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IND84 — David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust

IND84-1

To: Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 04/04/16
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Bib APR-T P 323

From: David Daniel/ Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust FERER
20995 Newman Dr. REGUL
Brownstown Township, Mi. 48183

) ORIGINAL

Re: FERC Docket CP15-93 (Proposed Rover Pipeline Project)
Draft Environmental impact Statement
Corrected Appendix i-1 Status of Route Deviations Reported by Stakeholders
Status and FERC Conclusions
Parcel WA-043.000 Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust

Dear Ms. Bose,

We believe that FERC analysts have been provided information that misrepresents the potential impacts
of Rover’s proposed reroute through our land. Rover has filed resource reports misidentifying our tract.
Rover has filed documents accentuating envi { asp of adj land, tracts while also
filing documents omitting and obscuring key environmental aspects of our tract. Also, Rover has taken
extraordinary, premature measures to late adjacent |; concerns that, if approved,
would result in unnecessary, adverse impacts to our land. Our goal is to provide FERC with usefu!
information (see exhibit A) to ensure that pipeline routing, avoidance, mitigation and construction
standards are applied to all land inac 1t and equitable manner. We also wish to provide a
potential solution for FERCs consideration. The solution would require some degree of flexibility on
Rover’s part. Up to this point in time, Rover has demonstrated a complete unwillingness to address any
of our concerns. FERC should require that Rover make better use of previously disturbed and open land.
Unfortunately, it appears as though FERC is advocating “ greenfield “ construction throughout the
majority of the Michigan Market Segment. {f FERC approves this project our hope is that our comments
have some affect on minimizing adverse environmental impacts.

We DO NOT CONCUR with specific [ ined in A dix I-1 { pg.12 and pg.13) of the Draft
EIS regarding the “ Status “ and “ FERC Conclusions “ pertaining to and thus potentially impacting our

land. We DO NOT find Rover’s pr d reroute acc under any circ
Regarding FERC Conclusions:
1: On page 13 of Appendix I-1 (see attact H, pg.5) FERC states: “ based on our review and analysis,

we were unable to identify a variation that resulted in fewer environmental impacts “.

Based on our knowledge of our land and adjoining properties, we believe it is not necessary to reroute
the pipeline so deeply into our tract in order to accommodate the concerns of adjacent iandowners.
There are, in fact, many viable variations that would offer significant environmental advantages over the
proposed adjusted route (see attachment K), including but not limited to, the original proposed route

IND84-1

Our analysis and conclusions regarding the requested variations
can be found in table 3.4.3-3 of the EIS. Based on our analysis,
we are recommending a reroute on this parcel. .
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IND84-1
cont'd

IND84-2

IND84-3

(see attachment A) and the four variations we have suggested (see attachment L pg.3 and pg.4) We
suggested these variations in a 05/15/15 meeting with Mr. Seth Willoughby, who identified himself to us
as a lead engineer employed by Rover. The meeting was arranged via Washtenaw County court order
authorizing environmental, cultural and historical surveys of our tract . During that meeting, Mr.
Willoughby assured us there were no constructability problems with our suggested variations. In fact,
Mr. Willoughby told us that the perennial stream crossing locations of our suggested variations would
be much less problematic as they would be located in much flatter terrain than the proposed reroute.
The original proposed route, along with our suggested route variations 1 through 4, offer significant
environmental advantages over Rovers proposed reroute. Our suggested variations provide a solution
for everybody involved in this manner. Only a minor shift in pipeline alignment would be required for
any of our suggested variations. Obviously no change would be required for the original proposed route.

2: FERC states: “ the reroute adopted by Rover avoids impacts to several waterbodies and a wetland.”

Rovers proposed reroute merely shifts adverse envir from one land {Belknap
MI-WA-042.000) onto adj; landowners (Beasley MI-WA-040.500 and Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust
MI-WA-043.000)

In fact, the proposed reroute crosses an emergent wetland ( W5K-WA-431 ), a forested wetland ( W5K-
WA-460 ), and a perennial stream ( S2K-WA-202) (see attachment K), whereas the original route crosses
emergent wetland ( W5K-WA-460 ) at a slightly different location, ephemeral stream S2K-WA-108, and
perennial stream S2K-WA -202 in a much flatter terrain. It should be noted that we dispute the
existence of ephemeral stream S2K-WA-106 as it is delineated in Rovers application {see attachments A,
K and J). We also note that the original proposed route actually avoids emergent wetland. (W2K-WA-
109) with the possible exception of a few feet of temporary construction easement (see attachment A
pg-3) We remind FERC that emergent wetlands will be allowed to revegetate fully to a pre- construction
state whereas forested wetlands will suffer permanent canopy removal thus forever degrading their
envir | and hetic value. We hasize that ing a stream at the base of a slope is a bad
idea (think erosion directly into the stream), especially when there is a viable opportunity to cross the
same stream in a nearby location within flat terrain. (see attachment K pg. 3&4)

The proposed reroute also involves the dless removal of white pines that grow along a ridge
(top of the slope) above the perennial stream further exacerbating erosion issues. These pines aiso serve
as important roost trees for the Eastern wild turkey, provide a crucial windbreak for wildlife bedding and
nesting areas and hold tremendous aesthetic value. The proposed reroute needlessly destroys Ancient
white oaks and permanently removes many, extremely valuable black walnut trees. The reroute also
needlessly causes further adverse impacts to an area being managed under USDA NRCS contract

i designed to benefit grassland birds and pollinators. The contracts were awarded, in large
part, due to the site’s associated upland shrub/scrub and riparian habitats. This area should, and can, be
avoided o the extent practicable.

3. FERC states: “if the route was to be moved south of the original line, it would impact several streams
and be located closer to a residence.”

While we empathize with the owners of tract MI-WA-042.000 {Belknap), we would like to point out that,
like FERC, we do not design pipeline projects and we have never requested that the pipeline be moved
south of the ORIGINAL line, closer to the Belk ’s resid . In fact, the proposed REROUTE actually
moves the pipeline closer to ley’s residence, (MI-WA-040.500) which we don’t think is a good idea.
While we will leave it to the Beasley’s to speak for themselves, we are not willing to accommodate the

IND84-2

INDg4-3

The commentor’s information regarding the adjacent parcels and
existing wetlands and streams is noted and has been considered
in our analysis.

The commentor’s statements regarding the impacts on his parcel
and the proximity to his neighbors are noted.
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IND84-3
cont'd

IND84-4

IND84-5

IND84-6

concerns of our neighbors by needlessly destroying our forested wetiand and riparian habitat. However
we are concerned for the safety of both the Beasley and Belknap families and from a safety perspective,
feel that our suggested variations 1 through 4 all offer good solutions for everyone involved in this
matter.

Re: “Status”
1: FERC states: “ the route was deviated into Mi-WA-043.000 to avoid a major county drain”
This statement establishes a false premise for the reroute. The nearest county drain is more than 1-mile

from our tract. We pointed this out te FERC in previously filed 1its (see t G) yet the
false premise persists in the Draft EIS.

2: FERC states: “ Rover will consider rerouting again if survey permission is granted in the adjoining
property, MI-WA-044.000 “

Rover surveyed tract MI-WA-044.000 and MI-WA-042.000 as early as September 2014. Rover
committed to the reroute as early as February of 2015 (see attachment B and D). Our tract (MI-WA-
043.000) was not surveyed until May 2015. Beasley’s tract (MI-WA-400.500) was surveyed Spring 2015.
How is it that Rover elimi the original proposed route and COMMITS TO A REROUTE LONG BEFORE
SURVEYING ALL TRACTS IMPACTED BY THE PROPOSED REROUTE ? Also, conditions were explicitly
placed on our variation requests while no such conditions were placed on adj tand:

These are exclusionary and discrimil y practices that, if aliowed to prevail, unfairly harm our
interests.

We would like to remind FERC that we have been awarded intervenor status in these proceedings and
feel it would be in the best interest of everyone involved for FERC to encourage Rover to exhibit some
degree of flexibility regarding our concerns. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
David A. Daniel

AR A

Representative for the Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust

IND84-4 Based on our review of publicly available data for county drains,
appendix I has been updated to remove mention of the county
drain.

IND84-5 The commentor’s statement regarding surveys is noted. We have

updated appendix I with our updated analysis of a reroute
through the commentor’s parcel.

IND84-6 The commentor’s statements regarding intervenor status and
flexibility are noted.
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e
EXHIBIT A
WASHTENAW COUNTY, MICHIGAN
SECTION 32, T-3-§, R-4-E
FREEDOM TOWNSHIP, MICHIGAN MERIDIAN
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Attachment B

Rover Pipeline Application Sec 7 {c)
FERC Docket # CP15-93

VIIA Appendix 10 C Resource Report 10
Page 8and 9

Filed 02/23/15

Drawn, checked, & released 01/17/15

Individuals Comments
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Attachment D
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TABLE 10.6-3
Responses to Landowner Requests for Route Variations

Responses to
Landowner Requests
for Route Variations

Commet 1D

FERC Comment ID Tract Segment ! MP

Gomment

Resolution

Beasley, Belknap, and
McCarthy Families
Freedom/Bridgewater
Twnshp, Mi

20150204-5018

MIWA-

We are neighbors and have collsctively
reviewed the latest iteration of the propased
Rover Pipefine. As il is currently drawn, it
will come very close to the Beasley's home,
as well as the MeCarly's, the Belknap's
and another nan-involved home as the
pipeline turns. narth just south of Bamis Rd.
Currently the proposed route is threaded
very closely between four homes and other
related infrastructure. When you look at the
map, one wonders why Rover chose to
farce the path between these four homes,
when just to the south and east of these
homes is more open land 1o traverse and
still continue the path they desire. Route
alsa comes close to drainfields, clearing of
woods, and several wetiand areas.
Provided a propesed reroute which will
require engaging two additional

but will eliminate three.

Will reroute on landowners’
property 1o satisfy his requests
Map MI-WA-042 (MP 85)

2 Knm-(l

Daniel, David A (Littiefeld
Daniel Trust)
Manchester, MI

354, C830

20141028-5057,
20141215-5006
201502055183
20150206-5135
20141226-0082
20150206-5000
20150211-5001
20150212:5054
201502125178
201502205136
20150306-5038
20150309-5034
20150310-5158
20150317-5047
20150319-5007
20150325-5164

MI-WA- Merket Segment
x 043.000 650

Trust has committed large percentage of
tract to widlife habitat improvement and
conservation

Will evaluate reroute if survey
permissicn is granted in area
tracts Map — MI-WA-044,
Original route was relocated to
avoid running within a large
county drain. Landowner Trust
requested we move from his
prime turkey and deer hunting
lacation. We have nat surveyed
as of 4/8/2015 and we will have
10 survey the property bafore we
are sble to review any alternate
route proposals. Market
SagmentMP 54.6. Map MI-LI-
006.520

Individuals Comments
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Attachment J
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Attachment L
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Attachment H
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In Reply Refer To:
OEP/DG2E/Gas Branch 4

Rover Pipeline LLC
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
Company, LP

Trunkline Gas Company, LLC

Docket Nos. CP15-93-000
CP15-94-000
CP15-96-000

February 26, 2016

Re: Correction to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Rover
Pipeline Project, Panhandle Backhaul Project, and Trunkline Backhaul
Project

To the Party Addressed:

Due to a printing error during production of the draft Environmental Impact
Statement (E1S), the table in Appendix I-1 was incomplete. Attached is the revised
Appendix I-1which replaces the version issued in the draft EIS on February 19. 2016.
This revised Appendix I-1 has been placed in the public record for this project on the
FERC website at sen and mailed to the individual landowners of the parcels
listed in the table.

Sincerely,

Kevin Bowman
Environmental Project Manager
Gas Branch 4

Enclosures

cc: Public File. Docket Nos. CP15-93-000, CP15-94-000, and CP15-96-000

Pant o
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APPENDIX I-1

Status of Route Deviations Reported by Stakeholders

PAA‘L 3

11-1

Appendix I-1
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APPENDIX I-1 (continued)

Status of Route Deviations Reported by Stakeholders

20141217-5181

Resolvad per
Staksholder Name Comment Reason for Landowner Landowner
{Land Parcel Accession Minor Deviation Request
Numbar) Number MP Request Status {YesiNe) FERC C
Timoszyk, Timothy 201412224024 615 Landowner raised Current route, No Acceptable, The propased roate follows an
(Mi-WA-023.510) concems aboul tree- follows existing existing right-of-way. Additionally, the
clearing; no deviationhas  METC powerline landowner was concerned about all trees
been proposed by either tight-of-way being cleared between residence and M52,
the landowner or Raver. However, based on the current
configuration, tree vegetation screens will
continue o exist between the residence and
the road. We were unable to identify a
viable route preferable to the proposed
route.
Belknap, John & Kelly  20140911.5123  64.5  Landowner raised Rover will alter Pending Unacceptable. As stated in our
(MI-WA-042.000) 20140919-5000 concerns for disgonal right-of-way on secommendstion In seetion 3.4.3, prior to
20141016-5001 pipeline route through their  landowners’ property the end of the draft EIS commertt period,
20141124.5106 property. per their request. Rover should file with the Secretery any
20141205-5103 route adjustments, workspace modifications
20141215-5051

or mitigation measutes as develaped
through Rover's ongoing consultations with
landowners. Rover should also include
updated alignment sheets incorporating any
route adjustments and associated
modifications of construction methods and
‘mitigation.

