet laterally from the edges of the 

construction workspaces into the interior forests.  The text in section 4.5.3 of 
the final EIS has been corrected.  The impacts on forest interior dwelling 

species are described in section 4.6.1 of the EIS and Transco’s Migratory Bird 

Plan (included as appendix M of the EIS). 

FA1-8 Comment noted.  See the response to comment PM1-6. 

 

  



 FA-4 Federal Agencies 

FA1 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

FA1-9 See the response to comment PM1-70.   

FA1-10 See the response to comment PM1-70. 

 

  



 FA-5 Federal Agencies 

FA1 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA1-11 See the response to comment PM1-113. 

FA1-12 See the response to comment PM1-113.  Section 1.1 of the EIS has been 
revised to include additional information regarding precedent agreements and 

the Commission’s process for deciding whether to authorize the construction 

of major new pipeline facilities.  FERC’s Certificate Policy Statement 
provides guidance as to how the Commission evaluates proposals for new 

construction and establishes criteria for determining whether there is a need 

for a proposed project and whether it would serve the public interest.  Neither 
the FERC environmental staff nor a FERC NEPA document makes that 

determination.  

FA1-13 See the response to comment FA1-2.  Section 3.4 of the EIS has been revised 
to provide additional information regarding how aboveground facility sites are 

selected and assessed. 

 

  



 FA-6 Federal Agencies 

FA1 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 FA-7 Federal Agencies 

FA1 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA1-14 We disagree.  Blasting, steep slopes, karst topography, abandoned mine lands 

(AML) and mine pools, landslides, and flash flooding, including minimization 
measures to mitigate potential impacts, are described in sections 4.1.3, 4.1.5.4, 

4.1.5.5, 4.1.5.6, 4.1.7, 4.3.1.4, 4.3.1.7, and 4.3.2.6 of the EIS.  To further 

minimize potential impacts, Transco would implement the measures in its 
ECP (and associated plans), Plan and Procedures, and Karst Investigation and 

Mitigation Plan.  We believe that the evaluation of the potential effects of 

these geologic hazards and the proposed mitigation measures to minimize 
impacts are sufficient. 

FA1-15 The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the PADEP are responsible 

for regulating the discharge of dredge and fill material under sections 404 and 

401 of the Clean Water Act.  The Susquehanna River Basin Commission is 
responsible for issuing water allocation permits and overseeing the 

conservation, development, and administration of the Susquehanna River 

Basin.  Transco would be required to adhere to any avoidance and 
minimization measures included in the permits issued by these agencies.  The 

EIS is meant to be a summary document, and the same level of detail provided 

in permit applications is typically not also included in the EIS.  The EIS for 
the Project incorporates by reference all of the material filed in support of the 

permits and other regulatory clearances required to construct the facilities, 

should the Commission issue a Certificate for the Project.  As such, the 

presentation of potential impacts and avoidance and minimization measures 

provided in the EIS is sufficient for the public and decision makers to assess 

the potential impacts of the Project.  Indirect effects of water withdrawal are 
discussed in the appropriate resource sections of the EIS, including 

sections 4.3.2.6, 4.4.4, 4.6.1.4, and 4.6.2.2. 

  



 FA-8 Federal Agencies 

FA1 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

FA1-16 As described in section 4.3.2.6 of the EIS, Transco proposes to develop site-
specific blasting plans for each waterbody crossing where blasting is 

determined to be necessary.  Transco would obtain blasting permits from 

appropriate agencies and would conduct any mitigation or required in-stream 
work during the appropriate timing window for warmwater and coldwater 

fisheries.  In addition, we have recommended that prior to construction 

Transco should file with the Secretary, and provide to other applicable 
agencies, a schedule identifying when trenching or blasting would occur 

within each waterbody greater than 10 feet wide, or within any coldwater 

fishery.  Transco should revise the schedule as necessary to provide at least 
14 days advance notice.  Changes within this last 14-day period must provide 

for at least 48 hours advance notice.  Table K-4 in appendix K provides a list 

of waterbodies with shallow depth to bedrock crossed by the Project.  The 
table includes the county, facility or pipeline route, milepost, waterbody ID, 

and waterbody name for each crossing.  We believe this table provides 

sufficient locational information for the waterbodies that may require blasting, 
and no additional figures or map sets are necessary for the EIS. 

FA1-17 See the response to comment PM2-102.  The USACE is responsible for 

ensuring compensatory mitigation is adequate. 

FA1-18 See the response to comment FA1-6.  Section 4.4.7 of the EIS concludes that 

while minor adverse and long-term effects on wetlands would occur, with 

adherence to Transco’s ECP and Procedures, we conclude that construction 
and operation of the Project would result in minor effects on wetlands that 

would be appropriately mitigated and reduced to less than significant levels.  

In addition, impacts on wetlands, including exceptional value wetlands, would 
be further mitigated through Transco’s implementation of an agency-approved 

PRM Plan. 

FA1-19 See the response to comment FA1-7. 

As described in section 4.5.3 of the EIS, CPL North, CPL South, and 
Chapman Loop are the only project facilities that cross interior forests.  All of 

these facilities are located in Pennsylvania, which does not have a state-

specific definition of interior forest.  The Project does not cross any interior 
forests in Virginia, Maryland, North Carolina, or South Carolina.  Therefore, 

Maryland's definition of interior forest does not apply to the Project.  State-

specific impacts on public lands and other special interest areas, including 
forests, are described in section 4.8.6. 

 

  



 FA-9 Federal Agencies 

FA1 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA1-20 Comment noted.  Additional information has been incorporated into the EIS 

based on the supplemental filings provided by Transco since the issuance of 

the draft EIS.  Additionally, Transco has provided an updated Biological 
Assessment for the Project and additional information on bog turtles and other 

federally listed species. 

 

  



 FA-10 Federal Agencies 

FA1 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 
FA1-21 Section 4.8.6 of the EIS has been updated to include Transco’s responses to 

our recommendation in the draft EIS that Transco provide additional 
information regarding site-specific crossing plans for the recreation and 

special interest areas, including Sproul State Forest.  Transco filed several 

site-specific crossing plans with its supplemental filing on June 24, 2016.  The 
remainder of the site-specific crossing plans would be filed with Transco’s 

Implementation Plan for the Project, after consultations with appropriate 

permitting agencies are complete and any associated mitigation measures are 
finalized.  Areas requiring blasting and potential impacts on waterbodies are 

discussed in sections 4.1.3 and 4.3.2.6 of the EIS. 

FA1-22 Section 4.8.6.2 of the EIS has been revised to include updated information 
regarding the conservation easements crossed by the Project.  As described in 

the EIS, restoration of the workspace would be tailored in these specific areas 

to meet the long-term objectives for the land enrolled in these programs.  
These areas would be seeded with mixes in the property’s original 

conservation plan if the species and cultivars are available.  Transco would 

develop restoration measures to ensure enrolled properties remain eligible to 

participate in the programs.  We believe that implementation of these 

mitigation measures would effectively minimize impacts on the conservation 

program properties. 

FA1-23 As described in section 4.13 of the EIS, many of the impacts of the proposed 

Project would be temporary and their contribution to cumulative impacts 
would also be temporary.  In these instances, we acknowledged past projects 

and development to the extent information was available but focused our 

assessment on other activities occurring at or around the same timeframe as 
the proposed Project and when there would be a potential for cumulative 

impacts based on resource-specific regions of influence or geographic scope 

of analysis.  The Project’s longer term impacts would include air emissions 

associated with operation of the proposed facilities and upland and wetland 

forest impacts where long term or permanent conversion of forested habitat to 

shrub and emergent habitats would occur.  We have attempted to quantify the 
impacts of other projects within the geographic scope of cumulative impacts 

of the Project.  

  



 FA-11 Federal Agencies 

FA1 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA1-24 See the response to comment FA1-5.  As mentioned in that response, the 

effects of most of the project impacts would be temporary including the one-

time use of water for hydrostatic testing, blasting, and the effects of wetland 
and waterbody crossings. 

FA1-25 As described in section 4.13 of the EIS, 10 miles was selected as the 

geographic scope of our analysis because the majority of impacts associated 

with the Project would be temporary and limited geographically.  Thus the 
potential for the Project to contribute to cumulative impacts on most resources 

is also limited to a relatively narrow timeframe and area.  We believe our 

review of past projects and our selection of a 10-mile distance adequately 
encompasses the geographic scope of cumulative impacts associated with the 

Project with the exceptions noted in our analysis.   

FA1-26 Comment noted.  See the responses to comments PM1-6 and IND114-65. 

 

  



 FA-12 Federal Agencies 

FA1 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
FA1-27 Section 4.13.8.10 of the EIS provided a comparison of the Project’s GHG 

emissions to the Pennsylvania GHG emission inventory to provide context 

regarding the scale of GHG emissions associated with the Project.  As stated 

in section 3.1 of the EIS, we did not consider alternatives related to other 

energy sources, such as renewable energy, because they would not meet the 

purpose and need of the Project.  While the system and route alternatives 
presented in sections 3.2 and 3.3 of the EIS would likely result in greater 

GHG emissions as compared to the Project due to their longer length, the 

overall GHG emissions generated would not be significantly different from 
the Project’s estimated GHG emissions.  Therefore, we do not believe that a 

comparison of GHG emissions from the Project and alternatives would 

meaningfully contribute to our analysis.  Sections 4.11.1.2 and 4.13.8.10 of 
the EIS have been updated to include current and potential future methane 

emission mitigation requirements applicable to the Project and the overall 

natural gas production and delivery system.  Table 4.11.1-16 of the final EIS 
has been updated to include methane leakage from pipeline operation.  

Section 4.13.8.10 of the EIS has been updated to include potential climate 

change effects from construction and operation of the Project. 

 

  



 FA-13 Federal Agencies 

FA1 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 FA-14 Federal Agencies 

FA1 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
FA1-28 As described in section 3.0 of the EIS, the third criterion we evaluated for 

each alternative is:  “Does the alternative offer a significant environmental 

advantage over the Project?”  We believe that our analysis of reasonable 

alternatives provides sufficient detail regarding our conclusion to dismiss 

alternatives from further review.  Section 3.0 of the EIS includes an 
environmental evaluation of the various alternatives to the proposed action 

that were considered but dismissed from further consideration.  Section 1.1 of 

the EIS identifies the proposed receipt and delivery points.  We do not believe 
that evaluating system alternatives that utilize different receipt and end points 

is warranted because it would not meet the Project’s objectives described in 

section 1.1 of the EIS. 

 

  



 FA-15 Federal Agencies 

FA1 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA1-29 System alternatives that would not be able to provide an additional 
1.7 MMDth/day at the contracted volumes from the production areas of 

northern Pennsylvania to the delivery points required by the precedent 

agreements within a similar timeframe would not meet the purpose of the 
Project.  We agree that collocation has the benefits of reducing forest 

fragmentation and interior forest impacts.  However, as described in 

section 3.2.3, collocation would not be feasible along certain sections of the 
Transco System Alternative due to the amount of commercial, industrial, and 

residential development that has occurred adjacent to Transco’s existing right-

of-way.  As a result, greenfield alignments would need to be developed along 
the Transco System Alternative.  We were unable to identify alternative 

alignments to avoid developed areas along the Transco System Alternative 

that would not significantly increase the length of the pipeline and the overall 
construction footprint.  Replacing Transco’s existing pipelines with larger 

diameter pipelines would not be feasible due to requirements to provide firm 

transportation service to existing shippers.  Replacing the existing pipelines 
would require interrupting natural gas transportation service to existing 

customers throughout the duration of construction. 

FA1-30 See the response to comment FA1-13. 

 

  



 FA-16 Federal Agencies 

FA1 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 
 

FA1-31 Land not maintained for operation of the Project would be restored and 
allowed to return to preconstruction conditions/uses (i.e., allowed to revert to 

its former use).  Transco would conduct cleanup and restoration activities in 

accordance with state and municipal permit requirements, its Plan and 
Procedures, and other project-specific plans provided in its ECP.  Soils that 

supported vegetation prior to construction would be revegetated using seed 

mixes, application rates, and timing windows recommended by local soil 
conservation authorities or other duly authorized agencies, landowner 

requests, and in accordance with Transco’s ECP.  After restoration is 

complete, the land would not be used by Transco during operation of the 
Project. 

FA1-32 The actual right-of-way configurations and widths required to safely install a 

pipeline vary based on the diameter of the pipeline, site-specific conditions 
including road and railroad crossings, waterbodies, wetland crossings, the 

need for additional spoil storage, steep topography, the presence or absence of 
an existing right-of-way, and proximity to adjacent utilities.  We have 

reviewed the right-of-way configurations submitted in Transco’s application 

and supplemental filings and agree that they are appropriate for the pipe 
diameter and site conditions.  We have also reviewed Transco’s requests for 

additional temporary workspace and, in some instances, have requested 

additional justification for their use (see our recommendations in 
sections 4.3.2.6 and 4.4.5 of the EIS and appendices K [table K-5] and L 

[table L-2] of the draft EIS). 

FA1-33 The types of improvements required for use of each of the temporary and 
permanent access roads are described in the access road table in appendix D.  

As described in sections 2.2.6 and 4.8.1.5 of the EIS, of the 157 access roads 

that would be used for the Project, 115 would be restored to previous 
preconstruction conditions following completion of the Project.  The 

remaining 42 roads would be permanently maintained for operation of the 

Project.  The permanent access roads would affect 25.1 acres of land, 
primarily comprised of existing transportation, commercial/industrial, and 

open land (15.7 acres); about 6.2 acres of forested and 3.2 acres of agricultural 

land would also be affected.  No wetlands or open water areas would be 
affected by use of the temporary or permanent access roads. 

FA1-34 We reviewed the locations where Transco has requested site-specific 

modifications to the FERC Procedures.  Our recommendations are included in 
appendices K (table K-5) and L (table L-2) of the EIS.  Also see the response 

to comment FA1-32. 

FA1-35 If standing water or saturated soils are present, or if construction equipment 
causes ruts or mixing of the topsoil and subsoil in wetlands, Transco would 

use low-ground-weight construction equipment, or operate normal equipment 

on timber riprap, prefabricated equipment mats, or terra mats in compliance 
with Transco’s Procedures (included as appendix E of the EIS). 

FA1-36 In compliance with Transco’s Plan (included as appendix E of the EIS), if 

wood chips are to be used as mulch in upland areas, Transco would not use 
more than 1 ton per acre. 

