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Request: 

General 

1. Several questions below request changes to alignment sheets. File a complete set of 
alignment sheets, rather than only those sheets which have been revised. Denote which 
alignment sheets have been revised. 

Response: 

A list of modified alignment sheets is included in Attachment DR2 General-1a.  A complete set 
of alignment sheets are included as Attachment DR2 General-1b.  

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

General 

2. Several questions below request changes to access road aerial maps. File a complete set 
of access road aerial maps, rather than only those maps which have been revised. Denote 
which maps have been revised. 

Response: 

A complete set of access road aerial maps are included as Attachment DR2 General-2a. A list 
of modified aerial maps is included in Attachment DR2 General-2b. 

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

General 

3. Our review of Mountain Valley’s alignment sheets identified several examples of project 
modifications to the FERC staff’s Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and 
Maintenance Plan (Plan) and Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation 
Procedures (Procedures) that were not identified by Mountain Valley. For example, the 
alignment sheets depict several wetland crossings with a construction right-of-way larger 
than 75 feet (such as W-K33 at MP 44.3, W-B46 at MP 45.5, and W-B25-PEM at MP 
243.1). Therefore, reassess all proposed modifications to the FERC’s Plan and 
Procedures. Provide a table of all proposed modifications to the FERC’s Plan and 
Procedures. The table should include Plan and Procedure section references, a description 
of the proposed modification, and justification where applicable. 

Response: 

Attachment DR2 General-3a lists all proposed modifications to Section II.A.1 of the FERC 
Procedures.  These ATWS are within 50 feet of a wetland or waterbody and are needed for the 
safe construction of the pipeline across these resources.  

Attachment DR2 General-3b lists all proposed modifications to Section II.A.2 of the FERC 
Procedures.  These are areas where construction of the pipeline through wetland and waterbody 
resources must exceed 75 feet for the safe construction of the pipeline and topographic 
conditions.  

Attachment DR2 General-3c lists all proposed modifications to Section V.B.3.c of the FERC 
Procedures.  These are areas where the pipeline will parallel a waterbody and adjacent wetland 
within 15 feet. To provide a safe working environment, vegetation will not be able to be left 
undisturbed. 

Mountain Valley does not propose modifications to the FERC Plan. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

General 

4. Provide a table of environmental survey status by type of survey (except not 
archaeological and architectural surveys) and county and state (both miles completed and 
percent complete). Include all project components such as the pipeline route, compressor 
stations, meter stations, pipe and contractor yards, access roads, and interconnections/taps. 

Response: 

A table that includes environmental survey status by discipline and county is included as 
Attachment DR2 General-4a.  A table that includes environmental survey status by discipline 
and facility type is included as Attachment DR2 General-4b.  

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

General 

5. Provide public versions of the following Mountain Valley plans: 

a. Migratory Bird Habitat Conservation Plan (MBHCP); and 

b. Mining Area Construction Plan  

Response: 

a. Mountain Valley is disclosing the Migratory Bird Habitat Conservation Plan 
publicly in its entirety.  A copy of the Plan is included as Attachment DR2 
General-5a. 

b. Mountain Valley is disclosing the Mining Area Construction Plan publicly in its 
entirety.  A copy of the Plan is included as Attachment DR2 General-5b. 

Respondent for sub-part (a): Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
 
Respondent for sub-part (b): John Uhrin 
Position: Construction Director 
Phone Number: 724-873-3497 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

General 

6. In Mountain Valley’s Erosion and Sediment Control Plans, Mountain Valley states it 
would typically employ special construction techniques where slopes exceed 30 to 35 
percent. Clarify which special construction techniques would be employed for slopes 
greater than 30 percent. 

Response: 

Mountain Valley would employ special construction techniques where slopes exceed 30 percent 
as stated in Resource Report 1, Section 1.4.1.2: 

In rugged terrain [slopes greater than 30 percent], temporary sediment barriers, such as 
silt sock and reinforced silt fences will be installed during clearing to prevent movement 
of sediment off of the right-of-way. In addition, temporary slope breakers may be 
installed during grading in accordance with the E&SCP to reduce water runoff or divert 
water to vegetated areas. Construction activities on rugged terrain will be similar to the 
typical construction described in Section 1.4.1.1; however, equipment will be tethered via 
winch lines to other equipment at the top of the slopes to ensure the safety of the 
construction personnel and surrounding areas.  

Equipment used for the construction activity will be suspended from a series of winch 
tractors to maintain control of the equipment and provide an additional level of safety. 
All construction equipment and their winch lines will be inspected prior to operation to 
ensure the equipment is operable and sound. Spoil piles adjacent to the trench will be 
protected by temporary sediment barriers to keep excavated soils on the right-of-way. 
Pipe joints will be stockpiled at the top of bottom of each slope. A side-boom tractor will 
be suspended from a winch that will carry one joint at a time up or down the slope and 
place the joint along the trenchline. The joint will then be lowered into the ditch by a 
tractor. Welders will connect the joint to the previous joint within the trench to assemble 
the pipeline. Once welding is complete, the welds will be visually and radiographically 
inspected. The weld joints will be hand coated with fusion bonded epoxy coatings in 
accordance with required specifications. The coating will be inspected for defects, and 
repaired, if necessary. Sand trench breakers will be installed in the trench along the 
pipeline to prevent or slow the movement of water along the trench. The pipeline will be 
padded and the trench backfilled by equipment tethered to the winch tractors. The surface 
of the right-of-way will be restored to original contours, and permanent slope breakers 
will be installed in accordance with the E&SCP. Erosion control blankets or hydroseed, 
in lieu of mulch, will be installed on steep slopes to provide stabilization for vegetation to 
help control sediment and water runoff.  
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In areas where the Project route crosses laterally across the face of a slope or side slope 
construction, cut-and-fill grading may be required to establish a safe, flat work terrace; 
this may require ATWS along the construction right-of-way. 

Mountain Valley will incorporate erosion and sediment control measures such as super 
silt fence, silt fence, sock filtration, erosion control socks, temporary and permanent 
water bars, ditch breakers, temporary mulch, and erosion control blankets as per Project 
design specifications based on slope. 

On steep slopes, various measures will be taken in order to properly control erosion and 
sedimentation on the right-of-way. Spoil piles from trenching operators will be staged 
along the side of the right-of-way and will be compacted via rolling with dozers on site as 
additional material is added. Once a soil pile is completed it will be temporarily mulched 
to control washouts. Additionally, spoil piles will be separated at intervals of 50 feet by 
temporary water bars which will serve to slow the flow of runoff down the right-of-way 
and divert it into straw bales or No. 3 aggregate. Silt fence and super silt fence would be 
used to stop rocks from rolling off the right-of-way. Other measures such as erosion 
control blankets, temporary mulching, hydroseed, and sock filtration may be used. 

Within the trench, sand filled sacks will be stacked across the width of the trench as 
necessary based on field conditions. This will permit water to slowly filter through 
without carrying large amounts of soil with it. Similarly, permeable trench breakers 
constructed of sand or aggregate-filled sacks will be installed along the open ditch. Rock 
fall protection measures such as rock fences, placement of concrete barriers, or creating 
catchment areas may be added where excavation is planned at the top of steep slopes, as 
determined by the contractor. Once the area is stabilized, following construction, 
Mountain Valley will remove any temporary stabilization methods. Contours will be 
returned to pre-existing conditions to the extent practicable.  

In addition to the measures taken on slopes to control erosion and sedimentation, trench 
drains will be installed on side slopes and excessively steep slopes before the pipe is 
placed in order to channel water away from the ditch and will not be removed after 
construction is complete. These drains will consist of perforated tile or pipe surrounded 
with rock (1 inch stone or similar, which may be taken from excavated spoils) that will 
terminate either at the bottom of a very steep slope into a well vegetated area, near a 
roadway at the edge of the right-of-way, at the low point along a side cut or onto a riprap 
pad near the edge of the right-of-way, or at a wooded area off the right-of-way. 

On side hill construction tree stumps and other organic material will be removed from 
backfill material along the right-of-way, since this can lead to soil saturation and eventual 
slippage. Special attention will be paid to ensure that natural drains alongside slopes are 
properly restored after construction activities are complete. In order to accomplish this, 



Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC 
Mountain Valley Pipeline Project 

Docket No. CP16-10-000 
 

Responses to FERC Environmental Information Request 
Dated March 31, 2016  

8 

additional french drains or rock lined channels may be constructed to efficiently convey 
water across or around the right-of-way. Where possible, compaction on side cut sections 
should be completed in 12-inch lifts using a sheep’s foot roller.  

A typical figure depicting steep hill construction is included as Attachment DR2 General-6.  
Mountain Valley submitted this same typical in response to a Forest System comment.  See 
Attachment USFS-35 filed with FERC on April 8, 2016. 

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

General 

7. Provide the following for the Landslide Mitigation Plan: 

a. conditions for when a “more robust” inspection would be performed on the 
pipeline in areas of steep slopes; 

b. the interval of how often the pipeline right-of-way would be inspected for both 
steep slopes and steep slopes that require more robust monitoring; and 

c. recommendations based on onsite surveys of the remaining areas where access 
was previously denied. 

Response: 

a. A more robust analysis will be required if Mountain Valley Pipeline’s 
geotechnical inspectors or engineers observe signs of distress, including tension 
cracks, slumping, erosion, or seeps during construction and restoration. 

b. Steep slopes and steep slopes that require more robust monitoring will be 
observed daily during construction. During revegetation of the pipeline, 
monitoring will occur once per week and following heavy rainfall events (greater 
than ½ inch in a 24-hour period). Following revegetation, the right-of-way will be 
patrolled at least at the following intervals: 

Table 1.5-1 
(Revised April 2016) 

 
 Schedule for Major Components of the Project a/ 

Pipe Class Inspection/Patrol Interval 
Highway and Railroad Crossings 

Class 1 and 2 
7.5 months but at least twice each calendar year 
4.5 months but at least twice each calendar year 

Class 3 4.5 months but at least four times each calendar year 

All Other Locations 
Class 1 and 2 15 months but at least once each calendar year 
Class 3 7.5 months but at least twice each calendar year 
  

a/ Intervals comply with 49 CFR § 192.705. Regulations include intervals for Class 4 pipe; however, there will be no 
Class 4 pipe locations on the MVP Project and it was therefore not included. 

 

c. Site visits are scheduled to be conducted for the remaining locations during April 
and May 2016 provided that access is granted to all locations.  Mountain Valley 
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expects to submit an updated Landslide Mitigation Plan (following such 
additional field evaluations) by August 1, 2016. 

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 

1. In response to an agency comment, provide a discussion of how and where asphalt 
removed during road crossings would be disposed. Clarify if Mountain Valley would 
recycle used asphalt. 

Response: 

Typically, asphalt is not recycled for road crossings as the trench is typically dug out with both 
the asphalt and sub-soil together. All asphalt and sub-soil will be hauled to an approved landfill 
for disposal. 

 
Respondent: John Uhrin 
Position: Construction Director 
Phone Number: 724-873-3497 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 

2. Provide the following regarding the appendix 1-J (Vertical/Lateral Slopes between 15-30 
percent Grade) and (Vertical/Lateral Slopes Greater than 30 percent Grade) tables: 

a. the sources used to determine the slopes along the Project; and 

b. clarify that the proper mileposts (MP) have been reported for the following: 

i. Slopes 15-30 percent table – MP Start 2.72 and MP End 27.24; 

ii. Slopes 15-30 percent table – MP Start 70.30 and MP End 703.27; 

iii. Slopes >30 percent table – MP Start 46.1 and MP End 459.04; 

iv. Slopes >30 percent table – MP Start 216.66 and MP End 21.64; and 

c. clarify multiple entries for the same MP range such as MP Start 53.17 and MP 
End 53.25 repeated three times in the Slopes 15-30 percent table and MP Start 
46.52 and MP End 47.00 repeated twice in the Slopes >30 percent table. 

Response: 

a. Mountain Valley calculated the vertical slopes using elevation and stationing data 
obtained during its pipeline centerline survey.  Where survey had not yet been 
completed due to access limitation, aerial LiDAR data was used for centerline 
elevations and stationing.  Lateral slopes were determined using ten-foot contours 
generated from aerial LiDAR. 

b. See updated Appendix 1-J in Attachment DR2 RR1-2b_i (for Slopes 15-30 
percent) and Attachment DR2 RR1-2b_ii (for Slopes >30 percent).  See 
Attachment DR2 RR1-2b_iii for the summary and explanation of the updates to 
Appendix 1-J. 

c. See the response to sub-part (b). 

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 

3. We have identified additional information needed for the cumulative impacts analysis. 
Provide: 

a. a table enumerating the number of acres affected by construction and operation of 
the Mountain Valley Pipeline (MVP) Project by 5th Level (HUC-10) watersheds 
crossed by the Mountain Valley pipeline; 

b. a table enumerating the number of acres affected by construction and operation of 
other (i.e., non-MVP) projects by 5th  Level (HUC-10) watersheds; 

c. a table enumerating the number of proposed project-related mitigation in acres 
(e.g., conservation lands, wetland mitigation) for all projects where available; and 

d. names, locations, and acreages affected of recently completed, ongoing, and 
planned future residential and commercial developments located within the 5th  

Level (HUC-10) watersheds crossed by the proposed Mountain Valley pipeline 
that may contribute to cumulative impacts. Indicate any known mitigation for 
these projects in acres where available. 

Response: 

a. See Attachment DR2 RR1-3a. 

b. A revised Table 1.10-1 is included as Attachment DR2 RR1-3b. See the 
columns entitled “Affected Area (Acres).”  Mountain Valley calculated the 
estimated areas by multiplying the length of the project within the watershed by 
the right-of-way widths. A construction right-of-way width of 125 feet and a 
permanent right-of-way width of 50 feet were used if project-specific data is not 
publicly available. 

c. Mountain Valley included project-related mitigation for EQT-related projects in 
Attachment DR2 RR1-3b.  For non-EQT projects, Mountain Valley reviewed 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) websites, the FERC dockets, state 
websites, and called the USACE to request where/if mitigation information could 
be found.  The proposed project-related mitigation for the non-EQT projects listed 
in Attachment DR2 RR1-3b is not publicly available.  

d. Mountain Valley is not aware of any recently completed, ongoing, or planned 
future residential and commercial developments located within the 5th Level 
(HUC-10) watersheds crossed by the Mountain Valley Pipeline Project.   
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Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 

4. Mountain Valley’s response to RR1 No. 2 states that Mountain Valley would construct 
the Webster Tap while Equitrans (applicant for the Equitrans Expansion Project) would 
construct the Webster Interconnect. Clarify if the Webster Tap would be located within 
Mountain Valley’s permanent right-of-way and within Equitrans’ Webster 
Interconnection site. 

Response: 

The Webster tap and associated appurtenant piping will be located within Mountain Valley’s 
permanent right-of-way; these facilities will not be within Equitrans’ Webster Interconnect site. 

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 

5. According to Mountain Valley’s response to RR1 No. 10, about 19.5 acres of deciduous 
forest would be cleared for use of the contractor and pipe yards. Regarding the contractor 
and pipe yards, provide: 

a. alternative locations for any contractor and pipe yards that would require forest 
clearing; 

b. clarify if tree clearing would be required at contractor and pipe yard MVP-PY-003 
as indicated in table 1.3-4 (filed on January 15, 2016) as Mountain Valley’s 
response to RR8 No. 18 states “a temporary pipe yard is on private property 
within the vicinity of the Meadow River Wildlife Management Area (WMA), no 
disturbance is proposed to the WMA property;” 

c. contractor and pipe yard MVP-RD-001 is listed as “rock disposal.” Clarify if all 
excess rock from construction areas would be disposed at MVP-RD-001. Provide 
a detailed discussion of how rocks would be transported to this area and a list of 
any permits that would be required; 

d. clarify why table 1.3-4 indicates trees would be cleared at MVP-LY-004 however, 
the land use types listed do not indicate forested areas are found at this yard; 

e. clarify why tree clearing would not be required at several contractor and pipe 
yards which contain forested areas (e.g., MVP-LY-001 and MVP-lY-003); 

f. specific measures Mountain Valley would utilize to avoid or mitigate impacts on 
forested areas at the contactor yards; and 

g. resolution of all discrepancies between table 1.3-4 and table 3.3-2. For example, 
table 1.3-4 states “tree clearing will be required…” for MVP-PY-003 MP 155.7 
while table 3.3-2 MP 156.0 states “proposed pipe yard; no proposed timber 
removal.” 

Response: 

a. The majority of the contractor yards for the Project were selected because they 
provided similar past uses of the property and prior disturbance. These areas were 
selected in order to reduce impacts to the greatest extent practicable. Although 
small amounts of “forested” area are listed according to the National Land Cover 
Database (NLCD), the maps provided in Appendix 1C1 of Resource Report 1 
show that these areas were previously disturbed and no longer contain forested 
areas to the extent listed in the NLCD data. 
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b. As indicated in Mountain Valley’s January 15, 2016 response to FERC Data 
Request RR1-10, limited tree clearing would be required for MVP-PY-003. This 
clearing is required for ingress/egress and line of sight. 

In its February 26, 2016 response to FERC Data Request RR8-18, Mountain 
Valley stated that Mountain Valley and the West Virginia Division of Natural 
Resources have determined that MVP-PY-003 is on private property within the 
vicinity of the Meadow River WMA.  No disturbance is proposed to the WMA 
property, however, due to the proximity, Mountain Valley will continue to 
coordinate with the WVDNR.  

c. MVP-RD-001 was mislabeled.  It will be a contractor yard and will not be used 
for rock disposal.   

d. Table 1.3-4 was developed based on data from the NLCD.  The map on page 5 of 
10 in Appendix 1C1 of Resource Report 1 show this yard is previously disturbed 
and no longer contains forested areas to the extent listed in the NLCD data.  
Although land use within MVP-LY-004 is not classified as forested, some limited 
treed areas can be found within the laydown yard limits that will be cleared for 
line of site and additional useable area. 

e. Although small amounts of “forested” area are listed according to the NLCD, the 
maps provided in Appendix 1C1 of Resource Report 1 show these areas were 
previously disturbed and no longer contain forested areas to the extent listed in 
the NLCD data.   

f. As stated in the responses to the other subparts to this request, the maps provided 
in Appendix 1C1 of Resource Report 1 show these areas were previously 
disturbed and no longer contain forested areas to the extent listed in the NLCD 
data.  Mountain Valley will limit the amount of clearing of treed areas to the 
extent practicable. Only the amount needed for storage or temporary and safe use 
will be cleared for construction activities. All treed areas will be allowed to revert 
to pre-existing conditions after the pipeline is constructed. 

g. The only contractor yard identified in Table 3.3-2 is MVP-PY-003.  See the 
response to sub-part (b) regarding MVP-PY-003. 

Respondent: John Uhrin 
Position: Construction Director 
Phone Number: 724-873-3497 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 

6. Provide estimated trench depths (feet) for each depth of cover scenario (e.g., forested 
land, agricultural land, wetlands, roads, etc.). 

Response: 

The estimated minimum trench depth will vary from 5.5 feet to 9 feet for the depth of cover 
scenarios as detailed in the table below: 

Scenario Estimated Minimum 
Trench Depth 

Minimum Depth 
of Cover 

consolidated rock in Class 1 locations 5.5 ft. 18 in. 
consolidated rock in Class 2 and 3 locations 6 ft. 24 in. 
consolidated rock in non-navigable waterbodies in all Class locations 6 ft. 24 in. 
normal soil at private road crossings and drainage ditches, forested 
lands, wetlands, and non-navigable waterbodies in all Class locations 7 ft. 36 in. 

navigable waterbodies in all Class locations 8 ft. 48 in. 
agricultural land in all Class locations 8 ft. 48 in. 
public road crossings and drainage ditches in all Class locations 9 ft. 60 in. 

 

The minimum depths of cover included in the table above meet or exceed PHMSA requirements.  

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 

7. As previously requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR1 No. 19), update table 
1.7-1 to indicate current status of all required federal, state, and local government permit 
applications and approvals. Be sure to: 

a. provide actual submittal dates (as applicable); 

b. address submerged lands permits from the Virginia Marine Resources 
Commission (VMRC); and 

c. address right-of-way applications to cross state lands submitted to the West 
Virginia Department of Natural Resources (WVDNR), Virginia Department of 
Forestry, and Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF). 

Response: 

a. An updated Table 1.7-1 is included as Attachment DR2 RR1-7. 

b. See Attachment DR2 RR1-7. 

c. Mountain Valley does not cross state lands administered by the West Virginia 
Department of Natural Resources, Virginia Department of Forestry, or Virginia 
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 

8. Illustrate the pipelines needed to connect the interconnections, meter stations, and 
compressor stations (such as the Bradshaw Compressor Station, WB Interconnect, 
Sherwood Interconnect, and Transco Interconnect) on the alignment sheets. Clarify if the 
impacts from the connecting pipelines are accounted for in the total aboveground facilities 
impacts. 

Response: 

In the updated completed set of alignment sheets (Attachment DR2 General-1b), alignment 
sheets have been revised to show the piping needed to connect the interconnections, measuring 
stations and compressor stations.  All impacts from connecting pipelines were accounted for in 
the total aboveground facilities impacts. 

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 

9. Clarify if waterbodies and wetlands located at the contractor yards would be avoided or 
affected. Provide site-specific justification for any waterbody or wetland impacts at 
yards, and outline measures that would be implemented to reduce or mitigate those 
impacts. 

Response: 

No permanent fill or culverts will be placed in the delineated wetlands and streams within the 
proposed contractor yards.  Protective measures including erosion and sediment control BMPs 
such as, silt fence and compost filter socks will be placed along the resource’s border to prevent 
sedimentation and equipment impacting the resource.  In situations where a stream needs to be 
crossed, a span structure, such as a timber mat bridge will be used and will be located outside of 
a stream’s ordinary high water mark.   

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 

10. Based on comments received from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) regarding 
intact, unfragmented habitats and as previously requested in our EIR dated December 24, 
2015, consider and discuss mitigation for both long-term and permanent upland forest 
impacts in addition to or in lieu of shrub planting, with an emphasis on high quality and/or 
larger intact core interior forest areas. Document that the need for and details of any 
proposed mitigation was prepared in coordination with the FWS, WVDNR, and VDGIF. 
Indicate whether the core forest area associated with a pipe yard in Harrison County, West 
Virginia (MVP-LY-002) as discussed in section 5.3 of the MBHCP could be avoided (or 
an alternate location used). 

Response: 

Mountain Valley is currently reviewing the issue of unfragmented habitats as it relates to 
migratory birds with the appropriate agencies. 

MVP-LY-002 is an existing yard.  See the map on page 2 of 10 in Appendix 1C1 of Resource 
Report 1.  Mountain Valley will not alter the footprint of this yard. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 

11. Revise the Residential Site Specific map at MP 211.6 to list the correct city and state. 

Response: 

The Residential Site Specific drawing number RSS-H600-103 is updated with the correct city 
and state.  It is part of the complete set of drawings included in Attachment DR2 RR8-7b.   

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 

12. Revised table 8-C indicates that several access roads and additional temporary 
workspaces (ATWS) have been eliminated from the Project. Provide updated access road 
(appendix 1-F) and ATWS (appendix 1-D) tables as well as updated alignment sheets 
reflecting these changes. 

Response: 

The eliminated access roads and ATWSs have been removed from the alignment sheets included 
in Attachment DR2 General-1b.  An updated access road table (Appendix 1-F) is included in 
Attachment DR2 RR1-12a and the updated ATWS table (Appendix 1-D) is included in 
Attachment DR2 RR1-12b.  

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 

Appendix 1-A – Alignment Sheets and Access Road Detail Maps 

13. Several revised alignment sheets and access road detail maps were provided on January 
27, 2016. On March 1, 2016 revised waterbody and wetland impact tables were provided 
(table 2-A-2 and table 2-B-1). However, many features between the revised alignment 
sheets/access road maps and the revised tables do not match. Several, but not all 
examples, are listed below. Revise all alignment sheets/access road maps to match the 
waterbody and wetland tables provided on March 1, 2106. Examples of discrepancies 
include (but are not necessarily limited to): 

a. waterbody S-J63 at MP 0.0 depicted on the alignment sheet within the Mobley 
Interconnect Site is not included in table 2-A-2; 

b. waterbody S-J64 at MP 0.5 is listed in table 2-A-2 but not depicted on the 
alignment sheets; 

c. waterbody S-VV16 at MP 61.9 is listed in table 2-A-2 and appears to be depicted 
on the alignment sheet however, the waterbody label is “NHD waterbody” rather 
than the waterbody ID; 

d. wetlands W-UU1 and W-UU2 at MP 26 listed in table 2-B-1 are not depicted on 
the alignment sheets; 

e. wetlands W-A2 and W-A3 depicted on the alignment sheet near MP 0.7 are not 
listed in table 2-B-1; 

f. wetland W-A2a is listed in table 2-B-1 but not depicted on the alignment sheet; 

g. the access road detail map depicts access road MVP-WB-117 crossing waterbody 
S-R4. This waterbody is not included in table 2-A-1; and 

h. table 2-A-1 lists a permanent access road crossing of waterbody S-B67A. 
However, this waterbody isn’t depicted on the access road detail map. 

Response: 

a. Table 2-A-2 has been updated to include waterbody S-J63.  See Attachment DR2 
RR2-22. 

b. The alignment sheets have been updated to include waterbody S-J64.  See 
Attachment DR2 General-1b. 

c. The alignment sheets have been updated to correctly label waterbody S-VV16.  See 
Attachment DR2 General-1b. 
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d. The alignment sheets have been updated to include wetlands W-UU1 and W-
UU2.  See Attachment DR2 General-1b. 

e. Wetlands W-A2 and W-A3 were incorrectly labeled on the alignment sheets.  
They are now labeled as W-A2a and W-A3a.  See Attachment DR2 General-1b. 

f. The alignment sheets have been updated to correctly label wetland W-A2a.  See 
Attachment DR2 General-1b. 

g. Table 2-A-1 lists watersheds crossed by the Project, not individual waterbodies.  Table 
2-A-2 lists waterbodies crossed by the Project.  Waterbody S-R4 has not been 
included in Table 2-A-2.  An existing culvert will be utilized to cross the feature 
and impacts from fill are not anticipated. 

h. The alignment sheets have been updated to include waterbody S-B67A.  See 
Attachment DR2 General-1b. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 

Appendix 1-A – Alignment Sheets and Access Road Detail Maps 

14. Mountain Valley’s response to RR1 No. 21 states ATWS-895 was merged with ATWS-
894. However, appendix 1-D revised on January 27, 2016 still lists ATWS-895. In 
addition, ATWS-894 doesn’t appear to have changed in shape from previous alignment 
sheets/access road detail maps. Revise the alignment sheets/access road detail maps and 
appendix 1-D to resolve the discrepancy. 

Response: 

The updated alignment sheets are included in Attachment DR2 General-1b.  An updated 
ATWS table (Appendix 1-D) is included in Attachment DR2 RR1-12b. A complete set of 
access road aerial maps are included in Attachment DR2 General-2a. 

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 

Appendix 1-D – Additional Temporary Workspaces 

15. Appendix 1-D lists several places that Mountain Valley is requesting material storage 
along an access road, some of which are more than 1,000 feet from the pipeline centerline 
(e.g., MVP-ATWS-756 [MP 16.0]). Revise appendix 1-D to describe the material that 
would be stored and site-specific justification. In addition, we previously asked Mountain 
Valley to include the dimensions of each ATWS (length and width in feet, or denote as 
“odd-shaped”). The revised appendix 1-D table denotes all ATWS as “odd-shaped” when 
several ATWS as depicted on the alignment sheets are rectangles (e.g., ATWS-030, 
ATWS-417, ATWS-804, ATWS-805, and ATWS-801). Revise appendix 1-D 
accordingly. 

Response: 

See revised Appendix 1-D included as Attachment DR2 RR1-12b. 

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 

Appendix 1-D – Additional Temporary Workspaces 

16. Clarify the following discrepancies in attachment RR1-24, appendix 1-D, from the 
January 27, 2016 filing: 

a. two workspaces at MP 173.3 (MVP-ATWS-1070 and MVP-ATWS-1071) are 
listed as being located in Giles County, West Virginia; however, Giles County is 
in Virginia. Clarify the correct county and state; and 

b. the total acreages of the workspaces listed for each county in the table (appendix 
1-D) do not appear to be the same as the totals listed for each county in attachment 
RR1-10b, table 8.1-2. For example, table 8.1-2 lists a total of around 31 acres of 
ATWS in Montgomery County, Virginia, but appendix 1-D lists about 106 acres. 

Response: 

a. Both MVP-ATWS-1070 and MVP-ATWS-1071 are located in Monroe County, 
West Virginia. 

b. Table 8.1-2 (Attachment DR2 RR1-16b) has been revised to be consistent with 
Appendix 1-D (Attachment DR2 RR1-12b). In addition, Table 1.3-1 was revised 
to be consistent with both tables. See Attachment DR2 RR1-16c. 

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 

Appendix 1-E – Collocation 

17. Appendix 1-E states the pipeline would be collocated with another pipeline for 800 feet 
from MP 0.9 to MP 1.1. The alignment sheet for this area states “DAC 2 gas line to be 
relocated.” Clarify what is meant by “relocated” and discuss if the relocation would 
change the amount of collocation. 

Response: 

The 2-inch gas pipeline will be temporarily relocated by the facility owner outside of the 
construction work area.  After Mountain Valley completes construction in that area, the 2-inch 
pipeline will be permanently placed as close to its original location as possible.  Therefore, there 
is no change in the amount of collocation due to the relocation of this 2-inch pipeline. 

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 

Appendix 1-F – Access Roads 

18. Update appendix 1-F in RR1 to fill in missing data. In a separate summary table, 
organized by county and state, list: 

a. the number of existing roads that would be used for access; 

b. the total miles of existing roads that would be used for access; 

c. the number of existing access roads that would be improved; 

d. the acres of improvements for existing access roads; 

e. the number of existing roads and total miles that would be used for permanent 
access; 

f. the number of temporary new roads that would be built during project 
construction; 

g. the miles and acres of new temporary road construction; and 

h. the number of new permanent roads built, miles, and acres. 

Response: 

A revised Appendix 1-F is included as Attachment DR2 RR1-12a.  The information requested 
in sub-parts (a)-(h) is included in Attachment DR2 RR1-18.  

Respondent: John Uhrin 
Position: Construction Director 
Phone Number: 724-873-3497 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 

Appendix 1-F – Access Roads 

19. Provide a table of all access roads which would require culverts and/or fill material. 
Include the waterbody/wetland ID, waterbody name (if applicable), crossing length (feet), 
access road ID, MP, and proposed improvement. Revise the detailed access road aerial 
maps to depict all improvements. 

Response: 

A table identifying all access roads that will require culverts and/or fill material is included as 
Attachment DR2 RR1-19.  A revised set of access road aerial maps is provided as Attachment 
DR2 General-2a.  

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 

Appendix 1-F – Access Roads 

20. Revise appendix 1-F to include site-specific justification for each access road. 

Response: 

A revised Appendix 1-F included as Attachment DR2 RR1-12a.  

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 

Appendix 1-M – Landowner List 

21. Revise appendix 1-M to include MP or access road for each landowner and whether 
survey permission was granted or denied. 

Response: 

A revised Appendix 1-M including facility and permission status is included as Attachment 
DR2 RR1-21. This attachment includes privileged information and is labeled “Contains 
Privileged Information – Do Not Release.” 

Respondent: Kevin Wagner 
Position: Land Director 
Phone Number: 304-627-6431 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

1. Provide a column in table 2.1-1 to identify the major aquifers (e.g. Appalachian Plateau 
Regional Aquifer System) that are associated with the aquifer system names (e.g. Upper 
Pennsylvanian). 

Response: 

A column has been added to Table 2.1-1 as requested (see Attachment DR2 RR2-1).  The 
Regional Aquifer System names from the USGS 1997 Ground Water Atlas of the United States 
have been added (http://pubs.usgs.gov/ha/ha730/).  It is noted that the regional aquifer as 
identified by USGS (see link provided) is very general in terms of locational detail.  As such, the 
designations in the new column in revised Table 2.1-1 identify these aquifers based on this 
general level of detail. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

2. Resolve the following discrepancies regarding table 2.1-2: 

a. table 2.1-2 identifies the location of a groundwater supply well (supplier: Sunshine 
Valley School) in Franklin County at MP 160.4. However, MP 160.4 is located in 
Summers County and the Sunshine Valley School is located near MP 265; and 

b. confirm the location of the groundwater supply well which supplies Woodcrest as 
the MP is listed as “248.254.6.” 

Response: 

a. The Sunshine Valley school water well is located near the school at 
approximately MP 265.4. 

b. The nearest MP of the groundwater supply well that supplies Woodcrest is MP 
254.7. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

3. As recommended by the West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection 
(WVDEP), clarify whether Mountain Valley would consider restoring waterbody 
crossings in West Virginia utilizing a natural stream channel design program. Provide a 
discussion of the utilization of natural stream channel design for restoration of waterbody 
crossings. 

Response: 

Restoration will be made in compliance with the NWP 12 conditions, the USACE District 
regional conditions, the state 401 water quality certification conditions, FERC Procedures, and 
the E&SCP.  Contours will be restored to pre-construction conditions, and permanent erosion 
control installation is identified in the E&SCP as riprap or gabions.  Mountain Valley will follow 
the guidance of the applicable agencies regarding a more natural streambank restoration in 
perennial fish-bearing streams to provide pre-construction level habitat.  Mountain Valley will 
consult with WVDEP to identify design options for specified crossings. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

4. Provide a citation for table 2.2-11. 

Response: 

USDA (United States Department of Agriculture). 2015. USDA, Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS). Soil Survey Geographic (SSURGO) Database. 
http://www.ncgc.nrcs.usda.gov/products/datasets/ssurgo 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 

http://www.ncgc.nrcs.usda.gov/products/datasets/ssurgo
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

5. Provide a citation for “Holland 2015” referenced in table 2.1-3. 

Response: 

Holland 2015 referenced in Table 2.1-3 refers to information gathered by the civil survey of the 
pipeline right-of-way and easements conducted by Holland Engineering during 2015. 

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

6. Section 2.2.2.4 of RR2 is a discussion of surface water protection areas. However, the 
discussion mentions “two source water protection areas that are crossed by the Project” in 
West Virginia and reservoirs in Virginia. Clarify if these two source water protection 
areas are actually surface water protection areas rather than source water protection areas. 
Clarify if the project would cross any surface water protection areas in Virginia. Provide 
maps showing the boundaries and proposed crossing location of all surface water 
protection areas and zones of critical concern. 

Response: 

The discussion presented in Section 2.2.2.4 was intended to highlight Mountain Valley’s efforts 
to identify and protect surface water-derived drinking water sources. Virginia and West Virginia 
agencies use the terms “surface water protection areas” and “source water protection areas” in 
slightly different contexts under their water supply regulations.  

West Virginia 

In West Virginia, the Department of Health and Human Resources (WVDHHR) completed a 
Source Water Assessment and Protection Program (SWAPP) for public water suppliers 
throughout the State (https://www.wvdhhr.org/oehs/eed/swap/search.cfm).  The SWAPP 
identified a Zone of Critical Concern (ZCC) for each water supply, which is generally a buffer 
area mapped around all tributaries to a main surface water body that comprises the public supply 
intake. This is where the term source water protection area became relevant in Section 2.2.2.4 of 
Resource Report 2.  

