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LWCF PROPOSAL DESCRIPTION AND ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING FORM 

 
Following this page is the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Proposal Description 
(PD) for the conversion of Section 6(f) encumbered parcels located within (Block 1101, Lot 5, 
Borough of Ringwood and Block 1, Lot 1, Township of Mahwah) Ringwood State Park and 
Environmental Screening Forms (ESF) for the conversion and replacement areas.  Supporting 
information and narratives are provided in subsequent sections. 
 
Please note that there are portions of the coverage page and pages 11 and 12 of the PD/ESF form 
that require input from the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) Green 
Acres Program and/or the National Park Service (NPS).  It is anticipated that, following review 
of this Conversion Proposal by the NJDEP and NPS, copies of the completed PD/ESF will be 
provided to the respective parties. 



                             Cover Page  10/01/2008                    

 
 
 
 
The purpose of this Proposal Description and Environmental Screening Form (PD/ESF) is to provide descriptive and 
environmental information about a variety of Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) state assistance proposals submitted 
for National Park Service (NPS) review and decision.  The completed PD/ESF becomes part of the “federal administrative 
record” in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and its implementing regulations. The PD portion 
of the form captures administrative and descriptive details enabling the NPS to understand the proposal. The ESF portion is 
designed for States and/or project sponsors to use while the LWCF proposal is under development. Upon completion, the ESF 
will indicate the resources that could be impacted by the proposal enabling States and/or project sponsors to more accurately 
follow an appropriate pathway for NEPA analysis: 1) a recommendation for a Categorical Exclusion (CE), 2) production of an 
Environmental Assessment (EA), or 3) production of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The ESF should also be used 
to document any previously conducted yet still viable environmental analysis if used for this federal proposal.  The completed 
PD/ESF must be submitted as part of the State’s LWCF proposal to NPS. 
 
Except for the proposals listed below, the PD/ESF must be completed, including the appropriate NEPA document, signed by 
the State, and submitted with each new federal application for LWCF assistance and amendments for: scope changes that alter 
or add facilities and/or acres; conversions; public facility exceptions; sheltering outdoor facilities; and changing the original 
intended use of an area from that which was approved in an earlier LWCF agreement.  Consult the LWCF Program Manual 
(www.nps.gov/lwcf) for detailed guidance for your type of proposal and on how to comply with NEPA.  
 
For the following types of proposals only this Cover Page is required because these types of proposals are administrative in 
nature and are categorically excluded from further NEPA environmental analysis. NPS will complete the NEPA CE Form. 
Simply check the applicable box below, and complete and submit only this Cover Page to NPS along with the other items 
required for your type of proposal as instructed in the LWCF Program Manual. 

  □ SCORP planning proposal 

  □ Time extension with no change in project scope or with a reduction in project scope 

  □ To delete work and no other work is added back into the project scope 

  □ To change project cost with no change in project scope or with a reduction in project scope 

  □ To make an administrative change that does not change project scope 
 
 
 
Name of LWCF Proposal: Proposed Conversion of   Date Submitted to NPS: 
         Block 1101, Lot 5 (Borough of Ringwood, Passaic County, New Jersey  
         Block 1, Lot 1 (Township of Mahwah, Bergen County, New Jersey 
  
Prior LWCF Project Number(s) List all prior LWCF project numbers and all park names associated with assisted site(s): 
   Block 1101, Lot 5, Project Number 34-00304 
   Block 1, Lot 1, Project Number 34-00365 
 
Local or State Project Sponsoring Agency (recipient or sub-recipient in case of pass-through grants):   
 
 New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, Green Acres Program 
 
Local or State Sponsor Contact: 

Name/Title: Steven Jandoli 
 
Office/Address:  Green Acres Program 
          Mail Code 501-01, PO Box 420 
          Trenton, New Jersey  08625-0420  
 
Phone/Fax:  609.984.0499 (p)    Email:  steve.jandoli@dep.state.nj.us 

609.984.0609 (f)       

LWCF Proposal Description and Environmental Screening Form 
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Using a separate sheet for narrative descriptions and explanations, address each item and question in the order it is presented, 
and identify each response with its item number such as Step 1-A1, A2; Step 3-B1; Step 6-A1, A29; etc.  

 

____ New Project Application 

  Acquisition         Development         Combination (Acquisition & Development) 
  Go to Step 2A           Go to Step 2B           Go to Step 2C 
 

____ Project Amendment 
 Increase in scope or change in scope from original agreement. 
 Complete Steps 3A, and 5 through 7. 

 
6(f) conversion proposal. Complete Steps 3B, and 5 through 7. 

 
Request for public facility in a Section 6(f) area.  Complete Steps 3C, and 5 through 7. 

 

_____      Request for temporary non-conforming use in a Section 6(f) area. 
 Complete Steps 4A, and 5 through 7. 
 

_____      Request for significant change in use/intent of original LWCF application. 
 Complete Steps 4B, and 5 through 7. 

 

_____ Request to shelter existing/new facility within a Section 6(f) area regardless of funding 
source. Complete Steps 4C, and 5 through 7. 

 

 
 

A.    For an Acquisition Project 
1.      Provide a brief narrative about the proposal that provides the reasons for the acquisition, the number of acres 

to be acquired with LWCF assistance, and a description of the property.  Describe and quantify the types of 
existing resources and features on the site (for example, 50 acres wetland, 2,000 feet beachfront, 200 acres 
forest, scenic views, 100 acres riparian, vacant lot, special habitat, any unique or special features, recreation 
amenities, historic/cultural resources, hazardous materials/ contamination history, restrictions, institutional 
controls, easements, rights-of-way, above ground/underground utilities, including wires, towers, etc.). 

 
2.      How and when will the site be made open and accessible for public outdoor recreation use (signage, entries, 

parking, site improvements, allowable activities, etc.)?   
 
3.      Describe development plans for the proposal for the site(s) for public outdoor recreation use within the next 

three (3) years. 
 
4.      SLO must complete the State Appraisal/Waiver Valuation Review form in Step 7 certifying that the 

appraisal(s) has been reviewed and meets the “Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisitions” or 
a waiver valuation was approved per 49 CFR 24.102(c)(2)(ii).  State should retain copies of the appraisals and 
make them available if needed. 

 
5.      Address each item in “D” below. 
 
B.    For a Development Project 
1.      Describe the physical improvements and/or facilities that will be developed with federal LWCF assistance, 

including a site sketch depicting improvements, where and how the public will access the site, parking, etc. 
Indicate entrances on 6(f) map.  Indicate to what extent the project involves new development, rehabilitation, 
and/or replacement of existing facilities.  

 
2.      When will the project be completed and open for public outdoor recreation use? 
 
3.      Address each item in “D” below. 

Step 2.  New Project Application  (See LWCF Manual for guidance.) 

Step 1.  Type of LWCF Proposal 

X 
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C.    For a Combination Project 
1.      For the acquisition part of the proposal: 

a.   Provide a brief narrative about the proposal that provides the reasons for the acquisition, number of acres 
to be acquired with LWCF assistance, and describes the property.  Describe and quantify the types of 
existing resources and features on the site (for example, 50 acres wetland, 2,000 feet beachfront, 200 
acres forest, scenic views, 100 acres riparian, vacant lot, special habitat, any unique or special features, 
recreation amenities, historic/cultural resources, hazardous materials/ contamination history, restrictions, 
institutional controls, easements, rights-of-way, above ground/underground utilities, including wires, 
towers, etc.) 

 
b.   How and when will the site be made open and accessible for public outdoor recreation use (signage, 

entries, parking, site improvements, allowable activities, etc.)?   
 

c.   Describe development plans for the proposed for the site(s) for public outdoor recreation use within the 
next three (3) years. 

 
d.   SLO must complete the State Appraisal/Waiver Valuation Review form in Step 7 certifying that the 

appraisal(s) has been reviewed and meets the “Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land 
Acquisitions” or a waiver valuation was approved per 49 CFR 24.102(c)(2)(ii).  State should retain copies 
of the appraisals and make them available if needed. 

 
2.      For the development part of the proposal: 

a.   Describe the physical improvements and/or facilities that will be developed with federal LWCF assistance, 
including a site sketch depicting improvements, where and how the public will access the site, parking, 
etc. Indicate entrances on 6(f) map.  Indicate to what extent the project involves new development, 
rehabilitation, and/or replacement of existing facilities. 

 
b.   When will the project be completed and open for public outdoor recreation use? 

 
3.      Address each item in “D” below. 
 
D.    Additional items to address for a new application and amendments 
1.      Will this proposal create a new public park/recreation area where none previously existed and is not an 

addition to an existing public park/recreation area? Yes ____ (go to #3)  No ____ (go to #2)  
 
2.      a.   What is the name of the pre-existing public area that this new site will be added to?   
 

b.   Is the pre-existing public park/recreation area already protected under Section 6(f)? Yes ___  No ___ 
If no, will it now be included in the 6(f) boundary?  Yes ___ No ___ 

 
3.      What will be the name of this new public park/recreation area?   
 
4.      a.   Who will hold title to the property assisted by LWCF?  Who will manage and operate the site(s)? 
 

b.   What is the sponsor’s type of ownership and control of the property?  
____ Fee simple ownership 
____ Less than fee simple.  Explain: 
____  Lease.  Describe lease terms including renewable clauses, # of years remaining on lease, etc. 

Who will lease area?  Submit copy of lease with this PD/ESF. (See LWCF Manual for program 
restrictions for leases and further guidance.) 

 
5.      Describe the nature of any rights-of-way, easements, reversionary interests, etc. to the Section 6(f) park 

area? Indicate the location on 6(f) map. Do parties understand that a Section 6(f) conversion may occur if 
private or non-recreation activities occur on any pre-existing right-of-way, easement, leased area? 

 
6.      Are overhead utility lines present, and if so, explain how they will be treated per LWCF Manual. 
 
7.      As a result of this project, describe new types of outdoor recreation opportunities and capacities, and short 

and long term public benefits. 
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8.      Explain any existing non-recreation and non-public uses that will continue on the site(s) and/or proposed for 
the future within the 6(f) boundary.   

 
9.      Describe the planning process that led to the development of this proposal.  Your narrative should address: 

a.   How was the interested and affected public notified and provided opportunity to be involved in planning for 
and developing your LWCF proposal?  Who was involved and how were they able to review the 
completed proposal, including any state, local, federal agency professionals, subject matter experts, 
members of the public and Indian Tribes. Describe any public meetings held and/or formal public 
comment periods, including dates and length of time provided for the public to participate in the planning 
process and/or to provide comments on the completed proposal. 

 
b.   What information was made available to the public for review and comment?  Did the sponsor provide 

written responses addressing the comments? If so, include responses with this PD/ESF submission. 
 

10.    How does this proposal implement statewide outdoor recreation goals as presented in the Statewide 
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) (include references), and explain why this proposal was 
selected using the State’s Open Project Selection Process (OPSP). 

 
11.    List all source(s) and amounts of financial match to the LWCF federal share of the project.  The value of the 

match can consist of cash, donation, and in-kind contributions.  The federal LWCF share and financial 
matches must result in a viable outdoor recreation area and not rely on other funding not mentioned here.  
Other federal resources may be used as a match if specifically authorized by law.   

 
Source Type of Match Value 

 
 

 $ 

 
 

 $ 

 
 

 $ 

 
12.    Is this LWCF project scope part of a larger effort not reflected on the SF-424 (Application for Federal 

Assistance) and grant agreement?  If so, briefly describe the larger effort, funding amount(s) and source(s). 
This will capture information about partnerships and how LWCF plays a role in leveraging funding for projects 
beyond the scope of this federal grant. 

 
13.    List all required federal, state, and local permits/approvals needed for the proposal and explain their purpose 

and status. 
Proceed to Steps 5 through 7 

 
 

 
 

A.    Increase/Change in Project Scope 
1.      For Acquisition Projects:  To acquire additional property that was not described in the original project 

proposal and NEPA documentation, follow Step 2A-Acquisition Project and 2D. 
 
2.      For Development Projects:  To change the project scope for a development project that alters work from the 

original project scope by adding elements or enlarging facilities, follow Step 2B-Development Project and 2D. 
 
3.      For Combination Projects:  Follow Step 2C as appropriate. 
 

B.    Section 6(f)(3) Conversion Proposal 
Prior to developing your Section 6(f)(3) conversion proposal, you must consult the LWCF Manual and 36 CFR 59.3 
for complete guidance on conversions.  Local sponsors must consult early with the State LWCF manager when a 
conversion is under consideration or has been discovered.  States must consult with their NPS-LWCF manager as 
early as possible in the conversion process for guidance and to sort out and discuss details of the conversion 
proposal to avoid mid-course corrections and unnecessary delays. A critical first step is for the State and NPS 
to agree on the size of the Section 6(f) park land impacted by any non-recreation, non-public use, 

Step 3.  Project Amendment  (See LWCF Manual for guidance.) 
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especially prior to any appraisal activity. Any previous LWCF project agreements and actions must be identified 
and understood to determine the actual Section 6(f) boundary. 
 
The Section 6(f)(3) conversion proposal including the required NEPA environmental review documents (CE 
recommendation or an EA document) must focus on the loss of public outdoor recreation park land and recreational 
usefulness, and its replacement per 36 CFR 59, and not the activities precipitating the conversion or benefits 
thereof, such as the impacts of constructing a new school to relieve overcrowding or constructing a hotel/restaurant 
facility to stimulate the local economy.  Rather, the environmental review must 1) focus on “resource impacts” as 
indicated on the ESF (Step 6), including the loss of public park land and recreation opportunities (ESF A-15), and  
2) the impacts of creating new replacement park land and replacement recreation opportunities. A separate ESF 
must be generated for the converted park area and each replacement site.  Section 6(f)(3) conversions always 
have more than minor impacts to outdoor recreation (ESF A-15) as a result of loss of parkland requiring an EA, 
except for “small” conversions as defined in the LWCF Manual Chapter 8. 
 
For NPS review and decision, the following elements are required to be included in the State’s completed 
conversion proposal to be submitted to NPS: 
 
1.      A letter of transmittal from the SLO recommending the proposal. 
 
2.      A detailed explanation of the sponsor’s need to convert the Section 6(f) parkland including all efforts to 

consider other practical alternatives to this conversion, how they were evaluated, and the reasons they were 
not pursued. 

 
3.      An explanation of how the conversion is in accord with the State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan 

(SCORP).   
 
4.      Completed “State Appraisal/Waiver Valuation Review form in Step 7 for each of the converted and 

replacement parcels certifying that the appraisals meet the “Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land 
Acquisitions.”  States must retain copies of the appraisals/waiver valuations and make them available for 
review upon request.  

 
5.      For the park land proposed for conversion, a detailed description including the following: 

a.   Specific geographic location on a map, 9-digit zip code, and name of park or recreation area proposed for 
conversion. 

 
b.   Description of the area proposed for the conversion including the acreage to be converted and any 

acreage remaining.  For determining the size of the conversion, consider not only the physical footprint of 
the activity precipitating the conversion, but how the precipitating activity will impact the entire 6(f) park 
area.  In many cases the size of the converted area is larger than the physical footprint.  Include a 
description of the recreation resources, facilities, and recreation opportunities that will be impacted, 
displaced or lost by the proposed conversion.  For proposals to partially convert a Section 6(f) park area, 
the remaining 6(f) park land must remain recreationally viable and not be impacted by the activities that 
are precipitating the conversion.  If it is anticipated that the precipitating activities impact the remaining 
Section 6(f) area, the proposed area for the conversion should be expanded to encompass all impacted 
park land. 

 
c.   Description of the community and population served by the park, including users of the park and uses.   

 
d.   For partial conversions, a revised 6(f) map clearly indicating both the portion that is being converted and 

the portion remaining intact under Section 6(f). 
 

6.      For each proposed replacement site: 
a.   Specific geographic location on a map, 9-digit zip code, and geographical relationship of converted and 

replacement sites.  If site will be added to an existing public park/outdoor recreation area, indicate on 
map. 

 
b.   Description of the site’s physical characteristics and resource attributes with number and types of  

resources and features on the site, for example, 15 acres wetland, 2,000 feet beachfront, 50 acres forest, 
scenic views, 75 acres riparian, vacant lot, special habitat, any unique or special features, structures, 
recreation amenities, historic/cultural resources, hazardous materials/contamination history, restrictions, 
institutional controls, easements, rights-of-way, overhead/underground utilities including overhead wires, 
towers, etc. 
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c.   Identification of the owner of the replacement site and its recent history of use/function up to the present. 

 
d.   Detailed explanation of how the proposed replacement site is of reasonably equivalent usefulness and 

location as the property being converted, including a description of the recreation needs that will be met 
by the new replacement parks, populations to be served, and new outdoor recreation resources, facilities, 
and opportunities to be provided. 

 
e.   Identification of owner and manager of the new replacement park?   

 
f.    Name of the new replacement park.  If the replacement park is added to an existing public park 

area, will the existing area be included within the 6(f) boundary?  What is the name of the 
existing public park area? 

 
g.   Timeframe for completing the new outdoor recreation area(s) to replace the recreation 

opportunity lost per the terms of conversion approval and the date replacement park(s) will be 
open to the public. 

 
h.   New Section 6(f) map for the new replacement park. 

 
7.      NEPA environmental review, including NHPA Section 106 review, for both the converted and 

replacement sites in the same document to analyze how the converted park land and recreational 
usefulness will be replaced.  Except for “small” conversions (see LWCF Manual Chapter 8), 
conversions usually require an EA. 

 

Proceed to Steps 5 through 7 
 

C.    Proposal for a Public Facility in a Section 6(f) Area 
Prior to developing this proposal, you must consult the LWCF Manual for complete guidance. In summary, NPS 
must review and decide on requests to construct a public indoor and/or non-recreation facility within a Section 6(f) 
area.  In certain cases NPS may approve the construction of public facilities within a Section 6(f) area where it can 
be shown that there will be a net gain in outdoor recreation benefits and enhancements for the entire park.  In 
most cases, development of a non-recreation public facility within a Section 6(f) area constitutes a conversion.  For 
NPS review, the State/sponsor must submit a proposal to NPS under a letter of transmittal from the SLO that: 
 
1.      Describes the purpose and all proposed uses of the public facility such as types of programming, recreation 

activities, and special events including intended users of the new facility and any agency, organization, or 
other party to occupy the facility.  Describe the interior and exterior of the facility, such as office space, 
meeting rooms, food/beverage area, residential/lodging area, classrooms, gyms, etc.  Explain how the facility 
will be compatible with the outdoor recreation area.  Explain how the facility and associated uses will 
significantly support and enhance existing and planned outdoor recreation resources and uses of the site, and 
how outdoor recreation use will remain the primary function of the site.  (The public’s outdoor recreation use 
must continue to be greater than that expected for any indoor use, unless the site is a single facility, such as a 
swimming pool, which virtually occupies the entire site.) 

 
2.      Indicates the exact location of the proposed public facility and associated activities on the site’s Section 6(f) 

map. Explain the design and location alternatives considered for the public facility and why they were not 
pursued. 

 
3.      Explains who will own and/or operate and maintain the facility?  Attach any 3rd party leases and operation and 

management agreements. When will the facility be open to the public?  Will the facility ever be used for 
private functions and closed to the public? Explain any user or other fees that will be instituted, including the 
fee structure. 

 
4.      Includes required documents as a result of a completed NEPA process (Steps 5 – 7). 
 

Proceed to Steps 5 through 7 
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A.    Proposal for Temporary Non-Conforming Use 
Prior to developing this proposal, you must consult the LWCF Manual for complete guidance. NPS must review and 
decided on requests for temporary uses that do not meet the requirements of allowable activities within a Section 
6(f) area.  A temporary non-conforming use is limited to a period of six months (180 days) or less.  Continued use 
beyond six-months will not be considered temporary, and may result in a Section 6(f)(3) conversion of use requiring 
the replacement of converted parkland. For NPS review, describe the temporary non-conforming use (activities 
other than public outdoor recreation) in detail including the following information: 
 
1.      A letter of transmittal from the SLO recommending the proposal. 
 
2.      Describe in detail the proposed temporary non-conforming use and all associated activities, why it is needed, 

and alternative locations that were considered and why they were not pursued. 
 
3.      Explain length of time needed for the temporary non-conforming use and why.   
 
4.      Describe the size of the Section 6(f) area affected by the temporary non-conforming use activities and 

expected impacts to public outdoor recreation areas, facilities and opportunities.  Explain efforts to keep the 
size of the area impacted to a minimum. Indicate the location of the non-conforming use on the site’s 6(f) map. 

 
5.      Describe any anticipated temporary/permanent impacts to the Section 6(f) area and how the sponsor will 

mitigate them during and after the non-conforming use ceases. 
 
6.      Consult the LWCF Manual for additional requirements and guidelines before developing the proposal. 
 

Proceed to Steps 5 through 7 
 

B.    Proposal for Significant Change in Use 
Prior to developing the proposal, you must consult the LWCF Manual for complete guidance. NPS approval must 
be obtained prior to any change from one eligible use to another when the proposed use would significantly 
contravene the original plans or intent for the area outlined in the original LWCF application for federal assistance. 
Consult with NPS for early determination on the need for a formal review. NPS approval is only required for 
proposals that will significantly change the use of a LWCF-assisted site (e.g., from passive to active recreation).  
The proposal must include and address the following items: 
 
1.      A letter of transmittal from the SLO recommending the proposal. 
 
2.      Description of the proposed changes and how they significantly contravene the original plans or intent of 

LWCF agreements. 
 
3.      Explanation of the need for change in use and how the change is consistent with local plans and the SCORP. 
 
4.      Consult the LWCF Manual for additional requirements and guidelines before developing the proposal. 
 

Proceed to Steps 5 through 7 
 

C.    Proposal for Sheltering Facilities 
Prior to developing this proposal, you must consult the LWCF Manual for complete guidance.  NPS must review 
and decide on all proposals to shelter an existing outdoor recreation facility or construct a new sheltered recreation 
facility within a Section 6(f) area regardless of funding source.  The proposal must demonstrate that there is an 
increased benefit to public recreation opportunity.  Describe the sheltering proposal in detail, including the following: 
 
1.      A letter of transmittal from the SLO recommending the proposal. 
 
2.      Describe the proposed sheltered facility, how it would operate, how the sheltered facility will include recreation 

uses that could typically occur outdoors, and how the primary purpose of the sheltered facility is recreation.  

Step 4.  Proposals for Temporary Non-Conforming Use, Significant Change in 
              Use, and Sheltering Facilities (See LWCF Manual for guidance.)  
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3.      Explain how the sheltered facility would not substantially diminish the outdoor recreation values of the site 
including how the sheltered facility will be compatible and significantly supportive of the outdoor recreation 
resources present and/or planned. 

 
4.      Explain how the sheltered facility will benefit the total park’s outdoor recreation use. 
 
5.      Describe efforts provided to the public to review the proposal to shelter the facility and has local support. 
 
6.      Document that the sheltered facility will be under the control and tenure of the public agency which sponsors 

and administers the original park area. 
 
7.      Consult the LWCF Manual for additional requirements and guidelines before developing the proposal. 
 

Proceed to Steps 5 through 7 
 

 

 
To avoid duplication of effort and unnecessary delays, describe any prior environmental review undertaken at any 
time and still viable for this proposal or related efforts that could be useful for understanding potential environmental 
impacts. Consider previous local, state, federal (e.g. HUD, EPA, USFWS, FHWA, DOT) and any other 
environmental reviews.  At a minimum, address the following: 

 
1.      Date of environmental review(s), purpose for the environmental review(s) and for whom they were conducted. 
 
2.      Description of the proposed action and alternatives. 
 
3.      Who was involved in identifying resource impact issues and developing the proposal including the interested 

and affected public, government agencies, and Indian tribes. 
 
4.      Environmental resources analyzed and determination of impacts for proposed actions and alternatives. 
 
5.      Any mitigation measures to be part of the proposed action. 
 
6.      Intergovernmental Review Process (Executive Order 12372):  Does the State have an Intergovernmental 

Review Process?  Yes ___X__  No _____.  If yes, has the LWCF Program been selected for review under the 
State Intergovernmental Review Process?  Yes _____  No __X___.  If yes, was this proposal reviewed by the 
appropriate State, metropolitan, regional and local agencies, and if so, attach any information and comments 
received about this proposal.  If proposal was not reviewed, explain why not. 

 
7.      Public comment periods (how long, when in the process, who was invited to comment) and agency response.  
 
8.      Any formal decision and supporting reasons regarding degree of potential impacts to the human environment. 
 
9.      Was this proposed LWCF federal action and/or any other federal actions analyzed/reviewed in any of the 

previous environmental reviews?  If so, what was analyzed and what impacts were identified?  Provide 
specific environmental review document references.  

 
Use resource impact information generated during previous environmental reviews described above and from 
recently conducted site inspections to complete the Environmental Screening Form (ESF) portion of this PD/ESF 
under Step 6.  Your ESF responses should indicate your proposal’s potential for impacting each resource as 
determined in the previous environmental review(s), and include a reference to where the analysis can be found in 
an earlier environmental review document. If the previous environmental review documents contain proposed 
actions to mitigate impacts, briefly summarize the mitigation for each resource as appropriate.  The appropriate 
references for previous environmental review document(s) must be documented on the ESF, and the actual 
document(s) along with this PD/ESF must be included in the submission for NPS review. 
 

Proceed to Steps 6 through 7 

Step 5.  Summary of Previous Environmental Review (including E.O. 12372 - Intergovernmental Review) 
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This portion of the PD/ESF is a working tool used to identify the level of environmental documentation which must 
accompany the proposal submission to the NPS. By completing the ESF, the project sponsor is providing support 
for its recommendation in Step 7 that the proposal either: 
 

1.   meets criteria to be categorically excluded (CE) from further NEPA review and 
  no additional environmental documentation is necessary; or 

 
2.   requires further analysis through an environmental assessment (EA) or an environmental 

impact statement (EIS). 
 
An ESF alone does not constitute adequate environmental documentation unless a CE is recommended.  If an EA 
is required, the EA process and resulting documents must be included in the proposal submission to the NPS.  If an 
EIS may be required, the State must request NPS guidance on how to proceed.  
 
