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Southgate Project
Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

INTRODUCTION

Between the issuance of the Notice of Availability (NOA) for the draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) on July 26, 2019, and the close of the comment period on September 16,
2019, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) received approximately 98 individual
written letters commenting on the draft EIS, including 3 letters from federal agencies, 3 letters
from state agencies; 1 letter from state representatives; 2 letters from a local government agencies
and officials; 5 letters from Native American tribes; 33 letters from companies and organizations
(including submittals that combined letters from different organizations/individuals under one
accession number); and 51 letters from individuals. In addition, we held 3 public comment
sessions during the draft EIS comment period, which provided interested parties with an
opportunity to present verbal comments on our analysis of the environmental impacts of the Project
as described in the draft EIS. A total of 49 verbal comments and 16 written comments were provide
at the sessions. We also received several (14) comment letters filed after the close of the official
comment period, which we have considered and included in the analysis to the extent possiblel.

This appendix presents our responses to relevant comments provided on the draft EIS.
Comments are classified as follows:

e FA: Federal agencies and elected officials

e NAT: Native American Tribes

e EO: Elected Officials

e SA: State/Commonwealth agencies

e TA: Town/City agencies

e (CO: Companies and Organizations

e IND: Individuals

Appendix .1 includes an index of comments on the draft EIS, including the FERC
accession number, agency/organization/name of the commenter, date the comments were filed,
and a comment code. Appendix 1.2 provides our responses to the majority of comments that were
filed utilizing general comment codes, which are defined as follows:

e GEN: General comments

e ALT: Alternatives

1 Note that our response to comment includes some comments filed after the end of the official comment

period.



e GEO: Geology

e SOIL: Soils

e GW: Groundwater

e SUREF: Surface Waters

e WET: Wetlands

e WILD: Wildlife

e AQU: Aquatic Resources

e SOCIO: Socioeconomics

e CULT: Cultural Resources

e AIR: Air Quality

e NOISE: Noise

e SAFE: Reliability and Safety
e CI: Cumulative Impacts

e T&E: Threatened, Endangered, and Other Special Status Species

e LU: Land Use, Recreation, Special Interest Areas, and Visual Resources

Some comments were addressed via a “side-by-side” approach due to the complexity or
scope of the comments, or for which our responses in appendix 1.2 did not apply. These additional
comments are addressed individually in appendix I.3. Most of the comment letters addressed via
the side-by-side approach also contained attachments and appendices that were not direct
comments on the draft EIS or the Project. These attachments have not been included in this final
EIS appendix, but can be found on the FERC eLibrary filed under the applicable
accession numbers.



Appendix 1.1
Index of Commenters on the Southgate Draft EIS

Letter
Code Commenter Name/Affiliation

Accession
Number

Comment Code(s)

Federal Agencies

FA-1 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

FA-2 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Elected Officials
EO-1 State Rep. Riddell and Ross

State Agencies

SA-1 NC Economic Development
Association

SA-2 Virginia DEQ

SA-4 North Carolina DEQ

SA-5 NC Wildlife Resource Commission

SA-6 NC Dept. of Natural and Cultural
Resources

Town/City Agencies and Elected Officials
TA-1 Town of Carrboro of Alderman

TA-2 City of Burlington

Native American Tribes

NAT-1 Catawba Tribe - Caitlin Rogers
NAT-2 Sappony Tribe

NAT-3 Sappony Tribe

NAT-4 Monacan Indian Nation
NAT-5 Sappony Tribe

NAT-6 Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma
NAT-7 Monacan Indian Nation

20190913-5090

20190916-5160

20190916-5090

20190826-0031

20190911-5102

20190916-5167

20190916-5189

20190930-0238

20190916-5034

20190916-5076

20190815-5093
20190917-5006

20190917-5009
20190917-5014

20190917-5018
20190918-5064
20191112-5077

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

GEN-3

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

GEN-6, CI-2, SURF-1, SOCIO-1,
GEN-2

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

CULT-8

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

Same letter as NAT-2

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

Same letter as NAT-2
CULT-6

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses




Appendix 1.1
Index of Commenters on the Southgate Draft EIS

Letter Accession
Code Commenter Name/Affiliation Number Comment Code(s)
NAT-8 Sappony Tribe 20191212-5122  Appendix 1.3 Side by Side

Companies and Organizations

CO-1
CO-2

CO-3
CO-4

CO-5
CO-6

CO-7

CO-8

CO-9

CO-10
CO-11
CO-12

CO-13
CO-14

CO-15

CO-16
CO-17

CO-18

CO-19
CO-20
CO-21

Virginia Petroleum Council

Virginia Foundation for Research and
Economic Education

VA Oil and Gas Association

Teamsters National Pipeline Labor
Management Trust

NC Chamber

Mountain Valley Pipeline

Blue Ridge Environmental Defense
League

Friends of the Shenandoah

Good Stewards of Rockingham

Dan River Basin Association
Food & Water Watch
Sierra Club

VA chamber of commerce

Southern Environmental Law Center

Sierra Club

Food & Water Watch

Blue Ridge Environmental Defense
League

Consumer Energy Alliance

Pipeliner’s Union
Protect Our Water Heritage Rights

Chesapeake Climate Action Network

20190821-5131
20190904-0100

20190906-0006
20190909-0027

20190910-0025
20190913-5134

20190916-5022

20190916-5024

20190916-5030

20190916-5035
20190916-5043
20190916-5054

20190916-5069
20190916-5074

20190916-5084

20190916-5105
20190916-5106

20190916-5128,
20190923-0030

20190916-0010
20190916-5143
20190916-5147

Responses

GEN-3
GEN-3

GEN-3
GEN-3

GEN-3

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

ALT-2, GEN-2, GEN-6
CI-1

GEN-1, GEN-6, SAFE-1, GEN-2,
CI-1, GW-1

GEN-3

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

GW-1, GEN-1, GEN-4, GEN-6,
CI-1

GEN-1, SURF-1, GEN-6

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

GEN-3

GEN-3
GEN-6
GEN-2, GEN-4, GEN-6, CI-1




Appendix 1.1
Index of Commenters on the Southgate Draft EIS

Letter
Code

Commenter Name/Affiliation

Accession
Number

Comment Code(s)

CO-22

CO-23
CO-24

CO-25

CO-26

CO-27

CO-28

CO-29

CO-30

CO-31

CO-32

CO-33
CO-34
CO-35
CO-36
CO-37

CO-38

CO-39

CO-40

CO-41

Haw River Assembly

Institute for Policy Integrity - NYU

Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Blue Ridge Environmental Defense
League

Appalachian Voices

Atlantic Coast Pipeline

Appalachian Voices

Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line
Corporation

VA Forest Conservation Partnership

Blue Ridge Environmental Defense
League

Consumer Energy Alliance

Eden Chamber of Commerce

Jorge Aguilar - Food & Water Watch
Chatham Resident

Rachel Velez: Clean Water for NC

Mr. Joyner: Danville Historical Society

Sonja Ingram: Preservation Virginia

Deep Creek Church & Cemetery

NC Economic Development
Association

Public Service Company of North
Carolina

20190916-5155

20190916-5158
20190916-5161

20190917-5178

20190917-5007

20190916-5191

20190917-5010

20190918-5032

20190809-5084

20191016-5100

20190916-5128,

20190923-0030

20190906-3055

20190923-4001

20190906-3055

20190923-4002
20190923-4001

20190923-4001

20190906-3055

20190826-0031

20191017-5115

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

CI-1

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

GEN-8

GEN-3

GEN-3

CI-1, CI-3, GEN-4
GEN-2, SOCIO-1
GW-1, SURF-1, GEN-6

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

GEN-3

GEN-3




Appendix 1.1
Index of Commenters on the Southgate Draft EIS

Letter Accession
Code Commenter Name/Affiliation Number Comment Code(s)
Individuals
IND-1 Katie Whitehead 20190808-5029  GEN-5
IND-2 Mark Stevens 20190812-5003 ALT-1
IND-3 Janak Patel 20190814-5005  Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses
IND-4 David Hill 20190816-5054  Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses
IND-5 Mary E D Ryan 20190820-5065 GEN-1
IND-6 Denise DerGarabedian 20190821-5035 GEN-2, GEN-1, CULT-1, GEO-2,
GEO-3
IND-7 Cheryl Garrity 20190821-5041 GEN-1, GW-1, ALT-1, SOCIO-2,
LU-2
IND-8 Eleanor M Amidon 20190823-5141 Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses
IND-9 Eleanor M Amidon 20190823-5142  GEN-6, CI-1, ALT-2, SURF-2
IND-10 Joshua Lobe 20190826-5001 GEN-1, AIR-1, GEN-7
IND-11 Angela Herbin 20190826-5003 GEN-2, LU-1, LU-5, SAFE-1
IND-12 Jeanne Eichinger 20190826-5025 SURF-7, SAFE-1, SURF-2
IND-13 Lori Thorn 20190826-0032  GEN-6, GEN-7, SAFE-2, SOCIO-
1, GEN-2
IND-14 John Runkle 20190828-5094  GEN-2
IND-15 David Naylor 20190827-0013 SAFE-1, SAFE-2, GEN-2,
SOCIO-1, LU-1
IND-16 John Heise & Lori Dyer 20190830-5013  Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses
IND-17 Lewise Busch 20190904-0099  CI-2
IND-18 Wayne Kirkpatrick 20190910-5005 GEN-1, GEN-7, GEN-2
IND-19 Katie Whitehead 20190910-5007 Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses
IND-20 Beth Kreydatus 20190912-5000  GEN-1, GEN-6
IND-21 Larry Shambley 20190912-5090  ALT-3
IND-21a Larry Shambley 20190912-5100  ALT-3
IND-22 Jean Robinson 20190912-5093 GEN-1, GEN-2, GEN-4, GEN-6




Appendix 1.1
Index of Commenters on the Southgate Draft EIS

Letter Accession

Code Commenter Name/Affiliation Number Comment Code(s)

IND-23 Perry Slade 20190912-0017  GEN-1, LU-1, GEN-7, ALT-4,
SAFE-1, GW-1, SURF-1

IND-24 DeNeika Barnard 20190916-5000 GEN-1

IND-25 Pamela Taylor Turner 20190916-5003 GEN-1, SOCIO-3

IND-26 Karen Bearden 20190916-5004 CI-1, ALT-2

IND-27 Patsy Madren 20190916-5007 ALT-2, LU-1, GW-1, LU-4,
GEN-1, GEN-2, GEN-6, SOCIO-
1

IND-28 Maury Johnson 20190916-5031 Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

IND-29 Robert Pollok 20190916-5038  LU-1, LU-5

IND-30 Christopher Lish 20190916-5029  Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

IND-31 Richie & Penny Richmond 20190916-5108 GEN-2, GEN-4, GEN-6

IND-32 Fred Lehman 20190916-5130 GEN-2

IND-33 Thelma Sharon Garbutt 20190916-5174 GEN-2, SURF-1, SOCIO-2, GW-
1, GEN-6, GEO-2

IND-34 Lisa Glassco 20190917-5000 GEN-1

IND-35 Sandra Cook 20190917-5004  GEN-1, GEN-2, SURF-1

IND-36 Katie Whitehead 20190916-5190  Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

IND-37 Jeannie Ambrose 20190917-0006  Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

IND-38 Joseph Brancoti 20190919-0007 GEN-1, GEN-2, GEN-6

IND-39 Jesse Epperson 20190910-5132  GEN-2, CI-1

IND-41 Katie Whitehead 20191118-5029  Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

IND-42 T Butler 20190906-3055  GEN-6

IND-43 Andrea Cook 20190906-3055 WET-1, GEN-1

IND-44 Randy & Lisa Hall 20190906-3055  GEN-2, GEN-6, SAFE-1, SURF-
1, GW-1, SAFE-2, SOCIO-1

IND-45 Herman Johnson 20190906-3055 GEN-7

IND-46 Carroll Lassiter 20190906-3055 CI-1, GEN-1

IND-47 Owen Ray McKenzie Jr 20190906-3055 LU-1




Appendix 1.1
Index of Commenters on the Southgate Draft EIS

Letter Accession

Code Commenter Name/Affiliation Number Comment Code(s)

IND-48 Deborah Smith 20190906-3055 AIR-2, GEN-1

IND-49 Dr, J William & Kenan Walker 20190923-4000 GEN-7, GEN-1, LU-1, SAFE-1

IND-50 Mr. Hughes 20190923-4000 GEN-2, GEN-6, ALT-4

IND-51 Ms. Hutchby 20190923-4000 SURF-1, SURF-6, SAFE-1,
SURF-7, GEN-1, GEN-6, CULT-
1, GEO-2, GEO-3

IND-52 Ann Rogers 20190923-4001 GEN-12

IND-53 Joan Hendricks 20190923-4001 GEN-1, SAFE-1, SURF-7

IND-54 Pamela Taylor Turner 20190923-4001 GEN-1, SOCIO-3, GEN-2

IND-55 Richard G Motley 20190923-4001 GEN-7, SURF-1, SOIL-1, SAFE-
1

IND-56 Susan Virginia Mead 20190923-4001 SAFE-3, GEN-6, GEN-4

IND-57 Maury Johnson 20190923-4001 GEN-6, GEN-1

IND-58 Jessica Sims 20190923-4001 GEO-1, GEN-1, GEN-6, GEN-
WET-1, AIR-2, GEN-8

IND-59 Graham Rex 20190906-3055 GEN-1

IND-60 Stacy Lovelace 20190923-4001 GEN-6, AIR-2, SURF-1, SAFE-1,
CI-1, GEN-2, SAFE-4

IND-61 Irene Leech 20190923-4001 GEN-1, GEN-7, SAFE-1, AIR-1,
GEN-2, SAFE-4

IND-62 William Davies 20190923-4001 GEN-9, SOCIO-1, SOCIO-2,
GEN-2, GEN-1, CI-1

IND-63 Eric Anspaugh 20190923-4001 GEN-1, GEN-6, GEN-10, GEN-9

IND-64 Lee Williams 20190923-4001 CI-1, GEN-1, SAFE-3

IND-65 Freeda Cathcart 20190923-4001 GEN-6, GEN-10, GEN-2

IND-66 Douglas Lee Bryan 20190923-4001 SURF-2, GW-1, LU-1, GEN-1,
GEN-7, NOISE-1

IND-67 Tina Badger 20190923-4001 SURF-2, T&E-3, GEO-6, GEN-6,
GEN-1

IND-68 Eric Stamps 20190923-4001 GEN-6, SAFE-1, GEN-2, ALT-4,
ALT-2, CI-4

IND-69 Penina Harte 20190923-4001 GEN-1, GEN-2, CI-1

IND-70 Robert Pollok 20190923-4001 LU-5




Appendix 1.1
Index of Commenters on the Southgate Draft EIS

Letter Accession

Code Commenter Name/Affiliation Number Comment Code(s)

IND-71 Emily Keel 20190923-4002 GEN-1, GW-1, GEN-6, CI-2,
SAFE-1

IND-72 Margaret Herring 20190923-4002 SAFE-1, GEN-1, SOCIO-1,
SOIL-2, SURF-1, CI-2, ALT-2,
SOCIO-4

IND-73 Harry Phillips 20190923-4002 SURF-1, SOCIO-1, AIR-2, GEN-
1, SURF-2, GEO-5, GEN-2,
GEN-6, GEN-1

IND-74 Suzanne Smith 20190923-4002 GEN-1, GEN-4, GW-1, ALT-3,
SAFE-1

IND-75 Wayne Apple 20190923-4002  ALT-3, GEN-1, WILD-1, GW-1,
SAFE-1

IND-76 Patsy Madren 20190923-4002 GEN-1, ALT-3, SAFE-1, GEN-6,
SURF-2

IND-77 Mark & Lisa Hill 20190923-4002 GEN-2, ALT-4, ALT-1, GEN-6,
SOCIO-1, GEN-7

IND-78 Carolyn Hansley-Mece 20190923-4002 GEN-1, GEN-2, GEN-4, GEN-6,
GEN-9, SURF-6, CULT-1, CI-1,
SAFE-1

IND-79 Herman Johnson 20190923-4002 GEN-1, GEN-7, ALT-4, SOCIO-1

IND-80 Ruth Zalph 20190923-4002 GEN-1, GEN-2, GEN-6, SOCIO-
1, NOISE-1

IND-81 Carroll Lassiter 20190923-4002  ALT-1, GEN-1, GEN-2

IND-82 Joan Hendrix 20190906-3055 GEN-1, SURF-7

IND-83 Sandra Cook 20190923-4002 GEN-1, GEN-2, SURF-1

IND-84 Anne Casselbaum 20190923-4002 ALT-1, GEN-4, GEN-6, GEN-7,
SURF-1

IND-85 Carleton Bass 20190923-4002 ALT-3, LU-1, GEN-7

IND-86 Jason Crazy Bear 20190923-4002 GEN-4, SOCIO-5, GEN-7, GEN-
1, SOCIO-2

IND-87 Daniel & Kelly Bollinger 20190906-3055 GEN-7, GEN-9, SAFE-1

IND-88 John Heise & Lori Dyer 20190906-3055 Appendix 1.3 Side by Side
Responses

IND-89 Aimee Tilley 20190923-4000  GEN-1, SURF-1, GEN-6, SAFE-

1, CULT-4, SOIL-1, SOCIO-2,
GEN-7




Appendix 1.1
Index of Commenters on the Southgate Draft EIS

Letter Accession

Code Commenter Name/Affiliation Number Comment Code(s)

IND-90 Patricia Taylor 20190923-4001 SURF-1, ALT-3, GEN-2, GEN-14

IND-91  Deborah Smith 20190923-4002  AIR-1, AIR-2, GEN-1, SURF-1,
SOCIO-4

IND-92 Robert W. Haskins 20190906-3055 ALT-3, CULT-1, SURF-1

IND-93 Michael & Pamela Wallace 20190923-4002 ALT-3, LU-3

IND-94 John Heise & Lori Dyer 20190923-4002 GEN-2, LU-5, ALT-3, ALT-4

IND-95 Robert & Margaret Smith 20190923-4002 ALT-3, GEN-7, SOCIO-1, LU-14

IND-96 Nancy Rosborough 20190923-4002 GEN-1, GEN-2, GEN-7, LU-1,
SAFE-2, SAFE-4, ALT-2

IND-97 Crystal Cavalier 20190923-4002 CUL-1, CULT-7, SAFE-1, WET-
1, LU-5, GEN-2, SOCIO-5

IND-98 Donna & Larry Shambley 20190923-4002  ALT-3, SAFE-1

IND-99 Patricia Taylor 20190906-3055 GEN-2, GEN-6, ALT-2, ALT-4,

GEN-10

1.1-10
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General Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Appendix 1.2

General Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Comment Code

Comment Summary

Response

General Comments

GEN-1

GEN-2

GEN-3

Comments expressing general opposition to
the Project and non-specific concerns about
environmental impacts (e.g., statements of
general concern for impacts on wetlands or
wildlife; air quality impacts; safety;
statements that quoted text from the draft
EIS but provided no additional comments).

Comments that the need of the Project has
not been established and that the Project
would not benefit local areas crossed by the
route. Additionally, commenters contend
that the Project would not be consistent with
North Carolina’s renewable energy
initiative.

Comments in support of the Project,
including comments related to the need for
the Project, economic benefits, the proposed
route, and the potential for the Project to
meet regional energy goals.

The draft and final EISs describe the
potential impacts on environmental
resources resulting from construction and
operation of the Project. Staff considered
measures to avoid, reduce, and mitigate
impacts on the environment, and as
appropriate, are including recommendations
in the final EIS. As discussed throughout
the environmental analysis section of the
EIS, the staff concludes that with
implementation of Mountain Valley’s
impact avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures, as well as their
adherence to our recommendations, Project
impacts would not be significant.

The Commission will consider the need for
the Project and may address these comments
in any Order it issues.

FERC environmental staff reviews
applications for interstate natural gas
pipeline projects in accordance with an
applicant’s stated objective(s) to disclose the
environmental impacts of a proposal, to
inform the decision makers, and, in
accordance with NEPA, evaluate reasonable
alternatives to a project.

Comments noted.

l.2-1




Appendix 1.2

General Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Comment Code

Comment Summary

Response

GEN-+4

GEN-5

GEN-6

Numerous comments concerning the
adequacy of the draft EIS; the EIS was
“flawed” and “inadequate”, our conclusions
in the EIS are not appropriate or correct, and
the scope of the environmental analysis was
too limited. Commenters contend that our
analysis and conclusions in the draft EIS are
not adequate because Mountain Valley has
not yet provided certain environmental data
and due to lack of information, the Mountain
Valley Pipeline Southgate project does not
comply with NEPA.

Comments that there was insufficient time to
review the draft EIS and associated
information and requests to extend the draft
EIS comment period. Commenters noted
that there was a substantial amount of
information missing from the EIS that the
public did not have a chance to comment on.

Comments related to the performance of
erosion control devices and Mountain Valley
contractors during the construction of the
Mountain Valley Pipeline Project. We also
received comments stating that the draft EIS
fails to adequately analyze impacts because
it unreasonably relies on minimization and
mitigation measures that have previously
been ineffective.

The EIS discloses the potential impacts on
environmental resources resulting from
construction and operation of the Project.
The EIS was prepared in accordance with
NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other
applicable requirements. The EIS includes
sufficient detail to enable FERC staff to
conclude the significance of the full range of
possible impacts on the environment.
Duration and significance of impacts are
discussed throughout the various EIS
resource sections. The EIS identifies and
evaluates feasible mitigation measures to
reduce those effects whenever possible.
Mountain Valley’s construction and
restoration plans contain numerous
mitigation measures to avoid or reduce
Project-related impacts. The EIS addresses
stakeholder comments and incorporates
information as applicable.

A 45-day comment period was opened with
the issuance of the draft EIS. The
Commission’s standard draft EIS comment
period is 45 days, which is consistent with
the Council for Environmental Quality’s
(CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA.
NEPA does not require every study or aspect
of an analysis to be completed before an
agency can issue a draft EIS. The public
docket for the Project was open for review
and comment by stakeholders on all
supplemental materials provided after
issuance of the draft EIS.

Each proposal reviewed by the Commission
is considered on its own merits irrespective
of other projects. FERC’s professional
judgement, based on decades of experiences
on hundreds of projects is that the Plan and
Procedures are sufficient to minimize
impacts to resources. See revised section
1.3 of the EIS for a more detailed response
to these concerns.

1.2-2




Appendix 1.2

General Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Comment Code

Comment Summary

Response

GEN-7

GEN-8

GEN-9

GEN-10

Many commenters provided general
comments regarding their opposition to the
use of eminent domain for the Project and
Mountain Valleys land acquisition methods.

Comments that Project has been segmented
from the environmental review of the
Mountain Valley Pipeline Project.

Commenters stated that the reliance on
mitigation measures to conclude that the
project will cause no significant impacts is
inadequate because many of the mitigation
measures proposed are unspecified.
Commenters noted that in many instances in
the draft EIS we instruct Mountain Valley to
come up with mitigation measures that are
currently not defined; and that mitigation
cannot prevent significant impacts on
environmental resources.

One commenter noted that there was a lack
of government oversight, allowing pipelines
to be installed without permits and a
disregard to Endangered Species Act.

As discussed in section 4.8.2, if an easement
cannot be negotiated with a landowner and
the project has been certificated by the
FERC, the company may use the right of
eminent domain granted to it under Section
7(h) of the NGA and the procedures set forth
under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure
(Rule 71A) to obtain the right-of-way and
extra workspace areas.

Although the Project would be owned and
operated by Mountain Valley, it is a separate
project from the Mountain Valley Pipeline
Project due to the fact that Southgate Project
has a different stated purpose and anchor
shipper and the Project would have separate
facilities. Therefore, the Project requires its
own Environmental Analysis.

Mitigation measures related to the reduction
of impacts on specific resources are
provided throughout the EIS.

To determine the significance of an impact,
we consider the duration of the impact; the
geographic, biological, and/or social context
in which the impact would occur; and the
magnitude and intensity of the impact. We
also consider the measures that would be
implemented by the applicant to avoid,
reduce, and mitigate impacts. For most
impacts analyzed, Mountain Valley has
provided final or draft mitigation measures.

Applicants cannot begin construction of the
Project until all state, federal, and local
permits are received including completion of
consultation under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act. Federal agency
compliance for the Endangered Species Act
(ESA) Section 7 is described in section 4.7.1
of the EIS.

1.2-3




Appendix 1.2

General Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Comment Code

Comment Summary

Response

GEN-11

GEN-12

Alternatives
ALT-1

ALT-2

Commenters suggested that state permit
requirements and recommendations should
be adhered to by the applicant and included
in the EIS.

One commenter voiced concerns that the
description of the project in Mountain
Valley’s application does not match the
description provided in the draft EIS.

Comments regarding the inadequacy of the
alternatives analysis, the limited range of
alternatives considered, and a lack of
analysis of the No Action Alternative.

Commenters stated that the alternatives
analysis in the EIS needs to consider
renewable energy options and an assessment
of non-gas energy alternatives and/or energy
conservation or efficiency.

The Commission encourages cooperation
between pipelines and local authorities.
However, this does not mean that state and
local agencies, through application of state
or local laws, may prohibit or unreasonably
delay the construction and operation of
facilities if approved by the Commission.
The applicant would be required to comply
with all federal and federally-delegated
permits. These permits along with other
state and local permits are identified in table
1.4-1 of the EIS.

Comment Noted. The current project
description as proposed by Mountain Valley
in its application and supplemental filings is
provided in section 2.1 of the EIS.

As required by NEPA, we have identified
and evaluated reasonable alternatives to the
Project to determine whether the
implementation of an alternative would be
environmentally preferable to the proposed
action. The EIS also evaluates the No
Action Alternative. See section 3.0 of the
EIS.

The Project would transport natural gas. As
explained in the introduction to section 3.0,
because renewable energy sources and
energy conservation alternatives are
alternatives to natural gas consumption, but
not natural gas transportation, they do not
meet the Project purpose and were not
analyzed in our alternatives analysis.
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General Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Comment Code

Comment Summary

Response

ALT-3

ALT-4

Geology
GEO-1

GEO-2

Several landowners affected by the Project
requested alternative routes to avoid their
properties and expressed concerns regarding
the alignment of the route and access roads
on their property.

Some commenters expressed concerns that
Mountain Valley did not fully consider the
co-location of the alignment with Transco
and other public rights-of-way or
transportation corridors.

Comments concerning the potential of the
construction of the pipeline to encounter and
disturb uranium deposits.

We received comments that blasting of
bedrock increases danger of landslides.
Commenters requested a landslide
mitigation plan.

Section 3.4.3 of the EIS provides an analysis
of minor route variations developed based
on landowner input and requests. FERC
staff asked Mountain Valley to evaluate
specific properties based on comments
received not only during the draft EIS
comment period, but also throughout the
entire environmental review process. All
alternatives and variations requested by
landowners were considered by FERC staff.
Not all variations considered were discussed
in detail in the draft EIS due to staff
determinations that the alternative was not
feasible or did not provide a significant
environmental advantage. Mountain Valley
made several changes to the route in
response to landowner concerns and
continues to work with landowners to reduce
impacts on their property.

Mountain Valley has collocated the route
with other utility and transportation rights-
of-way for about 49 percent of the route. We
evaluated alternatives in section 3.0 to
evaluate other options to increase
collocation; however, these routes did not
offer a significant environmental advantage
over the proposed route. See section 3.3.2.1
of the EIS for an analysis of the Transco
Alternative.

Section 4.1.4.8 of the EIS has been updated,
and includes a more detailed discussion on
the geologic setting and potential for
uranium occurrence and mobilization in
Pittsylvania County, Virginia.

See section 4.1.4.6 of the EIS for updated
information regarding blasting. Blasting
would follow the procedures in Mountain
Valley’s General Blasting Plan, and would
be limited in depth, width, and length to
minimize disturbances. Mountain Valley
would additionally implement control
measures within their Landslide Mitigation
Report during construction and operation to
minimize landslides and potential associated
impacts.
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General Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Comment Code

Comment Summary

Response

GEO-3

Soils

SOIL-1

SOIL-2

Groundwater
GW-1

Surface Water
SURF-1

Commenters expressed concern regarding
the presence of caves and sinkholes that the
pipeline would cross and the potential for
blasting to cause sinkhole formation.

Commenters expressed concern regarding
dust control during construction.

A few commenters expressed concern about
how soil compaction would be abated.

Comments related to groundwater impacts
and impacts on private wells. Commenters
expressed concerns that the locations of
wells are unknown and that blasting and
heavy equipment can damage infrastructure,
such as wells, underground utilities, and
septic systems.

Comments regarding impacts of the project
on surface waters, including concerns
regarding impacts on water quality.

As described in section 4.1.4.5 of the EIS,
Mountain Valley completed desktop and
targeted field assessment of the proposed
alignment and no karst features (e.g., caves,
sinkholes) were identified.

As described in section 4.2.2 of the EIS,
Mountain Valley would implement dust
suppression measures.

Section 4.2.4 of the EIS discusses measures
Mountain Valley would implement to
decompact soils and ensure all disturbed
areas are returned to pre-construction
conditions.

Section 4.3.1 of the EIS includes a detailed
discussion of the potential impacts that
construction and operation of the Project
could have on groundwater resources,
including water supply wells, and describes
the measures that Mountain Valley would
implement to avoid or minimize these
impacts. In section 4.3.1.2 of the EIS, we
recommend that any Order that may be
issued by the Commission require Mountain
Valley to file a final table identifying field-
verified wells and springs within 150 feet of
the Project prior to construction.

Section 4.3.2 of the EIS discusses the
Project’s impacts on surface water resources
and describes measures that Mountain
Valley would implement to reduce potential
impacts.
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General Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Comment Code

Comment Summary

Response

SURF-2

SURF-3

SURF-4

SURF-5

Commenters expressed concerns regarding
the increase of erosion and transport of
sediment into streams from the removal of
vegetation and disturbance of stream banks.

Commenters expressed concern about
impacts on the Jordan Lake Watershed and
that the Project is not adhering to Jordan
Lake Rules.

Several commenters argued that the draft
EIS did not appropriately assess the full
scope of downstream impacts. Some
commenters contend that the three-mile
downstream distance used in the draft EIS
does not adequately access water quality
impacts since many contaminants can travel
longer distances.

Commenters expressed concerns regarding
the impact of hydrostatic test water
discharges on surface waters

Impacts on surface waters and erosion
control measures are discussed in sections
2.4,2.7, and 4.3.2 of the EIS. Mountain
Valley would adhere to its Plan and
Procedures, and E&SCP to minimize the
amount of sediment leaving the immediate
area affected by construction. The Plan and
Procedures contain requirements for erosion
and sediment control during the construction
and restoration of the Project. The Plan and
Procedures also contain performance based
standards that seek to contain soils within
the limits of disturbance. As a standard
construction practice, the Project would
establish a 50-foot-wide wetland and
waterbody buffer with erosion and sediment
control devices. The buffer would not be
grubbed during the initial right-of-way
clearing and grubbing sequence. These
buffers would remain undisturbed (aside
from hand felling trees) until the pipeline
crossing is ready to be installed.

See also response GEN-6.

Section 4.3.2.4 of the EIS discusses the
Jordan Lake Riparian Buffer.

We analyzed potential impacts to
waterbodies crossed by the Project within
the HUC-10 watershed geographic scope, as
described in section 4.13 of the EIS. Section
4.3.2.7 of the EIS discusses impacts on
surface waters, including downstream
impacts. We identified 3 streams that are
considered impaired for the presence of
Escherichia coli. No contaminants were
identified in streams crossed by the Project.
Therefore, we would not expect the
introduction of contaminants to occur as a
result of in-stream construction. The Project
would implement an SPCC Plan and follow
measures contained in Mountain Valley’s
Plan and Procedures to avoid the
introduction of contaminants by construction
equipment.

Measures regarding hydrostatic test water
discharge are provided in section 4.3.2.7 of
the EIS and VII.D.1 of Mountain Valley’s
Procedures.
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General Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Comment Code

Comment Summary

Response

SURF-6

SURF-7

SURF-8

SURF-9

Wetland
WET-1

Several commenters contend that Mountain
Valley has not fully identified sources of
water for use during construction.

Commenters expressed concern regarding
construction in floodplains, including the
safety of the public and workers during
flood events that could occur during
construction. In addition, commenters
expressed concerns that the volume and
velocity of water from flooding will increase
with less buffer protection due to un-
vegetated riparian areas and compacted soils
from heavy machinery.

Commenters contend that Mountain Valley
has not provided the feasibility studies for
trenchless crossings of waterways, such as
Deep Creek.

Commenters noted the potential for spills
and leaks to occur, and that Mountain Valley
should employ measures to prevent spills of
fuels or lubricants into state waters.

A commenter expressed concerns regarding
impacts on wetlands, specifically noting
some proposed workspaces were located
within 50 feet of a wetland.

Water sources are addressed in section
4.3.2.6 of the EIS. Since the issuance of the
draft EIS, Mountain Valley has proposed to
use the Dan River as the primary source of
water for construction, and water from
municipalities as the secondary source.

During construction, Mountain Valley
would monitor weather conditions. Sections
4.1.4.7 and 4.3.2.7 of the EIS have been
updated to include measures Mountain
Valley would implement during construction
in the event of seasonal or flash flooding.
Section 4.3.1.5 discusses the restoration of
floodplains and waterbodies to pre-
construction contours, Section 4.3.2.2 has
been updated to include a discussion of a 50-
ft-wide wetland and waterbody buffer, when
applicable.

Mountain Valley completed geotechnical
investigations and provided crossing plans
for each waterbody that would be crossed by
HDD or conventional bore. We have
updated section 4.3.2.2 of the EIS with this
information.

Section 4.3.2 of the EIS discusses the
Project’s impacts on surface water resources
and measures that Mountain Valley would
implement to avoid or reduce potential
impacts, including potential impacts from
spills and leaks.

As described in section 4.4.3 of the EIS,
Mountain Valley’s Procedures specify that
all areas of additional temporary workspaces
(ATWS) should be set back at least 50 feet
from wetlands. Mountain Valley has
requested modifications to their Procedures
at specific locations within 50 feet of a
wetland boundary. Appendix B.3 provides
the locations where Mountain Valley
proposes less than a 50-foot setback from a
wetland and the site-specific rationale for
the requested modification from Mountain
Valley’s Procedures. We have reviewed
these ATWS locations and find them
acceptable. Mountain Valley has reduced the
number of ATWS location within 50 feet of
a wetland from 23 to 15 locations.
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General Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Comment Code

Comment Summary

Response

Vegetation
VEG-1

VEG-2

Wildlife
WILD-1

WILD-2

WILD-3

Many commenters expressed concern about
deforestation and forest fragmentation,
including permanent loss of forested areas.

Commenters expressed concerns about the
Project potentially causing the spread of
invasive species.

Commenters expressed concerns regarding
temporal and direct impacts on wildlife and
habitat.

Commenters expressed concerns regarding
impacts on migratory birds and avoidance of
clearing and construction activities within
migratory bird nesting season.

Commenters expressed concern about how
the draft EIS characterized downstream
impacts on aquatic species. Commenters did
not agree with the draft EIS analysis, which
mentioned species may migrate away from
wildlife-threatening impacts caused by the
construction.

Threatened and Endangered Species

T&E-1

T&E-2

T&E-3

Land use

We received comments that observed bald
eagles within the Project area were not noted
in the draft EIS.

Commenters stated that FERC has not
provided sufficient information in the draft
EIS for the public to assess the actual
impacts to listed species, or to assess the not
likely to adversely affect determination that
was made for these species.

Commenters expressed concerns that
pipeline construction would harm numerous
species and their habitats, including the
Roanoke logperch, James spineymussel,
Atlantic pigtoe and smooth coneflower.

See section 4.5.4 for a discussion of impacts
on vegetation communities, including
interior forested areas and forest
fragmentation in section 4.5.4.3.

Potential impacts related to invasive species
are discussed in section 4.5.4.1 of the EIS.

Section 4.6 of the EIS discusses impacts on
wildlife and habitat.

Section 4.6.3.2 of the EIS discuss impacts
on migratory birds.

Aquatic species immediately downstream of
disturbed areas may experience increased
rates of stress, injury, and mortality. Impacts
on aquatic species with less mobility are
discussed in section 4.6.5 of the EIS.

As noted in section 4.6.3.3 of the EIS, there
are no currently documented bald eagle
nests within 0.5 mile of the Project footprint,
Section 4.6.3.4 discusses the measures that
Mountain Valley would follow if bald eagles
are observed. Section 4.7 of the EIS notes
waterbodies and lands where protected
species are known to occur.

Section 4.7 of the EIS discusses impacts on
listed species. Federal agency compliance
with Section 7 of the ESA is described in
section 4.7.1 of the EIS.

Sections 4.7.3, 4.7.4, and 4.7.5 of the EIS
discusses impacts on listed fish, mussels,
and plants.
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General Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Comment Code

Comment Summary

Response

LU-1

LU-2

LU-3

LU-4

LU-5

Socioeconomics

SOCIO-1

Commenters expressed concerns regarding
the pipeline easement and its impact on
current land use and future residential
development. Commenters are concerned
that construction will render land unusable
for farming, habitation, or other uses.
Several landowners expressed concern about
not being able to cross the pipeline
easement, which would cutoff usable land.
Some landowners are also concerned that
Mountain Valley will not replace fences
removed for construction.

Commenters expressed concern about
impacts on public use of recreational parks,
trails, and rivers, including the Mountains-
to-Sea Trail and a proposed trail in
Alamance County.

General comments regarding the visual
impact of the newly cleared sections of the
easement on the public and landowners.

Landowners commented that the pipeline
would impact residential septic systems.

Comments regarding the impact of the
pipeline easement on agricultural production
during and after construction. Landowner
commented on the short-term and long-term
impacts of easements within traditional and
other unique (truffle farm and seed farm)
agricultural crops. Some landowners believe
that installation of the pipeline will change
the composition of the soil, which will
impact crops.

Several commenters expressed concern that
the pipeline would lead to decreased
property values, which would have a
negative economic effect on their futures.

Impacts on land use are discussed in section
4.8 of the EIS. Most commonly, cultivated
properties go back into cultivation following
construction and so, the easement does not
affect the resumption of farming.

A 50-foot-wide permanent right-of-way
would be maintained by Mountain Valley.
While structures would not be permitted
within the permanent right-of-way, they
would be permitted in all areas used for the
temporary construction workspace.
Mountain Valley stated that they would
work with landowners to maintain access to
cultivated agricultural portions of their
property and would provide access across
the right-of-way at the request of the
landowner. Mountain Valley would work
with landowners to replace and return
features of their property that needed to be
removed for construction, including fences
for livestock.

Impacts on recreational and special use
lands are discussed in section 4.8.4 of the
EIS.

Visual impacts from right-of-way clearing
are discussed in section 4.8.6.1 of the EIS.

Section 4.8.3 of the EIS for analyzes impacts
on septic systems.

Section 4.8.1.1 of the EIS discusses impacts
and mitigation measures regarding
agricultural land use affected by the Project.

As discussed in section 4.9.5 of the EIS,
based on our review of numerous studies,
there is no conclusive evidence that indicates
that the presence of a pipeline would
significantly impact the value of a property.
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General Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Comment Code

Comment Summary

Response

SOCIO-2

SOCIO-3

SOCIO-4

SOCIO-5

SOCIO-6

Commenters expressed concerns that the
pipeline would impact tourism in the region.

Commenters expressed concerns regarding
mental health impacts of the Project, as well
as eco-psychology, eco-therapy, and terra-
psychology not being considered in the draft
EIS.

Commenters expressed that there was a lack
of analysis regarding impacts to
environmental justice communities,
particularly those located near the Lambert
Compressor Station.

Commenters expressed concern regarding
impacts of pipeline construction on personal
safety. Commenters would like to see a plan
from local law enforcement to defuse

situations that may occur, including protests.

To pay for cleanup of spills or accidents
along the pipeline, commenters believe that
utility rates will increase, which will have a
greater impact on low income populations.

Impacts to tourism are discussed in section
4.9.6 of the EIS.

Impacts on affected resources including
public health, and the associated mitigation
measures, are discussed throughout the EIS.
An individual’s response to the short-term
and/or long-term changes to their
surrounding environments due to
construction of the project would vary
significantly depending on a variety of
factors. Consequently, assessing those
responses, which could include no response
at all, is not be feasible.

Potential impacts (such as air quality, noise,
water resources, etc.) on the human
environment including environmental justice
communities are discussed throughout the
EIS. As discussed in section 4.9.8, while
there are several low income and minority
populations crossed by the pipeline route,
we conclude that they would not be
disproportionately affected by the pipeline
or the compressor station. Section 4.9.8 has
also been updated to include a map of the
Project and all census blocks crossed by the
pipeline route, including those that contain
Environmental Justice communities.

As noted in section 4.9.3 of the EIS, each
county within the Project area has numerous
police and fire departments. Mountain
Valley would work with local police
departments, fire departments, and
emergency first responders to address any
Project safety concerns.

Mountain Valley is responsible for the
cleanup of spills and accidents during
pipeline construction and operation.
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General Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Comment Code

Comment Summary

Response

SOCIO-7

SOCIO-8

Cultural
CULT-1

CULT-2

Several commenters mentioned that the draft
EIS did not account for social services that
will be provided to out of town workers and
did not account for non-standard
socioeconomic effects, such as the loss in
ecosystem services that is currently provided
by air, water, forest, and other natural
resources.