Initially, as noted in Section 2.2.2.4, two Public Water Supply ZCCs were traversed by the 
proposed alignment (Craigsville PSD and Big Bend PSD). More recently, West Virginia is 
requiring the public water suppliers to update their SWPAPP by July 2016. This includes 
expanding the ZCCs. Therefore, at this time, the proposed alignment crosses five ZCCs 
(Burnsville PSD, Summersville PSD, Craigsville PSD, Big Bend PSD and Red Sulphur PSD). 
These ZCCs are “source water” protection zones per the WVDHHR SWAPP. The five maps 
included as Attachment DR2 RR2-6 illustrate the revised ZCCs for the five PSDs, and show 
where the proposed alignment crosses the ZCC for each PSD. 

Virginia 

In Virginia, there are currently no designated Surface Water Management Areas for drinking 
water supply regulation (www.deq.virginia.gov/Programs/Water). Therefore, the proposed 
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alignment will not cross any surface water protection areas, and accordingly, no maps are 
included for this response. 

Water supply protection efforts in Virginia include a Source Water Protection Area (SWPA), 
which public suppliers in Virginia prepared as a general planning and protection guidance 
document.  

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

7. For each waterbody crossing, provide specific burial depths needed to prevent the pipeline 
from being exposed during a 100-year flood event. Identify all waterbody crossings 
where the pipeline would be located within a meandering section of a stream and analyze 
the potential for channelization or severe erosion of the streambanks. 

Response: 

As clarified by FERC, Mountain Valley reviewed burial depths for intermediate and major 
waterbody crossings.  The results of Mountain Valley’s analysis are included as Attachment 
DR2 RR2-7.  The calculations Mountain Valley used for its analysis are described at the bottom 
of Attachment DR2 RR2-7.  Maximum scour depth will vary from 1.5 inches to 46.5 inches 
based on the scenario as shown below: 

Waterbody Type Normal Soil Consolidated Rock 
Ephemeral Stream 3.5 inches 1.5 inches 
Intermittent Stream 4.0 inches 1.5 inches 
Perennial Stream 15.0 inches 6.0 inches 

Major and Intermediate Rivers 46.5 inches 19.0 inches 

 

The pipeline will be buried deeper than these scour depths.  Minimum depth of soil cover for 
waterbody crossings is determined by the requirements stated in 49 CFR Part 192 and the 
crossing requirements for installation of pipe in navigable waterbodies.  These depths of cover 
are summarized in the response to Resource Report 1, Request 6. 

Consolidated rock at a non-navigable waterbody will have a minimum depth of cover of 24 
inches.  Normal soil will have a minimum depth of cover of 36 inches if the waterbody is non-
navigable.  If the waterbody is considered navigable, the minimum depth of cover will be 
increased to 48 inches.  The largest scour depth calculated (46.5 inches) was for the Greenbrier 
River, which is considered a navigable waterbody.  This was also the only scour depth calculated 
to be greater than 36 inches. 

Because Mountain Valley will install the pipeline below the scour depth of any meandering 
section of a stream, the pipeline will have no impact on erosion potential above the bottom of the 
stream or cause channelization or severe erosion of the streambank.   
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Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

8. Respond to Stephen Legge’s statements filed on November 4, 2015 (Accession Number 
20151105-5003) regarding streams missed by Mountain Valley. 

Response: 

Mr. Legge’s property was surveyed by Mountain Valley’s survey teams.  Attachment DR2 
RR2-8 depicts the proposed Project route, ATWSs, access roads, and study areas in the area of 
Mr. Legge’s property and the streams found on and adjacent to Mr. Legge’s property.  One 
wetland and two streams were identified on the property within the Project study area.  
Waterbodies located outside of the study area were not delineated and are not shown on the 
figure.  Efforts to minimize impacts to the wetland and waterbodies would include installation of 
silt fences, hay bales, and/or composts socks to reduce the amount of sediment into streams.  The 
wetland can be avoided as it is located on the edge of the pipeline right-of-way.  One stream will 
be crossed by the pipeline.  That stream will be restored by replacing streambed material and 
topsoil, grading to original contours with bank stabilization to reduce erosion post-construction, 
and reseeding to establish vegetation in disturbed areas. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

9. Based on several stakeholder comments, discuss if the project would have any impacts on 
the Town of Rocky Mount’s and Red Sulphur Public Service District water supply 
systems. If these water system would be affected by the project, present measures to 
avoid, minimize, or mitigate those impacts. 

Response: 

Mountain Valley is taking all reasonable and prudent measures to ensure that pipeline 
construction and operation do not negatively impact the water supplies for the Red Sulphur 
Public Service District (RSPSD; Peterstown, West Virginia) or the Town of Rocky Mount, 
Virginia (Rocky Mount).  

Mountain Valley will employ certain construction techniques, spill prevention, control and 
counter measures, and erosion and sediment control measures to minimize negative impacts to 
the local watersheds and intakes for both supplies.  

Mountain Valley has met with both the RSPSD and Rocky Mount, each on two occasions, to 
provide details on the Project engineering and construction, and to assess each locality’s specific 
concerns. At these meetings, Mountain Valley directly committed to each locality that Mountain 
Valley will provide the necessary resources to establish contingency measures, including 
temporary or permanent alternate water supplies, to ensure that no short-term disruption occurs 
during construction and that the long-term viability of each locality’s water supply is maintained. 
In the latest meetings (RSPSD on March 17, 2016; Rocky Mount on March 24, 2016), Mountain 
Valley requested that the RSPSD and Rocky Mount consider their system relative to the Project 
and provide Mountain Valley with a plan for addressing their specific concerns. Mountain Valley 
has committed to both localities to provide the necessary financial resources to evaluate options 
and implement a preferred plan that protects their water supplies in the short-term and long-term. 
Mountain Valley is awaiting the plans from both entities. A third meeting with RSPSD is being 
planned for April-May 2016 timeframe to discuss additional specifics of the plan in order to help 
the RSPSD to focus their evaluation. Mountain Valley will continue meeting with both entities.  

Mountain Valley commits to utilizing all proper and industry-standard construction methods and 
planning that were summarized above to avoid impacts to the water supplies. Mountain Valley 
anticipates ongoing cooperation and coordination with both RSPSD and Rocky Mount to 
develop contingency plans that will minimize and mitigate impacts.   
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Respondent: John Uhrin 
Position: Construction Director 
Phone Number: 724-873-3497 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

10. Provide an update of the status regarding Mountain Valley’s public outreach to private 
and public water supply identification and testing. Summarize the numbers and locations 
of those well/spring owners who have been contacted and have entered into an agreement 
for specified actions to ensure Mountain Valley provides a continuous supply of potable 
water per their Water Resource Identification and Testing Plan. 

Response: 

Mountain Valley contacted public water suppliers along the entire proposed route (identified in 
Resource Report 2). Of those public suppliers, the following indicated specific concerns with 
regard to Mountain Valley:  Big Bend PSD in Talcott, West Virginia; Red Sulphur PSD in 
Peterstown West Virginia; Town of Boones Mill, Virginia; and Town of Rocky Mount, Virginia. 
Mountain Valley has met with each of these localities in two separate meetings to discuss the 
Project and identify the supplier’s concerns. In addition, the Giles County Public Service 
Authority (Giles County, Virginia) has indicated an interest in developing a new water supply 
and has asked to meet with Mountain Valley to discuss the Project. Mountain Valley has 
committed to each of these water suppliers to provide the necessary financial resources to 
establish a contingency plan, alternate water supplies, and if necessary to replace the water 
supply if Mountain Valley negatively impacts their water supply. Meetings will continue to be 
held with the public water suppliers for planning and implementation. 

On March 14, 2016, Mountain Valley sent more than 700 letters to private property owners that 
are adjacent to the proposed route and other Project components (e.g., temporary workspaces) 
along the first approximately 130 miles of the Project. These letters describe the Project, request 
permission for Mountain Valley to collect two pre-construction water samples for laboratory 
analyses at all of the property owner’s wells and springs, and commit to providing the data to the 
property owner. Mountain Valley is committed to investigating claims of water supply impact, if 
any are made by a property owner, resulting from pipeline construction. In the event a property 
owner’s water supply if affected, the terms of the investigation and mitigation/replacement 
actions would be negotiated on a case-by-case basis with the property owner and appropriate 
agencies at that time.  

As of April 11, 2016, Mountain Valley has received approximately 130 responses to its initial 
mailing and is compiling the responses received.  For those property owner that do not respond 
to the first letter, Mountain Valley will send a second letter.  After Mountain Valley processes 
the responses for the first 130 miles of the Project, it will proceed with contacting property 
owners further south along the proposed route. 
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Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

11. Mountain Valley’s response to our December 24, 2015 EIR (RR2 No. 6) that “the 
hydraulic position of a water supply relative to the proposed route was based on visual 
estimates from topographic maps”. This is not a reliable method of estimating 
groundwater flow direction in mature karst terrain. Therefore, as previously requested in 
our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR2 No. 14), for karst areas traversed by the pipeline 
route, provide the results of: 

a. published potentiometric surface or water table contour maps (regardless of peer 
review status) showing the direction of groundwater flow from construction work 
areas to potential groundwater receptors (public and private wells, springs, 
discharge to surface water), and recharge areas; and 

b. published dye tracer tests (regardless of peer review status) which identifies the 
groundwater flow path through the karst system to area receptors (public and 
private wells, springs, discharge to surface water), and recharge areas. 

Response: 

a. Mountain Valley is not aware of any publicly-available groundwater 
potentiometric surface map for the Mount Tabor sinkhole plain. Any groundwater 
potentiometric surface would be difficult to map in this area as it would require  a 
large number of monitoring wells specifically designed and installed on private 
property to monitor depth to groundwater (i.e., not water supply wells).  

Mountain Valley can provide observations about the depth to groundwater and 
local karst water flow patterns based on cave and spring elevations. Mill Creek 
Spring, the resurgence for the Mount Tabor area, is at an elevation of 1,750 feet 
above mean sea level (amsl). The air-water interface continues upstream under a 
gentle gradient for at least 1,500 feet westerly within the Mill Creek Cave. Thirty-
Five hundred feet to the northeast of the current known extent of Mill Creek 
Cave, Slussers Chapel Cave reaches a sump at an elevation of 1,810 feet amsl 
after trending steeply downward. Mountain Valley can extrapolate this gradient 
further westward through the Elbrook dolomite toward the Pulaski Fault. The 
potentiometric groundwater surface is represented by this approximate gradient. 
The groundwater flows eastward under relatively low gradient in a dendritic 
pattern that converges at Mill Creek Spring (see dye trace information discussed 
in sub-part (b)). The average elevation of the rolling hills of the area is 
approximately 2,150 feet amsl. Depth to the karst water flow will vary greatly 
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west to east and depend on local elevation and variability of ground surface and 
subsurface karst flow networks. However, the elevation of groundwater from west 
to east through the Mount Tabor area is estimated to range from approximately 
1,850 to 1,750 feet amsl and therefore, typical depth to groundwater given the 
changes in topography would be approximately 200 to 400 feet below ground 
surface. Mountain Valley notes that the Project entails a trench on the order of 10 
feet in depth from ground surface, affording significant separation from what is 
estimated to be the local depth to groundwater.  

b. Regarding dye trace studies in the vicinity of the proposed Project, Mountain 
Valley is aware only of dye trace studies performed by the Virginia Department 
of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) (Fagan and Orndorff, 2003-2004 Karst 
hydrology investigations in the Cambrian Elbrook and Conococheague formations 
of Pulaski and Montgomery Counties, Proceedings of the Second Appalachian 
Karst Symposium, 2008). A summary of the dye trace results is provided in the 
image below:   
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Source: Figure 5 of the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation’s 
March 17, 2016 letter to Mountain Valley (Accession Number 20160317-5126). 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

12. Mountain Valley’s response to RR2 No. 15 states “the application of fracture 
trace/lineament analysis over a broad region comprising more than 30 miles of karst 
terrain is not an effective or feasible analysis technique for karst hazards.” Nonetheless, as 
previously requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR2 No. 15), provide the 
results of a fracture trace/lineament analysis utilizing remote sensing platforms (aerial 
photographs, and LiDAR imagery) and correlate, if possible, surficial karst features found 
in the karst survey area with the lineament features intersecting with the pipeline 
alignment, and evaluate the potential for intersecting shallow, interconnected karst voids 
and cave systems along the alignment. 

Response: 

Mountain Valley continues to support its original position that a lineament study for the scale of 
this Project is not necessary to protect karst features and related groundwater resources and 
would not provide any data that would assist FERC in its analysis of the Project. Mountain 
Valley completed an updated Karst Hazards Assessment (included as Attachment DR2 RR2-
12) that identified sensitive karst features within one-quarter mile of the proposed alignment.  
The updated karst hazards assessment utilizes the expertise of a Karst Specialist Team that has 
over 70 years of combined direct experience in the actual karst area through which the proposed 
alignment passes. Alignment adjustments were made to avoid major karst systems (e.g., 
Tawney’s Cave), and recommendations were provided to Mountain Valley and included in the 
updated Karst Hazards Assessment (Attachment DR2 RR2-12) and karst mitigation plan 
(Resource Report 6) to make additional adjustments within the easement to avoid small karst 
features (e.g., sinkholes). Mountain Valley will have a Karst Specialist Team on-site during 
construction within the karst area to observe any new features encountered and to evaluate 
alignment adjustments for avoidance or mitigation, and to monitor previously-observed features 
in the vicinity of the construction. Through this direct-observation and real-time mitigation 
effort, karst features and the potential for direct connection to subsurface groundwater resources 
in the karst area will be identified, monitored, and protected.  

Mountain Valley’s performance-based management program for karst feature avoidance and 
mitigation presents a more effective mechanism to protect both karst systems and the pipeline 
compared to inherent limitations of desktop fracture trace or lineament evaluations. Direct 
observation and evaluation by experienced professionals in the field, the Karst Specialist Team, 
is the better means to reach the common goal of protecting karst features, groundwater and 
surface water resources, and ensuring pipeline safety during and after construction.  
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Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

13. As previously requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR2 No. 10 and RR2 
appendix 2E) in order to establish baseline individual well production capacity and 
background (pre-construction) water quality characteristics for organic compounds, revise 
the Project Water Resource Identification and Testing Plan to include: 

a. short-term yield (specific capacity) tests for private and public wells both pre- and 
post-construction; and 

b. volatile organic compounds, semi-volatile organic compounds, and total 
petroleum hydrocarbon analysis. 

(note: for public utility(s) sources monitoring records of yield and organic water quality 
can be replaced for Project specific testing). 

Response: 

a. There are practical concerns associated with yield testing for the Mountain Valley 
Pipeline Project: 

• There is the potential for creating excessive sedimentation due to in-well 
disturbance from equipment or from stressing the well to obtain a 
relatively steady flow rate. Increased turbidity would render the well 
unusable for an extended period of time while the sediment is able to settle 
back to ambient levels. 

• To conduct a proper and meaningful yield test, each supply would need to 
be accessible (casing above ground), non-pumping water levels would 
need to be measured, a step drawdown test and a short constant rate test 
would be required.  All of this would need to be completed while 
maintaining service to the homeowner.  It is estimated that each test may 
require two to four hours. 

In addition, while yield testing has been suggested for private wells and springs, 
there is little reason to believe that yield impacts would be caused by the 
construction actions for Mountain Valley for the following reasons: 

• Most of the construction will occur at depths of ten feet or shallower, and 
should not encounter groundwater, or if groundwater is encountered at this 
depth it would likely be associated with a stream-bank deposit and would 
not constitute an acceptable drinking water supply in any case. 
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• Water well yields are generally understood to vary with pumping duration 
and drawdown, seasonality, local climate conditions and therefore the 
yield test data would likely not be fully representative or have a baseline 
with which to compare. 

As a result, Mountain Valley prefers to address yield claims on a site specific 
basis if a property owner observes a notable decrease in well yield or spring 
output, because each water supply will be in a unique setting with unique 
hydrogeologic characteristics. Mountain Valley is contacting all water supplies 
along the proposed alignment  to request permission to conduct pre-construction 
water quality testing. Therefore, the water supply owners will have access to 
Mountain Valley contact information should post-construction water supply rate 
or volume concerns arise. Mountain Valley will take all necessary actions to 
mitigate impacts, including replacing the water supply as necessary.  

b. Mountain Valley does not believe that VOCs, SVOCs, and TPHs are necessary 
for including in the target analyte list for the pre-construction baseline water 
quality testing program.  As described in the response to sub-part (a), each water 
supply encountered along the Project alignment is unique and if physical evidence 
or observations are made to warrant testing for additional parameters, Mountain 
Valley will make such arrangements.  This evidence may include farm fuel tanks, 
heating oil tanks, equipment storage yards, farm dumps, etc., which would be 
identified during the site reconnaissance and interview process.   

In addition, Mountain Valley will use Best Management Practices to control 
activities within the construction corridor, storage areas, and other facilities 
related to the pipeline construction.  This includes specific requirements for Spill 
Prevention, Control and Counter (SPCC) measures, and spill responses. Mountain 
Valley will employ inspectors to ensure that the SPCC measures are implemented, 
and to ensure immediate mitigation actions are taken in the event of a spill. If 
Mountain Valley observes, or is contacted by a property owner who has a 
concern, that an impact to a water supply has occurred as a result of its 
construction practices, Mountain Valley will take all necessary actions to mitigate 
impacts, including replacing the water supply as necessary.  

Sediment mobilization in a surface water body, or shallow groundwater, due to 
earth-disturbing activities associated with pipeline construction is considered the 
most probable source of impact, if any, to a water source. The intent of the pre-
construction water quality testing program is to establish a baseline for turbidity, 
sediment, major indicators and water quality parameters, and related naturally-
occurring constituents that could result from the physical activities associated 
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with construction near a water source. Such impacts (e.g., increased turbidity, 
elevated iron, etc.) would likely be temporary in nature.  

Mountain Valley is working with all public water suppliers in the vicinity of the 
proposed route (see Water Resource Identification and Testing Plan) to document 
their system production and storage, and establish a pre-construction water quality 
testing target analyte list. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

14. Revise table 2-A-4 (RR2 No. 24) to provide: 

a. definitions for “TTWB” and “NHD;” 

b. the units for the “Waterbody Width” column; and 

c. additional site-specific justification for S-H11. 

Response: 

See Attachment DR2 General-3c.   

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

15. Mountain Valley’s response to RR2 No. 26 states “Mountain Valley will implement 
enhanced sediment control features in the area of water intakes during construction and 
revegetation.” Provide specific details regarding the “enhanced sediment control 
features” that would be utilized and the specific MP locations where they would be 
utilized. 

Response: 

As identified in Table 2.2-8 of Resource Report 2, all but four of the intakes are over a mile 
away from the construction right-of-way.  Construction upstream of water intakes will use 
multiple layers of sediment control at the mile posts listed in Table 2.2-8.  Sediment barriers 
appropriate to site conditions will be used to minimize sediment influx into surface waters, 
including super silt fences (silt fence reinforced with chain link fence), compost filter, sediment 
booms, and combinations thereof.  Monitors will check the sediment barriers for effectiveness to 
reduce the risk of barrier failure, resulting in sedimentation and turbidity plumes in surface water 
upstream of surface water intakes. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

16. As previously requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR2 No. 29), section 2.2.3 
states that Mountain Valley may install groundwater wells to acquire water for hydrostatic 
testing. Provide: 

a. a specific statement whether Mountain Valley would conduct pre and post- 
construction water quality and quantity testing of other groundwater wells and 
springs within 150 feet of any Mountain Valley installed hydrostatic test wells; 

b. specific measures Mountain Valley would implement to protect other nearby wells 
during drilling of the hydrostatic test water wells; and 

c. a list of the specific state and local permits that would be required for drilling and 
using hydrostatic test water wells, and a schedule for when Mountain Valley 
would submit these applications. Include this in either a stand-alone table or an 
update to of table 1.7-1. 

Response: 

Upon further review, Mountain Valley has determined groundwater wells are not necessary to 
obtain the water required for Project construction and hydrostatic testing.  Mountain Valley will 
obtain water as necessary from natural sources (e.g., streams) or municipal water sources.  As 
such, additional analysis of groundwater wells is not necessary. 

Respondent: John Uhrin 
Position: Construction Director 
Phone Number: 724-873-3497 
Date: April 21, 2016 



Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC 
Mountain Valley Pipeline Project 

Docket No. CP16-10-000 
 

Responses to FERC Environmental Information Request 
Dated March 31, 2016  

60 

Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

17. As previously requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR2 No. 31), provide 
correspondence from the appropriate regulatory agencies stating their opinion on 
Mountain Valley’s use of water from impaired waterbodies such as the Greenbrier, 
Roanoke, and Blackwater Rivers for hydrostatic testing. 

Response: 

See Attachment DR2 RR2-17a for correspondence with the West Virginia Department of 
Environmental Protection on this topic.   

Mountain Valley sent letters to the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality’s Surface 
Water Withdrawal Permitting Group and Hydrostatic Test Water Discharge Group on March 22, 
2016 and followed up via email on April 8, 2016.  Copies of the correspondence are included as 
Attachment DR2 RR2-17b.  Mountain Valley is awaiting a response.   

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

18. Mountain Valley’s response to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (RR2 
section 2.2.3) states that hydrostatic test water would be “withdrawn and stored in tanks 
prior to pumping it into the pipe.” Provide additional details such as: 

a. estimates on the number, type, and size of the storage tanks based on test sections 
provided in table 2.2-10 and proposed ATWS near each source; 

b. estimated holding time for hydrostatic test water within the storage tanks; and 

c. clarification that biocides or other additives would not be required. 

Response: 

a. Mountain Valley anticipates using various-sized steel tanks for storing water for 
hydrostatic testing as provided in Attachment DR2 RR2-18. Attachment RR2-18 
also includes the available work area at each location. All tanks will be 
temporary, and will be disassembled and removed from the site at the completion 
of hydrostatic testing.  

b. Water may be withdrawn and stored for up to three months. This will be done to 
avoid taking the full volume required for a test section during a stream’s annual 
low flow period, and to ensure that water is available when Mountain Valley is 
ready to begin testing. 

c. Biocide will be added to water used for hydrostatic testing. Untreated surface 
waters, when used for hydrostatic testing, can leave behind residual organic 
matter and acid producing bacteria (APB) in the pipe, even after final cleaning 
and drying. Over time the APBs will colonize and grow, causing accelerated 
internal corrosion and compromising the integrity of the pipeline.  After the 
biocide treatment is complete, a biocide deactivating agent will be added to the 
water prior to hydrostatic test so that it can be discharged without adverse 
environmental effects at the completion of the hydrostatic test.  

Municipal water used for hydrostatic testing will not require biocide treatment or 
any other additives. 

Respondent: John Uhrin 
Position: Construction Director 
Phone Number: 724-873-3497 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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 Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

19. Provide additional discussion regarding potential impacts and proposed mitigation 
measures due to mine pools that may be encountered during construction. Include: 

a. depth below the ground surface for identified mine pools and typical depth for 
unmapped mine pools; and 

b. procedures for unanticipated discovery of mine pools. 

Response: 

a. Mountain Valley has added a column for approximate depth to the previously 
provided Mine Pool table.  See the table below.  These depths are approximate 
and based on the coalbed elevations provided in the Mine Pool Atlas.  However, 
based on these approximate depths of the mine pools (ranging from 230 to 522 
feet below ground), it is very unlikely that the pipeline trench 10-feet deep would 
encounter the underground mines or any associated mine pools. 

 
 Underground Mines with Potential Mine Pools – Areas of Project Traversed 

Mine Pool Mileposts 
Miles 

Crossed 

Approximate Depth to 
Upper Extent of 

Underground Mine 
(feet) a/ 

Temporary 
Impacts 
Acres 

Permanent 
Impacts 
Acres 

Pittsburg NA (near MP 
18.8 – 19.1) 0.0 250 0.1 0.0 

Sewell 
115.2 - 117.8 2.6 422 - 522 60.6 17.3 
118.2 - 122.4 4.2 360 - 460 120.5 38.4 
131.4 - 139.4 8 230 - 500 153.0 49.8 

  

Note: 
a/ Data based on Mine Pool Atlas Coalbed Elevation maps 

 

b. Mountain Valley would perform geotechnical evaluations in areas of identified 
potential mine pools prior to initiating construction activities in these areas.  If 
specific concerns are identified, Mountain Valley would create a mine pool 
mitigation plan that would include procedures for protecting the mine pool area 
during and following construction activities, including during operation. Other 
Mountain Valley procedures and protocols that would protect mine pools during 
construction activities include compliance with the project Spill Prevention, 
Control, and Countermeasures Plan (SPCC), confinement of project-related 
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disturbance to the LOD; minimization of erosion and enhancement of 
revegetation in those areas, and the erosion and sediment control Best 
Management Practices for standard pipeline construction, which include 
specifications by regulatory agencies. Additional protocols, including potential 
monitoring activities would be specified in a mitigation plan as necessary for 
operation of the pipeline. 

Respondent: John Uhrin 
Position: Construction Director 
Phone Number: 724-873-3497 
Date: April 21, 2016  
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

20. Regarding the five major waterbody crossings (the Little Kanawha River [MP 75.0], the 
Elk River [MP 87.4], the Gauley River [MP 118.6], the Greenbrier River [MP 170.6], and 
the Pigg River [MP 286.3]): 

a. clarify if Mountain Valley has performed (or plans to perform) any geotechnical 
studies for any of the major waterbody crossings; 

b. provide updated site-specific crossing plan drawings for all major waterbodies 
depicting currently proposed crossing methods. Also include a descriptive 
narrative regarding how each major waterbody would be crossed. The narrative 
should include a discussion of how specify how Mountain Valley would avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate for impacts to aquatic species from sedimentation and 
turbidity downstream of any open cut wet crossings; and 

c. for open cut crossings of major waterbodies or those that support sensitive aquatic 
species, provide quantitative modeling results of the turbidity and sedimentation 
associated with construction. Results should provide a text description as well as a 
graphical depiction of the duration, extent, and magnitude of turbidity levels. 
Assess the potential impacts to resident biota. Also include a discussion on the 
physical and chemical characteristics of the sediments, the estimated area affected 
by the transport and redistribution of the sediments, and the effect of the 
suspension and resettlement on water quality, and aquatic and benthic organisms. 

Response: 

a. Geotechnical analysis is used for trenchless crossing methods such as 
conventional bores over 300 feet in length or horizontal directional drills.  
Mountain Valley does not propose to use trenchless methods to cross any of the 
five waterbodies referenced in the request.  Therefore, Mountain Valley has not 
conducted and does not plan to conduct geotechnical analyses for these 
waterbodies.   

b. Updated site-specific crossing plan drawings for the five major waterbodies are 
included as Attachment DR2 RR2-20.  The updated plans depict the currently 
proposed crossing methods. 

Crossings of Little Kanawha River and the Pigg River crossings will be 
constructed with open cut dry ditch methods.  This crossing method minimizes 
contact of the disturbed river bed material with flowing water, thus minimizing 
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downstream sedimentation. Water will be diverted around the construction area to 
allow construction to occur in dry conditions and thereby minimizing the risk of 
turbidity plumes while still maintaining waterbody flow rates to protect aquatic 
life downstream.  Dry ditch methods include the use of a dam and pump crossing 
method or flume pipe diversion.  For open cut dry ditch crossings, streambed and 
bank stabilization will be completed prior to returning flow to the waterbody 
channel.  

Crossings for Gauley River, Greenbrier River, and the Elk River will be open cut 
wet ditch.  In-water construction activities will be restricted to 48 hours, not 
including blasting if needed.  Only equipment needed for construction the 
crossing would operate within the waterbody, and all other equipment will cross 
the waterbody on an equipment bridge.  Efforts to reduce the spread of turbidity 
plumes downstream for open cut wet ditch crossings will include the placement of 
turbidity curtains downstream of the construction area. The turbidity curtain will 
be anchored to capture suspended sediments from in-water work and thereby 
reducing the amount of fine sediments settling in aquatic habitats downstream.  
For all open cut wet ditch crossings, waterbody banks and temporary sediment 
barriers will be installed within 24 hours of completing instream construction 
activities.   

The pipeline will be installed to provide a minimum of four feet of cover from the 
waterbody bottom to the top of the pipeline, except in consolidated rock, where a 
minimum of two feet of cover will be required. Trench spoil will be placed on the 
bank above the high water mark for use as backfill.  Following installation of 
erosion and sediment control devices and preparing the adjacent areas for 
construction, the instream construction will occur as follows: 

1. Install temporary equipment bridge, bypass hose, flume, pump, or 
structures (cofferdams or silt curtains), as described in Stream Crossing 
details, around the work area.   

2. Dewater work area utilizing pump water filter bags.  

3. Install trench plugs, pipe, and backfill. 

4. Stabilize channel excavation and stream banks prior to re-opening stream 
flow. 

5. Remove bypass hose, flume, pump, and temporary structures.  

c. The FERC Procedures incorporate the open cut crossing method, which is an 
accepted and well-established pipeline construction technique that inherently 
accounts for the temporary stream impacts of the waterbody crossing.  Mountain 
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Valley has described in detail in its resource reports and in data responses the 
steps it will take to mitigate sedimentation and turbidity, including for open cut 
crossings.  The specific quantitative modeling and analysis requested is highly 
dependent upon an individual waterbody’s site-specific characteristics, including 
water quality characteristics, flow capacity, and seasonality.  Because of the large 
number of fact-intensive variables, many of which are unknown, a detailed 
modeling of open cut crossings with text description and graphical depiction of 
results would not yield a meaningful analysis or discernable impact conclusions.  

 

Respondent for sub-part (a): Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 

Respondent for sub-part (b): John Uhrin 
Position: Construction Director 
Phone Number: 724-873-3497 
Date: April 21, 2016  

Respondent for sub-part (c): Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

21. Regarding Mountain Valley’s Waterbody Crossing Review: 

a. Mountain Valley’s Waterbody Crossing Review states “open cut [of the 
Greenbrier River] may be feasible but more difficult due to the width and possible 
depth of the river. Extensive damming and diversion may be necessary for an 
open cut.” This report further states “a 430-foot conventional bore is a feasible 
crossing method.” Explain why Mountain Valley is proposing to cross the 
Greenbrier River via an open cut rather than a conventional bore; 

b. Mountain Valley’s Waterbody Crossing Review states “an alternative alignment 
near [the Pigg River] may facilitate an [horizontal directional drill] HDD 
approximately from MP 285.3 to East of Highway 750. If this option is pursued 
more investigation is needed.” Provide a feasibility assessment for crossing the 
Pigg River using an HDD; 

c. provide a feasibility assessment for the crossing of the Blackwater River at 
Highway 220 using an HDD from near MP 263 extending west 1,600 feet into a 
nearby agricultural field. The topography in this area appears to be gently sloping. 

d. revise the Waterbody Crossing Review to include a discussion of the Elk River 
(MP 87.4) which was listed in the application as an open cut dry- ditch, but is now 
an open cut wet-ditch in revised table 2-A-2. Clarify why the crossing method 
changed. 

Response: 

a. The open cut method of crossing the Greenbrier River involves fewer installation 
risks than the conventional bore methodology.  Mountain Valley estimates a 
conventional bore of 430 feet in length with 26 and 30 feet deep bore pits would 
be required to cross the Greenbrier River.  The bore pits would be below the water 
table, which would cause water to flow constantly into the bore pits during 
construction.  This would pose a risk of failure to boring that is likely 
insurmountable as well as a safety risk to construction staff.   

b. An HDD is not a feasible crossing method within the proposed alignment, as the 
straight section is not long enough for an HDD. Mountain Valley hired Rummel, 
Klepper and Kahl LLP (RK&K), a design engineering firm that has expertise in 
trenchless crossing methods, to look for an alternative alignment with an exit 
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point in the vicinity of MP 286.75 east of Highway 750 that could feasibly 
accommodate an HDD. 

An alternative alignment crossing was identified that would require an 
approximately 4,000 foot HDD with an elevation change of 161 feet See 
Attachment DR2 RR2-21b. An HDD is a feasible crossing method within this 
alternative alignment. RK&K based their analysis on a bend radius of 4,200 feet, 
an entry angle of 12 degrees, and an exit angle of 6 degrees. The alternative 
alignment would depart from Mountain Valley’s proposed alignment at MP 
285.96 and continue east for another 3,973 feet before rejoining the proposed 
alignment at MP 286.75. See also the updated Waterbody Crossing Review 
included as Attachment DR2 RR2-21d.   

Even though an HDD is feasible, there are more inherent risks associated with an 
HDD installation as stated in the Waterbody Crossing Review as compared to an 
open cut – dry ditch installation.  

c. An HDD is not a feasible crossing method within the proposed alignment, as the 
straight section is not long enough for an HDD.  RK&K evaluated an alternative 
alignment in the vicinity of MP 263.0 that could feasibly accommodate an HDD. 

An alternative alignment crossing was identified that would require an 
approximately 1,900 foot HDD with an elevation change of 104 feet.  See 
Attachment DR2 RR2-21c. An HDD is a feasible crossing method within this 
alternative alignment. RK&K based their analysis on a bend radius of 2,500 feet, 
an entry angle of 12 degrees, and an exit angle of 6 degrees. The alternative 
alignment would depart from MVP’s proposed alignment at MP 262.78 and 
continue west for another 800 feet before turning north and rejoining the proposed 
alignment.  See also the updated Waterbody Crossing Review included as 
Attachment DR2 RR2-21d.   

Even though an HDD is feasible, there are more inherent risks associated with an 
HDD as stated in the Waterbody Crossing Review as compared to an open cut – 
dry ditch.  In addition, this HDD crossing alignment would be approximately 
4,000 feet upstream of the water intake for the Town of Rocky Mount.  In the 
event of an inadvertent return, this could have a negative impact on Rocky 
Mount’s filtration system and short term water service to the community. 

d. An updated Waterbody Crossing Review is included as Attachment RR2-21d.  
For Elk River, the crossing method has been changed to open cut wet-ditch to 
correct the prior typographical error.   
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Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

22. Clarify why the multiple crossings of UNT to Meadow Creek in Greenbrier County are 
designated as both warmwater streams (WW) and trout waters (B2). 

Response: 

The designation of warmwater streams (WW) was incorrect and has been removed in the 
updated Table 2-A-2 is included as Attachment DR2 RR2-22.   

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Water Resources 

23. Revise table 2-A-2 to include the ID number (for ATWS, access roads, MLVs) or the 
specific project component name that would impact each waterbody. 

Response: 

Table 2-A-2 has been revised to include ID numbers for ATWS, access roads, and MLVs.  See 
Attachment DR2 RR2-22.  

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Appendix 2-A-2 – Waterbodies Crossed by the MVP Project 

24. Mountain Valley’s response to RR2 No. 17 states “locations of proposed compressor 
stations, pipe yards, laydown yards, and new access roads will be adjusted to avoid 
impacts to streams where practicable.” This statement is not a definitive statement that all 
waterbodies would not be affected at these locations. Therefore, as requested previously, 
revise table 2-A-2 to identify any waterbodies that may be affected by construction of the 
compressor stations, meter stations, pipe yards, laydown yards, and access roads (each 
component separately). If locations of these project facilities are “adjusted to avoid 
impacts to streams,” revise the alignment sheets as appropriate. 

Response: 

Table 2-A-2 has been revised to identify project facilities separately.  See Attachment DR2 
RR2-22.  Alignment sheets have been and will continue to be revised to avoid impacts where 
practicable. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Appendix 2-E – Water Resources Identification and Testing Plan 

25. Table 5.1 includes only the pipeline, ATWS, and access roads. Revise table 5.1 to 
include private water resources (wells and springs) within 150 feet (500 feet in karst 
terrain) of all Project components such as meter stations, interconnections, taps, 
compressor stations, contractor yards, and cathodic protection beds. 