\7 Yl

Individuals Comments
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APPENDIX I-1 (continued)

Y_{')Wd

Status of Route D P by
Resolved par
Staksholder Name Comment Reason for Landowner Landownar
{Land Parcel Accession Minor Deviation Ragquest
Number) Number MP Request Status (Yes/No) FERC Conclusions
[ Deniel, David A (MI-  20141029-5057  65.0  The iandowner Trust Original route was No Acceptable. The reroute adopted by Rover
WA043.000) & 20141215-5006 raised concerns about deviated into MI- avoids impacts to several waterbodies and a
Daniel, Jeenne L. 20150708-5181 decimation to wildlife WA-043.000 10 wtland. If the route was to be moved
{Unknown) 201506305219 habitat 2nd prime hunting  avoid a major county south of the original line, it would impact
locations due to pipeline drain. The reroute several streams and be located closer toa
route through property. moved marc of the residence, Based on our review and
Further concemns were pipeline onta this analysis, we were unable to identify @
raised regarding crossing landowner's variation that resulted in fewer
ofa forested wetland on~ propenty. Rover will environmental impacts.
the property, and. fe- cansider re-routing
reroute to avoid this again if survey
wetland was suggested. ‘permission is granted
] in the adjoining
: property, Mi-WA-
b 044,000
Schaible, Luther (MI-  20140917-5046 680  Landowner raised Rover is proposing & Pending Unaccepiable. As siated in our
WA-D59.000) concems for the pipeline  reroute that follows recommendation in section 3.4.3, prior to
impacting & drein tilc and  existing easements. the end of the draft E[S comment period,
identified an aliemative Rover should file with the Secretary any
i route west of the original route adjustments, workspace modifications
‘proposed route. Rover's or mitigation measures as developed
proposed deviation follows through Rover's ongoing consultations with
existing pipeline landowners. Raver should also include
casements. updated alignment sheets incorporating any
route adjusiments and associated
modifications of constriction methods and
mitigation.
kS
3
B
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APPENDIX I-1 (continued)

Y_{')Wd

Status of Route D P by
Resolved par
Staksholder Name Comment Reason for Landowner Landownar
{Land Parcel Accession Minor Deviation Ragquest
Number) Number MP Request Status (Yes/No) FERC Conclusions
[ Deniel, David A (MI-  20141029-5057  65.0  The iandowner Trust Original route was No Acceptable. The reroute adopted by Rover
WA043.000) & 20141215-5006 raised concerns about deviated into MI- avoids impacts to several waterbodies and a
Daniel, Jeenne L. 20150708-5181 decimation to wildlife WA-043.000 10 wtland. If the route was to be moved
{Unknown) 201506305219 habitat 2nd prime hunting  avoid a major county south of the original line, it would impact
locations due to pipeline drain. The reroute several streams and be located closer toa
route through property. moved marc of the residence, Based on our review and
Further concemns were pipeline onta this analysis, we were unable to identify @
raised regarding crossing landowner's variation that resulted in fewer
ofa forested wetland on~ propenty. Rover will environmental impacts.
the property, and. fe- cansider re-routing
reroute to avoid this again if survey
wetland was suggested. ‘permission is granted
] in the adjoining
: property, Mi-WA-
b 044,000
Schaible, Luther (MI-  20140917-5046 680  Landowner raised Rover is proposing & Pending Unaccepiable. As siated in our
WA-D59.000) concems for the pipeline  reroute that follows recommendation in section 3.4.3, prior to
impacting & drein tilc and  existing easements. the end of the draft E[S comment period,
identified an aliemative Rover should file with the Secretary any
i route west of the original route adjustments, workspace modifications
‘proposed route. Rover's or mitigation measures as developed
proposed deviation follows through Rover's ongoing consultations with
existing pipeline landowners. Raver should also include
casements. updated alignment sheets incorporating any
route adjusiments and associated
modifications of constriction methods and
mitigation.
kS
3
B
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INDIVIDUALS
IND84 — David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)
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INDIVIDUALS
IND84 — David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)
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IND84 — David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)
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IND84 — David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)
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INDIVIDUALS

INDS85 — Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick

IND85-1

IND85-2

IND85-3

11 April 11, 2016

This is an official response to the Appendix I-1 Dated February 26, 2016. Ref. Correction to the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Rover Pipeline Project. Docket Nos. CP15-93-000, CP15-
94-000, CP15-96-000.

| would like to address the findings and express my concerns about the information contained in
Appendix |-1 in reference to Property owned by Larry and Ann Helmick. Specifically tracts WV-Ty-SCH
080.340, WV-Ty-SCH 080.350 and WV-Ty-SCH-81.000. Comment accession number 20141201-5103 and
20141210-5086.

Stated in this report on page 1I-3. The reason state for the landowner deviation was due to
avoid cutting trees on properties. | am not sure where this came from because | have no trees on my
property. Also | have filed comments along with a request to be an intervener in which | have stated my
request for a route change due to the proximity of the gas line to both of my residences on this
property. This has been a concern since the proposed route has been disclosed. The current route has
this pipeline within 300 feet of my primary residence and 120 feet with my secondary residence which is
unacceptable. The accidental blast ratio of this pipeline holds a zero chance of survivability of greater
than a thousand feet. Also the pipeline is interfering with future building sites of my son’s residence
who is currently on Active duty with the US Air Force. | have attempted to negotiate a reroute with
Rover in which we have had a meeting with no success. | was informed during this meeting that my
route change suggestion would put them outside of the original corridor they have filed with FERC and
that by doing that it would cause them to refile paperwork, bring on new land owners and ultimately
cause them more of a delay. They (Rover Representatives) said that if | had bats, salamanders or Indian
bones on my property then they would be forced to move it. That was the only way. They also said the
only way they would move it is if they were told to by FERC. Our negotiations have not went forward
since that and | don’t expect them too. |was told that Rover Plans on getting its certificate from FERC
and will then take my property. Therefor | am reaching out to FERC to look at the facts surrounding my
suggested route change and consider the lack of effort provided by Rover in a biased attempt to
disprove my suggestions.

I have also noted that on Page 11-9 That Greg Sautter has a pending conclusion based on
proximity to his home. Other landowners have also claimed issues with proximity to their homes and the
conclusion is that moving the line will impact other neighbors as well. This is one of the claims that
Rover is claiming with my situation. The fact is, | suggested a route which would minimize the impact of
the pipeline within the proximity of five homes. The reroute would reduce that impact to only coming
within proximity of one home and the distance would be greater than 500 feet. |showed this to Rover
and they drafted a route change and provided it to my attorney’s. They did not use my route but
drafted one that created more problems that they could justify in not doing a reroute. | have been
trying to get a reroute considered for over a year now. This reroute would bring on three new property
owners and would only impact one landowner in which | have personally spoke with. This landowner
does not oppose the reroute but has stated that she has never been approached by Rover about the
situation.

The following picture (photo 1) shows the current proposed pipeline in red. Notice that this
proposal shows the complete use of tract 81.000. It also places this line within 121 feet of my residence.
Also notice that it cuts directly across the top of SHC 080.340 in which my other house is located on.

IND85-1

INDS85-2

INDS85-3

Our analysis and conclusions regarding the reroute requested by
the commentors can be found in table 3.4.3-3 in the EIS. Based
on our analysis, we determined that the proposed route is
acceptable and we are not recommending a reroute through this
parcel. See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding pipeline
safety.

We assessed each variation request that we received prior to the
draft EIS. Based on our analysis, if a viable reroute appeared
feasible, we recommended that Rover reassess the requested
reroute. The commentors’ statement regarding the proposed
route’s proximity to several residences is noted. See the response
to comment INDS85-1 regarding our assessment of the requested
reroute.

The commentors’ statement regarding the proposed route’s
proximity to their residences is noted. Rover would be required
follow the measures outlined in its Plans and Procedures (which
include specialized construction and restoration techniques for
resources such as waterbodies and springs) to minimize impacts
due to construction of the Project.
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INDIVIDUALS
INDS8S5 — Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

IND85-3
cont'd

This comes within 220 feet of my residence. Also you notice a natural pond formed by a natural spring
located on SHC 080.340. This pond is referred to as WB5ES-TY-134 in the Biological Field survey dated

9/17/2014. In this study this pond is referred to as a manmade pond. (See Exhibit 1) This is not the case
and this pond is a natural formation that has been on the property as long as can be remembered. It is
fed by a natural spring from the hillside in which Rover plans on placing the pipeline. Undoubtedly this
will interrupt the water flow and wild life within this formation. But no consideration has been given to

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS

INDS8S5 — Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

IND85-3
cont'd

GPS File Name(s) Created SES_GPS_20140917
‘Approximate Distance Traversed f/mi): 0.7 miles

‘Survey Width (if different from standard 300 feet): 400
Tracts Traversed (if available):

WYV-TY-SHC-082, WV-TY-SHC-083, WV-TY-SHC-084, WV-TY-SHC-085, WV-TY-SHC-085.210,
WV-TY.SHC-085.300, WV-TY-SHC-085.310, WV-TY-SHC-086, WV-TY-SHC-086210, WV-TY-

EXHIBIT 1

Daily Progress Report - Biological Ficld Survey
P Summary

ROVER PIPELINE PROJECT
Sheet 1 _of 1

SHC-087
Feature | County, State T
Stream Tyler, WV Perennial
Wetland Tyler, WV PEM
Pond Tyler, WV Manmade
Stream Tyler, WV Ephemeral
Pond Tyler, WV Pond
| oo )
Stream Tyler, WV | Ephemeral | SSES-TY-137
Tyler, WV Ephemeral SSES-TY-138 B
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INDIVIDUALS
INDS8S5 — Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

IND85-4

Photo 2 shows a closer view of land tract SCH 081.000 and the almost complete use of this
building lot for the purpose of the pipeline.

V-TY-SHC-081.000 04-12-76

Photo 3 shows the Rover proposed route change that they looked into. The red line is the
current route, the black line is there proposed route change. Their current route has them crossing rd
18/11 then a wet land stream, a power line right of way. Then crossing above the pond on my property,
then crossing WV rt 18, another stream and a set of power lines again. So that totals two streams
interfering with a natural spring crossing two highways and two sets of power lines and entering a
housing development. The propose route comes within 500 feet of five homes.

IND85-4

Structures would only be prohibited within the permanent right-
of-way. Therefore, while the pipeline is located along parcel
WV-TY-SHC-081.000, there appears to be available area to
place structures outside of the permanent right-of-way. Rover’s
assessment of the commentors’ proposed reroute alternative is
noted. The commentors’ requested reroute is noted. See the
response to comment IND85-1.
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INDIVIDUALS
INDS8S5 — Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

IND85-4
cont'd

Photo 4 was provided by Rover to show all the problems with the suggested reroute. Keep in
mind that this is not the route that | suggested. There are issues with this route, mainly because where
they chose to plot it.

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS
INDS85 — Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

IND85-4
cont'd
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INDIVIDUALS
INDS8S5 — Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

IND85-4
cont'd

Photo 5 shows the route that | suggested that Rover consider. It has the current route in Yellow
and my route in red. My route shows only one road crossing at a 90 deg angle. The bore site would
allow for the pipeline to be underground and cross one highway, one stream, and one set of power
lines. It will also avoid a housing development and potentially bypass houses 1 thru 5 by a distance
greater than 500 feet. This would have the pipeline passing within about 450 feet of house number 6
which belongs to Mary Davis who | have spoken with and advises she does not mind the pipeline and it
actually will not be on her property at that distance anyway. It will cross her property nearly 800 feet
from her home. The fact that Rover said they could move the pipeline if directed to but will not due to
what they found on their reroute proposal ‘simply shows that they will come up with any reason to
support why they cannot move it.

Photo 6 shows sheet 20 of 38 aerial view of the proposed pipeline. This shows that the initial
planning of this pipeline did not take into consideration the housing development or building plans of
the residences there. Instead it appears to have taken the non-wooded easy route to navigate the

terrain.
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INDIVIDUALS
INDS8S5 — Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

IND85-4
cont'd

5 - — 4 SRR &
o 27 ROVER PIPELINE PROJECT SHERT on af 0Q

Photo 7 shows the current route, there propose reroute and my proposed reroute. There is a
big difference in what | proposed and what they produced and denied based on their supposed facts.
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INDIVIDUALS
INDS8S5 — Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

IND85-4
cont'd

Exhibit 2 is a copy of Tyler County Commissioner’s Resolution passed on the 10 day of February
2015. It simply states that they do not approve this Rover Pipeline to be installed less than 500 feet
from a residence in Tyler County Without the consent of the Land Owner. | along with the other land
owners do not want this within 500 feet of our homes. My proposal will create more work, but it will
eliminate the proximity issue of the current proposed pipeline being within 500 feet of five residences
which will comply with the Resolution.

Individuals Comments
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INDIVIDUALS

INDS8S — Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

IND85-4
cont'd

WHEREAS, The Tyler County Commission has concerns regarding
property rights of citizens, along with the limited use of right-of-ways while
maintaining the responsibility for taxes where the ET Rover Sherwood Lateral is
proposed to be located, and;

WHEREAS, The Tyler County Commission does not oppose the
Sherwood Lateral 36 inch pipeline and recognizes this as a necessary
way to move natural gas, oil, or other products that may be needed for
the continued economic stability of our nation, and;

WHEREAS, The Tyler County Commission has concerns for the safety
of our citizens and our children who reside near the proposed ET Rover
Sherwood Lateral line due to the imminent danger of loss of life in the

event of a ruptured gas line, and;

WHEREAS, The Tyler County Commission oppose the placing of ET
Rovers Sherwood Lateral 36 inch line within 500 feet of an inhabited
residence within Tyler County without the obtained written permission

from the pr'operty owner, and;

)
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INDIVIDUALS
INDS8S5 — Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

IND85-4
cont'd

OW THER RE, be it resolved that the Tyler County Commission
opposes the construction of ET Rover Pipeline Sherwood Lateral in any
portion of Tyler County within 500 feet of

an established residence
without the written permission of the affected property owner.

Recognition of the need to transport the natural resources of the State of
‘West Virginia is apparent, although this should not be permitted at the
risk of the lives of citizens and children of Tyler County. The Tyler
County Commission formerly asks the Federal Energy Regulation
Commission (FERC) to enforce reroute segments to avoid residences
within 500 feet of proposed gas line, and our state and federal legislators
to support us in this effort to have a minimum safe distance of safety for
the residence of Tyler County and the State of West Virginia.

SO RESOLVE‘D,Q)lh day of February 2015

Eric Vincent, President
Tyler County Board of Commissioners

Attest: , County Clerk
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INDIVIDUALS

INDS85 — Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

IND85-5

In conclusion | would like to ask the individuals at FERC to consider a reroute of the Rover
Pipeline.

From a personal perspective | have spent 28 years in the US Military and 19 years in the WV
State Police. | have dedicated my life to preserving life and freedom for our State and Country. | have
invested my life in this small piece of property in which | plan on retiring some day and eventually
coming to rest. | have peace of mind known safety in security for my family here. 1 am unable to
financially move or relocate. In the event that this line would rupture it would be catastrophic for my
wife and two children. Also in my second home lives my sister and her husband who have been
displaced due to fracking well issues on their property. My sister is in remission from cancer and has
nowhere else to live at this time. This pipeline would force her to attempt to relocate again. We have
large family reunions at our home which will be shadowed by the thought of a possible accident. Living
with this pipeline this close to my home is like watching someone holding a loaded gun to my children’s
head 24 hours a day and Rover is the one with the Gun. You see the gun won’t go off by itself, but if an

accident was to happen then the result is the same. | live with this thought every day and every second.

| cannot imagine why a reroute is so difficult to provide some comfort and safety for families. | will
continue to stand to protect my family. Big business should not be permitted to endanger the lives of a
family when there is a solution to the risk. We did not ask for this risk and only ask that FERC assist our
family in living a risk free life from the threat of a Rover Pipeline explosion. | spoke in the Public
comments meeting held on Monday April, 4" 2016 at the Baker Memorial Building in Paden City WV. |
spoke in length about my situation and my concern for my family. | also spoke on behalf of the Pipeline
and the importance of it. |just fail to see how FERC cannot see to assist in making a route change that
will benefit five homes and families. Thank you for your consideration.

Larry, Ann, Lexi and Jayden Helmick
2353 Tyler Highway

Sistersville, WV 26175

IND85-5

The commentors’ concerns regarding the safety of the pipeline
are noted. See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding
pipeline safety. The FERC reviews all requested reroute changes
to assess both environmental impacts, impacts on landowners,
and engineering issues. Our assessment of the commentors’
reroute request is provided in table 3.4.3-3 of the EIS.
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IND86 — Frank Zaski

IND86-1

IND86-2

IND86-3

IND86-4

20160411-5152 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 4/11/2016 2:11:54 PM

Frank Zaski, Franklin, MI.
Thank you FERC for the considerable work put into the Rover draft EIS.
However, more work is needed regarding necessity and overbuild.

PIPELINE OVERBUILD IS AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ISSUE. Building
UNNECESSARY pipeline impairs, if not destroys farmland, woodlands,
wetlands, human and animal habitat, etc. Rover would damage over 9,000
acres of our environment.