The scope of the required environmental analysis will vary according to the type of LWCF proposal.  For example, 
the scope for a new LWCF project will differ from the scope for a conversion.  Consult the LWCF Manual for 
guidance on defining the scope or extent of environmental analysis needed for your LWCF proposal. As early as 
possible in your planning process, consider how your proposal/project may have direct, indirect and cumulative 
impacts on the human environment for your type of LWCF action so planners have an opportunity to design 
alternatives to lessen impacts on resources, if appropriate. When used as a planning tool in this way, the ESF 
responses may change as the proposal is revised until it is ready for submission for federal review.  Initiating or 
completing environmental analysis after a decision has been made is contrary to both the spirit and letter of the law 
of the NEPA.  
 
The ESF should be completed with input from resource experts and in consultation with relevant local, state, tribal 
and federal governments, as applicable. The interested and affected public should be notified of the proposal and 
be invited to participate in scoping out the proposal (see LWCF Manual Chapter 4). At a minimum, a site inspection 
of the affected area must be conducted by individuals who are familiar with the type of affected resources, possess 
the ability to identify potential resource impacts, and to know when to seek additional data when needed.   
 
At the time of proposal submission to NPS for federal review, the completed ESF must justify the NEPA pathway 
that was followed: CE recommendation, production of an EA, or production of an EIS. The resource topics and 
issues identified on the ESF for this proposal must be presented and analyzed in an attached EA/EIS.  Consult the 
LWCF Manual for further guidance on LWCF and NEPA. 
 
The ESF contains two parts that must be completed: 
 
 Part A. Environmental Resources   Part B. Mandatory Criteria 
 
Part A: For each environmental resource topic, choose an impact estimate level (none, negligible, minor, exceeds 
minor) that describes the degree of potential negative impact for each listed resource that may occur directly, 
indirectly and cumulatively as a result of federal approval of your proposal.  For each impacted resource provide a 
brief explanation of how the resource might be affected, how the impact level was determined, and why the chosen 
impact level is appropriate.  If an environmental review has already been conducted on your proposal and is still 
viable, include the citation including any planned mitigation for each applicable resource, and choose an impact 
level as mitigated.  If the resource does not apply to your proposal, mark NA in the first column.  Add any relevant 
resources (see A.24 on the ESF) if not included in the list.   
 
Use a separate sheet to briefly clarify how each resource could be adversely impacted; any direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts that may occur; and any additional data that still needs to be determined.  Also explain any 
planned mitigation already addressed in previous environmental reviews. 
 
Part B: This is a list of mandatory impact criteria that preclude the use of categorical exclusions.  If you answer 
“yes” or “maybe” for any of the mandatory criteria, you must develop an EA or EIS regardless of your answers in 
Part A.  Explain all “yes” and “maybe” answers on a separate sheet. 

Step 6.  Environmental Screening Form (ESF) 
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For conversions, complete one ESF for each of the converted and replacement sites. 

Conversion, Block 1101, Lot 5 
 

A.  ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 
Indicate potential for adverse impacts. Use a 

separate sheet to clarify responses per 
instructions for Part A on page 9. 

Not 
Applicable- 

Resource does 
not exist 

No/Negligible
Impacts-

Exists but no or 
negligible 
impacts 

Minor 
Impacts 

Impacts 
Exceed Minor 
EA/EIS required 

More Data Needed 
to Determine 

Degree of Impact 
EA/EIS required 

1. Geological resources: soils, bedrock, 
slopes, streambeds, landforms, etc.  

  X       

2. Air quality   X       
3. Sound (noise impacts)   X       
4. Water quality/quantity   X       
5. Stream flow characteristics X         
6. Marine/estuarine X         
7. Floodplains/wetlands     X     
8. Land use/ownership patterns; 
property values; community livability 

  X       

9. Circulation, transportation   X       
10. Plant/animal/fish species of special 
concern and habitat; state/  
federal listed or proposed for listing 

    X     

11. Unique ecosystems, such as 
biosphere reserves, World Heritage 
sites, old growth forests, etc. 

X         

12. Unique or important wildlife/ wildlife 
habitat 

  X       

13. Unique or important fish/habitat  X         
14. Introduce or promote invasive 
species (plant or animal) 

  X       

15. Recreation resources, land, parks, 
open space, conservation areas, rec. 
trails, facilities, services, opportunities, 
public access, etc. Most conversions 
exceed minor impacts. See Step 3.B 

  X       

16. Accessibility for populations with 
disabilities 

X         

17. Overall aesthetics, special 
characteristics/features 

  X       

18. Historical/cultural resources, 
including landscapes, ethnographic, 
archeological, structures, etc. Attach 
SHPO/THPO determination. 

  X       

19. Socioeconomics, including 
employment, occupation, income 
changes, tax base, infrastructure 

  X       

20. Minority and low-income 
populations 

X         

21. Energy resources (geothermal, 
fossil fuels, etc.) 

    X     

22. Other agency or tribal land use 
plans or policies 

  X       

23. Land/structures with history of 
contamination/hazardous materials 
even if remediated 

  X       

24. Other important environmental 
resources to address. 

X         
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For conversions, complete one ESF for each of the converted and replacement sites. 
Conversion, Block 1, Lot 1 

 

A.  ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 
Indicate potential for adverse impacts. Use a 

separate sheet to clarify responses per 
instructions for Part A on page 9. 

Not 
Applicable- 

Resource does 
not exist 

No/Negligible
Impacts-

Exists but no or 
negligible 
impacts 

Minor 
Impacts 

Impacts 
Exceed Minor 
EA/EIS required 

More Data Needed 
to Determine 

Degree of Impact 
EA/EIS required 

1. Geological resources: soils, bedrock, 
slopes, streambeds, landforms, etc.  

  X       

2. Air quality   X       
3. Sound (noise impacts)   X       
4. Water quality/quantity     X     
5. Stream flow characteristics X         
6. Marine/estuarine X         
7. Floodplains/wetlands     X     
8. Land use/ownership patterns; 
property values; community livability 

    X     

9. Circulation, transportation   X       
10. Plant/animal/fish species of special 
concern and habitat; state/  
federal listed or proposed for listing 

  X       

11. Unique ecosystems, such as 
biosphere reserves, World Heritage 
sites, old growth forests, etc. 

X         

12. Unique or important wildlife/ wildlife 
habitat 

  X       

13. Unique or important fish/habitat  X         
14. Introduce or promote invasive 
species (plant or animal) 

  X       

15. Recreation resources, land, parks, 
open space, conservation areas, rec. 
trails, facilities, services, opportunities, 
public access, etc. Most conversions 
exceed minor impacts. See Step 3.B 

    X     

16. Accessibility for populations with 
disabilities 

  X       

17. Overall aesthetics, special 
characteristics/features 

  X       

18. Historical/cultural resources, 
including landscapes, ethnographic, 
archeological, structures, etc. Attach 
SHPO/THPO determination. 

  X       

19. Socioeconomics, including 
employment, occupation, income 
changes, tax base, infrastructure 

  X       

20. Minority and low-income 
populations 

X         

21. Energy resources (geothermal, 
fossil fuels, etc.) 

  X       

22. Other agency or tribal land use 
plans or policies 

  X       

23. Land/structures with history of 
contamination/hazardous materials 
even if remediated 

X         

24. Other important environmental 
resources to address. 

X         
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For conversions, complete one ESF for each of the converted and replacement sites. 
Replacement, Block 20001, Lot 5 

 

A.  ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 
Indicate potential for adverse impacts. Use a 

separate sheet to clarify responses per 
instructions for Part A on page 9. 

Not 
Applicable- 

Resource does 
not exist 

No/Negligible
Impacts-

Exists but no or 
negligible 
impacts 

Minor 
Impacts 

Impacts 
Exceed Minor 
EA/EIS required 

More Data Needed 
to Determine 

Degree of Impact 
EA/EIS required 

1. Geological resources: soils, bedrock, 
slopes, streambeds, landforms, etc.  

  X       

2. Air quality   X       
3. Sound (noise impacts)   X       
4. Water quality/quantity   X       
5. Stream flow characteristics   X       
6. Marine/estuarine X         
7. Floodplains/wetlands   X       
8. Land use/ownership patterns; 
property values; community livability 

  X       

9. Circulation, transportation   X       
10. Plant/animal/fish species of special 
concern and habitat; state/  
federal listed or proposed for listing 

  X       

11. Unique ecosystems, such as 
biosphere reserves, World Heritage 
sites, old growth forests, etc. 

  X       

12. Unique or important wildlife/ wildlife 
habitat 

  X       

13. Unique or important fish/habitat  X         
14. Introduce or promote invasive 
species (plant or animal) 

X         

15. Recreation resources, land, parks, 
open space, conservation areas, rec. 
trails, facilities, services, opportunities, 
public access, etc. Most conversions 
exceed minor impacts. See Step 3.B 

  X       

16. Accessibility for populations with 
disabilities 

  X       

17. Overall aesthetics, special 
characteristics/features 

  X       

18. Historical/cultural resources, 
including landscapes, ethnographic, 
archeological, structures, etc. Attach 
SHPO/THPO determination. 

X         

19. Socioeconomics, including 
employment, occupation, income 
changes, tax base, infrastructure 

X         

20. Minority and low-income 
populations 

  X       

21. Energy resources (geothermal, 
fossil fuels, etc.) 

X         

22. Other agency or tribal land use 
plans or policies 

X         

23. Land/structures with history of 
contamination/hazardous materials 
even if remediated 

  X       

24. Other important environmental 
resources to address. 

  X       
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Conversion, Block 1101, Lot 5 
 
B.   MANDATORY CRITERIA 
      If your LWCF proposal is approved, would it… 

Yes No 
To be

determined
1.  Have significant impacts on public health or safety?  X  
2.  Have significant impacts on such natural resources and unique geographic 
characteristics as historic or cultural resources; park, recreation, or refuge lands, 
wilderness areas; wild or scenic rivers; national natural landmarks; sole or 
principal drinking water aquifers; prime farmlands; wetlands (E.O. 11990); 
floodplains (E.O 11988); and other ecologically significant or critical areas. 

 X  

3.  Have highly controversial environmental effects or involve unresolved conflicts 
concerning alternative uses of available resources [NEPA section 102(2)(E)]? 

 X  

4.  Have highly uncertain and potentially significant environmental effects or 
involve unique or unknown environmental risks? 

 X  

5.  Establish a precedent for future action or represent a decision in principle 
about future actions with potentially significant environmental effects? 

 X  

6.  Have a direct relationship to other actions with individually insignificant, but 
cumulatively significant, environmental effects? 

 X  

7.  Have significant impacts on properties listed or eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places, as determined by either the bureau or 
office.(Attach SHPO/THPO Comments) 

 X  

8.  Have significant impacts on species listed or proposed to be listed on the List 
of Endangered or Threatened Species, or have significant impacts on designated 
Critical Habitat for these species. 

 X  

9.  Violate a federal law, or a state, local, or tribal law or requirement imposed for 
the protection of the environment? 

 X  

10. Have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on low income or minority 
populations (Executive Order 12898)? 

 X  

11. Limit access to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites on federal lands by 
Indian religious practitioners or significantly adversely affect the physical integrity 
of such sacred sites (Executive Order 13007)? 

 X  

12. Contribute to the introduction, continued existence, or spread of noxious 
weeds or non-native invasive species known to occur in the area, or actions that 
may promote the introduction, growth, or expansion of the range of such species 
(Federal Noxious Weed Control Act and Executive Order 13112)?   

 X  
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Conversion, Block 1, Lot 1 
 
 

B.   MANDATORY CRITERIA 
      If your LWCF proposal is approved, would it… 

Yes No 
To be

determined
1.  Have significant impacts on public health or safety?  X  
2.  Have significant impacts on such natural resources and unique geographic 
characteristics as historic or cultural resources; park, recreation, or refuge lands, 
wilderness areas; wild or scenic rivers; national natural landmarks; sole or 
principal drinking water aquifers; prime farmlands; wetlands (E.O. 11990); 
floodplains (E.O 11988); and other ecologically significant or critical areas. 

 X  

3.  Have highly controversial environmental effects or involve unresolved conflicts 
concerning alternative uses of available resources [NEPA section 102(2)(E)]? 

 X  

4.  Have highly uncertain and potentially significant environmental effects or 
involve unique or unknown environmental risks? 

 X  

5.  Establish a precedent for future action or represent a decision in principle 
about future actions with potentially significant environmental effects? 

 X  

6.  Have a direct relationship to other actions with individually insignificant, but 
cumulatively significant, environmental effects? 

 X  

7.  Have significant impacts on properties listed or eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places, as determined by either the bureau or 
office.(Attach SHPO/THPO Comments) 

 X  

8.  Have significant impacts on species listed or proposed to be listed on the List 
of Endangered or Threatened Species, or have significant impacts on designated 
Critical Habitat for these species. 

 X  

9.  Violate a federal law, or a state, local, or tribal law or requirement imposed for 
the protection of the environment? 

 X  

10. Have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on low income or minority 
populations (Executive Order 12898)? 

 X  

11. Limit access to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites on federal lands by 
Indian religious practitioners or significantly adversely affect the physical integrity 
of such sacred sites (Executive Order 13007)? 

 X  

12. Contribute to the introduction, continued existence, or spread of noxious 
weeds or non-native invasive species known to occur in the area, or actions that 
may promote the introduction, growth, or expansion of the range of such species 
(Federal Noxious Weed Control Act and Executive Order 13112)?   

 X  
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Replacement, Block 20001, Lot 5 
 
B.   MANDATORY CRITERIA 
      If your LWCF proposal is approved, would it… 

Yes No 
To be

determined
1.  Have significant impacts on public health or safety?  X  
2.  Have significant impacts on such natural resources and unique geographic 
characteristics as historic or cultural resources; park, recreation, or refuge lands, 
wilderness areas; wild or scenic rivers; national natural landmarks; sole or 
principal drinking water aquifers; prime farmlands; wetlands (E.O. 11990); 
floodplains (E.O 11988); and other ecologically significant or critical areas. 

 X  

3.  Have highly controversial environmental effects or involve unresolved conflicts 
concerning alternative uses of available resources [NEPA section 102(2)(E)]? 

 X  

4.  Have highly uncertain and potentially significant environmental effects or 
involve unique or unknown environmental risks? 

 X  

5.  Establish a precedent for future action or represent a decision in principle 
about future actions with potentially significant environmental effects? 

 X  

6.  Have a direct relationship to other actions with individually insignificant, but 
cumulatively significant, environmental effects? 

 X  

7.  Have significant impacts on properties listed or eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places, as determined by either the bureau or 
office.(Attach SHPO/THPO Comments) 

 X  

8.  Have significant impacts on species listed or proposed to be listed on the List 
of Endangered or Threatened Species, or have significant impacts on designated 
Critical Habitat for these species. 

 X  

9.  Violate a federal law, or a state, local, or tribal law or requirement imposed for 
the protection of the environment? 

 X  

10. Have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on low income or minority 
populations (Executive Order 12898)? 

 X  

11. Limit access to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites on federal lands by 
Indian religious practitioners or significantly adversely affect the physical integrity 
of such sacred sites (Executive Order 13007)? 

 X  

12. Contribute to the introduction, continued existence, or spread of noxious 
weeds or non-native invasive species known to occur in the area, or actions that 
may promote the introduction, growth, or expansion of the range of such species 
(Federal Noxious Weed Control Act and Executive Order 13112)?   

 X  

 



    
16 

  10/01/2008 

 
 
 

The following individual(s) provided input in the completion of the environmental screening form.  List all 
reviewers including name, title, agency, field of expertise. Keep all environmental review records and data on this 
proposal in state compliance file for any future program review and/or audit.  The ESF may be completed as part of 
a LWCF pre-award site inspection if conducted in time to contribute to the environmental review process for the 
proposal. 
 
1. Nicole Maslanich, Environmental Scientist, CH2MHill, Environmental Scientist for Energy Sector Projects 
 
2. Deborah Haines, Environmental Scientist, CH2MHill, Environmental Scientist for Energy Sector Projects 
 
3. Sarah Anderson, Environmental Planner, CH2MHill, Environmental Scientist for Energy Sector Projects 
 
The following individuals conducted a site inspection to verify field conditions. 
 
List name of inspector(s), title, agency, and date(s) of inspection. 
 
1. Nicole Maslanich, Environmental Scientist, CH2MHill – June 21, 2012 field inspection conducted of 

replacement land. 
 
2. Sarah Anderson, Environmental Planner, CH2MHill – June 21, 2012 field inspection conducted of               

replacement land. 
 
3. Phil London, Wetlands Scientist, London Environmental -- wetland/waterbody delineations b/w 2010 & 

2012  
 
4. Adam Mann, Wildlife Zoologist, Environmental Solutions & Innovations (ESI) – T&E Surveys b/w 2010 & 

2012 
 
5. Ray Pasqueriello & Richard Petyk, Historical & Archaeological Investigators, Gray & Pape, Inc. – cultural 

surveys b/w 2010 & 2012 
 
6. Rich Reaves &  Josh Jamel, Botanists, CH2MHill – rare plant surveys b/w 2011 & 2012 
 
State may require signature of 
LWCF sub-recipient applicant here: ___________________________________________Date_____________ 

Environmental Reviewers 
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First, consult the attached list of “Categorical Exclusions (CEs) for Which a Record is Needed.” If you find your 
action in the CE list and you have determined in Step 6A that impacts will be minor or less for each applicable 
environmental resource on the ESF and you answered “no” to all of the “Mandatory Criteria” questions in Step 6B, 
the proposal qualifies for a CE.  Complete the following “State LWCF Environmental Recommendations” box 
indicating the CE recommendation. 
 
If you find your action in the CE list and you have determined in Step 6A that impacts will be greater than minor or 
that more data is needed for any of the resources and you answered “no” to all of the “Mandatory Criteria” 
questions, your environmental review team may choose to do additional analysis to determine the context, 
duration, and intensity of the impacts of your project or may wish to revise the proposal to minimize impacts to 
meet the CE criteria.  If impacts remain at the greater than minor level, the State/sponsor must prepare an EA for 
the proposal.  Complete the following “State Environmental Recommendations” box indicating the need for an EA. 
 
If you do not find your action in the CE list, regardless of your answers in Step 6, you must prepare an EA or EIS.  
Complete the following “State Environmental Recommendations” box indicating the need for an EA or EIS.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SLO/ASLO Original Signature: ___________________________________________ Date: _________________ 

Typed Name, Title, Agency:

Step 7.  Recommended NEPA Pathway and State Appraisal/Waiver Valuation  

State NEPA Pathway Recommendation  

□ I certify that a site inspection was conducted for each site involved in this proposal and to the best of my 

knowledge, the information provided in this LWCF Proposal Description and Environmental Screening Form 
(PD/ESF) is accurate based on available resource data.  All resulting notes, reports and inspector signatures 
are stored in the state’s NEPA file for this proposal and are available upon request.  On the basis of the 
environmental impact information for this LWCF proposal as documented in this LWCF PD/ESF with which I 
am familiar, I recommend the following LWCF NEPA pathway:   

       □ This proposal qualifies for a Categorical Exclusion (CE). 

 CE Item #:   
 Explanation:   

       □ This proposal requires an Environmental Assessment (EA) which is attached and 

  has been produced by the State/sponsor in accordance with the LWCF Program Manual. 

       □ This proposal may require an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  NPS guidance 

  is requested per the LWCF Program Manual.

Reproduce this certificate as necessary. Complete for each LWCF appraisal or waiver valuation. 

State Appraisal/Waiver Valuation Review 
 

Property address:     Date of appraisal transmittal letter/waiver: 
 
Real property value: $    Effective date of value:    

I certify that:  □ a State-certified Review Appraiser has reviewed the appraisal and has determined that it 

was prepared in conformity with the Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land 
Acquisitions. 

OR 

 □ the State has reviewed and approved a waiver valuation for this property per 

        49 CFR 24.102(c)(2)(ii).
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National Environmental Policy Act 
National Park Service-Land and Water Conservation Fund State Assistance Program 

Categorical Exclusions for Which a Record is Needed 
 
Note: The following are the NEPA Categorical Exclusions approved for use with all NPS programs.  Only 
the unshaded categories apply to LWCF proposals. Before selecting a categorical exclusion (CE), 
complete the PD/ESF for the LWCF proposal to support the CE selection. 
 
A.  Actions related to general administration 
 
(1)   Changes or amendments to an approved action when such changes would cause no environmental 
impact.  LWCF actions that are covered include amendments for: 

- time extensions with no change in project scope or with a reduction  
in project scope; 

-deleting work and no other work is added back into the project scope;  
-changing project cost with no change in project scope or with a reduction in project scope; 
-making administrative changes that do not affect project scope. 

 
(2)   Minor boundary changes that are accomplished through existing statutory authorities and that result 
in no change in land use. 
 
(3)   Re-issuance/renewal of permits, rights-of-way, or easements not involving new environmental 
impacts provided that the impacts of the original actions were evaluated in an environmental document. 
 
(4)   Conversion of existing permits to rights-of-way, when such conversions neither continue nor 
potentially initiate adverse environmental conditions, provided that the impacts of the original actions 
were evaluated in an environmental document. 
 
(5)   Issuances, extensions, renewals, re-issuances, or minor modifications of concession contracts or 
permits that do not entail new construction or any potential for new environmental impact as a result of 
concession operations. 
 
(6)   Incidental business permits (formerly called commercial use licenses) involving no construction or 
potential for new environmental impact. 
 
(7)   Leasing of historic properties in accordance with 36 CFR 18 and NPS-38.  
 
(8)   Modifications or revisions to existing regulations, or the promulgation of new regulations for NPS-
administered areas, provided the modifications, revisions, or new regulations do not: 
 

(a) increase public use to the extent of compromising the nature and character of the area or cause 
physical damage to it. 
 
(b) introduce non-compatible uses that might compromise the nature and characteristics of the area or 
cause physical damage to it. 
 
(c) conflict with adjacent ownerships or land uses. 
 
(d) cause a nuisance to adjacent owners or occupants 
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(9)   At the direction of the NPS responsible official, actions where NPS has concurrence or co-approval 
with another bureau and the action is a CE for that bureau, and where NPS agrees that there is no potential 
for environmental impact. 
 
(10) Routine transfers of jurisdiction between the NPS and the District of Columbia accomplished 
through existing statutory authority, where no change of use in the land is anticipated upon transfer. 
 
B.  Plans, studies, and reports 
 
(1)   Changes or amendments to an approved plan, when such changes have no potential for 
environmental impact. 
 
(2)   Cultural resources maintenance guides, collection management plans, and historic furnishings 
reports. 
 
(3)   Interpretive plans (interpretive prospectuses, audio-visual plans, museum exhibit plans, wayside 
exhibit plans). 
 
(4)   Plans, including priorities, justifications, and strategies, for non-manipulative research, monitoring, 
inventorying, and information-gathering. 
 
(5)   Agreements between NPS offices for plans and studies. 
 
(6)   Authorization, funding, or approval for the preparation of statewide comprehensive outdoor 
recreation plans (SCORPs). 
 
(7)   Adoption or approval of academic or research surveys, studies, reports, and similar documents that 
do not contain and will not result in NPS recommendations. 
 
(8)   Land protection plans that propose changes to existing land or visitor use when the changes have no 
potential for environmental impact. 
 
C.  Actions related to development 
 
(1)   Land acquisition within established park boundaries, if future anticipated uses would have no 
potential for environmental impact. 
 
(2)   Land exchanges that will not lead to anticipated changes in the use of land and that have no potential 
for environmental impact. For LWCF, some small conversions may meet this criterion. See the LWCF 
Manual Chapter 8 for further guidance. 
 
(3)   Routine maintenance and repairs to non-historic structures, facilities, utilities, grounds, and trails. 
 
(4)   Routine maintenance and repairs to cultural resource sites, structures, utilities, and grounds if the 
action falls under an approved Historic Structures Preservation Guide or Cyclic Maintenance Guide or if 
the action would not adversely affect the cultural resource. 
 
(5)   Installation of LWCF eligible signs, displays, and kiosks. 
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(6)   Installation of navigation aids. 
 
(7)   Experimental testing of short duration (no more than one season) of mass transit systems, and 
changes in operation of existing systems, that have no potential for environmental impact. 
 
(8)   Replacement in kind of minor structures and facilities with little or no change in location, capacity, 
or appearance--for example, comfort stations, pit toilets, fences, kiosks, signs and campfire circles. 
 
(9)   Repair, resurfacing, striping, installation of traffic control devices, and repair/replacement of 
guardrails, culverts, signs, and other minor existing features on existing roads when no potential for 
environmental impact exists. 
 
(10) Changes in sanitary facilities operation resulting in no new environmental effects. 
 
(11) Installation of wells, comfort stations, and pit or vault toilets in areas of existing use and in 
developed areas. 
 
(12) Minor trail relocation or development of compatible trail networks on logging roads or other 
established routes. 
 
(13) Upgrading or adding new overhead utility facilities on existing poles, or on replacement poles that do 
not change existing pole line configurations. 
 
(14) Issuance of rights-of-way for overhead utility lines to an individual building or well from an existing 
line where installation will not result in visual intrusion and will involve no clearance of vegetation other 
than for placement of poles. 
 
(15) Issuance of rights-of-way for minor overhead utility lines not involving placement of poles or towers 
and not involving vegetation management or visual intrusion in an area administered by NPS. 
 
(16) Installation of underground utilities in areas showing clear evidence of recent human disturbance or 
areas within an existing road prism or within an existing overhead utility right-of-way. 
 
(17) Minor landscaping in areas showing clear evidence of recent human disturbance. 
 
(18) Installation of fencing enclosures, exclosures, or boundary fencing posing no effect on wildlife 
migrations. 
 
D.  Actions related to visitor use 
 
(1)   Minor changes in amounts or types of visitor use for the purpose of ensuring visitor safety or 
resource protection in accordance with existing regulations. 
 
(2)   Minor changes in programs and regulations pertaining to visitor activities. 
 