Response: 

Table 5.1 has been revised to incorporate interconnections, taps and meter stations (one area is 
Webster, West Virginia at MP 0.8; one area for Roanoke Gas at MP 262.67), compressor 
stations, and cathodic protection beds and wells.  The revised table is included as Attachment 
DR2 RR2-25. Contractor yards are equivalent to Laydown Yards and are included in the initial 
version of Table 5.1.  This table identifies private water resources (wells, springs) that are 
observed or suspected to be located within 150 feet (500 feet in karst areas) of the Project 
components identified in the table, with the additions discussed above.  

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Wetlands 

26. Provide any state wetland classifications for West Virginia and Virginia (i.e., exceptional 
value or protected). 

Response: 

No wetlands crossed by the Project are known to be classified as exceptional value or protected 
by West Virginia or Virginia. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Wetlands 

27. Table 2-B-2 states ATWS-028 is “within a maintained agricultural field.” However, the 
aerial image on the alignment sheet does not depict an agricultural field. Resolve the 
apparent discrepancy. 

Response: 

ATWS-028 is in a maintained field at the bottom of a narrowly confined valley.  The alignment 
sheet does not accurately depict the nature of this ATWS due to shadows.  An image depicting 
ATWS-028 (the teal polygon) is included below. 
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Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Wetlands 

28. Respond to Watershed Strategies, LLC’s statements filed on November 18, 2015 
(Accession Number 20151119-5027) regarding the validity of Mountain Valley’s wetland 
surveys. 

Response: 

The property indicated in Watershed Strategies’ letter was surveyed by Mountain Valley’s 
survey teams.  The Mountain Valley surveyors delineated six wetlands and six stream segments 
in the area as shown in Attachment DR2 RR2-28. Data associated with surveys performed by 
Mountain Valley has been included for USACE review of Mountain Valley’s Nationwide Permit 
12 application submitted on February 21, 2016. 

Wetland delineation and waters of the U.S. surveys were conducted within the study areas 
identified on the map.  Delineations followed USACE methods enumerated in the USACE 
Wetland Delineation Manual (1987 Manual) and the Regional Supplement to the Corps of 
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Eastern Mountains and Piedmont Region (USACE 
Regional Supplement) for making jurisdictional determinations. Mountain Valley surveyed only 
the portions of the property within the survey corridor, which is 150 feet on each side of the 
pipeline centerline and 50 feet on each side of the access road centerlines, not the entire property. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Wetlands 

29. Provide documentation that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) supports Mountain 
Valley’s plan for compensatory mitigation. 

Response: 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is currently reviewing Mountain Valley’s plan for 
compensatory mitigation. Mountain Valley will continue to coordinate with the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers District Offices. Additional correspondence will be provided upon receipt.  

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Wetlands 

30. According to table 2-B-1, wetlands in Virginia were not field surveyed as of its revision 
filed on February 26, 2016, but table 2 in the compensatory mitigation plan for Virginia 
includes field-surveyed wetland impact analysis. Table 4 includes desktop survey 
wetland impact analysis, though the plan states that desktop survey features are not 
currently included in the plan. Clarify this discrepancy and update table 2-B-1 
accordingly. 

Response: 

Table 2-B-1 has been revised to include all the latest field surveyed data along the current 
alignment.  See Attachment DR2 RR2-30. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Wetlands 

31. Clarify the discrepancy in wetland acreages between those submitted in the compensatory 
mitigation plans and tables 2.3-1 and 2-B-1. Wetland acreages should be consistent 
across all tables. 

Response: 

A revised Table 2-B-1 is included as Attachment DR2 RR2-30. Discrepancies have been 
clarified between Table 2-B-1 and Table 2.3-1.  The revised Table 2.3-1 is included as 
Attachment DR2 RR2-31.  

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Wetlands 

32. Revise table 2.3-1 to further break out ancillary sites into separate project components 
(i.e., contractor and pipe yards, compressor stations, interconnects). 

Response: 

Table 2.3-1 has been revised to include all the project facilities separated out by project 
component.  See Attachment DR2 RR2-31. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Wetlands 

33. Clarify the apparent discrepancy regarding total construction and operation acres between 
table 2.3-1 (construction = 23.39 acres, operation = 13.61 acres) and table 2-B-1 
(construction = 22.85 acres, operation = 12.2 acres, permanent access road impacts = 1.51 
acres). 

Response: 

Tables 2.3-1 (Attachment DR2 RR2-31) and Table 2-B-1 (Attachment DR2 RR2-30) have 
been revised for consistency. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality 

Wetlands 

34. Revise table 2-B-1 to include: 

a. project component for each wetland being affected, such as pipeline right- of-way, 
ATWS (including the ID of the ATWS), access roads (including the ID of the 
access road), compressor stations, meter stations, and contractor and pipe yards 
(including the ID of the contractor and pipe yards) (separately); 

b. wetlands that would be affected by access roads and contractor and pipe yards as 
depicted on access road aerial detail maps, for example, W-I27 (MVP-LE-055) 
and W-K13 (MVP-LY-007) are missing from the table; 

c. crossing length (feet); 

d. crossing method (i.e., HDD, open-cut); 

e. clarify why multiple lines for impacts to the same wetland by single project 
component; for example, W-J32-PEM for permanent access road impacts (5 lines 
on the table); 

f. confirm that desktop delineations are depicted on alignment sheets and access road 
aerial detail maps; for example, TTWV-W-50; 

g.  clarify desktop wetland IDs in Virginia with WV in ID number, denoting state 
abbreviation according to footnote “1”; and 

h. examples: 

i. wetland classification refers to Cowardin class (PEM, PSS, PFO); 

ii. Impact Description refers to project component; 

iii. Feature ID refers to the ID for that project component (i.e., access road ID, 
ATWS ID); and 

iv. Construction impact acreage is inclusive of operations impact acreage. 

Response: 

a. Table 2-B-1 has been revised and included as Attachment DR2 RR2-30. 

b. Table 2-B-1 has been revised and included as Attachment DR2 RR2-30. 
Pipeyard MVP-LY-007 has been modified to avoid impacts to wetland W-K13. 
Therefore, it was not included in table 2-B-1. 
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c. Table 2-B-1 has been revised and included as Attachment DR2 RR2-30. 

d. All wetlands will be crossed via the open cut method. 

e. Table 2-B-1 has been revised and included as Attachment DR2 RR2-30 and the 
impacts from a single component have been clarified. 

f. The alignment sheets and access road aerial detail maps include desktop 
delineations. 

g. Table 2-B-1 has been revised and included as Attachment DR2 RR2-30. 

h. See below: 

i. Yes, as identified in the column heading of Table 2-B-1, Cowardin 
wetland classification is used. 

ii. Yes, the Impact Description refers to the Project component that has an 
impact. 

iii. IDs for Project components have been added.  

iv. Construction impact acreage will only cover temporary construction areas 
outside of permanent operation areas in the revised Table 2-B-1 
Attachment DR2 RR2-30. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 3 – Fish, Wildlife, and Vegetation 

Fisheries 

1. Mountain Valley’s response to RR3 No. 3 states “fish removal will occur at all streams in 
Virginia. Fish removals will not occur in streams of West Virginia.” Provide justification 
regarding why stranded fish removals at de-watered waterbody crossings in West Virginia 
would not occur when they would occur in Virginia. 

Response: 

Fish removals are scheduled to occur at waterbodies in Virginia at the request of Virginia 
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries.  Mountain Valley has agreed to comply with the 
VDGIF request.  West Virginia agencies have not provided any comments with regard to fish 
and therefore have not been requested to remove fish at waterbody crossings in West Virginia. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 3 – Fish, Wildlife, and Vegetation 

Vegetation 

2. Provide a discussion on fire regimes and the potential for fire during construction and 
operation in the project area. 

Response: 

A fire regime describes patterns of fire ignition, seasonality, frequency, type (crown, surface, or 
ground fire), severity, intensity, and spatial continuity (pattern and size) in a particular area or 
ecosystem (FEIS 2016). A fire regime is a generalization based on the characteristics of fires that 
have occurred over a long period (FEIS 2016).  The five fire regime groups (Barrett 2010) are 
listed in the table below:  

Group Frequency Severity Description 

I 0-35 years low and/or 
mixed 

Generally low-severity fires replacing less than 25% of the upper canopy 
layer of vegetation; can include mixed-severity fires that replace up to 75% 

of the upper canopy layer 

II 0-35 years replacement Fires that replace more than 75% of the upper canopy layer (also called 
high-severity fires) 

III 35-200 
years 

mixed and/or 
low Generally mixed-severity fires; can also include low-severity fires 

IV 35-200 
years replacement Fires that replace more than 75% of the upper canopy layer (also called 

high-severity fires) 

V 200+ years replacement; 
any severity Generally replacement-severity fires but can include fires of any severity  

 

Mountain Valley evaluated the Project footprint against the publically-available historical fire 
regime data from the LANDFIRE website.  LANDFIRE provides modeling information to 
categorize the historical fire regimes that the project could impact. The data is categorized by the 
five fire regime groups (described in the table above) and four non-burnable classes (Water, 
Barren, Sparsely Vegetated and Snow/Ice).  The results are demonstrated in the table below and 
in the map included as Attachment DR2 RR3-2.  Mountain Valley will predominately cover 
areas of Fire Regime Group I (characterized by generally low severity) and to a much lesser 
extent Fire Regime Group III (characterized by generally mixed severity). 
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Fire Regime Group Percent of Project Footprint Coverage 
Fire Regime Group I 72.47% 
Fire Regime Group II 0.27% 
Fire Regime Group III 23.77% 
Fire Regime Group IV 0.00% 
Fire Regime Group V 2.73% 
Non-burnable Classes 0.76% 

Total of All Groups 100.00% 

 

During construction, non-merchantable brush and slash will be burned, stacked (except within 
the Jefferson National Forest), or chipped.  Areas where brush and slash are burned will not be 
located adjacent to fire-prone areas and will instead be relegated to areas within the cleared right-
of-way devoid of vegetative cover (i.e., bare soil). These areas will be monitored continuously 
until piles have diminished and all flames are extinguished. Mountain Valley will notify the local 
fire departments of the dates and times when slash and brush are proposed for burning.  

To further reduce the probability of a human-caused wildfire, Mountain Valley prohibits 
employees and contractors from smoking within the right-of-way and permanent aboveground 
facilities. The likelihood of a fire breaking out during construction is considered low, but as a 
mandatory safety procedure Mountain Valley requires all field personnel to have a fire 
extinguisher readily available while on site.  

References: 

Barrett, S.; Havlina, D.; Jones, J.; Hann, W.; Frame, C.; Hamilton, D.; Schon, K.; Demeo, T.; 
Hutter, L.; Menakis, J. 2010. Interagency Fire Regime Condition Class Guidebook. Version 3.0, 
[Online]. In: Interagency Fire Regime Condition Class (FRCC). U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Forest Service; U.S. Department of the Interior; The Nature Conservancy (Producers). Available: 
http://www.frcc.gov/. 

LANDFIRE Rapid Assessment. 2007. Rapid assessment reference condition models, [Online]. 
In: LANDFIRE. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research 
Station, Fire Sciences Lab; U.S. Geological Survey; The Nature Conservancy (Producers). 
Available: http://www.landfire.gov/models_EW.php [2008, April 18] 

Fire Effects Information System (FEIS), USDA Forest Service, http://www.feis-crs.org/feis/ 
[Last modified: 2016, February 19], [Accessed 2016, April 12]  
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Respondent: John Uhrin 
Position: Construction Director 
Phone Number: 724-873-3497 
Date: April 21, 2016  
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Request: 

Resource Report 3 – Fish, Wildlife, and Vegetation 

Vegetation 

3. Further analyze and discuss the potential effects of forest fragmentation and loss of 
interior forest on special status species (i.e., document locations where core forest area 
may contain special status species and the potential effects of loss or fragmentation of 
these areas on the special status species). 

Response: 

As discussed in the Migratory Bird Conservation Plan (Attachment DR2 General-5a): 

“In an effort to reduce fragmentation, to the maximum extent practical, the pipeline is 
aligned parallel to existing rights-of-way, including roads and utility corridors, along 
approximately 89 miles of the proposed route. Approximately 28.62 percent (59.58 acres) 
of the land needed for ancillary sites, such as contractor or staging yards, and 42.03 
percent (310.29 acres) of land needed for additional temporary workspace is within 
previously disturbed areas. All of these reduce the amount of habitat fragmented by 
construction of the Project.  

MVP minimized the Project’s impact on forest-interior migratory bird species in Virginia 
by avoiding the several highly valued ECAs (19 ECAs within 2 miles of the Project route) 
or crossing them along the periphery through proper pre-construction planning. All 17 
high value Core Forest Areas in Virginia measure greater than 250 acres prior to 
construction. Following construction, the largest fragment associated with each Core 
Forest Area (In Virginia) remains greater than 250 acres.  

In West Virginia, the route was selected to avoid sensitive natural resources including 
riparian habitats and forested wetlands. While this approach results in the alignment 
along ridgelines necessitating the crossing of 25 high value Core Forest Areas, MVP 
routed the alignment through small openings and previously disturbed forest areas 
wherever possible. This resulted in conscientious routing of 46.78 miles within 177 patch, 
edge or perforated forested segments. Prior to construction, fourteen of the 25 high value 
Core Forest Areas are greater than 250 acres. Of the fragments created from these 14 
Core Forest Areas, only one (West Virginia Core 22) has its largest fragment reduced 
below the 250-acre threshold.  

Native shrubs will be planted in temporarily impacted forest areas (2,800.94 acres). The 
planting of shrubs will help to expedite forest succession along the impacted edges of 
forests, including the Core Forest Areas. The regeneration of the temporarily cleared 
forested areas will result in changes in the size and configuration of fragments initially 
created due to Project construction. Following the regeneration of temporarily impacted 
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forested areas, the total interior forest cover within Core Forest Areas will increase by 
4,963.76 acres. The combination of pre-routing planning and natural forest regeneration 
within temporary work areas will reduce the overall number of forest fragments in high 
value Core Forest Areas from construction (480) by almost half (to 250).” 

Core Forest Areas between Project MP 189.6 and 190.3 (WV Core 22), MP 195.45 and 198.45 
(VA Core 01), MP 213.29 and 218.05 (VA Core 04), and MP 218.09 and 220.98 will be 
impacted by Project development due to loss of the forest interior. Species with potential to 
occur in these areas of interior forest include but are not limited to: 

Birds 

Hundreds of bird species have potential to occur within the Project area, but not all are restricted 
to forest interior or considered as having special status (i.e., state or federal protections). The 
golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) is the only special status species to occur within the Project 
area that is considered as forest interior dependent. 

Amphibians 

Plethodontid salamanders play important roles in forest ecosystems and are typically found in 
greatest abundance in forests containing microclimatic conditions conducive to their life history. 
Larger, non-fragmented forests tend to maintain higher humidity levels than small, fragmented 
forests and are less prone to surface and leaf litter desiccation allowing for surface activities, 
such as feeding, dispersal, and mating, to occur at greater frequency. Larger and older forests 
provide features, such as coarse woody debris, that help maintain moisture and provide the 
interstitial crevices occupied by terrestrial salamanders. There are no known special status 
species of amphibians within the Project area that are considered forest interior dependent. 

Mammals 

There are a number of mammals that occur in interior forests; however, most are not restricted to 
these areas with populations occupying a gradient of habitat types. Many mammals, such as deer 
mice (Peromyscus maniculatus), raccoons (Procyon lotor), and opossums (Didelphis virginiana), 
are considered habitat generalists and can move between interior forest and edge habitats.  Below 
is a list of bats that can be found using forest interiors in the Project area. Bat species are the only 
special status mammalian wildlife with potential to occur within interior forest habitat near the 
Project.  

• Virginia big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii virginianus) 
• Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) 
• Northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) 
• Gray bat (Myotis grisescens) 
• Little brown bat (Myotis lucifugus) 
• Tri-colored bat (Perimyotis subflavus) 
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Reptiles 

The timber rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus) is the only reptilian species potentially inhabiting the 
interior forest areas near the Project area.  

To the extent practicable, Mountain Valley attempted to avoid fragmenting forested habitat. 
However, in order to avoid other sensitive natural resources and habitats (i.e., wetlands, riverine 
systems, karst/caves, etc.) and choose the safest, most practical constructible route, the pipeline 
is relegated to following forested ridgetops. As described in the Migratory Bird Conservation 
Plan, Mountain Valley co-located the Project with existing utility corridors and skirted the edges 
of large forested tracts when possible. Furthermore, Mountain Valley has voluntarily agreed to 
plant native species within temporary workspaces to reduce the sharp transition between forest 
edge and the herbaceous permanent right-of-way. 

 Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 3 – Fish, Wildlife, and Vegetation 

Vegetation 

4. Indicate whether avian survey crews would be active at any time in advance of tree felling 
within the nesting period of April 1 to August 31, not just in April as discussed in section 
7.9 of the MBHCP. 

Response: 

To clarify Section 7.9 of the MBHCP, avian survey crews will be active in advance of tree felling 
in forested areas during April and in grassland/herbaceous and shrub/scrub habitats from April 1 
to August 31.  Mountain Valley will coordinate with the USFWS regarding the deployment of 
avian survey crews and will further update the MBHCP to reflect such coordination. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 



Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC 
Mountain Valley Pipeline Project 

Docket No. CP16-10-000 
 

Responses to FERC Environmental Information Request 
Dated March 31, 2016  

93 

Request: 

Resource Report 3 – Fish, Wildlife, and Vegetation 

Vegetation 

5. Based on stakeholder comments, include a discussion of potential impacts on native plant 
and fungi species, some of which have commercial value, such as morels, golden seal, 
ginseng, and ramps. Provide a table identifying by MP these areas. Clarify if Mountain 
Valley would compensate landowners for commercial loss of these species and if these 
species could naturally occur or be grown over the pipeline right of way, similar to 
agricultural crops, during operation of the project. 

Response: 

As discussed in Resource Report 3, removal of trees during project development increases the 
amount of sunlight able to penetrate a forest’s canopy as well as its edge.  Increased air flow can 
lead to desiccation along edges that may create conditions unsuitable for certain species that 
require a certain moisture level such as ramps and native fungi.  The development of edge can 
increase the presence of large herbivores (e.g., white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus)) that in 
large densities can have significant impacts on some native plant and fungi species (Furedi and 
McGraw 2004; McGraw and Furedi 2005; Rawinski 2008). 

As for locally important fungi, specifically morels, the disturbance of the soil during construction 
may have negative impacts on existing morel populations. Soil disturbance may destroy 
mycelium leading to a potential reduction in morels; however, morels are also known to respond 
favorably to small amounts of disturbance. The presence of woody debris from clearing can 
provide an important food source for morels and potentially increase production. 

Morels, golden seal, ginseng, and ramps are locally common plants and are widespread 
throughout the Appalachian region.  As such, it is assumed these species are present in any 
forested stand crossed by the proposed project, but exact locations are dependent on microsite 
conditions (i.e., moisture, sunlight) of the forested stand.  As ground surveys for these species 
were not requested by any state or federal agencies, the exact locations where these species occur 
are unknown and a table showing MP locations cannot be provided.  Mountain Valley and an 
affected landowner can discuss commercial impacts on native plant and fungi species on their 
property during easement negotiations. 

Golden seal, ginseng, and ramps are understory plants that naturally grow under the shade of a 
forest canopy where low amounts of light prevent many other species from growing. These 
species can also occur in non-forested areas; however, in these settings they are typically out-
competed by shade intolerant species. It is unlikely that these species (including fungi) would be 
successful in the permanent right-of-way.  However, cultivation in the permanent right-of-way 
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may be successful in areas where sufficient shade is provided due to forest cover, topography, 
and/or orientation of the pipeline.   

 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 3 – Fish, Wildlife, and Vegetation 

Vegetation 

6. Mountain Valley’s response to EPA request RR3 page 3-13 states “Mountain Valley 
Pipeline proposed to plant native shrubs as fast growing native shrubs with varying 
mature characteristics within the ‘Border Zone’ (temporary impact area).” Provide a shrub 
planting plan that specifies: 

a. species identification; 

b. density of shrubs that would be planted; 

c. measures to promote survival (e.g., mesh protection from grazing wildlife such as 
deer); 

d. specific locations of the plantings; and 

e. any proposed monitoring for shrub survival (provide expected survival rates) or 
replacement for shrub mortality. 

Response: 

a. Species that are regionally appropriate for planting are identified based on local 
hydrological characteristics, soil conditions, and requirements related to 
vegetation structure (e.g., maximum height requirements). Native shrub species 
recommended by the Wildlife Habitat Council for the Project area are as follows: 

Common Name Scientific Name Height 
Common serviceberry Amelanchier arborea 15 - 25 ft. 
Devil's walking stick Aralia spinosa 12 - 20 ft. 

American beautyberry Callicarpa americana 3 - 5 ft. 
New Jersey tea Ceanothus americanus 1 - 3 ft. 

Red osier dogwood Cornus sericea 6 - 12 ft. 
American hazelnut Corylus americana 6 - 12 ft. 
Black huckleberry Gaylussacia baccata 1 - 2 ft. 

American witch-hazel Hamamelis virginiana 10 - 35 ft. 
Common winterberry Ilex verticillata 6 - 10 ft. 

Mountain laurel Kalmia latifolia 12 - 20 ft. 
Spicebush Lindera benzoin 6 - 12 ft. 
Wax myrtle Morella cerifera 6 - 20 ft. 

Fragrant sumac Rhus aromatica 6 - 12 ft. 
Shining sumac Rhus copallinum 20 - 35 ft. 
Prairie willow Salix humilis 6 - 12 ft. 
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Common Name Scientific Name Height 
Red elderberry Sambucus racemose 12 - 36 ft. 

Lowbush blueberry Vaccinium angustifolium 1 - 2 ft. 
Smooth blackhaw Viburnum prunifolium 12 - 15 ft. 

 

b. Mountain Valley intends to plant seeds of the species identified in sub-part (a). 
Planting density of seed depends on species choice and the desired number each 
species per acre. Additionally, specific ecosystem characteristics (e.g., 
hydrological conditions) and desired mature vegetation compositions also 
influence density determinations. 

c. To promote survival, planting of shrub seeds will take place during the growing 
season (April-October).  

d. Shrub seed plantings will occur in the border zone (temporary impact area) once 
the pipeline grading has been returned to original or near-original conditions and 
no additional earth disturbance is anticipated.   

e. Monitoring is important post-construction until the right-of-way is at least 70% 
revegetated.  Any areas that do not revegetate following one growing season will 
be re-evaluated and re-seeded as necessary. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 3 – Fish, Wildlife, and Vegetation 

Vegetation 

7. Clarify why several species in table 3.2-2 (RR3 No. 8) are listed as “unknown location” 
and “species observed within the project area.” 

Response: 

It is assumed the request is referring to Table 3.2-and not Table 3.2-2 as “unknown location” and 
“species observed within the project area” do not appear within Table 3.2-2. 

For clarification, the list of non-native plant species was prepared based on observations made by 
surveyors in the field and supplemented by publically-available range maps of non-
native/invasive plant species.  The species with an asterisk by the scientific name indicates this 
species was actually observed within the project’s survey corridor by surveyors conducting field 
work. Several species that were observed within the Project’s survey corridor are listed as 
“unknown location” because surveyors were not required to denote the location of these species 
while traveling along the survey corridor. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 3 – Fish, Wildlife, and Vegetation 

Wildlife 

8. Table 3.3-2 (RR3 No. 14) at MP 223.4 states “avoid important karst/sinkhole features.” 
Clarify if the current pipeline alignment avoids these features. 

Response: 

The proposed route incorporated a re-alignment at approximately MP 223.4 approximately 300 
feet to the south to avoid karst features observed within the North Fork Roanoke River Preserve/ 
Mill Creek Springs Natural Area Preserve. See Sheet 30 of 37 in the Karst Hazards Assessment 
included in Resource Report 6. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 3 – Fish, Wildlife, and Vegetation 

Wildlife 

9. Hibernacula Searches and Harp Trap Surveys along the Proposed Mountain Valley 
Pipeline Project in Braxton, Doddridge, Fayette, Greenbrier, Harrison, Lewis, Monroe, 
Nicholas, Summers, Webster, and Wetzel Counties, West Virginia. Section 3.2.1.2 states 
“the final project contains 6 laydown/ware/pipe yards within the state of West Virginia 
(table 2).” However, table 1.3-4 lists 8 contractor yards in West Virginia. Resolve the 
apparent discrepancy. 

Response: 

The discrepancy occurs within the above mentioned report. There are currently eight contractor 
yards proposed in West Virginia, of which three require searches for unknown hibernacula when 
access is permitted.  

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 3 – Fish, Wildlife, and Vegetation 

Endangered, Threatened, and Special Concern Species 

10. In response to a cooperating agency request, revise table 3.4-1 to include Species of 
Greatest Conservation Need as provided in the West Virginia 2015 Draft State Wildlife 
Action Plan. Include avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for each species. 

Response: 

Table 3.4-1 and Section 3.4 of Resource Report 3 are specific to federally and state-listed species 
with potential to occur within the Project area. The West Virginia 2015 Draft State Wildlife 
Action Plan (WAP) lists over 600 animal and 400 plant species considered “Species of Greatest 
Conservation Need”, most of which are not state and federally protected. Within the WAP, 
Species of Greatest Conservation Need are listed by habitat, as loss of suitable habitat is 
considered an important issue across all taxonomic groups.  

New tables included in Attachment DR2 RR3-10 summarize the habitats defined in the WAP, 
and the number of species known to occur in each habitat, separated by terrestrial and aquatic 
habitats. A comprehensive table of each species by habitat is provided in Appendix 2 (SGCN 
Species List by Habitat) of the WAP.  Proposed avoidance and minimization strategies for these 
species include:  

• Temporary workspaces will be restored to pre-existing conditions to the greatest extent 
practicable.  

• Seeds of native shrubs/grasses will be planted within the right-of-way. 

• Mountain Valley is working with local karst specialists to determine the safest 
constructible and environmentally sound route through areas of karst in both West 
Virginia and Virginia. 

• Mountain Valley will avoid direct impacts to caves and utilize the karst management plan 
in the event that underground voids are discovered. 

• Where practicable, Mountain Valley co-located the right-of-way, additional temporary 
workspaces, and ancillary facilities (i.e., contractor yards, pipe yards) with other existing 
utility corridors, agricultural, or developed areas to avoid impacted forested areas. 

• Mountain Valley routed the pipeline along ridgetops to avoid impacting wetlands and 
waterbodies to the extent practicable. 

• Mountain Valley reduced its temporary right-of-way to 75 feet at stream and wetland 
crossings to reduce vegetation loss, bank erosion, sedimentation, turbidity, and changes 
to water temperature.  
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• Mountain Valley will install temporary and permanent erosion controls at all stream and 
wetland crossings to reduce sedimentation and turbidity as well as plant native grasses 
immediately following installation of the pipeline. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 3 – Fish, Wildlife, and Vegetation 

Endangered, Threatened, and Special Concern Species 

11. The federally endangered diamond darter (Crystallaria cincotta) is known to occur in the 
Elk River. Provide an assessment of the potential effects of the project on this species and 
agency correspondence supporting this determination. 

Response: 

Diamond darter (Crystallaria cincotta) populations are known to occur only in the lower Elk 
River (Kanawha County) in proximity to its confluence with the Kanawha River in West 
Virginia.  The Project traverses the Elk River outside of the range of known occurrences of 
diamond darter. The population of diamond darter occurs more than 180 stream kilometers (112 
mi) downstream of the Project and 150 stream kilometers (93 mi) downstream of Sutton Lake.  
Sutton Lake is a 1,520 acre reservoir on the Elk River that exists between the Project and the 
species range. The presence of the reservoir inhibits colonization or any potential migration into 
the vicinity of the Project area.   

USFWS and WVDNR completed a project review for potential impacts to all federally listed 
species.  The species was not identified during the Project review by USFWS or WVDNR as a 
species that could be potentially impacted by the Project.  There is no correspondence from the 
resource agencies in regards to the potential impacts to this species by the Project. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 3 – Fish, Wildlife, and Vegetation 

Endangered, Threatened, and Special Concern Species 

12. The Big Sandy crayfish (Cambarus callainus) and Guyandotte River crayfish (C. 
veteranus) are proposed for listing as federally endangered (final decision expected in 
April 2116). These species occur west of Blacksburg, Virginia in the vicinity of the 
project. Document how Mountain Valley would avoid, minimize, or mitigate for 
potential impacts to these species, if applicable, and provide documentation of agency 
correspondence in support of the assessment. 

Response: 

The Big Sandy crayfish (Cambarus callainus) and Guyandotte River crayfish (C. veteranus) only 
occur in the Big Sandy and Guyandotte river drainages.  The Project does not traverse any 
portion of these river drainages.  The species was not identified during the Project review by 
USFWS or WVDNR as a species that could be potentially impacted by the Project.  There is no 
correspondence from the resource agencies in regards to the potential impacts to this species by 
the Project. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 3 – Fish, Wildlife, and Vegetation 

Endangered, Threatened, and Special Concern Species 

13. Provide the figures and appendices A-G, which were missing from the applicant- prepared 
Draft Biological Assessment. 

Response: 

Appendices A-G are provided as Attachment DR2 RR3-13.  This attachment includes 
privileged information and is labeled “Contains Privileged Information – Do Not Release.” 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 4 – Cultural Resources 

1. File copies of the comments of the State Historic Preservation Offices on the following 
cultural resources reports: 

a. Reeve, et al. November 2015. Mountain Valley Pipeline Project, Phase 1B 
Archaeological Survey Report, Giles County, Virginia (filed with the FERC 
December 8, 2015); 

b. Espino, et al. December 2015. Volume III, Cultural Resources Survey, Mountain 
Valley Pipeline Project, Nichols, Greenbrier, and Fayette Counties, West Virginia 
(filed with the FERC December 24, 2015) 

c. Clement, C., et al. February 2016. Volume IV, Cultural Resources Survey, 
Mountain Valley Pipeline Project, Summers and Monroe Counties, West Virginia 
(filed with FERC February 24, 2016) 

d. Turco, et al. March 2016. Phase I Reconnaissance Architectural Survey for the 
Mountain Valley Pipeline, Craig and Giles Counties, Virginia (filed with the 
FERC March 9. 2016); 

e. Turco, et al. March 2016. Phase I Reconnaissance Architectural Survey for the 
Mountain Valley Pipeline, Roanoke County, Virginia (filed with the FERC March 
9, 2016); 

f. Turco, et al. March 2016. Phase I Reconnaissance Architectural Survey for the 
Mountain Valley Pipeline, Montgomery County, Virginia (filed with the FERC 
March 9, 2016); and 

g. Reeve, et al. March 2016. Mountain Valley Pipeline Project Phase IB 
Archaeological Survey Report, Roanoke, Montgomery, and Craig Counties, 
Virginia (filed with the FERC March 10, 2016). 

Response: 

a. Comments from the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (VDHR) were 
filed with FERC on January 19, 2016.  

b. Comments from West Virginia Division of Culture and History (WVDCH) were 
filed with FERC on March 25, 2016. 

c. WVDCH’s April 4, 2016 comments are included as Attachment DR2 RR4-1c. 

d. Mountain Valley submitted the report to VDHR on March 15, 2016.  To date no 
comments have been received from VDHR. 



Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC 
Mountain Valley Pipeline Project 

Docket No. CP16-10-000 
 

Responses to FERC Environmental Information Request 
Dated March 31, 2016  

106 

e. Mountain Valley submitted the report to VDHR on March 15, 2016.  To date no 
comments have been received VDHR. 

f. Mountain Valley submitted the report to VDHR on March 15, 2016.  To date no 
comments have been received VDHR. 

g. Mountain Valley submitted the report to VDHR on March 10, 2016.  To date no 
comments have been received VDHR. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 4 – Cultural Resources 

2. Revise the survey report for Nicolas, Greenbrier, and Fayette Counties, West Virginia 
(Espino et al. December 2015) as follows: 

a. include in tables 6.1.1-1, 6.2.1-1, and 6.3.1-1 the distance (in feet) from each 
historic architectural site to the pipeline centerline, and include an assessment of 
project effects (such as visual and audible impacts which may alter the character 
of any historic properties); 

b. provide a list of all previously recorded architectural sites in the indirect area of 
potential effect (APE), including county/state, site number/name, type, MP, 
distance (in feet) to the pipeline centerline, recorder/company/date, National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) evaluation, assessment of project effect, 
recommendations for future investigations, and State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) opinion and date. Indicate which previously recorded architectural sites 
were relocated and assessed by Mountain Valley. Explain why any previously 
recorded site was not relocated; 

c. explain if previously recorded archaeological site 46NI20 was relocated and 
reevaluated by Tetra Tech, and include a site form; 

d. provide an assessment of project effects for the Carter Residence (FA-2-42) and 
the Painter Residence (FA-2-41) near the proposed Stallworth Compressor Station 
in Fayette County; 

e. indicate the number of miles of proposed pipeline route that was inventoried in 
each county, the number of shovel tests excavated in each county and the number 
of positive and negative probes; 

f. indicate if the proposed aboveground facilities, including meter stations, staging 
areas, pipe and contractor yards, and new or to-be-improved existing access roads 
were covered by cultural resources surveys, the dates of the surveys, the block 
areas inventoried at each facility or use area, and present the results of those 
surveys; and 

g. provide site-specific avoidance plans for sites 46NI811, 813, 818, 819, and 824, 
and the O’Dell and McClung cemeteries in Nicholas County. 

Response: 

a. Revised Tables 6.1.1-1, 6.2.1-1, and 6.3.1-1 are included as Attachment DR2 
RR4-2a.  Note that each table includes all previously-recorded resources within 
the indirect APE as well as the newly-surveyed resources within the indirect APE.  
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Previously- recorded resources are denoted by the Field Number assigned in the 
current survey, separated by a slash, then the SHPO ID from the original survey 
(e.g. Field No./ SHPO ID). 

b. All previously recorded architectural resources located within the indirect Project 
APE were relocated and rerecorded by Mountain Valley during the architectural 
survey (see Attachment DR2 RR4-2b). One resource, 0066/NI-0025-0047, was 
relocated by Mountain Valley architectural survey and rerecorded. However, 
because the resource was reviewed from a public road due to access restrictions, 
SHPO could not make a determination of eligibility.  Mountain Valley will 
resurvey this location prior to the start of construction and re-consult with SHPO. 

c. Site 46NI20 was not relocated.  According to the WVDCH Cultural Resources 
Geographic Information System (CRGIS), site 46NI20 should be located within 
the direct APE near milepost 113.8.  The archaeological site form on file with the 
WVDCH describes the site as a rock shelter just west, and above Beaver Creek on 
the south side of a rock-overhang.  However, the site location, as mapped in 
CRGIS, lies in an agricultural field approximately 1000 feet northeast of Beaver 
Creek.  The site form also indicates the Old Beaver school lies just across the 
Creek form the rock shelter.  According to the National Register of Historic 
Places nomination form for the Beaver Mill (NR # 01000776) the old Beaver 
School was located near the bridge spanning Beaver Creek approximately 2,000 
feet southeast of the direct APE.  Therefore, Mountain Valley concluded that site 
46NI20 is mapped incorrectly in CRGIS and is not in the direct APE.   