  



 FA-17 Federal Agencies 

FA1 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d)  
FA1-37 Where necessary, the entire width of the construction right-of-way, including 

the temporary construction workspace, would be rough graded with bulldozers 

to allow for safe passage of equipment and to prepare the work surface for 
pipeline installation activities.  Grading would be limited in wetland areas to 

the extent practicable. 

FA1-38 The most common coating compound for welded pipe joints is fusion bond 
epoxy.  Once hardened, epoxy is typically pretty inert.  According to its 

material safety data sheet, fusion bond epoxy typically contains epoxide resin 

(part A) and poly-amine mixture trade, titanium dioxide, and siloaxanes 
(part B).  None of these compounds contain toxic chemicals subject to the 

reporting requirements of the major federal lists of toxic chemicals 

(section 313 of Title III and 40 CFR 372).   

FA1-39 Excess material would be disposed of in accordance with Transco’s Plan 

(included as appendix E of the EIS) and applicable permit requirements, with 

landowner or land management agency approval. 

FA1-40 Table 4.3.2-7 in section 4.3.2.5 of the EIS provides the proposed hydrostatic 

test water sources and discharge locations for the Project.  This table includes 

the water source, specific withdrawal and discharge locations, anticipated rate 
of discharge, estimated volume of water required, and any specific use 

restrictions.  This information was included in the draft EIS.  In accordance 

with section VII.C.3 of Transco’s Procedures (included as appendix E of the 
draft EIS), Transco would ensure that adequate waterbody flow rates are 

maintained to protect aquatic life, provide for all waterbody uses, and provide 

for downstream withdrawals of water by existing users.   

FA1-41 Drilling mud is a slurry of naturally occurring, non-toxic/non-hazardous, 

bentonite clay mixed with water.  It is pressurized and used to lubricate the 

HDD drill bit, remove drill cuttings, and hold the hole open.  As described in 
section 4.3.2.5 of the EIS, after completion of the HDD, the recovered drilling 

mud (the mix of bentonite clay and water) would be recycled or disposed of at 

an approved upland location or disposal facility. 

FA1-42 Transco would conduct revegetation and post-construction monitoring in 

accordance with its ECP, Plan and Procedures, and Management Plan.  We 

believe these plans contain sufficiently detailed information regarding 
revegetation, monitoring, and remediation.  The ECP and Management Plan 

can be viewed on the FERC website at http://www.ferc.gov (using the 

“eLibrary” link under Documents & Filings, select “Advanced Search” from 
the eLibrary menu and enter 20150331-5153 in the “Numbers:  Accession 

Number” field).  Transco’s Plan and Procedures are provided in appendix E of 
the EIS. 

FA1-43 Sensitive resource areas are typically defined by FERC as wetlands, 

waterbodies, cultural resource sites, or sensitive species habitats. 

  

 

http://www.ferc.gov/


 FA-18 Federal Agencies 

FA1 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
FA1-44 Post-construction monitoring is discussed in section 2.5.5 of the EIS. 

FA1-45 Transco would conduct post-construction monitoring of restoration status in 

accordance with section VII.A of its Plan, sections V.D and VI.D of its 
Procedures, and sections 10 and 10.5 of its Agricultural Plan.  These plans 

contain recommendations for both duration and possible extension of post-

construction monitoring, additional restoration/revegetation efforts to be 
implemented, and the resolution process for identified issues of incomplete 

restoration.  We believe these plans contain sufficiently detailed information 

regarding restoration, monitoring, and remediation.  The ECP and Agricultural 

Plan can be viewed on the FERC website at http://www.ferc.gov (using the 

“eLibrary” link under Documents & Filings, select “Advanced Search” from 

the eLibrary menu and enter 20150331-5153 in the “Numbers:  Accession 
Number” field).  Transco’s Plan and Procedures are provided in appendix E of 

the EIS. 

FA1-46 Section 4.3.2.6 has been revised to indicate that Transco does not plan to add 
any chemicals or biocides to the hydrostatic test water. 

FA1-47 Transco would regulate discharge rates, use energy dissipation devices, and 

install sediment barriers as needed to prevent erosion, streambed scour, 
suspension of sediments, or excessive streamflow in accordance with its Plan 

(for upland locations) and Procedures (for wetlands and waterbodies), which 

are based on FERC’s standard Plan and Procedures.  We find these measures 
to be adequate.  Transco’s Plan and Procedures are provided in appendix E. 

  

 

http://www.ferc.gov/


 FA-19 Federal Agencies 

FA1 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 
 

FA1-48 The PADEP’s Bureau of Water Quality Protection regulates hydrostatic test 

water discharges through the issuance of a section 402 National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System hydrostatic test water discharge permit.  
Transco would conduct hydrostatic test water discharges, including any 

associated water testing or temperature monitoring requirements, in 

accordance with the requirements of the PADEP’s discharge permit. 

FA1-49 Transco’s HDD Contingency Plan, included as attachment 3 of its ECP, 

describes the procedures for addressing potential impacts associated with a 

release of drilling fluid.  The plan describes procedures for the identification, 
containment, and cleanup of drilling fluids that have ponded on the ground 

surface or within a waterbody in response to an inadvertent release of drilling 

fluid during HDD operations. 

FA1-50 Appendix I of the EIS lists the mineral resources (i.e., mines, quarries, and 

oil/gas wells) within 0.25 mile of the project facilities.  Table 4.3.1-2 in 

section 4.3.1.4 of the EIS provides a list of wells and springs within 150 feet 
of the construction work areas, including their distance from the project work 

areas. 

FA1-51 Soil and groundwater contamination are described in sections 4.2.2.6 and 
4.3.1.6 of the EIS.  Transco’s database search of potential contaminated sites 

within 0.25 mile of the Project included the Underground Storage Tank 

database (UST), Leaking Underground Storage Tank Incident Reports 
(LUST), and cases of unregulated leaking storage tanks (UNREG LTANKS 

database).  In the event that contamination from any source is encountered 

during construction, Transco would implement its Unanticipated Discovery of 
Contamination Plan (attachment 8 of its ECP, FERC Accession 

No.  20150331-5153). 

 



 FA-20 Federal Agencies 

FA1 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d)  
 
FA1-52 Transco developed an Abandoned Mine Investigation and Mitigation Plan to 

minimize the potential for adverse effects in areas where AMLs are crossed.  

Construction activities (including blasting) could affect the discharge or 

drainage of mine pool water.  In order to minimize impacts, Transco would 
develop specific blasting procedures with its licensed blasting contractor or 

implement alternative bedrock removal methods, such as the use of expansive 

grout, to limit disturbance.  In addition, Transco would implement measures to 
manage mine pool discharges if encountered during construction.  These 

measures would include sealing openings or diverting larger discharges by 

using diversion berms or flumes.  Because investigations to assess AMLs are 

pending for some properties and secondary investigations are necessary to 

further characterize potential mine-related features and identify site-specific 

mitigation measures, we are recommending that Transco file its final 
Abandoned Mine Investigation and Mitigation Plan, including site-specific 

mitigation and monitoring measures to be implemented when crossing AML 

lands. 

FA1-53 Both “moderate” and “susceptibly moderate” are defined in the footnotes at 

the bottom of table 4.1.5-2. 

FA1-54 As described in section 4.1.5.5 of the EIS, flash flooding is possible on the 
waterbodies crossed by the Project.  The waterbodies crossed by the Project 

are listed in appendix K of the EIS.  USGS topographic maps of the pipeline 

route are included in appendix B of the EIS.  The occurrence of flash flooding 
would be based on a number of factors, including precipitation amount and 

intensity and the size and land use of the contributing watershed.  As 

described in section 4.1.7 of the EIS, Transco has designed waterbody 
crossings to minimize potential impacts from flash flooding, scouring, and 

high flow velocities during pipeline construction and operation.  High flow 

mitigation measures during construction include providing equipment to 
handle increased flow such as standby pumps at dam-and-pump locations and 

sizing flume pipes to be able to accommodate storm level flows.  

Additionally, a concrete coating would be applied to the pipeline where 
installed beneath waterbodies to reduce the buoyancy of the pipe and prevent 

surfacing of the pipeline during a flooding event.  Flash flood events in areas 

cleared of vegetation could cause sedimentation and erosion.  Transco’s Plan 
requires the inspection and maintenance of temporary erosion control 

measures on at least a daily basis in areas of active construction or equipment 

operation, on a weekly basis in areas with no construction or equipment 
operation, and within 24 hours of each 0.5-inch rainfall event.  At waterbody 

crossings, the pipeline would be buried to a greater depth allowing for a 

minimum of 60 inches of soil cover or 24 inches of cover in consolidated 
rock. 
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FA1-55 Table 4.1.5-2 identifies the milepost range of the landslide incidence and 

susceptibility, which can be referenced to the project location maps included 

in appendix B.  The footnote in table 4.1.5-3 identifies how steep slopes were 

determined. 

FA1-56 As noted in Transco’s Plan and Procedures (see appendix E), Transco would 

dewater the trench (either on or off the construction right-of-way) in a manner 

that does not cause erosion and does not result in silt-laden water flowing into 

any waterbody and would remove the dewatering structures as soon as 

practicable after the completion of dewatering activities.  During hydrostatic 

testing, Transco would regulate discharge rate, use energy dissipation 
device(s), and install sediment barriers, as necessary, to prevent erosion, 

streambed scour, suspension of sediments, or excessive streamflow.  In 

addition, Transco would not discharge into state-designated exceptional value 
waters, waterbodies that provide habitat for federally listed threatened or 

endangered species, or waterbodies designated as public water supplies, 

unless appropriate federal, state, and local permitting agencies grant written 
permission.  Transco would further minimize the effects of dewatering on the 

water table through implementation of the construction techniques described 

in Transco’s ECP.  Section 2.5 of the EIS describes the environmental 
inspection and mitigation monitoring that would occur during and after 

construction of the Project.  Environmental inspectors would be on site during 

construction to ensure the Project is being constructed in compliance with all 

mitigation measures and regulatory requirements.  Additionally, Transco has 

committed to funding a FERC third-party compliance monitoring program 
during the construction phase of the Project. 

FA1-57 As described in section 4.3.1.7 of the EIS, Transco has agreed to perform pre- 

and post-construction monitoring for well yield and water quality for private 
wells and springs within 150 feet of the construction workspace, subject to 

landowner approval.  In order to ensure that impacts on wells are minimized 

and given the number of private wells and springs within 150 feet of the 
construction workspace associated with the project facilities, we are further 

recommending that Transco file with the Secretary a report describing any 

complaints it received regarding water well yield or quality, the results of any 
water quality or yield testing that was performed, and how each complaint 

was resolved within 30 days of placing the project facilities in service.  We 

believe the pre-and post-construction monitoring of well yield and water 
quality and implementation of our recommendation would adequately protect 

the private wells and springs within 150 feet of the construction workspace 

and no additional formalized plan would be necessary. 
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FA1-58 Section 4.1.7 of the EIS has been revised to include additional information on 

vibration associated with blasting activities. 

FA1-59 Transco prepared a Karst Investigation and Mitigation Plan that identifies the 

methods used to identify geophysical anomalies.  A copy of the plan is 

included in appendix J of the EIS.  As described in the plan, the information 
used to identify karst features includes a review of published literature, 

geologic maps, aerial photography, LiDAR imagery, ground reconnaissance 

surveys, as well as karst features obtained from the PADCNR’s digital data 
set of mapped karst features in southcentral and southeastern Pennsylvania.  In 

addition, geophysical surveys using the multichannel analysis of surface 

waves method and geotechnical borings were completed to characterize the 
bedrock and identify the locations of potential geophysical anomalies (i.e., 

voids, solution enlarged joins, etc.) within the karst areas crossed by the 

Project.   

FA1-60 As described in appendix J, the attachments are too voluminous to include in 

the EIS.  A reference to the accession number (20150729-5077) is provided 

for those interested in viewing the maps and other attachments.  Regarding 
survey access, see the response to comment PM2-102. 
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FA1-61 As described in section 2.1.2 of the EIS, Compressor Station 155 is an 

existing facility that occupies 17.7 acres.  Transco is proposing to add odor 

masking/deodorization equipment at this facility and would not require 
additional workspace beyond the existing 17.7-acre footprint. 

FA1-62 Comment noted.  We believe sections 4.2.1.1 and 4.2.2.2 (including table 

4.2.1-1) of the EIS effectively describe the potential impacts of the Project on 
prime farmland, including the proposed measures to mitigate effects.  Because 

of the scale required to produce a one-page map of prime farmland crossed by 

the pipeline facilities in Pennsylvania, we do not believe the resulting figure 

would provide any added benefit to the analysis. 

FA1-63 Comment noted.  Table 4.2.1-1 in section 4.2.1.1 of the EIS identifies the 

amount of highly erodible soils along the current pipeline route (about 
14 percent of the total pipeline route and not almost half of the pipeline route).  

Also see the responses to comments PM1-60, PM1-83, and CO9-21.  Because 

of the scale required to produce a one-page map of highly erodible soils 
crossed by the pipeline route in Pennsylvania, we do not believe the resulting 

figure would provide any added benefit to the analysis. 

FA1-64 Table 4.3.1-1 has been updated to indicate that the aquifers are considered 
underground sources of drinking water under the Safe Drinking Water Act.  

Section 4.3.1.1 of the EIS describes the water use, water quality, and well 

yield information for each of the aquifers.  Section 4.3.1.1 has been revised to 
include information on recharge and discharge areas of the surficial and 

bedrock aquifers.  The EIS is a summary of the information in the record.  A 

map of bedrock aquifers associated with the project facilities in Pennsylvania 
was included as appendix 2A to Transco’s March 31, 2015 application.  This 

document is available on the FERC’s website (FERC accession number 

20150331-5153). 
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FA1-65 Section 4.3.1.1 of the EIS has been revised to include a summary of ground 

water quality. 

FA1-66 Table 4.3.1-2 provides a list of the private wells and springs within 150 feet of 
the construction work area for the Project.  The table also lists the location 

(county, township, milepost) of each well/spring and indicates which 

wells/springs are located in areas of known karst (see table footnote b).  We 
believe the table sufficiently indicates which wells are in areas of known karst 

and no additional figure is necessary. 

FA1-67 See the response to comment FA1-57. 
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FA1-68 Karst terrain is prevalent in Pennsylvania.  There are no alignments between 
the receipt and delivery points of the Project that would avoid karst terrain.  