FERC MUST CONTINUALLY ASK THE RIGHT QUESTICNS.

THE MARKET IS CHANGING VERY QUICKLY and FERC must continually review
current information.

FERC must also conduct its own research and not rely entirely on Rover’s
input (which could be biased). This is only fair to the American public,
ratepayers and landowners.

Q. Are the original reasons for building Rover still valid and to what
extent?

Q. Does FERC know the names of all Rover shippers/producers? Are they
currently financially capable of meeting their firm 15-20 year
commitments? Has FERC actually seen these contracts, the volume
commitments, durations, terms, debt levels, credit ratings, etc.?
After all, these few SHIPPER COMMITMENTS ARE THE ONLY BASIS FOR ROVER.

Q. Is Rover’s highest objective Public Benefit or corporate profits? (We
all know the answer.)

ROVER’S PRIMARY OBJECTIVE IS TO PROFIT by EXPORTING NATURAL GAS TO CANADA
(DAWN HUB) AND OVERSEAS THRU GULF LNG FACILITIES. However, the demand
potential for Rover gas in Canada and for LNG export has diminished
greatly. This makes Rover a pipeline OVERBUILD and a cause of UNNECESSARY
destruction of our environment.

THERE IS LITTLE NEED FOR ROVER GAS IN CANADA

The Ontario Energy Board (OEB) Jjust released new reports that indicate:
Gas prices at DAWN are now similar to Henry Hub and are expected to be
LOWER in 5 years.

Bmple supplies of Marcellus/Utica gas are already flowing to Eastern
Canada thru Niagara, Chippewa and (soon) Waddington, New York

This gas is less expensive than (and preferable to) gas from Vector, Dawn
and Rover.

Business, utility and industrial users do not want unnecessary and costly
OVERBUILD of the Dawn Parkway pipeline needed to transport additional
Rover gas from Dawn.

Canadian businesses realize they would have to PAY ALL COSTS OF PIPELINE
OVERBUILD including legacy costs.

Gas turbines are a very small percentage of Eastern Canada’s electric
generation portfolio.

Overall, Canadian demand for gas is forecasted to rise very slowly.

IND86-1 See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding the need for the
Project.
IND86-2 See the response to comment CO3-3 regarding the financial

stability of the applicants and associated shippers. Copies of
precedent agreements with the shippers have been provided to
FERC as part of Rover’s application.

IND86-3 Section 1.1 of the EIS discusses the applicants’ stated purpose for
the Projects.

IND86-4 See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding need. See the
response to comment IND51-4 regarding export to Canada.
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IND86 — Frank Zaski (cont’d)

IND86-4
cont'd

IND86-5

20160411-5152 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 4/11/2016 2:11:54 PM

http://www.ontarioenergyboard.ca/oeb/Industry/Regulatory%20Proceedings/Po
licy$20Initiatives$20and%20Consultations/2015%20Natural$20Gas%20Markets20
Review$20%28EB-2015-0237%29

LNG EXPORT POTENTIAL FOR ROVER HAS DECLINED

The EIA reports: “MARKET CONDITIONS HAVE CHANGED since many LNG export
projects the United States were initially proposed. Proposed LNG
terminals in the United States face not only increased competition from
other domestic and FOREIGN terminals that have been completed, but they
also face uncertainty in global LNG demand,” etc.
https://www.ela.gov/todayinenergy/detail.cfm?id=25232

Current market data and forecasts find the original reasons for Rover
have all but disappeared. FERC must stay current with this fluid
situation; ask timely questions and make an informed decision in order to
avoid overbuild and environmental destruction. Thank you for doing this.

IND86-5

See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding need.
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IND87 — Ronald Kardos and Marjorie Brigham-Kardos

IND87-1

IND87-2

20160411-5157 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 4/11/2016 2:18:28 PM

Ronald Kardos and Marjorie Brigham-Kardos, Fenton, MI.
Ronald M. Kardos and Marjorie Brigham-Kardos Fenton, Michigan 4-11-2016

After reading most of the 2643 comments regarding the proposed ET Rover
pipeline, I feel there is little that has been left unsaid in opposition
so I will simply voice my concerns.

It seems rather obvious to me that ET Rover has not demonstrated a public
need especially when the impacts to the environment and the landowners is
considered.

As many individuals have ably stated, the current and future needs for
the product, that could be shipped through this pipeline, is diminishing
and will continue to do so as time passes.

When the Chairman and CEO of a major petroleum company can say “The
pipeline business will overbuild until the end of time..... “ that should
be enough to alert the FERC that this pipeline and others should not be
approved.

The considerable damage that will occur should also be taken seriously.
We, as landowners should have the protection of our government behind us.
Instead, it seems that Corporate interests supersede. It is in the
national interest to protect the soil, air, water and vegetation from
those who would otherwise destroy it.

In the words of Pope Francis: “When nature is viewed solely as a source
of profit and gain, this has serious consequences for society. This
vision of might is right has engendered immense inequality, injustice and
acts of violence against the majority of humanity, since resources end up
in the hands of the first comer or the most powerful: the winner takes
all”.

It is imperative that the FERC not approve this pipeline.

Ronald Kardos and Marjorie Brigham-Kardos
Fenton, Michigan

IND&7-1

IND87-2

See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding need.

Discussion of impacts on the environment and the applicants’
proposed mitigation measures are contained throughout the EIS.
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INDIVIDUALS
INDS88 — Robert C. Masters

IND88-1

IND88-2

IND88-3

20160411-5162 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 4/11/2016 1:55:03 PM

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary Apr.11, 2016
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE, Room 1A

Washington, DC 20426
RE: Docket # CP15-93-000; CP15-94-000 & CP15-96-000

Dear Ms. Rose:

I attended a meeting at Fairless High School Apr.7, 2016 concerning the ET
Rover pipeline and wish to submit comments on their proposal. Iam writing as
descendant and Co-Executor of the Clinton W. Masters estate .

My father evidently had allowed surveyors to enter his property back before he
died Nov.28, 2014. He wasn’t overly concerned since the official Wayne County
Auditor’s GIS map showed a proposed pipeline on the neighboring property to the North
of Dad’s parcels.

Since his death we have been contacted by a Mr. Troy Weber representing Rover
Pipeline LLC who shows that the pipeline will be relocated onto Dad’s parcel. He
presented an easement that he said could not be rewritten and was to be accepted by us
under possible threat of imminent domain.  That easement was piece of worthless trash
in regard to Dad’s property rights. If they would follow property line fences it would not
have been so damaging to the land parcel but that does not concern them at all. Iwas
allowed to see the altered map displayed on the agent’s laptop computer but when I
wanted too know what the other lines shown signified were--I was told it was not our
concern. Our demands for environmental consideration of drain tiling, water spring
integrity, soil productivity, accountability for any future environmental damages, safety
of us farming the ground and adequate compensation for loss of the land for the term of
the easement were not addressed to our satisfaction so we secured the services of an
attorney. Our attorney managed to get a lot of the language cleaned up for damages but
we have not found adequate compensation for the loss of the land for the term of the
easement as of yet. That was back in December of 2015.

We don’t wish to mow and maintain their pipeline area for the rest of our lives.
We must harvest some type of crop from it just to pay the real estate taxes or we wish to
develop the parcel for residential building sites. Building sites will be forever ruined if
this project is allowed to proceed. ET Rover seems to insist on taking it for their gain
without regard for our losses and they have shown not to care how bad they ruin a land
parcel since they don’t intend to adequately pay for it anyway.

I do hope this letter has explained to your agency the terrible impact the ET
Rover pipeline will be to us taxpaying landowners. We deserve to be treated better and
we whole heartily urge your members to reject the ET Rover pipeline proposal as
presented.

Sincerely,
Robert C. Masters, Co. Exec-estate of Clinton W. Masters, deceased

16524 Dover Road
Dundee, Ohio 44624

IND&8-1

IND88-2

IND88-3

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding easement
agreements and eminent domain.

Our analysis and conclusions regarding the reroute requested by
the commentor can be found in table 3.4.3-3 in the EIS. Based
on our analysis, we determined that the proposed route is
acceptable and we are not recommending a reroute through this
parcel.

See the response to comment CO9-2 regarding drain tiles.
Sections 4.3.1.5 and 4.3.1.7 of the EIS discuss mitigation
measures for impacts on water wells and springs. See the
response to comment CO9-1 regarding crop productivity. See
the response to comment LA3-1 regarding safety. See the
response to comment CO11-1 regarding easement agreements.
The commentor’s statement to deny the Projects is noted.

Individuals Comments
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INDS89 — David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust
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David Daniel/Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust, Brownstown, MI.

Dear FERC Staff,

Regarding the Draft EIS for the Proposed Rover Pipeline Project as it
pertains to Collocation With Existing Pipeline Systems

It is difficult to imagine under what circumstances FERC would find a
better opportunity than the one presented by the Panhandle Collocation
Alternative.

IND89-1 |You are failing stakeholders with your conclusions regarding this
perfectly viable alternative. The report is little more than a slightly
re-worded iteration of Rover's previously filed biased resource reports.
With so many young, bright people working on this project we had hoped
you could come up with something better than what has been presented.
However, stakeholders are still entitled to clarification of the
following:

1. What is the current land use of the additional 136.6 acres and how
much of it is temporary construction easement ?

2.Exactly where is the additional 11.1 miles ? Is it distributed evenly
along the course of the route or is it the result of Rover's needless
"reach" into the Brighton Recreation Area ?

IND89-2

IND89-3 3.What are the EXACT distances crossed in each Recreation area and what
types of habitats within each respective area are impacted ?
IND89-4 |4. Exactly how many landowner tracts are crossed by each route?

5.Quantify exact lengths and widths, & identify locations of areas of
IND89-5 |concern regarding easement width expansions.

Thanks for all the work.

IND89-1

IND&9-2

INDg9-3

IND89-4

IND&9-5

The commentor’s statements regarding the Panhandle
Collocation Alternative are noted. As listed in table 3.3-1 of the
EIS, the Panhandle Collocation Alternative would impact 143.4
acres more compared to the proposed route, while the permanent
right-of-way would impact an additional 65.3 acres.
Additionally, table 3.3-1 provides a detailed comparison of land
uses for each route.

As listed in table 3.3-1 of the EIS, the total length of the
Panhandle Collocation Alternative would be 111.1 miles while
the proposed route would be 100.0 miles. Therefore, the entire
Panhandle Collocation Alternative would be 11.1 miles longer
than the proposed route .

As listed in table 3.3-1 of the EIS, the proposed route would
cross 1.4 miles of the Pinckney Recreation Area, and the
Panhandle Collocation Alternative would impact 1.5 miles of the
Brighton State Recreation Area. As discussed in section 3.3 of
the EIS, both recreation areas offer similar recreation
opportunities, such as camping, hiking, fishing, and cross-country
skiing.

Rover has stated that the proposed route crosses about 1,482
tracts. However, tract/parcel information for the Panhandle
Route was limited and did not provide an accurate measure of
tracts crossed. Therefore a meaningful comparison of tracts
could not be completed.

While the overburden to landowners was a contributing factor in
our analysis of the Panhandle Collocation Alternative, it was not
the only factor driving our conclusion. An analysis of each
individual parcel where adoption of the alternative would result
in an overburden is not warranted.

Individuals Comments
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IND90 — Sherry Miller, Carl Miller, Carter Miller, and Carson Miller

20160412-5013 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 4/11/2016 9:36:12 PM

Sherry L Miller, Sherrodsville, OH.

I truly hope FERC reads all these comments of families and landowners
with so many concerns about ET Rovers pipeline project and I hope FERC
takes these concerns seriously. Enough is enough, these big, greedy,
arrogant private companies cannot keep taking away from hard working
innocent people who just want to raise their kids safely, continue
IND90-1 farming the land they have always carefully taken care of generation
after generation, enjoy the wildlife and the environment that God built
for a reason.

If the government keeps siding with these wealthy gas companies we will
be at war in our own country.... against each other. The government is
supposed to protect the citizens, the citizens are begging you now to
protect us from Rover Pipeline. There are so many other ways to produce
energy, start focusing on the future, if these natural gas infrastructure
projects keep being permitted there will be no future.

Please put yourselves in our positions and ask yourself, would you want
these two huge 42" side by side pipelines buried only a few feet under
IND90-2 | the ground where your children play every day, only 150' of where your
kids sleep? There is no amount of money to compensate us to take a
chance on the safety of our family living next to these pipelines, I do
hope you make the right decision and keep us safe from Rover!

Sincerely,

Sherry Miller
Carl Miller

Carter Miller
Carson Miller

IND90-1

IND90-2

The commentor’s statements regarding the Projects is noted.

The commentor’s concerns regarding the safety of the pipeline
are noted. See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding safety.

Individuals Comments
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IND91-1

IND91-2

IND91-3

20160412-5014 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 4/11/2016 9:47:43 PM

Michael aberegg, beallsville, OH.

This letter is concerning the Rover pipeline that is coming through
our family property. We want it to go through somewhere other than our
property because we already have 8 pipelines that we don't want coming
through the 120 acres that we farm, hunt, ride four-wheelers, and raise
our children on. It is not only Rover, it is also Spectra energy and
Columbia gas that want to come through the same property. Enough is
enough. I understand the need for eminent domain but to overburden one
farm with this kind of pipeline overload is not only unfair to us, it is
dangerous. We have no peace about safety and we are losing all of our
wooded areas that we love to hunt. One of the biggest reasons we don't
want them is because they are taking the only building locations we have,
which is stopping our children from building houses on the family farm.
There is no property for sale anywhere near our farm to keep family close
and this is important to us. Please consider moving these pipelines off
of our property because we have contributed enough to the need to
transport gas. It's time for our neighbors to take a turn. These
companies can keep there money and move their pipeline. There offers are
ridiculously low as they are offering us the value of a used pickup and a
lawn mower to install a gilant pipe bomb beside our houses while taking up
the space for our childrens futures. Thank you for your consideration

IND91-1

IND91-2

IND91-3

The commentor’s statements regarding the burden of multiple
pipelines is noted. See the response to comment LA3-1
regarding safety

The commentor’s statement requesting the route be moved off of
her parcel is noted. Our analysis and conclusions regarding the
reroute requested by the commentor can be found in table 3.4.3-3
of the EIS. Based on our analysis, we are recommending a
reroute on this parcel.

The commentor’s statements regarding compensation are noted.

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding easement
negotiations.

Individuals Comments
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IND92-1

IND92-2

IND92-3

IND92-4

IND92-5

20160412-5019 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 4/11/2016 10:11:05 PM

Sallie and Sue Schiel, Manchester, MI.
Date: Monday, April 11, 2016

To: Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

From: Sallie J. Schiel and Sue C. Schiel, Landowners, Tract Number MI-
WA-017.000

RE: ET Rover Pipeline Project

We are submitting the following comments regarding the ET Rover Pipeline
Project overall and in particular where it passes through our property in
Washtenaw County, Michigan.

First, there is 1,261 feet of woodland the proposed Rover Pipeline is
currently scheduled to cut through on a diagonal. The environmental
impact could have been reduced and the development potential less
affected if the placement followed property lines and/or existing right-
of-ways. These and other ideas were suggested to the first land agent.