See Attachment DR2 RR4-2c (Privileged) for a copy of the site form. 

d. The SHPO determined that these resources were eligible under Criterion C 
(architecture) only.  While each resource may have a view of the Stallworth 
Compressor Station, they derive their significance from their architecture and not 
from a pristine setting.  The resources are not located in the direct APE; the 
Project does not have the potential to impact the properties character-defining 
features, therefore, there would be no adverse effect from Project activities. 

e. The number of miles of pipeline route inventoried in each county, the number of 
shovel tests excavated in each county, and the number of positive and negative 
shovel tests is shown in the table below. 
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County Mileage in 
County 

Mileage 
Surveyed 

Percent 
Surveyed in 

County 

Positive Shovel 
Test Pits 
(number) 

Negative Shovel 
Test Pits 
(number) 

Total Shovel 
Test Pits 
(number) 

Nicholas 24.70 23.11 93.60 139 4,054 4,193 
Greenbrier 21.25 19.61 92.30 130 4,122 4,252 

Fayette 0.48 0.48 100.00 7 276 283 

 

f. All aboveground facilities including meter stations, staging areas, pipe and 
contractor yards, and new or to-be-improved existing access roads were surveyed 
and reported on.  All aboveground facilities are depicted on USGS and aerial 
based maps along with the location of positive STPs and site boundaries.  The 
Cultural Resources Survey report for Nicholas, Greenbrier, and Fayette Counties, 
West Virginia (Espino et al) filed with FERC in December 2015 details the 
methods and results of the survey. 

g. Archaeological sites 46NI811, 813, 818, 819, and 824, and the O’Dell and 
McClung cemeteries in Nicholas County will be avoided by minor shifts in the 
Project’s Limits of Disturbance.  Site-specific avoidance plans are being prepared 
for submittal to the WVDCH for review and approval.  

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 4 – Cultural Resources 

3. Revise the survey report for Summers and Monroe Counties, West Virginia (West 
Virginia (Clements, C., et al. February 2016) as follows: 

a. include U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute USGS topographic 
quadrangle maps that illustrate: 1) the pipeline route; 2) all proposed access roads; 
4) any aboveground facilities; 5) yards and staging areas, 6) all areas inventoried, 
and 7) the location of all archaeological sites and historic architectural sites in the 
indirect APE; 

b. provide a table listing all pipeline segments (miles and segments by MP), 
aboveground facilities (acres), access roads (length and width), and yards (acres 
inventoried) that were surveyed; 

c. provide a table listing all project facilities that were not surveyed and a schedule 
for when field work would be conducted and a report filed; 

d. provide a table listing all previously recorded archaeological and historic 
architectural sites within the indirect APE, by MP, distance to centerline, and 
whether the sites were relocated during Mountain Valley’s surveys; 

e. revise table 6.1-2-1 to include columns for NRHP evaluations and 
recommendations for future work; 

f. explain why previously recorded archaeological site 46SU180 was not relocated 
during Mountain Valley’s survey of Summers County; 

g. revise table 6.2-2-1 to include columns for NRHP evaluations and 
recommendations for future work; 

h. explain why previously recorded archaeological sites 46MR23, 194, 202, an 207 
were not relocated during Mountain Valley’s survey of Monroe County; 

i. provide a copy of the site form for the Tilley Farmstead (Historic Site 233) in 
Monroe County; 

j. provide avoidance plans for historic cemeteries 46SU732, 733, and 734, and the 
Wiseman Residence (Historic Site 4) in Summers County, and the Tilley 
Farmstead (Historic Site 233) and archaeological site 46ME282 in Monroe 
County; and 

k. provide a schedule for field work for the archaeological testing of sites 46SU78, 
147, 239, 717, 722, 724, and 725 in Summers County, and archaeological sites 
46ME273, 280, 281, 283, 284, and 285 in Monroe County. 
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Response: 

a. The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute USGS topographic quadrangle 
maps that illustrate: the pipeline route; all proposed access roads; any 
aboveground facilities; yards and staging areas, all areas inventoried, and the 
location of all archaeological sites and historic architectural sites in the indirect 
APE are provided as Attachment DR2 RR4-3a (Privileged). 

b. A table listing all pipeline segments (miles and segments by MP), aboveground 
facilities (acres), access roads (length and width), and yards (acres inventoried) 
that were surveyed is provided as Attachment DR2 RR4-3b. 

c. Mountain Valley tracks the areas remaining to be surveyed by individual tax 
parcels or tracts. See Attachment DR2 RR4-3c for a complete listing by Tract 
Number of all Project facilities that have not been surveyed in Summers and 
Monroe Counties. Mountain Valley will survey this location prior to the start of 
construction and re-consult with SHPO. 

d. There were no previously recorded architectural resources located within the 
indirect Project APE in Monroe and Summers Counties, West Virginia.  

e. Table 6.1.2-1 from the Summers and Monroe Counties, WV survey report 
(Clements, C., et al. February 2016) provides a summary of previously-recorded 
and newly-identified archaeological resources in Summers County.  Attachment 
DR2 RR4-3e (Privileged) presents the revised table 6.1.2-1 with the addition of 
columns concerning NRHP evaluations and recommendations for future work. 

f. Site 46SU180 is located in the direct APE near milepost 157.75.  To date the 
landowner has not granted survey permission.  Mountain Valley will survey this 
location prior to the start of construction and re-consult with SHPO. 

g. Table 6.2.2-1 from the Summers and Monroe Counties, West Virginia survey 
report (Clements, C., et al. February 2016) provides a summary of previously-
recorded and newly-identified archaeological resources in Monroe County.  
Attachment DR2 RR4-3g (Privileged) presents the revised table 6.2.2-1 with the 
addition of columns concerning NRHP evaluations and recommendations for 
future work. 

h. Mountain Valley assumes the prefix designation 46MR refers to archeological 
sites located in Monroe County (46ME) and not in Marshall County (46MR). Site 
46ME23 is located near milepost 181.43.  To date, the landowner has not granted 
survey permission. Mountain Valley will survey this location prior to the start of 
construction and re-consult with SHPO. Site 46ME194 was recorded in 1993 as a 
prehistoric lithic scatter located in a saddle between two hills.  Subsequent 
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clearing for construction of an existing 24-inch natural pipeline has disturbed this 
area leaving no archaeological context. Site 46ME202 is located near milepost 
179.4 in an area where survey permission was denied.  Survey permission was 
granted subsequent to the filing of the survey report in December 2015.  The 
results of the fieldwork will be reported on in an addendum report that address 
minor project changes and previously unsurvey areas.  Mountain Valley 
anticipates filing the addendum report in May of 2016. The portion of Site 
46ME207 within the Mountain Valley Project limits was relocated by the 
Mountain Valley survey and was assigned a new WVDCH site number, 
46ME279.  This was done because the boundaries of 46ME207 as depicted in the 
WVDCH CRGIS site are representative of a survey boundary and not an 
individual site.  The site was classified as a light lithic scatter and not 
recommended for Phase II testing.  WVDCH concurred with the recommendation 
in their letter dated April 4, 2016 (Attachment DR2 RR4-1c). 

i. See Attachment DR2 RR4-3i for a copy of the West Virginia Historic Property 
Inventory Form. 

j. Historic cemeteries 46SU732, 733, and 734, and the Wiseman Residence (Historic 
Site 4) in Summers County, and the Tilley Farmstead (Historic Site 233) and 
archaeological site 46ME282 in Monroe County will be avoided by minor shifts in 
the Project’s Limits of Disturbance.  Site-specific avoidance plans are being 
prepared for submittal to the WVDCH for their review and approval. 

k. Phase II Field work for the archaeological sites recommended for testing in 
Summers and Monroe Counties is currently underway.  It is anticipated that 
fieldwork will be completed in May 2016 and a subsequent report filed in June 
2016. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 4 – Cultural Resources 

4. Revise the architectural survey report for Craig and Giles Counties, Virginia (Turco et al. 
March 2016) as follows: 

a. include one column in table 1 listing the distance (in feet) from all previously 
recorded historic resources in the APE, and another column indicating if each site 
was relocated by New South Associates; 

b. if any previously recorded historic sites in the APE were not relocated and 
reevaluated by New South Associates, explain why; 

c. include a table that lists all areas surveyed (width of survey corridor and acres 
inspected) along the pipeline route (by MP), ATWS, staging areas, yards, new or 
improved existing access roads, and aboveground facilities. 

d. add a column to table 2 listing the distance (in feet) from each resource recorded 
by New South and the pipeline centerline; 

e. include USGS 7.5-minute USGS topographic quadrangle maps that illustrate: 1) 
the pipeline route; 2) all proposed access roads; 4) any aboveground facilities; 5) 
yards and staging areas, 6) all areas inventoried, and 7) and the location of all 
historic architectural sites in the indirect APE; and 

f. attach state-approved site forms for all recorded resources. 

Response: 

a. The requested revisions have been made to the table, which is included in 
Attachment DR2 RR4-4a. 

b. The Hoge’s Orchard/Doe Creek Farm (035-0018) was posted as private and could 
not be accessed by the survey team. Mountain Valley will survey this location 
prior to the start of construction and re-consult with SHPO. 

c. The requested table is included as Attachment DR2 RR4-4c.  It should be noted, 
however, that the subject report deals with the architectural survey conducted in 
Craig and Giles Counties, Virginia. The indirect effects APE is based on a 
viewshed and elevation analysis; therefore, the width of the indirect effects APE 
is variable, and is not linearly related to elements of the direct APE.  The elements 
of the direct effects APE (ATWS, staging areas, yards, new or improved existing 
access roads, and aboveground facilities) are in effect subsumed by the indirect 
effects APE.  The entirety of the indirect effects APE in Craig County (1,520 
acres) and Giles County (18,222 acres) was surveyed in accordance with the 
survey methods dictated by the VDHR at a meeting held April 21, 2015 at 
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VDHR’s Richmond headquarters.  Note that there are no compressor stations 
proposed in Craig or Giles County.  
 
Mountain Valley presented this information in map based format in the 
architectural survey report for Craig and Giles counties, Virginia (Turco et al. 
March 2016).  Please see the USGS maps provided for subsequent question 4(e) 
for a visual representation of the indirect effects APE and how it relates to 
ATWS, staging areas, yards, new or improved existing access roads, and 
aboveground facilities. Mountain Valley acknowledges that there may be 
architectural resources in the direct effects APE on parcels where survey 
permission has not yet been granted.  These archaeological and architectural 
resources (if present) will be discussed in an addendum report after Mountain 
Valley is able to access the properties and complete the survey. 

d. The requested revisions have been made to the table which is included in 
Attachment DR2 RR4-4d. 

e. USGS 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle maps that illustrate: the pipeline route; 
all proposed access roads; all areas inventoried, and the location of all historic 
architectural sites in the indirect APE are provided as Attachment DR2 RR4-4e.  
There are no aboveground facilities or yards in these counties. 

f. As per VDHR guidelines, Mountain Valley’s architectural survey documented all 
previously recorded and newly identified architectural and historic resources 
using VDHR’s web-based (Virginia Cultural Resource Information System) 
VCRIS. Using VCRIS, Mountain Valley architectural historians added new 
information to existing records and created new records in the DHR archives and 
resource database. Additional information concerning VDHR’s standard for the 
use of VCRIS in the recordation of architectural and historic resources can be 
found at: http://www.dhr.virginia.gov/archives/archiv_vcrisHelpInfo.htm. 
VCRIS-generated forms for architectural and historic resources identified by 
Mountain Valley’s architectural survey are provided as Attachment DR2 RR4-
4f. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 4 – Cultural Resources 

5. Revise the architectural survey report for Roanoke County, Virginia (Turco et al. March 
2016) as follows: 

a. include one column in table 1 listing the distance (in feet) from all previously 
recorded historic resources in the APE, and another column indicating if each site 
was relocated by New South Associates; 

b. if any previously recorded historic sites in the APE were not relocated and 
reevaluated by New South Associates, explain why. 

c. include a table that lists all areas surveyed (width of survey corridor and acres 
inspected) along the pipeline route (by MP), ATWS, staging areas, yards, new or 
improved existing access roads, and aboveground facilities. 

d. add a column to table 2 listing the distance (in feet) from each resource recorded 
by New South and the pipeline centerline; 

e. add a column to table 3 listing the distance (in feet) from each of the contributing 
resources to the proposed Bent Mountain Historic District and the pipeline 
centerline; 

f. include USGS 7.5-minute USGS topographic quadrangle maps that illustrate: 1) 
the pipeline route; 2) all proposed access roads; 4) any aboveground facilities; 5) 
yards and staging areas, 6) all areas inventoried, and 7) and the location of all 
historic architectural sites in the indirect APE; and 

g. attach state-approved site forms for all recorded resources. 

Response: 

a. The requested revisions have been made to the table which is included in 
Attachment DR2 RR4-5a. 

b. See table included in Attachment DR2 RR4-5b for information regarding 
recorded historic sites in the APE that were not relocated and reevaluated by New 
South Associates. 

c. The requested table is included as Attachment DR2 RR4-5c.  It should be noted, 
however, that the subject report deals with the architectural survey conducted in 
Roanoke and Floyd counties, Virginia. The indirect effects APE is based on a 
viewshed and elevation analysis; therefore, the width of the indirect effects APE 
is variable and is not linearly related to elements of the direct APE.  The elements 
of the direct effects APE (ATWS, staging areas, yards, new or improved existing 
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access roads, and aboveground facilities) are in effect subsumed by the indirect 
effects APE.  Richmond headquarters. ).  The entirety of the indirect effects APE 
in Roanoke County (455 acres) and Floyd County (48 acres) was surveyed in 
accordance with the survey methods dictated by the VDHR.  Note that there are 
no compressor stations proposed in Roanoke or Floyd County.  Mountain Valley 
presented this information in map-based format in the architectural survey report 
for Roanoke and Floyd Counties, Virginia (Turco et al. March 2016).  Please see 
the USGS maps provided for subsequent question 5(f) for a visual representation 
of the indirect effects APE and how it relates to ATWS, staging areas, yards, new 
or improved existing access roads, and aboveground facilities.  Mountain Valley 
acknowledges that there may be architectural resources in the direct effects APE 
on parcels where survey permission has not yet been granted.  These 
archaeological and architectural resources (if present) will be discussed in an 
addendum report. 

d. The requested revisions are made in the revised table included in Attachment 
DR2 RR4-5d. 

e. The requested revisions are made in the revised table included in Attachment 
DR2 RR4-5e. 

f. USGS 7.5-minute USGS topographic quadrangle maps that illustrate: the pipeline 
route; all proposed access roads; all areas inventoried, and the location of all 
historic architectural sites in the indirect APE are provided as Attachment DR2 
RR4-5f.  There are no aboveground facilities or yards in these counties. 

g. As per VDHR guidelines, Mountain Valley’s architectural survey documented all 
previously recorded and newly identified architectural and historic resources 
using VDHR’s web-based VCRIS system. Using VCRIS (Virginia Cultural 
Resource Information System), Mountain Valley architectural historians added 
new information to existing records and created new records in the DHR archives 
and resource database. Additional information concerning VDHR’s standard for 
the use of VCRIS in the recordation of architectural and historic resources can be 
found at: http://www.dhr.virginia.gov/archives/archiv_vcrisHelpInfo.htm.  

VCRIS-generated forms for architectural and historic resources identified by 
Mountain Valley’s architectural survey are provided as Attachment DR2 RR4-
5g. 



Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC 
Mountain Valley Pipeline Project 

Docket No. CP16-10-000 
 

Responses to FERC Environmental Information Request 
Dated March 31, 2016  

117 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 4 – Cultural Resources 

6. Revise the architectural survey report for Montgomery County, Virginia (Turco et al. 
March 2016) as follows: 

a. include one column in table 1 listing the distance (in feet) from all previously 
recorded historic resources in the APE, and another column indicating if each site 
was relocated by New South Associates; 

b. if any previously recorded historic sites in the APE were not relocated and 
reevaluated by New South Associates, explain why. 

c. include a table that lists all areas surveyed (width of survey corridor and acres 
inspected) along the pipeline route (by MP), ATWS, staging areas, yards, new or 
improved existing access roads, and aboveground facilities. 

d. add a column to table 2 listing the distance (in feet) from each resource recorded 
by New South and the pipeline centerline; 

e. include USGS 7.5-minute USGS topographic quadrangle maps that illustrate: 1) 
the pipeline route; 2) all proposed access roads; 4) any aboveground facilities; 5) 
yards and staging areas, 6) all areas inventoried, and 7) and the location of all 
historic architectural sites in the indirect APE; and 

f. attach state-approved site forms for all recorded resources. 

Response: 

a. The requested revisions are made in the revised table included in Attachment 
DR2 RR4-6a. 

b. See Attachment DR2 RR4-6b for explanations concerning recorded historic sites 
in the APE that were not relocated and reevaluated by New South Associates. 

c. The requested table is included as Attachment DR2 RR4-6c.  It should be noted, 
however, that the subject report deals with the architectural survey conducted in 
Montgomery and Floyd Counties, Virginia. The indirect effects APE is based on a 
viewshed and elevation analysis, therefore, the width of the indirect effects APE 
is variable and is not linearly related to elements of the direct APE.  The elements 
of the direct effects APE (ATWS, staging areas, yards, new or improved existing 
access roads, and aboveground facilities) are in effect subsumed by the indirect 
effects APE.  Richmond headquarters. ).  The entirety of the indirect effects APE 
in Montgomery County (11,291 acres) was surveyed in accordance with the 
survey methods dictated by the VDHR. Note that there are no compressor stations 
proposed in Montgomery County.  Mountain Valley presented this information in 
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map based format in the architectural survey report for Montgomery County, 
Virginia (Turco et al. March 2016).  Please see the USGS maps provided for 
subsequent question 6(e) for a visual representation of the indirect effects APE 
and how it relates to ATWS, staging areas, yards, new or improved existing 
access roads, and aboveground facilities. Mountain Valley acknowledges that 
there may be architectural resources in the direct effects APE on parcels where 
survey permission has not yet been granted.  These archaeological and 
architectural resources (if present) will be discussed in an addendum report. 

d. The requested revisions are made in the revised table included in Attachment 
DR2 RR4-6d. 

e. USGS 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle maps that illustrate: the pipeline route; 
all proposed access roads; any aboveground facilities; yards and staging areas, all 
areas inventoried, and the location of all historic architectural sites in the indirect 
APE are provided as Attachment DR2 RR4-6e. 

f. As per VDHR guidelines, Mountain Valley’s architectural survey documented all 
previously recorded and newly identified architectural and historic resources 
using VDHR’s web-based VCRIS system. Using VCRIS (Virginia Cultural 
Resource Information System), Mountain Valley’s architectural historians added 
new information to existing records and created new records in the DHR archives 
and resource database. Additional information concerning VDHR’s standard for 
the use of VCRIS in the recordation of architectural and historic resources can be 
found at: http://www.dhr.virginia.gov/archives/archiv_vcrisHelpInfo.htm. 
VCRIS-generated forms for architectural and historic resources identified by 
Mountain Valley’s architectural survey are provided as Attachment DR2 RR4-
6f. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 



Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC 
Mountain Valley Pipeline Project 

Docket No. CP16-10-000 
 

Responses to FERC Environmental Information Request 
Dated March 31, 2016  

120 

Request: 

Resource Report 4 – Cultural Resources 

7. Revise the survey report for Roanoke, Montgomery, and Craig Counties, Virginia 
(Reeves et al. March 2016) as follows: 

a. include a table that lists by individual county, all areas surveyed (width of survey 
corridor and acres inspected) along the pipeline route (miles by MP), ATWS, 
staging areas, yards, new or improved existing access roads, aboveground 
facilities, and the dates of field work; 

b. include a table that lists all areas, by county, that remain to be inventoried, 
including along the proposed pipeline route (miles by MP), ATWS, staging areas, 
yards, new or improved existing access roads, and aboveground facilities where 
access was previously denied, and a schedule for future work; 

c. provide a schedule for when reports documenting archaeological and historic 
surveys for the Blue Ridge Parkway crossing, and the Jefferson National Forest 
crossing would be filed with the FERC; 

d. include a table that lists all previously recorded sites, by county, within the direct 
APE, providing distance (in feet) from each site to the centerline, and indicates if 
the previously recorded sites were relocated and reevaluated by Tetra Tech; 

e. indicate when archaeological testing would be conducted at site MVP-MN- 264, 
and provide a testing plan to the FERC staff and Virginia SHPO; 

f. provide a site-specific avoidance plan for MVP-MN-263; 

g. include USGS 7.5-minute USGS topographic quadrangle maps that illustrate: 1) 
the pipeline route; 2) all proposed access roads; 4) any aboveground facilities; 5) 
yards and staging areas, 6) all areas inventoried, and 7) and the location of all sites 
in the indirect APE; and 

h. attach state-approved site forms for all recorded resources. 

Response: 

a. For a table that lists by individual county, all areas surveyed (width of survey 
corridor and acres inspected) along the pipeline route (miles by MP), ATWS, 
staging areas, yards, new or improved existing access roads, aboveground 
facilities, and the dates of field work, please see Attachment DR2 RR4-7a.  Note 
there is one Temporary Pipeyard/ Staging area in this section, Pipe Yard 006 (PY-
006), with an aerial extent of approximately 23 acres.  To date, PY-006, located in 
Montgomery County has not been surveyed. 
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b. Mountain Valley tracks the survey remaining by individual tax parcels or tracts. 
See Attachment DR2 RR4-7b for a complete listing by Tract Number of all 
Project facilities that have not been surveyed. Note that the areas remaining to be 
surveyed are located on tracts where landowners have refused survey 
permission.  Mountain Valley will survey this location prior to the start of 
construction and re-consult with SHPO. 

c. Mountain Valley has provided an application for an ARPA permit to the National 
Park Service (NPS) for survey of the Mountain Valley route through the Blue 
Ridge Parkway.  Once NPS grants a permit to Mountain Valley’s archaeology 
team, anticipated in May 2016, the survey will be performed and a report 
prepared that would present survey results.  

d. A table that lists all previously-recorded sites, by county, within the direct APE, 
providing distance (in feet) from each site to the centerline, and indicates if the 
previously recorded sites were relocated and reevaluated by Mountain Valley is 
provided as Attachment DR2 RR4-7d.  

e. MVP-MN-264 is a temporary access road which has been partially surveyed to 
date.  Modifications to this access road are under consideration by Mountain 
Valley which would result in avoidance of effects to cultural resources.  Mountain 
Valley will survey the access road modification that is under consideration and 
report on survey results for review by FERC and VDHR.  

f. MVP-MN-263 is a permanent access road entering the alignment near MP 
223.45. The portions of the access road for which Mountain Valley has been 
granted access has been surveyed by the Mountain Valley archaeology team.  The 
results of that partial survey included identification of a historic archaeological 
site 44MY0216 and, a small cemetery (SHPO 060-5191-2620.  These resources 
are outside the 100 feet direct effects APE associated with the access road.  
Temporary high visibility fencing will be erected to ensure the site is not 
inadvertently disturbed. 

g. USGS topographic quadrangle maps that illustrate: the pipeline route; all 
proposed access roads; any aboveground facilities; yards and staging areas, all 
areas inventoried, and the location of all sites in the indirect APE are provided as 
Attachment DR2 RR4-7g (Privileged). 

h. At the time of the preparation of the report for Roanoke, Montgomery, and Craig 
Counties, Virginia (Reeves et al. March 2016), no new archaeological sites had 
been discovered and reported as a result of Mountain Valley survey.  Therefore 
there are no state-approved site forms associated with that report. 
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Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 4 – Cultural Resources 

8. File a response to the comments of the Greater Newport Rural Historic District 
Committee, filed with the FERC on March 4, 2016. Document that Mountain Valley has 
communicated with the committee. 

Response: 

Mountain Valley sent a letter on March 23, 2016 to Mr. David Brady, Chairperson of the 
Newport Rural Historic District Committee, to ask about the Committee’s concerns related to the 
historic district and the Mountain Valley Project.  Mountain Valley offered to meet with Mr. 
Brady to discuss the Committee’s concerns about the Mountain Valley Project.  No response has 
been received to date. A copy of the letter sent from Mountain Valley to Mr. Brady is included as 
Attachment DR2 RR4-8.  

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 4 – Cultural Resources 

9. Respond to the National Park Service comments dated June 16, 2015 regarding the 
National Coal Heritage Area (NCHA). Indicate the MPs, counties, miles of the pipeline 
route that would pass through the NCHA, and acres affected by construction. Discuss 
project impacts on the NCHA and how those impacts would be avoided, reduced, or 
mitigated. 

Response: 

The National Coal Heritage Area (NCHA) in Summers and Fayette counties is federally 
designated as an area of national historical significance.  It represents a part of the growing effort 
by the National Park Service to develop resource protection initiatives for areas of national 
importance that rely on partnerships and private ownership rather than the traditional methods of 
federally owned parklands. The mission of the National Coal Heritage Area is to preserve, 
protect, and interpret lands, structures, and communities associated with the coal mining heritage 
of southern West Virginia.  The NCHA includes 13 counties in southern West Virginia, two of 
which, Fayette and Summers Counties, are located in the Project APE.  A summary of the 
Project elements within the NCHA is provided below in Attachment DR2 RR4-9. 

A total of 17.14 miles (or 391.95 acres) of the NCHA is crossed by the Project.  Cultural 
resource surveys have been completed for 14.14 of the 17.14 miles (or 91%) including all 
aboveground facilities.  To date, no archaeological sites or architectural or historical resources 
related specifically to the coal industry (e.g. company housing and stores, portals or shafts, 
tipples, conveyors) have been identified during Mountain Valley’s cultural resource studies 
within Fayette and Summers Counties.  An examination of NCHA coal camp maps for Fayette 
(http://coalheritage.org/DocumentsCenter/FAYETTE.pdf) and Summers 
(http://coalheritage.org/DocumentsCenter/SUMMERS.pdf) counties indicates that while the 
Project does cross portions of the New River and Greenbrier Coal Fields, it does not traverse 
areas containing extant or ruinous coal camps.  Considering the Project route avoids these areas 
and no coal-related cultural resources have been identified in 91% of the Project APE surveyed 
within the NCHA, impacts to the NCHA are not anticipated. Mountain Valley will not affect 
how lands, structures, and communities associated with the coal mining heritage of West 
Virginia are preserved, protected, and interpreted.  In its very nature, the NCHA does not derive 
its significance from a pristine setting, but rather from its ability, as a collective resource 
(comprised of landscapes, buildings, structures, and transportation networks) to convey the 
historic significance of natural resource extraction in southern West Virginia. In the event that 
coal-related cultural resources are identified in the remaining areas to be surveyed in the NCHA. 
These resources are easily identifiable by direct survey and mainly are composed of structures 
and infra structure related to coal extraction and transportation. Mountain Valley survey teams 

http://coalheritage.org/DocumentsCenter/FAYETTE.pdf
http://coalheritage.org/DocumentsCenter/SUMMERS.pdf
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are recording energy related resources and in some cases are recommending them eligible. 
Mountain Valley will take measures avoid, reduce, or mitigate impacts to those resources as 
necessary. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 4 – Cultural Resources 

10. Several rows within the Attachment RR4-14b table are highlighted red. Clarify the 
significance of this color coding. 

Response: 

These cells were highlighted in red to distinguish areas associated with compressor stations that 
have been surveyed. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 4 – Cultural Resources 

11. Attachment RR14-14c does not include the number of miles surveyed versus total miles. 
Provide the missing data. 

Response: 

See Attachment DR2 RR4-11, which includes the requested information. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 4 – Cultural Resources 

12. As previously requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR4 No. 21), revise the 
survey report for Wetzel, Harrison, Doddridge, and Lewis Counties, West Virginia 
(Espino et al. July 2015), so that tables 6.1.1-1, 6.2.1-1, and 6.4.1-1 (in Volume I) and 
tables 6.1.1-1 and 6.2.1-1 (in Volume II) include state, site number/name, type, NRHP 
evaluation, recommendations, and SHPO opinion and date. Define “N/A.” 

Response: 

See Attachment DR2 RR4-12 for the requested information.  

Assessment of Effects only applies to NRHP-eligible and -listed resources. In the previous 
version of the table, “N/A” in the Assessment of Project Effects column was applied to all 
resources not eligible for, or listed in, the NRHP for which Criteria of Effects is not applicable. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 5 – Socioeconomics 

1. Provide occupancy rates (and source of the information) for hotels and motels in all 
counties crossed by the pipeline route, by weekday/weekend/season. 

Response: 

Mountain Valley contacted county offices in West Virginia and Virginia via phone and email 
regarding occupancy trends for accommodations in each area (hotels, motels, etc.) during peak 
tourism seasons. In general, detailed information regarding occupancy rates is not publically 
available; however, various Chambers of Commerce (CoC), Economic Development Offices 
(EDO), and Convention and Visitor Bureaus were able to provide peak tourism season dates 
along with the number of hotel rooms available and/or sold during those times. The table below 
provides a summary of findings. 

County, 
State 

Office 
Contacted 

Available Occupancy Rate Information 

Wetzel, WV CoC Peak season and occupancy data information unavailable 
Harrison, WV  CoC No information received 
Doddridge, 

WV 
CoC Peak season and occupancy data information unavailable 

Lewis, WV CoC Peak season includes weekdays and weekends in late March-late November. 
Average daily occupancy rate of 56% for four hotels (July 2015-March 2016), 
with highest occupancy rates (71%) in July-September 

Braxton, WV Convention & 
Visitors Bureau 

Peak season includes weekends in June-August.  Occupancy data unavailable 

Webster, WV EDO Peak season includes weekends in March-mid June.  Occupancy data 
unavailable 

Nicholas, WV Convention & 
Visitors Bureau 

Peak season includes weekends in June-August  Occupancy data unavailable 

Greenbrier, 
WV 

Convention & 
Visitors Bureau 

No information received 

Fayette, WV Convention & 
Visitors Bureau 

Peak season includes weekends in May-August.  Number of hotels rooms 
available could not be provided; however properties are reported to be fully 
booked during peak season 

Summers, 
WV 

Convention & 
Visitors Bureau 

Peak season includes weekends in June-late October.  Occupancy data 
unavailable 

Monroe, WV Monroe Tourism 
Office 

No information received 

Giles, VA CoC No information received 
Craig, VA Craig County 

Offices 
Peak season includes April-October.  Occupancy data unavailable 

Montgomery, 
VA 

CoC Peak season includes weeks and weekends mid-June-August, approximately 
1,700 rooms are sold during that time 
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County, 
State 

Office 
Contacted 

Available Occupancy Rate Information 

Roanoke, VA CoC No information received 
Franklin, VA EDO Peak season includes weekends in May-October.  Occupancy data unavailable 
Pittsylvania, 

VA 
EDO Peak season related to NASCAR race schedule.  Occupancy data unavailable 

Respondent: John Uhrin 
Position: Construction Director 
Phone Number: 724-873-3497 
Date: April 21, 2016 



Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC 
Mountain Valley Pipeline Project 

Docket No. CP16-10-000 
 

Responses to FERC Environmental Information Request 
Dated March 31, 2016  

131 

Request: 

Resource Report 5 – Socioeconomics 

2. Revise attachment RR5-11a to provide site-specific upgrades that would be made to each 
roadway. 

Response: 

A revised table is included as Attachment DR2 RR5-2.   

Respondent: John Uhrin 
Position: Construction Director 
Phone Number: 724-873-3497 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 6 – Geology 

1. Provide a discussion of acid producing rock and soil that may be encountered in the 
project area and include the following: 

a. MP locations for all project components (pipeline, aboveground facilities, pipe and 
contractor yards, ATWS, access roads) where acid producing rock and soils may 
be encountered; a discussion on the potential impact acid producing soils and rock 
may have on the project; 

b. a discussion of any potential hazards to groundwater and the environment from 
acid producing rock and soil; and 

c. mitigation measures that would be used to prevent any impact from acid 
producing rock and soils to the pipeline, groundwater, and the environment. 

Response: 

Acid producing rock and soil are Earth materials that contain a relative abundance of chemically-
reduced sulfur mineralogy. Exposure of these minerals in soil or bedrock to oxygen and water 
can lead to a series of chemical reactions that are typically catalyzed by bacterial mediators and 
that result in the production of sulfuric acid and elevated concentrations of metals such as iron, 
copper, zinc, and nickel.  The rock types susceptible to acid production include the Millboro and 
Needmore shales (Orndorff and Daniels, 2004) that are observed in the Appalachian Plateau of 
West Virginia and Virginia, and the Valley and Ridge Province of Virginia. The Ashe Formation 
amphibolite is a metamorphic rock-type in Virginia that is relatively enriched in pyrite and 
therefore susceptible to acid production (Orndorff and Daniels, 2004). Certain soils and 
unconsolidated sediments derived from marine deposits are also observed to be acid-producing 
(Orndorff and Daniels; 2004).  

Refer to Table 6-A in Resource Report 6 for a summary of geologic rock types by milepost, and 
specifically locations along the proposed alignment underlain by the Millboro and Needmore 
shales and the Ashe Formation. In the last column of Table 6-A, coal deposits are listed. While 
coal deposits, shales and amphibolite are observed within the area of the proposed alignment, 
acid-producing soils are most commonly associated with marine deposits in the eastern tidewater 
area of the Virginia Coastal Plain geologic province, which is not a concern for the Mountain 
Valley proposed alignment. Also, there is low probability for acid producing conditions to occur 
in the in situ overburden in the area of land disturbance, as compared to that for exposing 
unweathered bedrock, because the depth of the trench is limited to approximately 10 feet below 
ground surface and acid producing mineralogy most likely is leached through natural weathering 
process.  
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a. There is no certainty that a rock type identified as susceptible to acid rock 
drainage (ARD) will in fact generate acid and in turn lead to the associated issues 
discussed herein. Therefore, Table 6A is an approximate catalogue of potential 
ARD. MVP is taking a conservative approach herein by assuming that all 
distributions of coal, Millboro shale, Needmore shale and Ashe Formation could 
be acid-forming Earth materials and will implement mitigation measures 
described below when construction occurs in the vicinity. Mountain Valley will 
have on-site inspectors who will be familiar with the local geology and will 
ensure that exposure of potentially acid-producing rocks to air and water is 
minimized during construction.  The primary potential for impact to the Project 
by acid producing Earth material is depolarization of the pipeline and other 
metallic components that are cathodically protected. Aesthetic concerns are also 
included, wherein ARD can lead to staining and spalling of concrete. Mitigation 
measures are discussed below.  

b. Acid producing conditions present potential hazards to surface water, 
groundwater and the environment by reducing pH (i.e., increasing acid 
concentration), liberating metals, increasing turbidity, and stimulating mineral and 
biologic growth. These conditions perturb the natural environment and can 
damage biotic communities and impact drinking water quality and aesthetics.  

c. The primary mitigation for potential acid production is to prevent extended 
exposure to oxygen and water of Earth materials that exhibit the characteristics 
noted above suggesting acid production susceptibility. Mitigation measures will 
include: 

• Segregating the excavated bedrock that is susceptible to acid production 
and using this material first as backfill in the trench covering the trench 
with a minimum of 12 inches of topsoil to limit exposure of the subgrade 
to oxygen and water. 

• Mountain Valley will attempt to limit the duration for stockpiling 
susceptible bedrock, reducing exposure to air and water and limiting acid 
production conditions.  

• Mountain Valley will install steel pipe that is coated with a fusion-bonded 
epoxy (FBE) coating and cathodic protection systems at various points 
along the proposed pipelines to control external corrosion of the 
underground facilities.  

• During operations, Mountain Valley will conduct routine inspections and 
cathodic protection surveys along the pipelines to confirm proper 
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operating conditions consistent with PHMSA requirements for corrosion 
mitigation. 

Reference: 

Orndorff, Z. W. and W. L. Daniels. 2004. Evaluation of acid-producing sulfidic materials in 
Virginia highway corridors. Environmental Geology 46:209-216. 