Transco would implement the measures in its ECP (and associated plans), 

Plan and Procedures, Spill Plan, and Karst Investigation and Mitigation Plan 
to minimize the potential for impacts on groundwater and water resources 

associated with construction and operation of the Project.  As described in 

sections 4.1.3 and 4.3.1.7 of the EIS, Transco would, with landowner 
permission, complete pre- and post-construction testing of water quality and 

quantity of wells and springs within 150 feet of the construction workspaces.  

In addition, we included a recommendation that, within 30 days of placing the 
project facilities in service, Transco should file a report describing any 

complaints it received regarding water well yield or quality, the results of any 

water quality or yield testing that was performed, and how each complaint 
was resolved.  Lastly, we are including a recommendation that Transco 

develop and implement an environmental complaint resolution procedure that 

provides landowners with clear and simple directions for identifying and 
resolving their environmental mitigation problems/concerns during 

construction of the Project and restoration of the right-of-way.  We believe 

these measures would mitigate the potential impacts on water resources. 

FA1-69 Comment noted.  

FA1-70 Comment noted.  Transco would perform pre-and post-construction 

monitoring for all wells and springs located within 150 feet of the construction 

work area, including those not currently identified.  Also see the responses to 

comments PM1-174 and FA1-57. 

FA1-71 As described in section 4.3.1.7 of the EIS, blasting could affect groundwater 
quality by temporarily affecting yields of springs and/or wells in close 

proximity to the blast area and/or increasing groundwater turbidity near the 

construction right-of-way; however, rock particles and sedimentation would 
be expected to settle out quickly.  Transco would use specialized excavation 

methods where practicable, including ripping or the use of hydraulic hammers 

or rock saws to minimize the amount of blasting that may be required.  If 
these methods prove to be ineffective or inefficient, and blasting is necessary 

to achieve the required trench depth, Transco would minimize impacts, 

including impacts on groundwater, through implementation of its Blasting 
Plan.  As stated in the Blasting Plan, Transco would obtain all the necessary 

permits and would employ licensed blasting contractors to conduct the 

blasting activities in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local 
regulations.  We believe that these measures would adequately minimize 

effects on groundwater from blasting activities associated with the Project. 
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FA1-72 Comment noted. 

FA1-73 There are no waterbodies within the project workspace in Maryland, North 

Carolina, or South Carolina; therefore, Clean Water Act section 303(d) is not 
applicable to the Project for those states. 

FA1-74 Comment noted.  As previously mentioned, the EIS is meant to be a summary 

document.  As such, the presentation of potential impacts and avoidance and 
minimization measures provided in the EIS is sufficient for the public and 

decision makers to assess the potential impacts of the Project. 

FA1-75 Transco proposes to cross major waterbodies using trenchless construction 
methods or dry crossing techniques to avoid or minimize sediment transport.  

BMPs to minimize stormwater runoff and inadvertent spills of hazardous 

materials are described in Transco’s ECP, Plan and Procedures, and Spill 
Plan.  Also see the response to comment PM1-92. 

FA1-76 We disagree.  As described in section 4.3.2.6 of the EIS, Transco would 

adhere to the measures contained in its Procedures.  During water 
appropriation, Transco would screen the intake hose to minimize the potential 

for entrainment of fish, maintain adequate flow rates to protect aquatic life, 

provide for all waterbody uses, and provide for downstream withdrawals of 
water by existing users.  During hydrostatic test water discharges, Transco 

would regulate the discharge rate, use energy dissipation devices, and install 

sediment barriers, as necessary, to prevent erosion, streambed scour, 
suspension of sediments, or excessive stream flow.  In addition, Transco 

would obtain the necessary authorizations from the Susquehanna River Basin 

Commission and PADEP to appropriate and discharge test water.  As part of 

their permitting process, these agencies could include additional conditions 

regarding appropriation and discharge rates, water testing requirements, or 

other BMPs. 
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FA1-77 As described in greater detail in section 4.3.2.6 of the EIS, floodplains that 
would be crossed by the pipeline could be temporarily affected by trenching 

and spoil piles.  The removal of vegetation within a floodplain would be 
temporary and itself would not result in increased flooding on adjacent 

properties.  Transco would implement several mitigation measures within 

floodplains to minimize the potential effects from flood events, including 
installing and maintaining erosion and sediment control structures; restoring 

floodplain contours and waterbody banks to their preconstruction condition, 

and conducting post-construction monitoring to ensure successful 
revegetation. 

FA1-78 In accordance with Transco’s Procedures, section V.C.7, Transco would 

“revegetate disturbed riparian areas with native species of conservation 

grasses, legumes, and woody species, similar in density to adjacent 

undisturbed lands.” 

FA1-79 Table 4.3.2-7 of the EIS details the proposed hydrostatic test water sources 
and discharge locations.  Additional details on stormwater and dewatering 

structures can be found in the appropriate section 401 permit applications.  

Trench water would be discharged into well-vegetated upland areas to allow 
infiltration and to minimize effects on the water table.  These potential effects 

would be avoided or further minimized by use of the construction techniques 

described in Transco’s ECP, such as the use of temporary and permanent 
trench plugs.  After installation of the pipeline and aboveground facilities, the 

ground surface would be restored as close as practicable to original contours, 

and any exposed soils would be revegetated to ensure restoration of 
preconstruction overland flow and recharge patterns.  Following testing, 

hydrostatic test water would be discharged into well-vegetated upland 

locations or into receiving waters using energy dissipation devices.  Also see 
the response to comment FA1-56. 
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FA1-80 The USACE is responsible for regulating the discharge of dredge and fill 

material under section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  FERC does not have any 
jurisdiction over the types of material to be included in Transco’s section 404 

application to the USACE.  

FA1-81 As noted in sections 4.3.2.6 and 4.4.5 of the EIS, we reviewed the site-specific 
conditions at each of the requested additional temporary workspaces in 

tables K-5 and L-2.  Where we noted that use of the additional temporary 

workspace appears justified, we agree with Transco’s justification for the 
additional temporary workspace based on the site-specific conditions present.  

In the draft EIS, we requested more information or additional justification for 

the use of 58 (32 percent) of the additional temporary workspaces requested 
by Transco in table K-5 and 36 (20 percent) of the additional temporary 

workspaces requested in table L-2; in many cases, Transco either removed or 

modified these additional temporary workspaces. 

FA1-82 Comment noted.  See the responses to comments PM1-84, FA1-6, and 

FA1-80. 

FA1-83 Transco would mitigate for unavoidable wetland impacts by implementing the 
procedures specified in its ECP and by complying with the conditions of its 

section 404 and 401 permits.  Specific measures Transco would implement in 

addition to limiting vegetation maintenance practices in wetlands are 
presented in section 4.4.4 of the EIS.  Also see the responses to comments 

FA1-6 and FA1-15. 
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FA1-84 Sections 2.3.2 and 4.4.3 of the EIS and Transco’s Procedures (appendix E) 
describe special construction procedures in wetlands.  As described in 

section 4.4.4 of the EIS, heavy equipment operating in wetlands during 

construction could result in soil compaction or rutting that would alter natural 
hydrologic and soil conditions, potentially inhibiting germination of native 

seeds and the ability of plants to establish healthy root systems.  Transco 

would minimize wetland soil compaction by segregating the top 12 inches of 
topsoil from the trenchline, except in areas where standing water is present or 

soils are saturated or frozen, and using low ground weight equipment or 

operating equipment on timber mats in saturated soils to prevent rutting.  
Transco would minimize compaction in wetlands by complying with the 

measures described in its Procedures and the conditions of other federal or 

state permits. 

FA1-85 Table L-1 (Wetlands Crossed by the Atlantic Sunrise Project) in appendix L 

indicates which wetlands are designated under Chapter 93 as exceptional 
value wetlands and provides, in acres, the wetland impact by type (palustrine 

emergent [PEM], palustrine forested [PFO], or palustrine scrub-shrub[PSS]) 

for each of these wetlands.  As described in section 3.3.2 of the EIS, many 
route alternatives were considered to reduce impacts on wetlands and 

waterbodies (see summaries of alternatives evaluated during pre-filing and 

after application submittal provided in tables 3.3.2-1 and 3.3.2-2).  Transco’s 
PRM Plan (equivalent to a compensatory mitigation plan) was submitted to 

the appropriate agencies for review as part of the permitting process.  Also see 

the responses to comments FA1-6 and FA1-15. 

FA1-86 As previously noted, the EIS is intended to be a summary document.  Transco 

provided wetland maps as part of the wetland delineation reports included as 

appendices 2J and 2K to Transco’s March 31, 2015 application.  These 
documents are available on the FERC’s website (FERC accession number 

20150331-5153). 

FA1-87 Comment noted.  See the responses to comments FA1-6 and FA1-15. 

FA1-88 See the response to comment PM1-85. 
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FA1-89 Comment noted.  Transco would restore wetlands in accordance with its 

Procedures and federal and state permit authorizations (including Transco’s 

PRM Plan).  Per Transco’s PRM Plan, impacts on PEM and PSS wetlands 
would be temporary.  PEM wetlands would be returned to grade and reseeded 

following construction.  PSS wetlands would be seeded with a native seed mix 

and would naturally revert back to PSS.  A 10-foot-wide operational right-of-
way would be maintained in PSS wetlands no more frequently than on an 

annual basis and the native shrub layer would be allowed to re-sprout between 

maintenance events.  All PFO construction impacts are proposed to be 
mitigated for at the proposed PRM sites.  PFO wetlands within the 

construction right-of-way would be seeded; however, woody vegetation or 

wetland replacement species would not be planted within the construction 
easement because the PRM sites would provide greater functional 

replacement and ensure the long-term success of mitigation for these 

temporary impacts.  We have revised our recommendation in section 4.4.6 of 
the EIS to request that Transco’s PRM Plan designate wetland seed mixes to 

be used and which agency recommended them. 

FA1-90 See the response to comment PM2-102 and the revised text in section 4.4.1 of 

the EIS. 

FA1-91 We disagree.  Appendix N provides a table listing the different vegetation 

communities associated with each project facility and the acreages that would 
be disturbed during construction and operation.  This helps the reader better 

understand the range of effects the Project facilities would have and the 

acreage of vegetation that occurs in each portion of the project area. 

FA1-92 As described in section 4.8.1.3 of the EIS, the majority of land use affected by 

construction of the modifications is industrial/commercial land (123.9 acres), 

with lesser amounts of open land (40.7 acres) and upland forest (6.3 acres).  
Operation of Compressor Station 517 would permanently convert about 

0.8 acre of upland forest to industrial use.  Operation of Compressor 

Stations 520 and 190 would convert about 15.5 and 3.5 acres of open land, 
respectively, to industrial use.  Also see table O-1 in appendix O. 
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FA1-93 The EIS is a summary of the information in the record.  Because the 
Migratory Bird Plan (appendix M) is so voluminous, the draft EIS directed 

readers to the FERC website to view the attachments to the plan (FERC 

accession number 20151218-5234).  However, the Migratory Bird Plan 
attachments are included in appendix M of the final EIS. 

FA1-94 As described in section 4.5.3 of the EIS, Transco delineated interior forests 

using aerial photography.  Forest patches were delineated by their non-

forested edges using a minimum 225-acre size.  Edges were defined as the 

“interface between forested and non-forested ecosystems or between two 

forests of contrasting composition or structure.”  Section 3.2.5.2 of Transco's 
Migratory Bird Plan provides a more detailed description of the methods used 

to delineate interior forests (see appendix M).  Sections 4.6.1.2 through 4.6.1.5 

of the EIS and Transco’s Migratory Bird Plan describe the potential effects of 
interior forest fragmentation on specific species; section 4.5.3 has been 

revised to include cross-references to these sections and the Migratory Bird 

Plan.  Map sets showing the interior forests crossed by the Project are 
included as an attachment to the Migratory Bird Plan.  Because the plan is so 

voluminous, the map set attachments were removed from appendix M for the 

draft EIS and a reference to FERC accession number 20151218-5234 was 
included.  However, the map set attachments are included as an attachment to 

the Migratory Bird Plan in appendix M of the final EIS. 

FA1-95 Agricultural areas, including specialty crops and organic and no-till farms, are 
described in section 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

FA1-96 See the response to comment FA1-42. 

FA1-97 The text in sections 4.5.3 (Interior Forests) and 4.5.6 (Conclusion) has been 
revised to include additional information regarding minimization efforts and 

mitigation for impacts on forested areas.   

FA1-98 See the response to comment PM2-123. 

FA1-99 The purpose of the PFBC’s recommended construction windows (in 

table 4.6.2-1 of the EIS) is to facilitate avoidance of impacts on fish spawning 

and recreational angling.   

FA1-100 Federally and state-listed mussel species are included in section 4.7 of the EIS 

and a description of potential impacts on non-federally listed mussel species is 

included in section 4.7.3.4.  Salamander species are included in table 4.6.1-1 
of the EIS, and potential impacts are considered within the wildlife impact 

section.  
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FA1-101 This reference has been added to appendix R 

FA1-102 Transco must complete all remaining field surveys for agency permitting prior 
to FERC consideration of authorizing construction.  Typically, 100 percent 

complete survey access is not obtained prior to certification for linear projects 

of this magnitude.  Since the issuance of the draft EIS, additional survey data 

and agency consultation have been made available and the appropriate 

sections of the EIS has been updated.   

FA1-103 Transco followed FWS-recommended protocols for all sensitive species 
surveys. 

FA1-104 Following surveys on previously inaccessible tracts, appropriate measures 

would be developed to address sensitive species presence, as necessary. 

FA1-105 Since the issuance of the draft EIS, additional survey data for the Alleghany 

wood rat have been made available, and the appropriate section of the EIS has 

been updated.   

FA1-106 See the response to comment PM4-12.  As discussed in section 4.3.2.6 of the 

EIS, there is a high likelihood of success with the proposed HDD.  If the 

HDDs are not successful, Transco would be required to identify a new 

location for the crossing or new methodology, and request approval for the 

new location or methodology with all applicable agencies. 

FA1-107 See the response to comment FA1-106. 

FA1-108 Conclusions for threatened and endangered species are included within each 

subsection by species within the EIS.  Since the issuance of the draft EIS, 

additional survey information and agency consultations have been made 
available.  The appropriate sections of the EIS have been updated accordingly. 