Second, we have tried to cooperate and schedule time to meet with all the
land agents assigned to us. Over and over again, the follow through has
been poor. Recently, we received a letter from Rover that was rude and
disrespectful of us, as the landowners, demanding that we contact Rover,
which we did. At no time did Rover actually enter into good faith
negotiations regarding contract language and compensation.

Third, safety of the pipeline is a major concern to us as landowners and
to our neighbors who would be impacted should a significant incident
occur on this 42”7 high-pressure gas transmission pipeline. Although, the
pipeline company assures us of numerous steps in pipeline construction to
insure safety, over the past 20 years, the incidents have increased in
gas transmission pipelines. Materials, welding and equipment failure are
the leading cause of incidents for transmission lines. With terrorism
increasing worldwide, we are providing even more vulnerable targets that
threaten the safety of our citizens.

Fourth, with all the new technology, it is evident we should be upgrading
older existing pipelines instead of adding more to an already cluttered
pipeline infrastructure. Currently, with existing pipelines running at
50% or less of capacity, the Rover Pipeline Project doesn’t appear to
meet the criteria of necessity to warrant increasing the number of gas
transmission pipelines. We urge FERC to deny a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity for the ET Rover Pipeline Project. Eminent
Domain has been the “big club” Rover has raised since our first
introduction to their land agents.

Finally, ET Rover has not been interested in landowner input and has made
very little effort to work with us to reach acceptable resolutions to our

concerns.

Thank you for reviewing our comments and concerns.

IND92-1

IND92-2

IND92-3

IND92-4

IND92-5

The commentors’ statements regarding communications with
Rover are noted. Our analysis and conclusions regarding the
reroute requested by the commentor can be found in table 3.4.3-3
of the EIS. Based on our analysis, we determined that the
proposed route is acceptable and we are not recommending a
reroute through this parcel.

See the responses to comments LA3-1 and IND22-5. The DOT’s
reporting regulations and incident report formats have changed
several times since it began collecting data in 1970. However,
incident statistics show that the number of significant incidents
per mile of transmission pipeline has remained consistent over
the past decade, at about 0.00024 incidents per mile. Also,
section 4.12.4 of the EIS addresses terrorism.

The commentors’ statement regarding the need to upgrade older
existing pipelines is noted.

See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding need.

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.
The commentors’ statements regarding Rover’s willingness to
work with landowners is noted.

Individuals Comments
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IND93-1

IND93-2

IND93-3

IND93-4

IND93-5
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Karl Klement, Pinckney, MI.
Regulators,

There are several items that were either omitted, glanced over or
misrepresented in the
Draft EIS. I have itemized a few of the main items below..

** The proposed route would cut a swath of forested land in the Pinckney
Recreation

Area, MI. This forest is one of the largest sections of continuously
forested properties

in the southern part of Michigan. Why should ET Rover be allowed to cut
this forest

for nothing more than profit when it was set aside by our fathers for the
public to

enjoy?

** There was barely a mention of the air, water and noise pollution that
this pipeline

would be creating by promoting natural gas from hydraulic fracking
fields. It is known

that hydraulic fracking creates these pollutants and by creating a path
to deliver the

natural gas only more pollution will be created. This needs to be
included in the EIS.

** The "pro pipeline" people always claim thousands of jobs will be
created. While it

is true a number of temporary jobs will be created, in the end the number
of new permanent

jobs will be minimal. As an example (from the Draft EIS), in MI they
expect only nine

permanent jobs. Is nine jobs worth the disruption of hundreds of
lives/properties for

the profit of a company which claims a need that does not exist?

** All reports show that MI currently has all the gas supply it needs for
decades to come.

Rover makes claims that there is a need but all these claims are being
based on outdated

data. FERC mandate reguires the company to show a public need to be
issued a permit. There

is no need so no permit should be given.

** The Pipeline & Informed Planning Alliance recommends a pipe of the
size and pressure

that Rover proposes should have a setback of 1000' in new development.
Why is FERC allowing

this pipe to be placed as close as 50' to some homes on the route? Will
Rover be paying

stipends for hazardous conditions to these home/property owners? Will
they be installing

IND93-1

IND93-2

IND93-3

IND93-4

IND93-5

As discussed in section 4.8.5.3 of the EIS, the crossing of the
Pinckney Recreation Area would parallel an existing right-of-
way to limit the amount of new clearing required for the crossing.
See the response to comment FA4-38 regarding tree clearing.

See response to comment FA4-62 regarding cumulative impacts
of natural gas production. Sections 4.11.1 (air quality), 4.11.2
(noise), and 4.3 (water resources) of the EIS provide an analysis
of potential impacts from the Projects and proposed mitigation
for air quality, noise, and water resources.

The commentor’s statement regarding the temporary nature of
most Project-related jobs is noted. See also the response to
comment IND54-8 regarding additional benefits to local
communities.

See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding need.

The Pipelines and Informed Planning Alliance (PIPA) recognizes
in its November 2010 Report and Frequently Asked Questions
that gas transmission pipelines are required to adhere to more
stringent design, operation, and maintenance requirements in
populated areas. PIPA also consistently explains that fixed-
distance setbacks don’t take into account the risks involved with
a specific pipeline and the physical environment in which the
pipeline operates. Each transmission pipeline presents unique
pipeline characteristics (diameter, pressure, design requirements)
and crosses different population densities. In PIPA’s November
2010 report, it “recommends that implementing a risk-informed
approach to land use planning and development and establishing
good communication with the transmission pipeline operator is
more appropriate than establishing a fixed-distance setback to be
applied in all situations.” The PIPA report includes
recommended consultation and planning areas to improve
communication and development near pipelines, but does not
specify recommended setback distances. Further, the 1,000 foot
distance cited by the commentor appears to be in reference to
consultation and planning areas for hazardous liquid pipelines,
not natural gas transmission pipelines, and therefore does not
apply. See also the response to comment IND59-1 regarding
setback distances. See the response to comment CO14-5
regarding insurance. See the response to comment IND46-3
regarding responsibility for damages.

Individuals Comments
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IND93 — Karl Klement (cont’d)

IND93-5
cont'd

IND93-6

20160412-5018 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 4/11/2016 10:07:52 PM

blast barriers where the line 1s under 1000' to a structure? Will they
be required to

compensate owners for increased homeowners insurance? Will they be
required to add

"hold harmless"™ clauses on their insurance certificates for these
properties? NONE of

the above were addressed in the Draft EIS and FERC needs to correct this
NOW.

** There is no mention of Infrasonic Low Frequency Noise, ILFN. FERC
knows this problem

exists yet FERC has not required any pipeline company to remediate this
problem. Those

of us that live in a rural area where noise is at a minimum do NOT want
to live next to

a source that will create noise similar to a diesel engine running 24/7
next to our home.

Not to mention all the possible side effects such as nausea, headaches,
insomnia, etc that

this ILFN can create. Address this problem in the final EIS.

IND93-6

See the response to comment IND67-19. Section 4.11.2.3 of the
EIS demonstrates that the compressor stations would contribute
noise levels well below our 55 dBA L, criteria at the NSAs
(which is based on the EPA studies as a noise level to prevent
indoor or outdoor activity interference). In most cases, the
compressor stations would contribute noise significantly below
the background noise levels and would be undetectable at the
nearest NSAs.

Individuals Comments
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IND94 — Daniel and Carrie Dick

IND94-1

IND94-2

IND94-3
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Daniel Dick, Beallsville, CH.
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

Here is some of the issues I have about the purposed Rover
pipeline coming through our family farm. First of all we are a young
family with young children that eventually will need to build their homes
on the family property. Because rover pipeline, Columbia pipeline, and
spectra energy wants a pipeline my children can’t build a house on our
farm? Our property now has 8 pipelines on it and there are 3 purposed new
ones that are all threating to be eminent domain. Also there is a
compressor station under construction that borders the family property
along with 2 well pads and 2 more coming soon. The pipelines are
overburdening our property there is very few spots left to build barns,
homes for our family, etc. We constantly have surveyors of pipeline
companies showing up on our property without permission. All these
companies think they can just walk all over us landowners. Their land
agents constantly call and show up at our homes. Threatening that they
can do what ever they want on the property that we go to work to pay for
and pay taxes on. No one should have the right to say and change our
property. There are people that don’t care and wouldn’t mind if they have
pipelines cross them and could benefit from the money. That’s where they
should go, we have enough of them already. What about our freedom and our
rights these pipelines have no benefit to us or to our neighbors. They
can provide temporary jobs for out of state workers on someone else’s
property that wants them. I hope that you will consider this letter.
Thank you for your time.

Daniel & Carrie Dick

IND94-1

IND94-2

IND94-3

See the response to comment IND84-1 regarding lost use of the
parcel.

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.
The commentors’ statement regarding the presence of eight
pipelines on their property is noted.

See the response to comment IND93-3 regarding jobs and
benefits to the community.

Individuals Comments
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(Rover’s Error in supplemental summary of comments filed april 11th) (Lahr OH-ST-024.000)
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IND95-1

The commentor’s statement regarding the inability to construct a
road to the parcel due to the pipeline is noted.
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(Rover’s Error in supplemental summary of comments filed april 11th) (Lahr OH-ST-024.000)

Twant to clear up rovers comnients about me having 90 feet Left over for access. (my drive is as close as I would want it to the pond now any dose and it could flood)
s you canses T have a pond shared between me and the neighbor south of me that uses up most of the ramaining access they would leavema, (Way less then 90 ft)

IND95-1 Akoasstatedin i t {Accassion Numbar: 201604115064 page 6) an april 10th.

cont'd {My drive needs to enter the road where it dose now do te clear line of site do to hill on Boughroad.)

Full property layout
Map Key for below. B VL =
Yellow lines are property lines. | Detailed image belov
$haded area marks permanent easement width. is ‘\"hel‘e aArrov is P nt]‘ng
Bhue line is pond trees cover some of it.
Greyis current drive.

Pink lines markstesp grade as that is a strip mine pond.
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IND95 — Terry Lahr (cont’d)

IND95-1 Same graphic as above with out the lines allover it. (Lahr OH-ST-024.000)

cont'd

Full property layout

Detailed image below
| is where arrow is pointing
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NDe5-1
cort'd

Layout of my property and my mothers property that[ am partofat

stin. (Lahr OH-ST-024.000)

With purchasing my prope iy parcel (1001797) T have inte itions of using fy property 3 away o develop both propertidsin the futue
My moris 49 3 re pmperty is completelyland locked with onlya20 foot drite access 25900 can see belowr. (Parcel number 1001593)
One protilem with that is the telephone lites use omost of thak upand the drive is partly on the neighbars propertyas thete is not enowgh room for both
ot o menkion jou cannot installa develnprient road on that ramew ofa strip in stark countyohio.
S50 can see with iy 150 foot #irip on parcel (1001797) Thaveacess 4o put adevelopment road in for both properties

aling shout 85 acms, (ot possible with rover)

el ow [imes e bothy
pepeyine mine
and iy otz

Warew " trp br
o remaees

1002528

W15 o borad
Al shownon b
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IND96-1

then s intro
d get in touch no

IND96-1

The commentor’s statement regarding Rover’s failure to contact
him is noted.

Individuals Comments
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IND97 — R. Zagari, Jr.

Comment associated with filing: The proposed pipeline is supposed to be bored 50 feet underground
through our property, under the corner of our spring fed pond which is 20 feet deep. Our static water level
of our well is 60 feet. http://elibrary.FERC.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?accession_num=20160412-5059

IND97-1

Water Well And Pump Record Wolloai
Completion is required under authority of Part 127 Act 368 PA 1978. e ngc
Import ID: 81747407002 Failure to comply is a misdemeanor.

Tax No: 811707200010 [Permit No:

Wel I I D . 8 1 000007887 Distance and Direction from Road Intersection:

5300" W OF NEAL RD, 350' N OF AUSTIN RD.
Elevation: 905 ft.

Latitude: 42.1469131796 Well Owner: MANN, ADA
Longitude: -84.0095395121 Well Address: Owner Address:
R N 14460 AUSTIN RD 14460 AUSTIN RD
Method of Collection:  Interpolation-Map MANCHESTER, MI 48158 MANCHESTER, MI 48158
Drilling Method: Rotary Pump Installed:  Yes Pump Installation Only: No|
Well Depth: 142.00 ft. Well Use: Household Pump Installation Date: HP:
Well Replacement Date Completed: 6/15/1978 Manufacturer:  AY. McDonald Pump Type: Submersible
Casing Type: Unknown Height: Model Number: Pump Capacity: 0 GPM
Casing Joint: Unknown Drop Pipe Length:  85.00 ft Pump Voltage:
Casing Fitting: Drive shoe Drop Pipe Diameter: Drilling Record ID:
Draw Down Seal Used: _No
Diameter: 5.00 in. to 140.00 ft. depth Pressure Tank Installed:  No
Pressure Relief Vaive instailed: No
Borehole:
Static Water Level: 60.00 ft. Below Grade Formation DesarpUsh Thickness Depth to
Well Yield Test: Yield Test Method: Unknown P Bottom
Pumping level 140.00 ft. after 4.00 hrs. at 25 GPM Cla 60.00 60.00
Sand 20.00 80.00
Clay 50.00 130.00
Screen Instalied: No Intake: Unknown {Sandstone W/Gravel 12.00 142.00
Well Grouted: Yes Grouting Method: Unknown
Grouting Material ~ Bags  Additives Depth
Bentonite slurry 0.00 None 0.00 ft. t0 0.00 ft. Geology Remarks:
Weithead Completion:  Pitless adapter
Nearest Source of Possible Contamination: Drilling Machine Operator Name:
Type Distance Direction Employment: Unknown
Unknown Oft
Contractor Type: Unknown Reg No: 23-1077
Abandoned Well Plugged: No Business Name:
Reason Not Plugged: Business Address:
Water Well Contractor's Certification
This weil was drilled under my supervision and this report is true to the best of
my knowledge and belief.
Signature of Registered Contractor Date
General Remarks: BW 19-77
Other Remarks:
EQP-2017 (4/2010) Page 1 of 1 LHD  2/18/2000 10:24 PM

IND97-1

See the response to comment CO16-4 regarding water wells

within 150 feet of the Project.

Individuals Comments
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IND98-1
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May 12, 2016

FILED

SECRETARY OF Thie

Ms Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE Room 1A

¥y is P 259
‘Washington, DC 20426 i

i

RE:Rover Project
Docket CP15-93
“Rover Update Letter”

LJORIGIN. . .

Dear Ms. Bose,

Attached please find a copy of aletter sent to me (and I would assume other effected land

owners) after the Draft Environmental Statement was issued last February. I feel that this letter should
be kept in the public records for this project to demonstrate the attitude that Rover has taken when
dealing with us landowners. They have told us previously that, if necessary, they will exercise their
power of eminent domain and we have very little that we can do about the seizure of our property. The
letter is signed by the Senior Vice President, Joey Mahmoud. In the letter he states that “the DEIS is a
lengthy document which concludes that with certain mitigative measures, there are no significant
environmental impacts preventing the Rover Pipeline Project from moving forward.”. He then goes
on to say that “...Rover believes that thus far certain negotiations have been prevented by unrealistic
expectations established by a few groups of third parties and/or attorney groups...” and concludes with
the threat that “..delay tactics actually result in decreased final compensation for the easement..”.
Finally, although in fact Rover has chosen to not negotiate in good faith with landowners, he states that
“Rover is again reaching out to you or your representative to discuss the terms of an easement....”.