(3)   Issuance of permits for demonstrations, gatherings, ceremonies, concerts, arts and crafts shows, and 
so forth, entailing only short-term or readily remediable environmental disturbance. 
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(4)   Designation of trailside camping zones with minimal or no improvements. 
 
E.   Actions related to resource management and protection 
 
(1)   Archeological surveys and permits involving only surface collection or small-scale test excavations. 
 
(2)   Restoration of non-controversial (based on internal scoping requirements in section 2.6) native 
species into suitable habitats within their historic range. 
 
(3)   Removal of individual members of a non-threatened/endangered species or populations of pests and 
exotic plants that pose an imminent danger to visitors or an immediate threat to park resources. 
 
(4)   Removal of non-historic materials and structures in order to restore natural conditions when the 
removal has no potential for environmental impacts, including impacts to cultural landscapes or 
archeological resources. 
 
(5)   Development of standards for, and identification, nomination, certification, and determination of, 
eligibility of properties for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, the National Historic 
Landmark and National Natural Landmark Programs, and biosphere reserves. 
 
(6)   Non-destructive data collection, inventory (including field, aerial, and satellite surveying and 
mapping), study, research, and monitoring activities (this is also a Departmental CE). 
 
(7)   Designation if environmental study areas and research natural areas, including those closed 
temporarily or permanently to the public, unless the potential for environmental (including 
socioeconomic) impact exists. 
 
F.   Actions related to grant programs 
 
(1)   Proposed actions essentially the same as those listed in paragraphs A-E above not shaded in gray. 
 
(2)   Grants for acquisition to areas that will continue in the same use or lower density use with no 
additional disturbance to the natural setting or type of use. 
 
(3)   Grants for replacement or renovation of facilities at their same location without altering the kind and 
amount of recreational, historical, or cultural resources of the area or the integrity of the existing setting. 
 
(4)  Grants for construction of facilities on lands acquired under a previous NPS or other federal grant, 
provided that the development is in accord with plans submitted with the acquisition grant, and that 
environmental documents have been completed on the impacts of the proposal funded by the original 
grant. 
 
(5)   Grants for the construction of new facilities within an existing park or recreation area, provided that 
the facilities will not: 
 

(a)  conflict with adjacent ownerships or land use, or cause a nuisance to adjacent owners or 
occupants, such as would happen if use were extended beyond daylight hours. 
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(b)  introduce motorized recreation vehicles, including off-road vehicles, personal water craft, and 
snowmobiles. 
 
(c)  introduce active recreation pursuits into a passive recreation area. 
 
(d)  increase public use or introduce non-compatible uses to the extent of compromising the nature 

and character of the property or causing physical damage to it. 
 
(e)  add or alter access to the park from the surrounding area. 

 
(6)   Grants for the restoration, rehabilitation, stabilization, preservation, and reconstruction (or the 
authorization thereof) of properties listed on or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places, at their same location, and provided that such actions: 
 

(a) will not alter the integrity of the property or its setting 
 

(b) will not increase public use of the area to the extent of compromising the nature and character o 
the property. 
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LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND SECTION 6(f) CONVERSION 
PROPOSAL 
 
 
STEP 3.  PROJECT AMENDMENT 
 

I. Overview of the NEUP Project 

Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company, L.L.C. (“Tennessee or “TGP”) has been authorized by the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) to construct and operate certain pipeline and 
compressor facilities in northeastern Pennsylvania and northwestern New Jersey in order to 
expand the natural gas delivery capacity to the northeast region of the United States.  This 
project is known as the Northeast Upgrade (“NEUP” or the “Project”).  The relevant portion of 
the alignment places the NEUP within or adjacent to the right-of-way (“ROW”), to the extent 
practicable, feasible, and legally permitted, that is associated with Tennessee’s existing 300 Line 
that has been in service since the mid-1950s.   

Pursuant to the provisions of the Natural Gas Act, 15 U.S.C.  §717 et seq., Tennessee applied to 
the FERC for authority to construct and operate the Project.  As part of the application process, 
the FERC staff prepared an Environmental Assessment ( “EA”), issued on November 21, 2011, 
which assessed the environmental effects of the construction and operation of the Project in 
accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”).  While 
the FERC was the lead agency in preparing the EA, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(“USFWS”) and the United States Army Corps of Engineers (“USACOE”) participated as 
cooperating agencies, lending their expertise to the review of resources potentially affected by 
the Project over which these agencies have jurisdiction.  See FERC Docket No. CP11-161-000. 

The FERC prepared an EA, rather than an Environmental Impact Statement, based on its 
conclusion that the “approval of the proposed project, with appropriate mitigating measures, 
would not constitute a major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human 
environment.”  On May 29, 2012, the FERC issued a Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity (“Certificate” or “FERC Certificate”), which authorizes Tennessee to construct, install, 
modify, operate and maintain the Project, 139 FERC ¶ 61,161 (2012).  The FERC Certificate, is 
attached hereto, and will be referred to as Attachment A. 

In addition to the FERC Certificate obtained pursuant to the Natural Gas Act, Tennessee also 
needed to secure land rights from the State of New Jersey for the portion of the FERC-approved 
alignment crosses lands owned by the State of New Jersey.  On June 7, 2012, NJDEP and the 
New Jersey State House Commission approved a 25-year lease of approximately 20 acres of 
State-owned lands that is needed to construct the NEUP.  As compensation for this lease, 
Tennessee is providing significant compensation, including cash compensation, replacement 
lands, and mitigation to the State of New Jersey.  Details of the compensation and mitigation are 
provided in Step 5-5 below.  A copy of the State House Commission Summary Sheet is attached 
hereto, and will be referred to as Attachment B.     
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II. Overview of the Project Amendment (Conversion) 
 

The proposed alignment of the NEUP will traverse two parcels of State-owned land within 
Ringwood State Park that are encumbered by Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund (“LWCF”) Act (hereinafter referred to as the “Section 6(f) lands”).1  The size of the 
conversion on Block 1101, Lot 5 in the Borough of Ringwood, Passaic County, New Jersey, is 
0.34 percent of the total Section 6(f) parcel; the size of the conversion on Block 1, Lot 1 in the 
Township of Mahwah, Bergen County, New Jersey is 0.67 percent of the total Section 6(f) 
parcel.  As part of the construction of the NEUP, Tennessee will also be using an existing access 
road, Bear Swamp Road, a portion of which crosses a parcel that is encumbered by Section 6(f) 
of the LWCF Act.2  

During the summer of 2011, Tennessee provided information to the New Jersey Department of 
Environmental Protection (“NJDEP”) Green Acres Program about whether the use of these 
parcels would constitute a “conversion” under the LWCF Act.  NJDEP reviewed this 
information, and provided it to the National Park Service (“NPS”), the entity with authority to 
determine conversions of LWCF lands.   Representatives from NJDEP and Tennessee met with 
NPS on February 7, 2012, and had a subsequent conference call to discuss whether Tennessee’s 
crossing of these parcels would constitute a conversion.  On April 23, 2012, NPS determined that 
construction of the pipeline likely necessitates a conversion of the two parcels.  The NPS 
concluded that the conversion would apply to both the new leased area for the pipeline ROW and 
the temporary workspace needed during construction, and has further concluded that Tennessee’s 
use of Bear Swamp Road in the Borough of Ringwood (as described below) would not constitute 
a conversion.   

Details on the proposed conversion properties are provided in this Conversion Proposal. 

III.  NPS’ and NJDEP’s Determination on Access Roads 

As stated above, Tennessee will be using Bear Swamp Road, a pre-existing road, to access 
Tennessee’s Mahwah Meter Station.  This road (also known as L5 AR 80) parallels Bear Swamp 
Creek up to Bear Swamp Lake, and is located in Ramapo Mountain State Forest in the Township 
of Mahwah, Bergen County, New Jersey.  A portion of the Bear Swamp Road crosses a parcel 
identified as Block 1, Lots 67, 68 and 69, in the Township of Mahwah, Bergen County, New 
Jersey, that is encumbered by Section 6(f) of the LWCF Act.  Tennessee has been using Bear 
Swamp Road to maintain its existing pipeline and the Mahwah Meter Station and intends to use 
the road during the Project for transporting workers in light duty vehicles to and from the 
construction site.  The width of the road will not be expanded, no trees will be removed or side-
cut, and no heavy duty vehicles will travel this road.  Tennessee will use the road as designed 
(with any modifications accomplished entirely within the existing road bed), and will not 
interfere with the public’s recreational use of this road nor the public’s access to Bear Swamp 
Lake.  NJDEP addressed Tennessee’s use of Bear Swamp Road in its Report on the Proposed 

                                            
1  A parcel that is encumbered by Section 6(f) means that it is located within a Section 6(f) boundary. 
 
2  For the reasons set forth below, NPS and NJDEP have determined that Tennessee’s pre-existing, 
conforming use of Bear Swamp Road does not constitute a conversion.  
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Conveyance of Lands to Tennessee by NJDEP (prepared in accordance with N.J.S.A. 13:1D-52, 
a.k.a. Ogden Rooney Report (page 9)), in the State House Commission Approval Summary 
Sheet for the diversion of local park lands in Ramapo Mountain Reservation (page 9), and in its 
Response to Public Comments document (page 20), and concurred with Tennessee’s proposed 
conforming use of this road.  The Response to Public Comments can be found on NJDEP’s 
Green Acres website at www.state.nj.us/dep/greenacres/neup.html. 
 
Tennessee has also identified another access road, which is an unnamed access road known as L5 
AR 50.  This road is located within the Section 6(f) boundary on Block 1101, Lot 5 in the 
Borough of Ringwood, Passaic County, New Jersey.  Tennessee has been using this road since 
the 1950s to access the existing pipeline for maintenance, and will continue to use this road for 
access to the Project construction corridor.  This pre-existing access road will not be enlarged or 
widened, no trees will be removed or side-cut, and no recreational facilities will be impacted.  
The road will be used as designed, although some gravel may be placed within the existing road 
bed.  Continued use of this road prevents interference by Tennessee with the adjacent Thunder 
Mountain Trap and Skeet Shooting Range, which is a private recreational shooting range located 
within Block 1101, Lot 5.3  NJDEP has reviewed the longstanding, pre-existing use of this access 
road, and has determined that its use (like the pre-existing, conforming use of Bear Swamp 
Road) should not be considered a conversion under the LWCF Act.   
 
In light of Tennessee’s conforming, pre-existing use of Bear Swamp Road and the unnamed 
access road on Block 1101, Lot 5, the use of these two access roads will not be a part of this 
Conversion Proposal.   
 

IV.  Timing of Conversion Request 
 
It is recommended that NPS complete its review and make a determination concerning this 
Conversion Proposal by no later than October 1, 2012.  The reason for this request is that 
Tennessee must begin construction of the NEUP so that it is able to meet the Project in-service 
date of November 1, 2013.4  In order to meet this deadline, Tennessee must factor in the tree 
clearing restrictions established by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 16 U.S.C.  §703 et 
seq.,  (“MBTA”) and the federal Indiana Bat regulations  See the Endangered Species Act, 16 
U.S.C. §1531 et seq.   Under the MBTA, seasonal vegetative clearing in New Jersey may occur 
only between August 1 and March 14.  Under the Indiana Bat regulations, tree clearing is 
allowed only between October 1 and March 30.   In practical terms, the federally approved 
window for tree clearing for the Northeast Upgrade Project is between October 1 and March 14.  

                                            
3  The Thunder Mountain Trap and Skeet Shooting Range is a privately owned shooting range located on 
lands owned by the State of New Jersey (Block 1101, Lot 5) within the Section 6(f) boundary.  The State of New 
Jersey acquired this land subject to a 1962 lease with Skeet One Corporation’s predecessor that allowed for the 
development, maintenance and operation of a public skeet and trap shooting range. 
 
4  Ordering Paragraph (C) of the Certificate requires Tennessee to construct and make available for service 
the Project facilities within one year of the date of the Certificate, or May 29, 2013.  However, the requested in-
service date for the Project is November 1, 2013, to correspond to the requested in-service date of the Project’s 
shippers.  Therefore, on June 28, 2012, Tennessee filed a request for clarification of the Certificate requesting that 
the Commission clarify that, notwithstanding Ordering Paragraph (C) of the Certificate, Tennessee has until 
November 1, 2013 to place the Project facilities in-service.  
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See, EA, Sections 2.3.2.3 and 2.3.2.4.   Moreover, the FERC imposed a condition in the FERC 
Certificate, which requires Tennessee to receive and file with the FERC all applicable 
authorizations required under federal law prior to commencing construction of the Project.  The 
NPS approval is therefore needed in order for Tennessee to receive a Notice to Proceed from the 
FERC and become authorized to begin construction.  See Attachment A, Environmental 
Condition No. 8 (Appendix B to Certificate).  
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STEP 3B. SECTION 6(f)(3) CONVERSION PROPOSAL 
 

Step 3B-1, State Liaison Officer Recommendation. 
 
It is expected that, following the review and approval of this Conversion Proposal by the NJDEP 
Green Acres Program, the State Liaison Office (“SLO”) will provide Tennessee copies of the 
letter of transmittal to the NPS recommending the approval of the proposal. 
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Step 3B-2, Need for Conversion of Section 6(f) Parkland, Practical Alternatives to 
Conversion, How They Were Evaluated, and Reasons Why They Were Not 
Pursued. 

 
a.  Description of Proposed Conversion Areas. 

 
As stated above, Tennessee is seeking to convert portions of two (2) parcels owned in fee by the 
NJDEP that are encumbered by Section 6(f) of the LWCF Act.  Specifically, the areas subject to 
this conversion application are portions of: 
 

 Block 1101, Lot 5 in the Borough of Ringwood, Passaic County, New Jersey; and 
 

 Block 1, Lot 1 in the Township of Mahwah, Bergen County, New Jersey.   
 

Both parcels are located within Ringwood State Park located in Passaic and Bergen Counties.  
See “Conversion Parcels, Block 1101, Lot 5, Block 1, Lot 1, prepared by SGC Engineering, 
LLC, dated June 2012,” which is attached hereto and referred to as Figure 1.   
 
The area of conversion on Block 1101, Lot 5 is a total of 1.22 acres (0.248 acres for the new 
leased area and 0.972 acres of temporary workspace).  The proposed conversion is depicted on a 
map entitled, “Conversion Parcel Detail, Block 1101, Lot 5, Project # 146293, prepared by SGC 
Engineering, LLC, dated June 2012,” which is attached hereto and referred to as Figure 3.  
Access Road L5-AR-50 is shown on Figure 3, however, for the reasons provided above, the use 
of this road does not constitute a conversion. 
 
The area of conversion on Block 1, Lot 1 is a total of 4.971 acres (1.236 acres for the new leased 
area and 3.735 acres of temporary workspace).  The proposed conversion is depicted on a map 
entitled, “Conversion Parcel Detail, Block 1, Lot 1, Project # 146293, prepared by SGC 
Engineering, LLC, dated June 12, 2012,” which is attached hereto and referred to as Figure 4.  
 
For purposes of this Conversion Proposal, the area proposed for conversion will be referred to as 
“conversion area” or “area of conversion.”    
 

b. Project Description, Purpose and Need.     
 
On March 31, 2011, pursuant to provisions of the Natural Gas Act, Tennessee applied to the 
FERC for authority to construct and operate the NEUP Project.  On May 29, 2012, the FERC 
issued the Certificate.  This Certificate authorizes Tennessee to construct, install, modify, operate 
and maintain certain pipeline and compression facilities in northern Pennsylvania and 
northwestern New Jersey.  When completed and placed into service, NEUP will increase natural 
gas delivery capacity on Tennessee’s existing 300 Line System by 636,000 dekatherms (Dth) per 
day.   
 
Specifically, NEUP consists of five separate natural gas pipeline loops totaling approximately 
40.3 miles of 30-inch diameter pipeline, with approximately 21.9 miles in Pennsylvania and 18.5 
miles in New Jersey.  NEUP also includes modifications at three existing compressor stations in 
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Pennsylvania, at a compressor station in Wantage Township, Sussex County, and at a meter 
station in Mahwah Township, Bergen County.    
 
In New Jersey, NEUP consists of a 10.9-mile portion of new pipeline loop in Montague and 
Wantage Townships, Sussex County (known as “Loop 323”)5 and a 7.60-mile new pipeline loop 
in West Milford Township and Ringwood Borough, Passaic County, and Mahwah Township, 
Bergen County (known as “Loop 325”).  The Section 6(f) lands that are the subject of this 
Conversion Proposal are located entirely along Loop 325, which is within Ringwood State Park.  
See Figure 1.   
 
The pipeline loops will be installed, to the extent practicable, feasible, and consistent with 
federal law, parallel to and at an offset of approximately 25 feet from the existing 24-inch 
diameter natural gas pipeline (known as the 300 Line) that has been in existence since the mid-
1950s.  Approximately 84 percent of the FERC-approved alignment is within or parallel to the 
existing ROW.  This alignment minimizes adverse environmental impacts on landowners and is 
consistent with the FERC’s and the NJDEP’s policy to construct linear infrastructure projects 
within or adjacent to an existing ROW to the maximum extent practicable and allowed by law.  
 
Tennessee has signed binding precedent agreements with two shippers, Chesapeake Energy 
Marketing, Inc. and Statoil Natural Gas LLC, for all of the additional transportation capacity to 
be created from the Project.  Based on the benefits to be provided to the Project shippers, the lack 
of adverse effects on existing customers and other pipelines and their captive customers, and the 
minimal adverse effects on landowners or communities along the route, the FERC concluded, 
consistent with its Certificate Policy Statement,6 that the NEUP is required by the public 
convenience and necessity.  See Attachment A, P 17.   
 

c. Alternatives Analysis. 
 
As part of the process for applying for a FERC Certificate, Tennessee undertook an extensive 
needs and alternative routing analysis for the NEUP.  The goal of that analysis was to determine 
whether the NEUP was, in fact, needed, and if so, whether the route proposed by Tennessee 
minimized impacts to the environment and to landowners to the greatest extent possible.       
    
As required by the FERC regulations implementing the NEPA at 18 C.F.R. §380.12(l), 
Tennessee included Resource Report 10 (Alternatives) as part of the Environmental Report for 
the Project submitted with its FERC Certificate application.  See   TGP. 2011j. The FERC also 
considered alternatives in the EA, as did NJDEP when it evaluated whether to approve the 25-

                                            
5  Loop 323 includes approximately 6.33 miles in Pennsylvania.  For purposes of this conversion application, 
references to Loop 323 include the New Jersey portion of the loop only. 
 
6  The Certificate Policy Statement provides guidance for evaluating proposals to certificate new construction.     
The Certificate Policy Statement explains that, in deciding to authorize the construction of major new pipeline 
facilities, the FERC balances the public benefits against the potential adverse consequences.  Only when the benefits 
outweigh the adverse effects on economic interests will the Commission proceed to complete the environmental 
analysis where other interests are considered.  See Certification of New Interstate Natural Gas Pipeline Facilities, 
88 FERC ¶61,227 (1999), clarified 90 FERC ¶61,128 (2000), further clarified 92 FERC ¶61,094 (2000). 
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year lease of State-owned lands to Tennessee.  An Alternatives Analysis was included in the 
State House Commission Summary Sheet that was submitted to the New Jersey State House 
Commission, a copy of which is attached hereto as Attachment B.   
 
In both Resource Report 10 and in the State House Commission Summary Sheet, the following 
alternatives were evaluated:    
 

 The No-Action Alternative, including the effect of energy conservation or energy 
alternatives to the Project; 
 

 System alternatives, such as pipeline looping options only, new compression options, 
modifications to existing compression, and combinations of compression and pipeline 
looping options, and the rationale for rejecting each system alternative;  and 

 
 Route alternatives, including major and minor route alternatives designed to minimize 

environmental and land use impacts, permanent easement acquisition,7 and overall 
Project costs.   

 
The route certificated by the FERC and approved by the NJDEP and the New Jersey State House 
Commission, will impact the two parcels of land identified above, which are encumbered by 
Section 6(f) of the LWCF Act. 
 

1. No-Action Alternative 
     
The FERC evaluated the “No-Action” alternative, which would involve not constructing the 
Project and completely avoiding all temporary and permanent impacts associated with the 
construction.  However, by not building the Project, Tennessee would be unable to provide the 
necessary natural gas transportation service that is required to meet the needs of the market, as 
evidenced by the two shippers who signed binding precedent agreements for all of the 
transportation capacity to be created by the Project.  If the Project is not built, it is likely that 
other natural gas companies would be required to increase their capacity by building new 
facilities to meet the demand for additional capacity in the northeastern part of the United States.  
Any additional construction would likely create new environmental impacts, thus transferring 
impacts from this Project to other projects and locations.   
 
The FERC also evaluated energy conservation and alternative forms of energy, such as wind, 
solar, geothermal coal, oil, nuclear, and fuel cells.  While Tennessee strongly encourages energy 
conservation, there remains a need at the present time for the additional natural gas capacity that 
will be created by the NEUP (see the U.S. Energy Information Administration’s Annual Energy 
Outlook 2010 at www.eia.gov/oiaf/archive/aeo10/pdf/0383(2010).pdf).  Currently, alternative 
forms of energy, including wind, solar and geothermal, are not able to meet the projected 
demand for energy in the northeast region.   
 

                                            
7  Although the analysis in this section and Tennessee’s Resource Report 10 refer to a “permanent easement” 
area, as discussed above, the NJDEP proposed and approved a 25-year lease (not a permanent easement) for the 
NEUP as it crosses State lands.  The New Jersey State House Commission also approved the 25-year lease. 
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In the EA, the FERC determined that the “No-Action” alternative and a postponed action 
alternative were not reasonable since no action or postponed action would not accomplish the 
Project’s objectives, and would likely result in the construction of other facilities that may not 
provide a significant environmental advantage over the Project.  EA, Section 3.1. 
 

2. System Alternatives 
 
The FERC analyzed different configurations of pipeline and compression facilities within its 
transmission system, as well as efficiency improvements, to determine whether there were 
technical and feasible alternatives that would allow Tennessee to meet the Project’s objectives, 
as set forth in the two binding precedent agreements, without constructing the Project.  
Tennessee also considered efficiency improvements, looping only, a combination of looping and 
compression, additional compression only at existing or new compressor stations, and no looping 
at all within the Delaware Water Gap National Recreation Area.   
 
In the EA, the FERC evaluated whether other existing pipeline systems that currently transport 
natural gas through Pennsylvania into New Jersey could satisfy the objectives of the Project.  
The FERC concluded that these interstate pipelines (including Tennessee’s pipeline) are already 
fully subscribed during the peak heating season. 
 
Based on the information provided in Resource Report 10 and the FERC’s own research and 
analysis, the FERC concluded that the approximately 40 miles of additional pipeline looping 
(consisting of five separate pipeline loops), coupled with the addition of horsepower at two 
existing compressor stations (Station 321 in West Clifford, Pennsylvania and Station 323 in 
Lackawaxen, Pennsylvania) and modifications at two other compressor stations and one meter 
station would allow it to meet the objectives of the Project, which is to provide up to 636,000 
dekatherms per day of incremental transportation capacity to the two shippers from receipt points 
to the specified delivery point in Mahwah, New Jersey.  By using a combination of looping and 
compression on its transmission system, Tennessee will be able to avoid the looping-only option, 
which would have caused significantly greater environmental impacts, more ground disturbance, 
an increased number of affected landowners, and greater costs associated with the construction 
of 42 miles of additional pipeline looping that would have been required to meet Project demand.  
EA, Section 3.2. 
 

3.  Route Alternatives.   
 
In Resource Report 10, Tennessee included an analysis of both major and minor route 
alternatives to its proposed route for the pipeline loops.  The analysis was based on 
environmental and land use impacts, as well as permanent easement acquisitions and overall 
Project costs.  In evaluating the routing options for the NEUP, Tennessee determined that, since 
there is an existing 300 Line pipeline in northwestern New Jersey, the new pipeline loops should 
be collocated within or adjacent to the existing pipeline ROW, to the maximum extent 
practicable, feasible, and legally permitted.  The use of collocation is favored by the FERC and        
encouraged by the NJDEP, which has expressed a strong policy preference that expansion of 
lateral infrastructure projects should remain in or adjacent to existing rights of way, if such rights 
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of way exist.  Such an approach generally minimizes environmental impacts in previously 
undisturbed areas and reduces public disturbance and construction costs.  EA, Section 3.3. 
 
In reviewing the proposed pipeline alignment and whether Tennessee can avoid the impacted 
Section 6(f) encumbered lands within Loop 325, Tennessee evaluated the following: 
 

 Block 1101, Lot 5, Borough of Ringwood, Passaic County. 
 
The southern Section 6(f) boundary on Block 1101, Lot 5 coincides with the northern edge of 
Tennessee’s existing 300 Line pipeline ROW.  A portion of Loop 325 will be constructed across 
Block 1101, Lot 5, north of and within the Section 6(f) boundary for approximately 695 feet.   
See Figure 3.   
 
Tennessee evaluated whether it could avoid Block 1101, Lot 5 altogether by completing a 
crossover of the pipeline to the south side of the ROW, which is outside of the Section 6(f) 
boundary.  In fact, the proposed pipeline was originally designed to be constructed entirely on 
the south side of the existing 300 Line pipeline (and thereby avoid the Section 6(f) boundary), 
however, the crossover to the north side of the existing 300 Line pipeline ROW was developed 
in order to avoid impacting a treatment plant and wells on the west side of Morris Road, and to 
reduce wetland impacts on L5 W010 and L5 W011.  If the pipeline were to be constructed 
entirely to the south of the existing ROW and avoid the Section 6(f) boundary, there would be a 
net increase in wetlands and other impacts.  Tennessee’s redesign of the pipeline, by way of the 
proposed crossover, minimizes the amount of lands needed to be converted and reduces the 
environmental impacts to the maximum extent practicable.   
 