FA1-109 In response to our recommendation in the draft EIS that Transco file site-

specific crossing plans for the recreational areas crossed by the Project, 
Transco provided a site-specific crossing plan for State Game Land 211, 

including the Appalachian National Scenic Trail (Appalachian Trail).  The 
site-specific crossing plan includes avoidance and mitigation measures 

developed in consultation with the PGC’s Board of Game Commissioners.  

Section 4.8.6.1 of the EIS has been revised to include the updated information 
from the site-specific crossing plan.  Also see the revised text in section 3.3.2 

of the EIS regarding CPL South Alternatives 16, 16A, and 16B for the 

crossing of the Appalachian Trail.   
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FA1-110 Based on our recommendation in the draft EIS that Transco file site-specific 

crossing plans for the recreational areas crossed by the Project, Transco 

indicated that the remainder of the site-specific crossing plans, including the 
one for the Ricketts Glen State Park, would be filed with Transco’s 

Implementation Plan for the Project after consultations with the PGC are 

completed and any associated avoidance or mitigation measures are finalized. 

FA1-111 Confirmation of the no work timing restriction would be included in the site-

specific crossing plans developed in consultation with the PGC for the 

recreational areas crossed by the Project, the remainder of which Transco 
indicated would be filed with Transco’s Implementation Plan for the Project 

after consultations with the PGC are completed and any associated avoidance 

or mitigation measures are finalized. 

FA1-112 Any future land use change at the site of the Lebanon Valley Rail-Trail 

crossing would be speculative and is not a reasonably foreseeable action.  

Therefore, it is reasonable to base any conclusion regarding the permanent 
effect of the Project on the surrounding landscape on the current land use at 

the site.  We conclude that there would be no permanent effect on the 

surrounding landscape because the current land use at the site is agricultural. 

FA1-113 One hundred percent of the Chapman Loop route is collocated with the 

existing Transco Leidy Line System right-of-way, which minimizes new 

impacts to the existing land uses to the greatest extent possible.  Based on our 
recommendation in the draft EIS that Transco file site-specific crossing plans 

for the recreational areas crossed by the Project, Transco indicated that the 

remainder of the site-specific crossing plans, including the one for the Sproul 
State Forest, would be filed with Transco's Implementation Plan for the 

Project after consultations with the managing agency are completed and any 

associated avoidance or mitigation measures are finalized. 

FA1-114 As stated in section 4.8.3.1 of the EIS, Transco would continue to consult with 

landowners to identify and avoid septic systems.  However, if an existing 

septic system is affected during construction, Transco would compensate the 
landowner for its repair, replacement, or relocation.  We believe this is 

sufficient mitigation to ensure that effects on the septic systems are minimized 

or mitigated. 

FA1-115 Section 4.8.6.2 of the EIS has been revised to include updated information 

regarding areas enrolled in a variety of conservation programs based on 

consultations with land-managing agencies.  See also the response to 

comment FA1-22. 

FA1-116 Comment noted. 
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FA1-117 As described in section 4.8.6.3 of the EIS, Transco investigated crossing 
Tucquan Creek using the conventional bore method; however, geotechnical 

testing results indicated that the method was not feasible.  As currently 
proposed, Transco would cross Tucquan Creek using the dam-and-pump 

crossing method but would reduce the construction right-of-way width to 

75 feet.  

FA1-118 Land cover data collected during field surveys and a review of USGS 

topographic maps and aerial photography were used to identify the existing 

land uses and vegetation cover.  These resources were used to assess the 
general visual impacts that would be expected during construction and 

operation of the Project.  

Transco conducted a visual assessment of the Project to determine where the 
new permanent right-of-way may be visible from the Captain John Smith 

Chesapeake National Historic Trail due to tree clearing and post-construction 

vegetation maintenance.  Sections 4.10.2 and 4.13.8.6 of the EIS have been 
revised to include detailed descriptions of the Project’s potential impacts on 

evocative landscapes associated with the trail. 

FA1-119 Comment noted.  As described in Transco’s Migratory Bird Plan (see 
appendix M), all communication towers would be free-standing and would not 

require the use of guy wires.  Transco would follow the guidelines set forth in 

the FWS’s 2000 Memorandum Service Guidance on the Siting, Construction, 
Operation and Decommissioning of Communications Towers to reduce the 

potential for communication towers to represent a hazard to birds and bats.  

These guidelines include the following: 

 Communication towers would not exceed 199 feet above ground level. 

 No lighting would be used on communication towers. 

 Communication towers would be free standing without the support of guy 

wires. 

 Communication towers would be constructed in areas collocated with other 

project facilities (e.g., compressor and regulator stations). 

 Any security lighting would be down-shielded. 

FA1-120 Section 4.8.8.2 of the EIS evaluates visual resources in the vicinity of the 

aboveground facilities.  The communication towers at the aboveground 
facility sites would be between 40 and 190 feet tall and would represent the 

maximum height of aboveground facilities.  The compressor and ancillary 

buildings would typically be between 15 to 30 feet in height.  No visually 
sensitive recreational areas were identified within 0.25 mile of the new 

aboveground facilities.  In addition, we evaluated the residences that would be 

within the viewshed of the new compressor station sites and the mitigation 
measures that would be implemented to minimize visual impacts.  
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FA1-121 Transco is proposing to plant evergreens along the southern portion of the 

Compressor Station 610 site to minimize the visibility of the compressor 

station during all seasons.  Section 4.8.8.2 of the EIS has been revised to 

include information on facilities that would be visible from the compressor 
station site. 

FA1-122 We believe the level of detail provided in section 4.8.8.2 of the EIS is 

sufficient for the public and decision makers to assess the potential visual 

effects of the Project.  The aboveground facility plot/site plans are considered 

Critical Energy Infrastructure Information in accordance with the 

Commission’s regulations at 18 CFR 388.113.  Transco provided an example 
visual screening/planting plan as attachment 3 of its September 19, 2016 

supplemental filing, which can be accessed on our website at https://www.

ferc.gov (FERC accession number 20160920-5019). 

FA1-123 As described in section 4.8.8.2 of the EIS, outdoor lighting would be limited 

to the minimum amount required for security during unmanned nighttime 

operation, while maintaining Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
safety standards for lighting.  The main gates, yards, and all building entry and 

exit doors would have lighting for security; however, these lights would have 

directional control or would be directed in a downward position to minimize 
their visibility in the direction of local residences.  This section has been 

revised to state that the new communication towers would not have lighting 
(consistent with the information provided in Transco's Migratory Bird Plan).  

Also see the response to comment FA1-119. 

FA1-124 The draft EIS listed the population for the entire Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania.  We agree that this should be revised to reflect the project area 

(i.e., affected counties).  The text in section 4.9.1 of the EIS has been revised 

to include only the total population for the affected counties (1,517,537). 

FA1-125 The estimated workforce is the total for all project components.  For example, 

the total estimated workforce needed for Columbia County is 431 to 513 

individuals, which includes an estimated 145 to 164 individuals for CPL 
North, 162 to 197 individuals for CPL South, 66 to 88 individuals at 

Compressor Station 610, and 58 to 64 individuals at the West Diamond 

Regulator Station. 

FA1-126 For the property values studies referenced in section 4.9.5 of the EIS, the 

pipeline diameters varied from 6 to 42 inches.  Studies have determined that 

“neither the size of a pipeline (diameter) nor the product carried by a pipeline 
has any significant impact on sales price” (INGAA, 2001). 

  

https://www.ferc.gov/
https://www.ferc.gov/
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FA1-127 Tables 4.9.8-1 and 4.9.8-2 have been revised to include the racial/ethnic and 

economic statistics for Pennsylvania. 

FA1-128 Project maps are provided in appendix B. 

FA1-129 As described in section 4.9.8 of the EIS, the Project would have negligible to 

minor negative impacts and minor to moderate positive impacts on 

socioeconomic characteristics and economies within the region of influence.  
As described throughout this EIS, potentially negative environmental effects 

associated with the Project would be minimized and/or mitigated, as 

applicable.  Although the racial and economic composition of the counties that 
would be traversed by the Project shows some minor deviations from state-

level statistics, there is no evidence that the Project would cause a 

disproportionate share of adverse environmental or socioeconomic impacts on 
any racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic group.  Because pipeline construction in 

any one area would be short in duration, we conclude that assessing the 

potential socioeconomic impacts of the Project at the countywide level is 
appropriate.  Project impacts on population, employment, housing, public 

services, economy, and taxes would not necessarily be limited to the 

immediate vicinity of the Project.  Impacts on transportation and traffic would 

likely be more localized; however, the effects would be short term and 

Transco would implement the measures in its ECP and Traffic and 

Transportation Management Plan to mitigate impacts. 
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FA1-130 We disagree.  As noted in table 4.9.1-2 in section 4.9.1 of the EIS, 
construction at each of the compressor stations would last about 12 months 

with an estimated workforce between 66 to 88 people per station.  

Construction at each of the meter stations would last about 6 months with an 
estimated workforce between 58 to 64 people per station.  Although the 

duration of construction in these areas would typically be longer than at a 

specific site along any of the pipeline routes, the number of workers needed is 
small in number compared to the local population.  Therefore, we do not 

believe that construction of the aboveground facilities would cause a 

disproportionate share of adverse environmental or socioeconomic impacts on 
any racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic group and we conclude that assessing the 

potential socioeconomic impacts of the Project at the countywide level is 

appropriate.  Also see the response to comment FA1-129. 

FA1-131 Transco notified landowners and project stakeholders of the public open 

houses in letters dated May 5 and May 19, 2014.  Transco also notified the 

public of the open houses by running advertisements in the local newspapers.  
Open houses were held at Lake-Lehman High School in Luzerne County, 

Hughesville Fire Department in Lycoming County, Chapman Township 

Volunteer Fire Department in Clinton County, Mountain View School District 
in Susquehanna County, Keystone College in Wyoming County, Wayside Inn 

in Northumberland County, Bloomsburg Fire Department Social Hall in 

Columbia County, Tremont Fire Co. No. 1 in Schuylkill County, Annville-

Cleona High School in Lebanon County, Millersville University in Lancaster 

County, and Acorn Farms Reception & Conference Center in Mount Joy 

Township, Lancaster County.  Also see the response to comment PM1-130. 

FA1-132 As stated in section 4.9.8 and shown in table 4.9.8-1 of the EIS, CEQ 

guidance states that “minority populations should be identified where either: 

(a) the minority population of the affected area exceeds 50 percent or (b) the 
minority population percentage of the affected area is meaningfully greater 

than the minority population percentage in the general population or other 

appropriate unit of geographic analysis” (CEQ, 1997a).  In Pennsylvania, 
minorities comprise an estimated 18.1 percent of the total population.  The 

percentage of minorities in the Pennsylvania counties that would be crossed 

by the Project ranges from 2.0 to 11.6 percent.  Therefore, none of the 
counties that would be affected by the Project in Pennsylvania have the 

potential to be an Environmental Justice community based on race.  

Therefore, accommodations such as interpreters or foreign-language materials 
were not provided for scoping or comment meetings. 
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FA1-133 As described in section 4.9.8 of the EIS, the minority population as a whole in 

Pennsylvania is 18.1 percent, and no counties affected by the Project have 

minority populations that exceed this amount.  Persons of Hispanic or Latino 
origin constitute 6.1 percent of the population of Pennsylvania.  In three 

counties, the proportion of individuals who identified themselves as being 

Hispanic or Latino exceeds this amount by 1.9, 3.2, and 4.3 percent; therefore, 
the minority population is not “meaningfully greater than the minority 

population in the general population” (CEQ, 1997a) and does not meet the 

definition of an Environmental Justice community. 

FA1-134 As stated in section 4.9.8 of the EIS, none of the counties that would be 

affected by the Project in Pennsylvania have the potential to be an 

Environmental Justice community based on race (also see the responses to 
comments FA1-132 and FA1-133).  Five of the counties that would be crossed 

have poverty rates higher than the respective state level (Luzerne, Lycoming, 

Clinton, Columbia, and Northumberland Counties); however, the county 
levels are only slightly higher than their respective state levels.  Therefore, we 

do not anticipate that Environmental Justice communities would experience 

any construction-related displacements or disproportionately high impacts on 
traffic or water turbidity impacts at areas used for subsistence fishing. 
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FA1-135 As described in section 4.9.8 of the EIS, emissions associated with the new 

compressor stations (Compressor Stations 605 and 610), which have been an 

issue on other projects, would not be a concern for this Project because 

electric motor-driven compressors would be used.  Modifications to 
Compressor Stations 517, 520, and 190 would include the installation of new 

natural gas-fired compression.  Potential health impacts associated with the 

emissions at Compressor Stations 517, 520, and 190 are further detailed in 

section 4.11.1.3.  Other potential health issues related to the Project would be 

the risk associated with an unanticipated pipeline or compressor station 

failure.  Section 4.12 describes the localized risks to public safety that could 
result from a pipeline failure and how applicable safety regulations and 

standards would minimize the potential for these risks.  In addition, as 

described in section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS, Transco performed an assessment of 
potential ambient air quality impacts from the proposed modifications (new 

components) associated with the Project at Compressor Stations 517, 520, and 

190 using the most recent version of the EPA regulatory air dispersion model 
AERSCREEN.  The analysis includes modeled concentrations of emissions 

associated with the Project, as well as background ambient air quality 

concentrations taken from EPA regional air quality monitoring stations, and a 
comparison to the NAAQS.  The results of the AERSCREEN analyses 

presented in table 4.11.1-13 demonstrate that proposed modifications to 
Compressor Stations 517, 520, and 190, when combined with background air 

quality concentrations, would be below the NAAQS.  See the response to 

FA1-150 for additional information regarding a supplemental modeling 
analysis completed by FERC staff.  Because the NAAQS were established by 

the EPA to be protective of human health, including that of children, the 

elderly, and sensitive populations, we conclude that Health Impact 
Assessments for the communities surrounding the new compressors would not 

be necessary.  We have also found that the risk of exposure to radon is not 

significant and section 4.11.1.4 of the EIS provides a full analysis of potential 
impacts on public safety and the measures to reduce those risks. 

FA1-136 We disagree.  See the response to comment FA1-135. 

FA1-137 As detailed in section 4.11.1.2 of the EIS, the emergency generators proposed 
by Transco would be subject to New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) 

JJJJ and National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 

(NESHAP) ZZZZ.  
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FA1-138 Section 4.11.1.2 of the EIS has been updated to reflect the potential 

applicability of NSPS Subpart OOOOa. 