Commenters contend that the draft EIS
inflates economic benefits and understates
its adverse impacts. They further state that
the EIS analysis uses the entire states of
North Carolina and Virginia as its impact
area, instead of a more appropriate region.
Commenters disagreed with the use of
INPLAN.

Several commenters stated that the surveys
are not yet complete; and that contend not
all resources have been identified, and
impacts to cultural resources have not been
adequately addressed. Commenters also
stated that the draft EIS does not provide
information on the findings of the
archeological sites identified and note that
there are sites that have been previously
identified but were not included in the draft
EIS. Some commenters contend that the
impacts to tribes were not considered, and
FERC as the federal lead should have
reached out to the tribes, not Mountain
Valley. Some commenters believe Section
106 has not been completed properly

A letter was received from North Carolina
SHPO stating the draft EIS has been
reviewed and addresses previous comments.
They concur with the revised Plan for
Unanticipated Discoveries of Historic
Properties and Human Remains. Changes in
the revised archeological report and
addendum will need to be reflected in Table
4.10-11.

Socioeconomic impacts are addressed in
section 4.9 of the EIS. While we are not
aware of a standard for assessing
quantifiable impacts resulting from loss of
ecosystem services, we note that the project
impact on the HUC-10 watersheds crossed
by the Project is only about 0.1 percent of
the area within these watersheds.
Consequently, although we did not assess
ecosystem services, it would be difficult to
conclude that the loss would be discernable.

As discussed in sections 4.9.7 and 4.9.9,
benefits to the local economy from payroll
expenditures, local purchases of
consumables Project-specific materials,
room rentals, and sales tax would be short-
term and minor. Section 4.9.3 discusses
impacts of the Project on public services. |

In section 4.10.4 of the draft EIS, we
acknowledge that the entire pipeline route
has not yet been completely inventoried for
cultural resources, and recommend that the
Commission Order authorizing the Project
contain an environmental condition that
construction may not begin until after all
archaeological surveys have been completed
and reviewed, and we have completed the
process of compliance with the NHPA.

The EIS was revised to reflect comments on
reports we received from the NCSHPO, in
letters dated July 1 and 22, 2019.
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General Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Comment Code

Comment Summary

Response

CULT-3

CULT-4

CULT-5

CULT-6

CULT-7

CULT-8

Air
AIR-1

One commenter requested realignment to
avoid impacts to Little Cherrystone
Property. This site includes a Native
American burial ground. The commenter
stated that since it is within the LOD, the
public will not be able to monitor the site to
make sure access is restricted.

A comment was received noting that the
Deep Creek Church and Cemetery is located
close to the proposed route. They requested
avoidance, compensation for impacts, and to
return the site to preconstruction conditions

Commenters noted the Mountain View
historic 1890s home, located in the Chatham
Historic District on Route 20 is located
within the proposed route. It is within the
proposed route and will be impacted by the
project

The Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma stated the
project is outside of their area of interest.
Comments are deferred to other Tribes that
have been contacted.

A commenter stated there are undocumented
graves in Ossipee in Altamahaw. Locations
passed down through oral tradition of
Occaneechi Band of the Saponi Nation.

The Catawba requested to be notified if
Native American artifacts and/or human
remains are located during the ground
disturbance phase of this project.

Commenters expressed concerns regarding
the Project-related emissions impact on the
region’s air quality.

Little Cherrystone Manor/Wooding
Cemetery/Site 71-36 is mentioned on page
4-166 of the draft EIS as a NRHP-listed
property and listed on table 4.10-9, with the
recommendation to "avoid or mitigate." In
an environmental information request issued
by the FERC on October 3, 2019 we asked
Mountain Valley to file either an avoidance
plan or a treatment plan for Little
Cherrystone Manor. In an October 18, 2019
filing, Mountain Valley stated it would be
filing an avoidance plan for Little
Cherrystone Manor.

Our EIR #4 requested an avoidance plan for
the church/cemetery. An avoidance plan
for the Deep Creek Primitive Baptist Church
and Cemetery was filed by Mountain Valley
on October 23, 2019.

Historical architectural site 71-25 (Mountain
View Manor) was recorded during surveys
conducted by TRC for Mountain Valley
between September 2018 and June 2019
(Karpynec, September 2019). It was noted
as listed on the NRHP. We have revised the
EIS to reflect this new information.

Comment noted.

We asked Mountain Valley about these
graves in EIR#4. The company responded
in an October 18, 2019 filing Mountain
Valley indicated that the Chair of the
Occaneechi Band of the Saponi Nation had
no knowledge of graves in this area.

Comment noted.

Air emission impacts and mitigation
measures are discussed in section 4.11.1.7.
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Comment Code

Comment Summary

Response

AIR-2

Noise
NOISE - 1

Safety
SAFE-1

SAFE-2

Commenters were concerned regarding
impacts on health resulting from operation
of the Lambert Compressor Station. Some
commenters requested we study the impacts
on more vulnerable populations
(environmental justice populations) that are
near the Lambert Compressor Station.

Comments regarding noise and light impacts
on humans and wildlife resulting from
construction and operation of the pipeline
and compressor station.

Commenters expressed concern regarding
potential incidents along the pipeline and
compressor station facilities, including
impacts of natural gas leaks. Commenters
also expressed concern regarding the
potential for leaks to ignite and subsequent
impacts on nearby residences, communities,
and the environment.

Concerns were expressed from commenters
about how local resources and communities
are not equipped to handle an emergency
response.

Air quality impacts on public health are
discussed in detail in section 4.11.1.7.
Additionally, potential air quality impacts on
vulnerable populations are discussed in
section 4.9.8 of the EIS.

As described in Section 4.11.2.3, noise from
construction and operation of the project,
including the Lambert Compressor Station
would meet FERC requirements. Effects
from chronic noise may vary by species as
described in section 4.6.1.1. Mountain
Valley would employ noise mitigation
measures at the Lambert Compressor Station
and the noise levels that wildlife would be
exposed to beyond the compressor station
property boundary would vary based on the
distance from the facility.

See section 4.6.1.1 for a discussion of
lighting techniques to minimize impacts to
wildlife.

Lighting impacts on people are discussed in
section 4.8.6.2, the Lambert Compressor
Station would be surrounded by trees on
three sides, shielding it from public view.
The vegetative screening would also shield
the Lambert Compressor Station from
nearby residences, thereby minimizing
effects from light.

Section 4.12.1 states that the DOT requires
operators to develop and follow a written
Integrity Management Program that address
the risks on each transmission pipeline
segment. In addition, sections 4.12 and
4.9.3 discuss elements of Mountain Valley’s
emergency response plan and coordination
with local first responders in the event of an
emergency.

Section 4.9.3 describes the effects that the
Project could have to local services
(including emergency services). DOT
regulations regarding emergency response
are described in section 4.12.1
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Comment Code

Comment Summary

Response

SAFE-3

SAFE-4

Commenters expressed concerned about
public safety during construction. Including
safety of construction workers. Several
commenters mentioned equipment turnovers
from past projects.

A commenter expressed concern regarding
possible accidents in less densely populated
areas due to thinner pipeline walls.

Cumulative Impacts

CI-1

Commenters expressed concerns related to
climate change, including contentions that
the Project will contribute to climate change,
sea level rise, and extreme weather events,
and subsequently impact other
environmental resources, commercial
economies, climate refugees, etc.
Commenters stated that the EIS failed to
adequately utilize available methodologies
(Social Cost of Carbon) to assess the
Project’s climate impact and expressed
concern that our failure to address the
importance and consequences of GHG
emissions undermined several aspects of the
overall Project environmental analysis. In
addition, commenters contend we did not
adequately estimate upstream and
downstream GHG emissions that would
result from the Project. Commenters also
contend that the climate change analysis in
the EIS should include GHG emissions from
loss of trees and vegetation and burning of
brush associated with the Project.

Sections 4.12 and 4.9.3 of the EIS discuss
elements of Mountain Valley’s emergency
response plan and coordination with local
first responders in the event of an
emergency.

As described in section 4.12.1, the DOT
regulates pipeline safety under 49 U.S.C.
601. Class locations representing more
populated areas require higher safety factors
in pipeline design, testing, and operation.
Class locations for the Project have been
determined based on the relationship of the
pipeline centerline to other nearby structures
and manmade features.

An analysis of the Project’s impacts on
climate change is discussed in section
4.13.2.9.

The social cost of carbon tool is intended for
estimating the climate costs and benefits of
rulemakings and policy alternatives. The
tool cannot predict the actual environmental
impacts of a project on climate change. It
can only present a monetized global value
for the economic costs of climate change
and was not considered adequate for the
purposes of this EIS.

The evaluation of upstream and downstream
GHG emissions it outside of the scope of
this EIS.

Section 4.5.4.3 provides an updated
discussion of interior forest impacts; and
section 4.13 discusses cumulative impacts
on forested areas.

1.2-15




Appendix 1.2

General Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Comment Code

Comment Summary

Response

CI-2

CI-3

CI-4

A few commenters contend that there are
increased climate change risks from gas
sourced from shale formations, as well as
stating that methane is initially a more
potent GHG than CO2 after release into the
atmosphere. Several commenters expressed
concern that the project facilities would leak
methane, contributing to GHGs, and that
these leaks were not accounted for in the
analysis of Project impacts on climate
change.

Many commenters stated that the cumulative
impact analysis was inadequate, including a
limited analysis of cumulative impacts on
forested wetlands, waterbodies, land use,
and other aspects of the human and natural
environment.

Several commenters expressed concern
regarding the cumulative impacts on air
quality and human health from three
compressor stations located in close
proximity.

As described in section 4.11.1.2, our use of
carbon dioxide equivalents (COze) is
consistent with the methods for
characterizing methane in greenhouse gas
estimates, allowing a common standard for
comparison across projects. As discussed in
section 4.3.1.5, Mountain Valley would
regularly monitor the pipeline for signs of
leaks. Similarly, as discussed in

section 4.11.1.5 Mountain Valley would
comply with all applicable leak detection
and repair requirements, including the use of
optical gas imaging to conduct leak surveys.

Cumulative impacts on environmental
resources affected by the Project, including
wetlands, waterbodies, and land use, are
discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS. The
analysis is consistent with CEQ guidelines
and is sufficient.

An analysis of the cumulative impacts on air
quality, including nearby compressor
stations, is discussed in section 4.13.2.9 of
the EIS. Air quality impacts on public
health are discussed in section 4.11.1.7.
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United States Environmental Protection Agency

UNITED STATES ENVIRDNMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 4
ATLAMNTA FEDERAL CENTER
61 FORSYTH STREET
ATLANTA, GEDRGIA 30303-8560

SEP 12 2019
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"
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'04_;! h

Kimberly D. Bose, Secrelary

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

Re: Draft Environmental Impaci Statement (DEIS) for the Southgate Mouniain Valley Pipeline
Project, FERC Docket No. CP19-14-000; CEQ #20190176

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the DEIS for the Southgate Mountain Valley
Pipeline ("MVP") Project in sccordance with our responsibilities under Section 102{2)(C) of the
Mational Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. This DEIS evaluates

| the potential impaects to natural and human environments resulting from the proposed construction and
operation of approximately 73 miles of a new natural gas ransmission pipeline, a compressor station,
and accompanying facilities that would provide roughly 375 million cubic feet per day (MMcFd) of
natural gas, The proposed pipeline location will traverse through Pittsylvania County, Virginia, and
Alamance and Rockingham Counties in North Carolina c
The Federal Regulaiory Commission (FERC or the *Commission’) has the decision of whether to issue a

| Certificate of Public Convenience and Mecessity will also serve as the NEPA Section 102(2%C) lead

| Flbdtnl'l] agency. The EPA is providing the following commenis consistent with Section 309 of the Clean
Air Act.

The DEIS presented the following altematives: No Action Allernative, System Alternatives, Major
Pipeline Route Aliernatives, Pipeline Route Veriations, Pipeline Route Realipnments, and Alternative
| Aboveground Facility Sites. Based on our review of the DEIS, the EPA identified several issues that
could potentially help to improve the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). The EPA requests
that additional analysis be provided and reporied in the FEIS. We also recommend that all relevant
permits and consultations be concluded. We have enclossd technical commenis and recommendations
.“" your consideration that can potentially strengthen the conclusions in the FEIS {See enclosure).

Effective October 22, 2018, the EPA will no longer include ratings in our comment letters. Information
{about this change and the EPA’ 5 continued roles and responsibilities in the review of federal actions can
| be found on our website at: hitps://www.cpe.gov/ncpaienvironmental-impact-stslement-rating-

system-crilcria

The EPA appreciates the opportunity to review and provide comments on this DEIS. If you have

questions or wish to discuss our comments and recommendations, please contact Ms. Maria R. Clark at

(404) 562-9513 or clark.maria@epa.gov.

Sincerely,
Christopher A. Militscher

Chief, NEPA Section
Strategic Programs Office
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FA-1

United States Environmental Protection Agency

ENCLOSURE
Technical Comments and Recommendations on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for
the Southgate Mountain Valley Pipeline Project, FERC Docket No. CP19-14-000 CEQ #20190176

Purpose and Need: The DEIS was not clear concerning a full description of the purpose and need for
the action(s). In the Section 1.1 Purpose and Need, the document stated a description of the proposal and
how the Commission bases its decisions. However, the need for this project remained uncertain. The
purpose and need of the proposed project stated in the DEIS is: “...t0 meer the specific requesis for
natural gas transportation service of its anchor shipper, Dominion Energy (formerly PSNC Energy), a
local natural gas distribution company. " Additionally, the Commission directed the readers to its
“Certificate Policy Statement'” to try to clarify how the Commission evaluates the need for the project,
and as the Commission states in the DEIS. “...whether there is a need for a proposed project and
whether the proposed project would serve the public interest. The Commission decision, in its Order,
would review the need for the Project. "

Recommendations: The EPA recognizes that this section of the DEIS needs to be further developed as

FA-la

the Commission receives agency and public input. While finalizing this discussion, the EPA has
provided some general information regarding NC’s demand/consumption regarding three energy sectors
(See chart below). It is noted that in NC the natural gas sector has increased by more than 100%, but we
also noted that the available volume of gas as of today is already exceeding NC’s present consumption?.
‘We understand that one of the many issues FERC considers for its decision is market demand and
supply. We recommend that the FEIS include a well-defined purpose and need that would address the

underlining need for this project that balances the benefits and impacts from the proposal.

- Alternatives: The EPA’s earlier scoping comments
e . Femoewn -l | recommended that FERC expand the evaluation of

the alternatives. While we recommended to further
evaluate the Duke Power Alterative (included in this
DEIS), and to explore further *co-location’
alternatives that would reduce and minimize
environmental impacts.
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Recommendations: The EPA recommends
expanding the System Alternatives section. The DEIS
explanation of why this alternative is not feasible is
not clear. The EPA also recommends expanding the Major Pipeline Route Alternatives. We recommend
studying a new route for the NC proposed route, specifically where the proposed route deviated from co-
location at MP 32.8 (begins co-location with the power lines) and beyond. The EPA recognizes that this
suggested co-location alternative route would entail additional mileage, but we also recognize the extent
of penmanent and temporary impacts the proposed new location route would create. We recommend
studying the continuation of co-location from MP 32.8 going south and following co-location (with
Cardinal Pipeline) looping to the east until reaching the future delivery point at the Haw River location.
The EPA can supply the appropriate maps if FERC requires clarification regarding this recommended
environmentally-preferable alternative.

e Peaninlo ) 1 e— ] — ] Ol

Figure 4 5 Trends in Fasril Fael Cansumphion by Al Sectors (TBin)

L Certification of New Interstate Natural Gas Pipeline Facilitics, Statement of Policy, B8 FERC ] 61,227 (1999). “...the Commission wifl
evaluate the project By balancing the evidence of the project's public benefits agatnst its residual adverse effects ™
2 The draft NC Clean Energy Plan was prepared by the North Carolina Department of Environmenial Quality, 2019,

NHPA, ESA and CWA Section 404 Compliance: The DEIS states that FERC would complete the

See response GEN-2 in appendix 1.2.

See section 3.4.2 of the EIS for discussion of minor route
alternatives. The western portion of this alternative was not
preferred due to proximity to residences, terrain, and
crossings of surface water features and major wetland
systems. The eastern portion of this route was considered and
is described under the Haw River Alternative. We concluded
that these alternatives do not offer a significant environmental
advantage when compared to the proposed route.
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FA-1

United States Environmental Protection Agency

FA-1c

FA-1d

FA-le

process for compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) Section 7 consultations prior to construction, It is also noted that FERC was
submitting the DEIS as its biological assessment (BA) and requesting informal consultation with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). We recognize the substantial information related to NHPA
consultations and studies that were presented in the DEIS. We recommend that FERC not allow the
applicant to begin ground disturbance until these processes are completed. We also note that the Section
404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) permitting was pending due to the Corps of Engineers indication
that the 404 permits could not be finalized until the NHPA and Section 7 processes were completed.

Recommendation: The EPA strongly recommends that all permits, consultations and the biological
opinion (if required) be concluded and available in the FEIS or in the Record of Decision (ROD). The
required analyses, ground reconnaissance and consultations for these approvals are extremely important
in order to adequately make project decisions.

Hydrostatic Testing and Horizontal Drill Water: The DEIS states that hydrostatic test water would be
discharge into the Roanoke River Basin and Cape Fear River Basin. Also, the DEIS stated that the
project will use municipal water for the test, but at the same time, the DEIS (in a different section) also
mentioned that Mountain Valley continues to evaluate other sources of water for hydrostatic testing and
Horizontal Directional Drill (HDD) operations, The DEIS mentioned the very high probability of having
Inadvertent Return (IR) at the Dan River site and Stony Creek Reservoir when performing HDD
activities.

Recommendations: The DEIS stated that they will not be using chemicals during hydrostatic testing.
By not using chemicals during the testing, water might be left in the pipelines that can cause oxygen
corrosion and microbiologically influenced corrosion (MIC). Pipelines might become vulnerabie and
long-term integrity and safety could become an issue. The EPA recommends that plans be included in
the FEIS to prevent these issues.

The EPA recommends the use of filter covers to use at the end of the output pipe/hose to capture a
variety of deposits such as metals before discharging the used water. It is important to note that if the
applicant proposes different sources of water after FERC’s licensing decision, the project could require
additional permits and therefore, the NEPA process might need to be amended for the additional studies
from the affected water bodies from the change in plans involving the hydrostatic test water. The EPA
also requests a complete Hydrostatic Testing Plan be included in the FEIS.

Comment noted. All consultations would be complete and
federal permits would be obtained by Mountain Valley prior
to construction.

As described in section 2.4.1.6 hydrostatic testing would be
completed in compliance with DOT’s Minimum Federal
Safety Standards 49 CFR 192. See also section 4.12 for
discussion of regulations for design requirements related to
the prevention and detection of corrosion.

Water used for hydrostatic testing would be discharged into
upland areas through appropriate energy dissipation devices.
Any chemical laden water association with cleaning methods
would not be discharged to the ground but instead hauled
away and disposed of at an approved waste facility.
Mountain Valley would conduct sampling to ensure that
discharges meet regulatory thresholds. All drilling fluid
would be hauled away and disposed of at an approved and

properly permitted waste facility.
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United States Environmental Protection Agency

FA-1f

FA-1g

As BMPs for the HDD sites where the possibility of IR exists, the EPA strongly recommends the
presence of a ‘mud engineer’ and a trained crew member (‘mud man’) to work at every HDD location.
We understand that most IR incidents happen when experls and highly trained crew are not at the sites
helping to manage this technology and the appropriate mix of materials that this involves. The EPA
recommends to strongly consider the following components especially when impacting sensitive areas:

Ticker grade of piping material for crossing water bodies.

The installation of automatic shut-off valves or remote-control valves.
The installation of computerized monitoring and leak detection system.
The use of HDD technique should be considered for more water crossings.

* The pipeline should be buried decper in all water bodies locations to avoid future pipe exposures
(thus, the applicant could eliminate pipe degradation that could cost constant repairs'maintenance
due to high flow events, human interference and environmenial stressors).

Aquatic Resources: The applicant (Mountain Valley) states that the praject would impact 26,8 acres of
wetlands, though many of these impacts would be temporary end short-term. The project’s operational
right-of-way would affect 5.9 acres of wellands, including the conversion of 0.1 acre of palustrine scrub-
shrub (PS5) wetland to palustrine emergent (PEM) wetland, and 4.4 acres of palustrine forested (PFO)
wetlands to PSS and PEM wetlands,

Recommendations: Given the extended time-to-maturity of PFO wetland systems, EPA recommends
that temporary PFO impacts be treated as permanent impacis. Filling of aquatic resources, particularly
'mth!mnhﬂ,lsmtml}'ldlmmwhhmmﬂ hkdyhldlu:hmgﬂmdthnﬂmmm
hydrologic conditions of the receiving streams. The EPA is concerned with the potential secondary
effects of the project including potential water quality degredation, impacts to hydrology, habitat and
biodiversity loss, and downstream impacts from the loss of nutrient cycling, organic matier input and
processing, and natural hydrology.

FA-1h

Cumulative impacts from indirect impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively

significant, actions laking place over a period of time. Although the impact of a particular action may be

considered minor, the cumulative effects of numerous piccemeal changes can result in 8 major
impairment of the waler resources. Considering MVP Southgate as a single and complete project, the
EPA recommends a cumulative impacts analysis be considered in order to fully assess the effects on
water quality, hydrology, habitat and biodiversity in the watersheds within the total project area.

Comment noted. Class thickness is designated by DOT. HDD
is discussed in section 4.1.4.9.

Comment noted. Section 4.4.2 of the EIS describes PFO
impacts as long term.

A cumulative impacts analysis of the Southgate project can be
found in section 4.13 of the EIS.
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FA-1 United States Environmental Protection Agency
FA-1i The EPA recommends the applicant documeni the studies that show minimum or non-impact to upper  [See response SURF-4 in appendix 1.2.
stream or lower stream sactions of these water bodies and their ecosystem. Complete documentation
should include communications/consultations to the regular users of these waters,
A description of existing wetland resources in the Project area
The EPA recommends the completion of any ongoing wetland and stream surveys be included in the . . P . . g !
FEIS. We also request that practicable avoidance and minimization measures be incorporated into the |15 provided in section 4.4.1 of the FEIS. See response SA-2a-
project design and construction. Although wetland impacts in the DEIS are classified by system type, 10 regarding the completion of surveys.
this classification does not provide details regarding the wetland quality or functional assessment
it %‘iﬂgﬂ ;ﬁm ed in ::mili Bﬂ-h?: ;’ ::;ﬂ" SRR O VMM S S i The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ
FA-Li guidelines, and other applicable requirements. In addition
J The EPA recommends a comprehensive mitigation plan be developed to assess and assure the functional |Mountain Valley would be required to comply with all federal
ﬂﬁﬂx o "“I:" pl':zn::mm :::Wmml pl’f;ﬂ:ﬁﬁﬁpﬁﬁ:ﬂﬂmﬂzm and federally-delegated permits as identified in table 1.4-1,
identified should the stream mitigation and relocations be unable to achieve performance standards. The [including the Section 404 CWA permit. The Compensatory
EPA recommends that the baseline assessment of the streams be used to guide the development of these |Mitigation Plan would be subject to review and approval by
performance standards. If a relocated stream is expected to receive full mitigation credit for the impacted |1, Djgrict Engineer for the COE for the Norfolk District in
resources, the stream relocation should at a minimum be providing equivalent quality and function to .. L. s .
that of the pre-impacted stream. Stream relocations should only be considered ‘seli-mitigating’ if the Virginia and Wilmington District in North Carolina.
relocation retains or improves the existing condition of the stream system as measured by the baseline
assessment methodology.
An important resource to consider is titled, “The Framework and Risk Matrix". The U.5. Fish and Section 4.3.2 describes the effects of the Projects on surface
Wildlife Service (USFWS), is ane of its dﬁ‘ﬁhﬁ? This is a pipeline crossing framework and risk waterbodies. We recognize that in-stream construction would
analysis approach and it s recommended by the USFWS. This approach is also used for wetlands. For cause temporary and localized impacts on surface water.
detailed technical information regarding this resource, please contact: Janine M_Casirof)fws.gov X ; '
FA-1k However, based on the construction techniques and Mountain
Environmental Justice: The EPA appreciates that a discussion and analysis of environmental justice Valley’s commitment to the Plan. Procedures, and their
(EJ) that was included in the DEIS. The EPA has identified census block groups where linguistically E&SCP we do not anticipate long-term or significant impacts
isolated populations are prescat. on surface water resources as a result of construction or
Recommendation: The EPA recommends expanding the EJ analysis and if linguistically isolated operation of the Project
FA-11 populations are 1o be impacted by the proposal, the EPA recommends that the applicant should reach oul Comment noted. See revised section 4.9.8.

1o these communities. All project related documents should be translated into the comresponding

languages,

Air Quality: The DEIS states that emissions from the new compressor station would be greater than
25,000 metric tons per year. The EPA’s 40 CFR Parts 86 et al. rule for mandatory reporting of

gases will patentially require monitoring and reporting of emissions from this new unit. The
DEIS indicated that the new compressor unit could produce up to 16 blowdown events per year.
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FA-1

United States Environmental Protection Agency

FA-1m

FA-1n

FA-1p

Recommendation: The EPA recommends that the applicant consider new and proven technologies 1o
reduce methane emissions and include these capture technologics into the now compressor station
construction. A variety of applicabie resources and techooboghes can be found nt:

https=/fwww epa.gov/natural-gas-star-peogram/‘recommended-technologies-reduce -methane-emissions
and hiips:/fwww. cpa.govinalural-gas-star-program/blowdown-reductions.

In 2014, the EPA estimated that the transmission and storage secior accounts for 13% of the total
methane emissions from the oil and notural gas industiry, The EPA reported that Reciprocating
Compressors account for 35% of the emissions from this sector. The EPA developed the Natural Gas
STAR Program that provides a frmmework for pariner companies with LS. oil and gas operations to
implement methane reducing technologies and practices. We would like 10 encourape the applicant to
join this program and find oul its moany benefits at:

hirtps=/fwww, epn.govinaiural-gas-siar-program. On Augist 28, 2019, the EPA proposed policy
asmendments io the 2012 and 2016 new source performance sisndards for the oil and gas industry. These
new standards can be found at: hitpssfwwsepa.gov/controlling-air-pol lution-oil-and - natural-gas-
indusiry/proposed-policy-amendments- 200 2-and- 201 G-new.

Comment Noted. Mountain Valley considered new and
proven technologies to reduce methane emissions for the
Lambert Compressor Station and included such technologies
in the compressor station design. A discussion of technologies
being implemented at the Lambert Compressor Station to
achieve low emission levels is in section 4.11.1. Climate
change impacts are discussed in section 4.13.2.9.

Forested Land Impacts: Approximately 582 acres of foresied land would be cleared as proposed. The
DELS indicated that some areas would be allowed o natarally revert o forest, but that such process
could take 30 or more years. Additional impacts eccurmed when the lond clearing releases greenhouse
gases inlo the simosphere. Furthermore, the project will potentially produce large amounts of vegetative
debris, and consequently the need fior either on-site buming and/or tanspontation and disposal.

Recommendation: The EPA recommends calculaling greenhouse emissions from this activity and it be
added to the project emissions. The EPA recommends analyzing the impacts of forest frgmentation and
use the resulis 1o develop a replanting proposal. Also, the EPA recommends using a troe targeted
clearance in order to allow some of the most imponant old growth to remain. The EPA recommends
some additional resources regarding greenhouse pas emnissions:

it/ www epa. gov/ghgemissions/sources-greenhouse - gis-emissions;

Inttps:f fwwer,epa.gov/energy/greenhouse- gases-equivalencies-calenlmor-calculstions-and -references.

The EPA recommends that vegetative debris be recycled andfor repurposed to the extent practicable, and
it be diverted from landfills.

Comments noted. Forest fragmentation is discussed in section
4.5.4.3. Disposal of vegetative debris is discussed in section

4.5.4.1. Greenhouse gas emissions are discussed in section
4.11.1.7.

Existing Residential, Commercial and Industrial Facilities: The DEIS included measurernents to
reduce impacts 1o the closest (25 and 50 fieet within the project) residents/struchures,

Recommunedation: The EPA recommends io include notices of construction {(and blasting) 1o residents

within 250 feet from the pipeline construction. Additionally, we ask 1o provide community notices in

Comment noted. See revised section 4.1.4.6.

other languages, as apropriate,

Clean Diesel: The EPA recommends that the applicent consider fmplementing diesel controls, cleaner
fuel, and cleaner construction practices for on-road and off-road equipment used for transportation, soil

movement, or other construction activities, including:
= Strategies and technologies that reduce unnecessary idling, including auxiliary power unils, the

Mountain Valley has indicated that they will consider clean
diesel technologies and strategies for the project.

use of electric equipment, and strict enforcement of idling limits; and
= Use of clean diese] through add-on control technalogies like diesel particulete filiers and diesel
oxidation catalysts, repowers, or newer, cleaner equipment.

For mvore informmation on diesel emission contreds in construction projects, please
sex! hitpsifacana.nontheasidiesel org/pdiNEDC -Construction-Coniract-Spec.pdf.
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United States Environmental Protection Agency

FA-1q

Pipeline Safety: The EPA understands that there has been o subsiantial number of recent anticles
pertaining 1o public concerns involving natural gas pipeline projects (in general) around the country and
their potential impaci radius (high consequence areas) if an incident wene to occur. Random leaks or
other types of incidents'malfumctions might occur at any time on any segment of the pipeline. The
Federal pipeline safety regulations ai Title 49 §192.935 identifies the types of areas where sdditional
measures must be taken,

Recommendations: The EFA supgests the development of a *Risk Assessment” to inform the public in
a more detailed manner. We understand that the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safery
Administration (PHMSA) oversees pipeline safiey. However, we recommend that FERC share with
PHMSA any relevant public concems received regarding pipeline safety. Please note thar we ane
sugpesting a "Risk Assessment’ and not a risk management plan (as they ane sometimes confused). We
believe that these communscation and coordination efforis between the agencies might lessen public and
community concems regarding salety isswes from nearby natural gas pipeiines. The EPA also
recommends the wie of the latest technology for leak detection, such as infrared laser detectors, acrial
sensing-leak mapping systems, hand-held passive infrases cameras, amd infrared laser detectors for leaks
desection, s appropriate.

FERC staff are in regular communication with PHMSA and
also participate as a member of the USDOT PHMSA’s
Technical Pipeline Safety Standards Committee, which
determines if proposed safety regulations are reasonable,
feasible, and practicable. See section 4.11.1.5 in the EIS for
discussion on Mountain Valley's leak detection methods.
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8-¢'l

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Raleigh ES Field Office
Post Otfice Box 33726
Raleigh, North Carolina 27636-3726

September 16, 2019
Kimberly D. Bose
Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NC, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Re: Mountain Valley Southgate DEIS (CP19-14-000)

Dear Ms. Bose:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the July 2019, Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Mountain Valley Southgate (MVPS) project and the August 16,
2019 letter from James Martin, FERC, to John Ellis, FWS, regarding Status of Consultation for
the Proposed Southgate Project (letter). The following comments are provided under provisions
of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531-1544, 87 Stat. 884), as amended, and
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 U.5.C. 668-668c, 54 Stat. 250), as amended. The
Service has met on a regular basis with the project proponent and the FERC regarding this
project.

The Mountain Valley Southgate Project is an interstate natural gas transmission pipeline project
that will extend approximately 73.7 miles from Pittsylvania County, Virginia to delivery points
in North Carolina ending in Alamance County, North Carolina  The project will have the
capacity to transport 375 million cubic feet of natural gas per day.

The Service's overarching comments in regards to the DEIS and the letter are that the Service
does not believe there is sufficient information for the FERC to make a determination regarding
effects to listed species. This is due to the lack of information regarding things such as stream
crossings, lack of completed surveys for listed species and the absence of important information
regarding the project such as the Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan. The Service also
believes that this would apply to the Corps determinations for any permits needed for crossing
streams and wetlands. The letter mentions that a Biological Assessment (BA) is contained
within the DEIS. At this time, there is not sufficient information to decide if formal consultation
will be needed, but if it is, the BA as included in the DEIS would not be deemed complete due to
the lack of the above referenced information,
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United States Fish and Wildlife Service

FA-2a

FA-2b

FA-2c

FA-2d

FA-2e

It is the Service’s understanding that most of the listed species surveys have been conducted in
areas MVPS has access, As of yet the reports of these surveys have not been released. The
reports should contain information regarding what species were found including non-listed
species, the habitat conditions, and the dates of the survey. For aquatic species, streamflow and
turbidity information should be included.

Based on the DEIS, the methods of crossing streams along the route have not been decided upon
and geotechnical surveys have not been completed.  This information will be integral in
assessing impacts to listed species in streams where they occur and the crossings of tributaries
Jjust upstream of their confluence with streams with listed species. This information is needed by
the FERC and the Corps to make informed effects determinations and the Service to evaluate
these determinations.

Throughout the DEIS there are statements that the MVPS’s Erosion and Sedimentation Control
Plan will minimize or avoid impacts to surface waters and fish and wildlife resources in them.
Based on our conversations with the FERC as recently as September 9, 2019, MVPS has not
provided the Plan. This plan is an integral part of assessing impacts to listed species, It should
include measures to protect not only streams with species but also tributary streams that have
crossings in close proximity to streams containing listed species. It should also address
permanent and temporary construction roads and restoration of them in these areas. In similar
projects, the Service has recommended measures such as not grubbing within 50 feet of surface
waters containing sensitive species outside of the growing season, which is considered to be
April 15 - Nov 15 in this area. We have also recommended that at the end of each workday
unvegetated fill be stabilized with an acceptable erosion control cloth, blanket or matting until
the fill is ready (o be permanently stabilized. FERC should evaluate this plan when making its
effects determination for listed species. During the construction phase, the Service requests that
the FERC monitor construction closely due to issues that have occurred on the MVP mainline.

The DEIS states that MVPS intends to utilize municipal water sources for hydrostatic testing but
then goes on to say that MVPS is evaluating a variety of sources of water for hydrostatic testing,
HDD operations, dust control, etc. This is confusing and thus makes it difficult to evaluate the
impacts. The Service recommends that MVPS not withdraw water from streams that contain
listed species. In any stream withdrawals should use screens to prevent impingement and
entrainment of aquatic organisms. In streams with sensitive species, a mesh size of I mm and an
intake velocity of 0.25 feet per second is commonly used. Furthermore, sufficient instream flow
to maintain aquatic life should be present at all times. This information will be imporiant for the
FERC to utilize in making its effects determination.

In regards to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, it is the Service's understanding that MVP intends,
where practicable, to avoid vegetation clearing during the migratory bird nesting season (March
15 — August 15 in Virginia and April 1 — August 31 in North Carclina). We believe that this in
conjunction with the FERC’s recommendation that MVPS consult with the Service if the
removal of vegetation removal during the nesting season, in conjunction with efforts to collocate
much of the project along existing rights-of-way should minimize impacts to migratory birds.

Mountain Valley provided FWS with outstanding survey
results for listed species in October 2019. Mountain Valley
would provide its Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (E&SC
Plan) once approved by the states. Mountain Valley’s draft
narrative E&SC Plan was filed on June 21, 2019, see section
2.4 for the location of the this information.

See response SURF-8 in appendix 1.2. See also appendix B.5
for the proposed crossing method of each stream.

Mountain Valley's E&SC Plans would be designed to meet
Virginia and North Carolina standards for erosion and
sediment control. These plans would be reviewed by the
VADEQ and the NCDEQ. See response GEN-6 in appendix
1.2 for further response. See section 2.0 of the EIS for
discussion of project construction including erosion and
sediment controls. Mountain Valley also has agreed to
participate in FERC's third party monitoring program, in
which a FERC representative would be on site monitoring
construction activities

Water sources are addressed in 4.3.2.6 of the EIS. Since the
issuance of the draft EIS, Mountain Valley has proposed to
use the Dan River as the primary source of water for
construction and water from municipalities would be the
secondary source. Mountain Valley would need to obtain
written permission from the FWS for any water withdrawal
from a waterbody containing federally listed species prior to
getting FERC approval to commencing withdrawal activities,
which includes the Dan River. As discussed in section 4.7 of
the EIS, our effects determinations take into consideration the
withdrawal of water from the Dan River.

Comment noted.
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United States Fish and Wildlife Service

In summary, the Service believes that there is currently insufficient information in the DEIS to
thoroughly review the project or for the FERC or Corps to make an informed effects
determination. The above mentioned information should be provided to the agencies with
adequate time to evaluate and discuss with MVPS prior to the release of the FEIS so that it the
Section 7 process can be completed and included in the FEIS. The Service intends to continue
working closely with the MVPS, FERC, and Corps on this project. If you have any questicns
please contact John Ellis (john_ellis@fws.gov).

Si?,
p_ i
Peto/Benjamin
Field Supervisor
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EO-1la

EO-1b

EO-1c

EO-1d

EO-1le

Dennis Riddell, Snow Camp, NC.
Combined statement of Alamance County State Representatives Ross and
Riddell regarding the proposed MVP Southgate pilpelins

iginal anncuncement of the propesed MVP Southgate project the
many property owners along the pipeline path in Alamance

en galvanized over concerns regarding various aspects of the
proposed project. Our office have been contacted by many Alamance
County citizens g the impact the project may have on their
property. We have vi ted property sites and spoken with » landowners
and repr I 1 thgate to learn firsthand L may be the

Section 4.12 of the EIS discusses safety concerns.

conseque =1 15

We understand that this project is under the supervision of FERC and as 3

federal project ti role of the state is secondary. owever, the safety
O r constituents; in ad

and p

Section 4.8 of the EIS discusses property rights.

sc it became
at we could do t
and rules would be

environmentally sensiti reas are very important to u
incumbent for us to learn out the FERC process and w
ensure that everyene's rights under the existing la
protected.

MVE

The EIS describes the potential impacts on environmental
resources resulting from construction and operation of the
Project. Staff considered measures to avoid, reduce, and
mitigate impacts on the environment, and as appropriate, are
including recommendations in the final EIS to the
Commission.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.
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EO-1

State Representatives

EO-1f

EO-1g

EO-1h

]

appearance and whatever remedistion 15 required he perfcrmed
and thorouchly.
Rep. Dennia Riddell Rep.

Steve Raoss

ERlaman¢e County

Narth Carolina

General
District &4

Azzembly

"| As discussed in section 4.8.2, Mountain Valley would first

attempt to reach an easement agreement with each landowner.
If an easement cannot be negotiated with a landowner and the
project has been certificated by the FERC, the company may
use the right of eminent domain granted to it under Section
7(h) of the NGA and the procedures set forth under the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (Rule 71A) to obtain the
right-of-way and extra workspace areas.

As discussed in section 4.8.3, Mountain Valley has developed
a landowner complaint resolution process. Mountain Valley
would continue to work with landowners throughout the
Project timeline to address their concerns. The Project
certificate order would include mandatory environmental
conditions, which provide a framework to ensure protection
of the human and natural environment during construction of
the Project and to address any instances of non-compliance
encountered during construction.

Mountain Valley would follow all mitigation and restoration
measures as outlined in the Plan and Procedures, including
those requiring Mountain Valley to return all areas to
preconstruction conditions.
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SA-2

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2a-1

SA-2a-2

SA-2a-3

Part |: Section 5.2 of the FEIS

The Commonwealth of Virginia recommends that Federal Energy Regulatory
Commissicn (FERC or the Commission) include the following recommendations in
Section 5.2 of the Final EIS (FEIS) and if the Commission approves the construction
and operation of the Southgate Project (the Project), it condition the order on adherence
to these recommendations. If FERC does not include these recommendations in
Section 5.2, then the Commonwealth of Virginia recommends that they be incorporated
in appropriate sections of the FEIS, plans and precedures as mitigation measures.

1) New Recommendations

a) Recommendation: Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC (Mountain Valley, MVP or the
applicant) should identify any public surface water supply intakes that are located

within five miles of the project and coordinate as needed with any identified
public water supply entity.

Findings to support recommendation: Virginia's water quality standards
regulation 9YAC25-260 classifies 5 miles upstream of a surface water supply
intake as public water supplies. However, the draft environmental impact
statement (DEIS) (page 4-32) references water supply intakes located within
three miles of the project in Virginia. See the Virginia Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) comments in Attachment B.

b} Recommendation: Should Mountain Valley choose to release hydrostatic test
water to upland areas, the hydrostatic test water shall be released through
energy dissipating dewatering devices. The energy dissipating dewatering
devices must be sized to accommodate the rate and volume of release and be
monitored and regulated to prevent erosion and over pumping of the energy
dissipating dewatering devices. The upland discharge of hydrostatic test water
shall be monitored in accordance with the Virginia Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (VPDES) General Permit. Mountain Valley shall record and
track the daily volumes of water withdrawn for hydrostatic testing activities and
make such records available during inspection or upon request by the DEQ. In
the event of an inadvertent indirect discharge to surface waters, Mountain Valley
shall be responsible for ensuring that such discharge complies with all
requirements of the VPDES General Permit, including the requirement to notify
DEQ within 14 days.