Tennessee also evaluated whether it could avoid the Section 6(f) boundary by constructing a 
portion of Loop 325 to the north into New York State, and then connecting to the existing 
Mahwah Meter Station in Bergen County, which is the terminus of the Tennessee pipeline 
system.  See Figure 1.  This alternative alignment would require a much longer pipeline, and 
would create significant environmental impacts to similar resources in New York State.  The 
FERC concluded in the EA that this was not an environmentally preferable alternative when 
compared to the proposed route which is collocated almost entirely within or adjacent to 
Tennessee’s existing ROW.  EA, Section 3.3.4. 
 

 Block 1, Lot 1, Township of Mahwah, Bergen County. 
 
Proposed Loop 325 also crosses through the southwestern quadrant of Block 1, Lot 1.  See 
Figure 1.  This parcel was acquired with the assistance of the LWCF, therefore, the entire parcel 
is encumbered by Section 6(f) of the LWCF Act.  The existing 300 Line pipeline passes through 
this parcel and the proposed expansion of Loop 325 will also pass through this parcel.   
 
As described above, the segment of Tennessee’s existing pipeline system that would be 
expanded by Loop 325 connects to the existing Mahwah Meter Station in Bergen County.  In 
order to avoid the Section 6(f) encumbered land on Block 1, Lot 1 and be able to connect to the 
Mahwah Meter Station, Tennessee would have to re-route this section of Loop 325 north into 
New York State and then return south to connect to the Mahwah Meter Station in New Jersey.  
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This alternative alignment would require a much longer pipeline, and would create significant 
environmental impacts to similar resources in New York State.  The FERC concluded in the EA 
that this was not an environmentally preferable alternative when compared to the proposed route 
which is collocated almost entirely within or adjacent to Tennessee’s existing ROW.  EA, 
Section 3.3.4. 
 
Tennessee also evaluated whether the pipeline could be re-routed to the south and east to avoid 
the Section 6(f) lands and then reconnect with the existing 300 Line pipeline.  If the pipeline 
were re-routed in this manner, Loop 325 would still have to traverse through the Highlands 
Region, specifically the Preservation Area.  The FERC received public comments requesting that 
the Preservation Area should be completely avoided. The FERC determined in the EA that a 
“route alternative for Loop 325 that would entirely avoid the Highlands Region is not feasible.”  
In looking at alternatives that would avoid the Highlands Region altogether (especially the 
proposed alignment north through New York), the EA concluded that the proposed route, which 
is collocated within or adjacent to Tennessee’s existing ROW, is the preferred alternative.  EA, 
Section 3.3.4.   
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Step 3B-3, Conversion is in Accordance with State Comprehensive Outdoor 
Recreation Plan (SCORP). 

 
The New Jersey State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (“SCORP”) is a plan prepared by 
the NJDEP’s Green Acres Program to provide guidance to State and local governments and 
conservation organizations involved in open space preservation and public recreational 
opportunities.  The SCORP is prepared every five years in order to maintain New Jersey’s 
eligibility to receive funding from the LWCF, a program administered by the NPS.  The SCORP, 
which was last prepared in 2008, is a status report and guide for open space and recreation 
planning.   
 
In pertinent part, the goals of the SCORP are to:  
 

1. Preserve a sufficient amount of open space for current and future public recreational 
use and for the conservation of natural resources important to protecting New Jersey’s 
bio-diversity and the quality of life in New Jersey.    
 

2. To implement open space and recreation planning policies and projects that are 
consistent with the New Jersey State Development and Redevelopment Plan (“State 
Plan”).   

 
The proposed conversion of the two parcels (Block 1101, Lot 5 and Block 1, Lot 1) is consistent 
with these goals.  On Block 1101, Lot 5, the area to be converted for the new lease area is 0.248 
acres and the area to be converted for temporary workspace is 0.972 acres.  On Block 1, Lot 1, 
1.236 acres will be converted for the new lease area, and 3.735 acres will be temporarily 
converted as temporary workspace.  The total acreage to be converted (for both the new lease 
area and for temporary workspace) is 6.19 acres.   
 
As replacement land for the proposed conversion, Tennessee has identified and is moving 
forward with the purchase of, and with the intent of deeding  to the State, a 6.19-acre portion of a 
larger parcel of land known as the “Ilac Property,” or part/of Block 20001, Lot 5 on the tax map 
of Rockaway Township, New Jersey. The Ilac Property is directly adjacent to the Wildcat Ridge 
Wildlife Management Area (“Wildcat Ridge WMA”) and will be added to this WMA.  If the 
NPS approves this Conversion Proposal, there will be no loss of open space available for 
recreational and conservation uses.  The replacement property is of a sufficient size and 
possesses natural resources (described in Step 6 below) that are aimed at protecting bio-diversity 
and quality of life, which are essential elements of the SCORP.   
 
In addition, the Public Recreation and Open Space Lands section of the State Plan references the 
SCORP, and expresses the importance of preserving open space in New Jersey.8  One of the 
criteria for consideration in open space funding categories is the identification and preservation 
of bio-diversity.  As described in Step 6 below, the Ilac Property contains significant features 

                                            
8  In 1998, the Governor’s Council on New Jersey Outdoors issued a report recommending the preservation 
of one million acres of open space in addition to the area already preserved within the next ten years.  See New 
Jersey State Development and Redevelopment Plan, Environment and Health, pp. 58-59. 
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supporting bio-diversity and should be considered replacement land that supports and enhances 
the State Plan.   
 

Step 3B-4, State Appraisal/Waiver Valuation Review.  
 

Attached to this application is the State Appraisal/Waiver Valuation Review form that will 
certify that a State-certified Review Appraiser has reviewed the appraisals for the two conversion 
parcels and replacement parcel (which has been submitted under separate cover), and has 
determined that it was prepared in conformity with the Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal 
Land Acquisitions.   
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Step 3B-5, Description of Conversion Areas. 

 
Step 3B-5a.  Specific Geographic Description On a Map, 9-Digit Zip Code, Name of 
Park or Recreation Area Proposed for Conversion. 

 
1. Conversion Area:  Block 1101, Lot 5.   

 
A portion of Block 1101, Lot 5 is proposed for conversion from approximately Milepost (MP) 
4.47 to MP 4.60.   This parcel is located within Ringwood State Park in the Borough of 
Ringwood in Passaic County, New Jersey, zip code 07456 (TGP 2011b).   This parcel is not 
assigned a nine-digit zip code as required by Step 3-B5a; therefore, only the five-digit zip code is 
provided.  See Figure 1.  The June 13, 1978 Land and Water Conservation Fund Project 
Agreement and Section 6(f) boundary map are attached hereto as Attachment C. 
 

2.  Conversion Area:  Block 1, Lot 1. 
 
A portion of Block 1, Lot 1 is proposed for conversion from approximately MP 6.32 to MP 7.01.  
This parcel is also located within Ringwood State Park in the Borough of Mahwah in Bergen 
County, New Jersey, zip code 07430 (TGP 2011b).  This parcel is not assigned a nine-digit zip 
code as required by Step 3-B5a; therefore, only the five-digit zip code is provided.  Please refer 
to Figure 1, which depicts the geographic location of the parkland proposed for conversion.  The 
September 22, 1994 Land and Water Conservation Fund Project Agreement and Section 6(f) 
boundary map are attached hereto as Attachment D.  
 

Step 3B-5b.  Description of Area Proposed for Conversion Including the Acreage to 
be Converted and Any Acreage Remaining.  Include a Description of the Recreation 
Resources, Facilities and Recreation Opportunities that Will Be Impacted, 
Displaced or Lost by the Proposed Conversion. 

 
1.  Conversion Area:  Block 1101, Lot 5. 

 
The conversion area for this portion of the application (Block 1101, Lot 5) is an approximately 
695-foot long section of the pipeline that is located near (next to) the Thunder Mountain Trap 
and Skeet Shooting Range, which is a privately owned shooting range located within the Section 
6(f) boundary, but not within the conversion area.  The proposed pipeline will be constructed 
adjacent to (north of) the existing ROW (TGP 2011b). 
 
The size of the Section 6(f) encumbered land on Block 1101, Lot 5 is approximately 357.0 acres. 
See Figure 1.  The total area of the conversion is 1.222 acres.  Thus, the total acreage remaining 
on the Section 6(f) encumbered lands after the conversion would be 355.78 acres.  The Shepherd 
Lake Bathhouse, which was funded by the LWCF, is not at all affected by the proposed 
conversion.    
 
The area proposed for conversion is directly adjacent to forested wetlands.  Dominant trees 
species within the conversion area are black cherry (Prunus serotina), grey birch (Betula 
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populifolia), quaking aspen (Populus tremuloides), various oak species (Quercus spp.) and red 
maple (Acer rubrum) (TGP 2.1.5, 2011a; TGP 3.2.1, 2011d).  The conversion area is not bisected 
by any streams as reviewed through Google Earth (2012) and existing topographic maps (EA, 
Appendix A, A-14).   A stream exists to the north east of the proposed conversion area, which 
contributes to forested wetland areas that are also adjacent to the north east of the parcel.  
 
Recreational impacts caused by the conversion are expected to be de minimis.  The Thunder 
Mountain Trap and Skeet Shooting Range will not be impacted during Project construction. The 
facility is expected to operate normally.  Two existing State single track trails, Mountain Bike 
Loop Trail and Ringwood-Ramapo Trail, are located east of and outside the conversion area, but 
within the Section 6(f) boundary on Block 1101, Lot 5.  The Project does not cross the Mountain 
Bike Loop Trail at any point either within or outside the Section 6(f) boundary.  The Ringwood-
Ramapo Trail is crossed by the Project, but such crossing occurs to the south of and outside the 
Section 6(f) boundary.  These trails are addressed in the General Trails Crossing Plan, which is a 
plan designed to minimize impacts to recreational trails during construction of the NEUP.     
 
Appropriate mitigation measures will be implemented to ensure that there are no residual 
impacts to the conversion area once the construction work is completed.  The conversion on 
Block 1101, Lot 5 will create an expansion of the existing maintained ROW by approximately 
0.249 acres of new leased area.  Approximately 0.995 acres of temporary workspace will be used 
during construction. However, the temporary workspace will be restored following construction, 
and will be allowed to revegetate to preexisting conditions.  The area of conversion on Block 
1101, Lot 5 is shown on Figure 3. 
 

2.  Conversion Area:  Block 1, Lot 1. 
 
The conversion area for this portion of the application (Block 1, Lot 1) is an approximately 
3,600-foot long section of the pipeline (EA, Appendix A, A-14).   
 
The size of the Section 6(f) encumbered parcel on Block 1, Lot 1 is approximately 743.4 acres.9  
See Figure 1.  The total area of the conversion is 4.971 acres.  Thus, the total acreage remaining 
on the Section 6(f) encumbered lands after the conversion would be 738.429 acres.   
 
Environmental resources existing on Block 1, Lot 1 are the Spruce Swamp, across which the 
existing pipeline runs.  Based on a delineation done in accordance with the Federal Manual for 
Identifying and Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands (Federal Interagency Committee for 
Wetland Delineation 1989, as cited in the EA) and the Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps 
of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: North Central and Northeast Region (USACE 2009, 
as cited in the EA), two wetland points (L5 W018 and L5 W27) are located within and adjacent 
to the conversion area.  Both wetlands are considered exceptional resource value and are 
classified as PFO/PEM and PEM respectively.  The conversion area is not bisected by any 
streams as reviewed through Google Earth (2012) and existing topographic maps (EA, Appendix 
A, A-14).   
 

                                            
9  The Section 6(f) boundary coincides with the Mahwah Township tax map boundary for Block 1, Lot 1. 
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The area in the vicinity of the proposed conversion consists of upland forest areas, which include 
shrubs and trees species. Common shrubs observed in the Project area include meadowsweet 
(Spiraea alba var.latifolia), highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum), Northern arrow-wood 
(Viburnum dentatum), common winterberry (Ilex verticillata), and silky dogwood (Cornus 
amomum).  Dominant tree species include red oak (Quercus rubra), white oak (Quercus alba), 
scarlet oak (Quercus coccinea), chestnut oak (Quercus prinus), sugar maple (Acer saccharum), 
American beech (Fagus grandifolia), and sweet birch (Betula lenta). Coniferous species are 
represented mostly by eastern white pine (Pinus strobus) and eastern hemlock (Tsuga 
canadensis) and comprise less than 10 percent of the canopy species.  (2011h, Section 2.1.5).  
Common herbaceous plants observed in the emergent wetlands encountered along the Project 
alignment include tussock sedge (Carex stricta), lurid sedge (Carex lurida), woolgrass (Scirpus 
cyperinus), soft rush (Juncus effusus), rough-stemmed goldenrod (Solidago rugosa), cat-tail 
(Typha spp.), marsh fern (Thelypteris palustris), and sensitive fern (Onoclea sensibilis). 
 
During construction of the eastern portion of the Project on Loop 325, there will be a temporary 
interruption in the use of NJDEP’s Halifax Trail, which crosses Block 1, Lot 1.  To address the 
impacts to this trail affected by construction of the Project, Tennessee has submitted to the 
NJDEP a General Trails Crossing Plan, which is a plan designed to minimize impacts to and 
interference with trails.  As provided in the trails crossing plan, Tennessee will provide 
alternative routes and will restore the trails impacted to pre-construction condition to the 
maximum extent possible.  NJDEP provided comments on the General Trails Crossing Plan, and 
Tennessee is currently addressing them. 
 
Appropriate mitigation measures will also be implemented to ensure that there are no residual 
impacts to the conversion area once the construction work is completed.  The conversion on 
Block 1, Lot 1 will create an expansion of the existing maintained ROW by approximately 1.236 
acres of new leased area.  Approximately 3.735 acres of temporary workspace will be used 
during construction. However, the temporary workspace will be restored following construction, 
and will be allowed to revegetate to preexisting conditions.  The area of conversion on Block 1, 
Lot 1 is shown on Figure 4. 
 

Step 3B-5c.  Description of Community and Population Served by the Park, 
Including Users of the Park and Uses. 
 

As stated above, the parcels to be converted are located within Ringwood State Park.  The 
community and population served by this State Park include all residents of New Jersey, 
however, the most likely users are from northern New Jersey, specifically Bergen, Essex, 
Hudson, Mercer, Monmouth, Morris, Middlesex, Passaic, Somerset, Sussex, Union and Warren 
counties.  According to the NJDEP’s Division of Parks and Forestry FY 2011 Park Attendance 
Report, 758,083 people visited Ringwood State Park.  Nearly 72,000 people visited the 
Ringwood Manor Historic Site in FY 2011.   
 
The primary uses of Ringwood State Park include hiking, walking, birding, fishing, hunting, 
swimming, boating, horseback riding, biking, and winter sports such as cross-country skiing, 
snowmobiling, ice fishing and sledding.  These uses will remain, even after the conversion is 
completed.  
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Ringwood State Park is also the home to the New Jersey State Botanical Garden, Skylands 
Manor, the Shepherd Lake Recreational Area, and over 50 miles of hiking trails.  LWCF funds 
were used to help develop the Shepherd Lake Bathhouse, which is located on Block 1101, Lot 5 
(one of the parcels to be converted).  However, the Bathhouse is not affected at all by the 
conversion on this parcel. 

 
Step 3B-5d.  For Partial Conversions, a Revised Section 6(f) Map Showing the 
Portion Being Converted and the Portion Remaining Intact under Section 6(f). 

 
A map indicating the two parcels that are being converted and the portions remaining intact 
under Section 6(f) is provided in Figure 1.   
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Step 3B-6.  Replacement Land Description.   
 

Step 3B-6a.  Specific Description on Map, 9-Digit Zip Code and Geographical 
Relationship of Converted and Replacement sites.  (If site will be added to existing 
public park or recreational area, show on map.)   
 

The proposed 6.19-acre replacement parcel (Block 20001, Lot 5) is located directly adjacent to 
the north-northwest of the Wildcat Ridge Wildlife Management Area in Rockaway Township, 
Morris County, New Jersey.   The zip code for this parcel is 07885-1435.  Access to Block 
20001, Lot 5 is off of Snake Hill Road, which runs east-west from Green Pond Road.  The 
replacement parcel in relationship to the two conversion parcels is depicted in a map entitled, 
“Overview Map, Conversion Parcels - Ringwood Borough, Passaic County and Mahwah 
Township, Bergen County and Replacement Parcel - Rockaway Township, Morris County, 
prepared by SGC Engineering, LLC, dated June 2012,” is attached hereto as Figure 2.   
 
The replacement parcel is intended to be added to the Wildcat Ridge WMA.  The addition of the 
replacement parcel to this WMA is shown in a map entitled, “Rockaway Township, Morris 
County, prepared by NJDEP, dated June 11, 2012,” which is attached hereto as Figure 5.  The 
Wildcat Ridge WMA is a 3,745-acre parcel, which is known for its “wildlife with wings” 
feature.  At its southern end, the Wildcat Ridge WMA is home to New Jersey’s largest bat 
hibernaculum.  The Wildcat Ridge WMA is also known as an official Hawk Migration 
Association of North America “hawkwatch” site and contains a Hawk Watch Overlook 
observation platform.  Approximately 18,000 raptors have been seen during the Fall months, and 
3,000 have been seen during the Spring months.  The Wildcat Ridge WMA has three trails that 
form a 2.2 mile loop. 
 

Step 3B-6b.  Describe Site’s Physical Characteristics and Resource Attributes with 
Number and Types of Resources. 

 
Field reconnaissance of the replacement parcel was conducted on June 21, 2012 and revealed 
dominant canopy and understory habitat. Dominant canopy species observed were American 
beech (Fagus grandifolia), red maple (Acer rubrum), white oak (Quercus alba), red oak 
(Quercus rubra), and chestnut oak (Quercus prinus); and dominant understory species observed 
were poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans), virginia creeper (Parthenocissus quinquefolia), 
lowbush blueberry (Vaccinium angustifolium), and various moss and fern species. The majority 
of the trees were noted to be healthy with relatively straight trunks and narrow, but full crowns. 
In addition to forested and understory habitats, the replacement parcel sloped upward towards the 
southwest and included rocky outcrops. 
 
The NJDEP Natural Heritage Program (NHP) was consulted in regard to the presence of 
threatened and endangered species within the proposed replacement parcel in June 2012. The 
NHP identified numerous state threatened and state endangered species: barred owl (Strix varia), 
golden-winged warbler (Vermivora chrysoptera), northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis), red-
headed woodpecker (Melanerpes erythrocephalus), red-shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus), 
bobcat (Lynx rufus), timber rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus), wood turtle (Glyptemys insculpta), 
Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis), and Robbin’s pondweed (Potamogeton robbinsii) (Cartica 2012, 
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personal communication). The Indiana bat is also a federally listed endangered species. Several 
species of state special concern are also listed within the replacement parcel. These are 
blackburnian warbler (Dendroica fusca), black-throated green warbler (Dendroica virens), blue-
headed vireo (Vireo solitarius), Canada warbler (Wilsonia Canadensis), cerulean warbler 
(Dendroica cerulean), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), hooded warbler (Wilsonia citrine), 
veery (Catharus fuscescens), winter wren (Troglodytes troglodytes), wood thrush (Hylocichla 
mustelina), worm-eating warbler (Helmitheros vermivorum), arrowhead spiketail (Cordulegaster 
obliqua), brush-tipped (Somatochlora walshii), New England bluet (Enallagma laterale), ski-
tailed emerald (Somatochlora elongate), spatterdock darner (Rhionaeschna mutate), 
Williamson’s emerald (Somatochlora williamsoni), and northern copperhead (Agkistrodon 
contortrix mokasen) (Cartica 2012, personal communication). Field reconnaissance concentrated 
on identifying habitat and/or evidence of the above-listed species. 
 
During site reconnaissance, a hawk was observed flying over the replacement site. The species 
could not be confirmed; however, the habitat present (closed canopy of tall trees with open sub-
canopy and variable amounts of understory cover) appeared to be suitable for a number of raptor 
species (ESI 2011a). In addition, the NHP listed timber rattlesnakes and northern copperheads as 
being on the replacement site (Cartica 2012, personal communication). Per Environmental 
Solutions & Innovations, Inc.’s (ESI’s) 2011 Timber Rattlesnake Hibernacula Survey report, 
timber rattlesnakes and northern copperheads are found in northern New Jersey in rocky, 
forested hillsides, similar to the habitat observed on the replacement parcel (2011b).  
 
This NHP consultation also listed that potential vernal habitat was located on the replacement 
site (Cartica 2012, personal communication). The mapped potential vernal habitat was not 
directly observed during site reconnaissance due to seasonal constraints, as vernal pools are 
typically only full of water during the winter and spring months (USEPA 2012c). Vernal habitats 
are suitable as breeding grounds for a large variety of salamanders and frogs, some of them rare 
and endangered. Field observations noted a small isolated depression in the upland area adjacent 
to the replacement site, which was approximately 10-feet in diameter and contained decaying 
leaf litter; no amphibians or reptiles were observed in or near this depression. Potential vernal 
habitat may be present on the replacement site; however, a vernal pool survey conducted by a 
trained vernal pool surveyor would need to be performed to confirm or refute this habitat type’s 
presence on the replacement site. 
 
Based on existing mapping (Google Earth 2010) and field verification, no recreational amenities 
currently exist within the boundaries of the replacement parcel; however, a hiking trail running 
in the north-south direction is directly adjacent to the replacement parcel to the west. In addition, 
the Lake Ames Park is across Snake Hill Road to the north of the replacement parcel. The Lake 
Ames Park provides off-road parking along Snake Hill Road that may be utilized by visitors to 
the replacement site as no new roads, facilities, or points of access are proposed for the 
replacement parcel.  
 
There are currently no improvements or structures on the replacement parcel, and based on 
NJDEP’s (2012) i-MapNJ website, no known critical environmental and historic sites or 
resources are located on the property.       
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Based on desktop review (NJDEP 2012; USEPA 2012a) no known hazardous substances, waste, 
underground storage tanks or structures, or improperly sealed or abandoned wells were identified 
within the boundaries of the replacement parcel, nor were these features identified during the 
field survey. A large brush pile, which included household trash that had been dumped along the 
side of the road, was observed to the south of Snake Hill Road along the northwestern edge of 
the replacement parcel. No evidence of soil staining or odors was observed in that location. A 
formal site assessment has not been conducted for the replacement site. 
 

Step 3B-6c.  Identify Owner and Prior Use of Replacement Land. 
 

The current owner of the proposed replacement parcel, as identified on the tax records for Block 
2001, Lot 5 in Rockaway Township (also known as Green Pond Road, Wharton, New Jersey), is 
John R. Cali/Cali Futures LLC of Cranford, New Jersey.  The property is in a vacant, 
undeveloped state. 

 
Step 3B-6d.  Explanation of How Replacement Land Is of “Reasonably Equivalent 
Usefulness and Location” as Parcels Being Converted. 

 
Section 6(f)(3) of the LWCF Act ensures that once an area has been funded with LWCF 
assistance, this area is continually maintained in public recreation use unless NPS approves 
“substitution” property “of reasonably equivalent usefulness and location ...”  36 C.F.R 59.3(a).  
Equivalent usefulness and location are determined based on the following criteria: 
 

(i) The property being proposed for substitution must be evaluated to determine if it 
will meet recreation needs which are at least like in magnitude and impact to the 
user community as the converted site. 
 

(ii) The replacement property does not necessarily need to be directly adjacent to or 
close by the conversion site.   

 
(iii) The acquisition of one parcel of land may be used in satisfaction of several 

approved conversions.  [36 C.F.R. 59.3(b)(3).] 
 
The proposed replacement parcel is a 6.19-acre parcel that is located adjacent to the Wildcat 
Ridge Wildlife Management Area, and is intended to become a part of this Wildlife Management 
Area if the acquisition by Tennessee is completed.  As described above, the Wildcat Ridge 
WMA has significant environmental resources and 2.2 miles of hiking trails.  Even though there 
will be no permanent recreational impacts to the State trail on Block 1, Lot 1, the user 
community will benefit from access to the additional trails on the Wildcat Ridge WMA.  The 
proposed replacement parcel is also adjacent to the Lake Ames Park in Rockaway, New Jersey, 
which is a local park that provides additional opportunities for hiking. 
 
The proposed replacement site is located approximately 18.5 miles from the conversion area at 
Block 1101, Lot 5 and 17.5 miles from the conversion area at Block 1, Lot 1.  See Figure 2.  
While the replacement parcel is not within the same political jurisdiction as the conversion 
parcels, the LWCF regulations at 36 C.F.R. 59.3(b)(3)(ii) recognize the need for administrative 
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flexibility in determining whether a replacement parcel is acceptable.  NJDEP has identified the 
replacement parcel as an acquisition priority, based in large measure on its high quality natural 
resources, including wooded uplands, streams and wooded wetlands.  See Attachment B, p. 19.   
The environmental resources observed on the replacement parcel are equal to, if not greater than, 
those observed on the conversion properties.     
 
In accordance with 36 C.F.R. §59.3(b)(3)(iii), Tennessee’s intended acquisition of the Ilac 
Property may be used to satisfy the two conversion areas within Ringwood State Park.  
Tennessee intends to acquire a larger portion of the Ilac Property and transfer 6.19 acres to 
NJDEP, Division of Fish and Wildlife, for management pursuant to Section 6(f) of the LWCF 
Act, as an addition to the Wildcat Ridge WMA.  By letter dated March 22, 2012, Jack W. 
Howard, State and Local Assistance Programs, NPS, approved NJDEP’s request to acquire the 
Ilac Property, and to use this property to satisfy the LWCF’s requirements at 36 C.F.R. §59.3.  A 
copy of this letter is attached hereto as Exhibit E.       

 
Step 3B-6e.  Identification of Owner and Manager of New Replacement Park. 
 

The proposed replacement parcel will be parkland owned and managed by the NJDEP, Division 
of Fish and Wildlife, in accordance with the provisions of Section 6(f) of the LWCF Act. 

 
Step 3B-6f.  Name of New Replacement Park; If Added to Existing Park, Will It Be 
Included in Section 6(f) Boundary? 