Again, I feel that this letter being “on the record” may aid anyone to better understand the present
situation.

Thank-you for the opportunity to provide this information.

ﬂaue@é-ﬁ@

Dave Blough

IND98-1

The attached letter from Rover is noted. See response to
comment IND6-2 regarding Rover’s letter. See the response to
comment CO11-1 for a discussion of landowner negotiations and
eminent domain
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wns® ROVER PIPELINE LLC - Whipple Ave. NW, Suite B
AnENERGY TRANSFER Compony e NarthCmv;n.O]ﬂn«m

February 26, 2016

Re: Rover Pipeline LLC
Dear Stakeholder:

You are receiving this letter to provide you with an update with regard to the Rover

Pipeline Project.

On February 19, 2016, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (the “FERC") issued
ts Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”) for the Rover Pipeline Project. This

m an important step forward in the administrative process and brings the project one

step closer to final approval by the FERC.

The DEIS is a lengthy document which concludes that with certain mitigative measures,
there are no significant environmental impacts preventing the Rover Pipeline Project
from moving forward. The DEIS provides an opportlmny for public comment on the
environmental i iated with the project (see attached notice from FERC),
which FERC will ana]yze and incorporate into the final EIS which is anticipated to be
issued by late July 2016. Once the final EIS is issued, within a short period Rover expects
that the FERC will give final approval for the Rover Pipeline Project through a Certificate
of Public Convenience and Necessity and then Rover will initiate construction of the
project.

As the process has now taken another step forward, Rover is reaching out to you once
again in an attempt to amicably negotiate an easement agreement. Rover wishes to
engage in easement discussions with you either directly or through your designated
attorney or representative, but believes there is a real opportunity to reach an agreement
and requests that you encourage your representative to communicate with the Rover
right-of-way representatives to negotiate a fair and equitable easement. If you are
represented by counsel, please have your attorney contact us and begin to work out the
details of the easement and to resolve the compensation terms.

Unfortunately, Rover believes that thus far certain negotiations have been prevented by
unrealistic expectations established by a few groups of third parties and/or attorney
groups with regard to the compensatory value of the easements and that no action
during this stage of the project will result in a better advantage to conclude the
negotiations in the landowner’s favor. However, those expectations and tactics are
counter-productive and could be a disadvantage for you to work towards a mutually
agreeable easement. In reality, the delay tactics actually will result in decreased final
compensation for the easement, as well as prevent the development or agreement of
termsthupmhectyourlandnndmou:monyourterms as opposed to a court ordered
easement and compensation or an easement that is not tailored to your specific property.
Rover understands that there are many rumors and statements being made in the public
regarding the alleged value or price Rover will voluntarily pay for the easements and we
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would like to clear the air of rumors and talk facts and tigures in real terms as they relate
to your property.

In an effort to minimize any confusion and misunderstanding, Rover is again reaching
out to you or your representative to discuss the terms of an easement across your land as
well as to discuss a fair and realistic offer of compensation. Rover has hired many experts
to plan the project and, in particular, to offset and mitigate adverse impacts to
agricultural property. In that regard, Rover has extended an invitation to all landowners
to develop an agricultural crossing plan that will contemplate any drain tile crossings,
relocations or replacement plans on an individual basis.

Rover encourages you to take advantage of this time to work with our team of experts to
develop the plan and to reach an agreement so as to mitigate any adverse impacts as
much as possible under mutually agreeable terms instead of postponing those
discussions to the last minute where you or Rover cannot accommodate or take
advantage of early planning opportunities.

Despite the and certain mi ications or non-communications, Rover has
done market value studies as well as appraisals to determine the fair market value and
price for the easements. Rover’s current offer is well above the fair market value of the
easements. Given the opportunity, Rover.will share its market data, will provide recent
and relevant data from comparable public data records for past federal court awards for
similar projects under FERC'’s jurisdiction for easements in the project region and will
share with you the certified appraisals that have been developed on a per property basis.
As a point of reference, the previous federal court decisions are well below what Rover is
offering and in fact the data indicates an average lower per linear foot price by
approximately thirty (30%) for agricultural properties as determined based upon a true-
up of the assessment for values in 2015/2016 dollars. The analysis and data for which
Rover is comparing was for the Rockies Express Pipeline commissioned in 2009, which
was a similar 42-inch natural gas project in Ohio. Rover is willing to share this data as a
point of reference to correct the record for what is a realistic expectation for monetary
compensation for an easement or can provide the analysis to your attorney or
representative to validate as part of the easement process.

At this point, Rover requests that you (or your representative) contact Mark Roberts at
(234) 401-9680 so that negotiations and discussions can move forward.

Thank you for your anticipated cooperation and we look forward to hearing from you.
Sincerely,

oey Mahmoud
Senior Vice President
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IND99-1 >
Our static water well is 60 I'm concerned that
water table will be disr
IND99-2 The proposed pipeline will also make the back 10 acres of our property

basically unbuildable for our children.

IND99-1

IND99-2

See the response to comment CO16-4 regarding water wells
within 150 feet of the Project.

As stated in section 4.8, structures within the permanent right-of-
way would be prohibited. However, structures would be allowed
within the restored construction right-of-way. The pipeline route
would cross two parcels owned by the commentor. The length of
the pipeline through those parcels would be about 350 feet each,
resulting in a total of about 0.8 acre of land within the permanent
right-of-way. There would be sufficient land remaining within
the parcels that would be outside of the permanent right-of-way
and could be developed.
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Kimberly D. Bose
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE ) ORIGINAL
Room 1A
Washington DC 20426
4 april 2016

I'm writing to you in regards to docket # CP15-93-000

In regards to the ET Rover pipeline being considered to run through my backyard in Putnam Township
Michigan. I have been following the plans for this pipeline as much as i can. I can only spare a little time since
the rest in taken up with a job, elderly care and an infirmed spouse. From everything I can learn about this
pipeline I am appalled that there is a chance it might be approved. This area of Pinckney have been a recreation
area for decades. I have lived here for 3 of those decades. The natural surroundings of wildlife and peacefulness
is what attracted us to this area to begin with. The natural ecosystem is now being threathen by ETrover and
their big money. There seems to be no good reason to totally disrupt this "N: ] Paradise” for the desires of a
rich gas company. The track record of such companies not living up to their promises during the construction is
frightening. The little guys recourse, historically, in such situations has been futile.

I don't want to be that guy and 1 do not want to see the natural beauty of my neighborhood disturbed and
possibly destroyed by greety unions and oil corporations.

1 hope you will consider my person plea and concern that this pipeline not be allowed in this area.

Greg Gurta
476 Fairwood
Pinckney, Mi 48169

IND100-1

The commentor’s statements regarding the Rover Project are
noted. Section 4.8.5 discusses impacts on recreation and special
use areas in the Project area. Potential impacts and mitigation to
various resources are discussed throughout section 4.0 of the EIS.
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IND101-5

IND101-1

IND101-2

IND101-3

IND101-4

IND101-5

See the response to comment IND54-8 regarding benefits of the
Projects. See the response to comment IND48-6 regarding
export.

The commentor’s statements regarding payment based on amount
of gas transported is noted. See the response to section CO11-1
regarding easement negotiations.

See the response to comment FA4-38 regarding loss of forest.
See the response to comment FA4-12 regarding erosion. Impacts
on water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

The commentor’s request to route the pipeline through property
that is amenable to the Project is noted.

The commentor’s statement regarding the Rover Project is noted.
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IND101-6

The commentor’s statement regarding compensation for an
easement is noted. See the response to section CO11-1 regarding
easement negotiations.
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT REVIEW FOR THE
ROVER PIPELINE PROJECT, PANHANDLE BACKHAUL PROJECT, TRUNKLINE BACKHAUL
DOCKET No. CP15-93-000; CP15-94-000; CP15-96-000; PF14-14-000
DEIS COMMENT MEETING COMMENT FORM

Check the box to indicate the meeting you attended:

Patrick Henry Fayette High DDR’GINAL
Middle School School
7E050Rd 400 Gambler Rd
Hamier, OH Fayette, OH
43524 43521
ammumbc(l)kﬂﬂﬂnmmhnmbha)mhdwmemww or (3) filed electronically by
following the instructions provided below.
Please send two copies referénced to Docket No. CP15-93-000; CP15-94-000; and CP15-96-000 to the
Kimbesrly D. Bose, Secretary Gas Branch 3, PJ-11.3
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE, Room 1A 883 First Street, NE
‘Wasghington, DC 20426 ‘Washington, DC 20426
To expedite receipt and consideration of your mmmymmm
of any comments to this procceding. See 18 CFR 385.2001(a)(1)(iii) and the i ions on the C
Internet web site at www.ferc.gov under the "e-Filing” link and the link to the User’s Guide. Before you can file
comments you will need to create a free account, which can be created on-line.

COMMENTS: (Please print; mmdmdnmadditwmlshaﬁ#’wmy)
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IND102-1

IND102-2

See the response to comment CO16-4 regarding water wells

within 150 feet of the Project.

Section 4.8.5 of the EIS discusses impacts on recreation and

special use areas in the Project area.
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT REVIEW FOR THE

ROVER PIPELINE PROJECT, PANHANDLE BACKHAUL PROJECT, TRUNKLINE BACKHAUL
PROJECT

DOCKET No. CP15-93-000; CP15-94-000; CP15-96-000; PF14-14-000
DEIS COMMENT MEETING COMMENT FORM

ADDITIONAL SHEET FOR

COMMENTS (PLEASE PRINT)
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IND102-3

IND102-4

IND102-5

The commentor’s statements regarding jobs are noted.

See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding project purpose
and need. See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding safety.

The commentor’s opposition to the Rover Project is noted.
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-FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT REVIEW FOR THE
ROVER PIPELINE PROJECT, PANHANDLE BACKHAUL PROJECT, TRUNKLINE BACKHAUL
PROJECT . .
DOCKET No. CP15-93-000; CP15-94-000; CP15-96-000; PF14-14-000
DEIS COMMENT MEETING COMMENT FORM

Check the box to indicate the meeting you attended:
» LJCRiGINA
Patrick Henry | Fayette High
Middle School School
7E050Rd 400 Gambler Rd
Hamler, OH |  Fayette, OH
43524

Conmmtscanbe:(l)luﬁnthesign‘-huble.(Z)mﬂedtoﬂ:eaddmuelbehw,nrﬂ)ﬁleddeutmmcaﬂyby
ided below.

Please send two copies referenced to Docket No. CP15-93-000; CP15-94-000; and CP15-96-000 to the
For Official Filing: ! .
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary Gas Branch 3, PJ-11.3
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE, Room 1A 888 First Street, NE
Washington, DC 20426 Washington, DC 20426
To expedite reoeipt and consideration of your ents, the Commission strongly ges el ic filing
of any to this See 18 CFR 385.2001(a)(1)(iii) and the i ions on the Ci isgion’s
Internet web site at www. m,mmm"&vum'mmmmmmumm Before you can file
comments you will need to create a free account, which can be created on-line.
COMMENTS: (Please print; use and attach an additional sheet if necessary)
IND | & Arrecoso rmwe Cucesan Aligmn Scuese COrrrsgarr
103-1
Avereini g A LoANTED TV AERR AL TME LRy o ITANTS
ELorsy Lok Ano maarnds s e Rover o0 s e s~ o~ SErTo< s
EXRARESEr I Apy Plndns QA 70 0d
l PON 'TT CenDERSTAND MO AN Yoo COcd L& 7T
Tai s L5 rmoe™ o Becress Toer- So 4 £&EW Ko e’»t GV{@Z
Commentor’s Name and Mailing Address (Please Print) s
p—— =
S &y rsCHumROS =
F700 Sievar LPriveE =
Alrnvecmmegy AlicyiGan =
€69 0
=
N

I xipuaddy

IND103-1

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.
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- FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT REVIEW FOR THE

ROVER PIPELINE Pnomcr PANHANDLE BACKHAUL Pnomcr, TRUNKLINE BACKHAUL
. PROJECT

DOCKET No. CP15-93-000; CP15-94-000; CPlS-DG—!)M, PF14-14-000
DEIS COMMENT MEETING COMMENT FORM

ADDITIONAL SHEET FOR C

COMMENTS (PLEASE PRINT)
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IND103-2 See the response to comment FA4-38 regarding loss of forest.
See the response to comment CO19-4 regarding hydraulic
fracturing. See the response to comment IND48-6 regarding

export.

IND103-3 The commentor’s statements in opposition to the Projects is
noted.
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT REVIEW FOR THE

ROVER PIPELINE PROJECT, PANHANDLE BACKHAUL PROJECT, TRUNKLINE BACKHAUL
PROJECT -
DOCKET No. CP15-93-000; CP15-94-000; CP15-96-000; PF14-14-000

DEIS COMMENT MEETING COMMENT FQRM
2]

-
Check the box to indicate the meeting you attended =
|ﬂ I | 2
=2
‘N a Patrick Henry Fayette High Chelsea H pure

D ORIGINA Middle School School School i
7E050 Rd 400 Gambler Rd | 740 N. Freer Rd T
Hamler, OH Fayette, OH Chelsea, MI =
43524 43521 w8 F

Comments can be: (1) left at the sign-in table, (2) mailed to the addresses below, or (3) filed electronically by
following the instructions provided below. ¥

Please send two copies referenced to lo. CP15-93-000; CPIs- 94-000; and CP15-96-000 to the

addresses below.

For Official Filing:

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

To expedite receipt and deration of your the C strongly ges el ic filing
of any to this p: ding. See 18 CFR 385.2001(a)(1)(iii) and the instructions on the Commission's
Internet web site at www.ferc.gov under the "e-Filing" link and the link to the User's Guide. Before you can file

Another copy:

Gas Branch 3, PJ-11.3
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE

comments you will need to create a free account, which can be created on-line.

COMMENTS: (Please print; use and attach an additional sheet if )
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IND104-1

See the response to comment IND66-5 regarding a reroute

through the commentors’ parcel.
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT REVIEW FOR THE

ROVER PIPELINE PROJECT, PANHANDLE BACKHAUL PROJECT, TRUNKLINE BACKHAUL
PROJECT

DOCKET No. CP15-93-000; CP15-94-000; CP15-96-000; PF14-14-000
DEIS COMMENT MEETING COMMENT FORM

ADDITIONAL SHEET FOR COMMENTS
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IND104-2

See the responses to comments IND66-2 through IND66-5
regarding reroutes along the parcels referenced by the
commentors.
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IND105-1

Our analysis and conclusions regarding the requested reroute are
provided in table 3.4.3-3. Based on our analysis, we determined
that the proposed route is acceptable and we are not
recommending a reroute through this parcel.
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IND106 — Gary and Kathy Stewart

IND106-1

IND106-2

IND106-3

IND106-4

IND106-5

20160411-0052 FER1 PDF (Uan)ficial) 04/11/2016
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IND106-1

IND106-2

IND106-3

IND106-4

IND106-5

The commentors’ description of and statements regarding their
parcels are noted.

See the responses to comments CO20-14 and LA2-8 regarding
impacts on soils. See the response to comment CO9-1 regarding
impacts on crops.