FA1-139 Section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS details mitigation measures to which Transco has 

committed to reduce emissions from on- and off-road construction activities, 

including minimizing engine idling times and operating engines in a manner 
consistent with manufacturers’ specifications and EPA standards.  We have 

included a recommendation in the final EIS requesting that Transco evaluate 

the feasibility of the Northeast Diesel Collaborative Construction Contract 
Specifications and provide an update in its Implementation Plan.   

FA1-140 Transco would conduct cleanup and restoration activities in accordance with 

state and municipal permit requirements, its Plan and Procedures, and other 

project-specific plans provided in its ECP.  Soils that supported vegetation 

prior to construction would be revegetated using seed mixes, application rates, 
and timing windows recommended by local soil conservation authorities or 

other duly authorized agencies (e.g., Natural Resources Conservation Service 

[NRCS]), landowner requests, and in accordance with Transco’s ECP.  
Stormwater and sediment control BMPs would be implemented in accordance 

with the requirements of the PADEP’s Bureau of Land and Water 

Conservation, Division of Stormwater Management and Sediment Control 
Chapter 102 permit. 

FA1-141 Comment noted.  We believe the information provided in sections 4.11.1.1 
and 4.11.1.3 of the EIS provides sufficient detail for the scope of our analysis.  

We do not believe a map detailing the spatial relationship between the 

compressor stations and the monitoring locations would further inform our 

analysis.  As detailed in section 4.11.1.2 of the EIS, no significant new 

operational emission sources are proposed for Virginia, North Carolina, and 

South Carolina.  In sections 4.11.1.1 and 4.11.1.2 of the EIS, we evaluate the 
attainment status of all counties crossed by the Project and determined that the 

Project construction emissions in Virginia, North Carolina, and South 

Carolina would not trigger a General Conformity analysis. 

FA1-142 Construction emissions were generated using EPA’s MOVES 2014 emission 

model, which estimates CO2 emissions from construction, but does not 
provide emission estimates for other GHGs.  Because the construction 

activities would generate mainly CO2 emissions and only minor amounts of 

other GHGs, we believe that presenting the construction emissions of CO2 
adequately evaluates the potential GHG emissions from construction 

activities. 

FA1-143 Table 4.11.1.8, which quantifies emissions from Compressor Stations 605 and 

610, has been added to the final EIS.   

FA1-144 Table 4.11.1-9 in the EIS lists the emission sources summarized in the 

emission estimates, which includes heaters, if applicable, and fugitive 
emissions.  GHG emissions for existing and proposed modifications to 

Compressor Stations 517 and 520 including venting, blowdown, and other 

combustion sources.  Other operational fugitive emissions generated by the 
pipeline are summarized in table 4.11.1-16.   
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FA1-145 See the response to comment FA1-143. 

FA1-146 Potential operational emissions for Compressor Stations 517 and 520 are 

presented in table 4.11.1-9.  The EIS is intended to disclose potential impacts 
resulting from the Project, but is not intended to replace the air permitting 

process.  Emission calculation methodology is established with the air 

permitting authority, which, in the case of Compressor Stations 517 and 520, 
is the PADEP.  We believe that our analysis appropriately disclosed potential 

impacts associated with operational emissions from Compressor Stations 517 

and 520.   

FA1-147 As stated in table 4.11.1-6 of the EIS, Compressor Stations 517 and 520 

would be equipped with SoLoNOX Dry Low NOX Combustors. 

FA1-148 Section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS includes the rationale for installing gas-fired 
turbines in lieu of electric compressors at Compressor Stations 517, 520, and 

190.   

FA1-149 Section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS presents potential impacts associated with 
operational emissions from the Project, including methodologies used to 

estimate impacts.  In the draft EIS, we requested additional information from 

Transco regarding Compressor Stations 517, 520, and 190 to further the 
operational emission impact analysis in the final EIS.  Section 4.11.1.3 has 

been updated to include this information. 

FA1-150 As noted in section 4.11.1.3 of the draft EIS, the data provided by Transco 
including air quality modeling data, were sufficient for us to determine that 

the compressor station modifications would not lead to a violation of the 

NAAQS.  We note that an air quality modeling analysis was not required by 
PADEP and the Maryland Department of the Environment for the air permit 

modifications associated with Compressor Stations 517, 520, and 190.  To 

further assess potential impacts associated with the operation of the existing 
sources at Compressor Stations 517, 520, and 190, as well as the new 

proposed emission sources at these stations, we completed an additional 

modeling analysis.  The results of this modeling analysis are summarized in 
section 4.11.1.3 of the final EIS.  Our modeling analysis concluded that the 

potential exists for existing sources at Compressor Stations 517 and 520 to 

exceed the one-hour NO2 NAAQS at local receptors during some operating 
scenarios and meteorological conditions.  However, the new emission sources 

associated with the Project would not incrementally contribute to the potential 

exceedance of the one-hour NO2 standard.  We recommend that Transco 
continue to operate the air quality monitors at Compressor Stations 517, 520, 

and 190 for a period of three years following commissioning to ensure that the 
operation of the compressor stations does not result in violations of the 

NAAQS and recommend measures to be implemented in the event that air 

quality monitoring shows a violation of the NAAQS. 
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FA1-151 See the response to comment FA1-150.   

FA1-152 Comment noted.  Section 4.11.1.3 describes the location of the air quality 

monitoring stations operated by Transco at Compressor Stations 517, 520, and 

190, including the distance and direction from the nearest structure.  We 
believe that this information provides sufficient detail for the scope of our 

analysis.  Transco identified the location of the air quality monitoring stations 

in a filing dated February 8, 2016 (FERC Accession number 20160308-5249).  

As described in section 4.11.1.3, the location for each of the air quality 

monitoring stations was determined by analyzing local wind patterns and 

topography. 

FA1-153 See the response to comment FA1-150.   

FA1-154 See the response to comment FA1-150.   
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FA1-155 As noted in table 4.11.1-11 of the EIS, a portion of the data was not collected 
due to a system failure.  As such, any data collected during this period was not 

representative of ambient air quality and would not be appropriate for 

inclusion in the data set.  Transco corrected the system failure and all 
subsequent sulfur dioxide monitoring data have been accurately corrected and 

reported.  

FA1-156 The project facilities would be subject to PHMSA’s combustible gas 

odorization standards outlined in 49 CFR 192.625. 

FA1-157 As described in sections 4.11.2.2 and 4.11.2.3 (Horizontal Directional Drill 

Locations) of the EIS, HDD activities at the three drill sites are estimated to 
be completed over a 3- to 6-month period, depending on actual drilling 

conditions encountered and would be “continuous and extend through the 

night” (i.e., run 24 hours per day).  In the event that the HDD fails, Transco 
would implement the measures in its HDD Contingency Plan (attachment 3 of 

Transco’s ECP), which would include reviewing the site for an alternate 

crossing profile or location, or assessing the possibility of using a different 
crossing method.  Either option would require a second attempt at completing 

the crossing (i.e., a second HDD attempt would likely take another 3- to 6-

month period to complete). 

FA1-158 All of the residences within 0.5 mile of the HDD entry and exit sites are 

considered noise-sensitive areas (NSA), including the residences north of the 

Susquehanna River that are within the 0.5-mile buffer zone.  However, it is 
standard practice to use the closest NSA to each HDD entry and exit site for 

noise analysis assuming that, if the noise level at the closest NSA is within the 

FERC’s 55 decibels on the A-weighted scale (dBA) day-night average sound 
level (Ldn) threshold (either with or without additional noise mitigation 

measures), the noise levels at the sites at a greater distance would also be 

within the threshold. 

FA1-159 Figures 4.11.2-4 and 4.11.2-5 depict the locations of the NSAs associated with 

Compressor Stations 605 and 610 (see section 4.11.2.2 of the EIS).  

FA1-160 Ambient noise levels at the closest NSAs are provided for all of the 
compressor stations in section 4.11.2.2 of the EIS.  For Compressor Stations 

605 and 610, see tables 4.11.2-11 and 4.11.2-12.  As described in section 

4.11.2.2, the ambient noise levels for the NSAs near Compressor Stations 517, 

520, and 190 were estimated based on calculations that assumed the 

compressor stations were operating at full load.  These values are provided in 

the text of section 4.11.2.2 and not in separate tables. 
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FA1-161 As described in section 4.11.2.3, the noise of a unit blowdown event at any of 

the Project’s compressor stations would not be considered a significant noise 
impact because: 1) the sound level of the unit blowdown event would not 

exceed FERC’s 55-dBA Ldn threshold, and 2) the blowdown event would be 

short in duration (1 to 5 minutes long).  A noise impact that exceeds the 
FERC’s 55-dBA Ldn threshold for an extended period of time may be 

considered a significant noise impact depending on specific circumstances.  A 

description of “blowdown event” has been added in a footnote in 
section 4.11.2.3 of the EIS. 

FA1-162 As described in our recommendations in section 4.11.2.3 of the EIS, for each 

of the modified compressor stations, Transco would be required to file a noise 
survey with the Secretary no later than 60 days after placing the authorized 

units in service.  If a full load condition noise survey is not possible, Transco 

should provide an interim survey at the maximum possible horsepower load 
and provide the full load survey within 6 months.  If the noise attributable to 

the operation of all of the equipment at each of the compressor stations under 

interim or full horsepower load conditions exceeds an Ldn of 55 dBA at any 
nearby NSAs, Transco should file a report on what changes are needed and 

should install the additional noise controls to meet the level within 1 year of 

the in-service date.  Transco would be required to 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. 

FA1-163 As noted before (see the response to comment PM1-70), the EIS is a summary 
document intended to disclose the potential impacts of a proposed action.  Our 

analysis considered and summarized in the body of the EIS the content of the 

noise surveys, including any supplemental noise information filed by Transco.  
The document incorporates by reference all of the material filed in support of 

the permits and other regulatory clearances required to construct the facilities. 

FA1-164 Section 4.12.1 of the EIS has been updated to include the different levels of 
hydrostatic testing requirements based on class locations.  Hydrostatic testing 

of the entire pipeline at higher maximum allowable operating pressures 

(MAOP) will not result in environmental impacts and there are no water use 
requirements directly related to testing at a higher MAOP.  Hydrostatically 

testing the pipeline allows the operator to verify the integrity of the pipeline 
and ensure it is safe to operate. 
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FA1-165 Mining resources within the geographic scope of the cumulative impact 

assessment have been incorporated into the cumulative impact assessment. 

FA1-166 The potential to use the Leidy Southeast Expansion Project as a system 

alternative is discussed in section 3.2.3 of the EIS.  

FA1-167 The status of all the existing projects listed in appendix Q is unknown.  The 
FERC-regulated projects have been restored in accordance with the FERC’s 

and other agency (e.g., USACE and PADEP) requirements.  FERC does not 

allow facilities to be placed into service until it has determined restoration and 
revegetation are progressing satisfactorily.  Applicants must employ 

environmental inspectors during construction and restoration and conduct 

post-construction inspection to evaluate restoration and revegetation.  In 
addition, FERC staff or FERC’s third-party contractors conduct 

environmental inspections of projects during and after construction to ensure 

restoration of disturbed areas.   

FA1-168 The precise vegetation impacts of many of the actions listed in the table in 

appendix Q are unknown, but information is available that allows us to 

estimate the cumulative impacts of several of the projects (see the revised text 
in section 4.13.8.3 of the EIS).  Also see the response to comment FA1-32. 

FA1-169 A map has been included in the EIS to identify the natural gas development 

near the Project in Susquehanna County.  Maps showing the locations of the 
remaining projects listed in appendix Q can be accessed on FERC’s eLibrary 

website (accession number 20150729-5077). 

FA1-170 Cumulative impacts on wildlife are assessed in section 4.13.8.3 of the EIS.   

FA1-171 Section 4.13 of the EIS has been revised to clarify the temporal scope of the 

analysis of various resources. 

FA1-172 Section 4.13.8.2 of the EIS has been revised to clarify the other projects 
considered in the analysis of wetlands. 

FA1-173 Section 4.13.8.6 of the EIS has been expanded to include a more detailed 

discussion of recreation areas like Ricketts Glen State Park. 
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FA1-174 Section 4.13.8.6 of the EIS has been revised to clarify what other compressor 
stations are near and could contribute to the cumulative visual impacts of the 

Project’s proposed compressor stations. 

FA1-175 The potential significance of cumulative impacts is assessed within the 
subsections of section 4.13 of the EIS. 

FA1-176 Both Compressor Station 517 and 520 were existing stations prior to 

Transco’s Leidy Southeast Expansion Project.  As part of the Leidy Southeast 
Expansion Project, Transco proposed the following facilities at Compressor 

Station 517: installation of one additional 30,000-horsepower (hp) compressor 

unit; replacement of one12,600-hp compressor unit with a new 16,000-hp 
compressor unit; and modification of existing compressor units and yard 

piping/valving.  At Compressor Station 520, Transco proposed to install one 

additional 20,500-hp compressor unit and modify existing compressor units 
and yard piping/valving.  Table 4.11.1-9 of the EIS summarizes potential 

annual emissions from Compressor Stations 517 and 520, which includes 

potential emissions associated with the project modifications at these 
facilities, as well as existing emissions, including modifications associated 

with the Leidy Southeast Expansion Project and other existing facility 

sources.   

FA1-177 Section 4.13.8.6 of the EIS has been expanded to include a discussion of 

potential cumulative residential impacts.  

FA1-178 Section 4.13.8.2 of the EIS has been expanded to include a discussion of 

potential cumulative water withdrawal impacts.  

FA1-179 We do not have information regarding the functions and values of affected 

wetlands associated with other projects.   

FA1-180 Section 4.13.8.2 of the EIS has been revised to include a discussion of 

potential cumulative wetland conversion impacts.  

FA1-181 We are not aware of the specific restoration and invasive species plans for 
other projects but have assumed based on federal and state permitting 

requirements that disturbed soils would be seeded.  We have also assumed 

that no other plantings would be conducted.  Temporary workspaces would 
not be maintained and we have assumed these areas would return to their 

previous open or forested state.  Areas within operational footprints would be 

maintained in an herbaceous state.  As such corridors that cross interior forest 

would contribute to the cumulative impact of forest fragmentation either by 

creating new openings in interior forest or by widening existing 

openings/corridors.  Section 4.13.8.3 of the EIS has been expanded to include 
a discussion of potential restoration and cumulative forest fragmentation 

associated with other projects. 
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FA1-182 Transco’s restoration plans for the Project are described throughout sections 2 
and 4 of the EIS as well as in Transco’s ECP, Plan and Procedures, PRM Plan, 

and other associated project-specific plans.  In addition, Transco is working 

with the FWS to develop a memorandum of understanding that would specify 
the voluntary conservation measures that would be provided to offset the 

removal of upland forest and indirect impacts on interior forest. 