 
Although the new replacement park is not contiguous with the remaining Section 6(f) 
encumbered parkland in Ringwood State Park, the proposed replacement park is contiguous with 
the existing Wildcat Ridge Wildlife Management Area located in Rockaway Township, Morris 
County, New Jersey.  The new replacement park will be added to this 3,745-acre Wildlife 
Management Area, and will also be known as the Wildcat Ridge Wildlife Management Area.   

 
In 2000, $1 million of LWCF monies were used by the NJDEP to acquire a 294-acre addition to 
the Wildcat Ridge Wildlife Management Area. 

 
Step 3B-6g.  Timeframe for Completing New Recreation Area.   

 
Tennessee is presently negotiating with the current owner of the Ilac Property and intends on 
entering into an option agreement within the next several weeks of this Conversion Proposal.  
Once the Ilac Property is transferred to NJDEP, the Division of Fish and Wildlife will manage it 
as part of the Wildcat Ridge WMA in accordance with the provisions of Section 6(f) of the 
LWCF Act. 

 
Step 3B-6h.  Map to Show New Section 6(f) Park.   
 

The new proposed replacement park is depicted in Figure 5.  A map providing an overview of 
the conversion parcels in relationship to the new replacement park is found in Figure 2. 
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Step 3B-7.  NEPA review, including National Historic Preservation Act (Section 
106) Review for Converted Parcel and Replacement Parcel, to Analyze How 
Converted Parkland and Recreational Usefulness Will Be Replaced.   

 
As described herein, in November 2011, an EA, which includes a National Historic Preservation 
Act Section 106 review, was prepared by the FERC, in cooperation with the USACOE and the 
USFWS.   The EA covered the entire Project, including the two conversion parcels that are the 
subject of this Conversion Proposal.  EA, Section 2.6.   
 
In May 2010, Section 106 consultation was initiated with the New Jersey State Historic 
Preservation Office (“NJ SHPO”).  The NJ SHPO requested submission of a Phase IA and Phase 
IB cultural resources identification survey reports, which were submitted in November 2010 and 
August 2011, respectively.  Results of the Phase I survey reports warranted a Phase II 
investigation at six sites within Loop 325; the Draft Phase II archaeological survey report was 
submitted to the NJ SHPO in January 2012.  Vincent Maresca, NJ SHPO, is in the process of 
finalizing his reviews.  None of the six sites that are part of the Phase II archaeological survey 
are within the conversion areas on Block 1101, Lot 5 or Block 1, Lot 1.  Moreover, none of the 
six sites is even located within the Section 6(f) boundary, although Site 28PA189 on Block 1101, 
Lot 5 is located approximately 0.25 miles east-southeast of the conversion area.   
 
In addition, a Green Acres Pre-Application Environmental Assessment for Loop 325, which 
includes a review of cultural resources potentially affected by the Project, was prepared for the 
NJDEP and Bergen County and submitted in September 2011.  Again, no cultural resources have 
been identified within the conversion areas. 
 
An Environmental Assessment has been prepared for the proposed replacement parcel, which is 
attached hereto as Attachment F.  The EA, which was based on field reconnaissance and various 
detailed desktop reviews was conducted to assess preliminarily the environmental resources on 
the replacement parcel.  No resources on the replacement parcel will be impacted as this 6.19-
acre polygon is being permanently preserved in accordance with Section 6(f) of the LWCF Act.  
For a discussion of how the recreational usefulness of the converted parkland will be replaced, 
please see Step 3B-6d.    
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 STEP 5.  SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  
   

Step 5-1.  Date of Environmental Review(s), Purpose for the Environmental 
Review(s) and For Whom They Were Conducted. 

 
As stated above, on March 31, 2011, Tennessee filed an application for a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity for the Project in Docket No. CP11-161-000 under the Natural Gas 
Act (15 U.S.C.A. §717f) and the certificate procedures of Part 157, Subpart F of the FERC’s 
regulations (18 C.F.R. Part 157).  As part of the Certificate application process, the FERC is 
required to assess the environmental impacts of a project in accordance with the requirements of 
NEPA at 42 U.S.C.A. §4321, NEPA’s implementing regulations at 40 C.F.R. Parts 1500-1508, 
and the FERC’s implementing regulations at 18 C.F.R. Part 380.    

 
On November 21, 2011, the FERC, as the lead federal agency, completed a detailed EA of the 
Project.  The EA assessed the potential environmental impacts of the Project, including geology 
and soils, water resources, fisheries and wetlands, vegetation and wildlife, land use, recreation 
and visual resources, socioeconomics, cultural resources, air quality and noise, reliability and 
safety, cumulative impacts and alternatives.  The FERC determined that an EA was appropriate 
because it concluded that the NEUP would not constitute a major federal action significantly 
affecting the human environment.    
 
While the FERC acted as the lead federal agency in preparing the EA, the USACOE and 
USFWS also participated in the preparation of the EA as federal cooperating agencies for those 
resources over which those agencies had jurisdiction or special expertise.  In a letter dated June 
15, 2012, the USFWS concurred that the proposed Project “is not likely to adversely affect 
federally listed or candidate species …” Accordingly, the USFWS concluded that, for the NEUP 
(Loops 323 in New Jersey and 325), no further consultation pursuant to the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973 is required.  A copy of the June 15, 2012 letter is attached hereto as Attachment G. 
 
NJDEP also provided extensive environmental reviews in connection with its role as a regulator 
evaluating Land Use Regulation Program permits and in its role as a property owner evaluating 
whether it should approve a proposed lease of its State-owned lands to Tennessee.   

 
Step 5-2.  Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives. 

 
As described above, NEUP consists of five separate natural gas pipeline loops totaling 
approximately 40.3 miles of 30-inch diameter pipeline, with approximately 21.9 miles in 
Pennsylvania and 18.5 miles in New Jersey.  NEUP also includes modifications at three existing 
compressor stations in Pennsylvania, at a compressor station in Wantage Township, Sussex 
County, and at a meter station in Mahwah Township, Bergen County.    
 
In New Jersey, NEUP consists of a 10.9-mile portion of new pipeline loop in Montague and 
Wantage Townships, Sussex County (known as “Loop 323”)10 and a 7.60-mile new pipeline loop 
in West Milford Township and Ringwood Borough, Passaic County, and Mahwah Township, 

                                            
10  The proposed Loop 323 will include approximately 6.33 miles in Pennsylvania.  For purposes of this 
Conversion Proposal, references to Loop 323 include the New Jersey portion of the loop only. 
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Bergen County (known as “Loop 325”).  The Section 6(f) lands that are the subject of this 
conversion application will be crossed by Loop 325, specifically within Ringwood State Park.  
The alignment approved by the FERC places the pipeline looping segments within or adjacent to 
the ROW that is associated with Tennessee’s existing 300 Line that has been in service since the 
mid-1950s.  This alignment minimizes adverse environmental impacts on landowners and is 
consistent with the FERC’s and the NJDEP’s current policy to construct linear infrastructure 
projects within or adjacent to an existing ROW to the maximum extent practicable. 

 
An Alternatives Analysis was done by the FERC as part of the EA required under NEPA.   
NJDEP also conducted an Alternatives Analysis in connection with its determination to approve 
a 25-year lease of State-owned lands with Tennessee for the NEUP Project.  Relevant portions of 
those analyses are provided in Step 3B-2 above.  In addition, Step 3B-2 provides information 
specific to the Section 6(f) lands and why there are no practicable alternatives to avoiding those 
parcels.    

 
Step 5-3.  Who Was Involved in Identifying Resource Impact Issues and Developing 
Proposal Including Interested and Affected Public, Governmental Agencies and 
Indian Tribes. 

 
TGP sponsored and participated in informational open houses for the Project in September 2010 
to explain the environmental review process to interested stakeholders throughout the Project 
area.  On October 8, 2010, the FERC issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental 
Assessment for the Planned Northeast Upgrade Project, Request for Comments on 
Environmental Issue, and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings (“NOI”) in the pre-filing 
proceeding for the Project, Docket No. PF10-23-000.  The NOI was published in the Federal 
Register and was sent to over 1,500 parties including Federal, state, and local officials; agency 
representatives; conservation organizations; local libraries and newspapers; Native American 
groups; and property owners affected by the proposed facilities. 
 
FERC staff conducted public scoping meetings in the Project area to provide an opportunity for 
agencies and the general public to learn more about the Project and to participate in the 
environmental analysis by identifying issues to be addressed in the EA.  Three scoping meetings 
were held, including one in Ringwood, New Jersey, on November 1, 2010.  The transcripts of the 
public scoping meetings and all written scoping comments are part of the public record for the 
Project and are available for viewing on the FERC Internet website under Docket No. PF10-23-
000 (http://www.ferc.gov). 
 
During the FERC review process, TGP also conducted interagency scoping meetings either in 
person or via conference call with representatives of the NPS on September 14 and November 
11, 2010; the NJDEP and New Jersey Highlands Water Protection and Planning Council 
(Highlands Council) on November 10, 2010; the USFWS on November 2, 2010; and the NJDEP, 
USACOE, and United States Environmental Protection Agency (“USEPA”) on February 2, 
2011.  Additionally, TGP conducted a site visit of the Project route in conjunction with the open 
houses, public scoping meetings, and interagency meetings.  On September 15, 2010, an aerial 
inspection of the Project was conducted. 
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During the development and permitting of the Project, TGP has been working with various 
stakeholders, including the New York/New Jersey Trails Conference, the Ramapough Lenape 
Nation, State of New Jersey officials and others, to develop proposals that will avoid, minimize  
and/or mitigate impacts to protected resources along the NEUP alignment.  During the course of 
these consultations and discussions, Tennessee has prepared various reports aimed at avoiding 
and minimizing environmental impacts, and addressing the concerns of the various stakeholders.  
The following reports have been prepared: 

 
 Project Environmental Report – Resource Report Numbers 1-13, submitted by TGP 

to the FERC as part of the FERC Certificate application for the Project in March 
2011; 

 Indiana Bat Summer Mist Net and Portal Surveys for Loop 323 and 325, prepared for 
TGP in March 2011; 

 Rare Plant Survey Report 2010 for Sussex, Passaic, and Bergen Counties, New Jersey 
(Confidential), prepared for TGP in June 2011; 

 Vernal Habitat Survey Report for Loop 323 and 325 (Privileged and Confidential), 
prepared for TGP in July 2011; 

 Green Acres Pre-application EA for Loop 325 of the  Project, prepared by TGP for 
Bergen County in September 2011;  

 Indiana Bat Summer Mist Net Survey for Loop 323 and 325 Sussex, Passaic, and 
Bergen Counties, New Jersey, prepared for TGP in October 2011; 

 Timber Rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus) Hibernacula/Emergence Presence/Absence 
Survey for Loop 323 and 325 (Confidential), prepared for TGP in October 2011; 

 Red-Shouldered Hawk and Barred Owl Presence/Absence Surveys for Sussex, 
Passaic, and Bergen Counties, New Jersey (Confidential), prepared for TGP in 
October 2011; 

 Freshwater Mussel Survey – Ringwood River, Loop 325 (Confidential), prepared for 
TGP in October 2011; 

 Freshwater Mussel Habitat Assessment and Presence/Absence Survey for Loops 323 
and 325 (Privileged and Confidential), prepared for TGP in November 2011; 

 Freshwater Mussel Surveys - Holiday Lake, Monksville Reservoir, & McMormack 
Pond for Loop 323 and 325 (Privileged and Confidential), prepared for TGP in 
November 2011; 

 Wood Turtle (Glyptemys insculpta) Habitat Assessment and Survey for Loop 323 and 
325 (Privileged and Confidential). prepared for TGP in November 2011;  

 Project EA, prepared by the FERC staff and issued in November 2011 (FERC Docket 
No. CP11-161-000); and 
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 Phase II Archaeological Evaluation for Sites 28PA189, 28PA191, 28PA194, 
28PA195, 28BE214, and 28BE215, Located within Loop 325 (Contains Privileged 
Information), prepared for TGP in January 2012. 

Step 5-4.  Environmental resources analyzed and determination of impacts for 
proposed actions and alternatives.   

 
Environmental resources, geographic boundaries, and site locations were surveyed by way of 
GPS as part of the various reports listed in Step 5-3 above.  Impacts were then determined as part 
of the alternatives analysis discussed in Step 3B-2 above.  The FERC, USACOE, USFWS and 
various agencies of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the State of New Jersey have 
concurred with the findings of these environmental documents and reports, or are in the process 
of reviewing these documents and reports. 

 
Step 5-5.  Any mitigation measures to be part of the proposed action.   

 
As described above, the Project involves the construction, installation, operation, and 
maintenance of certain pipeline and compression facilities, including five new 30-inch diameter 
natural gas pipeline loop segments.  Two of the pipeline looping segments, referred to as Loop 
323 and Loop 325, are located in New Jersey.11  A portion of the route in New Jersey is located 
within the boundaries of certain properties that are owned by the State of New Jersey.  The two 
parcels that are proposed for conversion, Block 1101, Lot 5 and Block 1, Lot 1, are within the 
State-owned Ringwood State Park. 
  
For the lease of the State-owned lands, which was approved by the NJDEP Commissioner and 
the New Jersey State House Commission, Tennessee undertook a comprehensive analysis of 
ways to avoid and minimize the permanent and temporary impacts to State property, while 
ensuring that the Project could be safely constructed.  As a result of this analysis, Tennessee 
developed a plan to reduce the permanent impacts of the Project by over 71 percent compared to 
the impacts proposed in its original FERC Certificate application.  Specifically, Tennessee will 
minimize the impacts of the Project to State lands by implementing the following mitigation 
measures: 
 

1. Tennessee will reduce the width of the new, permanently maintained area to be leased 
from the NJDEP from 25 feet to 15 feet.  This will result in a reduction of 10.21 acres 
to be leased (or a reduction of 37% from the FERC Certificate application);  

 
2. Tennessee will shift its temporary construction workspace by 10 feet, such that the 

construction footprint will overlap into the already maintained ROW that is leased by 
Tennessee for the existing 24-inch diameter pipeline.  This shift will result in the 
avoidance of 10.75 acres of new disturbance to State lands (a 14% reduction from the 
FERC Certificate application);   

                                            
11 Loop 323 includes approximately 6.33 miles in Pennsylvania.  For purposes of this Conversion Proposal, 
references to Loop 323 include the New Jersey portion of the loop only. 
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3. Tennessee will reduce its temporary workspace in riparian zones to 75 feet, compared 

to the typical 100-foot footprint that is used in other upland areas of the Project.  
Reducing the temporary workspace, where feasible, will reduce Project impacts by 
3.0 acres (a 3% reduction from the FERC Certificate application);  

 
4. Tennessee will generally reduce the width of any needed access roads to 20 feet from 

the 24 feet width originally proposed in its FERC Certificate application.  
Approximately 11 acres of upland forest and forested wetlands will not be impacted 
as a result of Tennessee’s access road minimization plan;  

 
5. Tennessee will give up its rights under the 2007 lease with NJDEP for 10 feet of 

existing permanently maintained lease area on the edge of the leased ROW (opposite 
from the proposed NEUP construction) that is associated with the existing 24-inch 
diameter pipeline.  As a result, approximately 9.71 acres will be returned to the State 
and will no longer be maintained for pipeline operations; and 

 
6. Tennessee will use the horizontal directional drilling method of construction (a 

specialized construction technique designed to minimize environmental impacts to 
sensitive resources) to cross the Monksville Reservoir and the Delaware River. 

 
In addition to the minimization commitments described above, NJDEP and the New Jersey State 
House Commission has approved a 25-year lease with the following compensation and 
mitigation: 
 

 Cash compensation (for leased area and temporary work space) = $5,194,723.81 
 Replacement lands for leased area at 4:1 = 71.04 acres 
 Replacement lands for temporary work space at 1:1 = 75.751 acres 
 Replacement lands for areas to be blasted within temporary workspace at 3:1=2.00 acres 
 Additional mitigation as required under New Jersey’s Freshwater Wetlands Protection 

Act, Flood Hazard Control Act, No Net Loss Reforestation Act, and the Highlands Water 
Protection and Planning Act. 
 

The total compensation and mitigation to be provided to the State of New Jersey for the 25-year 
NEUP lease exceeds $12.5 million.  A table depicting the total compensation and mitigation 
package is contained within Table 4 in Attachment B.   
 
Tennessee intends to satisfy its land replacement obligation for the 25-year lease by purchasing a 
portion of the Ilac Property, which has been identified by NJDEP’s Green Acres Program as an 
acquisition priority.  It is NJDEP’s intention that a portion of the Ilac Property will also be used 
as replacement land for the two conversion parcels.  NPS has approved NJDEP’s request to use a 
portion of the Ilac Property in this manner.12  See Step 3B-6d above.  

                                            
12  In a February 23, 2012 letter from NJDEP to Mr. Jack W. Howard, Manager, State and Local Assistance 
Programs, NPS, NJDEP sought a waiver of applicability to acquire 71.04 acres of the Ilac property to be used to 
fulfill the LWCF requirements for any future Section 6(f) conversions.  In a letter dated March 22, 2012, Mr. 
Howard approved NJDEP’s request.  See Attachment E.   
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The proposed replacement parcel for the two conversion areas is 6.19 acres in size, and is part of 
Block 20001, Lot 5 on the tax map of Rockaway Township.   This area, which is depicted in 
Figure 5, is adjacent to the Wildcat Ridge WMA and will be preserved under Section 6(f) of the 
LWCF Act. 
    
Tennessee will also mitigate for the environmental impacts caused by the construction of Loop 
325 through Ringwood State Park through the NJDEP Land Use Regulation Program (“LURP”) 
permitting process.  Specifically, construction of Loop 325 through Block 1101, Lot 5 will have 
no net loss on wetland resources, but will result in the permanent change of 0.15 acres of 
forested wetland to emergent wetland. As a result, mitigation is required and will be addressed in 
the freshwater wetlands permit application that is currently pending before the NJDEP.     TGP 
will restore wetlands and transition areas temporarily impacted by the loop segments as required 
by NJDEP’s freshwater wetlands regulations at N.J.A.C. 7:7A.  Landscape plans have been 
developed by TGP to be used as a basis for restoring the temporary impacts and were submitted 
to LURP for review and approval (EA; TGP 2011c). 
 
TGP will mitigate for the permanent loss of forest habitats through mitigation plans that have 
been submitted to LURP and the Green Acres Program.  Construction will be expedited to the 
greatest extent possible to minimize impacts to wildlife (EA; TGP 2011c).  
 
During construction, other mitigation procedures will also be taken using Best Management 
Practices to ensure that minimal impacts will occur.  Equipment bridges, crane mats, silt fencing, 
and pads will be used to decrease erosion in work areas and along stream banks (EA; TGP 
2011c). 

 
Step 5-6.  Intergovernmental review process:  Does the State have an 
Intergovernmental Review Process (Executive Order 12372)?  If yes, has the LWCF 
Program been selected for review under the State Intergovernmental Review 
Process?  If yes, was this proposal reviewed by the appropriate State, metropolitan, 
regional and local agencies, and if so, attach any information and comments 
received about this proposal.  If proposal was not reviewed, explain why not.   
 

The State of New Jersey has an Intergovernmental Review Process (Executive Order 12372).  
This conversion proposal has been extensively reviewed by the NJDEP and the New Jersey State 
House Commission in conjunction with three proposals to divert local Green Acres-encumbered 
parkland and a lease of State-owned lands needed in order to construct the NEUP project.  The 
commissioner of the NJDEP approved the proposed local diversions and the lease of State-
owned lands, and on June 7, 2012, the members of the New Jersey State House Commission 
voted to approve these applications.  The areas proposed for conversion are located within the 
State-owned lands approved for leasing by the NJDEP and the New Jersey State House 
Commission. 
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Step 5-7.  Public Comment Periods (How Long, When in the Process, Who Was 
Invited to Comment) and Agency Response.   

 
The Project has undergone significant public comment at both the federal and State levels.  The 
public has had numerous opportunities and venues to present public comment about the Project, 
and as described in detail below, the agencies with jurisdiction over the Project held numerous 
public meetings and responded to the public’s verbal and written public comments.  The 
following is an overview of the public process related to the NEUP.        

 
a. Federal Public Process.   

 
At the federal level, Tennessee participated in the FERC’s pre-filing process in Docket No. 
PF10-23-000.  The FERC participated in four public open houses sponsored by Tennessee in the 
Project area in September 2010.  In October 2010, the FERC issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare 
an Environmental Assessment for the Planned Northeast Upgrade Project, Request for 
Comments on Environmental Issue, and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings (“NOI”).  The NOI 
was published in the Federal Register and was sent to over 1,500 parties including federal, state 
and local government officials; agency representatives; environmental and public interest 
organizations, local libraries and newspapers; Native American groups; and property owners 
affected by the proposed facilities.     

 
The FERC then conducted three public scoping meetings to give agencies and the general public 
an opportunity to learn about the Project and to participate in the environmental analysis that 
would be addressed in the EA.  The scoping meetings were held in Ringwood, New Jersey, and 
Milford and Wyalusing, Pennsylvania on November 1, 3 and 4, 2010, respectively.  (The 
transcripts of the scoping meetings and the written scoping hearing comments are available at 
www.ferc.gov by entering Docket No. PF10-23-000). 
 
Tennessee filed the Certificate application for the Project on March 31, 2011 in Docket No. 
CP11-161-000.  The FERC issued a notice of the Certificate application on April 13, 2011, and 
provided interested parties with the opportunity to intervene in or comment on the Certificate 
application through May 4, 2011. 

 
On July 27, 2011, the FERC requested comments from landowners and other stakeholders 
potentially affected by route alternatives for proposed Loop 323 in Montague Township, New 
Jersey.  In response to the comments received, Tennessee revised its proposed alignment of Loop 
323 to reduce impacts on a continuous forest block and the federally-endangered bog turtle. 
 
The FERC issued the EA for the Project on November 21, 2011, and provided a 30-day comment 
period (through December 21, 2011) for the submission of comments on the EA. 

 
In its Order Issuing Certificate and Approving Abandonment in Docket No. CP 11-161-000, 
dated May 29, 2012, the FERC responded to the written and verbal comments received during 
the public scoping process and certificate process from affected landowners, concerned citizens, 
government agencies, and other organizations.  See Attachment B.  
 



Page 30 of 65 
 

b. State Public Process.   
 

For the lease of State-owned lands, NJDEP’s Green Acres Program held three public hearings on 
August 17, 2011, August 18, 2011, and September 7, 2011 to provide the public with an 
opportunity to provide comments on the proposed lease to Tennessee of the lands in High Point 
State Park in Montague (Sussex County), Long Pond Ironworks State Park in Ringwood 
Borough and West Milford Township (Passaic County), and Ringwood State Park in Ringwood 
Borough (Passaic County) and Mahwah Township (Bergen County), and the proposed 
replacement land (e.g., the “Ilac Property”) being offered by Tennessee.  NJDEP posted the 
transcripts of these three hearings on the Green Acres’ website on September 16, 2011 at 
www.state.nj.us/dep/greenacres/neup.html.  NJDEP extended the public comment period to 
September 30, 2011 to allow the public an opportunity to review the transcripts prior to the close 
of the comment period.  NJDEP prepared a detailed Response to Public Comments document 
that addressed the public comments received at the three public hearings, as well as the written 
comments that were submitted to NJDEP both before and after the public hearings.13  A copy of 
the Response to Public Comments document is available for review at 
www.state.nj.us/dep/greenacres/neup.html.  

 
For the proposed deforestation and reforestation of over one-half acre of State-lands on both 
Loops 323 and 325, the New Jersey No Net Lost Reforestation Act (“No Net Loss Act”) is 
applicable.  See N.J.S.A. 13:1L-14.1 et seq.  As part of the requirements of the No Net Loss Act, 
NJDEP conducted two public forums, one on August 3, 2011 (for Loop 323) and one on August 
4, 2011 (for Loop 325).  These public forums gave Tennessee the opportunity to present its plans 
for deforestation and reforestation on the State-owned lands affected by the NEUP project.  The 
transcripts of the public forums are posted on the Green Acres’ website at 
www.state.nj.us/dep/greenacres/neup.html.     

    
As mentioned in Step 5-6 above, the NEUP project also required the diversion of three Green 
Acres encumbered parcels (e.g., these parcels are encumbered by Green Acres’ restrictions, but 
are not owned by the State of New Jersey).  The focus of these hearings was on the local 
diversions, but the public may have discussed the lease of the State-owned lands at these 
hearings.  In accordance with the Green Acres’ regulations at N.J.A.C. 7:36-26.8, the following 
public hearings were conducted as part of the local diversion process: 

 
1. Waterview Park, Borough of Ringwood (Owner:  Passaic River Coalition):  a Green 

Acres scoping hearing was held on July 25, 2011 and a Green Acres final hearing was 
held on January 26, 2012.      

 
2. Borough Hall Park, Borough of Ringwood (Owner:  Borough of Ringwood):  a Green 

Acres scoping hearing was held on July 25, 2011 and a Green Acres final hearing was 
held on January 26, 2012. 

 

                                            
13  NJDEP stated in its Notice Extending the Public Comment Period (see 
www.nj.gov.dep/greenacres/neup.html) that it would consider all comments received, including those received after 
September 30, 2011, but that it would not include responses to these comments in the Response to Comments 
document.   
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3. Ramapo Mountain Reservation, Township of Mahwah (Owner:  County of Bergen):  
a Green Acres scoping hearing was held on July 28, 2011 and a Green Acres final 
hearing was held on January 25, 2012.  (Since the NEUP requires the conveyance of 
County-owned property, the Local Lands and Buildings Law at N.J.S.A. 40A:12-1 et 
seq. also applies.  Among other things, the Local Lands and Buildings Act requires 
two public hearings.  The Green Acres’ final hearing on January 25, 2012 served as 
the first required public hearing; the second required public hearing under the Local 
Lands and Buildings Law occurred on February 9, 2012.) 

 
Step 5-8.  Any Formal Decision and Supporting Reasons Regarding Degree of 
Potential Impacts to the Human Environment. 