Comment noted. We expect that any specific construction and
restoration measures deemed necessary by the state would be
included in the appropriate state authorizations. It has been the
policy of FERC staff to not include conditions from other
agencies. Largely, this is because staff may not be able to
interpret compliance of conditions generated by other
agencies.

FERC standards include identification of public surface water
intakes that are within 3 miles of Project workspaces. We
have used the 3-mile standard for many years and are not
aware of any instance in which a greater distance was
necessary. State agencies may enforce their own regulations
and requirements under any state authorizations and/or
permits that Mountain Valley would need to obtain for the

Southgate Project. See response to SA-2a-1 above.

Measures regarding hydrostatic test water discharge are
provided in section 4.3.2.7 of the EIS and VIL.D.1 of
Mountain Valley' Procedures. Mountain Valley would be
required to comply with state regulations in order to meet state
authorization and permitting requirements (See response to
SA-2a-1 and SA-2a-2 above).
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Findings to support recommendation: The discharge of hydrostatic test water
to surface waters is regulated under the VPDES Permit Regulation, 8VAC25-31-
10 et seq., and the VPDES General Permit Regulation for Discharges from
Petroleum Contaminated Sites, Groundwater Remediation, and Hydrostatic
Tests (VPDES General Permit), 9VAC25-120-10 ef seq. Prior to discharging
hydrostatic test water to surface waters, Mountain Valley must register for
coverage under the VPDES General Permit or obtain an individual VPDES
permit if the discharge is not eligible for coverage under the VPDES General
Permit. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.
c) Recommendation: Mountain Valley should revise plans to dispose of brush and
timber to be consistent with the Department of Forestry's (DOF) published Mountain Valley agreed to be compliant with DOF
SA-2a-4 Forestry Best Management Practices for Water Quality, which is available online . . - -
at http//www.dof.virginia.gov/infopubs/BMP-Field-Guide pub.pdf and the FERC recommendations. See section 4.5.4.1 for further discussion.
Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan, section II.E. See
the DOF comments in Attachment B.
d) Recommendation: Wetland and stream impacts should be avoided and
minimized to the maximum extent practicable. Stream impacts should be Waterbody crossing are discussed in sections 2.4.2.1 and
minimized or aveided by narrowing the active right-of-way to the minimum 4.3.2.2 of the EIS. Wetlands are discussed in section 2.4.2.2
necessary at each stream and wetland crossing. Where access is required o : .. . o
across a wetland, removable mats should be used to reduce compaction and and 4.4.1 of the EIS. In addition Mountain Valley would
SA-2a-5 rutting. When excavation for a structure is necessary in a wetland, excess spoil  [adhere to its Procedures, which limit the construction right-of-
should not be disposed of in adjacent wetland areas unless authorized by a state |way to 75 feet in wetlands (unless specific locations are
or federal wetland permit. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B. approved by FERC). Mountain Valley has reduced
tructi k to 75 feet at waterbod i
e) Recommendation: Flag or clearly mark all non-impacted surface waters within coﬁl S n:?c 10.1;)1w orkspace to eet al watetbody crossings
the project or right-of-way limits that are within 50 feet of any clearing, grading, or RXlle leasiDIC - —
e okl : : o i ; Mountain Valley would follow measures outlined in its Plan
filling activities for the life of the construction activity within that area. The project . . ; . .
SA-24-6 proponent should notify all contractors that these marked areas are surface and Procedures, which address the identification and marking
waters where no activities are to occur. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B. |of Project workspaces and sensitive resources. Plan III. A.1
and IV.A.1; Procedures V.B.3.f.
f) Recommendation: Any temporary impacts to surface waters associated with
this project should require restoration to pre-existing conditions. Restore all — - -
SA-2a-7 temporarily disturbed wetland areas to pre-construction conditions and plant or | aterbody restoration is dlscussefi in sections 2.4.2.1 of the
seed with appropriate wetlands vegetation in accordance with the cover type EIS and V.C. of Mountain Valley's Procedures.
(emergent, scrub-shrub, or forested). The applicant should take all appropriate
measures to promote revegetation of these areas. Preserve the top 12 inches of
trench material removed from wetlands for use as wetland seed and root-stock in |Wetland restoration methods are discussed in section 2.4.2.2
SA-2a-8 the excavated area. Stabilization and restoration efforts should occur

immediately after the temporary disturbance of each wetland area instead of
waiting until the entire project has been completed. See the DEQ comments in
Attachment B.

and VI.C. of Mountain Valley's Plan.
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SA-2

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2a-9

SA-2a-10

SA-2a-11

SA-2a-12

q) Recommendation: Heavy equipment in temporarily impacted surface waters
should be placed on mats, gectextile fabric, or other suitable material, to
minimize soil disturbance to the maximum extent practicable. Equipment and

materials should be removed immediately upon completion of work. See the
DEQ comments in Attachment B

h) Recommendation: Prior to commencing construction, Mountain Valley shall file
with the Commission and DEQ Water Permitting Division all outstanding surveys
for impacts to surface waters in all disturbed areas of the project in Virginia,
including both the construction and operational rights-of-way, all access roads,
stockpile and alternative work areas, and materials storage areas, to the extent
that landowner access has been granted. See the DEQ comments in Attachment
B.

« |dentify any areas not surveyed in Virginia. Provide any estimates of
surface water impacts in these areas and the sources used to make the
estimate.

¢ Include all revisions to the wetland and waterbody crossing tables
provided in Appendices B.5 and B.6 of the DEIS, including any revised
milepost numbering.

s [Include a copy of all federal jurisdictional determinations, including
drawings and graphics, of surveyed surface waters in Virginia, including
federal waters of the United States and any state-regulated isolated
waters, springs, or open water,

i) Recommendation: Prior to commencing construction, Mountain Valley shall file
with the Commission and DEQ Water Permitting Division any proposed or final
compensatory mitigation plans that are applicable to unavoidable, permanent
surface water impacts in Virginia, and the status of the approval of such plans by
the United States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps). Compensation for impacts
to State Waters, if necessary, should be in accordance with all applicable state
wetland regulations, including the compensation for permanent conversion of
forested and scrub-shrub wetlands to emergent wetlands. Consider mitigating
impacts to forested or converted wetlands by establishing new forested wetlands
within the impacted watershed. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.

j) Recommendation: Prior to construction, Mountain Valley shall file with the
Commission and DEQ Water Permitting Division all revisions or updates to
crossing methodologies for surface waters in Virginia. See the DEQ comments in
Attachment B.

Waterbody crossing methods are discussed in sections 2.4.2.1
of the EIS and section V.B. of Mountain Valley's Procedures.

Mountain Valley has indicated that they would file with
FERC and VADEQ the results of all outstanding surveys for
impacts on surface water when they are able to obtain access
to all areas. If the Project receives a Certificate from FERC,
Mountain Valley will be granted eminent domain and
therefore will be able to complete any remaining surveys.

Mountain Valley has indicated that they would file with
FERC and VADEQ such proposed or final compensatory
mitigation plans.

Mountain Valley has indicated that they would file with
FERC and VADEQ revisions or updates to crossing
methodologies for surface waters in Virginia.
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k) Recommendation: Mo activity may substantially disrupt the movement of
aquatic life indigenous to the water bedy, including those species, which normally
migrate through the area, unless the primary purpese of the aclivity is to impound  [Waterbody crossing are discussed in sections 2.4.2.1 and
SA-2a-13 water. Culverts (if needed) placed in streams must be installed to maintain low 4.3.2.2 of the EIS. In addition Mountain Valley would adhere
flow conditions. Mo activity may cause more than minimal adverse effect on to its Plan and Procedures.
navigatien. The activity must not impede the passage of normal or expected high
flows and the structure or discharge must withstand expected high flows. See the
DEC comments in Attachment B,
) Recommendation: Activities should be conducted in accordance with any time- - -
of-year restriction(s) as recommended by the United States Fish and Wildlife Based on recommendations from VADGIF, Mountain Valley
Service (FWS), Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF), Department of [has committed to adhere to the Virginia warm water fisheries
SA-2a-14 Conservation and Recreation (DCR), and Virginia Marine Resources construction window (i.e., no in-water construction between
Commission (VMRC). Th,e permit_tee should retair! H.COy of the agency April 15 and July 15). Section 4.3.2.4 has been updated with
correspondence concerning the time-of-year restriction(s), or the lack thereof, for this information
the duration of the construction phase of the project. See the DEQ comments in -
Attachment B.
m) Recommendgtiun: Ettoslio'n and §edimentatio_n controls should be designe_-d in Mountain Valley has stated that they would comply with the
accordance with the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook, Third desien requirements of the VA E&S Handbook. Third
SA-2a-15 Edition, 1992. These controls should be placed prior to clearing and grading and , g 4 . i .
maintained in good working order to minimize impacts to state waters. These Edition, 1992, for the creation of the state approved erosion
controls should remain in place until the area is stabilized and should then be and sedimentation control plans.
removed. Any exposed slopes and streambanks should be stabilized
immediately upon completion of work in each permitted area. All denuded areas
should be properly stabilized in accordance with the Virginia Erosion and
Sediment Control Handbook, Third Edition, 1992. See the DEQ comments in
Attachment B.
n) Recommendation: All construction, construction access, and demolition Mountain Valley would follow measures outlme.d.ln its Plan,
SA-2a-16 activities associated with this project should be accomplished in a manner that Procedures, E&SC Plan, SPCC Plan, and Unanticipated
minimizes construction materials or waste materials from entering surface Discovery of Contamination Plan.
SA2a-17 waters, unless authorized by a permit. Wet, excess, or waste concrete should be [Mountain Valley has stated that no concrete will be actively
a prohibited from entering surface waters. Employ measures to prevent spills of cured on the right-of-way.
fuels or lubricants into state waters. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.
Mountain Valley’s Plan does not allow the use of herbicides
0) Recommendation: Herbicides used in or around any surface water should be within 100 feet of a wetland or waterbody except as allowed
approved for aquatic use by thg _United States Envirgnrnental ?rotection Agency by the appropriate land management or state agency. As part
SA-2a-18 (EPA) or the FWS. These herbicides should be applied according to label of Mountain Valley’s Exotic and Tnvasive Plant Species

directions by a licensed herbicide applicator. A non-petroleum based surfactant
should be used in or around any surface waters. See the DEQ comments in
Attachment B.

Control Plan, If specified for use by federal or state agencies
near streams or wetlands, the Project will utilize herbicide
applications approved for aquatic use.
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p} Recommendation: In the event that the project does not gualify for a Mationwide
Permit 12 (NWP12) from the Corps, then a Virginia Water Protection (MWP)
SA-2a-19 permit may be necessary for project activities in Virginia. Also, should isolated Comment noted. See response SA-2a-1.
walers be impacted, a VWP permit may be necessary unless cthenvise
excluded. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B. Mountain Valley has stated that as a standard construction

q) Recommendation: Removal of riparian buffers not directly associated with the practice, the PrOJect.wﬂl esFabhsh a 50, wetland and .
Project’s construction activities is prohibited. Disturbance and removal of riparian | Waterbody buffer with erosion and sediment control devices.
buffers from Project-related land disturbing activities that would occur within 50 The buffer will not be grubbed during the initial right-of-way
feet of any perennial, intermittent, or ephemeral surface waters shall be avoided  [clearing and grubbing sequence. These buffers will remain

SA-2a-20 where possible, and minimized to the maximum extent practicable if 50 feet is not [ - 4icturbed (aside from hand felling trees) until the pipeline
possible. DEQ shall be notified of any and all instances in which 50 feet is not . dv to be installed in the eph 1. intermittent
possible and approval shall be granted by DEQ prior to continuing with an Crossing 1§ ready fo be nstalied i the ep emerta > m.errm ent,
alternate width. Removal of riparian buffers not associated with crossings shall or perennial stream. The state may request notifications or
not be allowed where stream bank stability under normal flow conditions would additional information from Mountain Valley under state
be mmprﬂmised‘ See the DEQ Comments in Attach ment B perm]ttlng requirements (See response to SA_Za)

r) Recommendation: The construction limit of disturbance (LOD) in upland areas _ _ _
approaching waterbody and wetland crossings shall be reduced to 75 feet wide ~ |Mountain Valley would adhere to its Procedures, which limit
and shall apply 50 feet from each side of the stream or wetland crossing to the construction right-of-way to 75 feet in wetlands (unless
minimize the extent of riparian buffer disturbance. For any area approaching a specific locations are approved by FERC). Mountain Valley
wat_erbo_dy af We”anq grosang where this reduced LOD Is .nm pO.SSIble‘ has reduced construction workspace to 75 feet at waterbody

SA-2a-21 notification of Commission approval (and Corps approval, if required) shall be . . ..
provided to the DEQ prior to initiating land disturbing activity in that area. See the |C10ssings where feasible. The state may request additional
DEQ comments in Attachment B. restriction from Mountain Valley under state permitting

requirements

s) Recommendation: No refueling, hazardous materials storage, equipment
maintenance, or equipment parking shall take place within 100 feet of the ] ] -
waterbody or wetland crossing, except as allowed by any applicable and In accordance with Mountain Valley's Procedures, fuel will

SA-22.27 approved Annual Standards and Specifications. See the DEQ comments in not be stored within 100 feet of wetlands or waterbodies

o Attachment B. during construction with the exception of pumps and HDD
equipment where secondary containment would be used.
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SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
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t) Recommendation: Any surface water withdrawals for the purposes of
hydrostatic testing shall not vielate applicable Water Quality Standards and shall
be managed so that no more than 10% of the instantanecus flow rate from the
channel is removed, the intake screens shall be designed so that screen
openings are not larger than 1 millimeter, and the screen face intake velocities
are not greater than 0.25 feet per second. See the DEQ comments in Attachment
B.

u) Recommendation: Any surface water withdrawals for the purposes of herizontal
directional drilling or dust contrel that do not exceed 10,000 gallons per day from
non-tidal waters or two million gallons per day from tidal waters shall not violate Currently no surface water withdrawals are proposed for

Ao applicable Water Quality Standards and shall be managed so that no more than  [Project use in Virginia; however, section 4.3.2.6 has been

SA-2a-23 10% of the instantaneous flow rate from the channel is removed, the intake updated to include these specifications for surface water

screens shall be designed so that screen openings are not larger than 1

millimeter and the screen face intake velocities are not greater than 0.25 feet per | Withdrawals.

second. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.

v) Recommendation: Daily withdrawals for horizontal directional drilling or dust
control activities that exceed 10,000 gallons per day from non-tidal waters and
two million gallons per day from tidal waters must comply with the requirements
of the Virginia Water Protection Permit Program Regulation. The daily volumes of
water withdrawn for horizontal directional drilling or dust control activities shall be
tracked and recorded and such records shall be made available during inspection

or upon request by DEQ. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.

w) Recommendation: Water quality monitoring, if required, shall be implemented in

SA-2a-24 accordance with any applicable Upland Construction Water Quality Monitoring |See response SA-2a-1

Plan. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.

x) Recommendation: The measures identified in the Spill Prevention, Control, and

SA-2a-25 Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan shall be implemented, as well as any subsequent | Comment noted. See response SA-2a-16

revisions or addenda to the same approved by the Commission. See the DEQ
comments in Attachment B.

y) Recommendation: All construction and installation associated with the Project ~ |Mountain Valley's SPCC Plan outlines the handling of waste
SA-2a-26 shall be accomplished in such a manner that construction material or waste during construction. All waste would be disposed of at an
material shall not be placed into any perennial, intermittent, or ephemeral surface [approved off-site facility.

waters or karst features. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.
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SA-2

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2a-27

SA-2a-28

z) Recommendation: All measures intended to minimize the potential for
discharges of soil or rock shall be implemented as detailed in any applicable
General Blasting Plan and Landslide Mitigation Plan, as well as any subsequent
revisions or addenda to the same approved by the Commission. If blasting or
landslide activity results in unpermitted discharges of soil or rock to any
perennial, intermittent, or ephemeral surface waters, DEQ shall be notified
immediately, but no later than 24 hours after discovery. Potential impacts to karst
features, if present, will be addressed in accordance with any applicable Karst
Hazard Assessment and Karst Mitigation Plan. See the DEQ comments in
Attachment B.

aa) Recommendation: All measures intended to minimize the potential for impacts
shall be followed as detailed in any applicable Acid Forming Materials Mitigation
Plan, as well as any subsequent revisions or addenda to the same approved by

bb) Recommendation: The Project, including all relevant records, is subject to
inspection at reasonable hours and intervals by DEQ or any authorized
representative of DEQ. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.

cc) Recommendation: DEQ shall be notified in writing at least 10 business days
prior to any planned Construction Spread pre-construction conferences or
meetings. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.

dd) Recommendation: DEQ shall be notified in writing of any modification of this
Project and shall demonstrate in a written statement that said modifications will
not violate any license conditions and federal or state approvals. See the DEQ
comments in Attachment B.

Part Il: FEIS, Plans and Procedures

The Commonwealth of Wirginia encourages FERC to incorporate the following
recommendations into appropriate sections of the FEIS, plans and procedures.

1) Proposed Route
a) Collocation and Other Route Alignments

i} Recommendation: DGIF supports collocating the alignment within an

SA-2b-1

existing utility easement to the greatest extent practicable to avoid and
minimize ¢learing of land and vegetation for new right-of-way. See the DGIF
comments in Attachment B,

Comment noted. The state may request notifications or
additional information from Mountain Valley under state

permitting requirements (see response to SA-2a-1).

Comment noted. Mountain Valley has not developed an Acid
Forming Materials Mitigation Plan due to the low likelihood
of encountering problematic concentrations of acid-producing
sulfides.

|Comment noted.

|See response SA-2a-1.

See response SA-2a-1.

Section 2.1.1 discuss the collocation of the Project with
existing utility easements which is currently at 49 percent.
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SA-2

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2b-2

SA-2b-3

SA-2b-4

ii) Recommendation: While DGIF prefers collocation within an existing utility
right-of-way, DGIF supports efforts to minimize creation of new edge habitat
and reduce forest fragmentation by locating some sections of the alignment
adjacent to and adjoining existing utility easements, when necessary.
According to information provided in a separate MVVP Southgate Project
DRAFT Resource Report 3 addressing fish, wildlife and vegetation, DGIF
understands that linear segments of the project totaling 5.6 miles may not be
collocated with existing utility easements. DGIF has insufficient information to
evaluate what proportion of vegetation clearing along these 5.6 miles will take
place within forested habitat, which would result in forest fragmentation and
the creation of new edge habitat. Impacts resulting from such vegetation
clearing are addressed on page 24 (3-17) of the Resource Report; the major
project impact to forest-nesting birds is identified as habitat loss. DGIF
submits as an additional consideration that the creation of open corridors
within forested habitat exposes forest-nesting birds to increased nest
predation pressure from both mammalian and avian predators (including jays,
crows, and grackles) and to brood parasitism by brown-headed
cowbirds. These in tum impact avian reproductive output, and could result in
long-term impacts to avian populations within these newly-created corridors.
See the DGIF comments in Attachment B.

iii) Recommendation: Include a requirement that prior to the end of the FEIS
period, Mountain Valley shall file with the Commission and DEQ Water
Permitting Division all revisions or updates to Southgate Project maps as
provided in Appendix B.1 of the DEIS. See the DEQ comments in Attachment
B.

iv) Recommendation: Include a requirement that prior to the end of the FEIS
period, Mountain Valley shall file with FERC and DEQ Water Permitting

Division a revised TABLE 2.1-2 Summary of Pipeline Colocafed with Exisfing
Rights-of-Way for the Southgate Froject ato show the collocation lengths in
each category by state. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.

Interior forests, habitat fragmentation, and impact to wildlife
are discussed in detail in section 4.5.4.3 and 4.6.1.10f the EIS.

See response SA-2a-1 and SA-2a-10.

A revised table 2.1-2 has been included in section 2.1.1.
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2) Preconstruction Recommendations

a) Air Permitting and Modeling

i) Recommendation: Update the FEIS to note that the modeling discussed in . . . ) )
Section 5.1.11 used to demonstrate compliance with all air standards does See section 4.11.1 of the EIS for the discussion of revised air
not account for any nearby sources or background emissions. The DEQ Air modeling results.

Division confirms that an application for a minor new source review permit

SA-2¢-1

was submitted for the proposed project in November 2018 and an updated
application was submitted in April 2019. See the DEQ comments in
Attachment B.

b) Aviation

The nearest public-use airport to the Project route in Virginia

i) Recommendation: Ensure that a Form 7460 is submitted to the Federal is the Virginia Tech-Montgomery Executive Airport. At its
Aviation Administration for an airspace evaluation as required if any structure 1 t point. the Proiect route is approximately 26.000 feet
associated with this project would be located within 20,000 linear feet of a closes PO > the OJ.eC oute 15 pp.o ey 20, . ce
public use airport or would reach a height above ground of 200 feet or more.  |(approximately 4.9 miles) from the airport and approximately
See the Department of Aviation (DoAV) comments in Attachment B for 30 feet lower in elevation.

SA-2¢-2

additional information.

c) Drinking Water Resources

i) Recommendation: Follow recommendaticns from the Virginia Department of
Health (VDH) to verify potential impacts to public water distribution systems or . . e o . .

SA-2¢-3 sanitary sewage collection systems with the local utility, implement best Crossing of foreign utilities is discussed in sect19n 2425 of

management practices (including erosion and sediment controls and spill the EIS. See response SA-2a-10. Surface water intakes are

prevention controls and countermeasures) on the project site, and manage discussed in section 4.3.2.1.

materials onsite and during transport to prevent impacts to nearby surface

waters. See the VDH-identified public groundwater wells, surface water
intakes and public surface water sources in Attachment B.

d) Floodplain Management

i) Recommendation: The DCR Floodplain Management Program recommends

that the FEIS include the requirement that Mountain Valley contact the local Mountain Valley has filed documentation indicating they are
SA-2¢c-4 floodplain administrator for an official floodplain determination, and if the dinati th local floodblain admini

project is located in a Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA), the project must  |co0rdinating with local floodplam administrators.

comply with the community's floodplain ordinance. All development within a

SFHA or fleodplain, as shown on the locality’s Floed Insurance Rate Map,
must be permitted and comply with the requirements of the local floodplain
ordinance. See the DCR comments in Attachment B for additional
information.
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e) Historic Resources

i) Recommendation: Continue to coordinate with the Department of Historic

SA-2¢-5 Resources (DHR) pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic |Comment noted.

Preservation Act, which requires federal agencies to consider the impact of
their project on historic properties. See the DHR comments in Attachment B.

f) Pollution Prevention

i) Recommendation: Include additional information on reuse, recycling and
pollution prevention as identified below by the DEQ Office of Pollution
Prevention (see the DEQ comments in Attachment B).

* Consider the development of an effective Environmental Management
System (EMS). An effective EMS will ensure that the proposed project is
committed to complying with environmental regulations, reducing risk,
minimizing environmental impacts, setting environmental goals, and achieving
improvements in its environmental pefformance. DEQ offers EMS
development assistance and recognizes facilities with effective Environmental
Management Systems through its Virginia Environmental Excellence Program
(VEEP). VEEP provides recognition, annual permit fee discounts, and the

SA-2¢-6 possibility for alternative compliance methods. ) }

+ Consider reuse and recycling opportunities when evaluating waste handling, pollution prevention.
including asphalt recycling, mulching of brush and timber and water reuse
opportunities.

e Consider contractors' commitment to the environment when choosing
contractors. Specifications regarding raw materials and construction practices
can be included in contract documents and requests for proposals.

« Choose sustainable materials and practices for construction and design,
including the use of native species and pollinators when re-establishing
vegetation.

Integrate pollution prevention technigues into maintenance and operation.
Encourage supply chain partners to implement pollution prevention,
sustainability, and environmental management systems.

« Coordinate with the DEQ Office of Pollution Prevention for additional
information and technical assistance relating to pollution prevention

Section 2.4.2 of the EIS has been updated to discuss measures
Mountain Valley would implement for reuse, recycling, and

techniques and EMS.
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g) Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species
i) Recommendation: Ensure that the analysis accurately addresses potential
impacts to Piedmont barbara's-buttons (Marshallia obovata var. obovata, Section 4.7.7.6 pf the EIS provides discussion of these
SA-2¢-7 G4G5TNR/S1/NL/NL), Downy phlox (Phlox pilosa, G5/S2/NL/NL) and .
American bluehearts (Buchnera americana, G57/S1S2/NL/NL), which SPECICS.
according to DCR have been historically documented in the project area. See
the DCR comments in Attachment B.
ii) Recommendation: Submit survey results for Piedmont barbara’s-buttons, Survey regults for Piedmont Barbara. s-buttons, Dowqy phlox
SA-2c-8 Downy phlox and American bluehearts to DCR so DCR can more accurately and American bluehearts were submitted to VADCR in
evaluate potential impacts to natural heritage resources and offer specific October 2019; these results are summarized in section 4.7.7.6
protection recommendations for minimizing impacts to the documented of the FEIS.
resources. See the DCR comments in Attachment B.
ili) Recommendation: Submit copies to DCR Division of Natural Heritage of See section 4.7.7 of the FEIS for summaries of other
SA-2¢-9 other completed rare, threatened and endangered species survey reports completed rare, threatened and endangered species surveys;
including the 2018 and 2{‘.'l1 9 portal bat survey reports as stated on page 4-89.  |Mountain Valley submitted 2018 and 2019 bat portal survey
See the DCR comments in Attachment B. results to VADGIF in October 2019.

iv) Recommendation: Coordinate results of surveys for state-listed threatened i i
and endangered plant and insect species with DCR and the FWS. Upon Mountain Valley consulted VADGIF and VADCR regarding
review of the results, if it is determined these species are present, and there all state-listed threatened and endangered species potentially

SA-2¢-10 A "Ife“hmd (.’f A nega‘t!\{el Impact on the Spacs. DCR will recommend present in the Project area and coordinated with the applicable
coordination with the Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer . for all i . h
Services to ensure compliance with Virginia's Endangered Plant and Insect Virginia agency for all state-listed species surveys that were
Species Act. See the DCR comments in Attachment B. conducted.
h) Surface Waters and Water Withdrawals

i) Recommendation: If surface water sources are used, then the FEIS should
include a discussion of what steps will be taken by MVP and its contractors to
ensure that the following requirements are met: withdrawing no more than
10% of the instantaneous flow rate from the channel; using the intake screens
designed so that screen openings are not larger than 1 millimeter and;
ensuring that screen face intake velocities are not greater than 0.25 feet per
second. The FEIS should provide the location of withdrawals and some See response SA-2a-23.

SA-2¢-11 assessment of river flows where withdrawals are proposed with a discussion

of how the withdrawals will affect flows, particularly during low-flow or drought
conditions. The assessment should explain if any downstream water users
may be affected by these water withdrawals, particularly during low flow

perads. The DEGQ Office of Water Supply can provide information of nearby
intakes once the location of the withdrawals is known. See the DEQ
comments in Attachment B.
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SA-2c-13

SA-2c-15

SA-2c-16

SA-2¢c-17

ii) Recommendation: Update Section 4.3.2.6 Surface Water Appropriations
with information that identifies the specific municipal or surface water sources
from which water for hydrostatic testing would be obtained. See the DEQ
comments in Attachment B.

iii) Recommendation: Update Section 4.3.2.6 Surface Water Appropriations
with information that identifies the specific sources and estimated amounts of
water needed for dust control. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.

iv) Recommendation: Update Section 4.3.2.6 Surface Water Appropriations to
include discussion of procedures to be taken by MVP and its contractors to
minimize entrainment of aquatic species and maintain intake rates
appropriate to local conditions if surface waters are used. This section should
also include a discussion of how the withdrawals might aveid impacts to
downstream users during low-flow conditions. See the DEQ comments in
Attachment B.

v} Recommendation: Update Section 4.3.2.6 Surface Water Appropriations to
state that the following criteria should be used for evaluating proposed water
sources (see the DEQ comments in Attachment B):
¢ Withdrawing no more than 10% of the instantaneous flow rate from the
channel.

« Using the intake screens designed so that screen openings are not larger
than 1 millimeter and;

« Ensuring that screen face intake velocities are not greater than 0.25 feet
per second.

i} Transportation Conflicts

i) Recommendation: The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT)
recommends the monitoring for any potential work plan conflicts related to the
Universal Project Code (UPC) T18123 Rural Rustic project on Route 621 that
is close to the proposed pipeline. Construction work on UPC T18123 is
proposed to begin on 10/04/2022 and conclude on 02/10/2023. See the
VDOT comments in Attachment B.

il Recommendation: Continue to monitor the VDOT paving schedule website
(https.//vdot. maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.htm|?id=fbf86e85fdc
b43e482432f41ddbb51c7) for updated information as there are a number of

See response SA-2a-23.

See response SA-2a-23.

See response SA-2a-23.

See response SA-2a-23.

We do not foresee any work plan conflicts related to the UPC
T18123 Rural Rustic project, which would be constructed
almost a year later in October of 2022. Mountain Valley
would coordinate with VADOT in the event that construction
activities overlap.

All projects in the geographic scope of analysis considered for
cumulative impacts are listed in Appendix F.2, including any
relevant VADOT projects.

planned repaving and tfreatment jobs. The Pavement Status Map Application
is updated with new paving projects annually. See the VDOT comments in
Attachment B
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iii) Recommendation: VDOT recommends the development and
implementation of an appropriate work zone to ensure the safe and efficient

travel of vehicles during the construction phase of the project. Based upon Comment noted. Mountain Valley has stated it would
SA-2¢-18 VDOT's review, the proposed project could pose significant traffic impacts to  fincorporate all VADOT recommendations into its Traffic and
various roads throughout the service area during construction only. See the
VDOT comments in Attachment B.

Transportation Management Plan.

iv) Recommendation: Coordinate with the VDOT Lynchburg District since a

SA2c-19 VDOT Land Use Permit will be required for any operations within the VDOT

right-of-way. See the VDOT comments in Attachment B. See comment SA-Ja-1.

j) Virginia Outdoors Foundation Easements

SA-2¢-20 i) Recommendation: The Virginia Outdoors Foundation (VOF) recommends MO untain Valley has adjusted access rgad TA-PI-035 so that
that FERC revise its analysis to reflect that the VOF easement in Pittsylvania |1t 1S 1o longer located on the conservation easement.

County (PIT-03215) may be intersected by a temporary access road if
impacts are unavoidable. This temporary access road, at MP 14.1,is
illustrated in Appendix B.1, page B.1-3, with details listed in Appendix B.4,
page B.4-2. While specific reference to this intersection of the VOF open-
space easement is not mentioned within the DEIS, VOF staff recently spoke
with MVP Southgate representatives who acknowledged this encroachment
as a possibility. VOF has notified the developers of its conversion/diversion
process if impacts are unavoidable but hope Mountain Valley will revise the

alignment of the road to completely avoid this open-space easement. See the
VOF comments in Attachment B.

SA-2¢-22 ii) Recommendation: Coordinate directly with VOF regarding the proposed see response SA-2¢-20.

impact to the VOF easement if it is unavoidable or if other impacts are
proposed in the future. See the VOF comments in Attachment B.
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SA-2¢-23

SA-2¢c-25

k) Waste Sites in Close Proximity to the Project Site

i) Recommendation: Evaluate the following waste sites to establish their exact
location, nature and extent and their potential to impact the proposed project

(see the DEQ comments in Attachment B).

« Hazardous Waste/RCRA Facility
VADDO3909629, Transcon Gas Pipeline Corp Station 165, 945
Transco Rd, Chatham, Virginia 24531

e Solid Waste
Permit# SWPS71, Pittsylvania Co — Sanitary Landfill, 382 Rainbow
Lane, Dryfork, Virginia 24549. Status: Active.
o Permit# SWP152, Pittsylvania Co — Sanitary Landfill, 382 Rainbow
Lane, Dryfork, Virginia 24549. Status: Closed.
s Petroleum Releases
o PC# 20087015, Wall Property, 212 Sugarcane Rd, Danville, Virginia
24540
o PC# 20112245, Raymond Batterman Residence, 556 Batterman Rd,
Chatham, Virginia 24531
o PC#20122164, Richard Rust Residence, 5498 Whitmell School Rd,
Dry Fork, Virginia 24549

ii) Recommendation: DEQ recommends that all construction projects and
facilities implement pollution prevention principles, including the reduction,
reuse, and recycling of all solid wastes generated. All generation of
hazardous wastes should be minimized and handled appropriately. See the
DEQ comments in Attachment B.

ili) Recommendation: Ensure that the FEIS and applicable procedures include
requirements that all structures being demolished/renovated/removed should
be checked for asbestos-containing materials (ACM) and lead-based paint
(LBP) prior to demolition. If ACM or LBP are found, in addition to federal
waste-related regulations, state regulations SVAC 20-81-620 for ACM and
9VAC 20-60-261 for LBP, must be followed. See the DEQ comments in
Attachment B.

Sections 4.8.5, 4.2.7, and 4.3.1.5 provide discussion regarding
the evaluation of hazardous waste and potential contamination
sites. All of the sites listed were reviewed.

See response SA-2c-6.

See response SA-2a-1.
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iv) Recommendation: Ensure that the following requirements are accurately

SA-2¢-26 reflected in the FEIS and applicable procedures (see the DEQ comments in |See response SA-2a-10.
Attachment B):

» Any soil, sediment or groundwater that is suspected of contamination or
wastes that are generated must be tested and disposed of in accordance
with applicable Federal, State, and local laws and regulations.

+ \irginia Waste Management Act, Code of Virginia Section 10.1-1400 et
seq.

» \irginia Hazardous Waste Management Regulations (VHWMR) (9VAC
20-60)

« \irginia Solid Waste Management Regulations (VSWMR) (SVAC 20-81);

» \irginia Regulations for the Transportation of Hazardous Materials (SVAC
20-110)
= Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), 42 U.S5.C. Section

6201 et seq.
= Applicable regulations contained in Title 40 of the Code of Federal

Regulations; and the U.S. Department of Transportation Rules for
Transportation of Hazardous Materials, 49 CFR Part 107,

1€l

I} Wetlands and Water Quality

i) Recommendation: Update the FEIS and applicable procedures with the

SA-2c-27 following requirements (see the DEQ comments in Attachment B): See response SA-2a-1.

= State Water Control Law {Code of Virginia Chapter 3.1 (§ 62.1-44.2 af
seq.)

= \irginia Acts of Assembly, Chapter 636, Senate Bill 950 [S 950], Approved
March 30, 2018

= \irginia Administrative Code SWAC25-210

m) Wildlife Resources

i} Recommendation: Ifbald eagle nests are discovered during the pre-

construction winter nest surveys, DGIF recommends following measures Section 4.6.3.4 dos di - dino bald ]
adapted from the FWS Mational Bald Eagle Management Plan Guidelines ec 10n. -0.5.4 provides ISfJuSSIOH regar }ng ald cagles.
SA-2¢c-28 (FWS, 2007) and the DGIF Bald Eagle Guidelines for Landowners (DGIF, Mountain Valley has committed to following the

2012) between December 15 and July 15. The protective measures Mountain reco ended actions.

Valley would follow are described in the DEIS (page 207). See the DGIF
comments in Attachment B.

ii) Recommendation: DCR DNH recommends coordination with the FWS and Comment noted. 'Mo'untaln Valley s coord1'nat10n Wlt}_l FwWS
SA-2¢-29 DGIF to minimize impacts to migratory birds, colonial nesting birds and and DGIF regarding impacts to migratory birds, colonial
eagles. See the DGIF comments in Attachment B. nesting birds, and eagles is discussed in section 4.6.3 of the
EIS.
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Mitigation Measures for Construction and Maintenance Activities

a) Erosion and Sediment Control

i) Recommendation: Ensure that the following requirements are accurately
SA-2d-1 reflected in the FEIS (stormwater management and erosion and sediment
control plans have been submitted to DEQ and are currently under review).
See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.

+ Matural gas transmission projects that result in regulated land disturbing
activities equal to or greater than 10,000 sguare feet must obtain and

comply with DEQ approved Annual Standards and Specifications for
Stormwater Management (SVWWM) and Erosion and Sediment Control
(ESC).

» In accordance with section 402(1)(2) of the Clean Water Act (CWA),
discharges of stormwater runoff from the construction of oil and gas
transmission pipelines are exempt from National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) and Virginia Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (VPDES) permitting. Therefore, the General VPDES Permit for
Discharges of Stormwater from Construction Activities (9VAC25-880) is
not applicable to this project.

« Annual Standards and Specifications must be prepared in accordance and
consistent with the Virginia Stormwater Management Act (VSMA), the
Virginia Stormwater Management Program (VSMP) regulation, the Virginia
Erosion and Sediment Control Law, and the Virginia Erosion and
Sediment Control regulations.

+ Plans for erosion and sediment control and post-construction stormwater
management must be developed and implemented for all regulated land
disturbing activities in accordance with the DEQ-approved Annual
Standards and Specifications prior to initiating land disturbance.

= To minimize runoff impacts following construction activities, the project
must demonstrate compliance with the Virginia Stormwater Management
Program post-construction requirements for both water quality and
guantity.

» All specifications and practices used for erosion and sediment control and
stormwater management must be in accordance with the DEQ-approved
Annual Standards and Specifications, the Virginia Erosion and Sediment
Control Handbook, and the Virginia Stormwater Best Management
Practice Clearinghouse unless a deviation or exception is approved by
DEQ.

SA-2d-2

See response SA-2a-1.

Mountain Valley would continue to work with VADEQ on
seed mix development to incorporate native and pollinator
species for right-of-way stabilization which would be included
in the Project-specific E&SC Plan to be reviewed and
approved by Virginia agencies.
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ii} Recommendation: Use a DEQ-approved native pollinater plant mix for H],)D feasibility anFl geotecl?nlcal 1'nvest1gat10ns, including
permanent vegetative stabilization. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B, |S0il analyses, are discussed in section 4.1.4.9 of the EIS.
SA-2d-2 Mountain Valley’s HDD Contingency Plan and drilling fluid
b) Horizontal Directional Drilling and Hydrostatic Testing and inadvertent return management are also discussed in this
section.
i) Recommendation: DCR recommends conducting a soil analysis to
determine suitability for the use of horizontal directional drill (HDD) and
supports the development and implementation of a Horizontal Directional Drill |S¢€ Tesponse SA-2a-23. Also, see 4.3.2.6 of the EIS fora
Contingency Plan as stated on page 4-84 of the DEIS if drilling fluid is discussion of hydrostatic test water sources and sections
released into a waterbody. See the DCR comments in Attachment B 4.3.2.7 and 4.6.5.3 for a discussion of the impacts and
SA-2d-4 i) Recommendation: DCR supports preventing withdrawal of water for mitigation for water .w1thdrawa1 fr.om surface waters,
hydrostatic testing from exceptional value waters as those identified on pages |including the Dan River. Mountain Valley would need to
4-37 and 4-38 of the DEIS or waters containing rare, threatened or consult with and obtain approval from the USFWS for any
enesngemdspecies. Sew the: DErR comiments in Adschment B withdrawal from a waterbody containing federally listed
iii) Recommendation: If chiorinated water is used for hydrostatic testing, HDD ~ [Species - - -
or conventional bore or drilling fluid additives are used, DCR recommends Measures regarding hydrostatic test water discharge are
SA-2d-5 this water not be released into surrounding water bodies to avoid potential provided in section 4.3.2.7 of the EIS and VIL.D.1 of the
impacts to aquatic resources. See the DCR comments in Attachment B. Procedures
c¢) Forest Resources
i) Recommendation: DCR and DOF recommend that Mountain Valley follow
the recommendations of the Virginia Forest Conservation Partnership that
were submitted to the FERC docket on August 9, 2019 under the name
MVP_SouthgateExtension_ForestMitigation_03_2019.pdf. See the DCR
comments in Attachment B for additional information.
i) Recommendation: DOF recommends that the Virginia Forest Conservation  |y¢ 0 0000 Valley has committed to minimizing impacts on
Partnership calculations with regard to forested acre impacts take precedence . . .
over the ones developed by FERC. forest land and continues to coordinate with VDCR on tree
SA-2d-6 clearing mitigation prior to clearing trees. Mountain Valley

iii) Recommendation: Update the forest fragmentation analysis to reflect
findings from DCR that edge habitats would not serve as replacement for the
interior forested habitats lost and degraded, would provide little benefit in
general to interior forest species habitats surrounding the impact, and these
new edge habitats would serve as permanent conduits for invasive species
and non-interior forest species competition, having a permanent effect on the
surrounding forests. See the DCR comments in Attachment B for additional
information.

would follow measures outlined in its Exotic and Invasive
Plant Species Control Plan.
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d) Open Buming and Fugitive Dust
i} Recommendation: Include requirements that open burning is allowed only in - - - -
accordance with 9VAC20-81-95 of the Virginia Sclid VWaste Management As discussed in %ectlon 4'1 ! '1'7,’ any Open burning would be
Regulations (VSWMR) and localities should be consulted since they may conducted on a site-specific basis, and in accordance
have additional open burning restrictions. See the DEQ comments in Mountain Valley’s Fire Prevention and Suppression Plana and
SA-2d-7 Attachment B. Virginia regulations. This would include burning only in
ii} Recommendation: Include requirements that construction activities appr(')\{ed burn aréas anq during appropriate w§ather
associated with the MVP are subject to the Air Pollution Control Regulations conditions to avoid any impacts on nearby residences, and
regarding open buming (SVACS-130 ef seq.) and fugitive dust (8WAC -50-60  |complying with the open burning prohibition in Virginia from
et seq.). See the DEQ comments in Attachment B. Mav 1 through September 30
e) Right-of-Way Maintenance
i) Recommendation: DCR recommends the development and implementation i E— i
SA-2d-8 of an invasive species plan to be included as part of the maintenance Mountain Valley would follow measures outlined in its Exotic
practices for the right-of-way or invasive species as identified within the and Invasive Plant Species Control Plan.
footprint of the project on page 4-56, Section 4.5.3. See ltem 4a below for
additional recommendations and the DCR comments in Attachment B for
additional information.
ii) Recommendation: DCR recommends the right-of-way restoration and
maintenance practices include appropriate revegetation using native species
SA-2d-9 in a mix of grasses and forbs, robust monitoring and the development of See response SA-2d-2.
adaptive management plan to provide guidance if initial revegetation efforts
are unsuccessful or if invasive species outbreaks occur. See the DCR
comments in Attachment B.