The commentors’ statements regarding Rover are noted. The
portion of the commentors’ driveway directly off of Diamond
Road would be within the construction workspace. As discussed
in sections 4.8.3 and 4.9.4, Rover has developed a Residential
Access and Traffic Mitigation Plan, which includes measures to
minimize impacts to residents in areas of construction.
Additionally, Rover has stated that in areas where a driveway is
within construction workspace, it would maintain access to the
residence through the construction of temporary driveways. See
the response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.

As discussed in sections 4.11.1.3 and 4.11.2.2 of the EIS,
construction could result in temporary increases in dust and noise
primarily during daytime hours. Rover developed a Fugitive
Dust Control Plan in response to FERC staff’s recommendation
in the draft EIS. This plan outlines mitigation measures to reduce
fugitive dust from construction activities. However, we
determined that the plan requires more specific details for its
implementation. Therefore, in section 4.11.1.3 of the final EIS
we recommend that Rover revise this plan, for our review and
written approval to clearly describe how Rover would minimize
certain impacts from dust to the extent practicable.

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding easement
negotiations.
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Barbara S. Dewey,
Ann Stillwater and J.D. Stillwater
89900 Mill Hill Road
Bowerston, Ohio 44695
4/6/2016

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

Re: Docket No. CP15-93-000 . )
E.T. Rover Pipeline through Harrison County, Ohio
Tract Nos. OH-HR-042.510; OH-HR-042.516

‘DOR!GINAL

Dear Ms. Bose:

‘We are writing to express several of our concerns regarding the route and installation procedures and their
Environmental Impact being considered for the above 42” high pressure natural gas pipelines to be constructed
on our properties. They are as follows:

1. We own 2 parcels of land totalling 42 acres, 16 of which are tillable. We have a beautiful 12 acre certified
tree farm and an additional 14 acres of wooded land. The tree farm is under intensive forest management, and
certified by the American Tree Farm System. There are also barns, a water source, and pasture and hay fields
on our property. We raise beef cattle. The proposed pipeline would go through a future home site for one of our
grandchildren,

2. E.T. Rover has changed the original route of the proposed Pipeline to avoid going through two springs and a
class I1I wetland, but their changed route now goes through the same wetland, farther up stream, causing even
more damage to the whole wetland, and would still threaten one of the domestic springs, as described below.
See Appendices A and B.

3. The proposed pipeline would be 300 feet from the residence, 100 feet from the cattle barn and hay storage,
100 feet from our implement shed, and only 90 feet from the tractor/ implement barn. This is simply too close
and with a slight angular modification, the line could be significantly further from the most active part of our
farm and our home. See Appendices A, B, and C. If a pipeline accident destroys our house, who will pay to
rebuild it?

4. Four acres of our tree farm would be permanently taken out of production by the pipeline. An additional 12
acres of our hayfield/pasture would be compromised and the planned pipeline route would interrupt and render
impossible the grazing and access to water by the cattle.

5. The Pipeline would destroy a watershed supplying a spring on which one of the homes depends, because the
spring depends on a perched aquifer that will be penetrated by the pipeline. This would permanently cut off that
house's water supply, since well drilling in the area provides unpalatable sulfurous water. I the pipeline route
is NOT changed, fairness dictates that FERC should hold Rover responsible for monitoring the spring’s quality
and output, and repair any damage.

IND107-1

IND107-2

IND107-3

IND107-4

IND107-5

The commentors’ description of their parcel is noted. See the
response to comment CO19-39 regarding structures within the
permanent right-of-way.

Rover’s reroute would impact fewer acres of the wetland than its
originally proposed route. Rover would be required to follow its
Procedures for construction through wetlands, including
appropriate mitigation and restoration measures. Section 4.4 of
the EIS discusses impacts on wetlands.

Our analysis and conclusions regarding the requested reroute are
provided in table 3.4.3-3 of the EIS. Based on our analysis, we
determined that the proposed route is acceptable and we are not
recommending a reroute through this parcel. See the response to
comment IND46-3 regarding liability in the event of a pipeline
incident.

Compensation for loss of crops, including trees, would be
negotiated as part of the easement agreement.

Rover would test all wells and springs within 150 feet of
construction workspace both before and after construction to test
for yield and turbidity. If testing reveals an impact on the well or
spring, Rover would compensate for a new well or provide an
alternate water source.

Individuals Comments
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IND107 — Barbara S. Dewey, J.D. Stillwater, and Ann Stillwater (cont’d)

IND
107-7

Page 2, Docket No. CP15-93-000
Dewey-Stillwater

6. If this pipeline is installed, it would disrupt a class III wetland, and woodland stream, as well ans the primary
water source for our cattle and home. It could also potentially destroy the habitats of the many kinds of wildlife
that live on our land, including the protected Indiana Bat. One of the environmental surveys identified such bat
habitat directly on the proposed pipeline, but when Rover sent technicians to set up the mist nets, they were
instructed to erect them in deep woods, far from the identified bat area. Of course they did not catch any bats!

7. The proposed path of the pipeline deviates south in order to take this path through our property. After it
leaves our property, it angles back north. A straighter route would take the pipeline through meadows which are
frequently drained and scraped, and along the proposed route of the Kinder-Morgan UMTP Pipeline. Again, see
Appendix C.

Please take the above comments into consideration and require Rover to adjust the route and methods of
construction as necessary to properly address our concerns.

Sincerely,

Barhare .

Barbara Dewey
J.D. Stillwater
Ann Stillwater

IND107-6

IND107-7

Rover is still coordinating with the FWS regarding impacts on
federally listed species, including the Indiana Bat. In section
4.7.2 of the EIS, we are recommending that Rover not begin
construction until all surveys are complete, it has developed
appropriate conservation plans and mitigation for approval by the
FWS, and the FERC has completed any necessary ESA Section 7
consultation.

Our analysis and conclusions regarding the requested reroute are
provided in table 3.4.3-3 of the EIS.

Individuals Comments
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IND107 — Barbara S. Dewey, J.D. Stillwater, and Ann Stillwater (cont’d)
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IND107 — Barbara S. Dewey, J.D. Stillwater, and Ann Stillwater (cont’d)
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IND108 — Aimee LeMay

20160517-5005 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 5/16/2016 7:06:20 PM

> LeMay,

Brighton,

I object to the
vironmental
dents from the

IND108-1

The commentor’s objection to the Project is noted.
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Dawson G. Alsdorf
5053 Miilersburg Road, Wooster, Ohio 44691
216-256-8971 jalsdorf@outlook.com

) ORIGINAL

April7, 2016

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, D.C. 20426

g0 o NI ul

Re:  Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

E. T. Rover Project, Docket No. CP 15-93-000/ CP 15-96-000

Dear Ms. Bose,

1 have degrees in agronomy (soils, conservation and crop production) from Penn State
University and The Ohio State University, and 1 was involved in the development of OSU’s
Agricultural Technical Institute, an applied technology college.

The above is mentioned only to introduce the qualifications, knowledge and experience behind
my concerns for the very significant impact the construction of the Rover pipeline will have on
the future productivity and stability of the soils through which it passes. The Rover project will
cause extensive environmental damage in the soil, and the cost to return the soil to its original
condition cannot be forecast. That will depend on the contractors” skills, the weather and
everyone’s commitment to reduce the soil compaction. Construction of this magnitude can
require a minimum of more than 20 years to return the soils to their current level of production,
and in some cases centuries. This is not a restoration that can be done by equipment, materials,
etc., and Rover’s assurances to the contrary and FERC’s satisfaction with those assurances

reflect the limited knowledge of those who think this is possible. In many cases the more a
human tries, the worse he makes it.

Some of Rover's statements for their handling of the soils are very counterproductive. They will
only compact the soil more and destroy the habitat for any living matter. Soils are nature’s

creation and it has taken many years to develop the porosity required for good production.
Soils cannot be moved without compacting them.

IND109-1

See the response to comment FA4-5 regarding soil compaction.
See the response to comment CO9-1 regarding crop loss.
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IND109-1
cont'd

20160414-0014 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 04/14/2016

FERC DRAFT ENVIROMMENTAL STATEMENT-- ET ROVER PIPELINE

Soils are a dynamic. The impact of trenching would have much the same impact as a giant
tornado above ground. The scars will remain, sometimes forever. Nothing man can do above
ground will totally erase the giant trail of the wind’s destruction. The same is true for the
destruction done by trenching. The damage to the soil and loss of productivity for the farmer
would mirror the above ground damage of the tornado.

There is absolutely no way that man can restore the soil to its prior condition. The digging of
the ditch and running over it with heavy construction will cause compaction of the soil.

Soils vary, sometimes over very short distances. They were created by nature over very long
periods of time. Some Important Terminologies:

SOIL TEXTURE-the inorganic particles of sand, silt and clay. Soils vary in their percentage of
each of the particles.

1. Sand-the largest size particle, which is easily recognized by the naked eye, is important
for soil drainage.

2. Silt-much smaller in size. Could be microscopic. Important for the formation of soil
aggregates.

3. Clay-very small in size, microscopic, flat shaped particles. Function in the soils nutrient
holding capacity to support growth.

MICROBES-very small, living micro-organisms, mainly single cell. Very instrumental in the
decay of any former living materials. Productive soils will have more living organisms than
there are people in the world. These organisms provide the plant roots with nutrients and are
also instrumental in forming the soil aggregates. (Defined below)

ORGANIC MATTER-all carbon containing material in the soil originating from the
decomposition of former living plant, animal or microbial material. Range in size from invisible
single chain carbon molecules to decomposing plants and animals. Important to providing
plants with nutrients and in the formation of plant aggregates.

SOIL STRUCTURE-the formation of the sand, silt, clay and decomposed organic matter into
aggregates.

AGGREGATES-the porous macro and micro combinations of sand, silt and clay held together
by the carbon chains from microbes and decaying organic matter.

BULK DENISITY-total weight of a given volume of any soil. Productive soils are comprised of
50% solid, physical materials and 50% air space (micro and macropores)

1. Macropores —visible air space in the soil. Important for drainage and acration.

Individuals Comments
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cont'd

IND109-2

20160414-0014 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 04/14/2016

FERC DRAFT ENVIROMMENTAL STATEMENT-- ET ROVER PIPELINE

2. Micropores-provide the air space in and between the aggregates allowing the
tiny root hairs of a plant to get nutrition, through cation exchange capacity with
the clay and organic matter These micropores also hold the water necessary for
plant uptake. Example: A productive yield of corn requires 20 to 25 inches of
water. Normal rainfall during the growing season is 15-18 inches. Some of that
just runs through the macropores and drains from the soil. The balance of the
water needed comes from the micropores.

The critical damage done by ditching and running over the soil with heavy equipment is
COMPACTION. The soils bulk densities are dramatically reduced. This pore space created by
nature over long periods of time provides a direct contact between the plant roots and the soil
surface. It allows for the plants to breathe via their root hairs-- it is their source of air and water.

COMPACTION cancels this direct exchange of air for the plant roots. Plant roots suffocate.
Without the communication with the soil surface, the plant roots do not get the required
amounts of water to facilitate the cation exchange with the soil particles. Nor do they have the
water to sustain their existence. So they suffocate and dry up.

Only nature can completely restore these soils to provide them with macropores and
micropores that connect to the above the ground atmosphere for air and water.

The traffic over the soil along with the ditching will have a major impact on the yields of any
agronomic crop. The monies offered by Rover will in no way offset the losses.

We would appreciate your very careful study before granting Rover the easement. The pipeline
will be destructive to nature and will steal monies from the farmer.

Please consider this comment very carefully.

Sincerely,

Kb TGt

Dawson G. Alsdorf

4840-6168-9136,v. 1

IND109-2

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the Projects are

noted.
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1 am writing to show my support of the Rover Pipeline. During the construction, the
Rover Pipeline will comply with the FERC Plan and Procedures and all regulatory requirements
that govern, and typically dictate, the restoration techniques required for a regulated natural gas
pipeline. In addition, Rover Pipeline, in coordination and consultation with the land management
ies k d in the g hic region, will prepare specific ion plans for the project

) (ol

area,

The Rover Pipeline is a significant project that promises to create nearly 10,000
construction jobs here in the United States, many of which will go to hard working United
Association members. It is important that the Rover Pipeline is built because pipelines are an
essential part of our nation’s infrastructure and are the safest means of transporting energy for
consumer and industrial use. Every day, over 2.6 million miles of pipeline safely transport oil
and gas products across the United States without incident, and this is undeniably due to the
expert craftsmanship of workers like those of us in the United Association.

The hardworking men and women of the United Association have been constructing
pipelines to the highest standards for over 125 years and will continue to do so in the safest, and
most environmentally friendly ways. For that reason, I ask that the FERC complete its review of
the Rover Pipeline and allow our devoted UA members to get to work on this project. Thank
you.

You can file a paper copy of your comments by mailing them to the following address. Be sure
to reference the applicable project docket number (CP15-93-000, CP15-94-000, or CP15-96-000)
with your submission:

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary % @
(%]
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission E g;g_n
SR
888 First Street NE, Room 1A = ZEL
o}
Washington, DC 20426 v 3%°
[
N =
o m
@

somae ot s
Address_2980 Ml B
City Lezrawid? State Ma Zip_44.3/

IND110-1

The commentor’s statement in support of the Projects is noted.
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Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Regulatory Energy Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, D.C. 20426

Re: Docket No. CP15-93-000 (Rover Pipeline, LLC)

To Whom It May Concern:

With regard to the draft Environmental Impact Statement, EIS, for the proposed Rover
Pipeline (Panhandle Backhaul, Trunkline Backhaul) project, my primary concerns and
questions about the EIS and objections to the project are summarized here.

1) In Volume 2, page G4-4 (Agricultural Impact Mitigation Plan Michigan), the
following section is confusing. “Rover Pipeline (Rover) is proposing to

implement and execute the following measures as it constructs the Rover Pipeline

(Project) across agricultural land in Lenawee, Washtenaw, Livingston,
Shiawassee, Genesee, Oakland, Lapeer, Macomb, and St. Clair counties,
Michigan...” It is my understanding that as of January 2015, Rover had
contracted with Vector Pipeline, an existing pipeline, eliminating the need to

build new pipeline through Shiawassee, Genesee, Oakland, Lapeer, Macomb, and

St. Clair counties. This is referenced in Volume 1, page 1-10. “However, in
January 2015, Rover reached an agreement with Vector that resulted in the
Market Segment terminating at an interconnection with the Vector Pipeline in
Livingston County, Michigan.” Does this still mean that no new pipeline will be
built through Shiawassee, Genesee, Oakland, Lapeer, Macomb, and St. Clair
counties?

2

~

In Volume 1, page 4-114, Section 4.6.1.5, Migratory Birds, there is mention of

migratory birds that nest in Michigan and are considered “threatened” or “special

concern” species. The EIS states that: “however, to date Rover has not filed with
the FERC any documentation of any proposed restrictions on land clearing or
other construction activities during the migratory bird nesting season.” It is my
concern that this is just one example of potential threats to animal and plant
species in the habitats and environment impacted by the Project.

3

<

In Volume 1, page ES-1, Proposed Action, “According to Rover, the Rover
Project was developed in response to stranded domestic natural gas supply from
the Marcellus and Utica Shale producers in Pennsylvania, West Virginia and
Ohio...” It is my understanding that this refers to overproduction of gas with the
pipeline project benefiting the gas producers and the pipeline companies. In
Michigan the pipeline is a “pass through” and may have little or no benefit to the
state, yet still carries the potential dangers to the environment and concerns
regarding human health, safety and welfare.