 
Following the extensive public process described in Step 5-7 above and after reviewing the 
voluminous record, the FERC approved the Project in the Certificate issued on May 29, 2012.  In 
its Order Issuing Certificate and Approving Abandonment, the FERC stated: 

 
In conclusion, we have reviewed the information and analysis contained in the 
record, including the EA, regarding the potential environmental effect of the 
project.  Based on our consideration of this information, we agree with the 
conclusions presented in the EA and find that if constructed and operated in 
accordance with Tennessee’s application, as supplemented, and the conditions 
imposed herein, approval of this proposal would not constitute a major federal 
action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.  [Emphasis 
added.] [See Attachment B at P 201.] 

 
The FERC Certificate was conditioned on Tennessee’s compliance with nineteen environmental 
conditions that are set forth in Appendix B of the Order.  See Attachment A at pp. 77-83. 

 
As described above, the NJDEP also thoroughly reviewed and approved the lease of the State-
owned lands.  The New Jersey State House Commission approved this application at its June 7, 
2012 meeting, thereby authorizing the 25-year lease of the State lands.  Specific concerns 
affecting the environment will be addressed in the various permit applications that are currently 
pending before NJDEP’s LURP.  Tennessee expects to receive land use permits that are aimed at 
protecting and/or minimizing impacts to the environment shortly.  
 
The State House Commission approval is conditioned upon NJDEP issuing applicable land use 
permits for the Project (such as, freshwater wetlands and flood hazard area permits), as well as 
completion of the review of the Project by the NJ SHPO under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act, as amended.    
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Step 5-9.  Was this Proposed LWCF Federal Action and/or Other Federal Actions 
Analyzed/Reviewed in Any of the Previous Environmental Reviews?  If so, What 
Was Analyzed and What Impacts Were Identified?  Provide Specific Environmental 
Review Document References.   

 
As stated above, the lands encumbered by Section 6(f) are located within Ringwood State Park 
and will be crossed by Loop 325.  The FERC has reviewed the approximately 40-mile pipeline 
route alignment (which includes the impacted Section 6(f) parcels), and has thoroughly 
investigated the environmental impacts associated with the Project.  The impacts that will result 
from the Project have been addressed in the EA and the FERC Certificate, including the nineteen 
environmental conditions included in the FERC Certificate.           
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STEP 6.  ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING FORM (ESF) 
 

Part A – Environmental Resources (Conversion Area: Block 1101, Lot 5) 
 

Step 6A-1 Geological Resources. 
 

According to the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Data Mart and the NCSS 
Web Soil Survey, soils within the Project area are mapped as Rockaway Sandy Loam (RobCC), 
Rockaway Rock outcrop (RomC), Ridgebury loam (RkgBc), and Hibernia loam (HhmCc).  
These soils are found to be very to extremely stony and have a slight erosion potential (TGP 
2011g, Section 7.1.2.5.1).  Areas to be excavated during the Project’s construction would cause 
short-term disturbance of subsurface materials by excavations and the installation of the pipeline. 
Top soils and subsoils would be segregated and soil horizons restored following construction. 
  
Dewatering of the trench, bore pits and/or additional precautions may be necessary where 
groundwater is encountered during pipeline installation in this particular area.  This impact will 
not extend beyond Project boundaries and will be temporary in nature.  Installation of the 
pipeline may cause settlement of loose sand and soil materials but considering the past 
disturbance of constructing the initial pipeline, the Project is not expected to result in significant 
impacts to geological resources (TGP 2011g, Section 7.3.1). 
 

Step 6A-2 Air Quality. 
 

The total air emissions for Loop 325 construction are below de minimis.  Impacts to air quality 
are temporary in nature and limited to emissions from construction equipment.  These 
construction-related increases in particulate matter will be temporarily elevated, but mitigated 
using dust control measures such as watering activities, which will be implemented as necessary 
to minimize an increase in dust and particulate matter.  As a result, an impact level of 
no/negligible was chosen for this environmental resource (TGP 2011i, Section 9.1.5). 

 
Step 6A-3 Sound. 
 

Passaic County adheres to the New Jersey Administrative Code 7:29 for noise control.  This code 
states that continuous noise between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. must remain below 65 dBA at any 
residential property line, and continuous noise between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. must remain below 50 
dBA at any residential property line.  At community service facilities, continuous noise must 
remain below 65 dBA regardless of time of day.  The code also places limits on sound pressure 
level at each octave band. Special instructions are given for impulsive noise (TGP 2011i, Table 
9.2-1).  
 
Noise sensitive receptors were identified within the immediate vicinity of the proposed 
conversion area.  Ringwood Manor State Park, a noise sensitive receptor, surrounds the Loop 
325 portion of the Project. The Project will result in temporary and short-term noise impacts due 
to the construction of the Loop 325 portion of the Project. Standard construction equipment and 
techniques will be used for this Project to ensure that no significant changes in noise levels 
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would take place.  An impact level of no/negligible was chosen for this environmental resource 
(TGP 2011i, Section 9.2.5). 
 

Step 6A-4 Water Quality/Quantity. 
 

Two USEPA sole source aquifers (“SSA”s) underlie Loop 325; approximately 5.78 miles of 
Loop 325 overly the Highlands SSA and the remainder of the loop overlies the Ramapo SSA.  
The Highlands SSA underlies the conversion area on Block 1101, Lot 5. 
 
The majority of groundwater in the area contains less than 500 milligrams per liter dissolved 
solids and ranges in temperature from ten to fifteen degrees Celsius.  Water quality is considered 
to be very good beneath the conversion area.  However, the aquifer system is susceptible to 
contamination from spills along existing transportation routes, on-site septic disposal, and 
stormwater runoff.  Ringwood Borough withdraws 514,000 gallons per day from the Highlands 
SSA system.  Recharge in this SSA is almost entirely from precipitation (TGP 2011c, Section 
2.1.1.2.2). 
 
A stormwater management plan incorporated into the design of the Project will provide water 
quality treatment, water quantity control, and groundwater recharge.  Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plans for the Project will be implemented to ensure water quality is protected and no 
adverse impacts from sedimentation and erosion occur within the Project area.  In addition, TGP 
will obtain a certification under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act; this certification is expected 
to be received in fall 2012 (EA).    
 
No significant impacts will occur to water quality within the conversion area as part of the Loop 
325 portion of the Project.  Therefore, an impact level of no/negligible was chosen for this 
environmental resource (TGP 2011c, Section 2.2.7.5). 
 

Step 6A-5 Stream Flow Characteristics. 
 

Based on aerial imagery and topographic mapping, one stream (L5 S0006, Unnamed Tributary to 
Cupsaw Brook) is located within the Section 6(f) boundary on Block 1101, Lot 5.  No stream 
flow characteristics would need to be altered due to the Loop 325 portion of the Project. 
Therefore, an assessment of impacts to this resource is considered not applicable (TGP 2011c, 
Table 2.2-10). 
 

Step 6A-6 Marine/Estuarine. 
 

One stream is located within the Section 6(f) boundary on Block 1101, Lot 5, however, it is not 
within a tidal reach.  Therefore, an assessment of impacts to this resource is considered not 
applicable (EA). 
 

Step 6A-7 Floodplains/Wetlands. 
 

The Section 6(f) boundary on Block 1101, Lot 5 is located in Zone D (areas with possible but 
undetermined flood hazards).  No flood hazard analysis has been conducted of the FEMA 100-
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year floodplain.  No impacts are anticipated to floodplains because of the nature of the Project 
(i.e., underground pipeline project – no aboveground structures). 
  
Wetlands were identified and delineated for the Loop 325 portion of the Project in accordance 
with the Federal Manual for Identifying and Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands (Federal 
Interagency Committee for Wetland Delineation 1989, as cited in EA, Section 2.2.4.1) and the 
Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: 
Northcentral and Northeast Region (USACE 2009, as cited in EA, Section 2.2.4.1).  Based on 
the delineation, two wetlands areas affected by the Project are located within the conversion area.  
These wetlands are identified as L5 W011 and L5 W010.  Both wetlands are classified as 
palustrine forested/scrub-shrub (PFO/PSS) wetlands.  Both wetlands are exceptional value (EA, 
Appendices D and E). 
    
Impacts to wetlands will be mitigated in accordance with applicable NJDEP regulations and 
permit conditions.  A Freshwater Wetlands permit application for Loop 325 has been submitted 
to NJDEP and is currently under review.  An impact level of minor was chosen for this 
environmental resource.  
 

Step 6A-8 Land Use. 
 

Review of the NJDEP Geographic Information System (GIS) data layers of State-Owned, 
Protected Open Space and Recreation Areas in New Jersey (NJDEP 1995, as cited in TGP 
2011h, Section 8.3.1.1.2) and Highlands (NJDEP 2007, as cited in TGP 2011h, Section 
8.3.1.1.2), as well as a detailed title review conducted by TGP, identified state public 
conservation lands in the vicinity of Loop 325 and the conversion area.  Loop 325 crosses 
through Ringwood State Park, which encompasses the conversion area.  The NJDEP Division of 
Parks and Forestry manages this 4,044-acre state park.  Ringwood State Park offers a visitor’s 
center, botanical garden, hiking, horseback riding, picnicking, swimming, hunting, a skeet range, 
and two historical manors. The park is used for hiking and fishing, primarily between April and 
September, with peak use in July and August.  Loop 325 of the NEUP will cross the Ringwood-
Ramapo Trail, within Block 1101, Lot 5, but the location of the crossing is not within the 
conversion area.  Where the Ringwood-Ramapo Trail will cross the NEUP is to the south of and 
outside the Section 6(f) boundary.  The Mountain Bike Loop Trail is also located within Section 
6(f) boundary on Block 1101, Lot 5, but will not be crossed by the NEUP at any point either 
within or outside of the Section 6(f) boundary.  As described in Step 5-5 above, TGP has been 
working closely with the NJDEP to avoid and minimize impacts to Ringwood State Park, and 
will perform appropriate mitigation for those impacts that cannot be avoided in accordance with 
NJDEP’s LURP (TGP 2011h, Section 8.3.1.1.2).  
   
The conversion on Block 1101, Lot 5 will be compensated for by the replacement park property 
described above.  Therefore, since no adverse impacts to land use are anticipated as a result of 
the proposed conversion, an impact level of no/negligible was chosen for this environmental 
resource. 
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Step 6A-9 Circulation, Transportation. 
 

Tennessee does not anticipate any transportation or circulation impacts to the 695-foot 
conversion area during the construction of Loop 325.  Equipment and workers will be brought to 
the site along the existing ROW.   An unnamed access road, L5-AR-50, is located east of the 
conversion area within the Section 6(f) boundary on Lot 1101, Lot 5, which Tennessee will 
continue to use to access the existing pipeline for maintenance and for access to the Project 
construction corridor.  However, this road will not be enlarged or widened, no trees will be 
removed or side-cut, and no recreational facilities will be impacted.  The road will be used as 
designed, although some gravel may be placed within the existing road bed.  The use of this road 
prevents interference with the adjacent Thunder Mountain Trap and Skeet Shooting Range. The 
impact level for this environmental resource is no/negligible (EA, Section 2.5.4).   
 

Step 6A-10 Threatened & Endangered Species. 
 

In New Jersey, threatened and endangered species are protected under the New Jersey State 
Endangered and Non-game Species Conservation Act and the Endangered Plant Species List 
Act.  Numerous surveys were conducted for threatened or endangered species along Loop 325 
and within the conversion area.  Consultation with the NJDEP Natural Heritage Program (NHP) 
was initiated in regard to the presence of threatened and endangered species within the proposed 
conversion area.   
 
In August 2010 and continuing to June 2012, botanical surveys were conducted.  Surveys for 
Sphagnum moss (Sphagnum angustifolium and Sphagnum majus ssp. Norvegicum) were 
implemented in appropriate habitats between Morris Road at Cupsaw Brook and Sloatsburg 
Road.  None of the target rare species were encountered.   
 
Timber rattlesnake and northern copperhead surveys were completed along Loop 325 in the 
summer of 2010.  Areas of potential timber rattlesnake gestating habitat were identified, 
delineated, and Phase II gestation surveys were performed in summer 2010 for the timber 
rattlesnakes.  No gestating rattlesnakes were documented within the proposed conversion area 
(EA, Section 2.3.3.5).   
 
Wood turtle surveys were conducted in April through June 2011 and included visual searches in 
all areas of potential habitat including streams and stream banks, emergent and forested 
wetlands, and upland forest.  It was confirmed that wood turtle habitat exists just west of the 
conversion area, at Cupsaw Brook (TGP 2012). As the wood turtle habitat is not located on the 
conversion area, no impacts to this habitat are anticipated.  
 
TGP initiated habitat and presence/absence surveys for barred owl and red-shouldered hawk in 
2011.  No red-shouldered hawks or barred owls were observed within the conversion area. 
However, several barred owls were observed within the general vicinity of the conversion area 
and a red-shouldered hawk was observed along the western edge of the conversion area between 
April and May of 2011.  The positive sightings for the barred owls were generally associated 
with mature interior of Ringwood State Park (TGP 2011l, Section 4.4.1 and 4.1.2). 
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Vernal pool surveys were also conducted in April 2011 and spring of 2012 to identify vernal 
habitat and survey for blue-spotted salamanders.  Field surveys to identify potential vernal 
habitat were conducted between March and April 2011.  No habitat was identified within or 
adjacent to the proposed conversion area.  However, vernal habitat was identified within the 
general area of the proposed conversion area at MP 5.30.  Spotted salamander (23 egg masses 
and numerous spermataphores), marbled salamander larva, wood frog (160 egg masses), adult 
red-spotted newt, and chorusing spring peeper were observed within the vernal pool (TGP 
2011k, Table 4.0-1).  To protect vernal pool habitat areas, TGP will implement the procedures 
detailed in its Erosion and Sediment Control Plans, including replacement of topsoil, installation 
of trench plugs, and strict restoration of all pre-construction grades and contours to maintain 
surface and groundwater hydrology to support seasonal pooling of surface water (EA, Section 
2.3.3.5). 
 
New Jersey lists three mussel species as state endangered, and five as state threatened.  Field 
habitat assessments of all identified streams crossed by Loop 325 were evaluated for the 
potential for habitat of dwarf wedge mussel and other native unionoids.  No endangered mussels 
were identified within the conversion area, and stream L5 S006 (Unnamed Tributary to Cupsaw 
Brook) lacked suitable habitat (TGP 2001m, Section 6.1.14).   
 
Implementation of wetland restoration procedures will help reduce impacts to threatened and 
endangered species. 
 
The USFWS reviewed Loops 323 (New Jersey portion) and 325 of the NEUP Project pursuant to 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (“ESA”) to ensure the protection of federally listed 
endangered and threatened species.  In a letter dated June 15, 2012, the USFWS concurred that 
the proposed Project “is not likely to adversely affect federally listed or candidate species …” 
Accordingly, the USFWS concluded that no further consultation pursuant to the ESA is required.  
See Attachment G.  An assessment of impacts to this resource is, therefore, considered 
no/negligible (EA, Section 2.3.5).   
 

Step 6A-11 Unique Ecosystems. 
 

No unique ecosystems were identified within the proposed conversion area (EA, Section 
2.3.2.2).  Therefore, an assessment of impacts to this resource is considered not applicable. 
 

Step 6A-12 Unique or Important Wildlife/Wildlife Habitat. 
 

Loop 325 crosses the Ringwood State Park/Ringwood Manor, which is considered a significant 
wildlife habitat and wildlife managed land (TGP 2011d, Section 3.2.2).   
 
Long-term impacts to wildlife habitat due to construction and operations of the Project will be 
limited to clearing of upland and wetland forest required for temporary workspace and new 
leased area.  The wildlife populations that utilize the Project area will not be permanently 
adversely affected by the Project. While temporary impacts on food, cover, and water sources 
may occur, none of the species located within the Project area are specialized in such a way that 
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construction of the Project will inhibit the overall fitness or reproductive output of the 
populations as a whole (TGP 2011d, Section 3.2.3).   
 
TGP will comply with the No Net Loss Reforestation Act (NJSA 13:1L-14 1 et seq.) to restore 
all areas of forested habitat impacted by the Project.  Therefore, an impact level of no/negligible 
was chosen for this environmental resource. 
 

Step 6A-13 Unique or Important Fish/Fish Habitat. 
 

No unique or important fish or fish habitat was identified within the proposed conversion area.  
Therefore, this environmental resource is considered not applicable (EA). 
 

Step 6A-14 Invasive Species. 
 

TGP has prepared an Invasive Species Management Plan (ISMP) for the Project to control the 
spread of invasive plant species in areas disturbed by construction.  Some measures include the 
removal of invasive species from the ROW in coordination with landowners and applicable 
Federal, state, and local regulatory agencies; the application of herbicides approved by state and 
Federal agencies; and monitoring for invasive species during the first five years after 
construction, with additional annual surveys conducted if required by the FERC, USACE or 
applicable state agencies.  The reapplication of herbicides would be managed on an as-needed 
basis.  The implementation of the ISMP will significantly reduce existing populations of invasive 
species while promoting the establishment of native plant populations.  The impact level for this 
category is no/negligible (EA, Section 2.3.1.1). 
 

Step 6A-15 Recreational Resources. 
 

The proposed conversion area is located within the Ringwood State Park.  Ringwood State Park 
offers a visitor’s center, botanical garden, hiking, horseback riding, picnicking, swimming, 
hunting, a skeet range, and two historical manors. The park is used for hiking and fishing, 
primarily between April and September, with peak use in July and August.  Loop 325 of the 
Project will cross the Ringwood-Ramapo Trail, within Block 1101, Lot 5, but the location of the 
crossing is not within the conversion area.  Where the NEUP will cross the Ringwood-Ramapo 
Trail is to the south of and outside the Section 6(f) boundary.  The Mountain Bike Loop Trail is 
also located within Section 6(f) boundary on Block 1101, Lot 5, but will not be crossed by the 
NEUP at any point either within or outside of the Section 6(f) boundary.  The impact level for 
this environmental resource is no/negligible (TGP 2011h, Section 8.3.1.1.2). 
 

Step 6A-16 Accessibility. 
 

The proposed conversion will have no effect on the accessibility of populations with disabilities 
to Ringwood State Park.  Therefore, this category is considered to be not applicable.   
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Step 6A-17 Aesthetics. 
 

Construction for the Loop 325 portion of the Project would alter visual aesthetics by removing 
existing vegetation and disturbing soils.  However, this impact would be temporary and minor in 
nature to the aesthetics of the surrounding land.  The proposed conversion area is located within 
a forested area.  The impact level for this environmental resource is no/negligible (TGP 2011h, 
Section 8.4.1). 
 

Step 6A-18 Historic/Cultural Resources. 
 

TGP initiated Section 106 consultations in May 2010 for the Loop 325 portion of the Project in 
accordance with the rules and guidelines issued by the NJ SHPO.  The results of the Phase I 
archaeological survey reports warranted a Phase II archaeological investigation at six sites within 
Loop 325.  However, the six sites evaluated during the Phase II investigation do not include the 
conversion area on Block 1101, Lot 5 because no cultural resources were identified within this 
area during the Phase I archaeological survey.   
 
The Phase II archaeological survey report does include Site 28A189, which was identified 
approximately 0.25-mile to the east-southeast of the proposed conversion area on L5 AR 50 
between MP 4.82 and MP 4.85 (Gray & Pape, Inc. 2012).  However, this site is not within the 
conversion area or even within the Section 6(f) boundary.  Accordingly, the impact level for this 
environmental resource is no/negligible an impact level of no/negligible.  
 
The Draft Phase II archaeological survey report was submitted to the NJ SHPO in January 2012, 
and Vincent Maresca, NJ SHPO, is in the process of finalizing his review.   
 

Step 6A-19 Socioeconomics. 
 

Potential effects related to the number of construction workers that would work on Loop 325 
portion of the Project could impact population, public services, and temporary housing during 
the construction season.  Other effects associated with the Loop 325 portion of the Project 
include increased property tax revenue, increased job opportunities, and increased income 
associated with local construction employment.  Impacts to this resource as a result of the 
proposed conversion have been determined to be negligible (TGP 2011f, Sections 5.2 and 5.8.2).   
 

Step 6A-20 Minority and Low Income Populations. 
 

The proposed conversion area is located within Ringwood State Park.  The proposed conversion 
will not unjustly affect minority and low income populations.  Therefore, an assessment of 
impacts to this resource is considered not applicable (TGP 2011f, Section 5.7).  
 

Step 6A-21 Energy Resources. 
 

The proposed conversion area consists of a portion of Loop 325, which is part of the larger 
NEUP Project.   Alternative energy resources (e.g., geothermal, fossil fuels, etc.) were analyzed 
as part of the EA.  While Tennessee supports energy conservation, there remains a need at the 
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present time for the additional natural gas capacity that will be created by the NEUP. Two 
shippers have executed binding precedent agreements for all of the transportation capacity to be 
created by the Project, demonstrating that the additional capacity will be immediately utilized 
(EA, Section 1.2).  As there is a demonstrated need for additional natural gas transportation 
capacity, as found by the FERC in the May 29, 2012 FERC Certificate, there will be no adverse 
impact to energy resources in the Project area or in the proposed conversion area.   
 

Step 6A-22 Other Agency Land Use Plans or Policies. 
 

The proposed conversion area is located within the Highlands Area Preservation boundary and is 
subject to the Highlands Water Protection and Planning Act (“Highlands Act”) of 2004.  The 
main goals of the Highlands Act are to preserve open space and natural resources for public 
enjoyment and to protect drinking water resources.  The converted area will be replaced by a 
portion of the Ilac Property, which is also located within the Highlands Preservation Area.  
Moreover, Tennessee will comply with a Comprehensive Mitigation Plan that was developed by 
the Highlands Council and Tennessee to provide mitigation for the Highlands resources affected 
by the NEUP.  See Attachment B, Table 4.  Based on the replacement land and the mitigation for 
Highlands resources, the impact level for this category is no/negligible (EA, Section 2.4.3.2). 
 

Step 6A-23 Contamination/Hazardous Materials. 
 

TGP reviewed regulatory databases to identify known and potential hazardous waste sites within 
the area of Loop 325.  The database search identified numerous potentially hazardous sites 
within the general vicinity of Loop 325.  Directly adjacent to the conversion area, along the route 
of the pipeline loop, is the Thunder Mountain Skeet and Trap Shooting Range.  This area is 
being investigated by TGP for possible lead contamination due to the shot and clay pigeons used 
at the range.  TGP is conducting sampling and has applied for an environmental permit needed 
for the investigation.  Although numerous potentially hazardous sites exist surrounding the 
conversion area, no known contaminated sites were identified on the conversion area itself.  
Therefore, an assessment of impacts to this resource is considered not applicable (EA, Section 
2.4.5.1) 
  

Step 6A-24 Other Important Environmental Resources. 
 

No other important environmental resources are present within or adjacent to the proposed 
conversion area.  Therefore, an assessment of impacts to this resource is considered not 
applicable. 
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STEP 6.  ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING FORM (ESF). 
 
Part A – Environmental Resources (Conversion Area: Block 1, Lot 1) 
 

Step 6A-1 Geological Resources.  
 
According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture-Natural Resources Conservation Service’s 
(USDA-NRCS) Soil Data Mart Web Soil Survey information for the Bergen County Soil Survey 
Area (USDA-NRCS 1995), soils within the conversion area within Block 1, Lot 1 are mapped as 
the Rockaway-Outcrop.  Within Block 1, Lot 1, areas exist that exhibit erosion potential, 
compaction potential, poor drainage potential, poor revegetation potential, and shallow depth to 
groundwater table (TGP 2011g, Section 7.1.1.5).  
 
Areas to be excavated during the Project’s construction would cause short-term disturbance of 
subsurface materials by excavation and the installation of the pipeline.  Top soils and subsoils 
would be segregated and soil horizons restored following construction. 
 
Dewatering of the trench, bore pits and/or additional precautions may be necessary where 
groundwater is encountered during pipeline installation in this particular area.  This impact will 
not extend beyond Project boundaries and will be temporary in nature.  Installation of the 
pipeline may cause settlement of loose sand and soil materials but considering the past 
disturbance of constructing the initial pipeline, the Project is not expect to result in significant 
impacts to geological resources (TGP 2011g, Section 7.3.1). 
 

Step 6A-2 Air Quality.  
 

The total air emissions for Loop 325 construction are below de minimis.  Impacts to air quality 
are temporary in nature and limited to emissions from construction equipment.  These 
construction-related increases in particulate matter will be temporarily elevated, but mitigated 
using dust control measures such as watering activities, which will be implemented as necessary 
to minimize an increase in dust and particulate matter.  As a result, the impact level for this 
environmental resource is no/negligible (TGP 2011i, Section 9.1.5). 
 

Step 6A-3 Sound. 
 

Bergen County adheres to the N.J.A.C. 7:29 for noise control.  This code states that continuous 
noise between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. must remain below 65 dBA at any residential property line, 
and continuous noise between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. must remain below 50 dBA at any residential 
property line.  At community service facilities, continuous noise must remain below 65 dBA 
regardless of time of day.  The code also places limits on sound pressure level at each octave 
band. Special instructions are given for impulsive noise (TGP 2011i, Table 9.2-1). 
 
Noise sensitive receptors were identified within the immediate vicinity of the proposed 
conversion area.  Ringwood Manor State Park, a noise sensitive receptor, surrounds the Loop 
325 portion of the Project.  The Project will result in temporary and short-term noise impacts due 
to the construction of the Loop 325 portion of the Project.  Standard construction equipment and 
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techniques will be used for this Project to ensure that no significant changes in noise levels 
would take place.  The impact level for this environmental resource is no/negligible (TGP 2011i, 
Section 9.2.5). 
 

Step 6A-4 Water Quality/Quantity. 
  

Two USEPA SSAs underlie Loop 325; approximately 5.78 miles of Loop 325 overly the 
Highlands SSA and the remainder of the loop overlies the Ramapo SSA.  The Ramapo SSA 
underlies the proposed conversion area on Block 1, Lot 1 (TGP 2011c, Section 2.1.1.2.1). 
 