 

  



 FA-48 Federal Agencies 

FA2 – U.S. Department of the Interior 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 FA-49 Federal Agencies 

FA2 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA2-1 Comment noted.  Section 4.8.6 of the EIS has been revised to include 
Transco’s responses to our recommendation in the draft EIS to provide 

additional information regarding site-specific crossing plans for the recreation 
and special interest areas, including the Appalachian Trail crossing.  Transco 

indicated that the remainder of the site-specific crossing plans would be filed 

with Transco’s Implementation Plan for the Project, after consultations with 
appropriate permitting agencies are complete and any associated mitigation 

measures are finalized.  In addition, we are recommending that Transco 

continue to consult with the PGC and PADCNR and provide any avoidance or 
mitigation measures developed with these agencies prior to construction. 

FA2-2 Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3 of the EIS have been updated with additional analyses 

of these alternatives.  See the response to comment PM1-70. 
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FA2-3 See the response to comment FA1-118. 
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FA2-4 See the response to comment FA2-3. 

FA2-5 As discussed in the response to comment PM1-6, our analysis of cumulative 

impacts is based on a geographic scope within which we believe there is a 
potential for cumulative impacts on specific resources.  We do not believe that 

analyzing potential impacts on the trails beyond this distance would provide 

meaningful information regarding the potential for cumulative impacts 
associated with the Project.  Additional discussion of the impacts on the 

Captain John Smith Chesapeake National Historic Trail is included in 

sections 4.10.2 and 4.13.8.6. 

FA2-6 Comment noted.  Section 3.3.2 of the EIS has been revised to incorporate this 

comment. 

FA2-7 Comment noted.  See the response to comment FA2-3. 

FA2-8 Comment noted. 

 

  



 FA-52 Federal Agencies 

FA2 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FA2-9 Transco proposes to realign the Appalachian Trail crossing through a wooded 

area on PGC lands.  As described in section 4.8.6.1 of the EIS, Transco met 

with the PGC on January 29, 2015, to discuss the crossing of State Game 

Land 211 and the Appalachian Trail.  The PGC stated that it would be 
responsible for coordinating with the National Park Service and the 

Appalachian Trail Conservancy regarding the trail crossing and requested that 

Transco participate in this coordination.  To minimize viewshed and direct 
impacts on the trail, Transco proposes to use the traditional bore method to 

avoid the trail and the trees lining the trail.  After construction, about 0.9 acre 

of the permanent right-of-way and temporary workspace at the trail crossing 
would be replanted with a variety of native vegetation that would be 

monitored for a period of 10 years after construction to ensure the plants 

become established.  On July 19, 2016, the PGC’s Board of Game 
Commissioners approved Transco’s proposed mitigation for the crossing of 

the Appalachian Trail and is in the process of executing a right-of-way license 

agreement. 

Section 4.10.1.1 of the EIS states that, although the Project intersects the 

Second Battle of Manassas, the Virginia SHPO commented in the March 13, 

2015 letter that the battlefield is unlikely to be adversely affected.  Transco 
would consult with the National Park Service and the PGC regarding the 

Appalachian Trail crossing and file the documentation with FERC. 
  



 FA-53 Federal Agencies 

FA2 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

FA2-10 See the response to comment FA2-5. 

 

 

  



 FA-54 Federal Agencies 

FA2 – U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 NA-1 Native American Tribes 

NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES 

NA1 – The Nanticoke Lenni-Lenape Tribal Nation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
NA1-1 Transco would avoid sites 36LA0001, 36LA1532, 36LA1540, and 36LA1541 

using the HDD method to cross the Conestoga River.  Site 36LA0001 is listed 
on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), site 36LA1532 is not 

eligible, site 36LA1540 has not been evaluated for eligibility by the 

Pennsylvania SHPO, and site 36LA1541 is potentially eligible for the NRHP.   

 

 



 SA-1 State Agencies 

STATE AGENCIES 

SA1 – Pennsylvania State Senator Mike Folmer 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA1-1 See the response to comment PM1-130. 

 

  



 SA-2 State Agencies 

SA2 – Pennsylvania Representative Bryan Cutler 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA2-1 The use of eminent domain is discussed in section 4.8.2 of the EIS.  Also see 
the response to comment PM1-1. 

SA2-2 Economic benefits to the community are described in section 4.9.7 of the EIS. 

 

  



 SA-3 State Agencies 

SA3 – Pennsylvania Representative Brett Miller 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA3-1 The use of eminent domain and economic benefits to the community are 

described in sections 4.8.2 and 4.9.7 of the EIS.  Also see the response to 

comment PM1-1. 

 

  



 SA-4 State Agencies 

SA4 – Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation's 

Division of Natural Heritage 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA4-1 The modifications at Compressor Station 185 would be completed within the 

existing compressor station footprint.  Transco would implement the BMPs 
contained in its ECP to prevent erosion and sedimentation and would restore 

disturbed areas following construction. 

SA4-2 The brook floater is discussed in section 4.7.3.5 of the EIS and additional 
information on consultation with the Virginia Department of Game and Inland 

Fisheries has been added to this section.  See the response to comment PM1-

60. 

 

  



 SA-5 State Agencies 

SA4 – Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation's 

Division of Natural Heritage (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA4-3 Comment noted. 

SA4-4 Comment noted. 

 

  



 SA-6 State Agencies 

SA4 – Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation's 

Division of Natural Heritage (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 SA-7 State Agencies 

SA4 – Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation's 

Division of Natural Heritage (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 SA-8 State Agencies 

SA5 – Pennsylvania Representative Bryan Cutler 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA5-1 See the response to comment PM1-130. 

 

  



 SA-9 State Agencies 

SA6 – Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA6-1 See the response to comment FA1-6.  As described in section 1.5 of the EIS, 

Transco would be responsible for obtaining all permits and approvals required 

to implement the Project prior to construction regardless of whether they 
appear in table 1.5-1.  

 

  



 SA-10 State Agencies 

SA6 – Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 SA-11 State Agencies 

SA6 – Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

SA6-2 Recommendation no. 8 in section 5.2 of the EIS has been updated to require 
Transco to submit copies of the weekly status reports to the PADEP and to 

include updates on efforts to obtain state authorizations in the status reports.  

It is not within FERC’s purview to direct the contents of state or other permit 
applications. 

 

  



 SA-12 State Agencies 

SA6 – Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 SA-13 State Agencies 

SA6 – Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 

(cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 SA-14 State Agencies 

SA7 – Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural 

Resources 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SA7-1 Section 4.8.6.1 of the EIS has been updated to include a recommendation that, 
with the filing of its Implementation Plan, Transco provide copies of 

correspondence with the PADCNR confirming all PADCNR-funded 

properties crossed by the Project have been identified and any change in use 
or transfer of rights for the PADCNR-funded properties is in compliance with 

PADCNR’s conversion policies. 

 

  



 SA-15 State Agencies 

SA7 – Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural 

Resources (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 SA-16 State Agencies 

SA7 – Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural 

Resources (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 



 LA-1 Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 

LA1 – Lebanon County Commissioners 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-1 See the response to comment PM1-130. 

 
  



 LA-2 Local Agencies 

LA2 – Lebanon County Commissioners 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
LA2-1 The USACE and the PADEP are responsible for regulating the discharge of 

dredge and fill material under sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act.  

Transco would be required to adhere to the requirements and mitigation 

measures included in the section 404 and 401 permits issued by the USACE 

and PADEP.  As noted in section 4.7.3.1 of the EIS, the Project would be 

constructed in compliance with the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.  
Also see the responses to comments PM1-60 and PM1-71.  

LA2-2 Comment noted. 

 

  



 LA-3 Local Agencies 

LA2 – Lebanon County Commissioners (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

LA2-3 See the responses to comments PM1-60, PM1-71, PM2-14, and PM2-123. 

LA2-4 As noted in section 4.7.3.1 of the EIS, the Project would be constructed in 
compliance with the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.  

 

 

  



 LA-4 Local Agencies 

LA2 – Lebanon County Commissioners (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

LA2-5 See the response to comment PM1-85. 

LA2-6 As described in section 4.3.2.6 of the EIS, the measures indicated are included 

in Transco’s Procedures and Spill Plan, which require storing hazardous 

materials away from wetlands and waterbodies, restrictions on refueling 
within 100 feet of wetlands and waterbodies, and the use of secondary 

containment structures for petroleum products.  Transco’s Spill Plan also 

specifies routine inspections for storage tanks; soil spill response kits on every 
vehicle that transports fuel; and measures to contain, clean up, and properly 

dispose of spills.   

LA2-7 Transco would cross Swatara Creek on a parcel of land owned by the 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in Lebanon County.  The waterbody is about 
145 feet wide at the crossing site, which is about 0.5 mile from the nearest 

access point.  To minimize effects on Swatara Creek and its existing 
recreational uses, Transco is proposing to use a dry crossing method (i.e., 

flume crossing).  Transco continues to consult with the PFBC regarding the 

timing of the crossing and potential safety measures (e.g., warning signs, 

website notice, plan for temporary portage).  This information would be 

provided in the aids to navigation plan for the crossing, which would be 

submitted to the PFBC and filed with the FERC as part of Transco’s 
Implementation Plan (see section 4.8.6.3).  To minimize potential impacts on 

waterbodies, Transco would complete all waterbody crossings in accordance 

with its ECP and Plan and Procedures.  Section 2.3.2.2 of the EIS provides a 
description of the flume crossing method and the sediment and erosion control 

measures Transco would implement during and after construction.  We 

conclude that the impacts of the Project on Swatara Creek would be 
adequately mitigated through use of the dry crossing method and 

implementation of the measures included its ECP, Plan and Procedures, and 

required permits and authorizations. 

 

 

  



 LA-5 Local Agencies 

LA3 – Conestoga Township 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-6 Local Agencies 

LA3 – Conestoga Township (cont’d) 
 

LA3-1 Article I Section 27 of the Pennsylvania constitution does not preclude the 
installation of pipeline facility infrastructure but requires the state to “balance 

the detrimental effects an activity would have on the environment against the 

social, economic, and environmental benefits gained.”  Because the Project 
would be required to be in compliance with applicable statutes and regulations 

and a reasonable effort is being made to reduce impacts to a minimum, we 

believe that the Project is in compliance with Article I Section 27 of the 
Pennsylvania constitution.  Section 4.8.3.1 of the EIS has been updated to 

address Conestoga Township’s concerns that the Project would be 

inconsistent with the Conestoga Township’s Comprehensive Plan, Zoning 
Ordinance, and Official Zoning Map.  The installation of pipeline facility 

infrastructure is not precluded by the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance.  In 

addition, Transco would implement the mitigation measures described 

throughout this EIS to minimize impacts on natural and aesthetic values.  

Therefore, we do not believe that the Project is in violation of the 
Comprehensive Plan or Zoning Ordinance.  In any event, the Commission 

encourages cooperation between interstate pipelines and local authorities.  

However, this does not mean that state and local agencies, through application 
of state or local laws may prohibit or unreasonably delay the construction or 

operation of facilities approved by the Commission.   

LA3-2 See the response to comment LA3-1. 

LA3-3 Comment noted.  Section 3.0 of the EIS provides an analysis of the 

alternatives evaluated. 

LA3-4 Comment noted.  See the response to comment PM1-106.   

LA3-5 As described in section 4.12.1 of the EIS, for those roads where Transco 

installs the pipeline using an open-cut construction method, one lane of traffic 

would remain open at all times or an alternate route would be provided to 
maintain traffic flow and provide ingress/egress to the public and emergency 

responders.  

LA3-6 Mitigation measures to protect natural resources are provided throughout 
section 4 of the EIS.  As described in section 4.9.4 of the EIS, Transco would 

utilize equipment tracking mats, special construction entrances, or other 

appropriate measures to minimize the amount of soil tracked from the right-
of-way onto roadways.  In accordance with Transco’s ECP, construction 

crews would remove any dirt or debris that is tracked onto roadway surfaces 

at construction entrances.  Once construction is complete, Transco would be 
responsible for repairing any damage to roads resulting from construction 

activities.  As described in section 4.9.6 of the EIS, Transco is fully insured 

and maintains insurance coverage that extends to landowners from the start of 
the survey process through the lifetime of the pipeline.  Transco would pay for 

damage caused by construction and operation of its facilities. 

LA3-7 Transco’s general and specialized construction procedures and BMPs are 
described in section 2.3 and Transco’s ECP and associated plans.  As stated in 

section 4.12.1 of the EIS, the pipeline and aboveground facilities associated 

with the Project would be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained in 
accordance with or in exceedance of the DOT’s Minimum Federal Safety 

Standards in 49 CFR 192.  (Continued on next page.) 
  



 LA-7 Local Agencies 

LA3 – Conestoga Township (cont’d) 

 

 

 

LA3-7 
(cont’d) 

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.  

LA3-8 As described in section 4.12.1 of the EIS, Transco representatives have met 

with emergency services departments in the counties that would be affected 

by the Project, and would continue to meet annually with the departments in 

all of the counties along the proposed pipeline route.  Transco would provide 

these departments with emergency numbers and emergency response plans.  

Affected public landowners, emergency responders, public officials, and 
excavators would receive annual updates about the pipeline.  Transco is 

partnering with the Pennsylvania State Fire Academy to provide a 4-hour 

Pipeline Emergency Awareness Training class, which will be offered to each 
of the first responder communities located within the greenfield portion of the 

Project.  An additional 8-hour Pipeline Emergency Operations Training class 

will be held for the same communities at a future date.  The Pennsylvania 
State Fire Academy is working with the local emergency management offices 

to encourage attendance at these training sessions. 

LA3-9 The Project would be constructed in accordance with the permits, approvals, 
and consultations listed in table 1.5-1 of the EIS.  Within Pennsylvania, these 

permits/authorizations would include the PADEP Clean Water Act section 

401 Water Quality Certification, Chapter 105 Application, Chapter 102 
ESCGP-2 Application, and the Clean Water Act section 402 National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Hydrostatic Test Water Discharge 

Permit.  Also see the responses to comments PM1-60 and PM1-92. 