IND111-1 The commentor’s statement is correct. New pipeline would not
be required in Shiawassee, Genesee, Oakland, Lapeer, Macomb,
and St. Clair counties. The description of the Projects was not
updated in Rover’s Agricultural Impact Mitigation Plan.
However, an updated and accurate description of the Projects is
provided in section 2.0 of the EIS.

INDI11-2 See the response to comment FA4-36 regarding migratory birds.
IND111-3 See the response to comment IND54-8 regarding benefits of the
Projects.
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IND111-5
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4) The last concern has to do with fracking (high volume, hydraulic fracturing) and
injection wells. At a Rover “open house” in Michigan in 2014, I was told that a
“good portion” of the gas would come from fracking operations in Pennsylvania
and other states. I am concerned that this pipeline could become a transmission
line from fracking in Michigan. Also, Pennsylvania has only 5 injection wells
which are insufficient to store the millions of gallons of permanently
contaminated waste water from fracking operations. Much of this is being sent to
Ohio and there has been speculation that Michigan could become the next site for
injection wells for contaminated water from other states. High volume fracking
and injection wells pose many serious issues including contaminated ground
water and well water from the chemicals used in fracking, the use and taking of
millions of gallons of fresh water per well, the strain on a community’s resources,
leakage of contaminated waste water from injection wells into ground water.

In conclusion, I respectfully request that the Rover pipeline project be denied by the
Federal Regulatory Energy Commission. It is not necessary. It is not beneficial. It
compromises the health, safety and welfare of residents, strains the resources of police
and fire departments, and contributes to wear and tear on rural roads. It would disturb and
disrupt wetlands and waterways, natural areas and farmland. It will negatively impact our
communities and our environment.

Thank you for your attention to my concerns

Sincerely,

Anne Sousanis

5445 Hough Road
Dryden, Michigan 48428

IND111-4

IND111-5

See the response to comment CO19-4 regarding hydraulic
fracturing.

The commentor’s request to deny the Projects is noted. See the
response to comment LA3-1 regarding safety. As stated in
section 4.9.4.1 of the EIS, Rover would repair any roads
damaged by the pipeline Project. See also the response to
comment CO9-1 regarding mitigation and monitoring for
agricultural land.
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Comments can be: (1) left at the sign-in table, (2) mailed to the addresses below, or (3) filed electronically by
following the instructions provided below.
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Internet web site at www.ferc.gov under the "e-Filing" link and the link to the User's Guide. Before you can file
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The commentor’s concern for loss of deer habitat and the impact
on hunting are noted. A detailed discussion of the Project’s
impacts on wildlife can be found in section 4.6.1 of this EIS.
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IND112-2 For a discussion of impacts on hunting see our response to

comment IND112-1. For a discussion of landowner
compensation see our response to comment CO11-1.

3

IND112-4 For a discussion of landowner compensation see our response to

comment CO11-1.
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IND113-1

c?\s—‘t%

Empire Farm

Mark and Kelley Otte
224 Markey Hill Ln

Glen Dale, WV 23038
304-232-0478
justmegmom@aim.com

) ORIGINAL

Dear FERC,

We are submitting and update to our prior e-comment and requesting a review.
{Docket CP15-93, Submission # 587291, Accession # 20150701-5066)
Rover has proposed a reroute due to our “complex water gathering system” on our

family farm. This incorporates an undeveloped natural spring. {See MAP)

In our original e-comment we suggested for Rover to move the pipeline east, parallel to
our property line.

On April 4, 2016 we attended your public meeting and commented on the Record.

We encourage you to contact us for any questions or concerns. Please forward a hard copy

of the EIS to the above address.

Thank you for your consideration,

Tpmk O

Mark Otte

IND113-1

Our analysis and conclusions regarding the requested reroute are
presented in table 3.4.3-3 of the EIS. Based on our analysis, we

determined that the proposed route is acceptable and we are not

recommending a reroute through this parcel.
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The commentor’s statements regarding previous experience with
pipelines and pipeline companies is noted. We do not require
pipeline companies to provide heavy equipment crossings at
regular intervals along the pipeline for landowners. However, if
a landowner’s current or future property use includes the use of
heavy equipment (logging or heavy farming equipment),
easement negotiations could include the identification and
construction of suitable equipment crossings designed to
facilitate existing uses and to protect the pipeline. In general,
most farm equipment would be able to cross the pipeline right-of-
way without the need for a heavy equipment crossing. See also
the response to comment CO11-1 regarding easement
negotiations.

Individuals Comments



I xipuaddy

r6.-1L

INDIVIDUALS

IND114 — Mary and Janet Henricks (cont’d)

|

|

20160415-0013 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 04/15/2016 Marv & Janet Henricks
i

IND114-1
cont'd

I

D 5395 Co. Rd. J
Paﬁe L o & Nb1mp9|lel‘10H13543

(i)ac/ warkea/ wilh ask «s i€ we had any

Fimber To sell. We To/di him we J/c/ and
we made an agbeemenT To sell hiim f/;e
Fimhber 7Fin Thaet wecedsS on The kesT side
o -}—‘L,e /a;'/ce, Jine . Tf'ie/ moveo/) egqf/a)nen'/'
Fo The fairim and wenl To V/Orka T he
ho more Than 7‘:4/\ sTarled and - The 14&416/

man ol The ).)um/vﬁZj sTalioin Q»//)e/.—’we co)

2

sToped Thein and said They couldnT drive
Fheir small s4eco s, skider accres? the
/a/‘ﬁa Jine wunless They )MJ large s7Tee/

f/aTe: on To/o oF Fhe 50{/’)3 The man with
The ,/w'/w//ne compan y T-c/c/ Thew where
Fhey could renT The sTeel /‘Q/ajeé’ for
occe and shcwed Them where They would
heed Te he f/QCe(;/a The /03\7:%\7 ’:;c”mpcn)/
FenTed The piales sc They coomg bl continue
}05\7;"n3L T asked the man wiTh The' /ayvg/fme
Company wl,y- They wanled sTecl }3/2'7"9’5’ }aleceof
cover T he /D»"/pe/;nes‘ when They ik n't peed
fthem 3o yeaf‘rf @ago. 7 Teid /7;';@ The faim
e pment ured L)/ Former s was heaver Than
The /f{yjl"nj S’fuf/b.lnﬁesz wsed ,6/ Thsz A’j’j"“ﬁ
Company . He Told me The /o,}':e/;'ng cempen y
heas ¢i’1<¢r‘j@do owiers S ord Times (n The

Individuals Comments



INDIVIDUALS

IND114 — Mary and Janet Henricks (cont’d)

20160415-0013 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 04/15/2016

~ ; - T
Pa.ge 3o% Y Marv & Janet Henricks
15395 Co. R. J

lasT 3¢ years and cach company has «

A Reerent set of rules. I dop't recall
any Aad/ evej fe//;‘nj s 7"‘17»2/ cuq/p/céqnje
The rales A'}" Céqhgl‘h\ﬁ The /ay"ae/a-'ne ﬂoj/y;an/
hamwe., Several years ago The /3:/53/.’”@,
Company re/?»/fccecf che of The elder ja:)»w/]{ne&,
71137/ have o written easement fop 73 To 75
Feet Fopr Their 3 libes. }7’014/everj Tl%e&/
L{S‘@cj ] 8C Feet plus an area To an}oad
/nf/be's v’feTct They alie pal o dilel o4
ohe side of The 'P;‘/;e/mej which f]aa;; waler
v S F moesT oFf The Vime. I said b‘awe"flul’hj
7o ¢ I)N'ﬂ?gr—/n»/c‘u/ who iwes g /Qw’c,\,déo({7l
7 he way They d/&/ T he joé a;:dc he Tcic/ ne
I ecouldn't 4o ahy Thing . He said The ):i/'be.~
Jine Cempanys do what They wanl To do,

IND114-1
cont'd

6.1

Last sumer when I weit Te = meeling /;-d
on Aﬁy The Rover /of)ve/z‘ng CD})’J/)Q&?/"/‘"?Q)/
Told me They werer /f,/c;nf)i’nj o ﬁoi‘nj Through
by Jand which was 5i~‘ea7( hews . //ul‘/ever‘,ﬂze)/
}TEE/D a"-enafz'nj‘ Theiy ﬁrc/?a‘?czhu’tﬁa. afs yo
wanT To do whals r~/jb7“ fen The landowners
if/llo will jose al/ N"j),Tg ohece ah easeimen
s gran Tec/, maeke The pipeline company
either A«.y The land cr })u7 a 3Cyear Jimi T

I xipuaddy

Individuals Comments



I xipuaddy

96/-1

INDIVIDUALS

IND114 — Mary and Janet Henricks (cont’d)

IND114-1
cont'd

20160415-0013 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 04/15/2016

P47Q VO‘; 7/ Marv & Janet Henricks
15395 Co. Rd. J
Montpetier, OH 43543

oh eaSemenls. Don'T Jet The /Af/'ve//ne
COM/’)ZH;‘;C’S cf}c‘-n7e Fhe 471-eemen7 svery Trme
The /bf/vc/ine compan y c/&uhye: I rame.
/’ro‘jreS‘-? }771'5/77" male fx}be/ﬂ?e v objslele
75 years so Yhe easciments wil %e
The ﬁﬁﬁareofp 7e auclTher business whom
'l(/;'//j/u'e vo cons idemalion To The /ahdy
cwners, I have Frirst hand experence
with That issue al anocther local ion.,

DockeT Mo, CPi5-23-00c
a/So CPjy-99-ccc
and CL/§-F6-00C
70urs Tru/y ¢
Py Yr5-55)-%593

Individuals Comments



L6/°1

I xipuaddy

INDIVIDUALS
IND115 — Dorothy Veeder

IND115-1

IND115-2

IND115-3

INDI115-4

IND115-5

20160517-5016 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 5/16/2016 9:26:15 PM

Dorothy Veeder, Waterville, OH.
Re: NEXUS Gas Transmission Project - Docket Number: CP16-22-000 and ET
ROVER Gas Transmission Project - Docket Number: CP15-93-000

To Whom It May Concern:

It is with utmost concern that I am asking for your attention to the
matter of a proposed compressor station by Nexus in our community of
Waterville Township, Ohio. We are within the 3-mile radius for
evacuation, as are 5500 other homes. How the Nexus folks would consider
placing the compressor station within the area of 5 schools is suggestive
of a company without a conscience. VOC emissions and hydrocarbons have
been linked to severe health problems including cognitive defects.

As a medical professional and a Senior Citizen, I am also aware of
serious (and expensive) complications secondary to emissions in my age
group. Within this 3-mile dangerous range, we have multiple nursing
homes and well-used parks frequented by all ages. Our area does not
currently have the resources to handle massive evacuations, and emergency
team response times are already lower than ideal due to low staffing and
eguipment.

In an ideal world, the compressor station would have no problems and have
no effect on the surrounding area. But this is not an ideal world and the
compressor station is certainly not even close to an ideal solution. Many
compressor stations have had numerous explosions (i.e Watford City, ND -
two in one year) after residents were told that would not be a risk.

Compressor stations are also known to be loud. The regular operation has
been compared to the non-stop running of diesel locomotive engines They
perform "blow-downs”, which often occur in the middle of the night from
12 to 40 times per year. These can last from 20 minutes to 2-3 hours and
have been said to sound similar to a commercial jet taking off. The sound
can be heard as far as a mile away. The noise pollution can also cause
hearing impairment and cardiovascular problems.

Involving the Maumee River in this fiasco is uncalled for; the Federal
Government is financially assisting in protecting the Great Lakes, and
our Maumee River directly connects to Lake Erie. I would like to believe
the Government is not acting against its own best interests financially
and environmentally. In addition, we personally use well water, which
certainly would have a risk of contamination. Many in this area also rely
on well water because the township does not have a water line that
reaches our homes.

Please give this your immediate attention for everyone's sake.
Thank you,
Dorothy Veeder

10145 S. River Rd.
Waterville, OH 43566

IND115-1

IND115-2

IND115-3

IND115-4

IND115-5

The commentor’s statements regarding the Nexus Gas
Transmission Project are noted. The Nexus Gas Transmission
Project is discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS (cumulative
impacts). FERC staff issued a draft EIS for the Nexus Gas
Transmission Project on July 8, 2016 which contains a detailed
evaluation of the impacts of that project (see Docket No. CP16-
22-000).

See the response to comment IND115-1 regarding the Nexus Gas
Transmission Project.

See the response to comment IND115-1 regarding the Nexus Gas
Transmission Project.

Section 4.12.2 of the EIS provides a discussion of noise impacts
and proposed mitigation measures. As stated in section 4.11.2.3
of the EIS, we conclude that proposed projects would not result
in significant noise impacts on residents and the surrounding
communities.

See the response to comment CO16-4 regarding water wells
within 150 feet of the Project. See the response to comment
SAS5-2 regarding the Maumee River.
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9810 Kress Rd. FILED
Pinckney, MI 48169-8427

- SECRETARY OF THi
April 9, 2016 DUR\G\NN‘ CoHssim

Wb AR IS P 221

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary e FEDEB‘:{; LIERGY
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission REGULATORY © ISSIO{?‘?‘H
88 First Street NE, Room 1A o
Washington, DC 20426
Members of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission: C:P LR S

1attended the FERC meeting in Chelsea, MI on the ET Rover Pipeline Transfer on March 23,
2016. Atthattime I did not give testimony, being unfamiliar with the issues and there to
learn.

After the meeting 1 picked up a copy of the FERC publication: An interstate Natural Gas
Facility on My Land: What Do I Need to Know? Oh my! 1 am scared and appalled that this
pipeline will be so close to my home and my community.

Putting my emotions aside | have the following concerns:

1. Natural gas is a fossil fuel and a limited resource. [ understand that usage here in
Michigan has decreased, to levels below 1990s and 2000s. In the 6 years I have
owned my property, | have taken multiple steps to reduce my natural gas and
electricity use. And 1 have been very successful. I believe much of the consuming
public will continue to do the same, and thus reduce our dependence on fossil fuels.

2. Having a business background, I understand the need for fiscal responsibility and
jobs. Certainly we must support our local economies and keep men and women
working. [ heard at this meeting, that existing pipelines are being utilized at 54%
capacity. Why build more pipelines for an industry that is in a shrinking mode? A
better plan would be to give jobs to the working people of our community by
directing the repair, upgrade, main and repl t of existing structures,
rather than scaring our neighbor hoods and farms with more pipelines. Care of
existing pipelines can also be a strategy to improve local area safety and prevent
major accidents.

3. Our wetlands and wild places, as we know them today, replenish the human spirit,
and are home to a great variety of plants and animals. This includes MAN. Nature
nurtures us. Research has shown that nature can improve creativity by up to 50%
and forest walks can decrease one stress hormone by as much as 16%. (National
Geographic, “This is your Brain on Nature”, Jan. 2016.) All of mankind and the plant
and animal kingdom are struggling to adapt to the loss of our natural spaces. It can

take 50 - 100 years to grow a tree and build wetlands. But cutting trees and

INDI116-1

IND116-2

IND116-3

See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding safety. See the
response to comment CO15-2 regarding the no-action alternative
and renewable energy.