Water from the Precambrian gneiss that underlies the region is characteristically low in dissolved 
solids content, is soft to moderately hard, and is acidic to neutral.  Mahwah, with a population of 
16,278, is dependent solely on the Ramapo SSA system for its water supply.  The total 
population residing within the aquifer service area is estimated at 300,000.  The population 
dependent on groundwater is estimated at 180,000.  An average of 57 percent of the population 
depends on groundwater for its public water supply (TGP 2011c, Section 2.1.1.2.1). 
 
Construction of Loop 325 could potentially have a minor, temporary, and localized effect on 
groundwater and surface water resources (EA, Section 2.10.5.2).  Increased turbidity, reduced 
water levels, and contamination could be potentially impact groundwater resources.  The greatest 
potential impacts of pipeline construction on surface waters would result from an increase in 
sediment loading to surface waters either during active construction within a waterbody or due to 
runoff from construction near water bodies.  The level of impact of the Project on surface waters 
would depend on precipitation events, sediment loads, stream area/velocity, channel integrity, 
and bed material.  Project impacts on water resources would be greatest during construction and 
would quickly diminish after construction, as the ROW is restored and re-vegetated (EA, Section 
2.10.5.2 and TGP 2011c, Section 2.2.3.2).  
 
A stormwater management plan incorporated into the design of the Project will provide water 
quality treatment, water quantity control, and groundwater recharge.  Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plans for the Project will be implemented to ensure water quality is protected and no 
adverse impacts from sedimentation and erosion occur within the Project area.  In addition, TGP 
will obtain a certification under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act; this certification is expected 
to be received in fall 2012 (EA).  An impact level of minor was chosen for this environmental 
resource. 
 

Step 6A-5 Stream Flow Characteristics. 
 

Based on aerial imagery and topographic mapping, no streams are located within the proposed 
conversion area and no stream flow characteristics would need to be altered due to the 
construction of Loop 325.  Therefore, an assessment of impacts to this resource is considered not 
applicable. 
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Step 6A-6 Marine/Estuarine. 
  

Based on aerial imagery and topographic mapping, no streams are located within the conversion 
area; therefore, there is no potential for any tidal water resources on the property.  An assessment 
of impacts to this resource is considered not applicable. 
 

Step 6A-7 Floodplains/Wetlands. 
 

No floodplains were mapped within the proposed conversion area.  
 
Wetlands were identified and delineated for Loop 325 in accordance with the Federal Manual for 
Identifying and Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands (Federal Interagency Committee for 
Wetland Delineation 1989, as cited in EA, Section 2.2.4.1) and the Interim Regional Supplement 
to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Northcentral and Northeast Region 
(USACE 2009, as cited in EA, Section 2.2.4.1).  Based on the delineation, two wetlands (L5 
W018 and L5 W27) are located within or adjacent to the proposed conversion area.  Both 
wetlands are considered exceptional value and are classified as PFO/PEM and PEM respectively.  
 
Impacts to wetlands will be mitigated in accordance with all applicable NJDEP regulations and 
permit conditions.  A Freshwater Wetlands permit application for Loop 325 has been submitted 
to NJDEP and is currently under review.  The impact level for this environmental resource is 
no/negligible.  
 

Step 6A-8 Land Use. 
 

Review of the NJDEP GIS data layers of State Owned, Protected Open Space and Recreation 
Areas in New Jersey (NJDEP 1995, as cited in TGP 2011h, Section 8.3.1.1.2) and Highlands 
(NJDEP 2007, as cited in TGP 2011h, Section 8.3.1.1.2), as well as a detailed title review 
conducted by TGP, identified state public conservation lands in the vicinity of Loop 325 and the 
proposed conversion area.  Loop 325 crosses through Ringwood State Park, which encompasses 
the proposed conversion area.  The NJDEP Division of Parks and Forestry manages this 4,044-
acre state park.  Ringwood State Park offers a visitor’s center, botanical garden, hiking, 
horseback riding, picnicking, swimming, hunting, a skeet range, and two historical manors. The 
park is used for hiking and fishing, primarily between April and September, with peak use in 
July and August.  One hiking trail, the Halifax Trail, is located within the conversion area and 
within the Section 6(f) boundary.  See Figure 4.  
 
Depending on the timing of the construction, the Project could temporarily impact the public’s 
use of the Halifax Trail.  However, these impacts would be short-term (limited to the duration of 
construction), and restoration of the conversion area would be conducted after construction is 
completed.  As described above, Tennessee drafted a General Trails Crossing Plan, which is 
designed to minimize impacts to and interference with trails affected by the construction of the 
NEUP.  As provided in the crossing plan, Tennessee will provide alternative access routes to 
minimize interference with the trails.  NJDEP provided comments on the General Trails Crossing 
Plan, and Tennessee is currently addressing them. 
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In addition, as described in Step 5-5 above, TGP has been working closely with the NJDEP to 
avoid and minimize impacts to Ringwood State Park, and will perform appropriate mitigation in 
accordance with NJDEP’s LURP for those impacts that cannot be avoided (TGP 2011h, Section 
8.3.1.1.2). 
 
The conversion on Block 1, Lot 1 will be compensated for by the replacement park property 
described above.  Therefore, since no adverse impacts to land use are anticipated as a result of 
the proposed conversion, the impact level for this environmental resource is no/negligible.   
 

Step 6A-9 Circulation, Transportation. 
 

Tennessee does not anticipate any transportation or circulation impacts to the 3,600-foot 
conversion area during the construction of Loop 325.  L5-AR-65 is an existing park road that is 
located immediately west of the proposed conversion area, and is outside the Section 6(f) 
boundary.  This access road will be used by light duty vehicles only to access the pipeline ROW 
for the Loop 325 Project.  A temporary slight increase in traffic will occur during construction, 
which will subside upon completion of the Project.  No pipe string trucks and heavy equipment 
will use this access road.  The impact level for this environmental resource is no/negligible (EA, 
Section 2.5.4). 
 

Step 6A-10 Threatened and Endangered Species. 
 

In New Jersey, threatened and endangered species are protected under the New Jersey State 
Endangered and Non-game Species Conservation Act and the Endangered Plant Species List 
Act.  Numerous surveys were conducted for threatened or endangered species along Loop 325 
and within the proposed conversion area.  Consultation with the NJDEP Natural Heritage 
Program (NHP) was initiated in regard to the presence of threatened and endangered species 
within the proposed conversion area.  
 
In August 2010 and continuing to June 2012, botanical surveys were conducted.  Surveys for 
Sphagnum moss (Sphagnum angustifolium and Sphagnum majus ssp. Norvegicum) were 
implemented in appropriate habitats between the Mahwah Meter Station and MP 6.95.  None of 
the target rare species were encountered on this portion of the proposed conversion area (TGP 
2011d, Section 3.4.1.3.1).   
 
Timber rattlesnake and northern copperhead surveys were completed along the route of Loop 
325 in the summer of 2010.  Areas of potential timber rattlesnake gestating habitat were 
identified, delineated, and Phase II gestation surveys were performed in summer 2010 for the 
timber rattlesnakes.  No gestating rattlesnakes were documented within the proposed conversion 
area.  TGP conducted den presence/absence surveys in accordance with the Pre-permitting 
Timber Rattlesnake (Excluding the Pinelands) and Northern Copperhead Survey Protocols (v. 
01/13/ 11) in suitable habitats.  No northern copperheads were identified within the proposed 
conversion area or for the survey (EA, Section 2.3.3.5).  Therefore, no impacts will occur to the 
timber rattlesnake and northern copperhead. 
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Wood turtle surveys were conducted in April through June 2011 and included visual searches in 
all areas of potential habitat, including streams and stream banks, emergent and forested 
wetlands, and upland forest. No potential wood turtle habitat was identified within the 
conversion area (TGP 2012).  Therefore, no impacts to potential wood turtle habitat will occur.    
 
TGP initiated habitat and presence/absence surveys for barred owl and red-shouldered hawk in 
2011.  No red-shouldered hawks were observed within the conversion area.  A barred owl was 
heard and observed after a playback call sequence within the proposed conversion area (TGP 
2011l, Sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2).  To minimize impacts on the birds, TGP would conduct 
vegetative clearing between August 1 and March 14 in New Jersey (EA, Section 2.3.3.5).  
 
Vernal pool surveys were also conducted in April 2011 and spring of 2012 to identify vernal 
habitat and survey for blue-spotted salamanders.  Field surveys to identify potential vernal 
habitat were conducted between March and April 2011.  Potential vernal pool habitat was 
identified and confirmed at milepost MP 6.63.  Wood frog chorus, spotted salamander (2 egg 
masses), and adult red-spotted newt were observed within the vernal pool (TGP 2011k, Table 
4.0-1). To protect vernal pool habitat areas, TGP will implement the procedures detailed in its 
Erosion and Sediment Control Plans, including replacement of topsoil, installation of trench 
plugs, and strict restoration of all pre-construction grades and contours to maintain surface and 
groundwater hydrology to support seasonal pooling of surface water (Attachment A, Section 
2.3.3.5). 
 
New Jersey lists three mussel species as state endangered, and five as state threatened.  Field 
habitat assessments of all identified streams crossed by Loop 325 were evaluated for the 
potential for habitat of dwarf wedge mussel and other native unionoids during summer 2010 and 
2011 at all stream crossings and associated access roads.  No mussels or other unionoids were 
observed within the conversion area (TGP 2011m).  Therefore, no impacts to the dwarf wedge 
mussel and other native unionoids are anticipated. 
 
Implementation of the wetland restoration procedures will help reduce impacts to threatened and 
endangered species. 
 
The USFWS reviewed Loops 323 (New Jersey portion) and 325 of the NEUP Project pursuant to 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (“ESA”) to ensure the protection of federally listed 
endangered and threatened species.  In a letter dated June 15, 2012, the USFWS concurred that 
the proposed Project “is not likely to adversely affect federally listed or candidate species …” 
Accordingly, the USFWS concluded that no further consultation pursuant to the ESA is required.  
See Attachment G.  An assessment of impacts to this resource is, therefore, considered 
no/negligible (EA, Section 2.3.5).  
 

Step 6A-11 Unique Ecosystems. 
  

No unique ecosystems were identified within the conversion area (EA, Section 3.3.2.2). 
Therefore, an assessment of impacts to this resource is considered not applicable. 
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Step 6A-12 Unique or Important Wildlife/Wildlife Habitat. 
 

Loop 325 crosses the Ringwood State Park/Ringwood Manor, which is considered a significant 
wildlife habitat and wildlife managed land (TGP 2011d, Section 3.2.2).   
 
Long-term impacts to wildlife habitat due to construction and operations of the Project will be 
limited to clearing of upland and wetland forest required for temporary workspace and new 
leased area.  The wildlife populations that utilize the Project area will not be permanently 
adversely affected by the Project.  While temporary impacts on food, cover, and water sources 
may occur, none of the species located within the Project area are specialized in such a way that 
construction of the Project will inhibit the overall fitness or reproductive output of the 
populations as a whole (TGP 2011d, Section 3.2.3).   
 
TGP will comply with the No Net Loss Reforestation Act (NJSA 13:1L-14 1 et seq.) to restore 
all areas of forested habitat impacted by the Project. Therefore, the impact level for this 
environmental resource is no/negligible. 
 

Step 6A-13 Unique or Important Fish/Fish Habitat. 
 

No unique or important fish or fish habitat was identified within the conversion area.  Therefore, 
this environmental resource is considered not applicable (EA). 
  

Step 6A-14 Invasive Species. 
 

TGP has prepared an ISMP for the Project to control the spread of invasive plant species in areas 
disturbed by construction.  Some measures include the removal of invasive species from the 
ROW in coordination with landowners and applicable Federal, state, and local regulatory 
agencies; the application of herbicides approved by state and Federal agencies; and monitoring 
for invasive species during the first five years after construction, with additional annual surveys 
conducted if required by the FERC, USACE, or applicable state agencies.  The reapplication of 
herbicides would be managed on an as-needed basis. The implementation of the ISMP will 
significantly reduce existing populations of invasive species while promoting the establishment 
of native plant populations.  Therefore, the impact level for this category is no/negligible (EA, 
Section 2.3.1.1). 
  

Step 6A-15 Recreational Resources. 
 

The proposed conversion area is located within the Ringwood State Park.  Ringwood State Park 
offers a visitor’s center, botanical garden, hiking, horseback riding, picnicking, swimming, 
hunting, a skeet range, and two historical manors.  The park is used for hiking and fishing 
primarily between April and September, with peak use in July and August.  One hiking trail, the 
Halifax Trail, is located within the conversion area and within the Section 6(f) boundary. 
 
Depending on the timing of construction, the Project could adversely impact hikers, fishers, site-
seers, or other recreational users by restricting access and frightening wildlife in close proximity. 
These impacts would be short-term and limited to the duration of construction, and restoration 
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within the proposed conversion area would occur once construction is completed.  As described 
in Step 6A-8 above, Tennessee prepared a General Trails Crossing Plan, which is a plan 
designed to minimize recreational impacts on the trails.  NJDEP provided comments on the 
General Trails Crossing Plan, and Tennessee is currently addressing them.  The impact level for 
this environmental resource is considered no/negligible (EA, Section 2.4.3). 
 

Step 6A-16 Accessibility. 
 

The proposed conversion will have no effect on the accessibility of populations with disabilities 
to Ringwood State Park.  When the Halifax Trail within the conversion area is affected by the 
construction of Loop 325, hikers will be rerouted to another trail in accordance with the General 
Trails Crossing Plan described above.  It is expected that these temporary alternative trails will 
be accessible to all populations, including those with disabilities.  Therefore, the impact to this 
category is considered to be negligible.   
 

Step 6A-17 Aesthetics. 
 

Construction for the Loop 325 portion of the Project would alter visual aesthetics by removing 
existing vegetation and disturbing soils.  However, this impact would be temporary and minor in 
nature to the aesthetics of the surrounding land.  The proposed conversion area is located within 
a forested area.  The impact level for this environmental resource is no/negligible (TGP 2011h).   
 

Step 6A-18 Historic/Cultural Resources. 
  

TGP initiated Section 106 consultations in May 2010 for the Loop 325 portion of the Project in 
accordance with the rules and guidelines issued by the NJ SHPO.  The results of the Phase I 
archaeological survey reports warranted a Phase II archaeological investigation at six sites within 
Loop 325.  However, the six sites evaluated during the Phase II investigation do not include the 
conversion area on Block 1, Lot 1 because no cultural resources were identified within this area 
during the Phase I archaeological survey.  In fact, no cultural resources were identified within the 
Section 6(f) boundary on Block 1, Lot 1.   
 
The Draft Phase II archaeological survey report was submitted to the NJ SHPO in January 2012 
and included the results presented above.  Vincent Maresca, NJ SHPO, is in the process of 
finalizing his review.  An impact level of no/negligible was chosen for this environmental 
resource. 
 

Step 6A-19 Socioeconomics. 
 

Potential effects related to the number of construction workers that would work on the Loop 325 
portion of the Project could impact population, public services, and temporary housing during 
the construction season.  Other effects associated with the Loop 325 portion of the Project 
include increased property tax revenue, increased job opportunities, and increased income 
associated with local construction employment.  Impacts to this resource as a result of the 
proposed conversion have been determined to be negligible (TGP 2011f, Sections 5.2 and 5.8.2).   
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Step 6A-20 Minority and Low Income Populations. 
 

The proposed conversion area is located within Ringwood State Park.  The proposed conversion 
will not unjustly affect minority and low income populations.  Therefore, an assessment of 
impacts to this resource is considered not applicable (TGP 2011f, Sections 5.7).  
 

Step 6A-21 Energy Resources. 
 

The proposed conversion area consists of a portion of Loop 325, which is part of the larger 
Project.  Alternative energy resources (e.g., geothermal, fossil fuels, etc.) were analyzed as part 
of the EA.  While Tennessee supports energy conservation, there remains a need at the present 
time for the additional natural gas capacity that will be created by the NEUP.  Two shippers have 
executed binding precedent agreements for all of the transportation capacity to be created by the 
Project, demonstrating that the additional capacity will be immediately utilized (EA, Section 
1.2).  As there is a demonstrated need for additional natural gas transportation capacity, as found 
by the FERC in the May 29, 2012 FERC Certificate, there will be no adverse impact to energy 
resources in the Project area or in the conversion area.   
 

Step 6A-22 Other Agency Land Use Plans or Policies. 
 

The proposed conversion area is located within the Highlands Area Preservation boundary and is 
subject to the Highlands Act.  The main goals of the Highlands Act are to preserve open space 
and natural resources for public enjoyment and to protect drinking water resources. The 
converted area will be replaced by a portion of the Ilac Property, which is also located within the 
Highlands Preservation Area.  Moreover, Tennessee will comply with a Comprehensive 
Mitigation Plan that was developed by the Highlands Council and Tennessee to provide 
mitigation for the Highlands resources affected by the NEUP.  See Attachment B, Table 4.  
Based on the replacement land and the mitigation for Highlands resources, the impact level for 
this environmental resource is no/negligible (EA, Section 2.4.3.2). 
 

Step 6A-23 Contamination/Hazardous Materials. 
  

TGP reviewed regulatory databases to identify known and potential hazardous waste sites within 
the area of Loop 325. The database search identified numerous potentially hazardous sites within 
the general vicinity of Loop 325.  However, no known contaminated sites were identified within 
or adjacent to the proposed conversion area.  Therefore, an assessment of impacts to this 
resource is considered not applicable (EA, Section 2.4.5.1). 
  

Step 6A-24 Other Important Environmental Resources. 
 

No other important environmental resources are present within or adjacent to the proposed 
conversion area. Therefore, an assessment of impacts to this resource is considered not 
applicable. 
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STEP 6.  ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING FORM (ESF). 
 
Part A – Environmental Resources (Replacement Parcel: Block 20001, Lot 5) 
 

Step 6A-1 Geological Resources.   
 

According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture-Natural Resources Conservation Service’s 
(USDA-NRCS) Soil Data Mart Web Soil Survey information for the Morris County Soil Survey 
Area (USDA-NRCS 2008), soils within the replacement site area are mapped as Hibernia loam, 
3 to 15 percent slopes, stony (HhmCa); Ridgebury loam, 0 to 8 percent slopes, extremely stony 
(RkgBc); and Rockaway sandy loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes, very stony (RobCb). The entire 
replacement site exhibits slight erosion potential.  Soil drainage within the boundaries of the 
replacement parcel varies from well drained (RobCb), to somewhat poorly drained (HhmCa), 
and poorly drained (RkgBc).  These soils have low to slight compaction potential and have vastly 
different depths to the water table: 0 to 6 inches (RkgBc), 6 to 18 inches (HhmCa), and 24 to 36 
inches (RobCb). 
 
No excavations will occur to the replacement parcel; therefore, no impacts are anticipated to this 
environmental resource.  
 

Step 6A-2 Air Quality. 
 

No existing buildings or other stationary sources of air pollution exist within or directly adjacent 
to the replacement parcel, nor will any infrastructure be built on the replacement property; 
therefore, no impacts to air quality are anticipated.  Although Morris County is located in a PM2.5 
Nonattainment Area, the Project conforms to the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 and no 
new sources of pollution will be added to the replacement property (USEPA 2012b).  The impact 
level for this environmental resource is no/negligible. 
 

Step 6A-3 Sound. 
 

The Wildcat Ridge Wildlife Management Area, which is considered a sensitive noise receptor, is 
located within the immediate vicinity of the proposed replacement parcel.  However, no changes 
in noise levels are anticipated by the proposed acquisition of this parcel; therefore, the impact 
level for this environmental resource is no/negligible. 
 

Step 6A-4 Water Quality/Quantity. 
 

The replacement parcel is located within the Rockaway River Area Aquifer System, a sole 
source aquifer.  The total population that depends on this aquifer is approximately 135,000, with 
an estimated potable water usage of 12 million gallons per day.  Public water supply systems 
drawing from the unconsolidated Quaternary deposits supply an estimated 90,000 persons within 
this region. Within the Rockaway River drainage basin, individual wells drawing from the 
unconsolidated aquifer deposits, as well as bedrock aquifers, supply an estimated 30,000 persons 
with 2.7 million gallons per day.  The Unconsolidated Quaternary Aquifer supplies greater than 
75 percent of the potable water in the designated area.  The shallow nature of the aquifer and the 
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permeability of the overlying soils make the aquifer readily susceptible to certain types of 
contamination (USEPA 2010b). 
 
No impacts to this resource will occur as a result of the acquisition of the replacement parcel.  
Therefore, the impact level for this environmental resource is no/negligible. 
 

Step 6A-5 Stream Flow Characteristics. 
 

Based on review of the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Boonton (1995) and Dover (1997) 
topographic mapping and the NJDEP i-MapNJ website (NJDEP 2012), no streams were 
identified on the property.  Field reconnaissance revealed a small flow of surface water that 
moved in an eastern direction across the northern end of the replacement parcel, toward Hibernia 
Brook.  It appeared to be hydraulically connected to the Lake Ames Dam, which is to the far 
west of the replacement parcel.  As the surface water flow appeared to be associated with a 
wetland, there was no defined channel or bank.  However, due to the nature of the Project, the 
proposed conversion would not have an adverse impact on stream flow characteristics on the 
replacement parcel.  
 

Step 6A-6 Marine/Estuarine. 
 

The proposed replacement parcel does not contain tidal waters and therefore, impacts to marine 
or estuarine resources due to the proposed conversion are not applicable (NJDEP 2012).  
 

Step 6A-7 Floodplains/Wetlands. 
 

Based on the 1986 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map 
(FIRM), the proposed replacement parcel is not located within the 100-year floodplain.  Based 
on the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) map (USFWS 2012), no wetlands are mapped within 
or adjacent to the proposed replacement parcel.  Field reconnaissance revealed that an area on the 
northern portion of the replacement parcel contained hydrophytic vegetation, which is 
characteristic of wetlands.  This area was located within the same corridor where the small flow 
of surface water connecting to Hibernia Brook was observed.  Due to the nature of the Project, 
the proposed conversion would not have an adverse impact on floodplains or wetlands on the 
replacement parcel.   

 
Step 6A-8 Land Use. 
 

The replacement parcel is currently vacant, zoned R5-Acre which is a Single Family Planned 
Residential Development District, and under private ownership.  TGP is proposing to purchase 
the property and, following the approval of this 6(f) conversion proposal, transfer ownership to 
the NJDEP, Division of Fish and Wildlife.  NJDEP will manage this portion of the Wildcat 
Ridge Wildlife Management Area in accordance with the provisions of Section 6(f) of the LWCF 
Act.  This change in land use will not result in a negative impact to land use/ownership and will 
result in a benefit to community livability. Therefore, the impact level for this environmental 
resource is no/negligible. 
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Step 6A-9 Circulation, Transportation. 
 

An existing parking lot exists, adjacent to the north of the proposed replacement parcel, serving 
the Lake Ames recreation area.  No new roads, facilities, or points of access are proposed for the 
replacement parcel.  Given that the proposed replacement parcel is located adjacent to existing 
parkland and recreation areas, it can be accessed by other existing points and it is not expected to 
cause a change in circulation/transportation in the area.  Therefore, the impact level for this 
environmental resource is no/negligible. 
 

Step 6A-10 Threatened and Endangered Species. 
 

The NJDEP Natural Heritage Program (NHP) was consulted in regard to the presence of 
threatened and endangered species within the proposed replacement parcel in June 2012.  The 
NHP identified numerous state threatened and state endangered species: barred owl (Strix varia), 
golden-winged warbler (Vermivora chrysoptera), northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis), red-
headed woodpecker (Melanerpes erythrocephalus), red-shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus), 
bobcat (Lynx rufus), timber rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus), wood turtle (Glyptemys insculpta), 
Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis), and Robbin’s pondweed (Potamogeton robbinsii) (Cartica 2012, 
personal communication).  The Indiana bat is also a federally listed endangered species. 
 
Several species of state special concern are also listed within the replacement parcel. These are 
blackburnian warbler (Dendroica fusca), black-throated green warbler (Dendroica virens), blue-
headed vireo (Vireo solitarius), Canada warbler (Wilsonia Canadensis), cerulean warbler 
(Dendroica cerulean), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), hooded warbler (Wilsonia citrine), 
veery (Catharus fuscescens), winter wren (Troglodytes troglodytes), wood thrush (Hylocichla 
mustelina), worm-eating warbler (Helmitheros vermivorum), arrowhead spiketail (Cordulegaster 
obliqua), brush-tipped (Somatochlora walshii), New England bluet (Enallagma laterale), ski-
tailed emerald (Somatochlora elongate), spatterdock darner (Rhionaeschna mutate), 
Williamson’s emerald (Somatochlora williamsoni), and northern copperhead (Agkistrodon 
contortrix mokasen) (Cartica 2012, personal communication). 
 
Habitat surveys were not completed within the replacement parcel as part of this study; however, 
field reconnaissance on June 21, 2012 confirmed that habitats suitable for the above-listed 
species are located within the replacement parcel.  Please refer to Step 3B-6b for a description of 
habitats and species observed during the field reconnaissance of the replacement parcel.  As a 
result of the conversion of Section 6(f) lands and acquisition of the replacement park property, 
no impacts to threatened and endangered species will occur, and therefore, the impact level for 
this environmental resource is no/negligible.  
 

Step 6A-11 Unique Ecosystems. 
 

The above-referenced consultation with the NJDEP NHP revealed a rare plant species and 
ecological community directly adjacent to the replacement parcel.  Robbin’s pondweed 
(Potamogeton robbinsii), located in the southern portion of Lake Ames, is considered a state 
endangered species.  However, no disturbance will occur to the replacement parcel or to areas 
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surrounding the parcel.  Therefore, an impact level of no/negligible was chosen for this 
environmental resource (Cartica 2012, personal communication).  
 

Step 6A-12 Unique or Important Wildlife/Wildlife Habitat. 
 

The above-referenced consultation with the NJDEP NHP revealed numerous threatened and 
endangered species that have occupied habitat (arrowhead spiketail, brush-tipped, New England 
bluet, spatterdock darner, northern copperhead, timber rattlesnake, and the wood turtle), nesting 
sites (Cooper’s hawk, northern goshawk, red-shouldered hawk, and Indiana bat), or foraging 
sites (New England bluet) located within the boundary of the replacement parcel.  In addition, 
potential vernal pool habitat was identified adjacent to the boundaries of the replacement parcel.  
 