 

 

 

  



 LA-8 Local Agencies 

LA3 – Conestoga Township (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA3-10 Comment noted.  See the response to comment PM1-106. 

 

  



 LA-9 Local Agencies 

LA3 – Conestoga Township (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-10 Local Agencies 

LA3 – Conestoga Township (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 LA-11 Local Agencies 

LA4 – Lancaster County 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA4-1 See the response to comment PM1-130. 

 

  



 LA-12 Local Agencies 

LA5 – Lancaster County Board of Commissioners 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA5-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 LA-13 Local Agencies 

LA6 – Commissioners of Columbia County 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA6-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 LA-14 Local Agencies 

LA7 – Wayne Township Landfill 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA7-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 LA-15 Local Agencies 

LA8 – Delta-Cardiff Volunteer Fire Company 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA8-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 LA-16 Local Agencies 

LA9 – Fulton Township Board of Supervisors 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA9-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 LA-17 Local Agencies 

LA10 – Schuylkill County Board of Commissioners 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA10-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 LA-18 Local Agencies 

LA11 – South Londonderry Township 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA11-1 See the responses to comments PM1-71, PM2-14, and PM2-123.   

 

  



 LA-19 Local Agencies 

LA11 – South Londonderry Township (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA11-2 Comment noted.  See the responses to comments PM1-60 and PM1-71. 

LA11-3 In accordance with Transco’s ECP and associated plans, Plan and Procedures, 

and the stipulations of other permits and authorizations, Transco would install 
erosion and sediment control devices/BMPs where needed at all facilities, 

including any contractor or staging areas. 

LA11-4 See the responses to comments PM1-70 and PM1-130. 

 

 



 CO-1 Companies and Organizations 

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 

CO1 – Native Preserve and Lands Council 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO1-1 This study is specific to the Mountain Valley Pipeline.  Our assessment of the 

potential socioeconomic impacts of the Atlantic Sunrise Project, including 
effects on property values, is described in section 4.9 of the EIS.  Also see the 

response to comment PM1-116.  

 

  



 CO-2 Companies and Organizations 

CO1 – Native Preserve and Lands Council (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-3 Companies and Organizations 

CO1 – Native Preserve and Lands Council (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-4 Companies and Organizations 

CO2 – Sierra Club 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO2-1 See the response to comment PM1-130. 

CO2-2 Comment noted.  Mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of the Project on 

the environment are included throughout section 4 of the EIS. 

CO2-3 Environmental Justice is described in section 4.9.8 of the EIS. 

CO2-4 See the response to comment PM1-130. 

 

  



 CO-5 Companies and Organizations 

CO2 – Sierra Club (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-6 Companies and Organizations 

CO3 – Lancaster Against Pipelines 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-7 Companies and Organizations 

CO3 – Lancaster Against Pipelines (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-8 Companies and Organizations 

CO3 – Lancaster Against Pipelines (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO3-1 Comment noted.  The designated use of Fishing Creek has been revised in the 
EIS. 

 

  



 CO-9 Companies and Organizations 

CO3 – Lancaster Against Pipelines (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

CO3-2 The PADEP is responsible for regulating Chapter 105 permitting for wetland 

and water obstructions. 

CO3-3 Wetland mitigation is not limited to the counties at the start and end of the 

pipeline route.  The mitigation measures described in sections 4.4.4 (wetlands) 

and 4.3.2.6 (waterbodies) of the EIS apply to all wetland and waterbodies 
crossed by the Project.  Compensatory wetland mitigation is described in 

section 4.4.6 of the EIS.  

CO3-4 Comment noted.  See the responses to comments CO3-2 and CO3-3. 

 

  



 CO-10 Companies and Organizations 

CO3 – Lancaster Against Pipelines (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

CO3-5 See the response to comment PM1-70. 

 

 

 

  



 CO-11 Companies and Organizations 

CO4 – Eastern Land and Resources Company 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-12 Companies and Organizations 

CO4 – Eastern Land and Resources Company (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO4-1 Section 4.8.3.2 has been updated to indicate that the ELRC development is a 

commercial and residential mixed-use development.  In addition, our 

recommendation has been modified to require Transco to file the final results 
of consultations with the landowner/developer of the ELRC development, 

including any project modifications or mitigation measures Transco would 

implement to minimize impacts on the ELRC development, including copies 
of correspondence. 

 

  



 CO-13 Companies and Organizations 

CO4 – Eastern Land and Resources Company (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-14 Companies and Organizations 

CO4 – Eastern Land and Resources Company (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-15 Companies and Organizations 

CO4 – Eastern Land and Resources Company (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 
CO4-2 Comment noted. 

CO4-3 See the response to comment PM1-130. 

 

 

 

  



 CO-16 Companies and Organizations 

CO4 – Eastern Land and Resources Company (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO4-4 See the response to comment PM1-130. 

 

  



 CO-17 Companies and Organizations 

CO4 – Eastern Land and Resources Company (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-18 Companies and Organizations 

CO5 – Delaware Riverkeeper Network 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO5-1 Comment noted.  We believe the impacts of the Project would be reduced to 

less than significant levels.  See the response to comment PM1-9. 

CO5-2 See the response to comment PM1-130. 

 

  



 CO-19 Companies and Organizations 

CO5 – Delaware Riverkeeper Network (cont’d) 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO5-3 Comment noted. 

CO5-4 Exceptional value waterbodies are indicated in the “State Water Quality Use 

Classification – Designated Use” column of table K-1 in appendix K. 

 

  



 CO-20 Companies and Organizations 

CO5 – Delaware Riverkeeper Network (cont’d) 

  

 

 

 

CO5-5 The PADEP is the agency responsible for implementation of Chapter 105 

permitting.  Table L-1 (Wetlands Crossed by the Atlantic Sunrise Project) in 

appendix L indicates which wetlands are designated under Chapter 93 as 
exceptional value wetlands and provides, in acres, the wetland impact by type 

(PEM, PFO, or PSS) for each of these wetlands.  

CO5-6 See the response to comment PM2-123. 

CO5-7 Comment noted  

CO5-8 See the responses to comments PM2-14 and FA1-14.   

CO5-9 We disagree.  Section 4.5.3 of the EIS describes the potential effects of the 
Project on interior forests, including consideration of the indirect impacts that 

could extend 300 feet on each side of the proposed workspace.  See also the 

response to comment FA1-7. 

 

  



 CO-21 Companies and Organizations 

CO5 – Delaware Riverkeeper Network (cont’d) 

  

 

 

 

 

CO5-10 See the response to comment PM3-102.  

 

 

 

  



 CO-22 Companies and Organizations 

CO5 – Delaware Riverkeeper Network (cont’d) 

  

 

 

 

 

CO5-11 See the response to comment PM1-6.   

CO5-12 Comment noted.   

 

 

 

  



 CO-23 Companies and Organizations 

CO5 – Delaware Riverkeeper Network (cont’d) 

  

 

 

 

 

 

CO5-13 See the response to comment PM1-130. 

CO5-14 See the response to comment PM1-70. 

 

 

  



 CO-24 Companies and Organizations 

CO5 – Delaware Riverkeeper Network (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

CO5-15 See the response to comment PM1-130. 

 

 

  



 CO-25 Companies and Organizations 

CO6 – GROFF Tractor & Equipment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO6-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 CO-26 Companies and Organizations 

CO7 – PA Chamber of Business and Industry 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO7-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 CO-27 Companies and Organizations 

CO7 – PA Chamber of Business and Industry (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-28 Companies and Organizations 

CO8 – NUCA Pennsylvania 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO8-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 CO-29 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Delaware Riverkeeper Network/Schuylkill Pipeline 

Awareness 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO9-1 See the responses to comments PM1-70 and PM1-130. 

CO9-2 See the response to comment PM1-130. 

 

  



 CO-30 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Delaware Riverkeeper Network/Schuylkill Pipeline 

Awareness (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 
CO9-3 PHMSA is proposing new regulations regarding natural gas transmission 

pipelines.  Once they become final, the regulations will be updated. 

CO9-4 See the responses to comments PM1-6 and PM3-102. 

CO9-5 See the response to comment PM2-102. 

 

  



 CO-31 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Delaware Riverkeeper Network/Schuylkill Pipeline 

Awareness (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

CO9-6 We disagree.  Section 4.5.3 of the EIS describes the potential effects of the 

Project on interior forests, including consideration of the indirect impacts that 

could extend 300 feet on each side of the proposed workspace.  See also the 

response to comment FA1-7. 

CO9-7 See the response to comment CO5-8. 

CO9-8 As described in section 4.8.6.2 of the EIS, due to the amendments to Act 319, 

the construction and operation of the pipeline facilities would not disqualify 

landowners currently enrolled in the Clean and Green Program from receiving 
tax benefits, and those tracts enrolled in the Clean and Green Program would 

maintain their eligibility and not be subject to any roll-back taxes despite 

being transected by pipeline facilities.  However, portions of the West 
Diamond, North Diamond, and River Road Regulator Station sites; the Zick 

Meter Station site; and the Compressor Stations 605 and 610 sites would be 

on tracts enrolled in the Clean and Green Program.  The permanent placement 
of aboveground facilities on a tract of land would not preclude a landowner’s 

participation in the Clean and Green Program for the entire tract but it would 

constitute a change in use for land already enrolled in the program and, 
therefore, the landowner would be liable for roll-back taxes for the portion of 

the land affected by the aboveground facility.  Transco states it would 

negotiate compensation of fees or penalties, including roll-back taxes and 
increased annual taxes, as part of the land purchase or easement agreement if 

the Project would render the tract or a portion of the tract ineligible for the 

program. 

CO9-9 Transco has completed about 94 percent of the cultural resource surveys.  

Prior to construction, Transco would complete the remaining archaeological 

surveys and file with the Secretary all remaining cultural resource surveys and 
evaluation reports as well as any necessary avoidance or treatment plans that 

outline measures to avoid, reduce, and/or mitigate effects on historic 

properties, including the SHPO comments.  

CO9-10 See the responses to comments PM1-60, PM1-71, and FA1-71. 

CO9-11 See the responses to comments PM1-70 and PM1-130. 

  



 CO-32 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Delaware Riverkeeper Network/Schuylkill Pipeline 

Awareness (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO9-12 See the responses to comments PM1-70 and PM1-130. 

CO9-13 Table 4.11.1-15 provides estimated emissions from fugitive leaks associated 
with pipeline operation.  See the response to comment FA1-138 regarding 

potential applicability of methane leak detection programs for project 

operation. 

CO9-14 We disagree.  Section 4.2.2 of the EIS describes the BMPs that would be 

implemented to minimize impacts on soils. 

  



 CO-33 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Delaware Riverkeeper Network/Schuylkill Pipeline 

Awareness (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

CO9-15 See the response to comment PM2-106. 

CO9-16 Transco submitted right-of-way applications for Pennsylvania State Game 
Lands 084, 132, 206, and 211 to the PGC in September 2015.  It is anticipated 

that PGC may issue right-of-way licenses for these crossings by late 2016, 
after which Transco would develop and submit with its Implementation Plan 

the remaining and/or final site-specific crossing plans for each State Game 

Land.  The site-specific crossing plans would incorporate all required 
conditions of the PGC licenses related to timing restrictions, notification 

measures, and safety and other mitigation measures.   

CO9-17 See the response to comment CO9-16. 

CO9-18 We disagree.  See the revised text in section 3.3.2 regarding CPL South 

Alternatives 16, 16A, and 16B for the crossing of the Appalachian Trail.  Also 
see the response to comment CO9-16. 

  



 CO-34 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Delaware Riverkeeper Network/Schuylkill Pipeline 

Awareness (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

CO9-19 The northern long-eared bat section of the EIS has been updated given 

additional survey data and consultation letters provided since the issuance of 

the draft EIS.  

CO9-20 As noted in section 4.7.3.1 of the EIS, the Project would be constructed in 

compliance with the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. 

CO9-21 To minimize potential adverse effects from crossing steep slopes, Transco 

would implement the measures in sections 4.1.7 and 4.2.2 of the EIS; 

Transco’s ECP and associated plans; and Transco’s Plan and Procedures.  
Measures would include, but not be limited to, inspecting and maintaining 

temporary erosion control measures on at least a daily basis in areas of active 

construction or equipment operation, on a weekly basis in areas with no 
construction or equipment operation, and within 24 hours of each 0.5-inch 

rainfall event.  Where necessary, erosion control fabric or matting would be 

used on steep slopes to minimize erosion and ensure that soils successfully 
revegetate.  After construction, Transco would monitor all disturbed areas for 

a minimum of two growing seasons after construction to evaluate revegetation 

success.  Areas that have not revegetated successfully would be corrected to 
ensure the right-of-way conditions are similar to the surrounding undisturbed 

areas.  We conclude that implementation of these measures would adequately 

minimize the potential adverse effects associated with crossing steep slopes. 

  



 CO-35 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Delaware Riverkeeper Network/Schuylkill Pipeline 

Awareness (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
CO9-22 See the response to comment PM2-99. 

CO9-23 See the response to comment PM1-179. 

CO9-24 Transco has met with the PFBC regarding the need for Aids to Navigation 

Plans at several crossings, including Swatara Creek.  To minimize impacts on 
recreational use of Swatara Creek during construction, Transco would use 

signs and buoys to advise boaters of construction in accordance with an Aids 

to Navigation Plan approved by the PFBC, which would be filed with 
Transco’s Implementation Plan for the Project. 

CO9-25 See the responses to comments PM1-70 and PM1-130. 

 

  



 CO-36 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Delaware Riverkeeper Network/Schuylkill Pipeline 

Awareness (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-37 Companies and Organizations 

CO10 – NFIB 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO10-1 Comment noted. 

 

  



 CO-38 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Pennsylvania Business Council 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO11-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

  



 CO-39 Companies and Organizations 

CO12 – Glenn O. Hawbaker Inc. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO12-1 Comment noted. 

 



 CO-40 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-41 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
CO13-1 See the response to comment PM1-113. 

 

  



 CO-42 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-43 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
CO13-2 See the response to comment PM1-183. 

 

  



 CO-44 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
CO13-3 See the response to comment PM1-70. 