SA-2d-11

iif) Recommendation: DCR recommends the use of a native seed mix for re-
vegetating disturbed areas as stated on page 4-62 in the DEIS and best
management practices on page 4-63 for preventing the spread of invasive
species. See the DCR comments in Attachment B.

iv) Recommendation: DCR recommends the invasive species plan be
implemented for the lifespan of the project as part of the right-of-way
maintenance since invasive species outbreaks can occur any time during
construction or post construction. See the DCR comments in Attachment B.

See response SA-2d-2

Mountain Valley would monitor for invasive species for two
years following construction and maintain the restored area in
accordance with its Exotic and Invasive Plant Species Control
Plan.
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v] Recommendation: DCR recommends maintenance of vegetation using
annual mowing in the non-growing season between 15 October and April 1 As stated in Mountain Valley's Plan, Routine vegetation
and minimal to no use of chemicals and especially in sensitive areas with mowing or clearing over the full width of the permanent right-
gﬁgﬂ:‘.r::ldanatuml nerbags resounces: ces e Lk cammenta i of-way in uplands shall not be done more frequently than
' every 3 years. However, to facilitate periodic corrosion/leak
surveys, a corridor not exceeding 10 feet in width centered on
the pipeline may be cleared at a
SA-2d-12 L Sy
frequency necessary to maintain the 10-foot corridor in an
herbaceous state. In no case shall routine vegetation mowing
or clearing occur during the migratory bird nesting season
between April 1 and October 14 of any year
unless specifically approved in writing by the responsible land
management agency or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
f) Stream Crossings
i) Recommendation: Incorporate the following VMREC recommendations, which
are standard instream permit conditions, for jurisdictional stream crossings
SA-2d-13 (VMRC states that it will exert jurisdiction over eight of the project’s 81 stream |See response SA-2a-1.
crossings based on drainage areas currently identified in the DEIS andfor
previously provided by the applicant. See the VMRC letter in Attachment B.):
+ A Tfrac-out” contingency plan must be provided for any crossings utilizing  |Mountain Valley would follow measures in it HDD
SA-2d-14 the directional drill method to address potential frac-outs or related spills Contingency Plan
associated with any directional drilling activities. -
= In an effort to minimize adverse impacts to threatlened and endangered
fish and mussel species, instream surveys and species relocations may
be required. No instream construction shall be conducted during any Mountain Valley has completed aquatic surveys and filed
recommended time-of-year restrictions of any year unless waived by DGIF . . . .
in writing. reports with the appropriate agencies. See section 4.6.5 of the
SA-2d-15 » The instream construction activities shall be accomplished during low flow  |EILS for a discussion of impacts and mitigation for aquatic
periods utilizing darn and pump, flume around or within cofferdams species, including Mountain Valley's proposed species
constructed of nonerodible materials in such a manner that no more than ., .. 0 during in-water work
half the width of the waterway is obstructed at any point in time. All areas :
of state-owned bottom and adjacent lands disturbed by this activity shall
be restored to their original contours and natural conditions within thirty Waterbody crossing are discussed in sections 2.4.2.1 and
(30) days from the date of completion of the authorized work. All excess 14 3 ) 9 of the EIS. In addition Mountain Valley would adhere
SA-2d-16 materials shall be removed to an upland site and contained in such a

manner to prevent its reentry into state waters.

to its Procedures to minimize impacts during waterbody
crossings.
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SA-2d-17 « Erosion and sediment control measures shall be in conformance with the See dlsc,ussmn in section 4.6.5.1 of the FIS. —
Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Handbaok, Third Edition, 1992, and |Mountain Valley would adhere to measures in its General
SA-2d-18 shall be employed throughout construction. Blasting Plan and comply with all reporting and notification
« [fit is determined that blasting is necessary at any of the crossings, DGIF  |requirements.
shall be natified a minimurm of 48 hours in advance of the blasting. - -
SA2d-19 » The DCR shall be contacted for any stream crossings where karst No areas of karst have been 1dent1ﬁed..
SA-2d-20 landscape features are encountered during installation. No trout stream are crossed by the Project.
= DGIF shall be contacted for any work in trout waters to avoid conflicts with
trout stocking activities.
ii} Recommendation: Include a table in the FEIS that cites recommendations to |Section 4.6 of the EIS has been updated to include a list of the
SA-2d-21 protect freshwater aquatic resources provided by DGIF at each of the VMRC |\ ADGIF recommendation which Mountain Valley has agreed
jurisdictional stream crossings and the applicant's intention of following those foll
recommendations. See the VMRC comments in Attachment B. to tollow.

iii} Recommendation: DGIF recommends conducting any in-stream activities
during low or no-flow conditions, using non-erodible cofferdams to isolate the - - -
construction area, and removal of all fish and mussels prior to dewatering the | Waterbody crossings would be completed in accordance with

SA-2d-22 cofferdams. DGIF recommends to the extent practicable, blocking no more Mountain Valley’s Procedures and measures required in other
than 50% of the streamflow at any given time, stockpiling excavated matenal  |federal or state issued permits.
in a manner that prevents reentry into the stream, restoring original
streambed and streambank contours, re-vegetating barren areas with native
vegetation, and implementing strict erosion and sediment control measures.
See the DGIF comments in Attachment B.

iv) Recommendation: DGIF recommends minimizing impacts on fisheries by Section 4.6.5.2 of the EIS includes this information and
relocating fishes and mussels from the construction areas. DGIF ) specifies that Mountain Valley would relocate fishes and
recommends that all fish and freshwater mussel relocations be supervised by | freshwater mussels present in the waterbody crossing

SA-2d-23 qualified, professional biologists in possession of pertinent federal and/or

state permits. See the DGIF comments in Attachment B.

construction area under the d direction of qualified,
professional biologists in possession of applicable federal
and/or state permits.
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g) Surface Waters and Water Withdrawals

€e-¢l

i) Recommendation: Update Section 4.3.2.7 General Impacts and Mitigation
on Surface Water to include the following to explain how potential impacts to
beneficial uses may be avoided (see the DEQ comments in Attachment B):

In the event that withdrawals occur from surface water sources, then MVP See response SA-2a-23.
should avoid an adverse effect or impairment to surface water by:

» Withdrawing no more than 10% of the instantaneous flow rate from the
channel.
« Using the intake screens designed so that screen openings are not larger
than 1 millimeter and,
» Ensuring that screen face intake velocities are not greater than 0.25 feet
SA-2d-24 per second.
If surface water sources are used, then the EIS should include a discussion of
what steps will be taken by MVP and its contractors to ensure that the
requirements above are met. The EIS should provide the location of
withdrawals and some assessment of river flows where withdrawals are
proposed with a discussion of how the withdrawals will affect flows,
particularly during low flow or drought conditions. The assessment should
explain if any downstream water users may be affected by these water
withdrawals, particularly during low flow periods. The DEQ Office of Water
Supply can provide information of nearby intakes once the location of the

withdrawals is known.

i) Recommendation: Updated Section 4.3.2.8: Surface Water Conclusions with
the following information (see the DEQ comments in Attachment B):

In the event that withdrawals occur from surface water sources, then MVP
should avoid an adverse effect or impairment to surface water by:

« ‘Withdrawing no more than 10% of the instantaneous flow rate from the
channel.

» Using the intake screens designed so that screen openings are not larger
than 1 millimeter and,

SA-2d-24 = Ensuring that screen face intake velocities are not greater than 0.25 feet

per second.

See response SA-2a-23.

If surface water sources are usad, then the FEIS should include a discussion
of what steps will be taken by MVP and its contractors to ensure that the
requirements above are met. The FEIS should provide the location of
withdrawals and some assessment of river flows where withdrawals are
proposed with a discussion of how the withdrawals will affect flows,
particularly during low flow or drought conditions. The assessment should
explain if any downstream water users may be affected by these water
withdrawals, particularly during low flow periods. The DEQ Office of Water
Supply can provide information of nearby intakes once the location of the

withdrawals is known.
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SA-2d-25

SA-2d-26

SA-2d-27

SA-2d-28

ii) Recommendation: Updated Section 4.3.2.3: Surface Water Conclusions with
the following information (see the DEQ comments in Attachment B):

In the event that withdrawals occur from surface water sources, then MVP
should aveid an adverse effect or impairment to surface water by:

Withdrawing no more than 10% of the instantaneous flow rate from the

¢ Using the intake screens designed so that screen openings are not larger
than 1 millimeter and;

« Ensuring that screen face intake velocities are not greater than 0.25 feet
per second.

If surface water sources are used, then the FEIS should include a discussion
of what steps will be taken by MVP and its contractors to ensure that the
requirements above are met. The FEIS should provide the location of
withdrawals and some assessment of river flows where withdrawals are
proposed with a discussion of how the withdrawals will affect flows,
particularly during low flow or drought conditions. The assessment should
explain if any downstream water users may be affected by these water
withdrawals, particularly during low flow periods. The DEQ Office of Water
Supply can provide information of nearby intakes once the location of the
withdrawals is known.

h) Wildlife Resources

i)

ii)

Recommendation: DGIF recommends clearing of trees and vegetation
during winter months outside bird nesting periods as proposed. See the time
of year restrictions for general guidance at https://www.dgif. virginia.gov/wp-
content/uploads/\VVDGIF-Time-of-Year-Restrictions-Table.pdf. If tree removal
becomes necessary, DGIF also recommends adherence to its standard tree
removal for bat guidance (https://www dgif virginia.gov/environmental-
programs/environmental-services-section/) to protect threatened and
endangered bats known from the region. See DGIF comments in Attachment
B.

Recommendation: DGIF recommends that the project follow protective
measures as described in the DEIS (pages 4-67 to 4-68). DGIF supports the
protective measures described, including wildlife escape ramps at regular
intervals along the excavated trench. See the DGIF commments in Attachment
B.

iiif) Recommendation: DGIF recommends strict adherence to erosion and

sediment controls, use of native plants, creation of a scrub-shrub transition
zone between the forest edge and maintained herbaceous right-of-way as
described in the DEIS (page 4-70). See the DGIF comments in Attachment B.

See response SA-2a-23.

Section 4.6.3.2 addresses tree clearing windows for migratory
birds. Mountain Valley would attempt to refrain from
construction-related vegetation clearing between March 15
and August 15 in Virginia. If avoiding the migratory bird
nesting season during construction-related clearing becomes
unfeasible, Mountain Valley would consult with the FWS to
identify measures to implement to minimize impacts on
migratory birds.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.
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ivl Recommendation: Update Section 4.6.5.3; General Fisheries and Aguatic
SA-2d-29 impacts to downstream users during low-flow conditions. See the DEQ Sectmn ‘_"6'5'3 of the EIS has been revised with this
comments in Attachment B. information.

4) Recommendations for Specific Plans

a) Exotic and Invasive Species Control Plan

i) Recommendation: Include all species on the DCR Invasive Species list Mountain Valley has revised it Exotic and Invasive Plant
SA-2e-1 (https:/iwww dcr.virginia.gov/natural-heritage/document/nh-invasive-plant-list- [Species Control Plan to include all species on the DCR

2014.pdf) in the Exotic and Invasive Plant Species Control Plan (January 24, . dive Species List.

2019 supplemental filing-Session Number 20190124-5165), not only
moderately and highly invasive species as mentioned on page 2 of the plan.
See the DCR comments in Attachment B.

Mountain Valley has included an inventory in their revised

SA-2e-2 if) Recommendation: Include an invasive species inventory in the invasive
species plan for the project area including species and methods for treating ~ LLCPOTt.
invasive species based on the current DCR Invasive Species List. See the
DCR comments in Attachment B.
5) Errors in the EIS
SA-2f-1 a) Recommendation: On pages 2-25 and 4-8 the term “silt rock” was used in error. |Comment noted. This revision has been made to the EIS.
Replace with "silt sock” if that term meets the intention. See the DEQ comments
in Attachment B.
SA-2f-2 b) Recommendation: Revise text on page 2-25 so that silt fence and silt sock |Comment noted. This revision has been made to the EIS.

practices are used as sediment barriers not diversion structures. See the DEQ
comments in Attachment B.
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ROY COOPER NORTH CAROLINA

Governor

Environmental Quality

MICHAEL 5. REGAN

Secredury

SA-4a

September 16, 2019

Chairman Chatterjee, and Commissioners Glick and McNamee
c/o Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First Street, NE Room 1A

Washington, D.C. 20426

Re: North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality Comment on the dratt Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Southgate Praject, proposed by Mountain Valley Pipeline,
LLC: Docket Number: CP19-14-000.

Dear Commissioners:

The following comments are submitted by the North Carolina Department of Environmental
Quality (Department or DEQ), in response to the July 26, 2019, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission’s (Commission or FERC) Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the Proposed Southgate Project (Docket Number CP19-14-000).! In the
Notice, the agency “concludes that approval of the proposed project would resalt in some
adverse environmental impacts, [h]owever if ... constructed and operated in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations, the mitigation measures discussed in this EIS, and our
recommendations, these impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels.”™® The
comments submitted herein relate to those potential impacts of the Proposed Southgate Project
(Project) in North Carolina and serve to (i) reiterate the Department’s previous concerns that the
Project is unnecessary and not in the public interest, (ii) address the inadequate review and
consideration of “reasonable alternatives™ in the DEIS, and (iii) identify potential environmental
effects that require further evaluation.?

Comment noted.
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At this time, the Department remains unconvinced that the Project satisfies the eriteria for the
Commission to deem it in the public interest, and whether it is essential to ensure future growth
and prosperity for North Carolinians. This concern was articulated in the letter dated November
5, 2018, in our comments on the stated purpose and need for the Project. Despite the
Commission’s own recognition in 2018, that its review of projects does *not [look] bevond See response GEN-2 in appendix 1.2.
contracts for a further determination of market or supply....",* and outside recommendations that The Commission will consider the need for the Project and
I [-,_R(, c:.ongde.r such.. factors in 1ts s_malyscs, t_he Commission appears to ignore these f?indamcntai may address these comments in any Order it issues.

SA-4b data points in its review, We provided data in the November 2018 letter, demonstrating the
incongruity between the design-day requirements needed to serve projected population growth in
the PSNC (now, Dominion Energy) service territory (11% growth) with the additional
throughput contracted capacity for the Project (100% increase) and requested that the
Commission investigate beyond the precedent agreement as its sole basis Lor assessing the need
lor the Project. In fact, as of the dale of this comment, 20% of the pipeline capacity is still
unsubscribed, which suggests that the basis for this Project satisfies artificial demand., We
emphasize our previous assertion that “without further demonstration of actual demand ...
certifying the Southgate Project could result in overbuilding a gas pipeline in which the single

discernible benefit of the provision of an assured excess in gas capacity available only to
w5

| Dominion Encrgy] in the future,

11, The DEIS Provides an Inadequate Review and Incomplete Consideration of Alternatives
The National Environmental Policy Act requires the Comimission to explore all reasonable
e o o - H bk 2y Py H H Sk N pdags . .
alternatives by addrcsmpg Ihc_: potential for :u,wmphshmg_; the proposed objectives 1hmlug}1 the See response ALT-1 in appendix 1.2. Because renewable
use of other systems. .. [including] non-gas energy alternatives, and/or energy conservation or .
energy sources and energy consetbation are not natural gas

efficiency. as applicable.”® DRQ submitted comments addressing alternatives assessments first . h
in response to the Notice of Inquiry issued by FERC in April 2018, soliciting feedback on transportation alerternative, and therefore, do not meet the

whether and how to revise the policy statement on the certification of new natural gas purpose and need of the Project, they were not considered in
SA-4c transportation facilities pursuant to the Natural Gas Act (NGA)."® Again, in September 2018, our alternatives analysis.

DEQ provided comments on FERC's alternatives assessment, this time specific to the Notice of
Intent for the Proposed EIS/Scoping for the Project. In both comments, the Department
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requested that FERC amend its alternatives assessment and address “the potential for
accomplishing the proposed objectives through the use of other systems,” including “non-gas
energy alternatives, and/or energy conservation or efficiency, as applicable.”™ For the third time,
the Department repeats this position, this time regarding the preparation of the environmental
documents for the Project — the FERC alternatives assessment must consider other systems,
including non-gas energy alternatives, and/or energy conservation or efficiency (emphasis
added), The Commission’s own 2002 guidance for Environmental Report Preparation provides
that the alternatives analysis should “[d]escribe the effect of any state or regional encrgy
conservation, load-management, and demand-side management programs on the long-term and
short-term demand for the energy to be supplied by the project.”'?

In our July 25, 2018, response to the Notice of Inquiry for changes to the NGA Policy Statement,
we stated that natural gas is but one of several resources that can meet customers’ electric and
thermal energy needs. We projected that within the time horizon to which a new Policy
Statement would apply, a sea change in the economic models for natural gas construction and
operations, especially when compared to renewable energy resources, would take place. Fifteen
months ago, projected natural gas consumption was largely flat due to efficiency gains, shifting
populations, and the declining costs of renewable energy resource alternatives. Since then, these
predictions have borne out and the narrative continues:

Domestic commercial and residential natural gas demand is flat. '
The United States becomes a net energy exporter in 2020, due to large increases in fossil
fuel production coupled with slow growth in domestic energy consumption,'?

e In September 2019, natural gas-powered electricity is outbid by record-low solar +
storage power purchase agreements (25 year, 3.3¢/kWh deal between [.os Angeles Water
and Power and 8minute Solar Energy)."?

e By 2033, it will be more expensive to run 90% of the proposed natural gas plants than it
will be 1o build new solar and wind plus storage systems in the United States, '*?

The allemnatives assessment in this DEIS ignores the demonstrated size and seope of the
transitioning energy economy which results in artificially tipping the scales for natural gas, no
matter the oosts 1o customers or the impscts on the environment.

I'n keeping with the 2002 Guidance Manual, DEQ provided FERC with three examples of state-
lewel and murket-based programs specific 1o energy demand in North Carolina for FERC's

. consideration as part of our September 2018 response to the NOI for the Proposed EIS. Six
weeks after DEQ submitted these comments, Governor Roy Cooper signed Excoutive Order 80,
directing North Carolina to transition (o a clean encrgy economy and address the impacts of
climate change on the state. EO 80 establithes a goal of 4074 reduction in statewide greenhouse

gas emissions (GHGs) from 2005 levels by 2025, and directs the NC Depariment of

Environmental Cheality to develop a Clean Encrgy Plan. EO 80 lays the foundation for North
Carolina’s clean energy future and DEQ requests that FERC thoroughly consider this new state
policy and its implementation to date in its alternatives analysis in the final EIS. We point FERC
1o the Clean Energy Plan (both the draft document and supporting research}'™'” as a valuahle
resource for the Commission to reference in itz altermatives analysis.

See response ALT-1 in appendix 1.2.

Because renewable energy sources and energy conservation
are not natural gas transportation alternatives, and therefore,
do not meet the purpose and need of the Project, they were not
considered in our alternatives analysis.
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DEQ believes that the methodology underlying the FERC s alternatives analysis is insufficient.
DEQ concludes this beeause the process beging with the assumption that the purpose of the
Project — as stated by the applicant, Mountain Walley — is substantisted. As a result, the
alternatives assessment in the DELS represents liltle more than a check box for NEPA
compliance, with its results predetermined from the outset. North Carolinians deserve a
thorough assessment of Project alternatives, indeed more than what was done in consideration of
the Mo Action Alternative, the four system allernatives assessing other gas transportation
infrastructure, and the combined eleven major and minor route alternatives. Despite the
limitations in the methodology of the alternatives analysis, DEQ requests that in addition to
addressing the aforementioned and our previously submilted comments, FERC conduct a
thorough evaluation of non-patural gas allematives. Specifically, DEQ recommends that FERC
evaluate the “potential for energy efficiency, energy conservation programs, and renewable
energy (e.g., wind, solar) 1o eliminate or mect the need for the Southgate Project.™'®

The Commission justifies its decision to end its analysis of non-natural gas altemnatives because
the stated purpose of the Project is to transport natural gas. This circular reasoning based on an
unsubstantiated purpose does not hold up in today’s rapidly changing energy economy. The cost
of renewable energy resources is rapidly declining and the economics now favor utility-scale
solar and onshore wind plus storage over construction of natural gos infrastructure. To dismiss
cost-efTective non-gas cnergy alternatives with demonstrated sigrificant environmernial
aelvanrage because “they are notl transportation alternatives™ especially in light of the
environmentil effects posed by development of greenfigld pipelines is inadequate.

SA-4d

11, Potentinl Environmental Eifects that Require Funther Evaluation

The Department commends FERC and its staff on its review of the potential environmental
eflects posed by the Project and the proposed mitigation measures recommended in the DEIS,

It is DECY s responsibility to thoroughly review the DERS, the Projeci, and ils potentivl impact on

MNaorth Carolina’s environment and people. As such, we present the following comments and
recommendations for FERC to consider in development of the final EIS.

See response ALT-1 in appendix 1.2. Because renewable
energy sources and energy consetbation are not natural gas
transportation alerternative, and therefore, do not meet the
purpose and need of the Project, they were not considered in
our alternatives analysis.

Comment noted.
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A Thoroigh Examinaiion of Greenhouse (fas Emissions

In the IDELS, the Commission recognices: the threats posed by climate change; the assessments,
findings, and projections of the U5, Global Change Research Program; and Governor Cooper’s
recent Exeeutive Order 80, North Carolina's Commitment to Address Climate Change and
Transition to a Clean Encrgy Economy." 13HC) agrees with the Commission in its stilement thai
the “construction and operation of the Southgate Project would increase the wimospheric
concentration of G110, in combination with past, current, and Tuture emissions from ull other
sources globally and contribute incrementally to firture climate change impacis.”™ However, the
Department disagrees with the Commission’s assertion that no methodology exists to attribute or
predict the climare chunge effects from the Project. We presented several approaches on this
topic in comments previously submitted to the Commission on July 25, 2018, and September 10,
20187 If our recommendations, in combination with the Commission's own review of
modeling tools proved to be insufficient, then NEPA reguires the Commission to conduct
indopendent rescarch or otherwise compile missing information necessary to complete ils
evaluation, 2225

More broadly, the Departiment believes that “the Commission should be doing more as part of its

SA-de are critical to determining whether the Prajects arc in the public interest. ™™ In Sterra Club v
FERC, the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals vacated the Commission’s decision on a pipeline
project in Florida due to FERCs failure 1o properly analyze GHGs. The Court found that the
Commission has a statutory responsibility (o documnent and consider how ils approval of a gas
pipeline project will lead 1o increases in emissions of GHGs that contribute Lo climute change *
As o result, the Commission must consider the Project’s dircet and indirect environmental
ellects, the Iatter including GHOG emissions, no matter how much later in time or removed in
distance from the project the emissions may be,*?

See response CI-1 in Appendix 1.2.

It is our Ageney’s position thal NEPA does not permit agencics 1o ignore the well-documented
impacts of climate change in the conduct and preparation of their environmental impact
analyses.*® Furthermore, NEPA requires federnl agencics to take a “hard look™ at all
environmental consequences — whether direct or indirect - of any proposed action on the
environment, and that “hard look” obligates agencies to carefully consider every significant
environmental impact of a project, which must necessarily include o project’s contribution to
climate change through its GIG emissions,*-*!

In summary, because we believe the GHG impacts analysis in the is DEIS inadequate, it does not
meet the MEPA standard.  For the reasons stated above, the Department requests that FERC
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SA-4f

IV, Environmental Justice and Other Impacts that Require Further Livaluation

A, Additional Consideration of Environmental Justice

The Department appreciates the initial treatment and evaluation of sociocconomic impacts in
Section 4.9 of the DEIS, particularly the Commission®s consideration of environmental justice
and the character of the potentially impacted communities. Further, we thank FERC for
addressing several of the socioeconomic impacts that DEQ recommended in our Project-related
comments.” After reviewing the DEIS, the Department agrees with the assertion that
“lelonstructing and operating the Project may affect the socioeconomic character of communitics
near the proposed facilities.”™ DL generaily agrees with the Commission’s finding that
“la]ithough low income and minority populations exist within the Project area, the Project would
not have a disproportionately high and adverse environmental or huinan health impact on
minority or low income popuialinns,”j" However, the Department requests that the Commission
conduct further evaluation of the communities surrounding the Project utilizing a screening or
mapping ool (e.g. EPA’s DISCREEN or the NCDEQ Community Mapping System), as
recommended in the 2017 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Office of Energy Projects
Guidance Manmual for Environmental Report Preparation for Applications Filed under the
Natural Gas Act.**%37 Employing such a screening or mapping tool would provide a
visualization of key findings and make data interpretation easier, This is critical when
considering individuals who have a lower level of education or who may be deemed as limited
English proficient (LEL). In addition, the EISCREEN mapping tool allows for a deeper view into
the demographics of a population within a designated buffer of the proposed project, Using a
mapping tool to analyze varying buffer distances {rom the Project (i.e. /4 miles, Y miles, %
miles, 1 mile, ete.) provides a way to see how population demographics may change with
increased distance. This methodology allows for more granular analysis of the surrounding
communities and provides a better understanding of those individuals who live the closcst to the
Project. This methodology also allows for comparisons between the population characteristics of
those who live nearer and those who live farther away from the Project. DEQ recommends that
these comparisons also include the state-level data.

B. Evaluation of Socioeconomic Impacts in Dominion Energy Service Territory

As discussed in section 4.9.8, while there are several low
income and minority populations crossed by the pipeline
route, we conclude that they would not be disproportionately
affected by the pipeline or the compressor station. Section
4.9.8 has been updated to include an analysis of linguistically
isolated populations and an analysis on the educational
attainment of the population. Section 4.9.8 has also been
updated to include several maps of the Project and all census
blocks crossed by the pipeline route, including those that
contain Environmental Justice communities. The
Environmental Justice analysis conducted in the EIS includes
a more thorough analysis than can be conducted using
EJScreen; therefore, EJSCREEN was not used.




¢l

Appendix 1.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

SA-4

North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality

SA-4g

To supplement the socioeconomic analysis, the Department requests that FERC evaluate the
economic impact on North Carolinians residing or conducting business in the Dominion Energy
service territory, in addition fo the two counties in the Project area (Alamance and Rockingham).
It stands to reason that all Dominion Energy customers will be impacted by changes in their
energy rates once the Southgate gas flows. According to Section 4.13 on cumulative impacts,
the DEIS states that Mountain Valley reports a subscribed volume of natural gas (300
MMecfiday), which would be used in North Carolina. primarily by residential and small and
medium sized commercial customers for heating, cooking, and other end-uses ** Because
residential and commercial customers will be directly affected by the construction, development,
and transport of this new fuel resource, the Department requests that FERC evaluate potential
and anticipated economic impacts on these cnd-users. In such an evaluation, DEQ requests that
FERC consider the energy burden — the percontage of a household’s annual income that is spent
on energy bills — that the Project will have on ratepayers in Dominion Energy’s service territory.

The U.S. Census Bureau reports that in 2018, approximately 15% of the state’s population, or 1.5
million North Carolinians, live in poverty,? many of whom live in counties classified as Tier 1
or Tier 2 by the North Carolina Department of Commmerce. Every year, all 100 counties are
ranked into tiers of economic wellbeing based on average unemployment, median household
income, population growth, and adjusted property tax per capita.*® Tier 1 Counties are
considered the most economically distressed, while Tier 3 Counties are considered the least
economically distressed. Many of the low income individuals who live in Tier 1 or 2 counties,
identify as Ilispanic or Latino or African American, and tend to reside in older housing units.

The North Carolina Housing Coalition has examined the energy burden on low-income
households in the state. According to the Coalition, low-income households spend a
disproportionate percentage of their household earnings on energy costs when compared to their
higher earning counterparts. The Coalition reports that in some counties individuals who carn
less than the Arca Median Income (AMI) for thal county, spend two- to three-times more of their
household incomes on energy than the average household in the county, In seme counties, those
earning less than the AMI divert nearly 33% ol their incomes to pay energy bills.*!

The Department conducted a prelitninary evaluation of the energy burden on households in the
counties served by Dominion Energy using public data made available by the Coalition layered

on the countiey identified by the Department of Commerece ter ranking, % This evaluation of the
energy burden (using the percentage of annual income that energy accounts for in AMI
households) was performed for both low income homeowmers and low income renters as

displayed in Figures 1 and 2 below,

As discussed in section 1.1 of this EIS, The Commission
bases its decisions on financing, rates, market demand, gas
supply, environmental impact, and other issues concerning a
proposed project. A discussion of potential rate increases due
to the Project is outside the scope of the EIS.
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Energy Burden for Homeowners Below
50% AMI in Dominion Service Area

Figure 1. Energy Burden for Homeowners

Energy Burden for Renters Befow
50% AM!E in Dominion Service Area

e Figure 2. Energy Burden for Renters

| EIECF]
—

The energy burden for AMI households in the Dominion Energy service area ranges from 5%

SA-4g cont

(for renters in Wake County) to more than 16% (for homemwners in Person Countv). To put this
in comtext, the ULS. Departiment of Tlealth and Human Services clussilies energy burden at an
amount greater than 6% ol a household™s anoual income as “wnallordable.” Based on this
definition, esch of the countics’ lowest eaming households (with the exceplion of Wake County
renters) in the Dominion Energy serviee ares have on “unalMordable” averape eacrpy burdon,
Furthermore, these initial evalustions demonsteare that the socioeconomic impacts of the Project
potentially extend well bevond the physical route of the pipeline.

We ask that FERC use this datn 1o fully evaluate the imposition of pass-through costs for the
womstruction, operation, and ROT [or the Project on these populations. This is fundamental
information that the Commission must incorporate in its determination of need for the Project,
Morth Carolinions residing or conducting business in Dominion Energy scrvice werritory should
not be left to shoubder increased energy rates for this Project for which there is no demenstrable

demnand,

See response SA-4g.
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O desnws Beyowsd DEQ s Jiirizdiction
While the increasing practice of “quick take,” and anecdutal diminution of property values Socioeconomic impacts, including property values, are
proximate 1o pipeline projects are not within DEQ's purview, they e conems that have been | discussed in section 4.9.5 of the EIS. Conducting a cost-
rais : u-.l:HJ" UEIN:IJ'III:!.LH?I: which we believe \.\'l.l.:'I'I.IJ:II m".!.r.lm.-l'n nEive u'il'l.-u."ldl:'-'ll'lll‘.nrl.und assesyment benefit analy51s of the project compared to other non-
of thelr socivecnnomic impacts in the final EIS. Tn sddition, we request FERC evaluate the eost- . . .

proposed projects is outside the scope of the EIS and the

benefit of residential electrification versus greenfield natural gas pipelines to serve heating
demand. requirements of NEPA.

V. Conclusion

In sumamury, we agree with FERC that the Project will result in some sdverse envirommental
impacts with possible extensive soclocconomic impects as well. [n this third commeni
pertuining o the Project, DEQ reiterates the position that the Project has not been shown o

sutisfy the criteria for the Commission to decm it in the public interest. 'We hove provided
recommendations that FERC evaluste the demand for the Project bevond precedent agreemenis See response GEN-2 in appendix 1.2.

ol nsscss rencwahle und other non-gns cncrgy ahematives that are technically and coonomically
lasilde substitaies for greenlield gus pipeline development.  Anmticipating the unlikelibood of the
selection of the No Action Allermative, we Included numerous suggestions and o glide path for
completing a thorough environmental review of the potential impacts the Project poses 1o Morth
Carolina

Thank you for the opportunity lo comment on the DEIS. 1 trust that the comments will be
considered as the Commission reviews and completes the environmental documems for the
Project. If vou have any guestions regarding our comments, please contact me at: (919) 707-
E619 or shella holman@nedenr.goy.

Simcerely,

Mlnmn_ Assistant Secretary for the Environment

Marth Carolina Department of Environmental Quality



Gr-€'l

Appendix 1.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

SA-4

North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality

SA-4j

SA-4k

SA-41

APPENDIX A.
DEIS Comments from NCDEQ Division of Energy, Minerals, and Land Resources
(DEMLR)

2.3 Land Requirements.

149.8 acres of contract vards. It is unclear from the DEIS if the contractor yards are land
uses in keeping with utility line construction or if they are intended to be long
term/permanent laydown areas that are to be used for utility maintenance or future
expansion, going forward.

Post construction stormwater control measures may be appropriate or reguired if these
sites are to be used long term. No detail was provided on how contractor yard restoration
would occur once work is completed. No details, criteria, schedules or detail on post
deconstruction inspections were provided. No information was provided to address efforts
to abate soil compaction, enhance infiltration, replanting efforts, or identify unauthorized
uses, post construction.

62.4 acres of access roads. DEIS does not clearly explain MVP's criteria for temporary
roads. Many different type of land uses install "temporary roads.” However, “temporary
roads” are often or at least periodically put back into service for use. This commonly
occurs in forestry, agriculture and industrial settings. Thereby, the roads are not truly

of sedimentation.

The DEIS does not explain how MVP will ensure the roads are truly temporary and will not
remain sources off site sedimentation. No details, criteria, schedules or detail on post
deconstruction inspections were provided. No information was provided to address efforts
to abate soil compaction, enhance infiltration, replanting efforts, or identify and ahate
unauthorized uses, post construction.

Additional Temporary Workspace — 184.9 acres in N(

The DEIS includes no detail on restoration. No information is provided detailing
revegetation and abating soil compaction to address increase stormwater runoff and
decrease infiltration, post construction.

SA-4m

DEIS does not detail how areas beyond construction corridor would be identified to ensure
work/land disturbance and impacts to waters do not occur beyond the footprint of the
approved construction corridor.

2.4.1.3 Tr

SA-4n

The DEIS states “excess rock would be trucked to approved disposal areas.” However, the
DEIS does not detail how this approval process will occur and be managed to ensure
impacts to waters, wetlands, or need for additional erosion control measures would not
occur.

Trench breakers (such as sand bags or foam) would then be installed in the trench on
slopes at specified intervals to prevent subsurface water movement along the pipeline.”
The DEIS includes no detail, requirements or construction criterial was detailed on
installation, construction er specifics of when anti-seep/trench breakers are to be used.

Use of contractor yards, temporary work spaces, and access
roads would be limited to the time of construction and
restoration. All areas would be returned to pre-construction
conditions unless otherwise requested by the landowner. See
section 2.3.4 for further discussion.

temporary, rather the uses are episodic and fallow roads often remain as an ongoing source

Unless agreed upon by the landowner, temporary access roads
would be returned to pre-construction condition and we
expect that use would be temporary and limited to the time of
construction and restoration. See section 2.3.5 for further
discussion.

Section 4.8.1.3 of the FEIS for provides details on the
restoration of additional temporary work spaces. Mountain
Valley would be required to adhere to the requirements in its
Plan and Procedures regarding mitigation, erosion control, and
restoration.

Mountain Valley would follow measures outlined in its Plan
and Procedures, which address the identification and marking
of Project workspaces and sensitive resources.

The DEIS states “The pipeline would then be lowered into the trench by side-boom tractors.

Section 2.4.1.3 of the EIS has been updated with details
regarding rock disposal. In areas where the rock/stone is to
remain, included in landowner approval is acknowledgement
that additional erosion and sediment control may be needed,
as well as permanent stormwater management, to be handled
in Post-Construction/Restoration Plans. Unless specifically
allowed through additional state and Federal permitting, no
impacts to aquatic resources will occur through the placement
of excess rock.

If during construction rock is encountered in steep
topographic areas, the rock will be relocated via truck to a

stable area with more favorable slope conditions.
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SA-4o

Detail is not provided as to how MVP will ensure contractors understand when to install
these measures. Failure to do properly do so could result in impacts to waters and
wetlands.

The DEIS states “first 12 inches at the bottom of the trench above the pipe would be clean
fill, absent of rocks. Limestone dust may be brought in and used as padding material only
when other local suitable fill is unavailable.” In this section, the DEIS fails to clearly state
that suitable material will not consist of soils contaminated with oil, petroleum, hazardous
materials, or coal combustion residuals.

Detail is not provided as to how MVP will ensure contractors understand when to install
these measures. Failure to do properly do so could result in impacts to waters and

SA-4p

wetlands.

The DEIS states “first 12 inches at the bottom of the trench above the pipe would be clean
fill, absent of rocks. Limestone dust may be brought in and used as padding material only
when other local suitable fill is unavailable.” In this section, the DEIS fails to clearly state
that suitable material will not consist of soils contaminated with oil, petroleum, hazardous
materials, or coal combustion residuals.

SA-4q

2.4.1.8 Cleanup and Restoration.

DEIS states that “excess rock/stone would be disposed of within the construction right-of-
way with landowner approval or at an approved landfill.”

Based on this cleanup and restoration approach, the DEIS does not address how this
process will occur and be managed to ensure impacts to waters, wetlands, or the need for
additional erosion control measures would not occur.

SA-4r

24

The DEIS states that "Trench spoil would be placed on the banks above the high water
mark for use during backfilling. In some cases, the pipeline would be coated with concrete
for negative buoyancy.”

The DEIS does not explain what measures will be taken to prevent direct contact between
uncured or curing concrete and waters of the state. The DEIS does not detail how
inadvertent contact of uncured concrete will be managed to ensure that discharges to
waters of the state do not occur.

2.4.2.2 Wetland Crossings,

SA-4s

The DEIS does not explain which measures will be taken to prevent direct contact between
uncured or curing concrete and water of the state. The DEIS did not detail how inadvertent
contacts of uncured concrete will be managed to ensure that discharge to waters of the
state do not occur.

The DEIS states that “After the pipeline sinks into position, trench breakers are installed

where necessary to prevent the subsurface drainage of water out of the wetland.”

Details are not included to describe how MVP will ensure contractors understand when to
install these measures. Failure to do this properly could result in impacts to waters and
wetlands.

Tha NFIC Anac nat rlaarhr addrace hawr MUD nlanc ta racnnnd fn imnante tn narahla

See Section 2.4.1.5 of the EIS and Mountain Valley's Plan for
details on regarding use of anti-seep/trench breakers.
Contractors will be given copies of all plans and an
environmental inspector will be on site during construction
everyday to monitor appropriate installation of trench
breakers.

Section 2.4.1.5 has been updated to note that Mountain Valley
would use certified clean fill if needed for the Project.

See response to SA-4n.

Section 2.4.2.1 of the EIS has been revised to describe
Mountain Valley's handling of concrete. Mountain Valley has
stated that no concrete will be cured on the right-of-way.

See response SA-4r and SA-4o.
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waterlines, reuse lines, sewer lines (both gra;ty lines and force mains), and other fuel Discussion of foreign utility lines crossed by the Project is

supply lines that may be encountered along the Project route. It is imperative that MVP provided in section 2.4.2.5. Septic systems and water lines
SA_4t have contacts Wlth all locﬂl governments and utilities along the ijcct route and have a ldentlﬁed to date and aSSOClated mltlgation measures are

firm understanding of their reporting, remediation, and any other requirements. This was discussed in section 4.8.3.1

not addressed in the DEIS. ——

4.1.4.6 Shallow Bedrock and Blasting.

The DEIS states that “As outlined in the General Blasting Plan, Mountain Valley would: Section 4.1.4.6 and Mountain Valley's General Blasting Plan
SA-4u * use seismograph equipment to monitor the velocity of the blasts at select monitoring provide information on blasting procedures that will be

locations including closest adjacent facilities; . . .
+ use excess rock from blasting to restore the right-of-way, placed as per landowner followed by Mountain Valley during construction.

SA-4w

SA-4x

agreements, or hauled off-site to an approved disposal site.”

The DEIS fails to provide specific detail on actual blasting procedures, clearly whether and
when seismographs will be used to monitor ground vibration and noise levels.

The DEIS does not detail how excess rock disposal approval process will take place and be
managed to ensure impacts to waters, wetlands, or need for additional erosion control
measures would not occur.

4.1.4.7 Flooding.

The DEIS explains that mitigation measures may include using concrete coating, gravel-
filled blankets, or concrete weights on the pipeline to maintain negative buoyancy.

The DEIS does not explain what measures will be taken to prevent direct contact between
uncured or curing concrete and water of the state. Furthermore, the DEIS does not detail
how inadvertent contacts of uncured concrete will be managed to ensure that discharge to
waters of the state do not occur.

Hydrostatic Test Water
The hydrostatic test water would be discharged through sediment filters in vegetated

uplands away from waterbodies and wetlands.