Please refer to Step 3B-6b for a description of habitats and species observed during the field 
reconnaissance of the replacement parcel.  No impacts will occur to these unique or important 
wildlife habitats due to the conversion of Section 6(f) lands to the replacement parcel.   
Therefore, the impact level for this environmental resource is no/negligible (Cartica 2012, 
personal communication).  
 

Step 6A-13 Unique or Important Fish/Fish Habitat. 
 

Correspondence with the NJDEP NHP did not reveal any unique or important fish/fish habitat 
(Cartica 2012, personal communication).  Therefore, an assessment of impacts to this resource is 
considered not applicable.  
 

Step 6A-14 Invasive Species. 
 

The replacement parcel is located on forested land and no vegetated areas will be disturbed as a 
result of the proposed conversion; therefore, the replacement would not create migratory 
pathways for, or result in, the introduction or promotion of invasive species (Google Earth 2010). 
An assessment of impacts to this resource is considered not applicable.  
 

Step 6A-15 Recreational Resources. 
 

TGP is proposing to purchase a 6.18 acre parcel of replacement land that is part of Block 20001, 
Lot 5 in Rockaway Township, Morris County, New Jersey, and transfer ownership to the 
NJDEP’s Division of Fish and Wildlife.  The replacement parcel would function as an extension 
of the Wildcat Ridge Wildlife Management Area and be placed under LWCF encumbrances.  No 
facilities or other improvements are being proposed for the replacement parcel.  The replacement 
land at the Wildlife Management Area would offset the lands lost for the proposed conversion 
and therefore, impacts are considered no/negligible. 
 

Step 6A-16 Accessibility. 
 

No infrastructure exists within the boundaries of the replacement parcel.  Snake Hill Road 
borders the northern boundary of the replacement property (Google Earth 2010).  No new 
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infrastructure will be constructed within or adjacent to the replacement parcel; therefore, impacts 
are considered no/negligible.  
 

Step 6A-17 Aesthetics. 
 

No construction, disturbance or permanent structures will be associated with the replacement 
property due to the conversion of the Section 6(f) lands to the replacement parcel.  Therefore, 
no/negligible impacts to this environmental resource are expected. 
 

Step 6A-18 Historic/Cultural Resources. 
 

No known critical environmental and historic sites or resources are located within the boundaries 
of the replacement parcel based upon review of the NJDEP’s (2012) i-MapNJ website and a 
review of resources on NJ SHPO website.  Therefore, an assessment of impacts to this resource 
is considered not applicable.  
 

Step 6A-19 Socioeconomics. 
 

The proposed conversion will not result in any socioeconomic impacts because there will be no 
construction or changes, other than ownership, within the boundaries of the replacement parcel.  
There would be no changes to employment, income, or tax base within or adjacent to the 
replacement parcel.  Therefore, an assessment of impacts to this resource is considered not 
applicable.  
 

Step 6A-20 Minority and Low Income Populations. 
 

The proposed conversion will have no disproportionately high or adverse effects on low income 
and/or minority communities.  While there are residences to the northeast of the replacement 
property (Google Earth, 2012), no residences exist in the immediate area of the proposed 
replacement and no residences would be displaced.  Therefore no/negligible impacts to this 
environmental resource are anticipated.  
 

Step 6A-21 Energy Resources. 
 

Although the proposed conversion will occur due to a natural gas Project, no energy resources 
exist within or adjacent to the proposed replacement property.  Therefore, an assessment of 
potential adverse impacts to these resources is not applicable. 
 

Step 6A-22 Other Agency Land Use Plans or Policies. 
 

No other land use plans or policies are in place for the replacement parcel.  Therefore, impacts 
will not occur to this resource and an assessment of it is not applicable.  
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Step 6A-23 Contamination/Hazardous Materials. 
 

Based on desktop review (NJDEP 2012; USEPA 2012a), no known hazardous substances, waste, 
underground storage tanks or structures, or improperly sealed or abandoned wells were identified 
within the boundaries of the replacement parcel, nor were these features identified during the 
field survey.  A large brush pile, which included household trash that had been dumped along the 
side of the road, was observed to the south of Snake Hill Road along the northwestern edge of 
the replacement parcel.  No evidence of soil staining or odors was observed in that location.  A 
formal site assessment has not been conducted for the replacement site.  The impact level for this 
environmental resource is no/negligible. 
 

Step 6A-24 Other Important Environmental Resources. 
 

Field reconnaissance, which took place on June 21, 2012, revealed dominant canopy and 
understory species.  Dominant canopy species include American beech (Fagus grandifolia), red 
maple (Acer rubrum), white oak (Quercus alba), red oak (Quercus rubra), and chestnut oak 
(Quercus prinus).  Dominant understory species observed were poison ivy (Toxicodendron 
radicans), Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus quinquefolia), lowbush blueberry (Vaccinium 
angustifolium), and various moss and fern species. In addition to forested and understory 
habitats, the replacement parcel sloped upward towards the southwest and included rocky 
outcrops. 
 
Please refer to Step 3B-6b for a description of species and other environmental resources 
observed during the field reconnaissance of the replacement parcel. 
 
No improvements are to be made to the replacement site; therefore, the impact level for these 
environmental resources is no/negligible. 
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STEP 6.  ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING FORM (ESF). 
 

Part B – Mandatory Criteria (Conversion Area: Block 1101, Lot 5) 
 
If LWCF proposal is approved, would it… 
 

Step 6B-1  Have significant impacts on public health or safety? 
 

No.  Available data show that natural gas transmission pipelines, similar to 
the pipeline that will be installed as Loop 325, continue to be a safe, 
reliable means of energy transportation.  From 1990 to 2009, there were an 
average of 55 significant incidents and 2 fatalities per year (EA, Section 
2.9.3).  The number of significant incidents distributed over more than 
300,000 miles of natural gas transmission pipeline indicated the risk is low 
to the general public from encountering an incident at any given location.  
The reliability and safety aspects associated with the Project are addressed 
in Resource Report 11 (Reliability and Safety), which was submitted as 
part of the Environmental Report for the Project in the FERC Certificate 
application (TGP 2011n).    
 

Step 6B-2  Have significant impacts on such natural resources and geographic 
characteristics as historic or cultural resources; park, recreation, or 
refuge lands, wilderness areas; wild or scenic rivers; national 
landmarks; sole or principal drinking water aquifers; prime farmlands; 
wetlands (E.O. 11990); floodplains (E.O. 11988); and other ecologically 
significant or critical areas? 

 
No.  As described in Step 6 – Part A, approval of the Conversion Proposal 
will have impacts on environmental resources; however, these impacts are 
either negligible or minor.  Moreover, Tennessee will compensate for 
impacts to affected resources through either tree replacement (under the 
No Net Loss Act), land replacement, cash compensation, and compliance 
with applicable FERC Certificate environmental conditions and NJDEP 
LURP permitting conditions.   
 

Step 6B-3 Have highly controversial environmental effects or involve unresolved 
conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources [NEPA 
section 102(2)(E)]? 

 
No.  As described in Step 6 – Part A, the conversion area will not have any 
controversial environmental effects or involve unresolved conflicts 
concerning alternative uses of available resources.  The Project has been 
subjected to significant public process at both the federal and State levels.  
(See Step 5-7, above.)  Although many people have testified against the 
Project, this opposition does not render the Project highly controversial.  
On May 29, 2012, the FERC issued a Certificate of Public Convenience 
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and Necessity for the Project.  In the Certificate, the FERC did address 
public comments.  In making the determination that the Project is required 
by the public convenience and necessity, the FERC concluded that “no 
substantial dispute as to the effects of the [P]roject exists” (See 
Attachment A, Number 138).  The NJDEP has also responded to 
numerous public comments received during its public processes.  See 
NJDEP’s Response to Comments Document, which is available at 
www.state.nj.us/dep/greenacres/neup.html. Both the NJDEP 
Commissioner and the New Jersey State House Commission ultimately 
approved the Project.  As part of the assessment of the Project conducted 
by the FERC and the NJDEP, both agencies evaluated the alternatives and 
concluded that the alternative route chosen minimizes environmental 
impacts to the maximum extent possible while allowing the Project to be 
safely constructed. 
  

Step 6B-4  Have highly uncertain and potentially significant environmental effects 
or involve unique or unknown environmental risks? 

 
No.  As described in Step 6 – Part A, the conversion area will not have any 
highly uncertain and potentially significant environmental effects or 
involve unique or unknown environmental risks. 
 

Step 6B-5  Establish a precedent for future action or represent a decision in 
principle about future actions with potentially significant environmental 
effects? 

 
Future action and future environmental effects are not anticipated once the 
approval is granted for the conversion area. 
 

Step 6B-6  Have a direct relationship to other actions with individually 
insignificant, but cumulatively significant, environmental effects? 

 
No.  As described in FERC’s EA, the Project, including Loop 325, will 
not have any cumulatively significant environmental effects.  
 

Step 6B-7  Have significant impacts on properties listed or eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places, as determined by either the bureau 
or office? (Attach SHPO/THPO comment) 

 
No.  There are no cultural resources that have been identified within the 
proposed conversion area or within the Section 6(f) boundary on Block 
1101, Lot 5 in Ringwood, Passaic County, New Jersey.  A Phase II 
archaeological survey was conducted for six sites; however, none of these 
sites is within the proposed conversion area or even within the Section 6(f) 
boundary (Gray & Pape, Inc. 2012).  The Draft Phase II archaeological 
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survey report was submitted to the NJ SHPO in January 2012, and NJ 
SHPO is finalizing its review.  
 

Step 6B-8  Have significant impacts on species listed or proposed to be listed on the 
List of Endangered or Threatened Species, or have significant impacts 
on designated Critical Habitat for these species? 

 
No.  As described in Step 6 – Part A, based on the survey results described 
herein, approval of this Conversion Proposal will have no or negligible 
impacts on species listed or proposed to be listed on the List of 
Endangered or Threatened Species, or their designated Critical Habitat.  If 
impacts do exist, Tennessee will implement appropriate mitigation, as 
described herein.    
 

Step 6B-9 Violate a federal law, or a state, local, or tribal law or requirement 
imposed for the protection of the environment? 

 
No.  All applications for clearances and permits have or will be filed such 
that the project will not be in violation of any federal, state, local or tribal 
law aimed at protecting the environment. 
 

Step 6B-10  Have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on low-income or 
minority populations (Executive Order 12898)? 

 
No.  As described in Step 6 – Part A, the Project will not have a 
disproportionately high or adverse effect on low-income or minority 
populations. 
 

Step 6B-11  Limit access to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites on federal 
lands by Indian religious practitioners or significantly adversely affect 
the physical integrity of such sacred sites (Executive Order 13007)? 

 
No.  Indian sacred sites have not been located in or around the proposed 
conversion area and are therefore not expected to be impacted by the 
Project (TGP 2011e).   
 

Step 6B-12 Contribute to the introduction, continued existence, or spread of noxious 
weeds or non-native species known to occur in the area, or actions that 
may promote the introduction, growth or expansion of the range of such 
species (Federal Noxious Weed Control Act and Executive Order 
13112)? 

 
No.  As described in Step 6 – Part A, the proposed conversion area will be 
restored to preexisting contours and revegetated immediately after 
construction per the approved Erosion and Sediment Control Plan and will 
not introduce or spread any noxious weeds or non-native species; 
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therefore, impacts regarding noxious weeds and invasive species are not 
anticipated.   
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STEP 6.  ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING FORM (ESF). 
 
Part B – Mandatory Criteria (Conversion Area: Block 1, Lot 1) 
 
If LWCF proposal is approved, would it… 
 

Step 6B-1  Have significant impacts on public health or safety? 
 

No.  Available data show that natural gas transmission pipelines, similar to 
the pipeline that will be installed as part of the Loop 325 portion of the 
Project, continue to be a safe, reliable means of energy transportation.  
From 1990 to 2009, there were an average of 55 significant incidents and 
2 fatalities per year (Attachment A, Section 2.9.3FERC 2011).  The 
number of significant incidents distributed over more than 300,000 miles 
of natural gas transmission pipeline indicated the risk is low to the general 
public from encountering an incident at any given location.  The reliability 
and safety aspects associated with the Project are addressed in Resource 
Report 11 (Reliability and Safety), which was submitted as part of the 
Environmental Report for the Project in the FERC Certificate application 
(TGP 2011n). 
 

Step 6B-2  Have significant impacts on such natural resources and geographic 
characteristics as historic or cultural resources; park, recreation, or 
refuge lands, wilderness areas; wild or scenic rivers; national 
landmarks; sole or principal drinking water aquifers; prime farmlands; 
wetlands (E.O. 11990); floodplains (E.O. 11988); and other ecologically 
significant or critical areas? 

 
No.  As described in Step 6 – Part A, approval of the Conversion Proposal 
will have impacts on environmental resources; however, these impacts are 
either negligible or minor.  Moreover, Tennessee will compensate for 
impacts to affected resources through tree replacement (under the No Net 
Loss Act), land replacement, cash compensation, and compliance with 
application FERC Certificate environmental conditions and NJDEP LURP 
permitting conditions.   
 

Step 6B-3 Have highly controversial environmental effects or involve unresolved 
conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources [NEPA 
section 102(2)(E)]? 

 
No.  As described in Step 6 – Part A, the conversion area will not have any 
controversial environmental effects or involve unresolved conflicts 
concerning alternative uses of available resources.  The Project has been 
subjected to significant public process at both the federal and State levels.  
(See Step 5-7, above.)  Although many people have testified against the 
Project, this opposition does not render the Project highly controversial.  



Page 60 of 65 
 

On May 29, 2012, the FERC issued a Certificate of Public Convenience 
and Necessity for the Project.  In the Certificate, the FERC did address 
public comments.  In making the determination that the Project is required 
by the public convenience and necessity, the FERC concluded that “no 
substantial dispute as to the effects of the [P]roject exists” (See 
Attachment B, Number 138).  The NJDEP also responded to numerous 
public comments received during its public processes.  See NJDEP’s 
Response to Comments Document, which is available at 
www.state.nj.us/dep/greenacres/neup.html. Both the NJDEP 
Commissioner and the New Jersey State House Commission ultimately 
approved the Project.  As part of the assessment of the Project conducted 
by the FERC and the NJDEP, both agencies evaluated the alternatives and 
concluded that the alternative route chosen minimizes environmental 
impacts to the maximum extent possible while allowing the Project to be 
safely constructed. 
 

Step 6B-4  Have highly uncertain and potentially significant environmental effects 
or involve unique or unknown environmental risks? 

 
No.  As described in Step 6 – Part A, the conversion area will not have any 
highly uncertain and potentially significant environmental effects or 
involve unique or unknown environmental risks. 
 

Step 6B-5  Establish a precedent for future action or represent a decision in 
principle about future actions with potentially significant environmental 
effects? 

 
Future action and future environmental effects are not anticipated once the 
approval is granted for the proposed conversion area. 
 

Step 6B-6  Have a direct relationship to other actions with individually 
insignificant, but cumulatively significant, environmental effects? 

 
No.  As described in FERC’s EA, the Project, including Loop 325, will 
not have any cumulatively significant environmental effects.  
 

Step 6B-7  Have significant impacts on properties listed or eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places, as determined by either the bureau 
or office? (Attach SHPO/THPO comments) 

 
No.  There are no cultural resources that have been identified within the 
proposed conversion area or within the Section 6(f) boundary on Block 1, 
Lot 1 in Mahwah, Bergen County, New Jersey.  A Phase II archaeological 
survey was conducted for six sites; however, none of these sites is within 
the conversion area or even within the Section 6(f) boundary (Gray & 
Pape, Inc. 2012).  The Draft Phase II archaeological survey report was 
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submitted to the NJ SHPO in January 2012, and NJ SHPO is finalizing its 
review.    
 

Step 6B-8  Have significant impacts on species listed or proposed to be listed on the 
List of Endangered or Threatened Species, or have significant impacts 
on designated Critical Habitat for these species? 

 
No.  As described in Step 6 – Part A, based on the survey results described 
herein, approval of this Conversion Proposal will have no or negligible 
impacts on species listed or proposed to be listed on the List of 
Endangered or Threatened Species, or their designated Critical Habitat.  If 
impacts do exist, Tennessee will implement appropriate mitigation, as 
described herein.   
 

Step 6B-9 Violate a federal law, or a state, local, or tribal law or requirement 
imposed for the protection of the environment? 

 
No.  All applications for clearances and permits have or will be filed such 
that the project will not be in violation of any federal, state, local or tribal 
law aimed at protecting the environment. 
  

Step 6B-10  Have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on low-income or 
minority populations (Executive Order 12898)? 

 
No.  As described in Step 6 – Part A, the Project will not have a 
disproportionately high or adverse effect on low-income or minority 
populations. 
 

Step 6B-11  Limit access to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites on federal 
lands by Indian religious practitioners or significantly adversely affect 
the physical integrity of such sacred sites (Executive Order 13007)? 

 
No.  Indian sacred sites have not been located in or around the proposed 
conversion area and are therefore not expected to be impacted by the 
Project (TGP 2011e). 
 

Step 6B-12 Contribute to the introduction, continued existence, or spread of noxious 
weeds or non-native species known to occur in the area, or actions that 
may promote the introduction, growth or expansion of the range of such 
species (Federal Noxious Weed Control Act and Executive Order 
13112)? 

 
No.  As described in Step 6 – Part A, the conversion area will be restored 
to preexisting contours and revegetated immediately after construction per 
the approved Erosion and Sediment Control Plan and will not introduce or 
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spread any noxious weeds or non-native species; therefore, impacts 
regarding noxious weeds and invasive species are not anticipated.  
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STEP 6.  ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING FORM (ESF). 
 

Part B – Mandatory Criteria (Replacement Parcel: Block 20001, Lot 5) 
 
If LWCF proposal is approved, would it… 
 

Step 6B-1  Have significant impacts on public health or safety? 
 

No.  The replacement parcel is being dedicated to the Wildcat Ridge 
Wildlife Management Area as-is, in its current condition.  No construction 
or other improvements will be done on the property that would cause 
impacts to the health or safety of the public. 
 

Step 6B-2  Have significant impacts on such natural resources and geographic 
characteristics as historic or cultural resources; park, recreation, or 
refuge lands, wilderness areas; wild or scenic rivers; national 
landmarks; sole or principal drinking water aquifers; prime farmlands; 
wetlands (E.O. 11990); floodplains (E.O. 11988); and other ecologically 
significant or critical areas? 

 
The proposed replacement parcel does not include the construction of any 
buildings, roads or any other improvements.  The parcel shall remain in its 
current condition; therefore, no significant impacts are anticipated. 
 

Step 6B-3 Have highly controversial environmental effects or involve unresolved 
conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources [NEPA 
section 102(2)(E)]? 

 
This replacement parcel will not have any controversial effects due to the 
fact that it will be dedicated parkland.  In terms of alternative uses for the 
site, the proposed dedication is the best use, as it has numerous 
environmental resources and wildlife.  
 

Step 6B-4  Have highly uncertain and potentially significant environmental effects 
or involve unique or unknown environmental risks? 

 
As previously mentioned, the replacement parcel will not be improved; 
therefore, impacts will be negligible or non-existent. 
 

Step 6B-5  Establish a precedent for future action or represent a decision in 
principle about future actions with potentially significant environmental 
effects? 

 
Future action is not anticipated once the approval of the Conversion 
Proposal is granted. Tennessee will purchase the replacement parcel and 
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transfer it to NJDEP to be managed as part of the Wildcat Ridge Wildlife 
Management Area in accordance with Section 6(f) of the LWCF Act.   
 

Step 6B-6  Have a direct relationship to other actions with individually 
insignificant, but cumulatively significant, environmental effects? 

 
No.  Other improvements in the area are not expected to interfere with or 
adversely impact this proposed replacement land. 
 

Step 6B-7  Have significant impacts on properties listed or eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places, as determined by either the bureau 
or office? (Attach SHPO/THPO comments) 

 
No.  This property is not located on or near any properties listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places. 
 

Step 6B-8  Have significant impacts on species listed or proposed to be listed on the 
List of Endangered or Threatened Species, or have significant impacts 
on designated Critical Habitat for these species? 

 
New Jersey’s Natural Heritage Database was consulted regarding sensitive 
species on the replacement parcel.  The replacement parcel is a good fit for 
a dedication to the Wildcat Ridge Wildlife Management Area due to the 
diverse and expansive wildlife resources present on the site.  The property 
will remain in its current state.  Moreover, by placing this replacement 
property under Section 6(f) protection, development pressures will be 
removed.   
 

Step 6B-9 Violate a federal law, or a state, local, or tribal law or requirement 
imposed for the protection of the environment? 

 
No.  Since no development is being proposed for this replacement 
property, no permits are required.  The NJDEP will take all appropriate 
steps to ensure that this property is protected and managed in accordance 
with Section 6(f) of the LWCF Act.   
 

Step 6B-10  Have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on low-income or 
minority populations (Executive Order 12898)? 

 
No.  The Project will not have a disproportionately high or adverse effect 
on low-income or minority populations.  Aerial and site inspections 
conclude that there are very few residences in the immediate area of the 
proposed replacement site and no residences will be displaced as a result 
of this Project.  The Project will provide an added benefit by providing 
nearby communities with continued access to Wildcat Ridge Wildlife 
Management Area. 
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Step 6B-11  Limit access to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites on federal 

lands by Indian religious practitioners or significantly adversely affect 
the physical integrity of such sacred sites (Executive Order 13007)? 

 
No.  Indian sacred sites have not been located in or around the 
replacement parcel and are therefore not expected to be impacted by the 
Project. 
 

Step 6B-12 Contribute to the introduction, continued existence, or spread of noxious 
weeds or non-native species known to occur in the area, or actions that 
may promote the introduction, growth or expansion of the range of such 
species (Federal Noxious Weed Control Act and Executive Order 
13112)? 

 
Since improvements are not being proposed for the replacement parcel, 
there will be no digging, grading, removing or transferring soil or plants to 
or from the site.  Therefore, impacts regarding noxious weeds and invasive 
species are not anticipated. 



FIGURES 
 
 

Figure 1, “Conversion Parcels, Site Location Map, Block: 1101, Lot: 5, Block:  1, Lot:  1, 
prepared by SGC Engineering, LLC, dated June 2012.”   

 
Figure 2, “Overview Map, Conversion Parcels – Ringwood Borough, Passaic County and 

Mahwah Township, Bergen County and Replacement Parcel – Rockaway Township, 
Morris County, prepared by SGC Engineering, LLC, dated June 2012.” 

 
Figure 3, “Conversion Parcel, Block:  1101, Lot:  5, prepared by SGC Engineering, LLC, dated 

June 2012.” 
 
Figure 4, “Conversion Parcel, Block:  1, Lot:  1, prepared by SGC Engineering, LLC, dated June 

2012.” 
 
Figure 5, “Replacement Parcel, p/o Block:  20001, Lot:  5, Rockaway Township, Morris County, 

prepared by NJDEP, dated June 11, 2012.” 
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Property lines on this plan were compiled from the best available record information and is NOT
the result of a boundary survey. Apparent property lines shown hereon are for illustration only
and should not be relied upon to construct fences, structures, or used in any real property conveyances. 1 " = 2 miles

/
0 21

Miles

OVERVIEW MAP

ConversionAreas

Existing ROW
6(f) Boundary Replacement Conversion Lands, ILAC Realty

Conversion Parcels
Replacement Parcel

LWCF Replacement Parcel - 6.19 Acres

18.5
   

Miles
±

Figure 2.



!

Area of Conversion
(1.22 Acres)

!

Revised
6(f) Boundary

!

6(f) Boundary

!

6(f) Boundary

!

PIPELINE
CROSSOVER

S H E P H E R D  P O N D  R
O A D

S H E P H E R D  P O N D  R
O A D Block: 1101

Lot: 5

L5-
AR

-50

CONVERSION PARCEL 
DETAIL

BLOCK: 1101, LOT: 5
Project #:

146293
JUNE 2012

PURPOSE NOTE:
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DATA DISCLAIMER:
Property lines on this plan were compiled from the best available record information and is not
the result of a boundary survey. Apparent property lines depicted are for illustration only
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are comprised of data developed by SGC Engineering, LLC 
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Aerial Imagery Provided by NJ DEP (2007).

/
1 "=100 '

0 10050 Feet

New York
New Jersey

Ringwood
State ParkLong Pond

Iron Works

§̈¦87

§̈¦287

UV17

UV17

LOCATION MAP

Revised 6(f) Boundary
6(f) Boundary
Area of Conversion

Temporary Workspace
New Lease Area
ExistingROW
Access Roads

PARCELS OWNER NAME
NEW LEASE 

AREA
TEMPORARY 
WORKSPACE 

TOTAL CONVERSION 
AREA

Block: 1101, Lot: 5 STATE OF NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 0.248 0.972 1.22 Acres

Figure 3.



St
ate

 of
 N

ew
 Je

rs
ey

, C
ou

nty
 of

 B
er

ge
n

St
ate

 of
 N

ew
 Je

rs
ey

, C
ou

nty
 of

 Pa
ss

aic

!
Area of Conversion

Revised 6(f) Boundary
(4.971 Acres)

!

6(f) Boundary

! 6(f) Boundary

!

Block: 1
Lot: 1

Block: 1
Lot: 1

MP: 7

Halif
ax

Tra
il

Halifax Trail

Pie
r so

n R
idg

e T
rai

l

CONVERSION PARCEL 
DETAIL

BLOCK: 1, LOT: 1
Project #:

146293
JUNE 2012

PURPOSE NOTE:
This map was specifically developed for use by Kinder Morgan
and representatives thereof. Any other duplication of this information
without the consent of Kinder Morgan is strictly prohibited.

DATA DISCLAIMER:
Property lines on this plan were compiled from the best available record information and is not
the result of a boundary survey. Apparent property lines depicted are for illustration only
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are comprised of data developed by SGC Engineering, LLC 
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