The commentor’s statement regarding the need to upgrade older
existing pipelines is noted. However, that is not the purpose of

the Projects (nor does it fall under the jurisdiction of the FERC)
and therefore not evaluated within this EIS.

The commentor’s statements regarding stress and nature are
noted. See the response to comment FA4-34 regarding impacts
on wetlands. See the response to comment FA4-38 regarding
tree clearing.
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draining wetland, polluting our air and water takes but a few days. Thisis nota
good balance for anyone. Please don’t add to the problem by approving the ET
Rover Pipeline.

4. Our country, our federal government and all citizens need to have a vision for our
world 100, 500 years out. We need to a world that is free of fossil fuel byproducts
and turn, exclusively, to renewable energy sources and renewable consumables.
Again such a vision and approach means new and more jobs for people, and a
reduction in green house gas emissions.

Please consider the many alternatives to the ET Rover pipeline which were outlined at the
hearing and again are mentioned in my letter. Members of the commission, think how it
would be for you to live within 50-100 feet of a pipeline.

Please make a thoughtful and careful decision that will benefit all by doing the right
think and not issuing a permit for the construction of the ET Rover Pipeline.

Thank you for your time.
Lo fegriers [/ Uicaton.

Virginia Maturen

IND116-4

See the response to comment CO15-2 regarding the no-action
alternative and renewable energy. The commentor’s request to

deny the Project is noted.
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IND117-1

IND117-2

The currently proposed route does not cross the referenced
parcel. The parcel is about 1.5 miles from the Mainline
Compressor Station 2.

The commentors’ referenced address has been added to the
mailing list.
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IND118-1

IND118-2

Based on the address provided we believe the comment was
written by Douglas E. and Mary Jane Palmer. See the response
to comment IND117-1 regarding the commentors’ parcel.

See the response to comment IND117-2.
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20160418-0021 FERC PDF (Unofficial

04/18/2016

This is one of 87 form letters that came in as one comment.
See FERC Library http://elibrary.FERC.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?
accession_num=20160418-0021

DOCKET NO. CP 15-93-000
Energy Transfer Partners
Rover Pipeline project

1 am writing in support of Energy Transfer Partners’ proposed Rover Pipeline project which is an
essential part of Michigan's energy infrastructure and a project that will have negligible impact
on the environment and its immediate surroundings. This project will also help fulfill Michigan’s
increased demand for refined petroleum products that heat our homes, power our vehicles, and
manufacture goods used by Americans avery day.

This pipeline will be built by members of the Laborers’ International Unian of North America
(LIUNA), an organization with more than a century of experience safely building our nation's
energy infrastructure. LIUNA invests nearly $100 million per year in education and skills training
for construction workers through more than 70 training centers across the nation. The State of
Michigan has three training facilities - the Michigan Laborers’ Training & Apprenticeship Institute
(MLTAI) - located in Wayne, Perry, and Iron Mountain. Most importantly, the MLTAI has
pipeline-specific instruction and courses to ensure that the construction of pipelines is done
safely for workers, property owners, and that the surrounding environment is protected.

The construction of this project has the potential to support thousands of skilled trade
construction jabs. In today’s economy, finding a job with family supporting wages is difficult and
this project offers more than a job - this project offers women and men the opportunity to bulld a

pipeline that provides a lifeline to a family supporting career.
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1 strongly urge you to approve this important piece of our nation’s energy infmsgpaure,.\.
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IND119-1

This comment was one of 87 form letters that were submitted
together. The commentors’ support of the Project is noted.
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Jack Wulser

22810 South Airport Rd.
Pleasant Hill, Mo. 64080
816-626-3352

April /18,2016

Re: A Job Not Completed
LJORIG: it

Dear Sir,

I am sending a notice I received from Panhandle Eastern Pipe
Line Company regarding work to be done on their pipe line.
Please notc what | have highlighted especially the starting

datc. 1 am also scnding a skctch, made by me of the damaged
area after they completed their work (about August 15%, 2014),
yes that right, it’s been almost 2 years since they started and the
land is not restored Lo it’s original condition yet.

Just a note. 1 have lived in this house for 44 years and for

the most part I have had no problems when they have done
work on this property, until now.

Jack Wulser

IND120-1

The commentor’s statements regarding previously completed
work on a different FERC regulated pipeline are noted.
Landowners, municipal governments, and other affected parties
should contact the pipeline company directly for any issues
encountered during or after construction. Section 5.0 of the EIS
contains our recommendation that the applicants file regular
status reports reporting landowner complaints and complaint
resolution status. If the affected party concludes that their
concerns have not been adequately resolved by the company,
they may contact the FERC’s helpline via our Dispute Resolution
Service at 1-877-337-2237 for assistance. A landowner may use
this service for any FERC regulated pipeline at any time.
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7500 College Bivd., Ste 300
Overland Park, KS 66210

—-—

wans® PANHANDLE EASTERN PIPE LINE

AnENERGY TRANSFER Compony

March 27, 2014

Jack Wulser
22810 South Airport Rd.
Pleasant Hill, MO. 64080

Re: Landowner Notification
Louisburg 200 Hydro-Test
Pt. of the NE % of the NE 4, Section 20,
Township 45 North, Range 30 West
Cass County, MO.

Dear Landowner/Tenant:

Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, LP (Panhandle) owns and operates Natural Gas
Pipelines that lie on and across the above-referenced tract of land located in Cass County, MO.

To comply with the U S Department of Transportation requirements, Panhandle is
prepmng lo Hydro-Test its Louisburg 200 Main Line in order o maintain the integrity of ils
pip Panhandle would like to also, acquire approval for the use of certain lands to
awommodate access and workspace required for the above mentioned project.

Ground disturbance required on your properly will be restored (o as near its original
condition as it existed prior to construction. Preparation and construction activities for the
proposed project are scheduled to begin an or ahout May 12, 2014.

Questions concerning this project may be directed to Panhandie Eastern Pipe Line
Company, LP Atin. Fred Hetherington, Engineer, 7500 College Blvd., Suite 300, Overland Park,
Kansas 66219 (913-906-1524); or by email at fred.hetherington@energytransfer.com
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Panhandle is required by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission) to
provide all landowners with a 45-day notification of its proposal to modify natural gas facilitics.
It you are in agn with the abo 1 d project and are willing 1o waive the 45-day
notification period, please so indicate by signing in the space indicated on the enclosed
Acknowledgement of Waiver For 45-Day Notification form and by returning one (1) original
to my atfention at the above add A self-add d lope has been included for your
convenience or you may fax the signed waiver to my attention at (913-906-1509).

Panhandle is committed to providing a safe and environmentally sound project to
each landowner whose property is affected during construction and/or right-of-way
restoration. Should you, as a landowner, have any questions or comcerns regarding
environmental mitigation problems, construction or restoration activitics, we cncourage
you to first contact Edward Pagel at the local Panhandle field office, Telephone Number
913-906-1546 or email — Ed.Pagel@energytransfer.com.

You can expect a response from our office within twenty-four hours of your initial
inquiry. We will try diligently to visit with you in responding to your environmental
concerns. If you are not satisfied with the resp piease t Panhandle’s C
Service toll-free at 1-800-275-7375 and/or email at pipelinecos@sug.com. You can expect &
resy from Panhandle’s C Service within the initial time frame, If you continue
to be dissatisfied with the response, you may contact the Commission’s Dispute Resolution
Service (DRS). Any person affected by either the construction or operation of a
certificated natural gas pipeline under the Natural Gas Act may seek the information
resolution of a dispute by calling the DRS Helpline total free at 1-§77-337-2237; via e-mail to
fercadri@ferc.gov; or writing to: Dispute Resolution Service, Federal Emergy Regulatory
Commission, 888 First Strect, N.E., Washington, DC 20426.

If you have any questions or concerns, please give me a call at 913-906-1546.
Sincerely,
Edward H. Pagel
SR. Right-of-Way Representative
Enclosures
cc: Fred Hetherington

Irma Jarreti
File
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IND121-1

INDI21-2

IND121-3

20160421-5070 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 4/21/2016 12:12:17 PM

This form letter was submitted three
times by various commentors. See FERC
eLibrary.

Sarah R Sherburne, Ypsilanti, MI.

I am writing to request that the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC) reject the ET Rover Pipeline's proposed project (Docket No. PF 14-
14-000) . The proposed Rover Pipeline Project would send Utica and
Marcellus Shale gas from Pennsylvania, Ohic and West Virginia, through
Michigan to Canada.

Contentious since its initial proposal, the ET Rover Pipeline has been
re-routed twice due to mass opposition. The current plan has it cutting
through 100 miles in three southern Michigan counties -- Lenawee,
Washtenaw and Livingston -- where it will then connect to an existing
pipeline to carry the gas to Canadian markets. Simply put, the people of
Michigan do not want this dirty project crossing through their state.

It is FERC's responsibility to make decisions that serve the public's
interest. If FERC approves the project and grants a certificate of public
convenience and necessity, Energy Transfer Partners would be endowed with
the right to exercise eminent domain and take private property for
construction of the pipeline, even though pipeline development can cause
a host of environmental and public health problems for communities. In
addition, these pipelines could impact local farmland. Michigan farmers
are at risk for not only losing their farmland to pipeline related
issues, but farm workers are also at risk for losing their jobs. This
ripple effect could have consequences on Michigan farmers and consumers
for generations to come. Approving of the ET Rover Pipeline and allowing
eminent domain would only benefit the company and not the estimated
638,000 people living in Lenawee, Washtenaw and Livingston counties.

It is imperative that FERC make decisions on behalf of the public's
interest and not a corporation with vested interests. Instead of
proliferating the extraction and transfer of fossil fuels, we need to be
investing in clean energy projects. Allowing the build-out of sprawling
pipeline infrastructure would lock in decades more of U.S. dependence on
dirty fossil fuels.

Sincerely,
-Sarah Sherburne

IND121-1

IND121-2

IND121-3

The commentor’s request to deny the Rover Project is noted. See
the response to comment CO3-6 regarding need. See the
response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.
Impacts on the environment are discussed throughout section 4.0
of the EIS.

See the response to comment IND55-1 regarding impacts on
agricultural lands. See the response to comment IND54-8
regarding benefits to local communities.

See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding need. See the

response to comment CO15-2 regarding the no-action alternative
and renewable energy.
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Dennis Brennan, Pinck
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IND122-1

For a discussion of the Project’s stated purpose and purported
need see the response to comment CO3-6.
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David Daniel/Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust, Brownstown Township., MI.
Dear FERC Staff,

Regarding Rover Pipeline, LLC's motion filed to this docket on 4/26/16
accession # 20160426-5255 :

IND123-1
Rover argues the presence of a natural gas pipeline/easement on a piece
of property:

1. "has no affect on sale prices"
2. "would not reduce the property values"

3. "neither the size or age of the pipeline affect the properties sale
price"

4. "has no impact on demand for properties"
5. "development would not be hindered"
6. "no affect on sale frequency"

7. All of the above "would hold true regardless of market location
across the country"

Incredibly, Rover goes on to directly contradict it's own argument by
stating the following:

"the impact a pipeline has on the value of a tract of land depends on
many factors, including the size of a pipeline, existence of other
pipelines, the current value of the land, and current land use"

In light of this contradiction, Rover has in fact, no valid argument at
all and any comments they have on the subject should be disregarded by
the FERC.

Rover covets the power of eminent domain, for without it they would be
IND123-2 forced to negotiate rather than engage in a practice that is akin to
extortion. Without eminent domain the "need" for this proposed project
would evaporate. Free markets would dictate values and free men and
women would decide if they even wanted to talk to Rover in the first
place. Thank you for your consideration and please remember this is not
just about money.

IND123-1

IND123-2

The FERC has conducted its own independent literature review
on the impacts of natural gas pipelines on property values and we
do not rely on comments from Rover for our conclusions
regarding impacts on property values. The results of our
literature review are discussed in section 4.9.5 of the EIS. As
discussed in section 4.8.2 of the EIS, impacts on individual
properties are negotiated between Rover and property owners in
an easement agreement. An easement agreement between a
company and a landowner typically specifies compensation for
losses resulting from construction, including losses of non-
renewable and other resources, damages to property during
construction, and restrictions on existing uses that would not be
permitted on the permanent right-of-way. Compensation would
be fully determined through negotiations between Rover and the
landowner.

The commentor’s opposition to the use of eminent domain and to
the Project is noted. Should the landowner fail to reach an
agreement with Rover through negotiations (and if the Project is
approved), the market value of the easement would be
determined in the local Federal district court or in the state
courts.
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IND124-2

IND124-3

IND124-4

20160428-5070 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 4/28/2016 10:28:48 AM

Terrence Lahr, Navarre, OH.

Lahr OH-ST-024.000 Terrence Lahr In response to Rover's incorrect
statements listed below.

Summary of Comments Received: February 19, 2016 to April 14, 2016

This statement that rover said below is false.

Rover statement: "Mr. Lahr's current driveway is approximately 15 feet
north of the proposed alignment. Operation of the pipeline will not
hinder Mr. Lahr from utilizing this driveway throughout his property as
depicted in the figure attached to his comment. Rover will work with Mr.
Lahr to access his property during construction."

Their permanent easement as marked from a survey they recently staked out
on my property uses all but a foot or two of the north side of my road
frontage.

Which is were my drive is and needs to be do to distance of sight over
hill. How can my drive be 15 feet to the north of the easement if the
easement is using all of the north side of my frontage?? Did they move
the gas line? I was not informed if they did.

Next incorrect statement.

Rover statement: "The proposed reroute would affect four additional
landowners not currently affected by the project and would increase
impacts to forested wetlands, which i1s the designation within the ravine
in guestion. "

Incorrect #1 There are only 2 land owners affected if done properly.
Two of the parcels are owned by the same person. A third may or may not
be affected but it would be a part way in the back of their property.

Incorrect #2 I just recently walked that part of the ravine and it was
dry. However on the current path rover has they will be going through a
seasonal small pond in the woods. So my new route would be going through
LESS not more forested wetlands. I tried to get them to look at this with
me over a year ago and they never even walked up the hill to look at it
just saying that we can't go that way it would cost too much.

Next incorrect statement. This one they repeated again.

Rover statement: The property has 150 ft. of road frontage and Rover
would only be acquiring a 60 ft. easement, thus this will leave him 90
ft. to locate a permanent access road into his property in the future."

Incorrect #1 A pond on my narrow access uses up most of what rover is
not using leaving me with little area leftover that is not in risk of
flooding from the pond.

IND124-1

IND124-2

IND124-3

IND124-4

The commentor’s statement refuting Rover’s claim regarding the
location of the driveway compared to the permanent right-of-way
is noted. We have reviewed Rover’s alignment sheet for the
parcel and it appears that the commentor’s road would be located
within the permanent right-of-way, approximately 15 feet north
of the pipeline centerline at its entrance point off of Blough
Avenue.

The commentor’s statement regarding the number of additional
landowners impacted by the requested reroute is noted. Section
3.4.3 of the EIS analyzes alternatives on and around this property
and takes into consideration the impacts of affecting additional
landowners.

The commentor’s observations of the ravine are noted. However,
designation as a wetland can only be made through proper
surveys.

The presence of the pond is noted, and discussed in our analysis
on alternatives.
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