MVP did not detail in the DEIS how it will ensure discharges occur at non-erosive velocities,
The DEIS does not include or propose sampling to determine or demonstrate if protective
coatings, sediment, turbidity or other constituents would be discharged with test water.
Horizontal drilling water

The HDD process requires water to be added to a bentonite clay mixture to create drilling
fluid, The disposal of the drilling fluid is not adequately detailed in the DEIS.

SA-4y

“All drilling fluid would be disposed of at an approved facility or recycled in an approved
manner in accordance with the HDD Contingency Plan. Mountain Valley would separate all
water from HDD equipment washing areas from wetlands or waterbodies by drainage
barriers to prevent any runoff entry.”

2.4.2.6 Agriculture Lands,

The DEIS explains that other mitigation measures in agricultural lands would include relief
from compaction and removal of rocks from topsoil.

4.1.2 Mineral Resources,
The DEIS states that “The East Alamance Quarry is a crushed stone aggregates operation in

T e N s o BV i A i s | 1" BT 3 ar

See response SA-4n.

See response SA-4r.

See section 4.3.2.7 for discussion of impacts and mitigation
related to water discharge. Mountain Valley would discharge
hydrostatic test water in well-vegetated areas within structures
to control runoff. Mountain Valley would assess field
conditions to determine the appropriate energy dissipation
device and would conduct sampling to ensure that discharges
meet any regulatory thresholds.

Section 4.3.2.6 of the FEIS. All drilling fluid would be
disposed of at an approved facility or recycled in an approved
manner in accordance with the HDD Contingency Plan.

Comment noted.
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SA-4aa

SA-4aa.

Cont.

SA-4bb

TIaW RIVET and 1S OWINed and operated by Martl Marietta Malerials, Inc. (INorth Caronna
Department of Environmental and Natural Resources Permit No. 01-08) on 600 acres of

land, 375 acres of which are bound under Permit No. 01-08. This permit also provides
limitations on blasting practices at the quarry, restricting maximum peak particle velocities
to 1.0 inch per second. The Project alignment would cross parcels owned by the East
Alamance Quarry for approximately 230 feet, near MP 67. Mountain Valley obtained public
information that indicates that the operator has not yet filed for a mining permit on the
parcel in question (NC-AL-128); however, through discussions with the operator, it was
identified that future mining operations may be completed on this parcel. Mountain Valley
therefore proactively rerouted the pipeline on this parcel in an attempt to minimize
impacts on any future expansion of the East Alamance Quarry. Currently, the Project
alignment is approximately 430 feet from disturbed areas at MP 66.7 and more than 1,200
feet from disturbed areas at MP 67. Mountain Valley has committed to working with the
East Alamance Quarry regarding landowner easement agreements to minimize

inconvenience and impact to the quarry. Based on these factors, we conclude that the
Project would not significantly impact or be affected by the East Alamance Quarry.”

The DEIS explains that the project alignment would cross parcels owned by the East
Alamance Quarry for approximately 230 feet, A permit modification was submitted to
DEMLR on April 15, 2019, by Martin Marietta Materials, Inc. for this mine. This
modification has not yet been approved by the Division and it did not address this MVP
alignment crossing.

The modification plans submitted by Martin Marietta Materials will either need to release
this area from the permit or Marin Marietta Materials will need to request a modification
forits mining permit. Further, the description in the DEIS, as included above, does not
accurately depict/address blasting permit conditions as set forth in the East Alamance
mining permit 01-08, which includes seismic monitoring.

4.6.5.3 General Fisheries and Aquatic Resources Impacts and Mitigation.

In the DEIS, Mountain Valley states that it “would minimize impacts from water
withdrawals by adhering to the measures in Mountain Valley’s Procedures and E&SC Plan.
The measures outlined in these plans include preventing water withdrawal from and
discharges into exceptional value waters or waters that provide habitat for federally listed
threatened and endangered species, unless approved by applicable resource and
permitting agencies; screening and positioning water intakes at the water surface to
minimize the entrainment of fish and other biota; maintaining adequate flow rates to
protect aquatic species; placing water pumps in secondary containment devices to
minimize the potential for fuel spills or leaks; regulating discharge rates; and using energy
dissipating devices and sediment barriers to prevent erosion. Mountain Valley would
obtain and comply with all state water withdrawal and discharge permits.”

This is not typically required as a part of the state Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan
approval process, and oversight and management of this activity needs to be revisited by
MVP.

4.8.1.1 Pipeline Facilities, Agriculture Lands.

Mountain Valley has rerouted the pipeline, and the Project
would not cross parcels owned by the East Alamance Quarry
(Martin Marietta Materials, Inc.). The proposed pipeline
would be on average 50 feet from parcels owned by the

quarry.

Mountain Valley has rerouted the pipeline, and the Project
would not cross parcels owned by the East Alamance Quarry
(Martin Marietta Materials, Inc.). The proposed pipeline
would be on average 50 feet from parcels owned by the

quarry.

Mountain Valley would need to obtain written permission
from the FWS for any water withdrawal from a waterbody
containing federally listed species prior to getting FERC
approval to commencing withdrawal activities. In addition,
Environmental Inspectors would be on-site to monitor water
withdrawal and discharges. Mountain Valley also has agreed
to participate in FERC's third party monitoring program, in
which a FERC representative would be on site monitoring
such activities
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SA-4cc

SA-4dd

SA-4ee

SA-4ff

The DEIS explains that “To avoid and minimize impacts on agricultural lands, Mountain
Valley would implement numerous measures as identified in FERC’s Plan including
measures that address soil segregation, soil compaction, and irrigation systems and would
adhere to all other applicable federal, state, and local permit requirements.”

The DEIS does not clearly detail how soil compaction will be addressed or abated.

APFPENDIX B.
DEIS Comments from NCDEQ Division of Water Resources (IDWR)

4.3.2.2 Surface Water Crossings.

The DEIS does not explicitly provide that MVP will comply with all the requirements in the
state 404 permit and 401 water quality certification, in addition to complying with other
pertinent federal and state requirements.

The DEIS does not specifically address whether the Project will cross any watersheds
draining to impaired waters and if so, what additional measures will be employed to
protect these watersheds.

4.3.2.4 Federal and State [

1. The DEIS provides that "North Carclina administers a river designation intended to
protect specific rivers with outstanding natural, scenic, educational, recreational, geologic,
fish and wildlife, historic, scientific, cultural or other values. The Project does not cross any
Morth Carolina rivers with these designations.”

DEQ repeats [ts request made In our comment on Draft Resource Report 2 that MVP
address whether the Project crosses the watershed of any of these rivers, and if so, describe
the additional measures MVP will take to protect these valuable resources.

2. The DEIS provides that the Project will cross WS-11, WS5-1V, Nutrient Sensitive Waters
[NSW), and HQW, but there is no discussion of what measures MVP will take to avoid those
crossings or what additional measures will be employed within the watershed of those
classified waters to ensure they are protected. In particular, the Department calls attention
to the W5-1l watershed (the entire watershed not just the “watershed” designated in the
WS rules for development).

DEQ repeats its request made in our comment on DRR2 that MVP address specific
alternatives analysis in addition to the general discussion of these waterbodies in the DEIS.

The DEIS states that hydrostatic test water would be discharged over vegetated land

surfaces and the discharge rate would be regulated using valves and energy dissipation

SA-4gg devices. DE( requests a detailed evaluation of discharge rates be included in the final EIS.

Soil compaction is discussin section 4.2.4 of the EIS.
Additionally, section 4.8.1.1 of the EIS has been updated to
include example mitigation measures. A more detailed list is
provided in Mountain Valley's Plan

See section 1.4.7 in the EIS (MVP must satisfy all federal
permits). Applicants cannot begin construction of the Project
until all state, federal, and local permits are received

Section 4.3.2.3 of the EIS discusses impaired waterbodies.

Surface waterbody crossing methods are described in sections
2.4.2.1 and 4.3.2.2 of the EIS. In addition Mountain Valley
would adhere to Mountain Valley's Plan and Procedures; and
the Project-specific E&SC Plan. The Plan and Procedures
contain requirements for erosion and sediment control during
the construction and restoration of the Project. The Plan and
Procedures also contain performance based standards to
contain soils within the limits of disturbance. To ensure
compliance with these standards, Mountain Valley has agreed
to a FERC third-party monitoring program. FERC
Compliance Monitors would inspect the project daily to
ensure compliance during all phases of construction and
restoration. If the Project is determined to be out of
compliance, Mountain Valley would be required to remedy

the situation as soon as possible.

See response SA-4x.
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B North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission &
Grordon 5. Ilyers, Executnee Divector

MEMOR ANDITM
TO: Eirnberly D). Bose
Secrefary

Fede ral Energy Regulatory Cominission
FROM:  VarnStnsl Lo’ Afane

Research Coordinator

Habitat Conse ration Dhisasion

DATE: Septernbher 16, 2019

SUBJECT: Comments on Draft Ereironraental [rapact Staterent for Southgate Project -
Ilountain Valley Pipeline, LLC. CF19-14-000

Biologists frotn the Morth Caroling Wildlife Beaourees Coravdssion (HMCWEC) have reviewed
the Diraft Exsirorenental Irnpact Staterne nt (OEIS ) prepared by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Comission (FERC) for the Southgate Project proposed by Ibuntain Yalley Pipeline, LLC
(WY, Biologists with the WCWEC have met with re prese ntative s of the MVE Southgate
Project in the past and provided corunents on the project. Corarnents ave provided in accordance
with certain provisions of the Clean Water Act of 1977 (33 1150, 1251-1387), the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Lot (42 Stat. 401, as avvended; 16 7.5 .C. 661 et seq.), Horth Carolina
Ermironemental Policy &et (G5, 1134-1 theough 1134-10; 1 HCAC 25) and North Carolina
Creneral Statates (G5, 113-131 et seq.).

The Southgate Project is an irderstate natural gas transraission pipeline project that will extend
approximately 73.7 miles frorn Pittsydwarda County, ¥ irginga to delive ry points in Morth
Caroling. Approxirately 428 miles of 167 disweter pipeline and associated dbove zround
faciliies will traverse the Dan and Haw rovet basing in Rockingham and Alarance counties in
North Caroling. An addifional 4.3 miles of 247 diameter pipeline will be installed in Slarance
County. The project will terrranate in Alamance Courty on the east side of the Haw Rrver
hetween Grraharn and Swepsorsalle. The project will have the capacity to transport 375 million
cubic feet of natural gas per day
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SA-5a

SA-5b

SA-5¢

MWVP has collocated over 30 % of the pipeline with existing linear corridors. The project would
impact 26.8 acres of wetlands: 5.9 of these acres are within the operational right-of-way. The
proposed Southgate Project will cross 224 waterbodies; three of these are major waterbodies.
Most streams will be crossed using dry-ditch methods while five crossing will be done using
horizontal direction drill (HDD) or conventional bore techniques.

The NCWRC offers the following specific comments on the DEIS:

1. Pages ES-5 & ES-9. The amount of collocated pipeline is listed as 40 miles and 54 % on
page ES-5 and 39 miles and 52.5 % on page ES-9. Table 2.1-2 on page 2-3 lists 38.7
miles or 52.5 % of collocated pipeline. These discrepancies should be compared and
clarified.

2. Page ES-8. Cumulative Impacts. The DEIS does not adequately address the cumulative
impacts that will occur as a result of the Southgate Project. The DEIS does not consider
the impacts associated with constructing new pipelines for distributing natural gas to
customers once the project is complete.

Page 1-2. Purpose and Meed. The proposed Southgate Project will interconnect with the
Mountain Valley Pipeline which is still under construction. Until the Mountain Valley
Pipeline project is complete and operational, constructing the Southgate Project is
premature,

The noted discrepancies have been revised in the EIS.

The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ
guidelines, and other applicable requirements. Our analysis in
section 4.13 is consistent is consistent with FERC style,
formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of
different types of impacts, including cumulative impacts. Our
analysis of cumulative impacts was based on the potential
geographic scope of impacts on each resource, as described in
section 4.13. Plans for construction of new pipelines to
distribute gas to customers is unknown and is outside of the
scope of this EIS.

The Commission will consider the need for the Project and

may address these comments in any Order it issues.
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4. Page 2-9. 2.3.3. Additional Temporary Workspaces. Appendix B.3 lists locations where |AS described in 4.4.3 of the EIS, Mountain Valley’s
SA-5d additional temporary workspaces (ATW) are located less than 50 feet from a wetland or Procedures specify that all extra work areas should be set
ale M - ese ATWs are ~ale o = ‘L.. ate 5 e, .
waterbody. Many of these ATWs are located 0 aat from surface waler resources. back at least 50 feet from wetlands. Mountain Valley has
Providing appropriate comments on ATWs within 50 feet of surface water features is not . . . .
possible given the lack of detailed information provided in Appendix B.3. Maps showing requested modifications to their Procedures at specific
delineated wetlands and waterbodies along with proposed ATWs are needed to provide locations within 50 feet of a wetland boundary. Appendix
comments on this aspect of the project. B.3 provides the locations where Mountain Valley proposes
less than a 50-foot setback from a wetland and the site-
specific rationale for the requested modification from
Mountain Valley’s Procedures. We have reviewed these
ATWS locations and find them acceptable. The current
alignment sheets identify the location of all workspaces and
the delineated wetlands and waterbodies.
5. Page 2-12. 2.4. Construction Procedures & Page 4-34. Appendix B8 lists locations
where the construction workspace parallels a waterbody within 15 feet. Providing - - - -
appropriate comments on construction workspaces paralleling surface water features The current ahgnment sheets 1dent1fy the location of all
within 15 feet is not possible given the lack of detailed information provided in Appendix workspaces and the delineated wetlands and waterbodies.
SA-5e 1?,3._ M:.lm .l;lu_m't_n_glde}l_u'lrcnlerll 1.1.'.:1Ia1lfl.l: -:1_nld 1.-'.:zlt1e:rh1-.:-d1c:: aﬂn?g :.1.'111h |1rc-h]mfmrl | Alignment sheet are available on the FERC eLibrary using
construction workspaces and contour lines are needed to provide comments on this aspect .
of the project. docket number CP19-14 and accession number 20191220-
5298.
6. Page 2-15. 2.4.1.2. Clearing and Grading. NCWRC recommends the use of _
biodegradable and wildlife-friendly sediment and erosion control devices. Silt fencing, Mou'ntam Valley h?S state.d they Would evaluate the use of
fiber rolls, and/or other products should have loose-weave netting that is made of natural ~ |erosion control devices with plastic or metal mesh
fiber materials with movable joints between the vertical and horizontal twines. Silt reinforcement to determine if alternative devices could be
SA-5f fencing or similar materials that have been reinforced with plastic or metal mesh should installed in certain terrestrial sensitive areas. Mountain
be avoided as they impede the movement of terrestrial wildlife species. Studies have Valley has requested additional information from the
NCWRC for specific habitat types along the right-of-way as
candidates for wildlife friendly alternatives.
7. Page 3-3. 3.3.1. Existing and Approved Natural Gas Pipeline Svstems. The Atlantic ; 5 .
SA-5g Coast Pipeline is located east of the Southgate Project. not west. The noted discrepancies have been revised in the EIS.
8. Page 3-6. 3.4 Route Alternatives and Variations. In a letter dated 10 August 2018,
NCWRC n:u_'mnmm_n.{cd T(Jllit.ﬁ_ variations ﬁ1r-1' }hq: Southgate ]-’r-.:-_|cut.. MVP responded to Section 4.3.2.2 of the EIS has been updated to include this
SA-5h these recommendations on 1 Nov. 2018, While most recommendations were not

information.

immcorporated into the route, MVP indicated that they adjusted the route in the Town
Creek watershed to reduce the number of stream crossings. We recommend that this
adjustment be described in the EIS where appropriate.
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, Aquatic species surveys were completed in 2019 and no state-
SA-Si 9. Page 4-32. 4.3.2.2. Surface Water Crossings. Mussel surveys are not yet complete, qf d 1p1. ted yl . P b 4 M |
-1 therefore NCWRC cannot recommend where time of year restrictions (TOYR) are or lederal-listed musse SPCCIGS were o ser,Ve - Viusse
appropriate. In general, NCWRC recommends more stringent measures to control survey results were submitted to NCWRC in October 2019.
sedimentation and erosion in watersheds that drain to waterbodies with sensitive species. . . . . .
Such measures include installing sediment control fencing and stabilizing unvegetated As a standard construction practice, th.e Pro_]ef:t will estal?llsh
fill. Unvegetated fill should be stabilized at the end of each work day with an acceptable |2 50" wetland and waterbody buffer with erosion and sediment
erosion control cloth, blanket, or matting until the fill is ready to be permanently control devices. The buffer will not be grubbed during the
SA-5j stabilized. In addition, no grubbing should occur with 50° of surface waters with initial right-of-way clearing and grubbing sequence. These
sensitive species outside of the growing season (TOYR from Nov. 15 — April 1) to buffers will remain undisturbed (aside from hand felling trees)
protect mussels from sedimentation impacts. until the pipeline crossing is ready to be installed in the
. : 03 ephemeral, intermittent, or perennial stream.
10. Page 4-33. 4.3.2.2. Surface Water Crossings. NCWRC may request additional HDD or P b
SA-5k conventional bore crossings if rare aquatic species are detected during surveys. Comment noted. See response SA-5i.
11. Appendix B.5. In the table Waterbodies Crossed by the Southgate Project, the crossing
method listed is “Open Cut — Dam and pump, Flume”. Open cut should be described in  |Waterbody crossing methods are described in Section 2.4.2.1
SA-51 section 4.3.2.2 and/or the terminology in the table should be updated. It is unclear if open |of the EIS. We have updated appendix B-5 to note the Open-

SA-5n

SA-50

cut is a dry-ditch crossing method or a wet crossing method.

Cuts crossings will be Dry-Ditch crossings.

12. Page 4-38. State Designated Use and Exceptional Waters. Five streams with sensitive

warmwater fish are proposed to be crossed using HDD or conventional bore. As long as

|Comment noted.

these five streams are crossed using either HDD or conventional bore, NCWRC does not
request a TOYR for warmwater fish.

13. Page 4-42. Horizontal Directional Drill Water & Page 4-43. Dust Control. NCWRC

supports the use of municipal water for HDD, dust control and other uses. More
information s needed il surface water supplies will be used. If municipal water has any
additives such as chlorine or chloramine or if an algicide is added to the water, it should

not be released into surface waters unless it is safe for sensitive species including

See section 4.3.2 of the EIS for a discussion of Mountain
Valley's proposed water sources for the Project, water
discharge procedures, and measures to minimize impacts from
water withdrawal and discharge.

amphibians and aquatic invertebrates,

14. Page 4-52. 4.4.2. General Impacts and Mitigation. One of the stated requirements for

successful wetland revegetation is that invasive species and noxious plants are not
present, unless “they are abundant in adjacent arcas™ undisturbed by construction.
Abundant is not defined and it is unclear if the same species must be present and
“abundant™ to consider reve gq:lali.url successful dq:h]'lih: the presence of mvasive species
Efforts should be made 1o comtrol imvasive species and noxious plants regardless of

Mountain Valley has stated it would conduct spot eradications
of exotic or invasive species that are found within the right-of-
way in numbers substantially greater than those existing pre-
construction, regardless of adjacent conditions.

adjacent conditions.




¥G-€'l

Appendix 1.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

SA-5 North Carolina Wildlife resources Commission
15. Page 4-52. Extra Workspace Within 50 Feet of Wetlands. Appendix B.3 lists locations
where additional temporary workspaces (ATW) are located less than 50 feet from a
SA-5 wetland or waterbody. Many of these ATWs are located 0 feet from the resources. See comment SA-5d.
p Providing appropriate comments on ATWs within 50 feet of surface water features is not
possible given the lack of detailed information provided in Appendix B.3. Maps showing
delineated wetlands and waterbodies along with proposed ATWs are needed to provide
comments on this aspect of the project.
SA-5q 16. Page 4-55. 4.5.2. Vegetation Communities of Special Concern or Value. The NCWRC ~|Comment noted.
does not have purview over plants that are state listed. Mountain Valley would continue to work with NCDEQ and
SA 17. Page 4-62. Pipeline Facilities. The EIS should include seeding details such as specific N(lil\.VRC on se.ed r;nx fie}\llelofpment tobllrllf:orl.)oratehr.laltllve arllj
-5r plant species, seeding rates, composition of each species in plant mixes and location and ~ [P© .1nat0r sp'emes or r}g t-o -v'vay stabihzation whic \you
conditions where different seed mixes would be used. be included in the Project-specific E&SC Plan to be reviewed
and approved by North Carolina agencies.
18. Page 4-64. [nLc-rior_ Forest Fra g,mcnta!ion al:ld Edge Effects. While we rcoognizn:.thal.a Section 4.5.4.3 and 4.6.1.1 of the EIS have been updated with
large percentage of the Southgate Project will be collocated, there are impacts to interior additional information provided by Mountain Vallev in
SA-5s forests. More detail is needed regarding how the acreage of interior forest and forest ¢ qon p tal inf ‘ ¥ + Y &
edge was calculated. A table showing the acreage of forested blocks affected by the fesponse fo an environmental Information request regarding
pipeline and the amount of interior forest and forest edge impacted in each block would impacts on interior forest.
be helpful.
19. Page 4-65. 4.5.5. Vegetation Conclusions. Concluding that there is “extensive ] ] ] ] o
distribution of similar vegetation communities™ in North Carolina underestimates the Interl.or forest.s, hablt.at. fragm.entatlon, and impact to wildlife
SA-5t local impacts of the pipeline on interior forests and the wildlife species inhabiting them, — |aI¢ dlscyssed mn detaﬂ.m section 4'5-4:3 anq 4:6:1~10f the EIS.
We recommend elforts in addition to collocation to mitigate for lost acreage of interior Mountain Valley continues to work with Virginia and North
forest. Carolina agencies to address forest fragmentation concerns.
20. Page 4-68. 4.6.1.1. Pipeline Facilities. The DEIS states that direct handling of any state
or federally listed species will be prohibited unless approved by the applicable regulatory |Comment noted.
SA-5u agencies, NCWRC can have further discussions with MVP regarding conditions and

procedures for handling state listed species.
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SA-5 North Carolina Wildlife resources Commission
21, Page 4-68. 4.6.1.1. Pipeline Facilities. The discussion of interior forest impacts and
habital lragmentation does not adequately address the increase in forest edge or loss of
large blocks of interior forest. The NCWRC is concerned about forest fragmentation and
SALS the impacts on intertor forest and their associated wildlife species resulting from the See response SA-5s ad SA-5t.
-5v

Southgate Project. Norh Carolina provides migratory comdors as well as breeding

habitat for hundreds of species of birds. The loss of habitat and imereased fragmentation
will result in edge effect, which will intensify predation. reduce productivity, allow for
the spread of invasive species and displace already impenled species. More mformation
is needed regarding forest block sizes before and after nght-of-way (ROW) clearing and
miligalive measures Lo reduce impacts o interior forest habitat.

22. Page 472. 4.6.2. Sensitive and Managed Wildlife Habitats. In North Carolina, “Game

2

SA-Sy

SA-5z

24.

26.

2T

Areas” should be referred to as Game Lands.

Page 4-73. 4.6.3.1. Migratory Birds. 'The last sentence of the fourth paragraph should
also include the “NC Wildlife Action Plan as species of greatest conservation need” in
the list of conservation priorities. Similarly, Table 4.6-2 should reference NCWRC for
species such as northern bobwhite and brown-headed nuthatch.

Page 4-75. Migratory Birds Impact and Mitigation. Breeding bird capture data suggest
that migratory bird breeding can occur as early as late March and continue through
August in the Piedmont in North Carolina. Therefore, we support the recommendation
from the US Fish and Wildlife Service that clearing be avoided from April through
August to minimize impacts to breeding birds.

. Page 4-76. Migratory Birds Impact and Mitigation. NCWRC recommends a TOYR for

ROW maintenance from April 1 to October 1. This will reduce impacts 10 nesting
wildlife, including reptiles, amphibians and ground-nesting birds.

Page 4-79. 4.6.4.1. Game Species Impacts and Mitigation. The DEIS states that
measures to keep all-terrain vehicles (ATV) from using ROWSs are discussed in Section
4.9 Transportation. Controlling ATV access to ROWSs is an important topie but it is not
addressed in Section 4.9, Off-road vehicles and ATVs can impact aquatic resources by
driving across and along streams as well as impacting vegetation in riparian zones near
streams. Access to streams along maintained ROWs will increase once the Southgate
Project is completed.

Page 4-80. 4.6.5.2. lisheries of Special Concern Impacts and Mitigation. NCWRC can
participate in future discussions to develop a detailed plan for relocating aquatic species
at crossing locations.

|Section 4.6.2 has been updated with this change.

|Section 4.6.3.1 has been updated with these changes.

Mountain Valley would attempt to avoid clearing vegetation
between April 1 and August 31 during construction in North
Carolina. Mountain Valley has proposed to modify its Plan to
not conduct maintenance clearing or mowing of the right-of-
way between April 1 and October 15 of any year. If avoiding
the migratory bird nesting season during construction-related
clearing becomes infeasible, Mountain Valley would consult
with the FWS to identify measures to implement to minimize
impacts on migratory birds.

Mountain Valley would manage unauthorized off-road
vehicle (ORV) and ATV use on their operational rights-of-
way by adhering to Section VI of Mountain Valley’s Plan,
which includes measures such as signs, fences/gates, and
slash, timber, and boulder barriers. Section 4.9 has been
updated to include a discussion of ATV vehicles.

Comment noted.
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SA-5 North Carolina Wildlife resources Commission
28, Page 4-83. Hydrostatic Testing and Water Withdrawals. Text in this section of the IVEIS
indicates that water will be withdrawn from surface waters. Elsewhere in the DEIS,
municipal water sources are listed as the primary or only source of water, This Section 4.6.5.3 of the EIS has been updated with information
discrepancy needs o be addressed. To prevent entramment and impingement of aguatic regarding water sources for the Project and surface water
SA-5ab -:1r£='l11i_‘:|:|15. the .\.'(""-’n"l:i'{.,' rl:wrnmcndﬁ mitake velocilies, as rnn.';u-iun:.d through [Ih.'_i:ﬂ-'th: withdrawals. Mountain Valley has agreed to adhere to these
scresning material, of 0.23 feet per second (fps) or less and mesh sizes of 1 mim in .
. iy S ¥ recommendations.
surface walers containing sensitive species,
SA-5ac 29, Page 4-92. 4.7.4.5. Mussel Survevs. NCWRC should also be consulted if listed or Aquatic species surveys were completed in 2019 and no state-
or federally-listed mussel species were observed.
otherwise sensitive mussel species are documented during surveys.
; . . Table 4.7-2 has been updated in the EIS to include this
SA-5ad 30. Page 4-94. Table 4.7-2. Northem Long-cared Bats should be listed in the table as state information
threatened. Northern yellow bat does not oceur in the study area. Records confirmed by -
biologists of the northern wvellow bat are only from Brunswick County. Potential records
oceur in Mecklenburg and New Hanover counties.
. ) ) Section 4.7.7.1 of the EIS has been updated with this
SA-5ae 31. Page 4-93. 4.7.'{.1 Mammals. Little brown bats may also occur in Rockingham and information.
SA_Saf Al sountics The text in the EIS has been edited slightly to read that no
-S5a
32. Page 4-95. 4.7.7.1 Mammals. It is stated that “No roost trees for tri-colored bats oceur in known roost trees are present
the Project area.” This statement seems unlikely since in the summer, tri-colored bats
have been found to roost in dead clusters of leaves, live foliage, and in hollows in trees.
. : G . |As noted i tion 4.6.3.2, Mountai 11 1d attempt
33. Page 4-96. 4.7.7.1 Mammals. Due to the decline of bat populations, specifically those of s n;) e.d 1fn section 4.6 3, ’ (l)un;un Va e.y wolu d.a emp
SA-5ag myotis species and tricolored bats, we feel the project would not significantly impact bats to refrain from construction-related vegetation clearing

SA-5aj

34,

36.

if tree clearing activities were avoided during the maternity roosting season for bats (May
15 — August 15).

Page 4-96. 4.7.7.1 Mammals. Due to the decline of bat populations, specifically mvotis
species and tricolored bats, we recommend that tree clearing activities not occur during
the maternity roosting season for bats (May 15 — August 13). Adhering to this TOYR,
which coincides with the TOYR for migratory birds, would enable the project to further
avoid significant impacts to bats.

. Page 4-97. 4.7.7.4. Mussels. NCWRC can participate in future discussions to developa

detailed plan for relocating mussels and other aquatic species at crossing locations.

Page 5-8. 5.1.6. Wildlife and Aquatic Resources. While some fish species may migrate
away from impacts, some benthic fish species may not move away and freshwater
mussels will not move away from impacts.

between March 15 and August 15 in Virginia and between

April 1 and August 31 in North Carolina.

|See response SA-5ah.

Comment noted.

See response SA-2d-23.
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SA-5 North Carolina Wildlife resources Commission
The footnotes in appendix B-5 have been revised to clarify
37, Appendix B-5. Waterbodies Crossed by the ﬁm_.:th:,'.r.m Project. This IJI.'!IIIL ||1L.Iu|:l1..~_» that waterbodies with a crossing width of 0 and crossing
SA-5ak streams thal are apparently not crossed by the pipeline because the crossing width is 0 thod of N/A 1d not dby the piveline. but
and the crossing method is N/A. The reason for including these stream crossings is metho 0_ : wo.u not crossed by the pipeline, but are
unclear, Additional commentary is needed, located within Project workspaces.
38 Appendix B-8. The justification for locating construction workspace within 15 feet of
surface waters is ofien avoiding side slope construction. Inclou.L!l:_.[ more details about the Additional justification was provided by Mountain Valley and
SA-5al side slopes. such as the slope percent. would help justify the decision 1o locate the

incorporated into appendix B.8.

construction workspace so close to surface waters, Including the minimum and average
distance of the workspace (o the walerbody and providing a name lor streams would also
be beneficial.
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SA-6 North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources

Notth Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources

State Historic Preservation Office
Ramniwia M. Bares, Adminstsaion
Uiwernor Roy Coaner Cifce of Archimes and | listory
decretan Sud I Harmbion Liepuecy Setrotury Kevm Cherry

September 17, 2019

Kimberly ). Bose

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
-~ BBS First Street NI, Room 1A

Washington, DC 20426

o= &-}S bﬂ-"ﬁ

Re: MVP Southgate Project, Construct Interstate Pipeline, Multi County, ER 18-1041
Dear Ms. Bose:

We have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement for the proposed Southgate Project. The document

adequately addresses our concerns about archaeclogical resoutees in North Carolina,
We previously reviewed the revised Plan for Unanticipated Discoveries of Historic Propertes and Human Remains
SA-6b for the MVP Southgate Project as appendix 4-C to Resource Report 4. We coneur that this plan provides adequate

protection for unexpected discoveries that may oceur during consteuction.

We note thar listed communications and survey resulls represent data available up to the early menths of 2019 and
we look forward to reviewing the updated EIS. Since then, we reviewed the revised architectural survey report and
SA-6¢ an addendum to that report resulting in changes that will need to be reflected in Table 4.10-11, Histor: Siter Tentified
by Mosntain Vally in the Direst APE of the Senthyase Project in North Carolina.

Our respanses to those reports were issued on June 18, 2019 and July 22, 2019, respecrively, We have enclosed a
copy of the table with our edits highlighted. Also, when referencing survey site numbers (SSN) please list all four
SA-6d numerical digits sncluding leading zeros; for example, AM0122,

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR Part 800,

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions concerning the abave comunent, contact

Renee Gledhill-Eardey, environmental review CU(JG.'\dII'lSllm‘. ar 919-814-657% or envitonmental review@nedgr gov. [n

all frure communication concerning this project, please cite the above referenced tracking number.
Sincerely,

(lcae DAty

Ramona Bartos, Deputy
Deputy State Historic Preservarion Officer

Enclosure; Table 4.10-11 with NCHPO edirs

el Alex Miller, MVP Southgate, LLC, glex.muller@nexteraenerpy.com
Paul Webb, TRC Environmental Corporation, -solutions cofm.com

|Comment noted.

|Comment noted

Table 4.10-11 has been updated in the EIS.

Comment noted.
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TA-2 City of Burlington
City of Burlington
Robert C. Pattevson, Jr., P.E.
Water Rasources Divector

September 16, 2019
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Regulatory Energy Commission
888 First Street, NE, Room 1A
Washington, 1DC 20426
RE: OEP/DG2E/Gas3

Mountain Valley Pipeline. L1C

Southgate Project

Daocket No. CP19-14-000

Drafl Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Secretary Bose:
Upon review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared by FERC regarding the MVP .
Southgate Project and on behalf of the City of Burlington, I submit concerns regarding the routing of the See section 3.4.2.6 of the EIS. We evaluated the requested
l:l VP Suuihgﬂtlc Project. As !‘.I]EITIIIC.E‘. the [:lipelline will cross the (',.‘i!y—owl_wd Stoney (also -‘:]:Jh.’].]t.jd Stony) ) alternative and determined that it would not provide a
Creck Reservoir - a source of drinking water for nearly 100,000 citizens in Alamance and Guilford counties, L. .
including the City of Burlington. the Town of Gibsonville, the Town of Elon, the Town of Haw River. the significant environmental advantage due to the fact that the
Ev."”:"gi ("‘r :\,i"‘_r}'_’""”c' T:“‘ LA i ey “‘; T‘;“;"Lf?r “:"(NT SRR R alternative route would cross through an area that is heavily

TA-2a ity of Greenshoro and an emergency source for the City of Graham.

1) Following a presentation by MVP representatives to the Burlington City Council on August 20, 2018, the
following graphic illustrating a proposed alternative route was prepared by the City of Burlington
Engineering Department and presented to MV on September 6, 2018 for its consideration. The blue
shaded area to the north 1s Lake Cammack and the blue shaded area to the south 15 Stoney Creek Lake.
Water [lows from Lake Cammack via Stoney Creek Lo Stoney Creek Lake and our drinking water intake is
located on the southern end of Stoney Creck Lake. The orange line to the south is an approximation of the
proposed route of the pipeline, and the green line to the north indicates a possible alternative route,

The proposed route of the pipeline as shown in the DEIS crosses a section of the lake approximately 304
feet wide in the upper reach of Stoney Creek Reservoir just south of NC ITWY 62 at approximately MP 63.6
(page 4-33). As noted in Section 4.3.2 4 for the DEIS (page 4-38), the City has requested that the pipeline
“not cross eity property.” Specifically, per our September 6. 2018 submittal. the City of Burlington has
requested that the pipeline be routed north of NC HW?Y 62 such that it crosses the portion of Stoney Creek
that runs between Lake Cammack and Stoney Creek Lake, both City-owned drinking water supply sources.
Thuis location would not directly eross under the water supply and. would have a narrower crossing on the

residential and would be within 25 feet of several residences.
Due to the residential nature of the proposed alternative, we
conclude that it does not offer a significant advantage to the
proposed Southgate route. Section 4.1.4.9 of the EIS provides
information regarding the HDD crossing, potential impacts on
the Stony Creek Reservoir, and Mountain Valley's mitigation
measures to minimize impacts. Based on our review, we
conclude that subsurface conditions identified by the
geotechnical studies would not render the HDDs infeasible.
We conclude that potential impacts from HDD construction
and potential inadvertent releases would not be significant.
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TA-2

City of Burlington

TA-2a

TA-2b

creck rather than the lake, The City of Burlington does not own the land along Stoney Creek running
between Lake Cammack and Stonev Creek Reservoir.

Unfortunatelyv, MVP has not responded to this request leaving the City with concerns regarding potential
impact to the water supply. Without sufficient detail to review the potential physical and environmental
impacts effects upon the City of Burlington’s drinking water reservoir, we arc concerned that this crossing
could adversely impact the integrity of the reservoir, water quality, and recreational activities.

The Stony Creek Reservoir intake is located approximately
1.8 river miles downstream of the Project’s proposed HDD
crossing. Mountain Valley representatives met with the City
of Burlington officials on November 23, 2019 to discuss the
crossing and will continue to coordinate during construction.

City of Burlington

Leke Cammack and Stoney Creek Laka Froperty

The City of Burlington hereby requests and strongly encourages MVP and FERC to realign the pipeline
s thar it does nor cross a City-ovwned warer supply veservoir, including the above suggested rouring or
reconsideration of alternative routes presented in Section 3.4 the DEIS (pages 3-6 te 3-11), the Lake
Cammack East and North-South Alternatives. Each of these routes would minimize risk to drinking
water supplies.

2) Stoney Creck Reservorr is also parl of the Burlington’s Recreation and Parks System

(el imptonme. goy 218 Lakes-MMarinas) wilth various (ypes of outdoor recreation activities available io
residents. 'Withowl suiTicient detmil 10 review the '|'|ul¢|1||':|J physical and environmental impacis ellfects upon
the Citw of II|.||I:|1;_§4||1'-. drinkimg water reservoir, we are concemed that this crossing could A-imn:n.c-l:l
mipact the imtegrity of the reservair, water guality, and recreational activities

Impacts on recreational and special use lands are discussed in
section 4.8.4. Also, see response to TA-2a above.




19-€7l

Appendix 1.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

TA-2

City of Burlington

TA-2¢

TA-2d

3) Regarding the proposed alignment. it is noted (pages 4-14. 4-15) only one geotechnical boring near the
Stoney Creek Reservoir was completed and that the proposed horizontal directional drilling (HID12) method
of crossing of the reservoir is expected to be within bedrock and “A proposed depth of cover of 50 to 55 feet
below ground surface would be maintained between the Stoney Creek Reservoir and the proposed
alignment.” The location of the single boring is not indicated, nor is it clear if the above statement means
the 11D crossing will be 50 to 35 feet below the bottom of the reservoir, or 50 to 55 feet below the ground
surface at the boring location, which could bring the HDD crossing significantly closer lo the botiom of the
reservoir, imcreasing the risk of compromising the reservoir bottom.

Further, the City of Burlington requests copies of data requested by FERC on DEIS page 4-15 relating to

all outstanding geotechnical studies for the proposed ... Stoney Creck Reservoir HDID crossings,
revised feasibility and hydrofracture analvses, and any proposed mitigation following the completion of
these studies.™

4) Although according to Section 4.3.3.3 and 4.3.3.4 (pages 4-76 & 4-77) indicates that there are no known
bald eagle concentration areas or nesting areas withimn the project, City of Bu glon stall have reported
numerous bald eagle sightings at both Lake Cammack and Stoney Creek Reservoir over the last several
vears. We request that care and diligence be taken when performing pre-construction nest surveys to
minimize any impacts to these populations.

Thank you for vour time and consideration of these concerns.

Sincerely.,

Robert C. Patterson, Ir, PE
Water Resources Director
City of Burlington,

As stated in Section 4.1.4.9, a proposed depth of cover of 50
to 55 feet bags would be maintained between the Stony Creek
Reservoir and the proposed alignment. Mountain Valley’s
Geotechnical Report of Subsurface Exploration is available on
the FERC elibrary using accession number 20191216-5158.

As noted in section 4.6.3.4, there are no currently documented
bald eagle nests within 0.5 mile of the Project footprint.
Mountain Valley would conduct pre-construction surveys for
bald eagles and file results of the surveys with FERC.
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NAT-2 Sappony Tribe
I. = E I CULTURAL
=i HERITAGE
|-_.[:: Sne |II Nl PARTNERS
LAW+POLICY+STRATEGY
September 16, 2019
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street. N.E.
Washington. D.C. 20426
RE:  Sappony Tribe’s Response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
Southgate extension of the Mountain Valley Pipeline Associated with Docket Nos. CP19-
14-000 and PF18-4-000
Dear Secretary Bose:
As you know, my law firm represents the Sappony Tribe (“Sappony™) concerning the
Mountain Valley Pipeline Southgate extension. This letter summarizes the Tribe’s response to the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the project. The Tribe has already submitted . . .
extensive comments on the docket, including a privileged letter filed on July 1, 2019 regarding the |Section 4.10.3.1 of the EIS briefly summarizes the Pre-
cultural resources reports. Contact, Post-Contact, and linguistic affiliations of the
The Draft EIS does not provide an accurate summary of Siouan linguistic affiliations, the Sappony Tribe. Our description was accurate and based on
Tribe’s pre-Contact history, its post-Contact history, or its association with the project area. |appropriate anthropological and ethnohistorical references.
Addmonally, the Tribe has a series of requests regarding the cult_ural resources_vand other project The EIS text states that the Sappony probably spoke a dialect
NAT-2a impacts that have gone unaddressed. These comments on the Draft EIS summarize these concerns L . .
as well as concerns about the environmental and socioeconomic impacts of the project. within the Siouan-Catawaban language family (Woodard et al.
) o ) 2017). The Late Woodland and Protohistoric cultural
For these reasons and those set forth below, the Tribe asserts its right to consult with FERC. traditi £ th Virgini d north North Caroli
To this end, this letter requests additional documents needed for the Tribe to understand fully the raditions ot southern virginia and northern INo arolina
project’s purpose, scope, and need, in addition to all potential adverse environmental effects, along |are characterized by archaeologists as the Dan River and
with alternatives that will avoid. minimize, or mitigate those effects. Saratown Phases (Eastman 1999). John Lederer visited the
1. The Draft EIS mischaracterizes the history and linguistic relationships of the Virginia Sappony in 1670 (Briceland, 1987).
Siouan tribes.
As the Tribe discussed in the privileged letter on the docket filed on July 1, 2019, several of .
the cultural resource reports underpinning the EIS mischaracterize the history and relatedness of See response to NAT-2a. With regard to Sappony trade
the western Virginia Siouan tribes. The analysis in these sections is deeply flawed and |relations with the Saura, the EIS text states that the
mischaracterizes Sappony and other Virginiatribes’ historical associations with and contemporary 0 hi Path trad d tribes in Virginia
NAT-2b relationship to the project area. Furthermore, these reports do not acknowledge or discuss the close ccaneechi Path trade route connected tribes in Virginia to

relationship between the Sappony Tribe and the Cheraw (also spelled Saura or Saraw) in the
Piedmont in both northern North Carolina and Virginia.