Respondent: John Uhrin 
Position: Construction Director 
Phone Number: 724-873-3497 
Date: April 21, 2016  
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Request: 

Resource Report 6 – Geology 

2. Provide specific citations for sources used to compile table 6.4-6. 

Response: 

Historical imagery via Google Earth (1996 through present) and project-specific LiDAR 
topographic information flown in December 2014 were reviewed.   

“Landslide mapping” refers to selected quadrangles from the following publication:  Hackman, 
Robert J. and Thomas, Roger E.  Landslides and related features, Ohio, West Virginia and 
Pennsylvania.  U.S. Geological Survey, 1978. 

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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 Request: 

Resource Report 6 – Geology 

3. In the Seismic Hazards and Young Faults Report Mountain Valley identifies MP 161 and 
MP 230 as the locations where peak horizontal ground accelerations (PGAs) would 
exceed 0.12. Clarify why and provide justification for the use of Class I pipe in the area 
identified to have PGAs greater than 0.12 and in proximity to the Prembroke faults. 

Response: 

The 0.12 g is the value for Spectral Acceleration at 5 Hz between MPs 0 to 158, and MPs 233 to 
terminus in Resource Report 6, Appendix D – The Seismic Hazards and Young Fault Report.  
The Peak Ground Acceleration (PGA) is 0.14 g between MPs 161 to 230 and is referenced in 
Resource Report 6, Appendix D – “The Seismic Hazards and Young Fault Report” as well as 
D.G. Honegger’s “Review of Potential Seismic Hazards Along the Proposed Route of the 
Mountain Valley Pipeline.” D.G Honegger analyzes the strain effects on the Class 1 pipe that are 
created by a PGA of 0.14g.  D.G. Honegger identified two threats to Class 1 pipe between MPs 
161 to 230 as being liquefaction and triggered slope displacement.  

For Class 1 pipe, liquefaction settlement can be screened out as not posing a credible threat to 
cross-country portions of the pipeline provided the depth of cover is less than 10 feet. Mountain 
Valley does not plan to use Class 1 pipe at a depth of cover of more than 10 feet as described in 
Mountain Valley’s response to Resource Report 2, Request 7. 

There are two instances for triggered slope displacement, parallel to the pipeline and 
perpendicular to the pipeline (side slope). 

In situations where the pipeline runs parallel to the slope, the report concludes that the strain 
limit for Class 1 pipe would be reached if the length of soil displacement over the pipeline 
spanned 1,580 feet. This scenario assumes an infinitely long, uniform slope comprised of soil 
with an internal friction angle of 20° (35%). Between MPs 161 and 230, Mountain Valley 
identified one slope that exceeds 1,580 feet in length with an average slope greater than 35%, 
located from MP 161.92 to 162.49. This slope is 3,010 feet in length, with an average slope of 
34%. No other slope between MPs 161 and MP 230 exceeds the 1,580 feet threshold for 
proposed Class 1 pipe. Mountain Valley will increase the pipe wall thickness to Class 2 pipe for 
this portion of the route. 

In situations where the slope runs perpendicular to the pipeline, Mountain Valley identified one 
area between MPs 161 and MP 230 for further review. Mountain Valley will install Class 2 pipe 
in this area to mitigate potential impacts that could result from triggered slope displacement. 
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Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 6 – Geology 

4. Respond to Steven Hodges statements filed on November 27, 2015 (Accession number 
20151127-5175) regarding issues with karst terrain, sinkholes, subsidence, and soils. 

Response: 

Mr. Steven Hodges submitted a letter to FERC dated November 27, 2015 expressing concerns 
regarding the Project as the proposed alignment crosses his property in Craig County, Virginia.  

Mr. Hodges suggests that Mountain Valley is focused on mitigating karst features, as opposed to 
avoidance. Mountain Valley notes that three sinkholes were observed within the 300-foot survey 
corridor through Mr. Hodges’ property, with one of these sinkholes extending across Mr. 
Hodges’ property onto an adjacent property. Mountain Valley evaluation of properties for 
evidence of karst features included both a thorough alignment review through desktop studies in 
addition to field verification of mapped features and assessment of new or unmapped features. In 
doing so, Mountain Valley can make minor adjustments of the pipeline construction area within 
the 300-foot survey corridor to avoid features on Mr. Hodges’ property. Mountain Valley’s first 
priority is to avoid karst features, and if this is not practical or possible, to stabilize and mitigate, 
all with the goal of minimizing impacts to karst areas. 

Mr. Hodges states that Mountain Valley withheld information regarding threats to pipeline 
integrity. Mountain Valley states that the updated Karst Hazards Assessment (see Attachment 
DR2 RR2-12) and the Karst Mitigation Plan (included in Resource Report 6) combine to 
identify karst features, provide recommendations for avoidance and mitigation, and clearly 
identify these geologic hazards. Mountain Valley has documented engineering and construction 
practices in its FERC submittals that adhere to industry-standard practices and will mitigate 
threats to pipeline safety in karst terrain. In addition, Mountain Valley will have a Karst 
Specialist team on-site during all phases of construction in karst terrain, including on Mr. 
Hodges’ property, to monitor the existing sinkholes, assess any new feature if encountered, and 
provide recommendations to Mountain Valley for protecting karst features and water resources. 

Mr. Hodges states that Mountain Valley’s proposed alignment does not avoid karst topography. 
Given the geologic structures and karst-forming bedrock distributions in West Virginia and 
Virginia, complete avoidance of karst topography would be impossible.  

Mr. Hodges states that Mountain Valley and its agents failed to comply with the Karst 
Assessment Standard Practice. Mountain Valley notes that the document referenced by Mr. 
Hodges is a guideline prepared by a consultant to summarize multiple methods of evaluating 
karst, is not an ordinance or regulation, and does not carry authorization from any state or federal 
regulatory agency. It includes practices that are generally accepted by the scientific community 
for evaluating karst terrain, of which Mountain Valley Karst Specialists are familiar, and 
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routinely utilize, where appropriate. The Mountain Valley Karst Specialist team has over 70 
years combined direct experience with karst hydrogeology in southern West Virginia and 
southwest Virginia through which the proposed alignment is currently mapped. Importantly, as 
documented in the Karst Mitigation Plan, Mountain Valley will contact and consult with the 
West Virginia and Virginia state agencies that are charged with karst protection. Through this 
collaboration, that state agencies will be afforded with the latest data on any newly discovered 
karst features, and be apprised of avoidance and mitigation practices employed by Mountain 
Valley.  

Mr. Hodges states that Mountain Valley did not use high resolution LIDAR data in preparing 
Resource Reports. The LIDAR data were used as part of the routing evaluation and will support 
construction activities. Mountain Valley does not see significant benefit in evaluating a narrow 
linear band of LIDAR data in karst areas when Karst Specialists were deployed in the field to 
directly observe karst features. Mountain Valley considers that no tangible benefit would be 
gained by completing an evaluation of the LIDAR data in regards to karst hazards assessment, 
avoidance and mitigation.  

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 6 – Geology 

5. Respond to the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation letter filed on March 
17, 2016 (Accession number 20160317-5126) regarding karst, alternatives, and threatened 
and endangered species. 

Response: 

The Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) submitted a comment letter to 
FERC dated March 17, 2016 (Accession number 20160317-5126) regarding karst, alternatives 
and threatened and endangered species.  

Karst and Alternatives 

A Cave and Karst Information data request is presented from the work of Mr. Wil Orndorff, 
DCR Karst Protection Coordinator. The following discussion addresses DCR’s comments 
regarding potential impact to karst resources from the proposed alignment, as well as 
alternatives, as described in Resource Report 10. 

DCR points out that a comparison table presented in Resource Report 10 showing miles of karst 
features crossed by the proposed alignment relative to alternatives does not address information 
on significant caves and resources that was provided by DCR in previous documents. However, 
the discussion on karst in Resource Report 10 is a summary presentation. Mountain Valley 
prepared a detailed Karst Hazards Assessment (updated as Attachment DR2 RR2-12), as well 
as a Karst Mitigation Plan (Resource Report 6), both of which present more detailed assessment 
of karst features.  

DCR completed a karst conservation site impact index analysis (see Table 1, page 7, March 17, 
2016 DCR letter) for the October 2015 proposed alignment and alternatives, noting that the 
proposed alignment scored higher in potential impacts as compared to northern alternatives. 
However, the Karst Hazards Assessment (as updated) prepared by Mountain Valley identified 
the major karst areas of DCR concern (e.g., karst conservation sites). At this time, the Canoe 
Cave area and the Mount Tabor sinkhole plain are notable karst feature areas that are impinged 
by the proposed alignment. Mountain Valley acknowledges DCR’s concerns and comments 
regarding the Canoe Cave conservation site and recognizes the cave as a known hibernaculum of 
the federally threatened northern long-eared bat. Furthermore, DCR recommends that Mountain 
Valley avoid the Canoe Cave site. Mountain Valley continues to evaluate the Canoe Cave area to 
minimize potential impacts to karst features and water resources.  

DCR provides comments about the proposed alignment intersecting Slussers Chapel and Old 
Mill conservation sites (see image provided below, taken from Figure 5, page 9 of DCR’s March 
17, 2016 letter). These conservation sites are generally located within what Mountain Valley 
identifies as the Mount Tabor sinkhole plain. Mountain Valley acknowledges DCR’s concerns 
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regarding these sensitive karst areas from the perspectives of karst features and water resource 
protection, as well as rare, threatened and endangered species. Mountain Valley is committed to 
minimizing potential impacts to any and all karst areas. Importantly, the Mountain Valley Project 
is a linear construction project comprising an approximately 10-foot deep trench, with no 
impervious pavement installation or water withdrawals or injections in the karst areas. The local 
topography within the land-disturbed area of the Project will be restored to pre-construction 
grades, and revegetated, such that no permanent changes to the local surface water hydrology 
will results from the project. Furthermore, Mountain Valley will ensure through Project-specific 
erosion and sediment control and SPCC planning and implementation, that uncontrolled releases 
will be prevented to the extent possible and countermeasures implemented immediately to 
protect karst features and water resources. Mountain Valley will have a Karst Specialist team on-
site during all phases of construction in karst areas, whose responsibility is to monitor known 
karst features, and evaluate any new features encountered, and provide recommendations to 
Mountain Valley on avoidance and mitigation measures. Through the first hand observation and 
immediate onsite evaluations, Mountain Valley will effectively control and minimize the 
potential for the Project to impact karst resources and water resources within the conservation 
sites identified by DCR. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Mountain Valley acknowledges the correct survey window for small whorled pogonia in 
Virginia is May 25 – July 15. However, only the Elkins Field Office of USFWS indicated there 
was a potential for the species to occur within the Project area and requested surveys be 
conducted from May 1 – September 30 in areas of the Project where suitable habitat exists. The 
Virginia USFWS (Gloucester Field Office) did not indicate that there are any areas of known 
habitat or existing populations of small whorled pogonia within the Project area during the 
review and scoping coordination process. Surveys for this species conducted in Virginia were 
completed on the Jefferson National Forest while botanists were searching for other plant species 
between June 20, 2015 to July 1, 2015. 

Mountain Valley agrees to conduct surveys for three-parted violet (Viola tripartite) along the 
Project route in the areas identified by DCR during the 2016 field season. These areas include 
approximate MP 220.2 – 221.4 and MP 223.3 – 225.0.  

Presence/probable absence surveys for loggerhead shrikes in areas of suitable habitat began in 
April 2116 and habitat assessments are ongoing. Mountain Valley will provide DCR copies of 
any addendum reports following completion of these 2016 surveys. Mountain Valley agrees to 
extend surveys for loggerhead shrikes between mileposts 214.1 and 215.2 and will continue to 
coordinate with the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries. 

During mist net surveys, it is possible that Roost 482-1 could have been mistaken for a red pine 
instead of a native species, such as Virginia pine, as the roost was a highly decayed snag with 



Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC 
Mountain Valley Pipeline Project 

Docket No. CP16-10-000 
 

Responses to FERC Environmental Information Request 
Dated March 31, 2016  

142 

little remaining bark to provide species identification. Also, Roost 482-1 occurs in an area where 
past and present disturbance events could have resulted in the transport of non-native species.  In 
either case, given the amount of decay, it is not possible to definitively identify the tree to 
species.   

In addition, the sex, age, weight, reproductive condition, right forearm length, and wing index of 
all eastern small-footed bats captured during the 2015 mist net survey were provided in 
Appendix E of the Listed Bat Studies along MVP’s Proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline Project 
in Craig, Franklin, Giles, Montgomery, Pittsylvania, and Roanoke Counties, Virginia (submitted 
November 13, 2015). Mountain Valley will provide DCR with a shapefile containing capture 
locations of these individuals. 

Mountain Valley will continue to coordinate with VDGIF and DCR regarding locations of 
known caves or abandoned mines that currently or could potentially support hibernating bat 
species. In-field surveys for undocumented mines and caves are ongoing, and Mountain Valley 
will provide copies of addendum reports to VDGIF and DCR when available. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 6 – Geology 

6. Respond to the letter filed by Rex Coal Land Company on June 16, 2015 (Accession 
number 20150617-5081) regarding the Charmco mine. Confirm that the proposed, but 
not yet permitted, Charmco No. 1 Mine would not be within 0.25-mile of the proposed 
pipeline route. 

Response: 

Mountain Valley met with Rex Coal and discussed the proposed pipeline route and how to limit 
impact to proposed future mining, mitigation plans, and safety measures that would be taken in 
the area where the pipeline crosses the proposed Charmco No.1 mine projected in the Pocahontas 
7 coal reserves.   

An additional meeting is being scheduled with Rex Coal. 

Respondent: Joseph Park 
Position: Landman 
Phone Number: 304-348-5328 
Date: April 21, 2016  
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Request: 

Resource Report 6 – Geology 

7. Clarify the following discrepancies regarding oil and gas wells: 

a. table 6.C-1 (appendix C) totals to 340 wells while table 6.3-2 totals to (WVGES) 
337 wells; 

b. provide an explanation on the use of two sources (WVGES and WVDEP) used to 
obtain the data and a discussion of this information presented in each source 
including background, information presented, and date range; and 

c. clarify if the wells presented for the WVDEP source include all of the wells 
identified in the WVGES source. 

Response: 

a. The Appalachian Tight Gas dataset includes 340 line entries as depicted in Table 
6.C-1.  It appears that there was an incorrect calculation for the number of wells 
in Doddridge County as presented in Table 6.3-2. The corrected table is provided 
below.  

Table 6.3-2 (revised April 2116) 
 

 Oil and Gas Wells Within 0.25 mile of the MVP Pipeline Construction Workspace 

State / County  # of Wells 
(WVGES) Well Types (WVGES) # of Wells 

(WVDEP) 
West Virginia   

Wetzel 33 Gas, oil and gas, other (primarily oil wells) 36 
Harrison 101 Gas, oil, oil and gas (primarily gas) 106 
Doddridge 35 Primarily gas with some oil and gas 31 

Lewis 145 Primarily gas with some oil, oil and gas, and a 
few injection wells 

171 

Braxton 24 All gas with a few dry 26 
Webster 1 All dry 3 
Nicholas 0 None 6 
Greenbrier 1 All dry 1 

Virginia   
No oil and gas wells identified within 0.25 mile of route in Virginia. 

  

Sources:  WVGES 2015b; WVDEP 2015; Virginia DMME 2015 

 

b. Mountain Valley used two datasets in order to have the most complete data. The 
WVDEP dataset is collected for the general public, while the Appalachian Tight 
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Gas dataset is collected for general use for oil and gas production and 
development. 

The two datasets are described below based on the information provided on their 
websites:  

WVDEP Dataset. The West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection 
(WVDEP) makes oil and gas well information and production data available to 
the general public through this internet service free of charge. The oil and gas 
related data originate from the information reported to the Office of Oil and Gas 
at WVDEP by West Virginia oil and gas operators. The WVDEP does not 
guarantee their accuracy, precision, or completeness. Neither the WVDEP nor its 
staff members are liable or responsible for any damage or loss resulting from the 
use of these data or from inaccuracies contained in the data. Oil and gas 
production data is reported to the WVDEP once per calendar year, due on March 
31st.  Well data is available for the years 1985 through June 2015.  

Appalachian Basin Tight Gas Reservoirs Project - Improving the Availability 
and Delivery of Critical Information for Tight Gas Resource Development in 
the Appalachian Basin. This three-year U.S. DOE-sponsored project, begun in 
fall 2005 by the West Virginia Geological and Economic Survey and the 
Pennsylvania Geological and Topographic Survey, is providing public access to 
well-specific data and region-wide products for six significant, regional, tight gas 
accumulations in the central Appalachian Basin. Data for wells is generally 
provided for all years since 1979.  

c. The two datasets are collected and tracked via different systems and for different 
purposes. A review of the data indicates there is quite a lot of overlap for the two 
datasets. However, not all of the wells included in the WVGES dataset are 
included in the WVGES dataset as each dataset uses different compilation 
methods and information gathering sources.  Also, it should be noted that the 
WVGES dataset includes 35 entries for wells that were “never drilled” and 8 
entries for wells with permits “never issued.”  

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 6 – Geology 

8. As previously requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR6 No. 29), specify if the 
ATWS that would be required for steep side slope construction is included in appendix 1-
D. 

Response: 

Mountain Valley does not anticipate performing steep side slope construction.  Mountain Valley 
routed the pipeline to avoid steep side slopes.  As such, no ATWS would be required for this 
purpose.  However, ATWS necessary for steep slopes are indicated in Table 1-D. 

Respondent: John Uhrin 
Position: Construction Director 
Phone Number: 724-873-3497 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 6 – Geology 

9. As previously requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR6 No. 31), provide a 
discussion of the monitoring Mountain Valley would conduct post-construction regarding 
geologic hazards including methods and frequency. 

Response: 

Following construction, the right-of-way will be patrolled visually on foot or aerially at the 
intervals required in 49 CFR § 192.705.  Any distresses revealed during the patrol will be 
reported to Mountain Valley’s engineers for further investigation, monitoring, and/or 
remediation. 

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 6 – Geology 

10. According to Mountain Valley’s response to RR6 No. 32, “Mountain Valley will follow 
recommendations provided in the Karst Hazards Assessment to avoid karst features” and 
“actual and specific alignment adjustments will be determined in the field based on 
observed site conditions.” Provide specific alignment adjustments based on actual field 
surveys for all parcels for which Mountain Valley has survey permission. 

Response: 

Mountain Valley continues to complete desktop analysis and field confirmation for the Karst 
Hazards Assessment (updated in Attachment DR2 RR2-12). The proposed alignment 
represented in Resource Report 6 included several alignment adjustments to avoid major karst 
resources (e.g., Pig Hole Cave, Tawney’s Cave), such that the only remaining significant karst 
feature in close proximity to the proposed alignment is Canoe Cave (approximate MP 213.71). 
Mountain Valley is currently evaluating avoidance and mitigation measures for Canoe Cave.  
The intent of the response to the data request referenced in the question was to clarify that while 
major karst features were identified and avoided through development of the proposed 
alignment, the Karst Hazards Assessment identified smaller karst resources that can either be 
avoided through minor adjustments within the approved limit of disturbance, or can be mitigated. 
The determination of these efforts will be conducted using a Karst Specialist team that will be 
on-site during all construction phases within karst areas. This statement was not intended to 
connote that multiple alignment adjustments had been developed for each karst feature observed 
to date. Karst feature avoidance and mitigation beyond that identified in the Karst Hazards 
Assessment will be based on field observations by the Karst Specialist team during the 
construction process such that Mountain Valley cannot at this time specify measures to be taken. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 



Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC 
Mountain Valley Pipeline Project 

Docket No. CP16-10-000 
 

Responses to FERC Environmental Information Request 
Dated March 31, 2016  

149 

Request: 

Resource Report 6 – Geology 

11. As previously requested provide the results of subsurface geotechnical and geophysical 
investigations for each karst feature that would be crossed by the Project and provide the 
following: 

a. results of site-specific geophysical and geotechnical investigations to confirm that 
features crossed would be within the limits of the pipeline bridging capabilities; 

b. specific mitigation measures for each feature that does not conform with the 
modeled bridging capabilities of the pipeline; and 

c. results of subsurface geotechnical and geophysical investigations for the Mount 
Tabor sinkhole plain from MP 221.1 to MP 222.3 since routing around the karst 
feature(s) has been deemed not practicable by Mountain Valley. 

Response: 

a. As discussed in the Karst Hazards Assessment (Resource Report 6), notable karst 
features were identified and route adjustments made to avoid them. At this time, 
Canoe Cave (MP 213.7 to MP 213.8) and the Mount Tabor sinkhole plain (MP 
220.5 to MP 223) are notable karst features for which Mountain Valley is 
evaluating avoidance alternatives. Minor karst features (e.g., sinkholes) within the 
construction easement that were identified in the Karst Hazards Assessment will 
be avoided by minor adjustments within the approved construction easements, 
and mitigated if necessary according to the Karst Mitigation Plan and 
recommendations provided by the Karst Specialist team. Based on conditions 
observed and documented in the Karst Hazards Assessment, and the routing 
adjustments represented in the application, Mountain Valley has taken these 
preparatory actions to avoid subsurface conditions that may lead to concerns over 
the pipeline bridging capability. While this diminishes the need for pre-
construction geotechnical or geophysical investigations along most of the 
proposed route through karst terrain, Mountain Valley is considering using 
geophysical and geotechnical methods within the Mount Tabor sinkhole plain to 
verify features identified during field reconnaissance and further define any 
anomalies that may be observed during construction, as discussed below in 
response to request 11c.  In other karst areas, if the Karst Specialist team 
identifies specific areas of concern, geophysical and/or geotechnical techniques 
may be employed at that time to evaluate the karst system further. 

b. Mountain Valley will use Class 2 pipe in all areas containing karst features 
because of the pipe’s increased bridging capabilities.  The minor karst features 
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that could not be avoided by pipeline route adjustment will be mitigated by 
avoidance within the approved limit of disturbance.  If the Karst Specialist Team 
identifies a karst feature that approaches the bridging capabilities of the pipeline, 
a pipeline with a thicker pipe wall will be used to provide adequate bridging.  

c. Mountain Valley is considering an alternative route for the pipeline that would 
minimize potential construction impacts in the Mount Tabor sinkhole plain.  See 
the response to Resource Report 10, Request 2.  If the routing alternative analysis 
indicates that a re-route to avoid the Mount Tabor sinkhole plain is the preferable 
option, Mountain Valley will collect soil electrical resistivity (ER) data along the 
alternate alignment for cathodic protection evaluation. A routing alternative 
analysis will be performed including a karst desktop review and field 
confirmation.  Based upon the indication of karst feature discovered during 
routing alternative analysis and initial ER data, Mountain Valley’s Karst 
Specialist Team will design a karst-specific ER study along the Mount Tabor 
alternative route, for use in evaluating potential subsurface anomalies that could 
be associated with karst features. However, if no indications of significant karst 
features are present along the alternate route; this will diminish the need to collect 
additional ER data. During construction, the Karst Specialist Team will complete 
site inspection and analysis along the re-route alternative in accordance with the 
Karst Mitigation Plan (Resource Report 6). As stated in the Karst Mitigation Plan, 
geophysical methods and geotechnical analyses are tools at the disposal of the 
Karst Specialist Team for a detailed site investigation of a specific feature or 
features. 

For the proposed alignment through the Mount Tabor sinkhole plain, Mountain 
Valley will utilize the ER data gathered to date for the cathodic protection 
analysis as preliminary guidance for a more in-depth geophysical remote sensing 
evaluation of the Mount Tabor sinkhole plain. An ER survey will be conducted 
within the 50-foot permanent right of way for the pipeline between MP 220.5 to 
MP 223, with a grid spacing and limits of survey determined by field conditions. 
If resistivity anomalies are observed, the Karst Specialist Team will consider 
other geophysical techniques (e.g., ground penetrating radar, terrain conductivity, 
direct-push boring) to further investigate the anomalies. 

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 6 – Geology 

Appendix 6-B – Blasting Plan 

12. Appendix 6-B Locations of Bedrock Potentially Within Depth of Pipeline Trench (7 feet) 
when totaled shows 118.7 miles of shallow depth to bedrock, however appendix 6-B 
reports the total as 118.2 miles and the text in section 6.2 of RR6 states that there are 112 
miles of shallow depth to bedrock crossed by the project. Resolve the apparent 
discrepancies. 

Response: 

In Appendix 6-B, the individual line items are accurate but should sum to 118.0 miles, not 118.2 
miles.  An updated Locations of Bedrock Potentially Within Depth of Pipeline Trench is 
included as Attachment DR2 RR6-12.  In addition, Section 6.2 of Resource Report 6 should 
state 118.0 miles, not 112 miles. 

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 6 – Geology 

Appendix 6-B – Blasting Plan 

13. Revise the Blasting Plan (appendix 6-B) to: 

a. include a detailed discussion regarding disposal of excess rock due to blasting; 

b. specify how much notice would be provided to occupants of nearby buildings, 
stores, residences, places of business, and farms prior to initiating blast operations; 

c. specify the distance from blasting for which Mountain Valley would document the 
“pre-construction condition of human-occupied buildings”; 

d. clarify the timing of rock drilling, test pit excavations, and blasting within stream 
channels as part of the construction sequence (i.e. clarify if the crossing would be 
initiated immediately after disturbance of the waterbody); 

e. specify how Mountain Valley would avoid, minimize, or mitigate for impacts to 
aquatic species from sedimentation and turbidity downstream of any test 
excavations or any other blasting-related activities that may be conducted without 
the work area being isolated from the stream flow; 

f. confirm that blasting would only occur after the work area has been isolated from 
the stream flow and if stream flow would be maintained on all  flowing streams. 
Clarify how stream flow would be maintained through the channel during testing 
and subsequent blast operations (i.e. dam-and-pump or other dry ditch method); 

g. provide a blasting contingency plan that describes actions Mountain Valley would 
take in the case of loss of stream flow or other negative impacts to the waterbody 
resulting from blasting; and 

h. provide a section on wetland crossing blasting procedures. 

Response: 

A revised Draft Blasting Plan is included as Attachment DR2 RR6-13. 

a. All excess rock may be used in the restoration of the disturbed right-of-way limits 
or placed along the right-of-way per applicable landowner agreement. If excess 
rock is to be removed from the construction area, it is to be hauled to an approved 
disposal site.  See Section 7.8 of the revised Draft Blasting Plan.   

b. Any residence or other structure within 150 feet of the proposed blasting zone 
will be notified at least 24 hours prior to blasting. See Section 4.0 of the revised 
Blasting Plan. 
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c. Mountain Valley will both notify and document any blasting activity during both 
pre-construction and post construction within 150 feet of the blast location.  See 
Section 4.0 of the revised Draft Blasting Plan. 

d. Work will commence immediately after initial disturbance until stream crossing is 
completely installed.  See Section 7.5 of the revised Draft Blasting Plan. 

e. As stated in Section 7.5 of the revised Draft Blasting Plan (page 15), blasting is 
not anticipated to occur within or near a stream “…without prior consultation and 
approval from the appropriate federal, state, and local authorities having 
jurisdiction to determine what protective measures must be taken to minimize 
damage to the environment and aquatic life of the stream.”  Avoidance and 
minimization of potential impacts to aquatic species as a result of blasting 
activities are addressed by implementing sediment and erosion control measures 
in accordance with Mountain Valley’s E&SC plan.  Avoidance of blasting 
activities within or near streams is preferred during construction efforts and 
crossing methods.  Blasting will only occur within streams after alternative 
trenching measures have been exhausted.  If blasting is necessary, minimization 
of impacts to aquatic species will occur by adhering to Time of Year Restrictions 
for sensitive aquatic taxa that may potentially occupy stream crossings. Any 
mitigation measures may be addressed during consultations with authorities. 

f. Blasting will occur once stream flow has been redirected and maintained via dam 
and pump or flume crossing, as presented in Resource Report 2 - Section 2.1.4 
Waterbody Crossing Methods.  See Section 7.5 of the revised Draft Blasting Plan. 

g. Mountain Valley will immediately halt all construction activity if the loss of 
stream flow occurs after a blasting event. At that time, the construction contractor 
and Mountain Valley Environmental Inspector will evaluate and develop a 
Contingency Plan to restore streamflow.  See Section 7.5 of the revised Draft 
Blasting Plan. 

h. The Blasting Plan has been revised to include a section on blasting in wetlands.  
See Section 7.7 of the revised Draft Blasting Plan. 

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 7 – Soils 

1. Clarify if Mountain Valley would use certified weed-free and pest-free imported topsoil 
for all areas of the Project, not just in agricultural lands. 

Response: 

Mountain Valley does not intend to use imported topsoil for agricultural or residential lands.   
All additional topsoil for agricultural or residential lands will be locally sourced to prevent the 
introduction of foreign species. 

 

Respondent: John Uhrin 
Position: Construction Director 
Phone Number: 724-873-3497 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 7 – Soils 

2. As previously requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR7 No. 2), revise and 
update table 7.2-2, table 7.2-3, table 7.2-4, appendix 7-B, and appendix 7-D to provide the 
information requested below: 

a. acreages of temporary and permanent impacts for all soil characteristics; 

b. impacts should be listed in a table formatted to address the following soil 
limitations: prime farmlands and farmlands of statewide importance, compaction 
potential, water erosion potential, wind erosion potential, revegetation potential, 
hydric soils, rocky/stony soils, shallow depth to water table, and poor drainage 
potential. The acreages provided in the updated tables and appendices should be 
suitable to be totaled to verify the acreages provided in table 7-2 filed January 27, 
2016; and 

c. update appendices A1 and A2 to include all soil characteristics discussed above. 

Response: 

a. These tables have been revised using the SSURGO criteria and are provided as 
Attachment DR2 RR7-2a (revised Appendix 7-B), Attachment DR2 RR7-2b 
(revised Appendix 7-D), Attachment DR2 RR7-2c (revised Table 7.2-4), and 
Attachment DR2 RR7-2d (revised Tables 7.2-2 and 7.2-3). 

b. See the response to sub-part (a). 

c. Appendix A1 (Attachment DR2 RR7-2e) and Appendix A2 (Attachment DR2 
RR7-2f) have been updated to include the above soil characteristics. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 



Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC 
Mountain Valley Pipeline Project 

Docket No. CP16-10-000 
 

Responses to FERC Environmental Information Request 
Dated March 31, 2016  

156 

Request: 

Resource Report 7 – Soils 

3. Update table 7-2 to include: 

a. rock/stony soils as a soil limitation. If data is incomplete provide stony/rocky 
soils as those with a cobbley, stony, bouldery, shaly, channery, very gravelly, or 
extremely gravelly modifier to the textural class of the surface layer and/or that 
have a surface layer that contains greater than 5 percent by weight rock fragments 
larger than 3 inches; 

b. temporary and permanent impacts from the pipeline right-of-way in acres for all 
soil limitations; and 

c. total temporary and permanent acreages of impact for the project as a whole (all 
project components separately) for all soil limitations. 

Response: 

A revised Table 7-2 is included as Attachment DR2 RR7-3. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 8 – Land Use, Recreation and Visual Resources 

1. Identify, by MP, all orchards that would be crossed by the pipeline and include the total 
acres affected during construction and operation of the Project. If any orchards would be 
crossed, present measures that would be implemented by Mountain Valley to minimize or 
mitigate impacts. 

Response: 

As stated in Section 8.1.3.1 of Resource Report 8, specialty crop areas (i.e., nurseries, vineyards, 
aquaculture, and tree farms) have been and will continue to be identified through field surveys 
and discussions with affected landowners.  Mountain Valley reviewed the United States 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) National Agricultural Statistics Services cropland data and 
determined that the route would cross less than 100 feet of an existing Christmas tree cropland in 
Greenbrier County, West Virginia, and Montgomery County, Virginia, as shown in the table 
below, copied from Resource Report 8. No orchards are known to be crossed. 

Table 8.1-3 
 

 Specialty Crops Crossed by the Proposed MVP Project 
Type of 

Specialty Crop County, State MP Acreage of Temporary 
Impact 

Acreage of Permanent 
Impact 

Christmas trees Greenbrier County, WV 150.4 0.03 0.00 
Christmas trees Montgomery County, VA 220.8 0.16 0.11 

 

Mountain Valley will work with individual landowners during the right-of-way negotiation 
regarding specialty croplands to avoid and minimize impacts when possible.  If impacts to 
Christmas tree farms or other specialty crops such as orchards are unavoidable, Mountain Valley 
will negotiate the value of lost production in the easement negotiation. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 8 – Land Use, Recreation and Visual Resources 

2. Provide site-specific crossing plans, that outlines measures to be implemented by 
Mountain Valley to avoid, reduce, or mitigate impacts at the following recreational areas: 

a. Weston and Gauley Bridge Turnpike; 

b. Appalachian Trail; 

c. Blue Ridge Parkway; 

d. North Bend Rail Trail; 

e. Mill Creek Springs Natural Area Preserve; 

f. Virginia Outdoors Foundation (VOF) open space parcels MON-VOF-3333 and 
MON-VOF-1871; 

g. New River Conservancy conservation easement for the tract owned by Sizemore, 
Inc.; and 

h. The Nature Conservancy fee land and easements. 

Response: 

Site-specific crossing plans have been included as Attachment DR2 RR8-2.  

a. The Weston and Gauley Bridge Turnpike crossing will be bored resulting in no 
disturbance to USACE property. Mountain Valley will retain a 30-foot vegetative 
buffer on each side of the property boundary. Crossing the turnpike by bore and 
retaining a 30-foot vegetation buffer on each side will avoid short-term and long-
term visual impacts to users of the turnpike.  

b. Mountain Valley will bore under the Appalachian National Scenic Trail, avoiding 
disturbance to the trail and trail users. Mountain Valley will retain a 100-foot 
vegetative buffer on each side of the Appalachian National Scenic Trail.  Crossing 
the trail by bore and retaining a 100-foot vegetation buffer on each side will avoid 
short-term and long-term visual impacts to users of the trail. 

c. Mountain Valley will bore under the Blue Ridge Parkway avoiding disturbance to 
the parkway and parkway users. The proposed crossing location is within an open 
pasture which will avoid the need for clearing of mature vegetation and will avoid 
long-term visual impacts from the crossing. Mountain Valley is discussing with 
the National Park Service a possible modification to the crossing. 

d. The North Bend Rail Trail will be open cut. Temporary disturbance is expected 
for approximately 48-hours during construction. Mountain Valley has necked 
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down to 75-feet in this area to minimize clearing and long-term visual impacts on 
the North Bend Rail Trail.  

e. See the response to sub-part (h). 

f. Mountain Valley Pipeline has reduced the disturbance to the Virginia Outdoors 
Foundation properties to the greatest extent possible. Mountain Valley has routed 
the pipeline to parallel existing roads and parallel existing facilities. Mountain 
Valley will continue to coordinate with the Virginia Outdoors Foundation. Please 
also see the response to Data Response 8–6 for additional information. 

g. Mountain Valley evaluated adjusting the pipeline route to the south west to avoid 
the New River Conservancy parcel, but was deterred by the existing village of 
Pembroke. Route 623 from Pembroke to the existing proposed line crossing is 
densely populated, eliminating any desirable crossings without removing 
residences and structures. Residential areas to the northeast of this location 
deterred routing due to the need to remove homes and other structures. The 
electric line running east to west to the north of the proposed crossing location 
was previously studied and deemed unconstructible due to steep slopes, side 
slopes, karst features, and the number of natural drains. Mountain Valley will 
continue to coordinate with the New River Conservancy.   

h. Originally, Mountain Valley proposed to co-locate the proposed pipeline with an 
existing powerline corridor. Through coordination with The Nature Conservancy, 
and to lessen impacts, the route was shifted south. Other considerations, such as 
karst, precluded Mountain Valley from moving the route completely off the Blake 
Preserve. Mountain Valley will continue to coordinate with The Nature 
Conservancy.   