 

  



 CO-45 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-46 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-47 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-48 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

CO13-4 See the responses to comments PM1-60, PM1-71, and PM2-14.  As described 
in section 2.3.2.2 of the EIS, the feasibility of using the HDD method is based 

on a number of factors, including length of the HDD, pipeline diameter, 
geologic conditions, topography, and available workspace necessary to 

complete the installation.  Similar constraints apply to other trenchless 

installation methods, such as direct pipe or conventional boring.  Further, 
many trenched crossings can be completed in a matter of days, while HDDs 

and bores can take several weeks or longer.  For these reasons, we do not 

believe that it would be feasible or prudent to install the pipeline across all 
waterbodies using trenchless installation methods.  

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-49 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-50 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-51 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-52 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO13-5 We disagree.  Transco and FERC have consulted with the USACE regarding 

the Project’s wetland impacts and the proposed wetland crossing methods.  
We agree with the proposed wetland crossing methods as indicated in the EIS.  

As outlined in sections 4.4.4, 4.4.5, and 4.4.6 of the EIS, Transco is proposing 

an array of wetland mitigation measures including compensatory mitigation.  
Prior to construction, Transco would file a final copy of its PRM Plan, 

including any comments, additional mitigation measures, and required 

approvals from the USACE and the PADEP.   

 

  



 CO-53 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO13-6 Section 4.13.8.3 of the EIS outlines the known projects and their associated 
impacts within the counties affected by the Project.  As noted in the response 

to comment PM1-6, impacts from shale gas development outside of the 

geographic scope of cumulative impacts assessed for the Project have not 
been included in FERC’s review. 

 

 

  



 CO-54 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-55 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-56 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-57 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-58 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

CO13-7 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

  



 CO-59 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO13-8 Section 4.8.6.2 of the EIS has been revised to include updated information 

regarding the conservation easements crossed by the Project.  Also see the 
responses to comments FA1-22 and PM2-111. 

 

  



 CO-60 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-61 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

CO13-9 CEQ regulations direct federal agencies to examine the direct, indirect, and 

cumulative impacts of proposed actions.  Indirect impacts are defined as those 

“which are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in 
distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable.  Indirect effects may include 

growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the 

pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on 
air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems.”  Accordingly, 

to determine whether an impact should be studied as an indirect impact, the 

Commission must determine whether it:  (1) is caused by the proposed action; 
and (2) is reasonably foreseeable.  

With respect to causation, NEPA requires a reasonably close causal 

relationship between the environmental effect and the alleged cause in order 
to make an agency responsible for a particular effect under NEPA.  As the 

Supreme Court explained, a “but for” causal relationship is insufficient to 

establish cause for purposes of NEPA.  Thus, some effects that are caused by 
a change in the physical environment in the sense of “but for” causation, will 

not fall within NEPA if the causal chain is too attenuated.  Further, the Court 
has stated that where an agency has no ability to prevent a certain effect due to 

its limited statutory authority over the relevant actions, the agency cannot be 

considered a legally relevant cause of the effect.  An effect is reasonably 
foreseeable if it is sufficiently likely to occur that a person of ordinary 

prudence would take it into account in reaching a decision.  NEPA requires 

reasonable forecasting, but an agency is not required to engage in speculative 
analysis or to do the impractical, if not enough information is available to 

permit meaningful consideration. 

As described in response to comment PM1-40, the Commission does not have 
jurisdiction over natural gas production.  The potential impacts of natural gas 

production, with the exception of greenhouse gases and climate change, would 

be on a local and regional level.  Each locale includes unique conditions and 
environmental resources.  Production activities are thus regulated at a state 

and local level.  In addition, deep underground injection and disposal of 

wastewaters and liquids are subject to regulation by the EPA under the Safe 

Drinking Water Act.  The EPA also regulates air emissions under the Clean 

Air Act.  On public lands, federal agencies are responsible for enforcing 

regulations that apply to natural gas wells.  (Continued on next page) 

  



 CO-62 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

CO13-9 
(cont’d) 

(Continued from previous page)  As we have previously concluded in natural 
gas infrastructure proceedings, the environmental effects resulting from 

natural gas production are generally neither caused by a proposed pipeline (or 

other natural gas infrastructure) project nor are they reasonably foreseeable 
consequences of our approval of an infrastructure project, as contemplated by 

CEQ regulations.  A causal relationship sufficient to warrant Commission 

analysis of the non-pipeline activity as an indirect impact would only exist if 
the proposed pipeline would transport new production from a specified 

production area and that production would not occur in the absence of the 

proposed pipeline (i.e., there would be no other way to move the gas).  The 

record does not show that the Atlantic Sunrise Project, or other projects for 

that matter, cause predictable development of gas reserves.  In fact, the 

opposite causal relationship is more likely, i.e., once production begins in an 
area, shippers or end users will support the development of a pipeline to move 

the produced gas.  It would make little economic sense to undertake 

construction of a pipeline in the hope that production might later be 
determined to be economically feasible and that the producers will choose the 

previously constructed pipeline as best suited for moving their gas to market. 

Even if one accepts that a specific pipeline project would cause natural gas 
production as the commentor has suggested based on production company 

pronouncements to its shareholders, which is not proof of the causal 

relationship alluded to, we have found that the potential environmental 
impacts resulting from such production are not reasonably foreseeable.  The 

Commission does not have sufficient information to determine the origin of 

the gas that would be transported on the Atlantic Sunrise Project.  It is the 
states, rather than the Commission, that have jurisdiction over the production 

of natural gas and thus would be most likely to have the information necessary 

to reasonably foresee future production.  We are not aware of forecasts by 
such entities that would make it possible for the Commission to meaningfully 

predict production-related impacts, many of which are highly localized.  Thus, 

even if the Commission knows the shippers and general source area of gas 
likely to be transported on the Atlantic Sunrise Project, a meaningful analysis 

of production impacts would require more detailed information regarding the 

number, location, and timing of wells, roads, gathering lines, and other 
appurtenant facilities, as well as details about production methods, which can 

vary per producer and the applicable state regulations.  Accordingly, the 

impacts of natural gas production are not reasonably foreseeable because they 
are so nebulous that we cannot forecast their likely effects in the context of an 

environmental analysis of the impacts related to a proposed interstate natural 
gas pipeline.  

  



 CO-63 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-64 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-65 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-66 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-67 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-68 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-69 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-70 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-71 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-72 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-73 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO13-10 See the responses to comments PM1-6 and PM1-36. 

 

  



 CO-74 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

CO13-11 See the response to comment PM1-74. 

 

 

  



 CO-75 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-76 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO13-12 The CEQ regulations state that an agency’s NEPA review must analyze a 
project’s indirect impacts, which are causally connected to the proposed 

action and occur “later in time or farther removed in distance [than direct 

impacts], but are still reasonably foreseeable.”  While the natural gas proposed 
to be transported by the Project would be combusted by downstream uses, as 

noted in section 1.1 of the EIS, the Project is proposed in response to existing 

markets.  Section 1.1 of the final EIS has been updated with further 
information regarding how the Commission determines if the Project is 

required by the public convenience and necessity.  Such a conclusion would 

be based, in part, by an existing need.  Therefore, the Project would be 
responding to a need and not creating it.  The Project would transport up to 

1.7 million dekatherms per day of natural gas.  Assuming that all of the 

natural gas being transported is used for combustion, downstream end-use 

would result in about 32.9 metric tons of CO2 per year.  Combustion uses 

include electrical generation, home heating, home cooking, commercial 

heating/boiling use, and use as a vehicle fuel.  Non-combustion uses include 
fertilizer and other chemical manufacturing products.  Because the precise 

end-uses of the gas that would be transported by the Project are unknown, the 

GHG emission value provided here represents a conservative estimate.  See 
the response to comment PM3-15 regarding potential impacts associated with 

upstream natural gas development. 

 

  



 CO-77 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-78 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-79 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 
CO13-13 See the responses to comments PM1-6 and PM1-75. 

 

 

 

  



 CO-80 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
CO13-14 As discussed in the response to comment PM1-6, our analysis of cumulative 

impacts is based on a geographic scope within which we believe there is a 

potential for cumulative impacts on specific resources.  Analyzing potential 

impacts on resources beyond this distance does not provide meaningful 
information regarding the potential for cumulative impacts associated with the 

Project.  As described in the revised text of section 4.13, we evaluated other 
past, present, and proposed road, electric transmission line, and pipeline 

crossings within 10 miles of the Project. 

 

  



 CO-81 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-82 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
CO13-15 Section 4.13.8.2 of the EIS includes text addressing the potential impact of 

water withdrawal for HDDs and hydrostatic testing on the watersheds where 
these withdrawals would be made.  It also includes a discussion of other 

impacts on the watersheds that would be affected by the Project.  In general 

these impacts would be temporary and localized and mitigated through 
implementation of Transco's Plan and Procedures.  As noted in the response to 

comment PM1-6, impacts from shale gas development outside of the 

geographic scope of cumulative impacts assessed for the Project, including 
those related to water quality and tree clearing, are not within the purview of 

the analysis for the Project. 

 

  



 CO-83 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-84 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-85 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-86 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-87 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO13-16 Section 4.13.8.3 of the EIS outlines the known projects and their associated 
impacts within the counties affected by the Project.  As noted in the response 

to comment PM1-6, impacts from shale gas development outside of the 

geographic scope of cumulative impacts assessed for the Project have not 
been included in FERC's review. 

 

  



 CO-88 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-89 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-90 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-91 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-92 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-93 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-94 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-95 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-96 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
CO13-17 Comment noted 

 

  



 CO-97 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO13-18 Species-specific consultation with state and federal wildlife agencies is being 
conducted by Transco, and the potential for impacts, including those resulting 

from the cumulative impact of the proposed action combined with other 

known or reasonably foreseeable actions, is being assessed.  The results of 
these consultations are addressed in the final EIS.   

 

  



 CO-98 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-99 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO13-19 See the response to comment PM1-6. 

 

  



 CO-100 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-101 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-102 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-103 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-104 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-105 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-106 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

CO13-20 See the response to comment FA1-25.  For the purposes of determining 

cumulative impacts, FERC has assumed that potential or permitted emission 

sources within the region of influence (or geographic scope) are operating in 

compliance with applicable air regulations, because there is no basis for 

assuming otherwise.   

 

 

 

  



 CO-107 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-108 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
CO13-21 FERC is an independent regulatory agency with specific jurisdiction defined 

by law that does not permit the Commission to direct the development of 

interstate natural gas proposals on a regional or nationwide scale.  The 
Commission is tasked, however, with reviewing individual interstate natural 

gas transmission projects when an established market demand drives a 

proposal.  Given the parameters defining the bounds of FERC, we have 
determined that it is neither a prudent use of agency resources, nor within our 

authority, to conduct a “programmatic EIS” discussing all natural gas 

development, transmission, and consumption on a regional, or nationwide 
basis.  Furthermore due to the widely varying nature and scope of natural gas 

projects, we prepare focused environmental analysis for specific proposals, 

not a generic analysis to be used on all projects.  

 

  



 CO-109 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-110 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-111 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-112 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-113 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-114 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-115 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-116 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 
CO13-22 Since the issuance of the draft EIS, additional survey data and agency 

consultations have been provided by Transco, thereby changing some of the 
effect determinations in the EIS (see the revised text in section 4.7.2 of the 

EIS). 

 

 

 

  



 CO-117 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
CO13-23 Since the issuance of the draft EIS, additional survey data and agency 

consultations have been provided by Transco, thereby changing some of the 

effect determinations in the EIS (see the revised text in section 4.7.2 of the 
EIS). 

 

  



 CO-118 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO13-24 See the revised text in section 4.13.8.5 of the EIS. 

CO13-25 See the response to comment CO13-23. 

 

  



 CO-119 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO13-26 Section 4.7.2.2 of the EIS has been updated to include additional information 
provided by Transco since the issuance of the draft EIS. 

CO13-27 A general discussion of noise impacts on wildlife associated with 
aboveground facilities can be found in section 4.6.1.4 of the EIS.  The design 

of the compressor stations includes sound attenuation to minimize noise-

related effects and Transco would complete follow-up noise surveys at the 
compressor stations to ensure that noise associated with the operation of the 

compressor stations would not exceed an Ldn of 55 dBA at the nearest NSA. 

 

  



 CO-120 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 
CO13-28 See the revised text in section 4.13.8.5 of the EIS.  

CO13-29 See the response to comment CO13-28.  Section 4.7.2.2 of the EIS describes 

Transco’s proposed mitigation and avoidance measures for the northern long-

eared bat.  With implementation of these measures, we have concluded that 
the Project would not likely adversely affect the northern long-eared bat.  We 

would complete the process of complying with Section 7 of the Endangered 

Species Act prior to construction. 

CO13-30 Section 4.7.2.3 of the EIS describes the potential impacts on and mitigation 

for bog turtles.  Prior to construction, Transco would prepare a bog turtle 

crossing plan that includes the avoidance and minimization measures to be 
implemented during construction and a reporting protocol for any bog turtles 

observed or removed from the construction area.  Additionally, Transco would 

implement a training program to provide construction inspection and 
contractor staff with guidance on how to identify bog turtles and signs of their 

activity.  Since the issuance of the draft EIS, Transco has provided additional 

information on survey results and agency consultation.  Section 4.7.2.3 of the 
EIS has been updated accordingly.  We would complete the process of 

complying with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act prior to 
construction.  

 

  



 CO-121 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-122 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 
CO13-31 Comment noted. 

CO13-32 See the response to comment CO13-9. 

CO13-33 See the responses to comments PM2-27 and PM4-23. 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-123 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-124 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-125 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 
CO13-34 See the response to comment PM1-113. 

CO13-35 See the response to comment PM1-70. 

CO13-36 The EIS appropriately evaluates the resources and direct and indirect effects 
reasonably anticipated to be caused by the Project.  See the responses to 

comments PM1-6 and PM1-40 for additional discussion. 

CO13-37 The EIS appropriately evaluates the resources and direct and indirect effects 
reasonably anticipated to be caused by the Project.  See the responses to 

comments PM1-6 and PM1-40 for additional discussion. 

CO13-38 See the response to comment CO13-21. 

CO13-39 Comment noted.  Since the issuance of the draft EIS, Transco has provided 
additional information on special status species in the project area including 

survey results and agency consultations.  The appropriate sections of the EIS 
have been updated. 

 

  



 CO-126 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 CO-127 Companies and Organizations 

CO13 – Allegheny Defense Project (cont’d) 
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