Within the cultural resources reports for North Carolina and Virginia are Ethnographic
Analyses intended to describe tribal historic movements and assess contemporary interests in the

tribes in North Carolina. Comments regarding Mountain
Valley’s cultural resources reports is not relevant to our
descriptions in the EIS. The EIS accounts for anthropological
scholarship, and in fact cites Hantman 2018.
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NAT-2

Sappony Tribe

NA-2b

project area. These Ethnographic Analyses largely characterize the project area in Pittsylvania,
Alamance, and Rockingham Counties as associated with the ancestors of the Catawba Indian
Nation and state-recognized North Carolina tribes. For example, the Occaneechi Path, a significant
north-south trade route that travels through the project area associated with Monacan and Sappony
trading towns and other Tutelo-Saponi communities like Oceaneechi Town, is mentioned in the
“European Settlement to Society” Cultural Background section but associated solely with the
Occaneechi Band of Saponi Nation. The Ethnographic Analysis section mentions briefly that the
path “linked south-central Virginia with the Catawba and other groups to the south and the area
surrounding Richmond to the north™ as early as the 1670s and that European traders traveled on
the path. The report fails to acknowledge any Monacan or other Tutelo-Saponi associations with
this path. Eighteenth century tribal names, such as the Eno, Occaneechi, and Shakori tribes (in the
Eno River drainage). the Cheraw Indians (on the Dan River), the Sissipahaw (on the Haw River),
and the Occaneechi, Tutelo, and Saponi tribes (associated with the Gaston culture on the Roanoke
River) are generally described in the Ethnographic Analysis as having been later incorporated into
the Catawba Indian Nation.

The Sappony do not challenge that the Catawba have interests in the pre-Contact cultural
resources of this area, but not all members of the piedmont tribes did so, and there are cultural
distinctions between the remnant Virginia Siouvan groups and the Catawba. It is not the case that
the Catawba are the only federally-recognized tribe with a strong connection to the project area,
or that FERC should assume that the Catawba claim is stronger than the Monacan one.

The Draft EIS disregards the accepted body of contemporary, antiquarian, and early
anthropological scholarship that underlines the familial and clan linkages between the Tutelo-
Saponi and Monacan groups, and instead assumes that the Catawba tribe is the primary federally-
recognized tribe affiliated with this area. Jeffrey Hantman’s 2018 book Monacan Millennium: A
Collaborative Archaeoclogy and History of a Virginia Indian People (p. 143-148), for example,
concludes that beginning in the mid-18th century several colonial Monacan trading towns and
settlements in the Roanoke River Valley were linked to others along the Occancechi path.
Extensive evidence links the Tutelo-Saponi groups with the Monacan Confederacy. The Bureau
of American Ethnology publication /ndians of the South East clearly identifies the Saponi as a
contraction of Monasukapanough, a Saponi town within the Monacan confederacy, located near
present-day Charlottesville. The book The Tutelo Spirit Adoption Ceremony, by Frank G. Speck
and George Herzog, similarly describes the relatedness of these groups in contrast to some of the
Sioan groups further south. The book states: “The eastern Siouans must be sharply separated into
two groups, the Virginia Siouans, including the Manahoae, Monacan, Nahyssan, Saponi, Tutelo,
Occaneechi, and Moneton, and the Carolina Siouans embracing all the rest. Even a superficial
comparison of the Tutelo and Catawba vocabularies on one hand and the western dialects on the
other is sufficient to show that Catawba stands clearly apart from all of them, and that Tutelo is
nearer Dakota, Hidatsa, and others of the western languages than it is to Catawba” (page 1). While
the Tribe does not dispute that fragments of some Tutelo and Saponi groups migrated north or
south in the 18th century, it is not the case that the Catawba is the only federally-recognized tribe
with a strong connection to the project area, or that the Catawba claim should be assumed to be
stronger than the Monacan one.

See above NA-2b comment response




¥9-€'l

Appendix 1.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

NAT-2

Sappony Tribe

NA-2b

Erroneous conclusions regarding tribal history and Siouan identity have resulted in a flawed
tribal affiliation analysis in the cultural resources reports that is replicated in the Draft EIS.
Ethnographic Analyses in previous cultural resource reports largely characterize the project area
in Pittsylvania, Alamance, and Rockingham Counties as associated with the ancestors of the
Catawba Indian Nation and state-recognized North Carolina tribes. The Draft EIS furthermore
incorrectly characterizes the Monacan people as not linguistically Siouan. Nevertheless, the Draft
EIS then uses this incorrect linguistic characterization and a restricted assessment of Monacan
ancestral territory to minimize Monacan affiliation with the project area. While the EIS states that
“Iw]e believe that the Nottoway Tribe, Sappony Tribe, and Occaneechi Band have a demonstrated
interest in the cultural resources of the Project area; and, therefore, they could be consulting
parties.” it does not include any language affirming Monacan demonstrated interest in the cultural
resources. The Sappony Tribe is glad that FERC recognizes the clear cultural association between
the Sappony and the project area, but disputes the FERC characterization of the Monacan. The
Saponi and the Monacan had an extremely close relationship during prehistory, based on linguistic,
familial, and political connections.

This EIS casts doubts on Monacan statements regarding affiliation and cultural interest, which are
dismissed as mere assertions, as seen in the following statements from the EIS:

e “In a letter to the FERC dated July 1, 2019, the Monacan Indian Nation asserts that the
Occaneechi Path trade route connected Monacan villages with Tutelo-Sapponi
communities such as Occaneechi Town.” (Draft EIS page 4-162); and

e “The Monacan Indian Nation asserts that Hantman (2018) believes that the Hurt Power
Plant site (44PY 144) and the Graham-White site (44RN21) are probably associated with
the Monacan.” (Draft EIS page 4-162).

The Sappony Tribe supports these assertions by the Monacan Indian Nation, as does the
preponderance of scholarly work on this topic. Letters submitted by both the Sappony Tribe and
the Monacan Indian Nation have cited sources that contained evidence regarding these topics, and
FERC and the Mountain Valley Pipeline contractors have had every opportunity to directly
investigate these questions of affiliation. The EIS and the underlying cultural resources reports
must be improved with greater research into these topics, reflecting the following widely-accepted
characterizations:

1. The Monacan were linguistically and socio-politically Siouan and are related to the
Sappony Tribe.

2. The Sappony interest in the project area includes their relationship with the Upper and
Lower Sauratown sites, and several Sappony families have Cheraw descent.

3. Siouan tribes in Virginia engaged in kin-based alliance systems and confederacies
supported by a mutually-intelligible language. Tribal history and ceramic patterns suggest
an intermarriage system in which the core tribes of central Virginia had a Monacan pattern
of ceramic decoration and other site patterns, and the Roanoke Valley was a distinct but
related group, with occasional appearance of Monacan-style ceramics suggestive of regular
kin exchange, trade, and alliances.

4. Most Virginia Siouan tribe names other than Monacan and Mannahoac (e.g.. Saponi.
Tutero, Nahyssan, Oceaneechi) are not referenced until 1650 or later. There is therefore
considerable ambiguity regarding whether these tnibes had a strongly separate pre-Contact

identity; whether they were family or village names within the Monacan Confederacy pre-
Contact, or whether they are post-Contact sub-groups that formed around migration or
distinctions in trade practices,

See above NA-2b comment response
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5. During the 17M-18" centuries, Virginia tribes experienced colossal loss of native
population and disruption of lifeways as a result of European colonialism. Several of the
Virginia Siouan groups traveled west and south to remain on the frontier with minimal
contact with settlers. There was considerable bifurcation and amalgamation of tribal groups
as necessitated for survival.

6. Because of these factors, modern Virginia Siouan tribes (like many other tribes) are
commonly made up of more than one historic tribe, have a variety of consultation interest

NA-2b areas, and have individuals within these tribes who understand themselves to have a |See above NA-2b comment response

descendancy from multiple Virginia Siouan groups.

Detailed and accurate examinations of native history are essential, especially when assessing
impacts of infrastructure projects to native peoples, especially for tribes that still experience a lack
of acknowledgement or recognition from the federal government, and especially when projects
propose to damage native sites.

2. The Sappony Tribe’s relationship with the Cheraw tribe is well-documented and has
clear implications for the project area.

European expansion caused repeated coalescence and splintering of tribal groups during the

Go-¢'l

17" and 18™ centuries that continues to impact how tribes experience their ancestral relatedness to
guhuraj resources. One of the tribes \Mth_ a hlstorlcc_ﬂ and contemporary connection w1.1h Il_’le See response NAT-2b.
NAT-2¢c appony Tribe is the (gheraw, who occupied the project areca around Eden, North Carolmz_l mn
settlements known as Upper and Lower Saratown. In 1715, the Eno and Saraw (Cheraw) tribes
petitioned the state of Virginia to be allowed to settle at Fort Christanna with the Saponi. and the
Indians who resided in the fort for its short-lived existence became known collectively as the
Saponi (see Woodard 2016; Beaudry 1985). Stephanie Gamble’s 2013 article in Native South, A
Community of Convenience: The Saponi Nation, Governor Spotswood, and the Experiment at Fort
Christanna, 1670-1740, similarly discusses these tribal complexities. Gamble characterizes the
Cheraw, Saponi, and other groups as intimately connected. This follows directly from the work of
James Merrell, whose well-recognized THE INDIANS® NEwW WORLD: CATAWBAS AND THEIR
NEIGHBORS FROM EUROPEAN CONTACT THROUGH THE ERA OF REMOVAL states that a “From Esaws
along the Catawba River to Mannahoacs on the Rappahannock, all were descended from Siouan-
speaking migrants who had drifted over the mountains centuries before Columbus...These
societies were variations on a common theme. A fundamental unity underlay piedmont life, a unity
grounded in a shared cultural heritage and physical environment. All spoke Siouan. All built towns
on terraces above the rivers and creeks™ (Merrell 2009: 10).

In May 1732, Saponis and some Cheraw families petitioned Virginia Governor Gooch to return
to Virginia, and they were permitted to settle again on the Appamattox or Roanoke River. Merrell
attributes this discomfort of the Saponis with the Catawbas as indicative of the differences between
Virginia Siouan and those further south, commenting that “Though Siouan-speakers and piedmont
peoples, Saponis were descended from the Monacan and Mannahoac stock, branches quite distinct
in speech and custom from their southemn cousins, It would appear, then, that Catawbas could
incorporate small and culturally variant peoples. a Natches or Yamasee band, or sizeable groups
that were close relatives, like Cheraws and Waterces, but that large and forcign populations proved
more difficult™ (Merrell 2009 116). Furthermore, these Cheraw Families appear to have found a
home umong the Sappony Tribe, because the tribe’s Executive Joumnals (v, 4, page 209 state that
the Cheraw formally joined the Sappony in 1732,

Rather than melding entirely with the Saponi identity, Sappony Tribe members today maintain a
family gencalogy that includes information about relatedness to the Cheraw and other incorporated
Siouan tribes located along the Virginia and North Carolina border. Because of this, the Tribe is
especially concermed with having a high level of detail about any archaeological investigations in

the vicimity of Upper and Lower Saratown. The Tribe also wanis this tribal connection made clear
in cultural resources reporis and the EIS. If additional information is needed on this subject. the
Tribe invites FERC and TRC to contact the Tribe.
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3. The Tribe requests that their broader gquestions regarding the cultural resources,
stated in July 2009, be acknowledged and add ressed.
See response NAT-2b.
NAT-2d As the Tribe pointed om in its July 2019 comments, there 15 a considerable body of

contemporary, antiquarian, and early anthropological scholarship that underlines the familial and
clan linkages between the Saponi, Monacan, and other Siouan groups. FERC’s Ethnographic
Analysis underplavs the clan and familial associations between Tutelo, Saponi, and Monacan sites,
language, and culture, and implics that all the descendanis of these grounds are now incorporated
within the Catawha or state-recognized North Carolina tribes,

The Tribe made requests in July 2019 based on the need to correct inaccuracies in the cultural
resources reports, These requests were not acknowledged or addressed, and the requests are also
highly pertinent 1o addressing issues in the Draft EIS. The Tribe again requests that:

A) The cultural resources consultant address deficiencies in the Cultural Background and
Ethnographic Analvsis sections, specifically the way in  which these reporis
mischaracterize Siouan history and treats information on native history as largelv useful
for determining tribal afTiliation rather than incorporating it into the context of the broad
swath of history impacted by the project;

B) The consultanis incorporate into their analysis, which currently relies oo heavily on
information written before 2000, a variety of sources and texts related to Sappony and
Sionan pre- and post-Contact history;

) The consultants perform oral history interviews with local tribes, to illuminate the several
centuries of native life and movements currently not covered by these reports and to rectify
a lack of reference to native persistence in these areas after 17810;

D) The Tribe receive ongoing and active commumnication regarding planned archaeological
testing on pre-Contact sites, especiallv those in Pittsvlvamia County;

E} Survey reports assessing the cligibility of architecture along the pipeline include
information tvpical for Phase I1 investigations, such a2 deed research, which is essential

for determiming the potential native affilintion or a site’s potential eligibility under Criteria
Aor B: and

F} The Tnbe receive a call from TREC 1o discuss the material contamed in this letter, so that
the Tribe can provide any clarification that may be required.

Thus far, the Tribe has received no contact from FERC or TRC regarding these other requests,
and the Draft EIS does not reference most of these concerns. Moreover, the Tribe has not been
updated regarding the archaeological testing and further work except for one proposed site visit,
which was planned by the project proponents on a site that had only been subject for testing for a
few days, and which was selected becanse of ease of access rather than significance to tribes.
Furthermore, the Tribe has previously and repeatedly asked for more details on the envirommental
impact of this project, but has not received materials related to these issues. None of the other
requests have been acknowledged or addressed. The Tribe now reiterates these requests be

_ addressed before FERC finalizes the Drafi EIS.
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NAT-2f

NAT-2g

NAT-2h

NAT-2i
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4. The Tribe has environmental and socioeconomic concemns regarding the project.

The Sappony Tribe is located today in High Flains, North Carolina and Virgilina, Virginia,
around 70 miles from the pipeline route, Many tribal members are Virginia and North Carolina
residents and taxpavers with concerns regarding the pipeline impacts, which tree clearing, impacts
to animal species, risks to water quality from sediment discharge and other effluents from
construction; and visual effects to a long arca of most rural, natural terrain, The Trbe s also
concemned about the safety comcerns for explosions or fires set off by the pipeline construction or
oceurming for the life of the project. FERC must include information about the blast or incineration
wone radius on either side of the pipeline so that FERC, the Tribe, and the public can understand
the full potential for adverse effects.

The Tribe also must emphasize the poor track record of this project proponent on previous
projects including the Mountain Valley Pipeline mainline, which has been besat by problems that
inelude:

= inadeguate sediment control plans resulting in considerable sediment fines:
= permanent damage to entical historic resources like the Appalachian Trail; and
+ causation of landslides that endanger residences in West Virginia.

Furthermore, explosions  associated with  pipeline  infrastructure in West  Virginia
(TransCanada’s Leach XNpress Pipeline), Washington (Plymouth LGN storage facility) and
Massachusetts (Colwmbia Gas Pipeline) illustrate the level of impact and harm these events can
have. In the Columbia Gas example, one man lost his life, approximately 80 homes and buildings
were destroved, 8,600 people were evacuated, and a state of emergency was declared.

The Drafl EIS for the Southgate project acknowledges that hazards to the project include
seismicity, karst topography, landslides (exacerbated by the need for blasting to shallow bedrock
in some arcas), Mooding, and erosion. The document also acknowledges that the project will cross
two state level aquifiers, both of which are suitable for drinking, and will cross near a variety of
private wells, and states that the project poses risks to the water quality in these water sources,

Although FERC cumrently characterizes the adverse environmental impact as moderate and
states that adjustments could reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels, the Tribe pointz
out that given the previous track record of EQT. it is equally or more likely that the adverse impacts
become significantly more substantial than the Drafi EIS predicts. For this reason, the Tribe
requests that FERC develop a plan to assess and review these impacts and establish periodic
monitoring to determine whether impact levels and appropriate mitigation approaches have
changed.

The Tribe looks forward to assisting FERC on ongoing cultural resources pdentification and
mitigation associated with the Southgate project as the consuliation process moves fonward. Thank
wvou for consideration of our comments

_ Best regards,

—HV\a e ‘TZF ETAPA T TIPTID.

Marion Werkheiser
Attormey at Law

See response GEN-1 1n appendix 1.2. Impacts on water
resources is discussed in Section 4.3 of the EIS; vegetation in
4.5, and wildlife in 4.6

See response SAFE-1 in appendix 1.2.

See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.

See response SAFE-1 in appendix 1.2.

See response GEN-1 in appendix 1.2.

See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2. To ensure compliance
with these standards, Mountain Valley has agreed to a FERC
third-party monitoring program. FERC Compliance Monitors
would inspect the project daily to ensure compliance during
all phases of construction and restoration. If the Project is
determined to be out of compliance, Mountain Valley would
be required to remedy the situation as soon as possible.
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LAW--POLICY*STRATEGY
September 16, 2019
Kimberdy D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Encrgy Regulatory Commission [FERC)
BHE First Street, NE.
Washington, D.C. 20426
RE: Monacan Indian Nation's Response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
[EIS) for the Southgate extension of the Mountain Valley Pipeline Associated with
Docket Nos. CP19-14-000 and PF18-4-000
Dear Secretary Bose:
As you know, my law irm represents the Monacan Indian Nation ("Nation™) concerning
the Mountain Valley Pipeline Southgate extension. This letter summarizes the Nation's
respanse Lo the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EI5) for the project. The Nation has
submitted extensive comments on the docket, including a privileged letter filed on July 1,
2019 regarding the cultural resources reports.
- ) Section 4.10.3.1 of the EIS briefly summarizes the Pre-
The Draft EIS does not provide an accurate summary of the Nation's pre-Contact history, . A ..
its linguistic affiliation, its post-Contact history, or its association with the project area, |COntact, Post-Contact, and linguistic affiliations of the
NAT-4a Additionally, FERC has not addressed a series of requests from the Nation regarding the |Monacan Indian Nation. Our description are accurate and

cultural resources and other project impacts. The following comments on the Draft ElS
summarize these concerns as well as concerns about the environmental and socioeconomic
impacts of the project.

For these neasons and those set forth below, the Nation asserts its nght to consult with FERC.
To this end, this letter requests additional documents needed for the Natwon to understand fully the
project”s purpose, scope, and need, in addition (1o all polential adverse environmental elfects, along
with altermatives that will avoid, minimire, or mitigate those effects.

based on appropriate anthropological and ethnohistorical
references. The EIS addresses previous letters filed by the
Monacan Indian Nation in Section 4.10.1.2.
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1. The Draft EIS dismisses Monacan interest in the Southgate area, minimizes
Monacan history in western Virginia, and mischaracterizes the tribe’s linguistic
affiliation.

As the Nation discassed in the privileged letter on the docket filed on July 1, 2019, several
of the cultural resources reports underpinning the EIS mischaracterize Monacan historical
associations with and contemporary relatedness to the project area. The analysis in these
sections is deeply Nawed and they have resulted in a conclusion in the Draft EIS that ignores
impacts of the project on the Monacan Indian Nation.

Within the cultural resources reports for North Carolina and Virginia are Ethnographic
Analyses intended to describe tribal historic movements and assess contemporary interests
in the project area. These Ethnographic Analyses largely characterize the project area in
Fittsylvania, Alamance, and Rockingham Counties as associated with the ancestors of the
Catawba Indian Nation and state-recognized North Carolina tribes. The EIS furthermore
incorrectly characterizes the Monacan people as not linguistically Siouan, and appears to use
this linguistic characterization and a restricted assessment of Monacan ancestral territory to
minimize Monacan affiliation with the project area.

The Draft EIS is incorrect in its statement that the “Monacan and Manahoac had no
demonstrated linguistic affiliation with the Siouvian language family.” The Monacan tribe self-
identifies as Sicuan and tribes like the Sappony Tribe recogmize an association with the
Monacan based on participation with the Monacan confederacy and Siouan linguistic and
political affiliation. The Monacan/Mannaheac language does not survive, but linguistic
sources seem to characterize it as related to Tutelo, the Siouan Saponi language. Sources that
dispute the Monacan Siouan affiliation do not appear to have an alternate linguistic history
for the Monacans or to dispute their political and trade connections with other eastern
Siouan groups that may be representative of a cultural affiliation.

Nevertheless, the Draft EIS then uses this incorrect linguistic characterization and a
restricted assessment of Monacan ancestral territory to minimize Monacan affiliation with
the project area. While the EIS states that “[w]e believe that the Notboway Tribe, Sappony
Tribe, and Occaneechi Band have a demonstrated interest in the cultural resources of the
Project area; and, thercfore, they could be consulting parties,” it does not include any
language affirming Monacan demonstrated interest in the cultural resources. Furthermore,
Monacan statements regarding affiliation and cultural interest (based on a broad set of
information that includes tribal information and scholarly work)] are dismissed as assertions,
as seen in the following statements from the EIS:

= "Inaletter to the FERC dated July 1, 2019, the Monacan Indian Nation asserts that the
Occaneechi Path trade route connected Monacan villages with Tutelo-Sapponi
communities such as QOccaneechi Town.” (EIS page 4-162)

e« “The Monacan Indian Mation asserts that Hantman (2018) believes that the Hurt
Power Plant site [44PY144) and the Graham-White site (44RN21) are probably
associated with the Monacan.” [EIS page 4-162)

Section 4.10.3.1 of the EIS provides information from sources
recommended by the Monacan Indian Nation. There is no
conclusion in the Cultural Context. Instead, we discuss
potential Project impacts on the Monacan Indian Nation in
Section 4.10.1.2. Archeological sites that may be important to
the Nation are mentioned in Section 4.10.3.3. The Nation’s
comments regarding Mountain Valley’s cultural resources
reports is not relevant to the EIS; nor does the EIS contain an
“Ethnographic Analysis.” The quote that: “The Monacan and
Manahoac had no demonstrated linguistic affiliation with the
Siouian language family, but did have political and trade
associations with the Tutelo, Sapponi, and Occaneechi” is
taken from Woodard et al., 2017, a source recommended by
the Monacan Indian Nation in its July 1, 2019 letter to the
FERC. Further, Section 4.10.2.1 of the EIS acknowledged
that the Monacan occupied the piedmont region of Virginia at
contact.
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Letters submitted by both the Sappony Tribe and the Monacan Indian Nation have cited
sources that contained evidence regarding these topics, and FERC and the Mountain Valley
Pipeline contractors have had every opportunity to directly investigate these questions of
affiliation. Jeffrey Hantman's 2018 book Monacan Millennium: A Collaborative Archaeology
and History of a Virginia Indian People (p. 143-148), for example, concludes that beginning
in the mid-18% century several colomial Monacan trading towns and settlements in the
Roancke River Valley were linked to others along the Occaneechi Path. There is extensive
evidence linking the Tutelo-Saponi groups with the Monacan Confederacy: The Bureau of
American Ethnology publication Indians of the South East cdearly identifies the Saponi as a

contraction of Monasukapanough, a Saponi town within the Monacan Confederacy located
near present-day Charlottesville.

The Southgate project crosses part of a larger Monacan confederacy, described in a
variety of sources including on the tribe’s website, in which the Monacan and related Siouan
groups continued to operate after the arrival of European colonists, Monacan families were
part of the Indian occupation at Fort Christanna, and once the Monacan tribe developed a
permanent settlement in Amherst, some members of the Saponi, Occaneechi, Tutelo, and
Tuscarora Indians joined with the Monacans there and become part of the contemporary
Monacan tribe. This inter-related nature of these Eastern Siouan groups was noted ina 2011
Cultural Affiliation Statement for the New River Gorge National River and Gauley River
NAT-4b Mational Recreation Area prepared by Robert Maslowski for the Northeast Region NAPGRA
Frogram of the National Park Service. Maslowski's report states that "[both] Hantman
(2001} and Houck and Maxham (1993] include the Tutelo, Saponi, and Occaneechi under the
term Monacan,” and characterizes the Eastern Siovan associations as extending west into
West Virginia, though the report was written before the Monacan Indian Nation received
federal recognition and therefore does not note that they are a relevant federally-recognized
tribe. The 19" century persistence of the Monacan in western Virginia is described in some
more recent academic work like Rainville 20018 (Invisible Founders: How Two Centurics of
African American Families Transformed a Flantation into a College ) and Hantman 2018 (p.
150-156). A footnote in the Draft EIS did acknowledge that the Monacan people “have
political and trade associations with the Tutelo, Sapponi, and Occaneechi,” but chooses to
hase its determination of cultural relatedness on the flawed conclusion that there was no
Monacan linguistic relationship with the Virginia Siouan groups.

See above NAT-4b comment response

The Tutelo Spirit Adoption Ceremony, by Frank G. Speck and George Herzog, similarly
describes the relatedness of these groups in contrast to some of the Siovan groups further
south. The book states that: "the castern Siouans must be sharply separated into two groups,
the Virginia Siouans, including the Manahoac, Monacan, Nahyssan, Saponi, Tutelo,
Occaneechi, and Moneton, and the Carolina Siouans embracing all the rest. Even a superficial
comparison of the Tutelo and Catawba vocabularies on one hand and the western dialects
on the other is sufficient to show that Catawba stands clearly apart from all of them, and that
Tutelo is nearer Dakota, Hidatsa, and others of the western languages than it is to Cataswba™
(page 1). While the Nation does not dispute that fragments of some Tutelo, Saponi, and
Monacan groups migrated north or south in response to existential threats, it is not the case
that the Catawba are the only federally-recognized tribe with a strong connection to the
project area, or that the Catawba claim should be assumed to be stronger than the Monacan
ane.,
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The Ethnographic Analysis underplays the clan and familial associations between Tutelo,
Saponi, and Monacan sites, language, and culture, and implies that all the descendants of
these grounds are now incorporated within the Catawba or state-recognized Morth Carolina
tribes, Eighteenth century tribal names, such as the Eno, Occaneechi, and Shakori tribes [in
the Eno River drainage), the Sara Indians {on the Dan River), the Sissipahaw (on the Haw
River), and the Qccaneechi, Tutelo, and Saponi tribes (associated with the Gaston culture on

the Roanoke River)are generally described in the Ethnographic Analysis as having been later
NAT-4b incorporated into the Catawha Indian Nation. See above NAT-4b comment response

The Monacans do not challenge that the Catawba have interests in the pre-Contact
cultural resources of this arca, but are aware of their own relatedness to this arca and
perceives a minimization or exclusion of Monacan ancestral interests in the content of the
cultural resources reports and the Draft EIS. The Monacan Indian Nation is aware that
several families and groups of the Tutele and Saponi people were incorporated into the
Monacan Indian Nation, and these deficiencies in the record combine to erase important
Monacan associations with this area.

LL-€

The EIS and the underlying cultural resources reports must be improved with greater
rescarch into these topics, reflecting the following widely-accepted characterizations:

1. The Monacan were linguistically and socio-politically Siouan and are related to the Comments noted. Section 4.10.3.1 provides a short

- ¢ Tribe : t i ihes E arclina /Virginis ler, T e
Sappony Tribe and other Siouan tribes along the North Carolina/Virginia border. description of Cultural Context, which is intended only as a
Z. Siouan tribes in Virginia engaged in Kin-based alliance systems and confed eracies

NAT-4c supported by a mutually-intelligible language. Tribal history and ceramic patterns brief summary and introduction, to address these issues. The
suggest an intermarriage system in which the core tribes of central Virginia had a EIS acknowledges that the pipeline route would cross historic

Monacan pattern of ceramic decoration and other site patterns, and the Roanoke . . . .
Valley was a distinct but related group, with occasional appearance of Monacan- Monacan territory, and that the Nation has an interest in
style ceramics suggestive of regular kin exchange, trade, and alliances, potential project impacts on cultural resources.

3. Most Virginia Siowan tribe names other than Monacan and Mannahoac (e.g., Saponi,
Tutero, Nahyssan, Occaneechi] are not referenced until 1650 or later. Thereis
therefore considerable ambiguity regarding whether these tribes had a strongly
separate pre-Contact identity; whether they were family or village names within the
Monacan Confederacy pre-Contact; or whether they are post-Contact sub-groups
that formed around migration or distinctions in trade practices,

4. During the 17H-18% centuries, Virginia tribes experienced colossal loss of native
population and disruption of lifeways as a result of European colonialism. Several of
the Virginia Siouan groups traveled west and sowth to remain on the frontier with
minimal contact with settlers. There was considerable bifurcation and
amalgamation of tribal groups as necessitated for survival.

5. Because of these factors, modern Virginia Siouan tribes (like many other tribes) are
commonly made up of more than one historic tribe, have a variety of consultation
interest areas, and have individuals within these tribes who understand themselves
to have a descendancy from multiple Virginia Siouan groups.

Detailed and accurate examinations of native history are essential, especially when
assessing impacts of infrastructure projects to native peoples, especially for tribes that still
experience a lack of acknowledgement or recognition from the federal government, and
espedially when projects propose to damage native sites.
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2. The Nation requests that their broader questions regarding the cultural
resources, stated in July 2019, be acknowledged and addressed

In its July 2019 comments, the Nation provided evidence for this considerable body of
scholarship describing the historical linkages between the Tutelo-Saponi and Monacan
groups. The Nation made requests in July 2019 based on the need to correct inaccuracies in
the cultural resources reports. These requests were not acknowledged or addressed, and the
requests are also highly pertinent to addressing issues in the Draft EIS. The Nation again
requests that:

A) The cultural resources consultant address deficiencies in the Cultural Background
and Ethnographic Analysis sections, specifically the way in which these reports
mischaracterize Monacan history and treats information on native history as largely
useful for determining tribal affiliation rather than incorporating it into the context
of the broad swath of history impacted by the project;

B) The consultants incorporate into their analysis, which currently relies too heavily on
information written before 2000, a variety of sources and texts related to Monacan
and Siouan pre- and post-Contact history;

C) The consultants perform oral history interviews with local tribes, to illuminate the
several centuries of native life and movements currently not covered by these reports
and to rectify a lack of reference to native persistence in these areas after 1780;

D)} The Nation receive ongoing and active communication rtegarding plannad
archaeological testing on pre-Contact sites, especially those in Pittsylvania County;

E) Survey reports assessing the eligibility of architecture along the pipeline include
information typical for Phase Il investigations, such as deed research, which is
essential for determining the potential native affiliation or a site’s potential eligibility
under Criteria A or B;

F) The subcontractor TRC develop a method to review the pipeline landscape (including
the direct and indirect APE) for potential burial mounds, and provide greater detail
on potential impact to a site called Sugar Loaf Mound (31RK141) near the project in
North Carolina; and

G) The Nation receive a call from TRC to discuss the material contained in this letter, so
that the Nation can provide any clarification that may be required.

Thus far, the Nation has received no contact from FERC or TRC regarding these other
requests, and the Draft EIS does not reference most of these concerns. Moreover, the Nation
has not been updated regarding the archaeological testing and further work except for one
proposed site visit, which was planned by the project proponents on a site that had only been
subject for testing for a few days, and which was selected because of ease of access rather
than significance to tribes. Furthermore, the Nation has previously and repeatedly asked for
more details on the environmental impact of this project, but has not received materials
related to these issues. None of the other requests have been acknowledged or addressed.
The Nation now reiterates these requests be addressed before FERC finalizes the Draft EIS.

In Section 4.10.1.2 we discuss correspondence from the
Monacan Indian Nation, including the July 2019 letter. The
Nation’s comment about Mountain Valley’s cultural resources
reports is not relevant to the EIS. However, Mountain Valley
has stated that its contractor reviewed the sources
recommended by the Nation. The results of archaeological
surveys are detailed in Section 4.10.3.3. Mountain Valley
stated that it has provided the Monacan Nation with copies of
all cultural resources investigations reports. Site 31RK 141
(Sugar Loaf Mound) was not identified in the area of potential
effect (APE), so it will not be affected by the Project.
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3. The Monacan Indian Nation has environmental and socioeconomic concerns
regarding the project.

The Nation has just over 2000 members, many of whom are located in proximity to the . .
NAT-4 pipeline. The tribe’s modern home on Bear Mountain is less than 70 miles away from the See response GEN-1 in appendlx L.2. Impacts on water

- project area. Many tribal members are Virginia and North Carolina residents and taxpayers |resources is discussed in Section 4.3 of the EIS; Vegetation in
with concernsregarding the pipeline impacts, which tree clearing, impacts to animal species, 4.5. and wildlife in 4.6.
risks to water quality from sediment discharge and other effluents from construction; and .

NAT-4f visual effects to a long area of most rural, natural terrain. The Nation is also concerned about  |See response SAFE-1 in appendix 1.2.

the safety concerns for explosions or fires set off by the pipeline construction or occurring
for the life of the project.

The Nation also must emphasize the poor track record of this project proponent on
previous projects including the Mountain Valley Pipeline mainline, which has been beset by See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2
NAT-4g problems that include:

+ inadequate sediment control plans resulting in considerable sediment fines;
+ permanent damage to critical historic resources like the Appalachian Trail; and
# causation of landslides that endanger residences in West Virginia.

Furthermore, explosions associated with LNG pipeline infrastructure in West Virginia
(TransCanada’s Leach Xpress Pipeline), Washington (Plymouth LGN storage facility) and
Massachusetts (Columbia Gas Pipeline) illustrate the level of impact and harm these events

NAT-4h can have. In the Columbia Gas example, one man lost his life, approximately 80 homes and See response SAFE-1 in appendix 1.2.
buildings were destroyed, 8600 people were evacuated, and a state of emergency was
declared.

The Draft EIS for the Southgate project acknowledges that hazards to the project include
seismicity, karst topography, landslides (exacerbated by the need for blasting to shallow |[See response GEN-1 in appendix 1.2.
NAT-41 bedrock in some areas), flooding, and erosion. The document also acknowledges that the
project will cross two state level aquifers, both of which are suitable for drinking, and will
cross near a variety of private wells, and states that the project poses risks to the water

quality in these water sources.
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Finally, the Monacan hold trees to be culturally significant natural resources. As
discussed in the Nation’s February 2019 letter, trees have such significance to the Nation
that they have made cutting trees on their tribal lands unconstitutional. The Nation has
requested consultation on tree cutting plans before they are finalized but has so far not
received any materials with specific commitments regarding the tree cleaning and
restoration plans. Similarly, according to the Draft EIS the project will have an effect on five
federally-protected species, the northern long-eared bat, Roanoke logperch, James spiny
mussel, small whorled pogonia and smooth coneflower.

Although FERC currently characterizes the adverse environmental impact as moderate
and states that adjustments could reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels, the

Nation points out that given the previous track record of EQT, itis equally or more likely that
the adverse impacts become significantly more substantial than the Draft EIS predicts. For
this reason, the Nation requests that FERC develop a plan to assess and review these impacts
and establish periodic monitoring to determine whether impact levels and appropriate
mitigation approaches have changed.

The Nation looks forward to assisting FERC on ongoing cultural resources identification
and mitigation associated with the Southgate project as the consultation process moves
forward. Thank you for consideration of our comments.

Best regards,

Marion Werkheiser
Attorney at Law

In Section 4.10 of the EIS we state the following: “Cultural
resources are locations of human activity, occupation, or use.
According to the FERC’s Office of Energy Projects
‘Guidelines for Reporting on Cultural Resources
Investigations for National Gas Projects’ (July 2017), ‘cultural
resources include any prehistoric or historic archaeological
site, district, object, cultural feature, building or structure,
cultural landscape, or traditional cultural property.” Although
‘cultural resources’ are not defined in 36 CFR 800, it is a
‘term-of-art’ in the field of historic preservation and
archaeological research. Indian tribes believe that cultural
resources could include natural resources, such as plants and
animals of traditional importance to tribes, and topographic
features and view sheds that may be sacred.” Impacts on
forest are discussed in section 4.5 of the EIS. Forest and
vegetation clearing plans are discussed in section 2.4.1.2 of
the EIS. Threatened and endangered species are discussed in
Section 4.7 of the EIS.

See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.
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NAT-7 Monacan Indian Nation
Il i E I CULTURAL
-I : = HERITAGE
el 1G5 ||I Nl PARTNERS
LAW+POLICY+*STRATEGY
November 11, 2019
Kimberly ). Bose. Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
888 First Street, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20426
Re: Monacan Indian Nation’s Renewed Request for Information | Southgate extension of
the Mountain Valley Pipeline Associated with Docket Nos. CP19-14-000
Dear Secretary Bose:
As you know, I represent the Monacan Indian Nation in the permitting process for the MVP The EIS discusses historic properties important to the
bouihgal-_: project overseen by 1}_lc lr'edclra] ]:,Ancl:g_\' Regulalog,-‘ (,c_nnmlsswl_l (l*]_:.RF.). The Nation Monacan Indian Nation. It acknowledges that cultural
has a variety of concerns regarding project, its impacts on historic properties significant to the . . . .
Nation, the Project’s incomplete cultural resources reports, and the Draft Environmental Impact ~ |T€Sources investigations for the Project are currently
NAT-7 Statement (DEIS). Since the Nation submitted its privileged comments in July regarding the incomplete, and makes recommendations to finish the process
- a Cl « C N i . receiv . J i 8 b i 3 b { & iti £s . : b b
rr:g;x?‘llﬂl;is:umes reports, it has received no response to its concerns or its requests for additional of complying with Section 106 of the NHPA prior to the
Commission allowing construction to begin. In Section
As a reminder, in those comments the Nation asked that: 4.10.1.2 of the EIS we discuss correspondence from the
A) The cultural resources consultant address deficiencies in the Cultural Background and Monacan Indian Nation, 1nc}udlng the July 2019 letter.
Ell‘mograpl'\_ic Analysis s:ccti_ons. spcgiﬁ cally th_c way in which these reports mischaragtg‘izc ) The Nation’s comment about Mountain Valley’s cultural
NAT-7b Monacan history and treats information on native history as largely useful for determining tribal . | he EIS
aftiliation rather than incorporating it into the context of the broad swath of history impacted by resources reports 1s not relevant to the d
the project;
B) The consultants incorporate into their analysis, which currently relies too heavily on
NAT-7¢ information written before 2000, a variety of sources and texts related to Monacan and Siouan Mountain Valley has stated that its contractor reviewed the
pre- and post-Contact history; sources recommended by the Nation.
C) The consultants conduct oral history interviews with local tribes. to illuminate the several
centuries of native life and movements currently not covered by existing cultural resources We would not require this information.
NAT-7d reports and to rectify a lack of reference to native persistence in these areas after 1780,
D) The Nation receive ongoing and active commumnication regarding planned archaeological Mountain Valley stated that it has provided the Monacan
NAT-7e testing on pre-Contact sites, especially those in Pittsylvania County; Indian Nation with copies of all cultural resources

investigations reports.
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NAT-7

Monacan Indian Nation

NAT-7f

NAT-7g

NAT-7h

NAT-7i

NAT-7]

E) Survey reports assessing the eligibility of architecture along the pipeline include information
tvpical for Phase [T investigations, such as deed research, which is essential for determining the
potential native affiliation or a site’s potential eligibility under Criteria A or B;

F) The subcontractor TRC Solutions. Inc. (TRC) develop a method to review the pipeline
landscape (including the direct and indirect APE) for potential burial mounds. and provide
greater detail on potential impact to a site called Sugar Toaf Mound (31RK141) near the project
in North Carolina; and

() TRC should contact the Nation to discuss the material contained in this letter, so that the
Nation can provide any clarification that TRC may require.

Moreover, in July 2019, the Nation received the DEIS. The vast majority of the errors identified
by the Nation in the cultural resources reports were compounded in the DEIS. The Nation
submitted comments on the Draft EIS on September 16, 2019 and has still not heard anything
from NextEra or FERC regarding their concerns since that time.

One of the most concerning elements coming out of the cultural resources reports and the DEIS
is the mischaracterization of Monacan ancestry and of Eastern Siouan history generally. The

Nation would like to affirm the following points, supported by scholarship. which are critical to
get right in any analysis of effects for the Southgate extension of the Mountain Valley Pipeline:

1. The Monacan were linguistically and socio-politically Siouan and are related to the
Sappony Tribe and other Siouan tribes along the North Carolina/Virginia border.