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 8 – Land Use, Recreation and Visual Resources 

3. Mountain Valley’s response to RR8 No. 3 states “there are no contractor and staging 
yards in Pittsylvania County, Virginia.” However, table 1.3-4 lists contractor yard MVP-
PY-005 is located in Pittsylvania County, Virginia. Resolve the apparent discrepancy. 

Response: 

There are no contractor and staging yards in Pittsylvania County, Virginia. MVP-PY-005 was 
erroneously labeled as occurring in Pittsylvania County and should be labeled as occurring in 
Franklin County, Virginia. 

Respondent: John Uhrin 
Position: Construction Director 
Phone Number: 724-873-3497 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 8 – Land Use, Recreation and Visual Resources 

4. Identify all organic farms that would be crossed by the pipeline route, by MP and 
county/state, and indicate acres that would be affected by construction and operation 
when crossing organic farms. Explain how construction and operation of the Project 
through those farms would not result in the loss of organic certification from the state. 
Include documentation of state agencies review of Mountain Valley’s Organic Farm 
Protection Plan. 

Response: 

Mountain Valley reviewed the National Organic Program (NOP) listing of United States 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) Certified Organic Farms in West Virginia and Virginia 
(NOP 2013) to identify crossings of the Project. Based on this data there are no currently 
certified USDA-Certified Organic Farms in West Virginia and Virginia that are crossed by the 
Project. However, as stated in Mountain Valley’s January 19, 2016 response to the December 24, 
2015 FERC data request, affected landowners thus far that have indicated transitioning to 
certified organic farming on their property are WV-MO-012.345 at MP 193.6 in Monroe County, 
West Virginia (6.28 acres affected for construction; 2.79 acres affected for operation), and VA-
FR-160 at MP 273.1 in Franklin County, Virginia (5.02 acres affected for construction; 1.66 
acres affected for operation). But as noted above, no directly-affected (i.e., crossed parcel) 
landowner has filed comments that they are currently certified organic.  Mountain Valley 
continues to track comments submitted to FERC regarding organic farming.  

In the event that farms crossed by the Project are certified by the USDA as organic prior to the 
start of construction, or are in the formal transition process, Mountain Valley has developed an 
Organic Farm Protection Plan to outline the special procedures and best management practices 
(BMPs) that will be implemented during construction on farms in Virginia and West Virginia 
that are organic certified or that are in active transition to being organic certified by the USDA.  
A copy of the Organic Farm Protection Plan is included as Attachment DR2 RR8-4. 

The Organic Farm Protection Plan was provided to the Virginia Department of Agriculture and 
Consumer Services and the West Virginia Department of Agriculture on January 27, 2016 for 
review and comment. Mountain Valley also provided additional info to West Virginia 
Department of Agriculture in March 2016.  Mountain Valley has not received any additional 
comments from these state agencies. 



Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC 
Mountain Valley Pipeline Project 

Docket No. CP16-10-000 
 

Responses to FERC Environmental Information Request 
Dated March 31, 2016  

162 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 8 – Land Use, Recreation and Visual Resources 

5. Discuss the Catawba Valley Special Project Area designated by the VOF. Indicate if the 
pipeline route would cross this area, and if so, outline measures Mountain Valley would 
implement to minimize impacts. 

Response: 

Virginia Outdoors Foundation Special Project Areas are geographic regions in Virginia that have 
been identified as having a high concentration of conservation values warranting special 
consideration with regards to land conservation. The Catawba Valley Special Project Area 
stretches across northern Roanoke County into northeastern Montgomery County. The area was 
designated by the Virginia Outdoors Foundation in October 2009 after nomination by the New 
River Land Trust. The Catawba Valley Special Project Area encompasses 51,800 acres, of which 
4,325 acres are currently protected by the Virginia Outdoors Foundation. 

The Project would be within the Catawba Valley Special Project Area for 7.2 miles, starting at 
MP 219.4, in Montgomery County, Virginia, primarily in land use classified as agricultural land 
or forest land. Temporary impacts would be approximately 137.1 acres (temporary access roads, 
temporary work spaces, and ATWS) with 45.9 acres (permanent access roads, permanent right-
of-way) permanently impacted during operation of the Project. There are no contractor or staging 
yards or aboveground facilities proposed in this area. 

To minimize impacts, the Project is co-located with an existing right-of-way for 2.3 miles of the 
route through the Catawba Valley Special Project Area. For agricultural land within the Catawba 
Valley Special Project Area, Mountain Valley would implement mitigation measures identified 
in Section 8.1.3.1 of Resource Report 8 and this land would be allowed to revert to prior use, 
with the exception of tree crops in the permanent right-of-way, following construction. Mountain 
Valley will follow the FERC Plan and Procedures for construction and re-vegetation of the right-
of-way to further minimize impacts to this area. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 8 – Land Use, Recreation and Visual Resources 

6. Provide copies of the applications submitted to the VOF for the proposed crossings of 
their easements. Mountain Valley’s January 27, 2016 submittal stated that these 
applications were provided as Attachment RR8-21; however, this attachment appears to 
be missing from the 

Response: 

Mountain Valley submitted the applications to the Virginia Outdoors Foundation on January 22, 
2016. Copies of the applications are included as Attachment DR2 RR8-6a. In addition, 
Mountain Valley sent supplemental materials to the Virginia Outdoors Foundation on April 18, 
2016.  A copy of the supplemental materials is included as Attachment DR2 RR8-6b.  The 
applications and supplemental materials include privileged information and are labeled 
“Contains Privileged Information – Do Not Release.” 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 8 – Land Use, Recreation and Visual Resources 

Appendix 8-B – Site Specific Residential Construction and Mitigation Plans 

7. Revise attachment RR8-23 to resolve the following discrepancies: 

a. update the attachment to include site-specific explanations for all workspaces 
(including access roads, ATWS, and construction right-of-way) within 50 feet of a 
residence. Assess whether the workspace can be moved, reduced (i.e. neckdown), 
or eliminated to minimize impacts; 

b. site-specific plans for all structures within 50 feet of all workspaces have not been 
included. For example, a structure appears to be located within ATWS-1355 (MP 
23.7). As previously requested, provide site-specific construction plans for all 
residences (including cabins) within 50 feet of construction workspace, including 
ATWS, access roads, aboveground facilities, and the pipeline right-of-way; 

c. the building type at MP 34.1 is listed as “building-house” but the site- specific 
route justification states “this structure is used as a hunting cabin.” Clarify if the 
structure is a house or a temporary-limited use cabin; 

d. the structure at MP 153.3 is 0 feet from the pipeline and the site-specific 
justification states “Mountain Valley is currently in negotiations with the 
landowner to purchase” the structure. However, the mitigation measures are listed 
as “safety fence.” Clarify if Mountain Valley would remove the structure if they 
were to purchase it; and 

e. provide the status of landowner agreements with Mountain Valley’s plans for 
structures at MP 87.4, 143.9, and 266.6 and all residences within 10 feet of the 
construction work area. 

Response: 

a. An updated Table 8-C is included as Attachment DR2 RR8-7a. 

b. Residential Site Specific plans have been created for all residences and cabins 
within 50 feet of all workspaces and are included in Attachment DR2 RR8-7b.  

c. The structure in question at MP 34.1 is a temporary limited-use cabin.   

d. The structure at MP 153.3 is a movable trailer that will be relocated prior the start 
of construction.   

e. An updated Table 8-C is included as Attachment DR2 RR8-7a.  
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Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 8 – Land Use, Recreation and Visual Resources 

Appendix 8-B – Site Specific Residential Construction and Mitigation Plans 

8. Label all structures in appendix 8-B (e.g. building, shed, home). Labels should match the 
building type listed in table 8-C. For example, if a building is listed as a home in table 8-
C, ensure that the building is also listed as a home in the residential construction plans. 

Response: 

An updated table 8-C is included as Attachment DR2 RR8-7a.  A revised Appendix 8-B is 
included as Attachment DR2 RR8-7b. 

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 8 – Land Use, Recreation and Visual Resources 

Appendix 8-C – Residences within 50 feet of the Proposed Pipeline Construction Work Area 

9. Provide the following clarifications and update appendix 8-C: 

a. the “MVP proposed action” column contains descriptions that state “road has been 
removed from the Project,” “ATWS has been removed,” and “access road or 
ATWs has been adjusted away from residence.” Clarify if the structure is still 
within 50 feet of workspace, as indicated in the “distance from workspace” 
column. If the structure is no longer within 50 feet, update the table to remove or 
strikethrough those structures no longer affected; 

b. there are several structures within the workspace with a proposed action of “safety 
fence.” Clarify if the safety fence would surround the structure or otherwise be 
configured and whether landowners would continue to have access to those 
structures (e.g. barns, sheds, buildings) during construction; and 

c. as previously requested, add a separate column that identifies the residential plan 
number. 

Response: 

a. An updated Table 8-C is included as Attachment DR2 RR8-7a.  

b. The safety fence will be installed at the appropriate locations as necessary to 
protect the resource.  Mountain Valley will work with landowners to maintain 
access to structures such as barns and sheds as applicable. 

c. An updated Table 8-C is included as Attachment DR2 RR8-7a.  

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 8 – Land Use, Recreation and Visual Resources 

Appendix 8-C – Residences within 50 feet of the Proposed Pipeline Construction Work Area 

10. Clarify the following discrepancies between the site-specific residential plans and revised 
table 8-C: 

a. there are numerous site-specific residential plans that were included in the 
application that are no longer listed in table 8-C and were not included in the 
March 1 filing. Update table 8-C to associate those plans with the appropriate 
residence within 50 feet or clarify whether those plans are no longer needed due to 
changes in the project; and 

b. the following residences are listed in the table as within 25 feet of workspace, but 
do not have an associated residential site-specific plan listed in column “MVP 
Proposed Action”: 

i. MP 26.0; 

ii. MP 40.0; 

iii. MP 149.6 (mobile home listed 0.0 feet from access road); 

iv. MP 156.1; 

v. MP 196.9 (hunting cabin); 

vi. MP 198.6; 

vii. MP 233.6; 

viii. MP 266.6; 

ix. MP 282.3; and 

x. MP 285.6. 

Response: 

An updated Table 8-C is included as Attachment DR2 RR8-7a.  A revised Appendix 8-B is 
included as Attachment DR2 RR8-7b. 

The original filing in October 2015 included Residential Site Specific plans that were not 
required (i.e., plans for structures greater than 50 feet from the edge of the construction work 
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space).  The revised Appendix 8-B and Table 8-C include all residences and cabins within 50 
feet of a workspace.   

Respondent: Ricky Myers 
Position: Engineering Manager 
Phone Number: 724-873-3640 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 9 – Air Quality and Noise 

Air Quality 

1. Clarify if the Bradshaw, Stallworth, and Harris Compressor Stations would require pre-
construction minor New Source Review (NSR) permits. Update table 1.7-1 as needed. 

Response: 

The compressor stations require pre-construction minor NSR permits (R13 permits).  Mountain 
Valley has submitted the requisite air permit application.  Table 1.7-1 already includes a line 
item for “air quality permit for air emissions” for WVDEP.   

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 9 – Air Quality and Noise 

Air Quality 

2. For permitting purposes, provide clarification on the issue of source aggregation, whether 
the facilities or which facilities would be aggregated and considered one stationary source, 
such as natural gas transmission pipeline, three new natural gas- fired compressor stations 
(Bradford, Harris, and Stallworth Compressor Stations), and other associated 
aboveground ancillary facilities (pig launchers/receivers, interconnects, and valves and 
meter stations) within 17 counties in West Virginia and Virginia. Clarify whether the 
aggregated facilities were taken into consideration in the emissions calculations provided 
in RR9 appendix 9-B, or make corrections as necessary. 

Response: 

The following discussions provide clarification on the issue of source aggregation as it related to 
the new natural gas-fired compressor stations.  Note that one interconnect located within one-
quarter mile of the Harris compressor station was included in the original analysis and was 
included as part of the permit application submitted to WVDEP as part of the single 
facility.  Given the results of the source aggregation analysis, which dictated that there were no 
facilities to aggregate and consider one stationary source, no updates to previously supplied 
materials was necessary.   

Bradshaw Aggregation Discussion: 

There are no Mountain Valley facilities located adjacent or contiguous to the proposed Bradshaw 
Station.  The closest Mountain Valley facility is the proposed Harris Station, located 
approximately 55 miles away from the proposed Bradshaw Station.   

An affiliate of EQT is Mountain Valley’s operating partner.  There are no EQT facilities located 
adjacent or contiguous to the proposed Bradshaw Station.  The nearest EQT facility is the 
Logansport Station (SIC code 4922), located approximately 1.9 miles from the proposed 
Bradshaw Station.  The nearest EQT well pad (SIC code 1311) is located approximately 1.3 
miles from the proposed Bradshaw Station.  Finally, it should be noted that operations of the 
Bradshaw Station, Harris Station, Logansport Station and the well pad are independent of one 
another.  As such, the Bradshaw Station should not be aggregated with any other facility. 

Harris Aggregation Discussion: 

There are no Mountain Valley facilities located adjacent or contiguous to the proposed Harris 
Station.  The closest Mountain Valley facility is the proposed Bradshaw Station, located 
approximately 55 miles away from the proposed Harris Station.   



Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC 
Mountain Valley Pipeline Project 

Docket No. CP16-10-000 
 

Responses to FERC Environmental Information Request 
Dated March 31, 2016  

173 

An affiliate of EQT is Mountain Valley’s operating partner.  There are no EQT facilities located 
adjacent to or contiguous to the proposed Harris Station.  The nearest EQT facility is the 
Burnsville Compressor Station (SIC code 4922), located approximately 12 miles from the 
proposed Harris Station.  The nearest EQT well pad (SIC code 1311) is located approximately 11 
miles from the proposed Harris Station.  Finally, it should be noted that operations of the Harris 
Station, Bradshaw Station, Burnsville Station, and the well pad are independent of one 
another.  As such, the Harris Station should not be aggregated with any other facility. 

Stallworth Aggregation Discussion: 

There are no Mountain Valley facilities located adjacent or contiguous to the proposed 
Stallworth Station.  The closest Mountain Valley facility is the proposed Harris Station, located 
approximately 60 miles away from the proposed Stallworth Station.   

An affiliate of EQT is Mountain Valley’s operating partner.  There are no EQT facilities located 
adjacent or contiguous to the proposed Stallworth Station.  The nearest EQT facility is the Flat 
Top Compressor Station (SIC code 1311), located approximately 26 miles from the proposed 
Stallworth Station.  The nearest EQT well pad (SIC code 1311) is located approximately 62 
miles from the proposed Stallworth Station.  Finally, it should be noted that operations of the 
Stallworth Station, Harris Station, Flat Top Station, and the well pad are independent of one 
another.  As such, the Stallworth Station should not be aggregated with any other facility. 

The original correspondence to WVDEP regarding their aggregation analysis request is included 
as Attachment DR2 RR9-2a, Attachment DR2 RR9-2b, and Attachment DR2 RR9-2c, 
respectively. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 9 – Air Quality and Noise 

Air Quality 

3. As requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR9 No. 3b), provide a table showing 
potential-to-emit greenhouse gas emissions (i.e., CH4, N2O, CO2, etc.) in tons per year 
for each of the compressor stations. 

Response: 

An updated Table 9.1-9 is included as Attachment DR2 RR9-3.  

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 9 – Air Quality and Noise 

Air Quality 

4. As requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR9 No. 1), include methodology and 
assumptions used to calculate emissions from open burning. Mountain Valley’s response 
provided on January 27, 2016 included numerical values of criteria pollutants emissions 
from open burning in the revised tables 9.1- 10 and 9.1-11; however, the calculation 
methodology supporting those numerical values was not included. 

Response: 

Mountain Valley utilized the following published documents in estimating emissions resulting 
from open burning: 

• Emissions Inventory Improvement Program, Volume III: Chapter 16, “Open Burning”, 
Revised Final January 2016 

• U.S. EPA AP-42, Section 2.5 “Open Burning”, Table 2.5-5 (10/92) 

Emission factors from each source are in units of lb/ton.  In order to determine quantities of 
materials burned, it was assumed that 5% and 2% of the total disturbed acreage would be burned 
in West Virginia and Virginia, respectively, and a forest density of 150 metric tons per hectare 
was applied. The amounts of logging slash, woody debris and coniferous slash were assumed 
equivalent (i.e., the total tonnage was split equally into three parts). 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 10 – Alternatives 

1. Update all data including the comparison table 10.5-2 in the final RR10 and related 
analyses for the Northern Pipeline Alternative based on the February 2016 filing of a 
modified proposed route for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (see docket Nos. CP15-554 and 
CP15-555). 

Response: 

A revised table 10.5-2 for the Northern Pipeline Alternative that incorporates the modified 
proposed route filed by the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP) in February and March 2016 
(amended certificate application) is included in Attachment DR2 RR10-1a. The revised 
Northern Pipeline Alternative is also shown on revised Figures 10.5.2 and 10.5.a (overview map) 
included in Attachment DR2 RR10-1b and Attachment DR2 RR10-1c.  

The ACP, as revised, would begin near approximately MP 36.7 of the Mountain Valley Project 
and then traverse generally in a southeast direction, crossing into Virginia and then North 
Carolina. At about MP 191 of the ACP, it would cross the Transco pipeline system, 
approximately 60 miles north of the end point of the Mountain Valley Project at Transco Station 
165. In concept, the Northern Pipeline Alternative would be adjacent to the northernmost 191 
miles of the ACP route, and then follow the existing Transco pipeline south for about another 60 
miles to Transco Station 165 (see the revised Figure 10.5-2 in Attachment DR2 RR10-1b).  

The Northern Pipeline Alternative would be approximately 9.3 miles longer than the 
corresponding segment of the Proposed Route, and result in about 143 acres more land 
disturbance during construction than the corresponding segment of Proposed Route. The 
Northern Pipeline Alternative would be adjacent to existing rights-of-way for about 77.3 miles, 
mostly along the last 60 miles which would be adjacent to the Transco pipeline, compared to 
about 21 miles along the Proposed Route. The Northern Pipeline Alternative would also be 
collocated with another proposed pipeline, the ACP, for about 191 miles. The Northern Pipeline 
Alternative would cross about 19.1 miles of National Forest Service lands within the 
Monongahela National Forest (5.5 miles) and George Washington National Forest (136 miles), 
compared to about 3.4 miles crossed by the corresponding segment of the Proposed Route within 
the Jefferson National Forest. Both the Northern Pipeline Alternative and Proposed Route would 
cross the Appalachian National Scenic Trail and Blue Ridge Parkway. The Northern Pipeline 
Alternative would cross about 120 perennial waterbodies, compared to 86 perennial waterbodies 
crossed by the corresponding segment of the Proposed Route. The alternative would cross about 
4,900 feet of NWI-mapped wetland, including about 2,900 feet of forested wetland, compared to 
3,227 feet of NWI-mapped wetland and 1,700 feet of NWI forested wetland crossed by the 
corresponding segment of Proposed Route. 
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Although the Northern Pipeline Alternative would avoid crossing those areas of concern crossed 
by the Proposed Route in Giles and Montgomery Counties as described for Route Alternative 1, 
the Northern Pipeline Alternative presents its own areas of concern. The Northern Pipeline 
Alternative also includes alternative crossing locations for the Appalachian National Scenic Trail 
and Blue Ridge Parkway.  

The Northern Pipeline Alternative would cross a significantly greater length of National Forest 
Service lands (19.1 miles compared to 3.4 miles), and cross about 1,700 feet more wetlands (as 
mapped by NWI), including 1,250 feet of forested wetland, than the corresponding segment of 
the Proposed Route. In addition, using the Northern Pipeline Alternative route for the Project 
would require installing two pipelines along the first 191 miles of the ACP route. An additional 
major impediment for this Alternative is that the mountainous terrain along portions of the route, 
particularly in northern West Virginia, would not allow for construction of two large diameter 
pipelines in a common corridor. Much of the route in northern West Virginia follows ridgelines 
with narrow crests and steep side-slopes. Significant mountaintop removal and material 
excavation would be required to obtain a proper level construction surface to work on during the 
pipeline installation phase. The routing on the ridgetops is necessary to avoid water features, 
homes, roads, and wetlands typically located in the valleys. There is insufficient space along the 
tops of the ridgelines for two adjacent large diameter pipelines in these areas. Constructing two 
large diameter pipelines in the mountainous terrain would add significant construction personnel 
risk with the amount of equipment necessary to move and install both pipelines in the steep 
terrain. Sidebooms do not have enough weight capacity or levered distance to hold or move a 
second pipe over the first pipe trench.  Erosion and sediment control risks significantly increase 
with the amount of soil and steep slope disturbance required for the two 42-inch pipelines ditch 
excavation and soil control. Use of this alternative would then greatly increase the area of impact 
and the duration of construction-related disturbance where the two pipelines are collocated, 
including across 19 miles of National Forest lands and the crossing of the Appalachian National 
Scenic Trail and Blue Ridge Parkway. Finally, Mountain Valley will also serve Roanoke Gas 
which is located along its Proposed Route in southwest Virginia; a market that cannot be served 
by moving to the Northern Pipeline Alternative route. For these reasons, Mountain Valley does 
not consider the Northern Pipeline Alternative to be environmentally preferable or to meet its 
purpose and need. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 10 – Alternatives 

2. Regarding the Mount Tabor Sinkhole Plain: 

a. Respond to comments filed by Tim Ligon and Louisa Gay (Accession numbers 
20151127-5115; 20160106-5113; 20160119-5095; 20160201-5201; and 
20160309-5036) regarding karst issues within the Mount Tabor Sinkhole Plain; 
and 

b. Provide a map delineating the boundaries of the Mount Tabor Sinkhole Plain and 
identify and/or develop at least one best possible alternative route that primarily 
utilizes the overall proposed route, but is designed specifically to avoid high-
density karst. Provide mapping, a comparative data table, analysis, and 
conclusion for the alternative route. 

Response: 

a. Comments received from Mr. Tim Ligon 

Mr. Tim Ligon filed three comment letters dated December 7, 2015, December 
31, 2015, and January 17, 2016.  

Mr. Ligon’s initial comments (December 7, 2015) purport to describe karst 
formations including a cave and sinkholes on the Ryan and Tessnear properties in 
the vicinity of MP 220.9. In March 2016, Mountain Valley conducted field 
observations of the properties, at which time Mountain Valley observed 
anthropogenic pits, mounds of ‘black rock’, and one small tunnel opening that are 
indicative of historic, abandoned coal mine operations that are fairly common in 
the area. The locations of these features are in the northeast area of Coal Bank 
Hollow, adjacent to Coal Bank Hollow Road, an area of Montgomery County, 
Virginia where historic, inactive coal mines are observed. These features were 
confirmed in the field by Mountain Valley not as karst formations but in fact 
abandoned coal mine workings, prospects, pits, and adits. A small wet weather 
stream sinks into the ground 255 feet west of MP 220.95 in the vicinity of these 
workings, quite possibly flowing into an old adit.   

The Pulaski Thrust Fault (ancient, inactive reverse-fault) is mapped in the vicinity 
of these features, which serves to place the younger Price formation siliciclastic 
sedimentary rocks and coal deposits above the older Elbrook Formation carbonate 
(dolostone, predominantly) bedrock. The Price Formation contains several thin 
seams of semi-anthracite coal. On the Ryan property, Mountain Valley’s field 
teamobserved a large outcrop of the Elbrook dolomite adjacent to a coal seam, 
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clearly defining the transition from the Price to Elbrook formations (i.e., the 
Pulaski Fault). 

These features are mining related and will be properly addressed during 
construction as described in Resource Report 6. No karst features were identified 
in this area during field reviews. 

In the remaining portion of the December 7, 2015 letter, and the December 31, 
2015 and January 17, 2016 letters, Mr. Ligon discusses a variety of general 
comments regarding karst features and the Mount Tabor sinkhole plain as a 
whole. Mr. Ligon reiterates observations and recommendations that were 
addressed in Mountain Valley’s Karst Hazards Assessment (Resource Report 6). 
In general, Mr. Ligon points out that the Mount Tabor sinkhole plain encompasses 
a highly-karstified area of Montgomery County, Virginia. Mountain Valley 
concurs with Mr. Ligon’s observations on this matter, as Mountain Valley put 
forth a significant effort to complete desktop review and field reconnaissance of 
the area for a karst hazards assessment. However, Mountain Valley’s assessment 
does not indicate that karst terrain precludes a linear construction project such as 
the installation of the Mountain Valley Pipeline). Mountain Valley acknowledges 
that construction will incorporate robust erosion and sediment control measures, 
and minor adjustments of the alignment within the construction easement may be 
required to avoid surficial or shallow karst features. And, like any construction 
project in karst, karst feature stabilization and mitigation may be required. 
Mountain Valley will have Karst Specialists on-site during construction to assist 
Mountain Valley with avoiding and/or mitigating karst features. 

Comments received from Ms. Louisa Gay 

January 30, 2016 letter, Louisa Gay 

Ms. Louisa Gay submitted a letter of comments to FERC dated January 30, 2016, 
highlighting concerns over karst features primarily north of Blacksburg and in 
particular the Mount Tabor sinkhole plain. This area has indeed seen steady and 
continuous growth in residential housing and subdivision development. Being 
outside of the service area of the local water and sewer utilities, the residents use 
private wells and septic fields. There are approximately 70 such residences in the 
general area that comprises the Mount Tabor sinkhole plain, indicating that local 
water resources in the karst area are already stressed by residential withdrawals, 
septic discharge, and livestock. It should be noted that the Mountain Valley 
Project will not add impervious surfaces to the sinkhole plain, nor withdraw or 
discharge water.  
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Mountain Valley is not aware of any publicly-available groundwater 
potentiometric surface map for the Mount Tabor sinkhole plain. Any groundwater 
potentiometric surface would be difficult to map in this area as it would require a 
large number of monitoring wells specifically designed and installed on private 
property to monitor depth to groundwater (i.e., not water supply wells). Mountain 
Valley can provide observations about the depth to groundwater and local karst 
water flow patterns based on cave and spring elevations. Mill Creek Spring, the 
resurgence for the Mount Tabor area, is at an elevation of 1,750 feet above mean 
sea level (amsl). The air-water interface continues upstream under a gentle 
gradient for at least 1,500 feet westerly within the Mill Creek Cave. 3,500 feet to 
the northeast of the current known extent of Mill Creek Cave, Slussers Chapel 
Cave reaches a sump at an elevation of 1,810 ft amsl after trending steeply 
downward. This gradient can be further extrapolated westward through the 
Elbrook dolomite toward the Pulaski Fault. The potentiometric groundwater 
surface is represented by this approximate gradient. The groundwater flows 
eastward under relatively low gradient in a dendritic pattern that converges at Mill 
Creek Spring (see dye trace information discussed below). The average elevation 
of the rolling hills of the area is approximately 2,150 ft amsl. Depth to the karst 
water flow will vary greatly west to east and depend on local elevation and 
variability of ground surface and subsurface karst flow networks. However, the 
elevation of groundwater from west to east through the Mount Tabor area is 
estimated to range from approximately 1,850 to 1,750 ft amsl and therefore, 
typical depth to groundwater given the changes in topography would be 
approximately 200 to 400 feet below ground surface. The Project entails a trench 
on the order of 10 feet in depth from ground surface, affording significant 
separation from what is assumed to be the local depth to groundwater.  

Regarding dye trace studies in the vicinity of the Project, Mountain Valley is 
aware of the dye trace studies performed by DCR (Fagan and Orndorff, 2003-
2004 Karst hydrology investigations in the Cambrian Elbrook and 
Conococheague formations of Pulaski and Montgomery Counties, Proceedings of 
the Second Appalachian Karst Symposium, 2008). A summary of the dye trace 
results is provided in the image below:  
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Source: Figure 5 of the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation’s 
March 17, 2016 letter to Mountain Valley (Accession Number 20160317-5126). 

Mountain Valley has also reviewed the 1972 thesis by James Hayman that Ms. 
Gay referenced (Hayman, J. 1972. The significance of some geologic factors in 
the karst development in the Mt Tabor area, Montgomery County, Virginia; M.Sc. 
thesis, Virginia Tech).  

Mountain Valley has also reviewed in detail the incident mentioned on the 
Columbia pipeline above the Red Sulphur PSD water source.  

The suggestion to dye trace all sinkholes in karst areas of the proposed alignment 
is not warranted, practical, nor representative of standard practices in the industry. 
Indeed, such a task would be highly disruptive to the local residents, require 
decades to complete, and result in highly redundant information.  

Mountain Valley’s statement regarding geophysical studies was intended to note 
that geophysical remote sensing techniques, and invasive site-specific 
geotechnical evaluations, are included as many tools that may be used to evaluate 
a karst feature, if the Karst Specialist on-site during construction deems either or 
both to be useful. Mountain Valley utilizes multi-component evaluations when 
determining a preferred route, balancing and optimizing many environmental and 
engineering parameters. Mountain Valley will minimize potential impacts to karst 
areas. Importantly, the Mountain Valley Project is a linear construction project 
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comprising an approximately 10-feet deep trench, with no impervious pavement 
installation or water withdrawals or injections in the karst areas. The local 
topography within the land-disturbed area of the Project will be restored to pre-
construction grades, and revegetated, such that no permanent changes to the local 
surface water hydrology will result from the Project. Furthermore, Mountain 
Valley will ensure through Project-specific erosion and sediment control and 
SPCC planning and implementation that uncontrolled releases will be prevented 
to the extent possible and countermeasures implemented immediately to protect 
karst features and water resources. Mountain Valley will have a Karst Specialist 
team on-site during all phases of construction in karst areas, whose responsibility 
is to monitor known karst features, and evaluate any new features encountered, 
and provide recommendations to Mountain Valley Construction on avoidance and 
mitigation measures. Through the first hand observation and immediate onsite 
evaluations, Mountain Valley will effectively control and minimize the potential 
for the Project to impact karst resources and water resources within the Mount 
Tabor sinkhole plain. 

Mountain Valley has noted Mossy Spring near the final turn in Bishop Road. It is 
approximately 50 feet away from the county road right-of-way, and about 325 
feet from the alignment to the north. However, the parcel mentioned, 2588 Bishop 
Road, is not impacted by the alignment nor does it have a proposed access road. 
The closer driveway leading to a barn is also not shown as an access road. Both of 
these locations are close to where the alignment crosses near the junction of 
Bishop and Horse Farm Roads, which would provide access locations. No 
activities are proposed in the immediate area surrounding the spring and adjacent 
wetland and farm pond. 

Mossy Spring forms a stream that then runs along Bishop Road to the last 
driveway at 2620 Bishop Road where an access road is proposed. As with any 
stream along the edge of a public road or driveway, standard ESC measures will 
be utilized as necessary. 

March 9, 2016 letter, Louisa Gay 

Ms. Louisa Gay submitted a letter of comments to FERC dated March 9, 2016, 
highlighting concerns over karst issues and erosion and sediment control topics. 
Mountain Valley notes that identification of karst features as regards potential 
impact from construction is a necessary step to appropriate design, construction 
management and implementation of BMPs (including avoidance) for prevention 
and mitigation efforts. 
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Ms. Gay reiterates several comments included in the Karst Hazards Analysis 
document prepared by Mountain Valley. Alignment adjustments were completed 
by Mountain Valley to avoid sensitive karst features, such that under the proposed 
alignment, only Canoe Cave and Mount Tabor sinkhole plain remain the notable 
karst feature areas that are impinged by the proposed alignment. Mountain Valley 
continues to evaluate these areas to minimize potential impacts to karst features 
and water resources.  

March 25, 2016 letter, Louisa Gay 

Ms. Louisa Gay submitted a letter of comments to FERC dated March 25, 2016, 
highlighting concerns primarily on U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
topics. Mountain Valley has addressed issues regarding plant and animal rare, 
threatened in other data responses. 

Ms. Gay also catalogues and highlights karst features identified in the Mountain 
Valley Karst Hazards Analysis. The Karst Hazards Analysis was designed to 
identify karst features and associated hazards, provide a characterization, and 
recommendations for avoidance or mitigation. The associated Karst Mitigation 
Plan provides more detail on avoidance and mitigation practices. Mountain Valley 
acknowledges Ms. Gay’s comments. Mountain Valley will minimize potential 
impacts to karst areas. Mountain Valley notes that identification of karst features 
as regards potential impact from construction is a necessary step to appropriate 
design, construction management and implementation of BMPs (including 
avoidance) for prevention and mitigation efforts. 

Ms. Gay highlights certain general terms used to describe sinkhole mitigation 
techniques in the Karst Mitigation Plan, all of which are well defined and broadly 
used. The USFWS term “inverted filter” refers to the same technique as the term 
“graded rock” used elsewhere. Details can be found in the Karst Mitigation Plan. 

b. The area generally described as the Mount Tabor sinkhole plain is shown on a 
map included in Attachment DR2 RR10-2a.  Mountain Valley evaluated a new 
route variation that primarily utilizes the proposed route and that avoids the area 
generally known as the Mount Tabor sinkhole plain.  A table with comparison of 
environmental features crossed by the variation and the corresponding segment of 
proposed route is included in Attachment DR2 RR10-2b.  

The Mount Tabor Variation would begin at MP 220.1 where it would turn east 
from the Proposed Route for about 2.3 miles, then turn south for about 0.9 miles, 
east again for about 0.9 miles, then southeast for about 1.7 miles to rejoin the 
Proposed Route at MP 225.7.   
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Based on desktop data, the Mount Tabor Variation is approximately 0.2 mile 
longer, would cross approximately 2 more miles of forest land, and approximately 
0.3 more mile of side slope than the corresponding segment of the Proposed 
Route. The variation would cross about 0.5 mile less karst area as mapped by the 
U.S. Geological Survey, including avoiding the general area known as the Mount 
Tabor sinkhole plain.  Both the variation and the corresponding segment of 
proposed route cross the Slusser’s Chapel and Old Mill conservation sites 
designated by the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation 
(VADCR). 

Mountain Valley would need to conduct on-site surveys to analyze 
constructability and karst features crossed.   

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 10 – Alternatives 

3. As requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR10 Nos. 3 and 8), provide a full 
data comparison data table and associated assessment for Hybrid Alternative 1 that 
contains side by side data for three routes: the proposed route, Hybrid Alternative 1A 
(northern half of the proposed route combined with the southern half of Alternative Route 
1), and Hybrid Alternative 1B (northern half of Alternative Route 1 combined with the 
southern half of the proposed route). 

Response: 

The requested data comparison table is included in Attachment DR2 RR10-3a.  A figure 
showing the requested alternatives is included in Attachment DR2 RR10-3b.  An assessment of 
the alternatives is included below. 

Hybrid Alternative 1A 

Hybrid Alternative 1A route includes the northern half of the proposed route, and the southern half 
of Alternative Route 1 as described in Section 10.5.2 of Resource Report 10, with the switch 
being at about MP 135 of the proposed route.  

Hybrid Alternative 1A is approximately 309 miles in length and is collocated with existing 
utilities for approximately 68 miles (22 percent). Hybrid Alternative 1A is located in a 
predominantly forested, low-density rural area with several small towns and patches of hay and 
pasture land. Hybrid Alternative 1A crosses the Blue Ridge Parkway, the Jefferson National 
Forest, and the Appalachian National Scenic Trail adjacent to existing 138-kilovolt (kV) 
overhead electric transmission lines. Hybrid Alternative 1A crosses within one-half mile of the 
political boundary of 12 cities or towns and crosses 1.6 miles of National Forest System lands.  
The alternative crosses approximately 237 miles of forested lands, including 1,518 feet of 
forested wetland as mapped by the National Wetland Inventory (NWI), and 116 perennial 
waterbodies. 