2. Siouan tribes in Virginia engaged in kin-based alliance systems and confederacies
supported by a mutually-intelligible language. Tribal history and ceramic patterns suggest
an intermarriage system in which the core tribes of central Virginia had a Monacan
pattern of ceramic decoration and other site patterns, and the Roanoke Valley was a
distinet but related group, with occasional appearance of Monacan-style ceramics
suggestive of regular kin exchange, trade, and alliances.

3. Most Virginia Siouan tribe names other than Monacan and Mannahoac (e.g., Saponi,
Tutero, Nahyssan, Occaneechi) are not referenced until 1650 or later. Therefore, there is
considerable ambiguity regarding whether these tribes had a strongly separate pre-
Contact identity: whether they were family or village names within the Monacan
Confederacy pre-Contact; or whether they are post-Contact sub-groups that formed
around migration or distinctions in trade practices.

4. During the 17th-18th centuries, Virginia tribes experienced colossal loss of native
population and disruption of lifeways as a result of European colonialism. Several of the
Virginia Siouan groups traveled west and south to remain on the frontier with minimal
contact with settlers. There was considerable bifurcation and amalgamation of tribal
groups as necessitated for survival.

5. Because of these factors, modern Virginia Siouan tribes (like many other tribes) are
commonly made up of more than one historic tribe. have a variety of consultation interest
areas, and have individuals within these tnibes who understand themselves to have a
descendancy from multiple Virginia Siouan groups.

The State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPO) of Virginia
and North Carolina have accepted Mountain Valley’s historic
architectural survey reports without requiring deed research.

Site 31RK141 (Sugar Loaf Mound) was not identified in the
area of potential effect (APE), so it will not be affected by the
Project.

Mountain Valley indicated that it has contacted the Monacan
Indian Nation on numerous occasions (see table 4.10-3 in the
EIS).

Our responses to comments from the Monacan Indian Nation
on the Southgate draft EIS are contained in the final EIS.

See response NAT-4d.
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NAT-7 Monacan Indian Nation

Itis dlsappomtmg to see the‘ tribe’s lnﬁtor"y mmTepfesent?d in the DEIS for this project, and to The Cultural Context information is intended to be a brief

have received no response from FERC to the tribe’s earlier concerns. In our comments on the . K K oy

DEIS, the Nation reiterated the requests associated with the cultural resources reports, and also section, but it does not misrepresent the Tribe's history.

pointed out the potential adverse effects to historic and cultural properties associated with Mountain Valley stated that it has provided the Monacan
NAT-7k contemporary memhers of the Nation located along the p-roposed project route. The Na-lion also  [[pdian Nation with copies of all cultural resources

underlined the importance of forestry resources for the tribe, and asked to see tree cutting plans . tioati s, | ¢ f ¢ d bed i

for the Southgate project for at least the third time. The Nation additionally requested in 1nve§ 1gations reports. Impacts on forest are ‘escrl € }n

September that FERC develop a plan to assess and review environmental, historical, and social ~ [Section 4.5 of the EIS. The forest and vegetation clearing

impacts and establish periodic monitoring to determine whether impact levels and appropriate process is described in section 2.4.1.2 of the EIS.

mitigation approaches have changed.

These failures in the consultation process undermine not only FERC’s duty 1o consult with tribes

in a meaningful way, but also to engage in government-to-government consultation. As far as the

Nation is aware, destructive archaeological data recovery continues on sites associated with

I\f‘[(ma_can an_cestm‘s withou_t Monacan or other tribal involvement. Eligil?ility assessmen_ts for Impacts on cultural resources and mitigation measures for
NAT-71 historic architecture are being made by cultural resources consultants without research into past ffected histori i detailed in Section 4.10 of th

- owners, which is required under Virginia survey guidelines and might help identify properties altected historic properties are detatled m section .10 ot the

with native associations or other historical importance. Decisions regarding tree clearing and EIS.

mitigation are likely t_aemg made without Monacan_ or trlbql involvement. Monacan trlba_l history There are no failures in our consultations process. As

1s being mischaracterized based on poor scholarship, despite repeated attempts by the tribe to . . . .

provide correct information. previously noted, Mountain Valley stated that it has provided

the Monacan Indian Nation with copies of all cultural

For all these reasons,.the Natloq asks FERC to acknowled_ge these cpn}mumczﬂlons and these resources investigations reports, including treatment plans that

requests, and to provide a meaningful response to the Nation regarding these requests and the ded archacological d The Virgini

broader context of the September and July communications. recommended archaco Oglca ata recovery. ¢ virginia

SHPO accepted Mountain Valley's cultural resources

l<‘1.1rthermore., in order to assist the 1\.'ati0n’s. objecti‘f‘es i.n returning their cultural patl:infony to the investigations reports. Our scholarship on Monacan history is

NAT-7m tribe, we ask that landowners associated with any site likely to have Monacan associations be

asked to sign agreements that would return these artifacts and cultural remains to the Nation at
the conclusion of the required cultural resources investigations.

Sincerely,

Marion Werkheiser
Attorney at Law

not poor, as we utilized sources recommended by the Nation.
Vegetation is described in Section 4.5 of the EIS. Our draft
Programmatic Agreement for the Southgate Project, provided
to the Monacan Nation on January 8, 2020, includes a
stipulation that Mountain Valley request that landowners
donate artifacts to repositories found acceptable by the
signatories.
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NAT-8 Sappony Tribe
I'_' E I_ CULTURAL
HERITAGE
I8 1G22 NIIRl PARTNERS

LAW=PO LICY=5TRATE®GY

December 12, 2019

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
888 First Street, N.E.

Washington, D.C. 20426

Re: Response of the Sappony Tribe to the DEIS for the Southgate Extension of the
Mountain Valley Pipeline Associated with Docket No. CP19-14-000

Dear Ms. Bose:
NAT-8a
As you know, | represent the Sappony Tribe in the permitting process for the MVP
Southgate project overseen by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”). The
Tribe has a variety of concerns regarding project, its impacts on historic properties
significant to the Tribe, the Project’s incomplete cultural resources reports, and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Since the Tribe submitted its privileged
comments in July regarding the cultural resources reports, the Tribe has received no
response to many of its concerns or its requests for additional information. As a reminder,
in those comments the Tribe asked that:

A) The cultural resources consultant address deficiencies in the Cultural Background
and Ethnographic Analysis sections, specifically the way in which these reports

NAT-8b mischaracterize Sappony, Monacan, and Siouan history and treats information on

native history as largely useful for determining tribal affiliation rather than

incorporating it into the context of the broad swath of history impacted by the
project;

NAT-8¢ B) The consultants incorporate into their analysis, which currently relies too heavily on
information written before 2000, a variety of sources and texts related to Sappony,
Tutelo, Monacan, and Siouan pre- and post-Contact history;

C) The consultants conduct oral history interviews with local tribes, to illuminate the

NAT-8d several centuries of native life and movements currently not covered by existing
cultural resources reports and to rectify a lack of reference to native persistence in
these areas after 1780;

D) The DEIS incorporate informatien provided by the Tribe in their September 16,

NAT-8e 2019 letter, in order to recognize Sappony relatedness to the Cheraw Tribe, which

had several major historical towns in the project area of MVP Southgate, and correct

currently inaccurate information regarding Cheraw movements after the 18"

century;

NAT-8f E) The Tribe receive ongoing and active communication regarding planned

archaeological testing on pre-Contact sites;

Impacts on cultural resources and mitigation measures for
affected historic properties are detailed in Section 4.10 of the
EIS. We acknowledge that cultural resources investigations
for the Project are currently incomplete, and we make a
recommendation to finish the process of complying with
Section 106 of the NHPA prior to the Commission allowing
construction to begin. In Section 4.10.1.2 of the EIS we
discuss correspondence from the Sappony Tribe, including the
Julv 2019 letter.

The Tribe’s comment about Mountain Valleys' cultural
resources reports is not relevant to the EIS. Section 4.10.3.1
of our EIS discusses historical relationships between the
Sappony and Monacan.

The Tribe’s comment about Mountain Valleys' cultural
resources reports is not relevant to the EIS.

We would not require this information.

Relations between the Sappony and Saura are briefly
mentioned in Section 4.10.3.1 of our EIS.

Mountain Valley indicated that it provided the Tribe with
copies of all cultural resources investigations reports.




6.-€’l

Appendix 1.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

NAT-8 Sappony Tribe
F) Survey reports assessing the eligibility of architecture along the pipeline include The SHPOs of Virginia and North Carolina have accepted
NAT-8g information typical for Phase Il investigations, such as deed research, which is Mountain Valley’s historic architectural survey reports
es_sgn_tlgl for deterrplm_ng the potential native affiliation or a site’s potential without requiring deed research.
eligibility under Criteria A or B;
G) TRC should contact the Tribe to discuss the material contained in this letter, so that Mountain Valley indicated that it has contacted the Tribe
NAT-8h the Tribe can provide any clarification that TRC may require. . . .
B ¥ ¥ Nation on numerous occasions (see table 4.10-3 in the EIS).
Moreover, in July 2019, the Tribe received the DEIS. The vast majority of the errors
identified by the Tribe in the cultural resources reports were compounded in the DEIS. The
Tribe submitted comments on the Draft EIS on September 16, 2019 and has still notheard  [Section 4.10.3.1 provides brief information on Eastern Siouan
NAT-8i anything from NextEra or FERC regarding their concerns. One of the most concerning tribal history. The comments of the Sappony Nation on the
elements coming out of the cultural resources reports and the DEIS is the . .
mischaracterization of Eastern Siouan tribal history. The Sappony would like to affirm the  [DEIS are addressed in this FEIS.
following points, supported by scholarship, which are critical to get right in any analysis of
effects for the Southgate extension of the Mountain Valley Pipeline:
NAT-8j

1. The Monacans were linguistically and socio-politically Siouan and are related to the
Sappony Tribe and other Siouan tribes along the North Carolina/Virginia border.

2. Siouan tribes in Virginia engaged in kin-based alliance systems and confederacies
supported by a mutually-intelligible language. Tribal history and ceramic patterns
suggest an intermarriage system in which the core tribes of central Virginia had a
Monacan pattern of ceramic decoration and other site patterns, and the Roanoke
Valley was a distinct but related group, with occasional appearance of Monacan-
style ceramics suggestive of regular kin exchange, trade, and alliances.

3. Most Virginia Siouan tribe names other than Monacan and Mannahoac (e.g., Saponi,
Tutero, Nahyssan, Occaneechi) are not referenced until 1650 or later. Therefore,
there is considerable ambiguity regarding whether these tribes had a strongly
separate pre-Contact identity; whether they were family or village names within the
Monacan Confederacy pre-Contact; or whether they are post-Contact sub-groups
that formed around migration or distinctions in trade practices.

4, During the 17th-18th centuries, Virginia tribes experienced colossal loss of native
population and disruption of lifeways as a result of European colonialism. Several of
the Virginia Siouan groups traveled west and south to remain on the frontier with
minimal contact with settlers. There was considerable bifurcation and
amalgamation of tribal groups as necessitated for survival.

5. Because of these factors, modern Virginia Siouan tribes (like many other tribes) are
commonly made up of more than one historic tribe, have a variety of consultation
interest areas, and have individuals within these tribes who understand themselves
to have a descendancy from multiple Virginia Siouan groups. For example, several
Sappony families know themselves to primarily be of Cheraw descent and have both
documents and family oral history related to their ancestors joining with the
Sappony Tribe after the Cheraw scattered.

Comments noted. See response NAT-2a.
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NAT-8

Sappony Tribe

NAT-8k

NAT-8I

NAT-8m

In its September comments on the DEIS, the Tribe reiterated the requests associated with
the cultural resources reports, and the Tribe pointed out the potential adverse effects to
historic and cultural properties associated with contemporary members of the Tribe
located along the proposed project route. The Tribe also underlined the importance of
forestry resources for the tribe, and asked to see tree cutting plans for the Southgate
project for at least the third time they have done so. The Tribe additionally requested that
FERC develop a plan to assess and review environmental, historical, and social impacts and
establish periodic monitoring to determine whether impact levels and appropriate
mitigation approaches have changed.

Failures in the consultation process undermine not only FERC’s duty to consult with tribes
in a meaningful way, but also to engage in government-to-government consultation. As far
as the Tribe is aware, destructive archaeological testing has continued on sites associated
with Sappony ancestors without Sappony or other tribal involvement. Eligibility
assessments for historic architecture are being made by cultural resources consultants
without research into past owners, in violation of Virginia survey guidelines. Decisions
regarding tree clearing and mitigation are likely being made without Sappony or tribal
involvement. Sappony tribal history has been mischaracterized based on poor scholarship,
despite repeated attempts by the Tribe to provide correct information. For all these
reasons, the Tribe asks FERC to acknowledge these communications and these requests,
and to provide a response to the Tribe regarding these requests and the broader context of
the September and July communications.

In October, the Tribe received a series of addendum reports and a Treatment Plan for
North Carolina site 31RK259. The Tribe notes that revised cultural background reports
include acknowledgements of greater aspects of Sappony history, critically their
relatedness to Cheraw groups and much greater detail on Sappony post-Contact history as
developed through sources communicated by the Tribe in previous letters. The Tribe
appreciates this correction of part of the historical record, and asks that this more robust
assessment of post-Contact native history be incorporated into the Final EIS. Site 31RK269
is of particular concern to the Tribe because of its age and its proximity near Eden, where
the Cheraw and other related tribes lived in the still poorly understood post-Contact
period. Given that 1,350 square meters of the site are located within the project permanent
easement, with an unknown amount of that area being impacted through construction, the
project proposes to conduct data recovery at the site. Because of the time period of the site,
analysis of Cheraw lifeways and recovered artifacts would benefit from historical
ethnography based on 17t century primary sources. The Tribe therefore also requests that
a list of primary source information regarding native communities in this region be
compiled and reviewed as part of the background research for this excavation to enable a
richer analysis of its results.

Best regards,
Marion Werkheiser

Attorney At Law
Counsel for the Sappony Tribe

Impacts on cultural resources and mitigation measures for
affected historic properties are detailed in Section 4.10 of the
EIS. Vegetation is described in Section 4.5 of the EIS.

There have been no failures in the FERC’s consultation
process. As documented in Section 4.10.1.2 of the EIS, the
FERC staff consulted on a government-to-government basis
with Indian tribes, in accordance with Part 800.2(¢c)(3).
However, the Sappony Tribe does not qualify as an “Indian
tribe” defined by Part 800.16(m). Mountain Valley indicated
that it provided the Sappony Tribe with copies of all cultural
resources investigations reports, including a treatment plan
that recommended archaeological data recovery. The Virginia
SHPO accepted Mountain Valley cultural resources
investigations reports. Our scholarship on Tribal history is
not poor; however, the Cultural Context in Section 4.10.3.1 of
the EIS is very brief. Vegetation is described in Section 4.5 of]
the EIS. Our responses to the Sappony Tribe comments on
the draft EIS can be found in this final EIS.

Comments noted. However, we do not intend to expand the
Cultural Context in the EIS. The Treatment Plan for site
31RK259 was accepted by the North Carolina SHPO on
November 18, 2019. Since the Sappony Tribe is an
intervener, FERC staff is constrained by ex-parte rules.
Typically, staff does not meet with Native American
organizations that are not federally-recognized Indian tribes.
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MVP Southgate Project Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement - September 13, 2019

Section [Page |Draft Environment Impact Statement Mountain Valley DEIS Comment Response toFERC Response
(DEIS) Language FERC

ES ES-4 |"As described in the Project’s Water Resources |Mountain Valley would like to clarify that as stated |[CO-6A - Mountain Valley confirmed in their December
Identification and Testing Plan, Mountain Valley |in the Project's Water Resources Identification and |16, 2019 response that they would offer pre- and post-
would offer pre-construction and post- Testing Plan, Mountain Valley will conduct pre- construction quality and yield testing for all water wells
construction water quality testing for water construction testing of all private wells located and water supply springs located within 150 feet of
supply wells located within 150 feet of Project  |within 150 feet construction workspace. The Project |construction workspaces. If a landowner does not allow
workspaces. We are recommending that prior to |will conduct post- construction tests if requested by [the Project to conduct pre-testing then post-testing will
construction Mountain Valley provide additional |a landowner who had a pre-construction test. not occur as in such case there would no baseline data by
information on private water wells or springs, which to measure post-construction water quality.
including the well’s or springs’ status, use, Mountain Valley would offer this testing to the landowner|
distance from construction workspace, and any in accordance with the procedures outlined in Mountain
proposed measures to minimize or avoid impacts Valley’s Water Resources Identification and Testing Plan
on the private water wells or springs."

1.0 1-1 “Mountain Valley is a joint venture between Mountain Valley requests an update to the footnote |CQO-6b - Comment noted. The EIS has been updated with
affiliates of EQT Midstream Partners, LP; on page 1-1: "MVP Southgate is a joint venture this information.
NextEra Energy US Gas Assets, LLC; WGL among affiliates of EQM Midstream Partners, LP;
Midstream, Inc.; RGC Midstream, LLC; and NextEra Energy Inc.; AltaGas Ltd. and RGC
Con Edison Gas Midstream, LLC. Southgate Resources, Inc. MVP Southgate Project facilities
Project facilities would be operated by an would be operated by an affiliate of EQM Midstream
affiliate of the EQT Corporation.” Partners, LP.

1.4 1-13  |Table 1.4-1 Major Environmental Application was denied on procedural grounds until |[CO-6c- Comment noted. Table 1.4-1 has been updated.
Permits, Licenses, Approvals, and a preferred route was identified by the FERC, at
Consultations Applicable to the which time Mountain Valley was instructed it could
Southgate Project; State of North reapply for the Joint Permit Application under
Carolina NCDEQ-Division of Water Section 401 of the Clean Water Act; Isolated/non-
Resources 404 wetland and water permit.

211 |2-3 "The pipeline has been designed to transport 375 [Mountain Valley would like to clarify that the H- CO-6d — Comment noted. The EIS has been updated with
million MMcf/d of natural gas. The maximum  |605 pipeline's MAOP would be 1,480 psig, while  [this information.
allowable operating pressure (MAOP) for the new|the H-650 pipeline's MAOP would be 1,440 psig.
pipeline would be about 1,440 pounds per square
inch gauge (psig). For 39 miles (52.5 percent) of
the route, the Project would be collocated with
existing utility corridors and rights-of-way (see
table 2.1-2)."

2.4.1.6 |2-18 ["Mountain Valley has indicated that after for Mountain Valley would like to clarify that surface  |[CO-6e — Section 2.4.1.6,4.3.2.6, and 4.6.5.3 of the EIS

hydrostatic testing would be obtained from two
municipal water sources."

water sources such as the Dan River are now being
proposed as primary hydrostatic test water sources.
Mountain Valley intends to file updates to Table
2.3-7 "Proposed Hydrostatic Test Water Use

have been updated with information regarding water
sources for the Project and surface water withdrawals.
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Summary," in a supplemental filing to be filed with
FERC in October 2019.

2.4.13 |2-16 ["The trench would be dug at least 12 inches wider|Mountain Valley would like to clarify that the CO-6f - Comment noted. The EIS has been updated with
than the diameter of the pipeline and excavated to [trench would provide sufficient cover over the this information.
a depth of 5.5 feet to 9 feet in order to provide  |pipeline in accordance with United States
sufficient cover over the pipeline in accordance |Department of Transportation standards in 49 CFR
with DOT standards in 49 CFR 192.327 (see table{192.327, as noted in Table 2.4-1 of the DEIS. The
2.4-1). There would generally be36 inches of depths provided in the DEIS may be specific to
cover over the top of the pipeline in deep soils  |topography, soil composition, and pipe diameter
and 18 inches of cover in areas of consolidated |and may not be true across the entire project
rock. At waterbody crossings, the pipe would be |alignment.
more deeply buried; with a minimum of 4 feet of
cover at navigable waterways and a minimum of
2 feet of cover at waterbodies with consolidated
rock."
4142 4-7 Table 4.1-1 Surficial Geology Crossed by the Mountain Valley requests that Table 4.1-1 in the CO-6g — Comment noted. Table 4.1-1 has been updated.
Southgate Project DEIS be replaced with Table 6.3 that was included
in the report “Earthquake and Active Fault Hazard
Analyses” filed with RR6, Appendix 6F on
November 6, 2018. Mountain Valley has
determined this table to be a more accurate
summary of faults and zones located in the relative
Project vicinity.
4.3.2.4, |4-38, ["All waterbodies crossed by the Project are Mountain Valley would like to clarify that no time  [CO-6h - Based on recommendations from VADGIF,
4.6 4-81 |designated warm water fisheries. The FERC of year restrictions have been provided from the Mountain Valley has committed to adhere to the Virginia

requires all in-stream work, except the installation
and removal of equipment bridges, be completed
in warm water fisheries between June 1 and
November 30 unless expressly permitted or
further restricted by an appropriate federal or
state agency in writing. In response to a FERC
environmental information request regarding
adherence to in water construction windows,
Mountain Valley responded that based on
correspondence with Virginia and North Carolina
state agencies no construction windows were
anticipated except possibly for mussels.
However, Mountain Valley has not provided any
written correspondence from the VADGIF and
NCWRC regarding any timing restrictions on
waterbodies containing warm water fisheries.
Though aquatic surveys have determined that
protected fish and mussel species are not present

in streams in Virginia, consultation with the

United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).
Mountain Valley intends to adhere to the Virginia
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF)
warm water fishery restrictions (April 15-July 15).
Based on consultation with North Carolina Wildlife
Resource Commission, no timing restrictions are
required for warm water fisheries crossed in North
Carolina. Mountain Valley will request an
alternative measure from FERC's Procedures
(Section V.B.1.b.) as part of the supplemental filing
to be filed with FERC in October 2019. Agency
correspondence from VDGIF and NCWRC are
included in Attachment 1a.

warm water fisheries construction window (i.e., no in-
water construction between April 15 and July 15); based
on the results of Mountain Valley’s aquatic surveys in the
waterbodies of North Carolina, which did not document
any state-listed aquatic species, NCWRC has stated it
would not require any in-water construction date
restrictions.
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VADGIF is currently ongoing. Consultation with
NCWRC and aquatic surveys in North Carolina
are still pending, including streams that are
proposed to be crossed via conventional bore or
HDD methods. Additional details of specific
fisheries and agency consultation are addressed in
section 4.7. Absent any waivers from or further
restrictions on in-waterworks timing from
VADGIF and NCWRC, Mountain Valley is
required to follow the warm water fisheries
timing window in its Procedures (June 1 through
November 30)."

avoid clearing from March 15 - August 15 in
Virginia and from April 1 - August 31 in North
Carolina."

clear trees outside of peak Migratory Bird Species of
Concern (MBSC) breeding season. Should a
significant delay to the start of construction occur,
then incidental take may occur; however, as
explained by the U.S. Department of the Interior in
M- 37050, issued December 22, 2017, the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) does not prohibit
incidental take. If this situation occurs, the Project
will consult with USFWS and NCWRC to determine
appropriate voluntary conservation measures to
minimize impacts to the greatest extent practicable.

4.5.4.1 4.63 |"Once construction is complete, Mountain Valley [Mountain Valley would like to clarify that it will CO-6i — Section 4.5.4.1 has been updated to note that
would monitor and control occurrences of monitor and control occurrences of noxious and Mountain Valley would monitor the right-of-way for 2
noxious and invasive weed species throughout  |invasive weed species until FERC deems years post-construction. Mountain Valley’s updated
restoration and for 2 years following restoration |restoration is complete. Mountain Valley will EIPSCP was filed in October 2019.
in locations along the route where infestations submit a revised Exotic and Invasive Species
were not identified prior to construction."” Control Plan to be filed with FERC in October

2019.

4.6.1.1 @4-70 |"To increase the speed and success of Mountain Valley will continue to consult with CO-6j — Comment noted. Section 4.6.1 notes that
restoration of wildlife habitat, Mountain Valley |agencies to develop and refine seed mixes that Mountain Valley will continue to consult with agencies
would implement right-of-way restoration contain as many native and naturalized species as  [regarding seed mixes.
measures contained in FERC’s Plan and possible to ensure the right-of-way is stabilized and
Mountain Valley’s Procedures, E&SC Plan, and |restored.
solicit guidance from the USDA NRCS,
VADCR, and NCWRC to restore the pipeline
corridor using native seed mixes specific to the
Project locations."

4.6.3.2 4-75 |"The FWS recommended that Mountain Valley |As stated in RR3, the Southgate Project intends to  |CO-6k - Section 4.6.3.2 of the EIS provides discussion

on migratory birds.
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While the nesting season is generally considered
April 1 to August 31, the majority (eight of 12) of
Project MBSC do not begin nesting until May.

4.7.1 |4-88 |Table 4.7-1 Federal Endangered, Threatened, or |Table 4.7-1 omits Schweinitz’s sunflower, a CO-61 - Footnote a/ in table 4.7-1 notes that Schweinitz’s
Other Special Status Species Known to Occur or |federally listed endangered species endemic to North [sunflower is one of the nine species listed by federal and
Potentially Occurring in the Southgate Project ~ |Carolina. This species was added on November 20, |state agencies as potentially being present in the Project
Area 2018 to the renewed species list from the USFWS. |counties; however, the species are not known to occur in
Following conversation with the USFWS Raleigh  |the portions of the counties that would be crossed by the
office, no surveys are required for this species. Project and they are therefore not listed in the table
Agency correspondence of this communication on
December 12, 2018 is included in Attachment 1a.
4.7.5.1 @4-92  |"Correspondence with the FWS indicated small |The DEIS indicates that small whorled pogoniais  |CO-6m — As noted in section 4.7.5.1, clearing and
whorled pogonia might be present within the vulnerable to sedimentation and run-off in the grading in upland areas could potentially cause
Project area in Rockingham and Alamance vicinity of the right-of-way. Mountain Valley sedimentation and run-off impacts to upland plants.
Counties and recommended that Mountain Valley|would like to clarify that this is an upland species
conduct surveys for the species (FWS, 2018c, that is not likely to be impacted by run-off.
2018d). If small whorled pogonia occurs in the
Project right-of-way, it could be vulnerable to
removal during clearing and grading, or trampling
and crushing by foot traffic or movement of
heavy machinery."
4.7.5.1 |4-93  "Mountain Valley conducted field surveys for Mountain Valley would like to clarify that the small [Co-6n - Comment noted. Clarification regarding the
small whorled pogonia in 2018, but surveys whorled pogonia surveys took place in 2018 from  |dates and locations that surveys were conducted in 2018
were conducted outside of the optimal survey July 21-27, August 23, August 28-31, and and 2019 and are planned for 2020 has been included in
window for the plant." September 4-6. Surveys during 2019 occurred on the EIS.
June 17-22 and August 6, 8,9, 12, 14 and 17.
Additional surveys are anticipated during
September 2019. The optimal survey window for
small whorled pogonia is mid-May to early July;
however, habitat surveys can be performed outside
of this survey window. No species have been
identified to date.
4.7.5.1 4-93 |"Right-of-way clearing could also adversely Mountain Valley would like to clarify that the CO-60 - As noted in section 4.7.5.1, clearing and grading
affect smooth coneflower habitat by altering light smooth coneflower actually prefers open woods, in the habitats preferred by the smooth coneflower could
exposure or hydrology or by increasing roadsides, clear-cuts, and utility rights-of-ways, etc. |potentially cause sedimentation and run-off impacts.
sedimentation and runoff in the vicinity of the Because of this, clearing is likely to not to adversely
right-of-way." affect potential habitat for smooth coneflower.
4.7.5.2 4-93  "Mountain Valley conducted field surveys for Mountain Valley would like to clarify that surveys |CO-6p - See response CO-6p -

smooth coneflower and its habitat in 2018;
however, Mountain Valley was not able to survey
all areas with potentially suitable habitat due to a

lack of land access. Therefore, Mountain Valley

for smooth coneflower are being conducted
throughout the summer and early fall months.
Smooth coneflower surveys took place in 2018 from
July 21-27, August 23, August 28-31, and September
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plans to complete surveys for smooth coneflower
in June 0f2019."

4-6. Surveys during 2019 occurred to date on June
17-22 and August 6, 8, 9, 12, 14 and 17. Additional
surveys are anticipated during September 2019. The
optimal survey window for smooth coneflower is late
May to October. No species have been identified to
date.

4.7.7.4

4-97

"Three state-listed mussel species, in addition to
the five federally listed species discussed in
section 4.7.4, potentially occur in the Project
area."

The statement on Page 4-97 (Section 4.7.7.4) of the
IDEIS that five federally listed mussel species are
discussed in section 4.7.4 is incorrect. Section 4.7.4
discusses four mussel species of which only one is
federally listed. James spinymussel (Pleurobema
collina ) is federally Endangered, the Green Floater
(Lasmigona subviridis ) and Yellow Lampmussel
(Lampsilis cariosa ) are federal species of concern,
and the Atlantic Pigtoe (Fusconaia masoni ) is
proposed for listing as Threatened. “Species of
concern” is an informal term and does not signify
federal listing, and species proposed for listing
cannot be defined as “listed” until the determination
rocess is complete.

CO-6q - Comment noted. Section 4.7.7.4 in the FEIS
has been revised.

4.7.7.4

497

"Mountain Valley conducted surveys in
Rockingham and Alamance Counties for
crayfish in 2019 in conjunction with its mussel
surveys but has not filed the results of the
surveys to date."

The DEIS states that Mountain Valley conducted
surveys in Rockingham and Alamance Counties for
crayfish in 2019 in conjunction with its mussel
surveys but has not filed the results of the surveys to
date. Mountain Valley would like to clarify that this
sentence implies that crayfish surveys were
conducted for both species of crayfish; however,
only Carolina Ladle crayfish surveys were completed
in conjunction with mussel surveys.

CO-6r - Comment noted. Section 4.7.7.4 in the EIS has
been revised.

4.13.2.9

4-629

Climate Change

See Attachment 1b

CO-6s - As described in section 4.11.1.2, our use of
carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e) is consistent with the
methods for characterizing methane in greenhouse gas
estimates, allowing a common standard for comparison
across projects.

5.4

“The river crossing would take 3 to 7 days to
complete”

Mountain Valley would like to clarify, as stated, in
its Environmental Information Request Response
dated February 13, 2019, the crossing of the Sandy
River could take approximately 5- 10 days. This
timeframe is approximate and is dependent on field
conditions, weather, and access.

CO-6t — Comment noted. Sections 5.1.3 and 4.8.4.1 have
been updated in the EIS
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CO-7

Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-7a

CO-7b

the infarmation to create the mag in Attachment 1 and scveral other maps illustrating the presence of
Form & uranium mindng leases in Pittsylvania County extending from the area norbeast of the massive
uranium depasit st Coles 111 in Chatham down io the southwestern comer of Pittsylvania Coungy

v, AL IVORETS, DIUC RIGES COVITUNIMCNA LCICNse LCague | DINCLL )

RE: OEP/DGZE/Gas 3
Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC
Southgate Project
Docket No. CP19-14-000

SUBJECT:  Failure of Southgate Draft Environmental Impact Statement to document the
Southgate pipeline's co-location with multiple uranium mining leases historically held
by Marline Uranium Corporation in the uranium-rich Chatham fault zone

INTRODUCTION

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Southgate pipeline states in Section 4.1.4.8
(pages 4-12 and 4-13), "The closest economically viable uranium deposit to the Project is at Coles Hill
in Pittsylvania County, Virginia, 3.5 miles north of the Lambert Compressor Station (Coles Hill, LLC).
This deposit is exposed locally within Coles Hill and proceeds to dip and extend underground (RTII,
2012). No encounters with the Coles Hill deposit are anticipated as a result of Project-required
excavation due to the deposit depth and distance from the Project Concentrations of uranium in
sediment, soils, shallow bedrock, and groundwater near the Project workspace in Pittsylvania County
are comparable to concentrations in environmental media in the conterminous United States
Significant impacts on human health and the environment are not anticipated during construction and
operation of the project.”

This assessment offered by the DEIS fails to consider dozens of uranium mining leases that were held
by Marline Uranium Corporation in the area in Pittsylvania County through which the Southgate
pipeline has been routed,

Below we: (1) discuss the documentation of the Marline uranium mining leases conducted by Piedmont
Residents in Defense of the Environment (PRIDE) in 2010 and 2011, (2) offer mapping to illustrate

PRIDE's findings, and (3) offer additional evidence of the presence of economically viable uranium ore
deposits that coincide with the geographic area now planned for construction of the Southgate pipeline,

HISTORIC MARLINE LEASES COINCIDE WITH SOUTHGATE PIPELINE CORRIDOR

Research conducted by BREDL's chapter, PRIDE in 2010-11

During 2010-11, members of PRIDE conducted research at the Pittsylvania County (VA) Real Estate
Office to obtain documentation of leases held by Marline Uranium Corporation to conduct uranium
mining in Virginia. Their research generated a database containing over 600 records of these historic
Marline leases, PRIDE's research was shared with Piedmont Environmental Council in 2011, who used

the information to create the map in Attachment 1 and several other maps ilustrating the presence of
foemer uranium mining leases in Pittsylvania County extending from the area northesst of the massive
uranium deposit at Cobes Iill in Chatham down ko the southwestern comner of Pitisylvamia County

The discussion of uranium in Section 4.1.4.8 has been
updated.

See response CO-7a.
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CO-7 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League
The map in Attachment 2 illustrates the Southgate pipeline corridor and its proximity to the historic See section 4.1.4.8 for a discussion on Uranium in the Project
Marline leases. On the map, the Southgate pipeline corridor is indicated by the brown line extending . : sos - iroinia: Scientifi
from Chatham southwest to where the pipeline crosses into North Carolina. The red dots on the map area. Accordlng to the Uranium Mmlng n Vlrgmla. Scientific,
indicate the locations of some of the Marline leases that were discovered by PRIDE to he on record Technical, Environmental, Human Health and Safety and
with the Pittsylvania County government in 2010-11. The map illustrates only a small fraction of the . .. S
618 total leases documented by PRIDE in the communities of Hurt, Long Island, Gretna, Chatham, Dry Regulatory Aspects of Uranium Mining and Processing in
Fork, Danville, Cascade, and Axton, VA Virginia (2012), the Judy Byrd Mountain may be within an
The map clea_ﬂy illustrates thal the Southgate pipeline is planned for construction in a geographic area area associated with Triassic aged sedimentary rocks that have
coinciding with dozens of Marline leases. the potential to contain occurrences of uranium based on
Berry Hill Mega Park and Judy Byrd Mountain generalized geologic stratigraphy. Sedimentary rocks in this
';"h(f public has long had knowledge of'a large uranium deposit at the Berry Hill Mega Park and nearby area may contain uranium concentrations of 70 - 140 parts per
Tudy Byrd Mountain in southern Pittsylvania County, bath of which are proposed to be crossed by the 13 : : el
Southgate pipeline, In describing Pittsylvania Supervisor Tim Barber's position on uranium minin g, an mﬂh.OH (ppm)' Ural?lum copcentratlons of this size ar? not
October 29, 2015 article appearing in the Danville Register & Bee states, “Barber opposes uranium considered economically viable due to the lower uranium
mining because he doesn't think it's proven to be safe and it would decrease property values. Also, there : H fni : :
is a large uranium deposit on Judy Byrd Mountain — adjacent to Berry Hill mega park — in southwestern gre_ldes present in comp?lrlson to Slmlla,r geologic dep OS'ltS that
CO-T7¢ Pittsylvania County that could be mined if the moratorium were lifted, he said.” exist globally. The National Geochemical database indicates
The Pi%tsylvam'a County Board of Supervisors passed a resolution in June, 2010 prohibiting the mining that tW(.) rock samples were collected from a site 1(.)0ated
or milling of uranium at the Berry Hill Mega Park. Please see copy of the supervisors' resolution in approximately 3,300 feet from Judy Byrd Mountain. The
Attach 3 . .
ARG average uranium concentration from the rocks samples
The Berry Hill Mega Park and Judy Byrd Mountain both appear on the map in Attachment 2. collected was approximately 4.65 ppm. In comparison the
The Southgate DEIS fails to consider the impacts of excavation and pipeline development through the gIObal average uranium C.Oncentratlon 910 gra.mte. is 4.8 ppm.
sizable uranium deposit at Berry Hill and Judy Byrd Mountain. Furthermore, the Mountain Valley Project pipeline easement
P is located app.r0x1mately 640 ffaet from 'the loc'a'tlon fJf Jljldy.
On August 29, a landowner whose property is proposed to be crossed by the Southgate pipeline Byrd Mountain. The construction practices utilized in pipeline
d' r 5 Ta 1% o - 1 o ine . . . . . o e
isclosed to BREDIL staff that his father had received payments for a uranium lease on Perkins installation limit trenching activities to a depth of 7 feet below
Mountain, located west of the City of Danville. Perkins Mountain, illustrated on the map in . ..
Attachment 2, is crossed by the Southgate pipeline. land surface. The shallow excavation depth further limits the
ot ibili tering rock materials that may contain
P poss%blhty of encountering roc erials y cO
In 2007, PAC Geological Consulting, Inc. issued a report titled, “Technical Report on the Coles Hill uranium concentrations.
Uranium Property, Pittsylvania County, Virginia”, The report, which was written for Virginia Uranium,
Inc., the company seeking to mine the very large uranium deposit at Coles Hill, contains the following
description of the geology of the Coles Hill deposit:
Perkins Mountain
On August 29, a landowner whose property is proposed to be crossed by the Southgate pipeline
disclosed to BREDL staff that his father had received pavments for a uranium lease on Perkins
CO-7d e See response CO-7a.

Mountain, located west of the City of Danville. Perkins Mountain, illustrated on the map in
Attachment 2, is crossed by the Southgate pipeline.
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CO-7 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League
Danville Triassic Basin 1 i i i i j
In 2007, PAC Geological Consulting, Inc. issued a report titled, “Technical Report on the Coles Hill See section 4.1 48 for.a.dlsc?usm.on.ot.l Urarlnurrl in the Pr(.)JeCt
Uranium Property, Pittsylvania County, Virginia”, The report, which was written for Virginia Uranium, area. The Uranium Mining in Virginia: Scientific, Technical,
Idm:__ the comFa;l} -:eellhm 2 1.:;. E::u; ﬁc vi:!Tl ]:.:_gc uranium deposit at Coles Hill, contains the following Environmental, Human Health and Safety and Regulatory
x i1 i it
G itali Gl Aspects of Uranium Mining and Processing in Virginia (2012)
C y study indicates that the only economically viable uranium
?hze iﬁﬂz ;f;z ;:-iﬁ:;?‘ﬂjﬁﬁ‘:[ﬁ i deposit within both the Chatham fault zone and the state of
) alpll gt il R T HINe JRODGIGE 41d rvnika a Virginia occurs within the Cole Hills property. The Chatham
Thayer (1963) and modied by Jerden (2001) ... The Chatham Fault Zone has besn mapped and studed by Lineberger 8 . : : PRy
(1983). The caposits are hosted witin a faull bounded wedga of Pracambrian or Paleczoic mylonitc cuartzofeldspathic fﬁulthzone llls assoma.teld with Tr‘lass1c gged sedlmentag rocks
e and some am IJ_hibﬁiiaeIm s dong e it 0re ol ot g o e Dl T that have the potentla. to contain uranium concentrations
Basi. The agen g poebly  tcoricaly and ykobemaly alered varsyof il g and i shi of e based on g+Cleneralized geologic stratigraphy. However, the
Fork Mountain Formaton, Initial cataclasie and brecciation dong the Chatham faul 20ne rasulted in hydohema everls uramur'n concentrations of these sedimentary rocks ?ange from
causing sodum metasomatism, chiorization, and argilization that may have boon folowed by hematizaion and wanium approximately 70 ppm to 140 ppm and are not considered an
CO-7e mhsrdizaiqﬂ The hydrothermal events coextend and are cosval wilh notherly nding Jurassic dabase dykes Jerden and economically viable resource when compared to similar
S {1956) suggestad hat the o Hil uranium depost fomed it astucurally contoled, hycroomel sl ha geologic deposits that exist globally.
davelopad during Mesozok extension In fespons 1o alocalizad healflx associafed wih malic infruive aivily
The report contains  map showing the Danville Triassic Basin associated with the Chatham fault zone
in which, as described above, the uranium deposits at Coles Hill and elsewhere in Pittsylvania Coun ty
are fm:_nd. A copy of this map appears in Attachment 4, The Chatham fault z0ne is recognized by
geologists as being rich in uranium ore deposits and potentially exploitable s an economic asset
The DEIS should be revised to recognize that the Southgate pipeline has been routed through an area
with a reputation among geologists as having rich potential for uranium mining
REQUEST TO FERC
As discussed in section 4.1.4.8, concentrations of uranium in
We request that FERC require Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC o (1 revise the Southgate DEIS o ha soil the Project area in Pittsylvania County, Virginia are
it ecognizes tha the Southgate has been routed through an area co ntining sgnficant quanites of compara.ble to concentration in enylronmental’med.la in the
CO-7f cconomically viable uranium, end (2) consider the environmental impacts of building the Southgate conterminous U'S. and concentrations of uranium in

through an area with significant concentrations of uranium ore.

groundwater is significantly lower than U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency maximum contaminant levels. Significant
impacts on human health and the environment are not
anticipated during construction and operation of the Project.
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CO-8

Friends of the Central Shenandoah

CO-8a

CO-8b

CO-8c

Comments Regarding the MVP-Southgate Project DEIS
Submitted by
Friends of the Central Shenandoah

Executive Summary - Flaws in the Draft Envirommental Impact Statement

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission has failed 1o address all of the issues required by
the Natural CGras Act and the National Environmental Policy Act in the preparation of the Draft
Environmental impact Statement Lor the Southgale project.