As described in Section 10.5.2 of Resource Report 10, Mountain Valley has identified concerns 
crossed by both the northern half and the southern half of Route Alternative 1.  Based on aerial 
flyover review there is approximately 50 miles of severe side slope crossed by the southern half 
of Route Alternative 1.  Based on a model run to evaluate severe side slope along the entire 
Hybrid Alternative 1A, the alternative crosses about 169 miles of side slope.  Mountain Valley 
believes that Hybrid Alternative 1A would not provide an environmental advantage over the 
Proposed Route and would present additional construction challenges. 
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Hybrid Alternative 1B 

Hybrid Alternative 1B route includes the northern half of Route Alternative Route 1 as described 
in Section 10.5.2 of Resource Report 10, and the southern half of the proposed route, with the 
switch being at about MP 135 of the proposed route.  

Hybrid Alternative 1B is approximately 315 miles in length and is collocated with existing 
utilities for approximately 77 miles (24 percent). Hybrid Alternative 1B is located in a 
predominantly forested, low-density rural area with several small towns and patches of hay and 
pasture land. Hybrid Alternative 1B crosses the Blue Ridge Parkway, the Jefferson National 
Forest, and the Appalachian National Scenic Trail at locations of new right-of-way. Hybrid 
Alternative 1B crosses within one-half mile of the political boundary of 15 cities or towns and 
crosses 3.4 miles of National Forest System lands.  The alternative crosses approximately 246 
miles of forested lands, including 1,935 feet of forested wetland as mapped by the National 
Wetland Inventory (NWI), and 116 perennial waterbodies. 

As described in Section 10.5.2 of Resource Report 10, Mountain Valley has identified concerns 
crossed by both the northern half and the southern half of Route Alternative 1.  Based on aerial 
flyover review there is approximately 50 miles of severe side slope crossed by the northern half 
of Route Alternative 1.  Based on a model run to evaluate severe side slope along the entire 
Hybrid Alternative 1B, the alternative crosses about 176 miles of side slope.  Mountain Valley 
believes that Hybrid Alternative 1B would not provide an environmental advantage over the 
Proposed Route and would present additional construction challenges. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 10 – Alternatives 

4. Mountain Valley’s response to RR8 No. 13 describes the exploration of alternative routes 
that would increase the distance between the pipeline route and Mayapple Preschool and 
Sunshine Valley School. The discussion includes routes (Route Alternative 1, Northern 
Alternative, Variation 110 [including 110R and 110J], and the AEP-Newport Variation) 
that would move the pipeline farther from the Mayapple Preschool/Newport Recreation 
Center and routes (Route Alternative 1, Northern Alternative, and ETNG Alternative) that 
would move the pipeline farther from the Sunshine Valley School. The final RR10 filed 
with the application and subsequent filings relative to RR10 do not refer to either the 
Mayapple Preschool/Newport Recreation Center or the Sunshine Valley School and do 
not describe the proposed route’s proximity to these schools or the exploration of 
alternative routes to increase the distance between the pipeline route and these schools. 
Evaluate the FERC-generated route alternatives for these sites that appear viable as 
illustrated below, as well as any Mountain Valley-generated minor adjustments to these 
routes or wholly new and comparable route alternatives generated by Mountain Valley, 
and provide mapping, data comparison tables, analysis, and a conclusion for each. 
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Response: 

Mayapple School Variation 

Mountain Valley identified a route variation based on the image included in this comment to 
move the proposed pipeline further from the Mayapple School.  The variation is modified 
slightly from the image included above to account for topography and land features. A map 
showing the variation is included in Attachment DR2 RR10-4a. A table with comparison of 
environmental features crossed by the variation and the corresponding segment of proposed route 
is included in Attachment DR2 RR10-4b.   

The variation would begin at MP 211.3 of the Proposed Route where it would continue in a 
southeast direction for about 0.4 mile to a crossing of Route 42 in Newport Virginia, about 0.1 
mile southwest of the proposed route crossing of Route 42, and then continue southeast and east 
for about 0.2 mile before rejoining the proposed route at MP 211.85. 

Environmental features crossed by the variation are similar to those crossed by the corresponding 
segment of proposed route. The primary difference is the variation is about 900 feet southwest of 
the Newport Recreation Center which houses the Mayapple School, compared to the proposed 
route which is about 300 feet southwest of the recreation center.  However, construction 
workspace for the variation would be within 50 feet of one residence at the crossing of Route 42, 
compared to none along the corresponding segment of proposed route.   
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Although the variation would place the pipeline further from the Mayapple School, the variation 
would not avoid a High Consequence Area (HCA) as the Newport-Mt. Olivet United Methodist 
Church would be close enough to the route variation (about 400 feet southwest along Route 42) 
to be considered an HCA. The church has requested to be designated an HCA through comments 
submitted to FERC (Accession Number 20160406-5090; Filed 04/06/2016). 

Because the variation would have greater construction impacts on a residence, and would not 
eliminate crossing an HCA, MVP does not consider the Mayapple School Variation to be 
environmentally preferable to the corresponding segment of the proposed route. 

Sunshine Valley School 

Mountain Valley identified a route variation based on the image included in this comment to 
move the proposed pipeline further from the Sunshine Valley School.  The variation is modified 
slightly from the image included above to account for topography and land features. A map 
showing the variation is included in Attachment DR2 RR10-4c. A table with comparison of 
environmental features crossed by the variation and the corresponding segment of proposed route 
is included in Attachment DR2 RR10-4d.  

The variation would begin at MP 264.8 of the Proposed Route where it would turn to the 
southeast for about 0.4 mile, and then turn northeast for about 0.7 mile before rejoining the 
proposed route at MP 265.86.  The variation would be the same length as the corresponding 
segment of proposed route. The variation would not be adjacent to any existing right-of-way, 
compared to about 0.5 mile (45 percent) of the corresponding segment of proposed route. The 
other environmental features crossed by the variation are similar to those crossed by the 
corresponding segment of proposed route. 

The variation would be about 1,400 feet from the Sunshine Valley School, compared to about 
300 feet for the proposed route.  The primary disadvantage of the variation is the elimination of 
collocation of the pipeline with the existing powerline right-of-way. The landowner to the west 
(and south) where the Sunshine School Route Variation begins has requested that Mountain 
Valley collocate the pipeline with the powerline corridor to minimize clearing of trees.  The 
landowner to the east (and north) where the Sunshine School Route Variation begins does not 
want Mountain Valley to bisect the farm and has requested the pipeline to be routed near to the 
property line away from the farm.  The Sunshine School Route Variation would cross through 
the farm and split it going against the landowner’s request.  

For the reasons described above, MVP does not consider the Sunshine Valley School Variation 
to be environmentally preferable to the corresponding segment of the proposed route. 
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Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 10 – Alternatives 

5. Based on continuing contacts, provide an updated attachment RR10-18 regarding each 
landowner’s willingness to accommodate aboveground facilities. Identify any residences 
and structures that would be purchased by Mountain Valley adjacent to any aboveground 
facilities. 

Response: 

The table has been updated and is included as Attachment DR2 RR10-5.  This table includes 
privileged information and is labeled “Contains Privileged Information – Do Not Release.” 

Respondent: Kevin Wagner 
Position: Land Director 
Phone Number: 304-627-6431 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 10 – Alternatives 

6. As previously requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR10 No. 16), supplement 
the tables in attachment RR10-16a to also include total parcel size and other applicable 
parameters for compressor station sites as listed in section 10.4 of our Guidance Manual 
for Environmental Report Preparation, such as zoning. 

Response: 

Attachment DR2 RR10-6 includes additional data for each compressor station, including total 
parcel size, zoning, and National Register of Historic Places eligible sites, as identified in section 
10.4 of the FERC’s Guidance Manual for Environmental Report Preparation. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 10 – Alternatives 

7. Attachment RR10-15 does not appear to contain all landowner routing concerns. For 
example, a landowner expressed concern regarding proximity of an access road temporary 
workspace to a residence (Accession Number 20151125-5166) as well as a landowner 
concern about effects to the middle part of their property, entranceway, timber resources, 
and a future building site (Accession Number 20150120-0096). Revise attachment 
RR10-15 to include all stakeholder routing or specific resource avoidance concerns as 
filed to the FERC docket (both PF15-3 and CP16-10). 

Response: 

The attachment has been updated to include missing items and new filed comments from March 
1, 2016 to April 13, 2016. See Attachment DR2 RR10-7. 

Respondent: Kevin Wagner 
Position: Land Director 
Phone Number: 304-627-6431 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 10 – Alternatives 

8. Attachment RR10-15 states “Mountain Valley has identified route adjustment in the 
vicinity of the Higginbotham property via desktop analysis. A field visit will need to be 
conducted to review the route adjustment.” Clarify when Mountain Valley will file any 
additional pipeline route adjustments, based on more recent field visits. 

Response: 

Mountain Valley has been unable to complete field surveys of the Higginbotham property.  
Mountain Valley expects to complete field surveys in this area by August 1, 2016.   

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 10 – Alternatives 

9. As previously requested on August 11and December 24, 2015, supplement attachment 
RR10-15 (filed on February 26, 2016) to provide a conclusion statement (where 
applicable) for each data row regarding whether all stakeholder’s routing or specific 
resource avoidance concern (e.g., proximity to a home, well, spring, wetland, future 
residential development, etc.) have been resolved (resolution including not just route or 
work space adjustments, but also potentially changes in construction method or other 
mutually agreeable mitigation). 

Response: 

The attachment has been updated to include a conclusion statement for previous data requests. 
See Attachment DR2 RR10-7.  

Respondent: Kevin Wagner 
Position: Land Director 
Phone Number: 304-627-6431 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

Resource Report 10 – Alternatives 

10. Evaluate the minor route variation we have suggested on the image below for parcel WV-
SU-046. Note that although the route variation depicted below is somewhat longer (about 
800 feet longer) than the proposed route, it would: 

a. have the same number of points of intersection and the same landowners as the 
proposed route; 

b. appear to have favorable (i.e., non-side slope) topography; 

c. avoid new impacts to wetlands or waterbodies; 

d. be located farther from homes and buildings; and 

e. avoid the parcel with river frontage described in the comment letter filed by the 
landowner on February 23, 2016 (Accession Number 20160223-5034). 

 
Response: 

A conceptual map of the suggested variation using aerial photo imagery base and showing 10-
foot contour intervals is included as Attachment DR2 RR10-10.  Mountain Valley evaluated 
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this potential variation and identified several significant constructability issues related to slope, 
topography, and work space as described below. 

There are two sections of the route (totaling about 700 feet) with very steep slope (69 percent 
slope).  Construction along these sections would require an access point from an adjacent 
landowner to establish a winched steep slope construction. The corresponding segment of 
proposed route would have one section of steep slope (53 percent) about 200 feet in length. 

The longest section of very steep slope is immediately north of the crossing of WV-3/WV-12, 
and there is a rock cliff on the north/west side of the highway. The Greenbrier River is 
immediately on the south/east side of the highway. Because of this topography, there is no work 
space on either the north side or south side of the crossing for a bore pit.  Therefore, the variation 
would require Mountain Valley to perform an open cut crossing of WV-3/WV-12, which would 
close the road for an extended period of time.  In addition, Mountain Valley would have to 
utilize some of the road surface of the highway as ATWS due to the fact that there is no other 
available option for ATWS on either side of the roadway.  

The proposed crossing of WV-3/WV-12 is about 0.2 mile northeast of the variation.  At this 
location, the topography on the north and south sides of the roadway allows for Mountain Valley 
to perform a conventional bore of the roadway.  At this location, the roadway is also about 300 
feet from the Greenbrier River. 

In addition, because of the long steep slope north of the crossing of WV-3/WV-12, Mountain 
Valley would require an access road to be built from East Clayton Road up the ridge and to the 
point where the ridge levels out for the route variation.  The access road would need to be 
utilized for transportation of equipment to establish the steep slope winch and haul in some of the 
line pipe and materials for construction. The access road would require ATWS for line of sight 
along East Clayton Road. The ATWS on top of the ridge would need to be large enough to allow 
for trucks and equipment to turn around or an additional access road would need to be 
constructed. 

For these reasons, the suggested variation is not a viable alternative. 

 

Respondent: John Uhrin 
Position: Construction Director 
Phone Number: 724-873-3497 
Date: April 21, 2016  
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Request: 

U.S. Forest Service 

1. Address all comments provided by the U.S. Forest Service filed with the Commission 
dated March 11, 2016, accession number 20160311-5013. 

Response: 

Mountain Valley responded to the Forest Service’s comments on April 8, 2016.  Mountain 
Valley filed its responses in Docket No. CP16-10.   

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

1. Provide specific and detailed responses to the concerns and requests for information 
contained in the FWS’s March 8, 2016 letter (Accession Number 20160309-5173). 
Clarify if Mountain Valley would agree to the FWS’ recommendations, such as, but not 
limited to, time-of-year restrictions, avoidance of blasting and water withdrawals, and 
route adjustments. 

Response: 

Mountain Valley submitted a letter to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Virginia Field Office 
on April 21, 2016.  A copy of the letter is included as Attachment DR2 USFWS-1.   

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection Comments on Resource Report 2 

1. Impacts to waterbodies by the pipeline crossing as well as all project facilities including 
the pipeline right-of-way, ATWS, aboveground facilities, and contractor yards and access 
roads are discussed on Page 2-31 and reference to Table 2-A-2 in Appendix 2-A is made. 
Table 2-A-2 in Appendix 2-A is approximately 15 pages in length (from pages 5 to 20) for 
the waterbodies within West Virginia portion of the Project. The order in which 
waterbodies appear is based on the column for milepost of the pipeline with length of 
crossing followed by construction impacts and permanent impacts. Construction impacts 
are assumed to be temporary impacts associated with the proposed Project. First, the 
WVDEP requests a waterbody crossings table be provided that indicates clear totals for 
temporary and permanent impacts further summarized by ephemeral, intermittent, and 
perennial flow type. Second, Table 2-A-2 in Appendix 2-A indicates Kincheloe Creek 
will be crossed at milepost 38.2 on Page 3 of the table. The WVDEP expresses concern 
regarding this proposed crossing due to presence of a mitigation bank that has been 
approved by the United States Army Corps of Engineers at this location and recommends 
the activities be dealt with accordingly. 

Response: 

Mountain Valley is aware of the Kincheloe Creek mitigation bank and has been coordinating 
with the mitigation bank developer throughout the routing of the Pipeline project.   Coordination 
efforts include routing and access road considerations, a reduction in workspace, crossing 
methods, and reclamation procedures that will be utilized to ensure that disturbance to the 
mitigation bank is temporary.  

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection Comments on Resource Report 2 

2. The following is stated on Page 2-32 of the document : “Table 2.2-4 is a summary of the 
number of FERC classification of waterbodies cross by the Project.”  Table 2.2-4 
indicates two major waterbodies will be crossed by the Project in West Virginia; however, 
text in the paragraph below reference to Table 2.2-4 indicates three major waterbodies 
will be crossed by the Project. In addition, see next WVDEP comment regarding number 
of major waterbodies crossed by the Project.  The WVDEP requests clarification for 
number of major waterbodies crossed by the Project. 

Response: 

The Project will cross four major waterbodies. A revised Table 2-A-2 is included as Attachment 
DR2 RR2-22. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection Comments on Resource Report 2 

3. The following is stated on Page 2-32 of the document: “The Project will cross three major 
waterbodies (crossings greater than 100 feet): Little Kanawha River (MP 75.0); Left Fork 
Holly River (MP 81.7), and Gauley River (118.6).”  The length of crossing for these 
streams are listed in Table 2.2-5 on Page 2-32 and Table 2-A-2 of Appendix 2-A as 114 
feet, 151 feet, and 290 feet, respectively. However, also listed in Table 2-A-2 of 
Appendix 2-A, but not indicated on Page 2-32 of the document (neither in the text nor in 
Table 2.2-5) are Elk River (MP 87.4) and Greenbrier River (MP l 70.6) with a length of 
crossing listed in Table 2-A-2 of Appendix 2-A as 185 feet and 410 feet, respectively . 
Please note that Meadow Creek is also listed in Table 2.2-5 on Page 2-32 as a length of 
crossing of 265 feet; however, appears in Table 2-A-2 of Appendix 2-A as 26 feet and is 
believed to be a typing error.  The WVDEP requests clarification as to why the Project is 
indicated to cross only three major waterbodies (Little Kanawha River, Left Fork Holly 
River, and Gauley River) and not five major waterbodies (to include the Elk River and 
Greenbrier River). 

Response: 

The Project will cross four major waterbodies. A revised Table 2-A-2 is included as Attachment 
DR2 RR2-22.  

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection Comments on Resource Report 2 

4. The following is stated on Page 2-37 of the document: “MVP does not propose to cross 
any waterbodies, or install any segments of pipeline, using HDD.”  The document further 
discusses Greenbrier River, Leading Creek, Little Kanawha River, Elk River, and Pigg 
River.  Leading Creek, indicated as a crossing width of 5 feet in Table 2-A-2 of Appendix 
A, was considered as an HDD crossing due to the presence of mussels; however, it was 
determined that the drainage area of the location did not meet the minimum requirement 
of the West Virginia Department of Natural Resources. Pigg River is located in Virginia. 
The length of crossing for Greenbrier River, Little Kanawha River, and Elk River are 
indicated in Table 2-A-2 of Appendix A as 410 feet, 114 feet, and 185 feet, respectively. 
In addition to these streams, other major waterbodies proposed to be crossed by the 
Project include Left Fork Holly River (151 feet) and Gauley River (290 feet).  The 
WVDEP requests clarification of what, if any, methods the applicant proposes to employ 
during construction of these crossings to control downstream sedimentation while 
crossing streams of significant width and discharge. In addition, the WVDEP requests if 
the applicant has evaluated any potential downstream impacts to aquatic life due to 
streambed disturbance during construction. 

Response: 

See the response to Resource Report 2, FERC Request 20. 

Respondent: John Uhrin 
Position: Construction Director 
Phone Number: 724-873-3497 
Date: April 21, 2016  
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Request: 

West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection Comments on Resource Report 2 

5. Table 2.2-6 on Page 2-40 indicates Left Fork Holly River, Elk River, and Greenbrier 
River will be crossed by the proposed Project at mileposts 81.7, 87.4, and 170.6, 
respectively, and were identified in the National Rivers Inventory database.  The WVDEP 
would like to emphasize these crossings will be subject to Nationwide Permit General 
Condition 16. 

Response: 

As stated in the Resource Report 2, although the rivers in question are included in the National 
Rivers Inventory (NPS 2009), the Project does not cross federally designated (listed) wild and 
scenic rivers according to the National Wild and Scenic River System (National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System 2015). General Condition 16 applies to Listed National Wild and Scenic Rivers, 
none of which are crossed by the Mountain Valley Pipeline.  

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection Comments on Resource Report 2 

6. The following is stated on Page 2-5 l of the document: “Implementation of the FERC Plan 
and Procedures and MVP's Project-specific E&SCP, specifically with respect to 
construction time windows, erosion and sedimentation control, bank stabilization, and 
bank revegetation, will minimize short- and long-term impacts on the waterbodies crossed 
by the Project route. MVP will continue to consult with state agencies during the 
permitting process to identify additional site-specific mitigation measures.”  The WVDEP 
requests natural stream channel design practices be employed during restoration in order 
to ensure channels that are appropriate for the hydrogeomorphic settings of the areas are 
restored. It is the concern of the WVDEP that restored channels will be constructed as 
rip-rap lined trapezoidal ditches that provide poor habitat for aquatic life and potentially 
contribute to instability of the stream reach due to reduced capacity of sediment transport. 

Response: 

See the response to Resource Report 2, FERC Request 3.   

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection Comments on Resource Report 2 

7. The following is stated on Page 2-61 of the document: “In addition to the FERC process 
for public notification, the Huntington and Pittsburgh Districts may require a separate 30- 
day notification process. Section 401 Water Quality Certification is required for each 
permit or license issued by a federal agency to ensure that projects will not violate the 
state's water quality standards or stream designated uses. States are authorized to issue 
Certification under Section 401 of the Federal Clean Water Act. The Division of Water 
and Waste Management may grant, grant with conditions, waive, or deny 401 Water 
Quality Certification.”  The WVDEP also requires a 30-day public notice period which is 
either concurrent with or following the 30-day notification process of the United States 
Army Corps of Engineers. In addition, the WVDEP is allowed a one-year review period 
from the date a complete application is received to approve, deny, or waive certification 
according to §47CSR5A. 

Response: 

Mountain Valley has submitted its application to the Corps districts and the WVDEP.  The 
WVDEP’s public comment period started on April 2, 2016 and continues through May 6, 2016.   

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection Comments on Resource Report 2 

8. The following is stated on Page 2-61 of the document: “An application must be completed 
for any activity involving a discharge into federally non-jurisdictional waters of the State 
which requires a West Virginia State Waters Permit from the WVDEP.”  The WVDEP 
would like to emphasize that a West Virginia State Waters Permit is not required for all 
non-coal projects requiring an Individual Water Quality State 401 Certification 
application. A West Virginia State Waters Permit is only required on projects for which 
the WVDEP has determined waters of the State are present and will be impacted by a 
proposed project. 

Response: 

Mountain Valley submitted its application to the WVDEP on February 21, 2016. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 
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Request: 

West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection Comments on Resource Report 2 

9. The following is stated on Page 2-67 of the document: “MVP will segregate the topsoil 
up to one foot in depth over the trench line in wetlands where hydrologic conditions 
permit this practice (where soils are not saturated).”  The WVDEP recommends the depth 
of the topsoil to be segregated be based on a case by case basis for each wetland area 
impacted by the Project. Specifically, the depth of the topsoil to be segregated be based 
on the maximum depth of 18 inches or depth of the hydric soils presented in the soil 
profile. 

Response: 

Mountain Valley will remove the topsoil in wetlands to a maximum depth of 18 inches. 

Respondent: John Uhrin 
Position: Construction Director 
Phone Number: 724-873-3497 
Date: April 21, 2016  
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Request: 

West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection Comments on Resource Report 2 

10. The following is stated on Page 2-69 of the document: “Impacts to forested wetlands may 
include long-term conversion to emergent and/or scrub/shrub wetland types as a result of 
tree removal within the construction and operational right-of-way.”  However, the 
following is stated on Page 2-70 of the document: “After the pipeline is constructed, MVP 
will periodically remove woody species from forested wetlands to facilitate post- 
construction inspections along the permanently maintained pipeline right-of-way. 
USDOT regulations limit the re-growth of trees over the pipeline. This operational 
requirement would result in the long-term conversion of some forested wetlands to 
emergent and/or scrub/shrub wetland types.”  It is the belief of the WVDEP that 
conversion from one wetland type to another would result in changes to function and 
values and, as a result, requires mitigation for the alteration of function and values of 
wetlands associated with the Project. WVDEP would require mitigation at a ratio of 2: 1 
of mitigation to impact for the conversion of a forested or scrub shrub wetland to an 
emergent wetland as per §47CSR5A. 

Response: 

Mountain Valley submitted its applications to the Corps districts and the WVDEP on February 
21, 2016.  A wetland mitigation plan was included.  Consultation is ongoing. 

Respondent: Megan Neylon 
Position: Senior Environmental Coordinator 
Phone Number: 724-873-3645 
Date: April 21, 2016 


	General
	1. Several questions below request changes to alignment sheets. File a complete set of alignment sheets, rather than only those sheets which have been revised. Denote which alignment sheets have been revised.
	2. Several questions below request changes to access road aerial maps. File a complete set of access road aerial maps, rather than only those maps which have been revised. Denote which maps have been revised.
	3. Our review of Mountain Valley’s alignment sheets identified several examples of project modifications to the FERC staff’s Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (Plan) and Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation Proced...
	4. Provide a table of environmental survey status by type of survey (except not archaeological and architectural surveys) and county and state (both miles completed and percent complete). Include all project components such as the pipeline route, comp...
	5. Provide public versions of the following Mountain Valley plans:
	a. Migratory Bird Habitat Conservation Plan (MBHCP); and
	b. Mining Area Construction Plan

	6. In Mountain Valley’s Erosion and Sediment Control Plans, Mountain Valley states it would typically employ special construction techniques where slopes exceed 30 to 35 percent. Clarify which special construction techniques would be employed for slop...
	7. Provide the following for the Landslide Mitigation Plan:
	a. conditions for when a “more robust” inspection would be performed on the pipeline in areas of steep slopes;
	b. the interval of how often the pipeline right-of-way would be inspected for both steep slopes and steep slopes that require more robust monitoring; and
	c. recommendations based on onsite surveys of the remaining areas where access was previously denied.


	Resource Report 1 – General Project Description
	1. In response to an agency comment, provide a discussion of how and where asphalt removed during road crossings would be disposed. Clarify if Mountain Valley would recycle used asphalt.
	2. Provide the following regarding the appendix 1-J (Vertical/Lateral Slopes between 15-30 percent Grade) and (Vertical/Lateral Slopes Greater than 30 percent Grade) tables:
	a. the sources used to determine the slopes along the Project; and
	b. clarify that the proper mileposts (MP) have been reported for the following:
	i. Slopes 15-30 percent table – MP Start 2.72 and MP End 27.24;
	ii. Slopes 15-30 percent table – MP Start 70.30 and MP End 703.27;
	iii. Slopes >30 percent table – MP Start 46.1 and MP End 459.04;
	iv. Slopes >30 percent table – MP Start 216.66 and MP End 21.64; and

	c. clarify multiple entries for the same MP range such as MP Start 53.17 and MP End 53.25 repeated three times in the Slopes 15-30 percent table and MP Start 46.52 and MP End 47.00 repeated twice in the Slopes >30 percent table.

	3. We have identified additional information needed for the cumulative impacts analysis. Provide:
	a. a table enumerating the number of acres affected by construction and operation of the Mountain Valley Pipeline (MVP) Project by 5th Level (HUC-10) watersheds crossed by the Mountain Valley pipeline;
	b. a table enumerating the number of acres affected by construction and operation of other (i.e., non-MVP) projects by 5th  Level (HUC-10) watersheds;
	c. a table enumerating the number of proposed project-related mitigation in acres (e.g., conservation lands, wetland mitigation) for all projects where available; and
	d. names, locations, and acreages affected of recently completed, ongoing, and planned future residential and commercial developments located within the 5th  Level (HUC-10) watersheds crossed by the proposed Mountain Valley pipeline that may contribut...

	4. Mountain Valley’s response to RR1 No. 2 states that Mountain Valley would construct the Webster Tap while Equitrans (applicant for the Equitrans Expansion Project) would construct the Webster Interconnect. Clarify if the Webster Tap would be locate...
	5. According to Mountain Valley’s response to RR1 No. 10, about 19.5 acres of deciduous forest would be cleared for use of the contractor and pipe yards. Regarding the contractor and pipe yards, provide:
	a. alternative locations for any contractor and pipe yards that would require forest clearing;
	b. clarify if tree clearing would be required at contractor and pipe yard MVP-PY-003 as indicated in table 1.3-4 (filed on January 15, 2016) as Mountain Valley’s response to RR8 No. 18 states “a temporary pipe yard is on private property within the vi...
	c. contractor and pipe yard MVP-RD-001 is listed as “rock disposal.” Clarify if all excess rock from construction areas would be disposed at MVP-RD-001. Provide a detailed discussion of how rocks would be transported to this area and a list of any per...
	d. clarify why table 1.3-4 indicates trees would be cleared at MVP-LY-004 however, the land use types listed do not indicate forested areas are found at this yard;
	e. clarify why tree clearing would not be required at several contractor and pipe yards which contain forested areas (e.g., MVP-LY-001 and MVP-lY-003);
	f. specific measures Mountain Valley would utilize to avoid or mitigate impacts on forested areas at the contactor yards; and
	g. resolution of all discrepancies between table 1.3-4 and table 3.3-2. For example, table 1.3-4 states “tree clearing will be required…” for MVP-PY-003 MP 155.7 while table 3.3-2 MP 156.0 states “proposed pipe yard; no proposed timber removal.”

	6. Provide estimated trench depths (feet) for each depth of cover scenario (e.g., forested land, agricultural land, wetlands, roads, etc.).
	7. As previously requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR1 No. 19), update table 1.7-1 to indicate current status of all required federal, state, and local government permit applications and approvals. Be sure to:
	a. provide actual submittal dates (as applicable);
	b. address submerged lands permits from the Virginia Marine Resources Commission (VMRC); and
	c. address right-of-way applications to cross state lands submitted to the West Virginia Department of Natural Resources (WVDNR), Virginia Department of Forestry, and Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF).

	8. Illustrate the pipelines needed to connect the interconnections, meter stations, and compressor stations (such as the Bradshaw Compressor Station, WB Interconnect, Sherwood Interconnect, and Transco Interconnect) on the alignment sheets. Clarify if...
	9. Clarify if waterbodies and wetlands located at the contractor yards would be avoided or affected. Provide site-specific justification for any waterbody or wetland impacts at yards, and outline measures that would be implemented to reduce or mitigat...
	10. Based on comments received from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) regarding intact, unfragmented habitats and as previously requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015, consider and discuss mitigation for both long-term and permanent uplan...
	11. Revise the Residential Site Specific map at MP 211.6 to list the correct city and state.
	12. Revised table 8-C indicates that several access roads and additional temporary workspaces (ATWS) have been eliminated from the Project. Provide updated access road (appendix 1-F) and ATWS (appendix 1-D) tables as well as updated alignment sheets r...
	13. Several revised alignment sheets and access road detail maps were provided on January 27, 2016. On March 1, 2016 revised waterbody and wetland impact tables were provided (table 2-A-2 and table 2-B-1). However, many features between the revised al...
	a. waterbody S-J63 at MP 0.0 depicted on the alignment sheet within the Mobley Interconnect Site is not included in table 2-A-2;
	b. waterbody S-J64 at MP 0.5 is listed in table 2-A-2 but not depicted on the alignment sheets;
	c. waterbody S-VV16 at MP 61.9 is listed in table 2-A-2 and appears to be depicted on the alignment sheet however, the waterbody label is “NHD waterbody” rather than the waterbody ID;
	d. wetlands W-UU1 and W-UU2 at MP 26 listed in table 2-B-1 are not depicted on the alignment sheets;
	e. wetlands W-A2 and W-A3 depicted on the alignment sheet near MP 0.7 are not listed in table 2-B-1;
	f. wetland W-A2a is listed in table 2-B-1 but not depicted on the alignment sheet;
	g. the access road detail map depicts access road MVP-WB-117 crossing waterbody S-R4. This waterbody is not included in table 2-A-1; and
	h. table 2-A-1 lists a permanent access road crossing of waterbody S-B67A. However, this waterbody isn’t depicted on the access road detail map.

	14. Mountain Valley’s response to RR1 No. 21 states ATWS-895 was merged with ATWS-894. However, appendix 1-D revised on January 27, 2016 still lists ATWS-895. In addition, ATWS-894 doesn’t appear to have changed in shape from previous alignment sheets...
	15. Appendix 1-D lists several places that Mountain Valley is requesting material storage along an access road, some of which are more than 1,000 feet from the pipeline centerline (e.g., MVP-ATWS-756 [MP 16.0]). Revise appendix 1-D to describe the mat...
	16. Clarify the following discrepancies in attachment RR1-24, appendix 1-D, from the January 27, 2016 filing:
	a. two workspaces at MP 173.3 (MVP-ATWS-1070 and MVP-ATWS-1071) are listed as being located in Giles County, West Virginia; however, Giles County is in Virginia. Clarify the correct county and state; and
	b. the total acreages of the workspaces listed for each county in the table (appendix 1-D) do not appear to be the same as the totals listed for each county in attachment RR1-10b, table 8.1-2. For example, table 8.1-2 lists a total of around 31 acres ...

	17. Appendix 1-E states the pipeline would be collocated with another pipeline for 800 feet from MP 0.9 to MP 1.1. The alignment sheet for this area states “DAC 2 gas line to be relocated.” Clarify what is meant by “relocated” and discuss if the reloc...
	18. Update appendix 1-F in RR1 to fill in missing data. In a separate summary table, organized by county and state, list:
	a. the number of existing roads that would be used for access;
	b. the total miles of existing roads that would be used for access;
	c. the number of existing access roads that would be improved;
	d. the acres of improvements for existing access roads;
	e. the number of existing roads and total miles that would be used for permanent access;
	f. the number of temporary new roads that would be built during project construction;
	g. the miles and acres of new temporary road construction; and
	h. the number of new permanent roads built, miles, and acres.

	19. Provide a table of all access roads which would require culverts and/or fill material. Include the waterbody/wetland ID, waterbody name (if applicable), crossing length (feet), access road ID, MP, and proposed improvement. Revise the detailed acce...
	20. Revise appendix 1-F to include site-specific justification for each access road.
	21. Revise appendix 1-M to include MP or access road for each landowner and whether survey permission was granted or denied.

	Resource Report 2 – Water Use and Quality
	1. Provide a column in table 2.1-1 to identify the major aquifers (e.g. Appalachian Plateau Regional Aquifer System) that are associated with the aquifer system names (e.g. Upper Pennsylvanian).
	2. Resolve the following discrepancies regarding table 2.1-2:
	a. table 2.1-2 identifies the location of a groundwater supply well (supplier: Sunshine Valley School) in Franklin County at MP 160.4. However, MP 160.4 is located in Summers County and the Sunshine Valley School is located near MP 265; and
	b. confirm the location of the groundwater supply well which supplies Woodcrest as the MP is listed as “248.254.6.”

	3. As recommended by the West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection (WVDEP), clarify whether Mountain Valley would consider restoring waterbody crossings in West Virginia utilizing a natural stream channel design program. Provide a discussio...
	4. Provide a citation for table 2.2-11.
	5. Provide a citation for “Holland 2015” referenced in table 2.1-3.
	6. Section 2.2.2.4 of RR2 is a discussion of surface water protection areas. However, the discussion mentions “two source water protection areas that are crossed by the Project” in West Virginia and reservoirs in Virginia. Clarify if these two source ...
	7. For each waterbody crossing, provide specific burial depths needed to prevent the pipeline from being exposed during a 100-year flood event. Identify all waterbody crossings where the pipeline would be located within a meandering section of a strea...
	8. Respond to Stephen Legge’s statements filed on November 4, 2015 (Accession Number 20151105-5003) regarding streams missed by Mountain Valley.
	9. Based on several stakeholder comments, discuss if the project would have any impacts on the Town of Rocky Mount’s and Red Sulphur Public Service District water supply systems. If these water system would be affected by the project, present measures...
	10. Provide an update of the status regarding Mountain Valley’s public outreach to private and public water supply identification and testing. Summarize the numbers and locations of those well/spring owners who have been contacted and have entered int...
	11. Mountain Valley’s response to our December 24, 2015 EIR (RR2 No. 6) that “the hydraulic position of a water supply relative to the proposed route was based on visual estimates from topographic maps”. This is not a reliable method of estimating gro...
	a. published potentiometric surface or water table contour maps (regardless of peer review status) showing the direction of groundwater flow from construction work areas to potential groundwater receptors (public and private wells, springs, discharge ...
	b. published dye tracer tests (regardless of peer review status) which identifies the groundwater flow path through the karst system to area receptors (public and private wells, springs, discharge to surface water), and recharge areas.

	12. Mountain Valley’s response to RR2 No. 15 states “the application of fracture trace/lineament analysis over a broad region comprising more than 30 miles of karst terrain is not an effective or feasible analysis technique for karst hazards.” Nonethe...
	13. As previously requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR2 No. 10 and RR2 appendix 2E) in order to establish baseline individual well production capacity and background (pre-construction) water quality characteristics for organic compounds, r...
	a. short-term yield (specific capacity) tests for private and public wells both pre- and post-construction; and
	b. volatile organic compounds, semi-volatile organic compounds, and total petroleum hydrocarbon analysis.

	14. Revise table 2-A-4 (RR2 No. 24) to provide:
	a. definitions for “TTWB” and “NHD;”
	b. the units for the “Waterbody Width” column; and
	c. additional site-specific justification for S-H11.

	15. Mountain Valley’s response to RR2 No. 26 states “Mountain Valley will implement enhanced sediment control features in the area of water intakes during construction and revegetation.” Provide specific details regarding the “enhanced sediment contro...
	16. As previously requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR2 No. 29), section 2.2.3 states that Mountain Valley may install groundwater wells to acquire water for hydrostatic testing. Provide:
	a. a specific statement whether Mountain Valley would conduct pre and post- construction water quality and quantity testing of other groundwater wells and springs within 150 feet of any Mountain Valley installed hydrostatic test wells;
	b. specific measures Mountain Valley would implement to protect other nearby wells during drilling of the hydrostatic test water wells; and
	c. a list of the specific state and local permits that would be required for drilling and using hydrostatic test water wells, and a schedule for when Mountain Valley would submit these applications. Include this in either a stand-alone table or an upd...

	17. As previously requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR2 No. 31), provide correspondence from the appropriate regulatory agencies stating their opinion on Mountain Valley’s use of water from impaired waterbodies such as the Greenbrier, Roan...
	18. Mountain Valley’s response to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (RR2 section 2.2.3) states that hydrostatic test water would be “withdrawn and stored in tanks prior to pumping it into the pipe.” Provide additional details such as:
	a. estimates on the number, type, and size of the storage tanks based on test sections provided in table 2.2-10 and proposed ATWS near each source;
	b. estimated holding time for hydrostatic test water within the storage tanks; and
	c. clarification that biocides or other additives would not be required.

	19. Provide additional discussion regarding potential impacts and proposed mitigation measures due to mine pools that may be encountered during construction. Include:
	a. depth below the ground surface for identified mine pools and typical depth for unmapped mine pools; and
	b. procedures for unanticipated discovery of mine pools.

	20. Regarding the five major waterbody crossings (the Little Kanawha River [MP 75.0], the Elk River [MP 87.4], the Gauley River [MP 118.6], the Greenbrier River [MP 170.6], and the Pigg River [MP 286.3]):
	a. clarify if Mountain Valley has performed (or plans to perform) any geotechnical studies for any of the major waterbody crossings;
	b. provide updated site-specific crossing plan drawings for all major waterbodies depicting currently proposed crossing methods. Also include a descriptive narrative regarding how each major waterbody would be crossed. The narrative should include a d...
	c. for open cut crossings of major waterbodies or those that support sensitive aquatic species, provide quantitative modeling results of the turbidity and sedimentation associated with construction. Results should provide a text description as well as...

	21. Regarding Mountain Valley’s Waterbody Crossing Review:
	a. Mountain Valley’s Waterbody Crossing Review states “open cut [of the Greenbrier River] may be feasible but more difficult due to the width and possible depth of the river. Extensive damming and diversion may be necessary for an open cut.” This repo...
	b. Mountain Valley’s Waterbody Crossing Review states “an alternative alignment near [the Pigg River] may facilitate an [horizontal directional drill] HDD approximately from MP 285.3 to East of Highway 750. If this option is pursued more investigation...
	c. provide a feasibility assessment for the crossing of the Blackwater River at Highway 220 using an HDD from near MP 263 extending west 1,600 feet into a nearby agricultural field. The topography in this area appears to be gently sloping.
	d. revise the Waterbody Crossing Review to include a discussion of the Elk River (MP 87.4) which was listed in the application as an open cut dry- ditch, but is now an open cut wet-ditch in revised table 2-A-2. Clarify why the crossing method changed.

	22. Clarify why the multiple crossings of UNT to Meadow Creek in Greenbrier County are designated as both warmwater streams (WW) and trout waters (B2).
	23. Revise table 2-A-2 to include the ID number (for ATWS, access roads, MLVs) or the specific project component name that would impact each waterbody.
	24. Mountain Valley’s response to RR2 No. 17 states “locations of proposed compressor stations, pipe yards, laydown yards, and new access roads will be adjusted to avoid impacts to streams where practicable.” This statement is not a definitive stateme...
	25. Table 5.1 includes only the pipeline, ATWS, and access roads. Revise table 5.1 to include private water resources (wells and springs) within 150 feet (500 feet in karst terrain) of all Project components such as meter stations, interconnections, t...
	26. Provide any state wetland classifications for West Virginia and Virginia (i.e., exceptional value or protected).
	27. Table 2-B-2 states ATWS-028 is “within a maintained agricultural field.” However, the aerial image on the alignment sheet does not depict an agricultural field. Resolve the apparent discrepancy.
	28. Respond to Watershed Strategies, LLC’s statements filed on November 18, 2015 (Accession Number 20151119-5027) regarding the validity of Mountain Valley’s wetland surveys.
	29. Provide documentation that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) supports Mountain Valley’s plan for compensatory mitigation.
	30. According to table 2-B-1, wetlands in Virginia were not field surveyed as of its revision filed on February 26, 2016, but table 2 in the compensatory mitigation plan for Virginia includes field-surveyed wetland impact analysis. Table 4 includes de...
	31. Clarify the discrepancy in wetland acreages between those submitted in the compensatory mitigation plans and tables 2.3-1 and 2-B-1. Wetland acreages should be consistent across all tables.
	32. Revise table 2.3-1 to further break out ancillary sites into separate project components (i.e., contractor and pipe yards, compressor stations, interconnects).
	33. Clarify the apparent discrepancy regarding total construction and operation acres between table 2.3-1 (construction = 23.39 acres, operation = 13.61 acres) and table 2-B-1 (construction = 22.85 acres, operation = 12.2 acres, permanent access road ...
	34. Revise table 2-B-1 to include:
	a. project component for each wetland being affected, such as pipeline right- of-way, ATWS (including the ID of the ATWS), access roads (including the ID of the access road), compressor stations, meter stations, and contractor and pipe yards (includin...
	b. wetlands that would be affected by access roads and contractor and pipe yards as depicted on access road aerial detail maps, for example, W-I27 (MVP-LE-055) and W-K13 (MVP-LY-007) are missing from the table;
	c. crossing length (feet);
	d. crossing method (i.e., HDD, open-cut);
	e. clarify why multiple lines for impacts to the same wetland by single project component; for example, W-J32-PEM for permanent access road impacts (5 lines on the table);
	f. confirm that desktop delineations are depicted on alignment sheets and access road aerial detail maps; for example, TTWV-W-50;
	g.  clarify desktop wetland IDs in Virginia with WV in ID number, denoting state abbreviation according to footnote “1”; and
	h. examples:
	i. wetland classification refers to Cowardin class (PEM, PSS, PFO);
	ii. Impact Description refers to project component;
	iii. Feature ID refers to the ID for that project component (i.e., access road ID, ATWS ID); and
	iv. Construction impact acreage is inclusive of operations impact acreage.



	Resource Report 3 – Fish, Wildlife, and Vegetation
	1. Mountain Valley’s response to RR3 No. 3 states “fish removal will occur at all streams in Virginia. Fish removals will not occur in streams of West Virginia.” Provide justification regarding why stranded fish removals at de-watered waterbody crossi...
	2. Provide a discussion on fire regimes and the potential for fire during construction and operation in the project area.
	3. Further analyze and discuss the potential effects of forest fragmentation and loss of interior forest on special status species (i.e., document locations where core forest area may contain special status species and the potential effects of loss or...
	4. Indicate whether avian survey crews would be active at any time in advance of tree felling within the nesting period of April 1 to August 31, not just in April as discussed in section 7.9 of the MBHCP.
	5. Based on stakeholder comments, include a discussion of potential impacts on native plant and fungi species, some of which have commercial value, such as morels, golden seal, ginseng, and ramps. Provide a table identifying by MP these areas. Clarify...
	6. Mountain Valley’s response to EPA request RR3 page 3-13 states “Mountain Valley Pipeline proposed to plant native shrubs as fast growing native shrubs with varying mature characteristics within the ‘Border Zone’ (temporary impact area).” Provide a ...
	a. species identification;
	b. density of shrubs that would be planted;
	c. measures to promote survival (e.g., mesh protection from grazing wildlife such as deer);
	d. specific locations of the plantings; and
	e. any proposed monitoring for shrub survival (provide expected survival rates) or replacement for shrub mortality.

	7. Clarify why several species in table 3.2-2 (RR3 No. 8) are listed as “unknown location” and “species observed within the project area.”
	8. Table 3.3-2 (RR3 No. 14) at MP 223.4 states “avoid important karst/sinkhole features.” Clarify if the current pipeline alignment avoids these features.
	9. Hibernacula Searches and Harp Trap Surveys along the Proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline Project in Braxton, Doddridge, Fayette, Greenbrier, Harrison, Lewis, Monroe, Nicholas, Summers, Webster, and Wetzel Counties, West Virginia. Section 3.2.1.2 stat...
	10. In response to a cooperating agency request, revise table 3.4-1 to include Species of Greatest Conservation Need as provided in the West Virginia 2015 Draft State Wildlife Action Plan. Include avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for e...
	11. The federally endangered diamond darter (Crystallaria cincotta) is known to occur in the Elk River. Provide an assessment of the potential effects of the project on this species and agency correspondence supporting this determination.
	12. The Big Sandy crayfish (Cambarus callainus) and Guyandotte River crayfish (C. veteranus) are proposed for listing as federally endangered (final decision expected in April 2116). These species occur west of Blacksburg, Virginia in the vicinity of ...
	13. Provide the figures and appendices A-G, which were missing from the applicant- prepared Draft Biological Assessment.

	Resource Report 4 – Cultural Resources
	1. File copies of the comments of the State Historic Preservation Offices on the following cultural resources reports:
	a. Reeve, et al. November 2015. Mountain Valley Pipeline Project, Phase 1B Archaeological Survey Report, Giles County, Virginia (filed with the FERC December 8, 2015);
	b. Espino, et al. December 2015. Volume III, Cultural Resources Survey, Mountain Valley Pipeline Project, Nichols, Greenbrier, and Fayette Counties, West Virginia (filed with the FERC December 24, 2015)
	c. Clement, C., et al. February 2016. Volume IV, Cultural Resources Survey, Mountain Valley Pipeline Project, Summers and Monroe Counties, West Virginia (filed with FERC February 24, 2016)
	d. Turco, et al. March 2016. Phase I Reconnaissance Architectural Survey for the Mountain Valley Pipeline, Craig and Giles Counties, Virginia (filed with the FERC March 9. 2016);
	e. Turco, et al. March 2016. Phase I Reconnaissance Architectural Survey for the Mountain Valley Pipeline, Roanoke County, Virginia (filed with the FERC March 9, 2016);
	f. Turco, et al. March 2016. Phase I Reconnaissance Architectural Survey for the Mountain Valley Pipeline, Montgomery County, Virginia (filed with the FERC March 9, 2016); and
	g. Reeve, et al. March 2016. Mountain Valley Pipeline Project Phase IB Archaeological Survey Report, Roanoke, Montgomery, and Craig Counties, Virginia (filed with the FERC March 10, 2016).

	2. Revise the survey report for Nicolas, Greenbrier, and Fayette Counties, West Virginia (Espino et al. December 2015) as follows:
	a. include in tables 6.1.1-1, 6.2.1-1, and 6.3.1-1 the distance (in feet) from each historic architectural site to the pipeline centerline, and include an assessment of project effects (such as visual and audible impacts which may alter the character ...
	b. provide a list of all previously recorded architectural sites in the indirect area of potential effect (APE), including county/state, site number/name, type, MP, distance (in feet) to the pipeline centerline, recorder/company/date, National Registe...
	c. explain if previously recorded archaeological site 46NI20 was relocated and reevaluated by Tetra Tech, and include a site form;
	d. provide an assessment of project effects for the Carter Residence (FA-2-42) and the Painter Residence (FA-2-41) near the proposed Stallworth Compressor Station in Fayette County;
	e. indicate the number of miles of proposed pipeline route that was inventoried in each county, the number of shovel tests excavated in each county and the number of positive and negative probes;
	f. indicate if the proposed aboveground facilities, including meter stations, staging areas, pipe and contractor yards, and new or to-be-improved existing access roads were covered by cultural resources surveys, the dates of the surveys, the block are...
	g. provide site-specific avoidance plans for sites 46NI811, 813, 818, 819, and 824, and the O’Dell and McClung cemeteries in Nicholas County.

	3. Revise the survey report for Summers and Monroe Counties, West Virginia (West Virginia (Clements, C., et al. February 2016) as follows:
	a. include U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute USGS topographic quadrangle maps that illustrate: 1) the pipeline route; 2) all proposed access roads; 4) any aboveground facilities; 5) yards and staging areas, 6) all areas inventoried, and 7) the ...
	b. provide a table listing all pipeline segments (miles and segments by MP), aboveground facilities (acres), access roads (length and width), and yards (acres inventoried) that were surveyed;
	c. provide a table listing all project facilities that were not surveyed and a schedule for when field work would be conducted and a report filed;
	d. provide a table listing all previously recorded archaeological and historic architectural sites within the indirect APE, by MP, distance to centerline, and whether the sites were relocated during Mountain Valley’s surveys;
	e. revise table 6.1-2-1 to include columns for NRHP evaluations and recommendations for future work;
	f. explain why previously recorded archaeological site 46SU180 was not relocated during Mountain Valley’s survey of Summers County;
	g. revise table 6.2-2-1 to include columns for NRHP evaluations and recommendations for future work;
	h. explain why previously recorded archaeological sites 46MR23, 194, 202, an 207 were not relocated during Mountain Valley’s survey of Monroe County;
	i. provide a copy of the site form for the Tilley Farmstead (Historic Site 233) in Monroe County;
	j. provide avoidance plans for historic cemeteries 46SU732, 733, and 734, and the Wiseman Residence (Historic Site 4) in Summers County, and the Tilley Farmstead (Historic Site 233) and archaeological site 46ME282 in Monroe County; and
	k. provide a schedule for field work for the archaeological testing of sites 46SU78, 147, 239, 717, 722, 724, and 725 in Summers County, and archaeological sites 46ME273, 280, 281, 283, 284, and 285 in Monroe County.

	4. Revise the architectural survey report for Craig and Giles Counties, Virginia (Turco et al. March 2016) as follows:
	a. include one column in table 1 listing the distance (in feet) from all previously recorded historic resources in the APE, and another column indicating if each site was relocated by New South Associates;
	b. if any previously recorded historic sites in the APE were not relocated and reevaluated by New South Associates, explain why;
	c. include a table that lists all areas surveyed (width of survey corridor and acres inspected) along the pipeline route (by MP), ATWS, staging areas, yards, new or improved existing access roads, and aboveground facilities.
	d. add a column to table 2 listing the distance (in feet) from each resource recorded by New South and the pipeline centerline;
	e. include USGS 7.5-minute USGS topographic quadrangle maps that illustrate: 1) the pipeline route; 2) all proposed access roads; 4) any aboveground facilities; 5) yards and staging areas, 6) all areas inventoried, and 7) and the location of all histo...
	f. attach state-approved site forms for all recorded resources.

	5. Revise the architectural survey report for Roanoke County, Virginia (Turco et al. March 2016) as follows:
	a. include one column in table 1 listing the distance (in feet) from all previously recorded historic resources in the APE, and another column indicating if each site was relocated by New South Associates;
	b. if any previously recorded historic sites in the APE were not relocated and reevaluated by New South Associates, explain why.
	c. include a table that lists all areas surveyed (width of survey corridor and acres inspected) along the pipeline route (by MP), ATWS, staging areas, yards, new or improved existing access roads, and aboveground facilities.
	d. add a column to table 2 listing the distance (in feet) from each resource recorded by New South and the pipeline centerline;
	e. add a column to table 3 listing the distance (in feet) from each of the contributing resources to the proposed Bent Mountain Historic District and the pipeline centerline;
	f. include USGS 7.5-minute USGS topographic quadrangle maps that illustrate: 1) the pipeline route; 2) all proposed access roads; 4) any aboveground facilities; 5) yards and staging areas, 6) all areas inventoried, and 7) and the location of all histo...
	g. attach state-approved site forms for all recorded resources.

	6. Revise the architectural survey report for Montgomery County, Virginia (Turco et al. March 2016) as follows:
	a. include one column in table 1 listing the distance (in feet) from all previously recorded historic resources in the APE, and another column indicating if each site was relocated by New South Associates;
	b. if any previously recorded historic sites in the APE were not relocated and reevaluated by New South Associates, explain why.
	c. include a table that lists all areas surveyed (width of survey corridor and acres inspected) along the pipeline route (by MP), ATWS, staging areas, yards, new or improved existing access roads, and aboveground facilities.
	d. add a column to table 2 listing the distance (in feet) from each resource recorded by New South and the pipeline centerline;
	e. include USGS 7.5-minute USGS topographic quadrangle maps that illustrate: 1) the pipeline route; 2) all proposed access roads; 4) any aboveground facilities; 5) yards and staging areas, 6) all areas inventoried, and 7) and the location of all histo...
	f. attach state-approved site forms for all recorded resources.

	7. Revise the survey report for Roanoke, Montgomery, and Craig Counties, Virginia (Reeves et al. March 2016) as follows:
	a. include a table that lists by individual county, all areas surveyed (width of survey corridor and acres inspected) along the pipeline route (miles by MP), ATWS, staging areas, yards, new or improved existing access roads, aboveground facilities, an...
	b. include a table that lists all areas, by county, that remain to be inventoried, including along the proposed pipeline route (miles by MP), ATWS, staging areas, yards, new or improved existing access roads, and aboveground facilities where access wa...
	c. provide a schedule for when reports documenting archaeological and historic surveys for the Blue Ridge Parkway crossing, and the Jefferson National Forest crossing would be filed with the FERC;
	d. include a table that lists all previously recorded sites, by county, within the direct APE, providing distance (in feet) from each site to the centerline, and indicates if the previously recorded sites were relocated and reevaluated by Tetra Tech;
	e. indicate when archaeological testing would be conducted at site MVP-MN- 264, and provide a testing plan to the FERC staff and Virginia SHPO;
	f. provide a site-specific avoidance plan for MVP-MN-263;
	g. include USGS 7.5-minute USGS topographic quadrangle maps that illustrate: 1) the pipeline route; 2) all proposed access roads; 4) any aboveground facilities; 5) yards and staging areas, 6) all areas inventoried, and 7) and the location of all sites...
	h. attach state-approved site forms for all recorded resources.

	8. File a response to the comments of the Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee, filed with the FERC on March 4, 2016. Document that Mountain Valley has communicated with the committee.
	9. Respond to the National Park Service comments dated June 16, 2015 regarding the National Coal Heritage Area (NCHA). Indicate the MPs, counties, miles of the pipeline route that would pass through the NCHA, and acres affected by construction. Discus...
	10. Several rows within the Attachment RR4-14b table are highlighted red. Clarify the significance of this color coding.
	11. Attachment RR14-14c does not include the number of miles surveyed versus total miles. Provide the missing data.
	12. As previously requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR4 No. 21), revise the survey report for Wetzel, Harrison, Doddridge, and Lewis Counties, West Virginia (Espino et al. July 2015), so that tables 6.1.1-1, 6.2.1-1, and 6.4.1-1 (in Volume...

	Resource Report 5 – Socioeconomics
	1. Provide occupancy rates (and source of the information) for hotels and motels in all counties crossed by the pipeline route, by weekday/weekend/season.
	2. Revise attachment RR5-11a to provide site-specific upgrades that would be made to each roadway.

	Resource Report 6 – Geology
	1. Provide a discussion of acid producing rock and soil that may be encountered in the project area and include the following:
	a. MP locations for all project components (pipeline, aboveground facilities, pipe and contractor yards, ATWS, access roads) where acid producing rock and soils may be encountered; a discussion on the potential impact acid producing soils and rock may...
	b. a discussion of any potential hazards to groundwater and the environment from acid producing rock and soil; and
	c. mitigation measures that would be used to prevent any impact from acid producing rock and soils to the pipeline, groundwater, and the environment.

	2. Provide specific citations for sources used to compile table 6.4-6.
	3. In the Seismic Hazards and Young Faults Report Mountain Valley identifies MP 161 and MP 230 as the locations where peak horizontal ground accelerations (PGAs) would exceed 0.12. Clarify why and provide justification for the use of Class I pipe in t...
	4. Respond to Steven Hodges statements filed on November 27, 2015 (Accession number 20151127-5175) regarding issues with karst terrain, sinkholes, subsidence, and soils.
	5. Respond to the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation letter filed on March 17, 2016 (Accession number 20160317-5126) regarding karst, alternatives, and threatened and endangered species.
	6. Respond to the letter filed by Rex Coal Land Company on June 16, 2015 (Accession number 20150617-5081) regarding the Charmco mine. Confirm that the proposed, but not yet permitted, Charmco No. 1 Mine would not be within 0.25-mile of the proposed pi...
	7. Clarify the following discrepancies regarding oil and gas wells:
	a. table 6.C-1 (appendix C) totals to 340 wells while table 6.3-2 totals to (WVGES) 337 wells;
	b. provide an explanation on the use of two sources (WVGES and WVDEP) used to obtain the data and a discussion of this information presented in each source including background, information presented, and date range; and
	c. clarify if the wells presented for the WVDEP source include all of the wells identified in the WVGES source.

	8. As previously requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR6 No. 29), specify if the ATWS that would be required for steep side slope construction is included in appendix 1-D.
	9. As previously requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR6 No. 31), provide a discussion of the monitoring Mountain Valley would conduct post-construction regarding geologic hazards including methods and frequency.
	10. According to Mountain Valley’s response to RR6 No. 32, “Mountain Valley will follow recommendations provided in the Karst Hazards Assessment to avoid karst features” and “actual and specific alignment adjustments will be determined in the field ba...
	11. As previously requested provide the results of subsurface geotechnical and geophysical investigations for each karst feature that would be crossed by the Project and provide the following:
	a. results of site-specific geophysical and geotechnical investigations to confirm that features crossed would be within the limits of the pipeline bridging capabilities;
	b. specific mitigation measures for each feature that does not conform with the modeled bridging capabilities of the pipeline; and
	c. results of subsurface geotechnical and geophysical investigations for the Mount Tabor sinkhole plain from MP 221.1 to MP 222.3 since routing around the karst feature(s) has been deemed not practicable by Mountain Valley.

	12. Appendix 6-B Locations of Bedrock Potentially Within Depth of Pipeline Trench (7 feet) when totaled shows 118.7 miles of shallow depth to bedrock, however appendix 6-B reports the total as 118.2 miles and the text in section 6.2 of RR6 states that...
	13. Revise the Blasting Plan (appendix 6-B) to:
	a. include a detailed discussion regarding disposal of excess rock due to blasting;
	b. specify how much notice would be provided to occupants of nearby buildings, stores, residences, places of business, and farms prior to initiating blast operations;
	c. specify the distance from blasting for which Mountain Valley would document the “pre-construction condition of human-occupied buildings”;
	d. clarify the timing of rock drilling, test pit excavations, and blasting within stream channels as part of the construction sequence (i.e. clarify if the crossing would be initiated immediately after disturbance of the waterbody);
	e. specify how Mountain Valley would avoid, minimize, or mitigate for impacts to aquatic species from sedimentation and turbidity downstream of any test excavations or any other blasting-related activities that may be conducted without the work area b...
	f. confirm that blasting would only occur after the work area has been isolated from the stream flow and if stream flow would be maintained on all  flowing streams. Clarify how stream flow would be maintained through the channel during testing and sub...
	g. provide a blasting contingency plan that describes actions Mountain Valley would take in the case of loss of stream flow or other negative impacts to the waterbody resulting from blasting; and
	h. provide a section on wetland crossing blasting procedures.


	Resource Report 7 – Soils
	1. Clarify if Mountain Valley would use certified weed-free and pest-free imported topsoil for all areas of the Project, not just in agricultural lands.
	2. As previously requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR7 No. 2), revise and update table 7.2-2, table 7.2-3, table 7.2-4, appendix 7-B, and appendix 7-D to provide the information requested below:
	a. acreages of temporary and permanent impacts for all soil characteristics;
	b. impacts should be listed in a table formatted to address the following soil limitations: prime farmlands and farmlands of statewide importance, compaction potential, water erosion potential, wind erosion potential, revegetation potential, hydric so...
	c. update appendices A1 and A2 to include all soil characteristics discussed above.

	3. Update table 7-2 to include:
	a. rock/stony soils as a soil limitation. If data is incomplete provide stony/rocky soils as those with a cobbley, stony, bouldery, shaly, channery, very gravelly, or extremely gravelly modifier to the textural class of the surface layer and/or that h...
	b. temporary and permanent impacts from the pipeline right-of-way in acres for all soil limitations; and
	c. total temporary and permanent acreages of impact for the project as a whole (all project components separately) for all soil limitations.


	Resource Report 8 – Land Use, Recreation and Visual Resources
	1. Identify, by MP, all orchards that would be crossed by the pipeline and include the total acres affected during construction and operation of the Project. If any orchards would be crossed, present measures that would be implemented by Mountain Vall...
	2. Provide site-specific crossing plans, that outlines measures to be implemented by Mountain Valley to avoid, reduce, or mitigate impacts at the following recreational areas:
	a. Weston and Gauley Bridge Turnpike;
	b. Appalachian Trail;
	c. Blue Ridge Parkway;
	d. North Bend Rail Trail;
	e. Mill Creek Springs Natural Area Preserve;
	f. Virginia Outdoors Foundation (VOF) open space parcels MON-VOF-3333 and MON-VOF-1871;
	g. New River Conservancy conservation easement for the tract owned by Sizemore, Inc.; and
	h. The Nature Conservancy fee land and easements.

	3. Mountain Valley’s response to RR8 No. 3 states “there are no contractor and staging yards in Pittsylvania County, Virginia.” However, table 1.3-4 lists contractor yard MVP-PY-005 is located in Pittsylvania County, Virginia. Resolve the apparent dis...
	4. Identify all organic farms that would be crossed by the pipeline route, by MP and county/state, and indicate acres that would be affected by construction and operation when crossing organic farms. Explain how construction and operation of the Proje...
	5. Discuss the Catawba Valley Special Project Area designated by the VOF. Indicate if the pipeline route would cross this area, and if so, outline measures Mountain Valley would implement to minimize impacts.
	6. Provide copies of the applications submitted to the VOF for the proposed crossings of their easements. Mountain Valley’s January 27, 2016 submittal stated that these applications were provided as Attachment RR8-21; however, this attachment appears ...
	7. Revise attachment RR8-23 to resolve the following discrepancies:
	a. update the attachment to include site-specific explanations for all workspaces (including access roads, ATWS, and construction right-of-way) within 50 feet of a residence. Assess whether the workspace can be moved, reduced (i.e. neckdown), or elimi...
	b. site-specific plans for all structures within 50 feet of all workspaces have not been included. For example, a structure appears to be located within ATWS-1355 (MP 23.7). As previously requested, provide site-specific construction plans for all res...
	c. the building type at MP 34.1 is listed as “building-house” but the site- specific route justification states “this structure is used as a hunting cabin.” Clarify if the structure is a house or a temporary-limited use cabin;
	d. the structure at MP 153.3 is 0 feet from the pipeline and the site-specific justification states “Mountain Valley is currently in negotiations with the landowner to purchase” the structure. However, the mitigation measures are listed as “safety fen...
	e. provide the status of landowner agreements with Mountain Valley’s plans for structures at MP 87.4, 143.9, and 266.6 and all residences within 10 feet of the construction work area.

	8. Label all structures in appendix 8-B (e.g. building, shed, home). Labels should match the building type listed in table 8-C. For example, if a building is listed as a home in table 8-C, ensure that the building is also listed as a home in the resid...
	9. Provide the following clarifications and update appendix 8-C:
	a. the “MVP proposed action” column contains descriptions that state “road has been removed from the Project,” “ATWS has been removed,” and “access road or ATWs has been adjusted away from residence.” Clarify if the structure is still within 50 feet o...
	b. there are several structures within the workspace with a proposed action of “safety fence.” Clarify if the safety fence would surround the structure or otherwise be configured and whether landowners would continue to have access to those structures...
	c. as previously requested, add a separate column that identifies the residential plan number.

	10. Clarify the following discrepancies between the site-specific residential plans and revised table 8-C:
	a. there are numerous site-specific residential plans that were included in the application that are no longer listed in table 8-C and were not included in the March 1 filing. Update table 8-C to associate those plans with the appropriate residence wi...
	b. the following residences are listed in the table as within 25 feet of workspace, but do not have an associated residential site-specific plan listed in column “MVP Proposed Action”:
	i. MP 26.0;
	ii. MP 40.0;
	iii. MP 149.6 (mobile home listed 0.0 feet from access road);
	iv. MP 156.1;
	v. MP 196.9 (hunting cabin);
	vi. MP 198.6;
	vii. MP 233.6;
	viii. MP 266.6;
	ix. MP 282.3; and
	x. MP 285.6.



	Resource Report 9 – Air Quality and Noise
	1. Clarify if the Bradshaw, Stallworth, and Harris Compressor Stations would require pre-construction minor New Source Review (NSR) permits. Update table 1.7-1 as needed.
	2. For permitting purposes, provide clarification on the issue of source aggregation, whether the facilities or which facilities would be aggregated and considered one stationary source, such as natural gas transmission pipeline, three new natural gas...
	3. As requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR9 No. 3b), provide a table showing potential-to-emit greenhouse gas emissions (i.e., CH4, N2O, CO2, etc.) in tons per year for each of the compressor stations.
	4. As requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR9 No. 1), include methodology and assumptions used to calculate emissions from open burning. Mountain Valley’s response provided on January 27, 2016 included numerical values of criteria pollutants...

	Resource Report 10 – Alternatives
	1. Update all data including the comparison table 10.5-2 in the final RR10 and related analyses for the Northern Pipeline Alternative based on the February 2016 filing of a modified proposed route for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (see docket Nos. CP15-...
	2. Regarding the Mount Tabor Sinkhole Plain:
	a. Respond to comments filed by Tim Ligon and Louisa Gay (Accession numbers 20151127-5115; 20160106-5113; 20160119-5095; 20160201-5201; and 20160309-5036) regarding karst issues within the Mount Tabor Sinkhole Plain; and
	b. Provide a map delineating the boundaries of the Mount Tabor Sinkhole Plain and identify and/or develop at least one best possible alternative route that primarily utilizes the overall proposed route, but is designed specifically to avoid high-densi...

	3. As requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR10 Nos. 3 and 8), provide a full data comparison data table and associated assessment for Hybrid Alternative 1 that contains side by side data for three routes: the proposed route, Hybrid Alternati...
	4. Mountain Valley’s response to RR8 No. 13 describes the exploration of alternative routes that would increase the distance between the pipeline route and Mayapple Preschool and Sunshine Valley School. The discussion includes routes (Route Alternativ...
	5. Based on continuing contacts, provide an updated attachment RR10-18 regarding each landowner’s willingness to accommodate aboveground facilities. Identify any residences and structures that would be purchased by Mountain Valley adjacent to any abov...
	6. As previously requested in our EIR dated December 24, 2015 (RR10 No. 16), supplement the tables in attachment RR10-16a to also include total parcel size and other applicable parameters for compressor station sites as listed in section 10.4 of our G...
	7. Attachment RR10-15 does not appear to contain all landowner routing concerns. For example, a landowner expressed concern regarding proximity of an access road temporary workspace to a residence (Accession Number 20151125-5166) as well as a landowne...
	8. Attachment RR10-15 states “Mountain Valley has identified route adjustment in the vicinity of the Higginbotham property via desktop analysis. A field visit will need to be conducted to review the route adjustment.” Clarify when Mountain Valley will...
	9. As previously requested on August 11and December 24, 2015, supplement attachment RR10-15 (filed on February 26, 2016) to provide a conclusion statement (where applicable) for each data row regarding whether all stakeholder’s routing or specific res...
	10. Evaluate the minor route variation we have suggested on the image below for parcel WV-SU-046. Note that although the route variation depicted below is somewhat longer (about 800 feet longer) than the proposed route, it would:
	a. have the same number of points of intersection and the same landowners as the proposed route;
	b. appear to have favorable (i.e., non-side slope) topography;
	c. avoid new impacts to wetlands or waterbodies;
	d. be located farther from homes and buildings; and
	e. avoid the parcel with river frontage described in the comment letter filed by the landowner on February 23, 2016 (Accession Number 20160223-5034).


	U.S. Forest Service
	1. Address all comments provided by the U.S. Forest Service filed with the Commission dated March 11, 2016, accession number 20160311-5013.

	U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
	1. Provide specific and detailed responses to the concerns and requests for information contained in the FWS’s March 8, 2016 letter (Accession Number 20160309-5173). Clarify if Mountain Valley would agree to the FWS’ recommendations, such as, but not ...

	West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection Comments on Resource Report 2
	1. Impacts to waterbodies by the pipeline crossing as well as all project facilities including the pipeline right-of-way, ATWS, aboveground facilities, and contractor yards and access roads are discussed on Page 2-31 and reference to Table 2-A-2 in Ap...
	2. The following is stated on Page 2-32 of the document : “Table 2.2-4 is a summary of the number of FERC classification of waterbodies cross by the Project.”  Table 2.2-4 indicates two major waterbodies will be crossed by the Project in West Virginia...
	3. The following is stated on Page 2-32 of the document: “The Project will cross three major waterbodies (crossings greater than 100 feet): Little Kanawha River (MP 75.0); Left Fork Holly River (MP 81.7), and Gauley River (118.6).”  The length of cros...
	4. The following is stated on Page 2-37 of the document: “MVP does not propose to cross any waterbodies, or install any segments of pipeline, using HDD.”  The document further discusses Greenbrier River, Leading Creek, Little Kanawha River, Elk River,...
	5. Table 2.2-6 on Page 2-40 indicates Left Fork Holly River, Elk River, and Greenbrier River will be crossed by the proposed Project at mileposts 81.7, 87.4, and 170.6, respectively, and were identified in the National Rivers Inventory database.  The ...
	6. The following is stated on Page 2-5 l of the document: “Implementation of the FERC Plan and Procedures and MVP's Project-specific E&SCP, specifically with respect to construction time windows, erosion and sedimentation control, bank stabilization, ...
	7. The following is stated on Page 2-61 of the document: “In addition to the FERC process for public notification, the Huntington and Pittsburgh Districts may require a separate 30- day notification process. Section 401 Water Quality Certification is ...
	8. The following is stated on Page 2-61 of the document: “An application must be completed for any activity involving a discharge into federally non-jurisdictional waters of the State which requires a West Virginia State Waters Permit from the WVDEP.”...
	9. The following is stated on Page 2-67 of the document: “MVP will segregate the topsoil up to one foot in depth over the trench line in wetlands where hydrologic conditions permit this practice (where soils are not saturated).”  The WVDEP recommends ...
	10. The following is stated on Page 2-69 of the document: “Impacts to forested wetlands may include long-term conversion to emergent and/or scrub/shrub wetland types as a result of tree removal within the construction and operational right-of-way.”  H...