Neither the Commission nor the applicant has produced any substantiated imformation thal shows
an increased demand for gas supply exists for PSNC/Dominion Energy. This is crucial to
determine the “necessity” tor the project

Only 0.1 percent of PSNC/Dominion Energy’s customers are in the industrial category. The
remaining 99.9 percent of customers are either residential or commercial, Project developers
have said that no gas is expected to be provided to electric generators,

Information provided by the North Carolina Utility Commission shows that gas usage by
residential and commercial customers in North Caroling is less in 2017 than in 2013, despite
annual inereases in the number of customers in both categories. Decreased gas usage per
residential and commercial customer is expected to continue.

PSNC experts testified to the state regulator that its winter baseload reguirements are not
expected Lo merease for the next [ive vears,

The worst-case Design Day scenario for PSNC is expected to inerease in the future, although the
assumptions that are used in that caleulation have not been provided, 1Design Day estimates
project the maximum gas usage under extreme conditions that may happen rarely, or not at all

PENC Daminion Energy has multiple ogtions for meeting peak conditions that do not requine
vear-round pavments [or tnnecessary pipeline capacily which would severely burden ratepavers
with billions of dollars in higher costs.

‘The burden of proof i on the applicant 1o ghow that its project is hetter than the situation that

currently cxists,
The “No Action” altermative is superior to the proposed Southgate project.

That would mean the Southgate project would not be built and PENC Dominion Energy would

continue 1o depend on Transco, which has served it relishly for decades.

See response GEN-4 in appendix 1.2.

See response GEN-2 in appendix 1.2.

We concluded in Section 3.2 that the No Action Alternative
does not meet the Project objective and is not likely to provide
a significant environmental advantage.
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CO-8 Friends of the Central Shenandoah

Transco has already expanded in capacity by far more than the amount proposcd by Southgate.

Providing more capacity using the Iransco system would not require any new construction. as

opposed to the 73 miles of new pipeline construction required for the Southgate project.

New capacity could be added in small increments from Transco instead of committing to a huge

amount of capacity from Southgate that must be paid for in full even if it is not used,

CO-8d PSNC/Dominion Energy has committed to capacity additions in 2020-21 that more than doubles See section 3.3.2.1 of the EIS for discussion of the Transco

its [irm capacity reservation. This is poor utility planning and irresponsible regulatory oversight. Alternative.

If the Southgate DEIS had included a side by side comparison of alternatives. as required by
NEPA, it would show that continuing to use Transco would provide more operational flexibility.
require no new construction. and would cost, at most, half of what the Southgate project would
cost. It i1s difficult to understand how any ohjective regulator could approve the Southgate

projects given the availability of a lower cost, lower impact, and currently operating alternative.

The Commission seems Lo have taken the position that because they have ignored the
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requirements of NEPA., the Natural Gas Act and their own guidelines for the past 20 vears, and

because few cared or objected, they could continue to do so.

We care. We object to the Commussion [ailing Lo follow the legal requirements. The
consideration of the need for a project and whether it serves the public interest should be an
mteeral part of the evaluation of a new pineline proiect. as the law reauires, The Commission
CO-8e See response GEN-4 in appendix 1.2.

should fulfill its role as an objective arbiter to balance the interests of the project developers with

the interests of the public that the project is intended 1o serve.

The missing portions in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement that are required by NEPA
and the Natural Gas Act should be provided and the DEIS should be re-issued for public

comment.




16-€’|

Appendix 1.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-9

Good Stewards of Rockingham

CO-9a

CO-9%b

Good Stewards of Rockingham
Dan Riverkeeper
P.O. Box 592
Stoneville, NC 27048
DanRiverkeeper.org

DEIS Comments
MVP Southgate Project
Docket No. CP19-14-000

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E. Washington, D.C, 20426

Our organization represents the resources, citizens and wildlife of the Dan River Basin in
Virginia and North Carolina.

Though the majority of our comments are directly related to the DEIS, there is one major issue
in which we feel compelled to address. The MVP Southgate Project is a proposed extension of
an incomplete and highly troubled pipeline- the MVP mainline project. The mainline has been
troubled for years by violations. accidents, lawsuits and significant community opposition. MVP
has not confidently portrayed the ability to not only construct the mainline project with any
regard to the environment or their own quality standards. but have not proven their ability to
complete the ever inflating project altogether. MVP seems to be “putting the wagon before the
horse” when applying for permits for MVP Southgate. We would highly recommend denying the
project altogether for the reasons following in this submission and believe that the FERC should
at the least deny this project until MVDP has successfully demonstrated their ability to complete a
project with any regard to meeting the conditions outlined in their permits without causing

continued harm to landowners and communities in Virginia and West Virginia,

The lack of a confident analysis proving the need for the MVP Southgate is also a major
concern. Can FERC justify permitting this project when the negative impacts on the
environment. water sources and communities greatly outweigh any proven need, or lack therzof?
The NCDEQ and other independent analyses do not show a definite need for this project and
some estimate the need of NG supply to fall as other sources of energy are continually made
more available and cost efficient. The gas supply existing in NC is already in a surplus.
Rockingham County alone already has three existing pipelines, one of which (Transco) has been
upgraded with capabilities to flow gas in either direction. We highly recommend that the FERC
review this when considering any impact stated in the DEIS.

See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.

See response GEN-2 in appendix 1.2.
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CO-9

Good Stewards of Rockingham

CO-9c

CO-9d

CO-9¢

CO-9f

Aesthetic Impacts to the Region

The 72-mile long, 100-foot wide construction zone for this pipeline will leave a needless
and damaging scar of visual blight and degraded lands. The aesthetic value of our region is
an important asset in building the thriving and economy-boosting tourism attraction that
each county in the project path is diligently working toward. The DEIS greatly
underestimates the long term and significant impacts the deforestation and permanent
ROW would cause our region.

Residents and landowners who would frequently view the ROW will be hit hardest by visual
impacts and the loss of use of their land. Residents will lose the privacy and visual screens
of large trees and hedgerows to construction; the pipeline and its numerous new roads
would be built and operated directly next to scores of homes — and will pass right through
one home; and construction will render many property owners’ land unusable for farming,
habitation or other uses. Even so, the DEIS claims that there will be no impacts on local
property values.

The pipeline would also impact the experiences of countless recreaticnal users of public
parks, recreation and conservation areas by generating dust and noise pollution, disturbing
wildlife, and disrupting public access during construction. Users of National Wild & Scenic
River candidates like the Dan and Haw Rivers; future designated recreational water trails like
the Banister River; and public trails like the Mountains-to-Sea Trail and a planned public trail
in Alamance County would all be affected. The project would also clear trees within view of
the Colonial Heritage Byway (Route 150 in Rockingham County), causing permanent
impacts. The HDD crossing of the Dan River is planned for the only river access ina
minerity and/or impoverished community. The DEIS does not seriously consider the
potential impacts to our communities and tourism by the proposed project.

Wetlands

Pipeline construction will have a long term impact on nearly 27 acres of wetlands. In
addition to the pipeline construction, Mountain Valley is asking for a waiver of FERC's
welland protection setbacks and plans to locate 23 additional temporary workspaces within
50 foot of wetlands. This is not protective of the sensitive Haw River watershed and should
not be allowed

See section 4.8.6.1 of the EIS for a discussion of visual
impacts.

See response LU-1 in appendix 1.2.

See section 4.8.4 of the EIS for a discussion on impacts on
recreation.

See response WET-1 in appendix 1.2.
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Wildlife and Fisheries

Constructing the Project would disturb approximately 1,439 acres of wildlife habitat, much
C0-9¢ of which would be permanently destroyed by the project. The project would also cross 21 See section 4.6 of the EIS for further discussion.

perennial waterbodies centaining fisheries of special concern: 8 in Virginia, and 13 in North
Carolina. Recreational fishing is a large economic driver in both Virginia and North Carolina

and any risk to our economic inputs should be considered a serious concern.

The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service requested that Mountain Valley minimize impacts to
vulnerable migratory bird species which use the project area such as bald eagles, northern
bobwhite, and red-headed woodpecker by avoiding clearing vegetation during the peak See section 4.6.3.2 of the EIS for a discussion on migratory
CO-%h migratory bird nesting season (March 15 - August 15 in Virginia and April 1 - August 31 in birds

North Carolina). Mountain Valley has defied the agency’s guidance and has proposed :
clearing vegetation during peak nesting season from March 15 — April 30 and from August
16-31. FERC's DEIS ignored the obvious impacts to migratory birds that would result from

this reckless activity.

CO-9i This project would impact and disrupt key wildlife habitat, including the North Carolina See section 4.6 of the EIS for a discussion of these areas
Forest Legacy Areas and Piedmont Land Conservancy Easement, as well as the Virginia

€6-¢l

Piedmont Forest Block Complex Important Bird Area (IBA).

Threatened/Endangered Species

Pipeline construction would harm numerous aquatic species, including the Roanoke
logperch, James spineymussel, Atlantic pigtoe and smooth coneflower. All are currently
CO-9j listed as endangered under the Endangered Species Act with the exception of the Atlantic ) ; ) ) ; .
pigtoe, which is currently under consideration for protection. Habitat for these aquatic Species Act (ESA) Section 7 is described in section 4.7.1 of

See section 4.7 of the EIS for a discussion of impacts to listed
species. Federal agency compliance for the Endangered

species along the Virginia-Morth Carolina border would be at great risk from sedimentation  [the EIS.
caused by pipeline construction.

The scope of downstream impact considered in the DEIS is insufficient, as well as the
scope of surveys for endangered aquatic species. The DEIS and MVP have also mentioned
species may simply migrate away from wildlife-threatening impacts caused by the
construction, this is false. Some species are considered sedentary and will not simply See response WILD-3 in appendix [.2.
remove themselves from dangers brought about by MVP Southgate. Furthermore, shallow
water depths of certain streams will further prevent migration of species capable of doing
50, Our waters are currently impaired by turbidity and cannot afford the potential of any
further impacts brought about by an unnecessary project. Our wildlife is in the process of

CO-9k

rebounding and this project can only cause harm to the process.
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Socioeconomics

Construction of the project will cause long term impacts to the environment and would
overlap with peak tourism season, both potentially negatively impacting the tourism
economy in the area. Local employment is unlikely to be increased, property values will
likely decrease, and the negative effects of the pipeline will be long-lasting. Many of the
impacts referred to as short-term in the DEIS, like deforestation, must absolutely be
considered a long-term impact considering the extensive amount of time required to
naturally rehabilitate the area,

FERC's analysis of the positive economic impacts state they will be "temporary and minor”,
We agree to that extent. MVP has more recently claimed that this project will add local jobs
but with no agreements of proof of this staternent. It is unclear why this was included in the
DEIS when there can be no guarantee to this degree. MVP has not sufficiently demonstrated
the likelihood of hiring locals in their history on the mainline and common contractors of
this scope would be hired by bid, leaving much uncertainty to this claim.

Environmental Justice

The DEIS neglects the entirety of neighborhoods such as Draper Village in Rockingham
County, NC. The sole river access local to this community is the location of the proposed
HDD drilling under the Dan River at Draper Landing. The scope of EJ must be expanded and
maore attentively addressed. The race and income of our residents must not dictate their
ability to access clean and useable resouwrces. The HDD process and deforestation poses
very real and likely risks to the enjoyment, ecosystems and access to Draper Landing. The
DEIS minimizes these risks and seems to suggest the additional ROW will not be damaging
to any degree because of its proximity to an existing ROW. If FERC cannot consider the
cumulative impacts of greenhouse emissions, environment loss and public safety by

adding additional fossil fuel infrastructure- FERC should not be so brazzen to consider itin
this sense.

Air Quality and Noise

The Lambert compressor station has the potential to emit 125,000 tons of greenhouse
gases, 3.5 tons of formaldehyde each year and over 10 tons of particulate matter each year,
putting nearby communities at risk for cardiovascular issues and asthma

The compressor station will be built in proximity to two Transco compressor stations
already in operation. Cumulative impacts and the potential to impact human health with two
minar scurce polluting facilities and one Title V facility (pending FERC approval) have not
been adequately evaluated to assume that human and environmental health will not be
adversely impacted. The potential risks for this project greatly outweigh any proof of need.

Impacts to tourism are discussed in section 4.9.6 of the EIS.

See section 4.9.8 for discussion of impacts on Environmental
Justice communities. See section 4.8.4 for discussion on
recreation areas.

Air quality impacts are discussed in section 4.11.1.7.

See response CI-4 in appendix 1.2.
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Reliability and Safety

The DEIS merely states that pipeline developers would comply with minimum construction
and operation standards. It gives no reason for people living within the blast radius to feel
safe. The National Transportation Satety Board decuments interstate pipeline accidents,
and its database includes numersus recent natural gas pipeline ruptures, leaks, and
explosions. Moreover, studies show a spike in acciderms involving new pipelines in recent
years. The majority of the pipeline would be in Class 1 population density areas, meaning it
would mandate the lowest safety standards and put those living near the pipeline at an even
greater risk.

Cumulative Impacts

FERC states that impacts from construction and operation of the pipeline will be
ternporary and localized. Howewver, this assessment fails to take into account the leng term
and cumulative impacts that will occur to forested wetlands and forested habitats. It also
fails 1o take into account the amount of dift and mud entering streams from construction
runoff. The nearly 3 miles of in-stream work paired with the removal of streamside
vegetation will have cumulative, and negative impacts in the watershed, a watershed which
is designated by the State as nutrient and sediment sensitive and |s already experiencing
negative effects on water quality and aquatic life.

Conclusions of the DEIS

FERC s ignoring the significant impacts of this project. Thea DEIS describes widespread,
permanent impacts like the longdasting or permanent destruction of hundreds of acres of
farests and wetlands, but i turn savs that impacts won't be significant because mitigation
mizasures will be used during construction. Mitigation can not prevent the significant impacts
that permanent forest and wetland destruction cause

The DEIS' reliance on mitigation measures to argue that the project will cause no significant
impacts falls short because many of the mitigation measures proposed to prevent significant
impacts 1o local resources are unknown. In many instances, the DEIS instructs Mountain Valley
Pipeline to come up with mitigation measures that are currently not defined, FERC can not claim
that unknown measures will prevent significant environmental impacts.

FERC concluded that no significant ervironmental impacts would be inflicted by this project
while lacking the necessary information to assess whal thase impacts would be. For example,
MVP has yet to provide FERC with its feasibility studies for its plan to cross Deep Creek with the
pipelineg, a site where imperiled aquatic species are suspected to live.

See response SAFE-1 in appendix 1.2.

Cumulative impacts to forested wetlands and habitats were
evaluated in sections 4.13.2.3 and 4.13.2.4. Cumulative
impacts to streams and other waterbodies were evaluated in
section 4.13.2.2. Our analysis in section 4.13 is consistent is
consistent with FERC style, formatting, and policy regarding
NEPA evaluation of cumulative impacts.

See response GEN-9 in appendix I-2.

See response SURF-8 in appendix 1.2. As discussed in section
4.6.5 of the EIS, Mountain Valley has provided aquatic
species surveys results.
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FERC acknowledges that MVP will use 5.9 million gallons of water in constructing the project

and MVP has only announced within the week their plans to use the Dan River as the source

Owr rivers have suffered enough, especially the Dan. Qur species cannot withstand the risks,
naither can our tourism. The removal of the water from the Dan leads to the belief that the water
will be returned their, supposedly with no chemicals. As the EPA has recently suggested, the
lack of chemicals in the hydrostatic test water may lead to issues such as comasion in the See response SURF-6 in appendix 1.2.
tested pipe. The plan for this project is immature, vague in scope and mitigation, and overly
minimizing of the true risks to our land, air, water and citizens. The lack of information and
scope is preventing FERC from assessing the project thoroughly.

CO-9t

Residents throughout the proposed path of MVYP Southgate must already deal with
contaminated drinking water in their recreation and homes. The disregard by FERC to

substantially consider alternatives to this project are a direct slap in the face to all those
living here, working here and raising families here who deserve and require clean water. The
possibility of this project being completed without long term impacts is non existent. We
CO-9u cannot afford the risks and are not willing to roll the dice on a company whose history
clearly shows a disregard for safety and environmental control measures. As stated
previously, the MVP Southgate project is a proposed extension of a highly troubled and
ever inflacting project that has not demonstrated a capability of being completed. On

See response GEN-4 in appendix 1.2.

behalf of our resources, wildlife, environment and residents- we strongly suggest that FERC
deny permits for MVP Southgate.
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SOUTHERN ENVIRONMENTAL LAw CENTER

phone 919-967-1450 601 WEST ROSEMARY STREET, SUITE 220 Facsimile 918-928-9421
CHAPEL HILL. NC 27516-2356

September 16, 2019

Kimbetly D. Bose

Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 F'irst Street NI, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

RE: Comments on FERC’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Mountain
Valley Pipeline’s Southgate Project (Docket Number: CP19-14-000)

Dear Ms. Bose:

The Southern Environmental Law Center offers the following comments on the Tederal
Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“FERC™ or “the Commission”) Draft Envirenmental Impact
Statement for the Southgate Project (“project” proposed by Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC
{(“Mountain Valley™). These comments arc submitted on behalf of the Haw River Assembly,
Waterkeeper Alliance, Sierra Club, and Appalachian Voices.

The National Environmental Policy Act “NEPA™) requires thal [ederal agencies prepare
a “defailed” environmental impact statement (“E1S™) for every “major |f|ederal action] |
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.” The purpose of NEPA is fo
“prevent or eliminate damage Lo the environment and biosphere by [ocusing [glovernment and
public attention on the environmental effects of proposed ageney action.™ By focusing the
ageney’s atlention on the environmental consequences of its proposed action, NEPA “ensures
that important effects will not be overlooked or underestimated only to be discovered after
tesources have been committed or the dic otherwise cast.™

The proposed project would tear through over 70 miles of Virginia and North Carolina,
causing long-lasting damage to rivers, streams, and wetlands. 1t would threaten vulnerable
ecosystems and numerous endangered, threatened, and other sensitive species. And it would
harm already overburdened environmental justice communities. Moreover, the North Carolina

Department of Environmental Quality has expressed serious doubts about whether this pipeline

See response GEN-1 in appendix 1.2.

i3 even necessary to meet the energy demands, Despite all of this, the Commission has failed fo
nit tosether a tharaneh and detailed enviconmental imnaet statement ag reanired v NFPA
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Most notably. the draft EIS is missing critical reports regarding the potential
environmental effects of the project—information that the Commission must have to identify and
evaluate impacts in preparing the draft EIS. In addition. the Commission has failed to evaluate
all reasonable alternatives to the project, to assess significant health impacts to environmental
justice communities, and to adequately analyze cumulative impacts. The draft EIS thus fails to
provide the public with an opportunity for meaningful review and comment, in violation of
NEPA.

The Commission must acknowledge the deficiencies in the draft EIS, as discussed in
these comments, and issue a revised draft EIS for public comment. Alternatively, the
Commission must issue a supplemental draft EIS for public comment.

L The project’s purpose and need impermissibly excludes reasonable alternatives
to the project.

A purpose and need for an action is essential to the NEPA process, as it guides an
agency’s scope of review—in particular. an agency’s consideration of all reasonable
alternatives." As NEPA regulations state, an agency’s alternatives analysis “is the heart of the
environmental impact statement,” “providing a clear basis for choice among options by the
decisionmaker and the public.™ In this case, the project’s purpose and need is defined too
narrowly. As a resull. the Commission fails to consider all reasonable alternatives in the drafl

The purpose and need for the project is defined nammowly as meeting “requests for natural
gas transportation service of [Mountain Valley’s] anchor shipper. Dominion Energy.” rather
than meeting the energy need within the rn:gincn.'i Because the Commission is only looking at
alternatives that can transport natural gas, the agency ignores energy efficiency and all renewable
alternatives—such as solar, wind., and battery storage. Renewable energy alternatives, which are
garmming market share as their costs continue 1o drop,” maght provide the needed energy while
avoiding the proposed project s sigmificant environmental impacis.

Similarly. because the Commission only considered alternatives that transport natural
gas, the ageney has not taken a hard look at the No Action Alternative—or the possibility that the
project 15 nol constructed, as required by NEPA" In fact, the Commission has nol considered
whether or not there is an energy need for the proposed project.” That failure persists despite the
North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality’s letter to the Commission questioning
whether or not the project is needed, and providing evidence that the project would instead create
an excess supply of natural gas in the region'

The Commission’s comsiricted statement of purpaose and need is nol allowed under
NEPA. Because the purpose and need Forms the basis upen which 1o compare allernatives, an
agency is mot permitied “'to contrive a purpose so slender as to define competing “reasonable
alternatives” out of consideration. ™" As writlen, the project s purpose and need can only be met
by providing one energy source through one mode of tramsportation for the benefit of one
company. The Commizsion must broaden the purpose and need for the project 2o that it acteally
considers a No Action Altemative—or the possibility that the project s not constructed —and
renewable energy altematives in s allenatives analysis,

See response GEN-4 in appendix 1.2, as well as additional
comments below.

The Project’s purpose and how it relates to alternatives is
addressed in the introduction to section 3.0. As stated in the
EIS, the FERC reviews proposals developed by other entities.
However, the FERC does not plan, design, build, or operate
natural gas infrastructure. Accordingly, the project proponent
is the source for identifying the purpose for developing and
constructing a project. The Commission cannot simply ignore
a project’s purpose and substitute an alternative purpose for it
that a commenter deems more suitable. As stated in section
1.1, the purpose of the Southgate Project is to is to meet the
specific requests for natural gas transportation service of its
anchor shipper, Dominion Energy, a local natural gas
distribution company. Alternatives that do not achieve this
purpose cannot be considered as feasible or reasonable
alternatives to the Project. Also see responses ALT-1 and
ALT-2 in appendix 1.2.
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I The draft EIS is missing information that is cssential for the Commission’s
assessment of environmental cffects.

The Commission’s conclusion thal the project would not have significant environmental
impacts canmol be substantiated because critical information 1= incomplete or omitted entirely.
The Comumission canmot, lawtully, reach a determination regarding the environmental effects of
the project based on such nnsupported speculation.

An FIS is fundamentally an mformation dissemination tool: it allows lederal agencies See responses GEN-4 and T&E-1 in appendix I-2.
and the public to fully understand the environmental impacts of proposed actions before they
begin and before resources have been committed.'* Under NEPA, the public has a right to
review and (o provide comments on draft E15s. ¥ This makes it essential that all relevant
information is available —so that the agency drafting a draft EIS can adequately assess
environmenial :in'T:n:Lq, amd so that the public has the needed information to review and comiment
on the draft EIS." The Commission’s failure 1o collect and provide all relevant information on
the project’s environmental impacts is a fatal Maw in s drafl 18,

A, The Commission does not have adequate information to evaluate impacts 10 sensitive
CO-14d E[WICICE.

The Conmmission does not have enowgh informatien to evaleate the impacts that the
project would have on lederal or state-histed species or their habitats, yel the draft E1S
ermoneoisly assumes that sensitive species and their habitais are not in alTected areas.

The agency has not vel consulied with the L5, Fish and Wildlife Service 1o determine
whether or not any federally listed or proposed endangered or threatened species or their
designated enitical habitats would be afTected by the project P e agency has not determined
the mature and extent of adverse impacts, nor measures that would aveid, reduce, or mitigale
impacts on habitats or species, " Moreover, Mountain Valley has not completed aquatic surveys
1o determine that prodected Nish and mussel species are nol present in impacted rivers and
streams, and the company has not completed its consultation with the Virginia Department of
Ciame and Inland Fisheries and the North Carolina Wildlile Resources Commission.'’

Ag the draft EIS states, impacts on these species “may be greater [...] because these
species may be more sensitive to a disturbance; more specific to a habitat; and less able to move
to unaffected suitable habitat. ™" These species could experience “habitat fragmentation, loss, or
degradation: decreased breeding or nesting success; increased predation or decreased food
sonrces; and injury or:'um't;lEi[y.""] For instance, sedimentation from the project would likely

endanger mumerous sensitive mussel species in both Virginia and Noath Carolina.™ Studies
show that excess sedimentation harms freshwater mussels by clogging their gills and suffocating
them, by mlerfering with filter feeding. and by reducing the production of food from decreased
sunlight,”
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Without having conducted aquatic surveys or fimished consullations with state and federal
wildlifc agencics, the Commission and Mountain Valley Falscly assume that they have all the
information that they need to profect sensitive species in constructing the project. For instance.
the drafl B1% stales that where sensitive fish or miusse] species are presemt—and therefore, where
it 15 mecessary for Mowntain Vallev to avoid disturbing a particulsr stream construction
methods that do not trench through the stream are Fﬂ!]'.ll::l.‘i'.‘.'ri.ﬂ The drafi EIS also states that
“mone of the crossings with sensifive fish or mussel species have the polential 1o require
blasting. ™" Withouwt completed aguatic surveys, and completed consullations with the

appropriate agencigs—inchuding the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries, the
Morth Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission, and the 1.8, Fish and Wildlife Service
Mountain Valley and the Commission cannot possibly ensure that the project’s actions, ncluding
river and stream crossings or hlasting events, would avoid sensilive aguatic species.

The Commission must prepare a revised draft EIS, or issue a supplemental draft EIS. that
addresses the new imformation regardimg rmpacts to sensibive species, and release i1 for public
comament.

B, The Commission does not have other kew infommation 1o adeguately evalwale
environmenial impacts.

Other missing information includes, but is not limited to:

& Final site-specific plans for all stream, river, and wetland crossings, including horzoental

dircctional drilling (“HID™) and conventional bore crossings;

Al wetland surveys;

Mountamn Vallev's Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan;

Mountain Vallev's Compensatory Mitigation Plan for wetland impacts:

Mountain Valley's Final Erosion and Sediment Control Plan;

Written comespondenes from Virginia and North Carolina state agencies regarding any

timing restrictions on waterbodies containing warmwater fisheries;

&«  Geotechmical studies for the proposed Dan River and Stony Creek Reservoir TIDD
crossings, revised feasibility and hvdrofracture analyses, and any proposed mitigation for
these crossings:

+  Information on impacts to North Carolina’s Jordan Lake Riparian Butter Area, including
information on proposed mitigation and impacts to riparian bufTers:

e Complete locations of all private water wells and springs within 154 feet of the Project
work arcas, including information on the well’s or springs” status, wse, distance from
construction workspace, and any proposed measures to minimize or avoid impacts on the
private water wells or springs:

o A dist of final water sources 1o be used Tor the project, including for dust control,
hydrostatic esting. and HIDD operations— including information on intake locations,
waterbody names, withdeawal rates and methods, measures 1o mimimize entrainment of
fish. and water discharge locations;

& Mountain Valley's revised plans Lo dispose of brush and timber,

o Measures that Mountain YValley will take to minimize impacts on migratory hirds,

«  Results of Mountain Valley™s pre-construction bald cagle nest and colonial rockery
SUMVEYS;

See above CO-14d comment response
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* Al cultural resources survey reports. Mountain Valley's site evaluation reports and
avoidance or treatment plans, and comments on Mountain Valley™s culiural resources
reports and plans from the Virginia and MNorth Carolina State Histone Preservation
Officers and interested Indian tribes;

+  Mountain Valley’'s Nighttime Construction Noise Management Plan, and

¢« Toxicological, environmental, and health information for coatings used for the project’s
pipeline and associated utilitics.

Not only does the draft EIS rely on incomplete and missing information to conclude that
there would be no significant impacts from the project, the drafi EIS is filled with indeterminate
and diseretionary phrases that fail to give the public enough information to assess the project’s
impacts, [or instance:

¢ Construction would only be conducted during low flow periods “when practicable.”™’

¢ Blasting would only be used “after all reasonable means of trench excavation are
unsuccessful,” and would be completed during dry or low flow periods “where
practicable.”™

e Vegetative buffer would only be “allow[ed]” for conventional bores “to the extent
practicable.”® Casing Lo prevent conventional bores from collapsing would only be used
“if required.™’

¢ Ground surface would only be restored “as closely as practicable to original contours.”

AL no point does the Commission deline whal is “practicable,” or when certain protective
measures would be “required.” Inmany of these scenarios, the risk is significant. For instance,
crossing 4 river or stream using a conventional bore method is dangerous because of “the
possibility of the borehole collapsing without waming.”zg The dratt EIS states that certamn
measures can be taken to reduce this risk—for instance, Mountain Valley could “allow for a
vegetative buffer on each side” of the river or stream, or the company could “use a casing |...| o
prevent the bore from collapsing.™" However. these actions depend on whether not the company
finds it “practicable™ or whether the company believes it is “required,” vet the drafl EIS lails to
provide any clarity for the public as to whether or not these protective actions will be taken.”

For the reasons stated above, the draft EIS is “so inadequate as to preclude meaningful
analysis,” and the Commission must prepare a revised draft EIS and release it for public
comment,™ Alternatively, the Commission must issue a supplemental draft EIS that addresses
new information.™ Without crucial additional information, the Commission simply cannot
evaluate how the project will affect the environment, and the public cannot meaningfully

comment on the project.

See above CO-14d comment response
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IT1. The Commission failed to adequately analyze impacts to environmental justice
communities.

The Commission failed to take a hard look at how the project would degrade the
“healthful environment” for environmental justice communities in close proximity to the project.
When enacting NEPA, Congress declared that “each person should enjoy a healthful
environment and that each person has a responsibility to contribute to the preservation and
enhancement of the environment.”* The Commission thwarted this central goal of NEPA in
failing to adequately consider how the project would harm low-income communities. Native
Americans, and communities of color.

For instance, two census block groups within one mile of the project’s Lambert
compressor station contain environmental justice populations.""‘ Yet, the draft EIS does not
assess the health impacts that the compressor station would have on these populations. The draft
EIS only states that, while there will be “long-term impacts on air quality,” thev would “not be
significant” because potential pollution emissions would be below National Ambient Air Quality
Standards.® However, the existing evidence indicates that impacts could be significant, and the
Commission must further analyze potential impacts to the communities surrounding the Lambert
Compressor Station,

The Lambert compressor station would cause significant increases in hazardous air
pollutants, particulate matter, precursors to ozone, and other air pollution. Ozone exposure can
cause respiratory symptoms, such as coughing, throat irritation, chest pain and tightness,
wheezing, and shortness of breath; reduced lung function: and airway inflammation.”” Fine
particle pollution also causes health problems, such as heart attacks, aggravated asthma,
decreased lung function, and irregular heartbeats.” Ozone and fine particulate matter contribute
to over 200,000 premature deaths in the United States each year.” Moreover, there is no
evidence of a safe level of exposure for either of these pollutants, and both have health effects
even below the current National Ambient Air Quality Standards." A recent report [rom

Phureiciane far Sncial Racnancihilitu indicatae additinnal natantial nallntinn from coamnrecenr

The draft EIS ignores all of these potential health impacts when briefly discussing
potential harms o environmental justice communities. The Commission failed to collect
mformation on the local, baseline health conditions that will be degraded, and it failed 1o assess
the cummilative impacts to the heakh of envirommental justice communities. In fact, the draft EIS
does not even offer any information abouwt the people or communities who live closest to the

Lambert compressor station. The maost harmaful impacts from the compressor station will he
suftfered by thoese who live in the areas closest to and downwind of the compressor statiomn.
Therefore, the Commission must assess the makeup of the communities living closest to the
sialion. SAnd in order 1o assess harm o these communitices, the Commiission meest evaluate local,
haseline health conditions that will be degraded by the compressor station’s pollution. and assess
the cumulative health impacts o environmental justice communilics caused by the station and by
other projects nearby.

The draft EIS lacks sufficient information for the public to understand the project’s
mmpact on environmental justice commumities. The Commission must revise the draft EIS to
inclide additional environmental justice analvsis. particularly regarding impacts from the
Lambert compressor stalion.

Environmental justice communities are discussed in section
4.9.8 of the EIS.

Air quality impacts are discussed in detail in section 4.11.1.7
of the EIS. Air quality impacts on environmental justice
communities are discussed in section 4.9.8 of the EIS. A
cumulative air quality impact analysis can be found in section
4.13 of the EIS. Also see response AIR-2 in appendix 1.2.
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. The Commission has not analyzed trenchless construction methods at over 204
crossings, thus failing to consider all reasonahble altematives.,

Under NEPA, the Commission is required to “[rligerously explore and objectively T T n
evaluate all reasonable alternatives.”™* The Commission has failed to evaluate the possibility of Section 4.3.2 and 4.4.2 discusses measures that Mountain

trenchless construction—which is known to be less hannful—for hundreds of crossings through Val]ey would imp]ement to reduce potential impacts on
rivers, streams. and wetlands. Rather than selecting construction methods that allow the £ d land d by the Proi W
company to dig under these waters, Mountain Valley has instead proposed to blast, carve, and surface waters and wetlands crosse yt € rOJeCt~ €

dig through all but five or six of 224 stream and niver crossings—turning to methods that cost the |reviewed all wetland and waterbody crossings and the
least, hut have the most potential for severe impacts. ™ . .
N pete = e proposed crossing method. We conclude in the EIS that
']'fcm:h]n:t‘-s construction methods l_hal g0 1|nda:r.ri v-:nc_.'lnn:l streams are less harmiful than implementation of Mountain Valley‘s collocation routing,
comstruction methods that use trenches within waters.™ During construction that uses trenches, . . -
the “[c]learing and grading of stream banks, in-stream trenching. the installation and removal of Workspace deSIgn, and construction methods would avoid

temporary crossing structures, trench dewatering. and backfilling™ all harm water quality.* impacts on wetlands and waterbodies to the extent practicable
Constrection in rivers and streams can “cause the dislodging and transport of channel bed ’

sediments and the alteration of stream contours,™ which “could alter stream dynamics and and COHSthting the Project in accordance with Mountain
increase downstream erosion or deposition.™’ Sedimentation can also “alter stream bottom Valley's Procedures and other plans, impacts would be
characteristics, such as converting sand, gravel, or rock substrate to silt or mud.”*® Turbidity can s . -

i i . . : minimized, and most impacts would be minor and temporary
reduce the amount of light in streams and photosynthetic oxygen production, and it could
“introduce chemical and nutrient pollution from sediments.”™” Stirring up “deposited organic or short-term.
material and inorganic sediments could cause an increase in biological and chemical use of
CO-14 oxyeen,” decreasing dissolved oxveen concentrations.™

g vg g Vg

Increased sedimentation and turbidity caused by in-stream construction significantly
harm aquatic life. As stated in the draft EIS. “[s]edimentation could smother fish eggs and other
benthic biota.™! Changes 1o habitat caused by construction “could reduce juvenile fish survival,
spawning habitat, and benthic community diversity and health™; “reduce dissolved oxygen levels
in the water column and reduce respiratory functions of in-stream biota™, and “reduce the ability
for biota to find food sources or avoid prey.”™”

Fven after construction is completed, there would be significant long-term damage to
rivers and streams. The project would leave a permanent gaping strip above the right-of-way in
forested riparian areas, where trees would not be permitted to regrow. Riparian vegetation
provides numerous kev functions for waterbodies, including protecting walers from pesticides,
sediment, and other pollutants, stabilizing stream banks, and regulating water temperatures.
Furthermore, sedimentation and erosion can be expected to continue long after construction from
disturbed stream beds and unanticipated flooding and storm events— resulting in the chronic
degradation of water quality and habitats.** These impacts to rivers and streams are not
“temporary and localized™ impacts, as the Commission claims,*' particularly given that there are
many instances where the proposed pipeline would affect several tributaries to the same stream.

Construction that uses trenches similarly harms wetlands. As stated in the draft EIS,
construction could increase turbidity: “alter the capacity of wetlands to function as habitat and as
crosion control buflers™, and cause soil compaction or rutting from heavy equipment, thus
“alter|ing] water inliliration, hvdrology, and potentially inhibiling germination ol seeds and the
abilily of plants to develop rool systems.™> Discharges “from stormwater, dewatering
structures, or hydrostatic testing” could also harm water quality by sending sediments and
pollutants into wetlands.”® As the Commission states, many of these impacts to wetlands “would
be longer term or pemlanem.”“— For instance, the project would fragment forested wetlands by

dmn R amd a R an in A miian mamima man msad aal mBed A cmeass maa i meemin mmimdiein Aammamiaian mesbmida A A Ll hd il amene mman
North Carolina will be impacied by construction from the 1:|i]:u:|im:.‘lzl and at least 75 wellands
would suffer from “permanent impacts.”*
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CO-14g

CO-14h

CO-14i

Moumtain Valley proposes o use trenches For more than 200 crossings—including
crossings through the Banister River, a podential Blueway nver (a state-designated recreational
water trail); through the Sandy River in Virginia, which potentially qualifies for a designation
that the river "possess[esJ outstanding scenic, recreational, historic, and natural characteristics of
statewide significance™" through the Haw River, a designated protected watershed in Morth
Caroling; as well as many water supply waters and nuirient sensitive waters in North Carolina, ™
Recanse there are reasonable trenchless construction altematives to these crossings and many
others, the Commission must regquire Mountain ¥alley (o evaluate the possibility of crossing
cach river and stream without using harmlul trenches, and the Commission must prepare a

| revised drafl or supplemental EIS that reflects that additional analysis.

V. The dreaft EIS fails to take a hard look at commlative impacts,

The Commission’s draft EIS fails to take a hard look at cumulative impacts that result
from adding the project’s impacts to the impacts of other past, present, and reasonablv
foreszecable projects on the envirenment.

A cumulative impact is the

[1jmpact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
action when added to other past, present. and reasonably foresecable future
actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes
such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time."

Cumulative impact analyses thal conlain “cursory statement|s]™ and “conclusory lerms™ are
insufficient under NEPA™

First, the temporal and geographic scope of the Commission’s cumulative impacts
analysis for the project is far too limited. This is evidenced by the fact that the Commission
_neglects o mention the cumulative impacts o the Haw River walershed caused by a massive
mixed-use development on 7,120 acres in Piltsbore, Nonth Carolina—Chatham Park.™ Chatham
Park s expected to add up to 22 million square feet of commercial space and 22,000 new

residential dwelling units—encugh homes to accommodate 60,000 new residents.™ The
proposed site for Chatham Park includes important and sensitive natural resources, including,
important habitat for the federally endangered Cape Fear Shiner and other sensitive species.”
The L8, Fish and Wildlife Service has written several letters to the Town of Pittsboro’s Board
of Commissioners and Town Manager regarding the impact that the development would have on
the Haw River, particularly impacts on sensitive s-pecies.'“ The agency states in one letter,

Many areas along the Haw River are recogmzed for their rarity, ecological
fimection in the landscape. and umque notural resources that they supporl. The
imporiance of the habitats these areas provide for fish and wildlile makes
protection from habitat degradation essential

See above CO-14g comment response

See response CI-1 in appendix 1.2.

The Chatham Park development is located approximately 25
miles southeast of the project, and is considered outside of the
Southgate Project’s geographic scope for cumulative impacts.
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Chatham Park would exacerbate existing water quality problems i the Haw River, as well as
Robeson Creck and Jordan Lake, by signiltcantly increasing stormwater runolT, sedimentation,
and nuirient loading. et the drafl KIS s cumulativie impacts analvsiz does not even mention the
massive planned development.

The Commission’s failure to discuss the cumulative environmental impacts caused by the
CO-141 project and Chatham Park is a glaring omission in ils analysis—and it demonsirates that the See above CO-14i comment response
Commission’s temporal and geographic boundaries Tor its analysis are loo narrow. They exclude
pending or already planned projects that would cause significant impacts on the environment,
stich as Chatham Park, EPA gmidance on cumulative impacts states that © [_Jpaliﬂl and temporal
boundarics should not be overly restrictive im cumulative impact analysis.”" Accordingly, the
Commission must revise the drafl EIS 1o broaden the scope of ils cumulative impacts analvsis so
that it includes impacts cavsed by massive projects that are knovwn to cause harm to the same
environmental resources,

[n addition, cumulative impacts must be analyeed using metrics that ane actually helpful

GoL-€’l

Lo understanding specific environmental impacts. For instanee, cumulative impacts Lo parlicular
rivers, straams, and wetlands can be measured by quantifying increased sediment discharge,
stream bank erosion. and soil compaction.  However, instead of quantifying impacts to streams
and wetlands in 2 manner that informs the public and agencies, the draft EIS makes a scrious of
vague statements about potential impacts:

Turbidity plumes may travel downstream for a few mles, but typically the plume
would disperse and become diluted to background levels [...] Pregects involving
in=water work would have to ocour within similar timeframes within close
distance 1o have a comulative effect on turbadity [...] Cleanng, grading or other
carthwork within the watershed may also increase the patential for cumulative L .
impacts on water quality from increased stormwater runoff and sedimentation.” The assessment of cumulative impacts is dependent upon

The drall EIS does net discuss what background kevels are in specilic streams or wetlands: how readlly available information. When there is uncertainty

much trbidity there would be from other projects or how far turbidity would travel: whether or concerning the impacts of other projects, staff uses its

CO-14j nicl many prc:gjzu:ul.'i oceur within similar time I'ml.'m:!-". or whether or not other pr-::-jc».:ll.'i in1.11|1_.1: experience to reduce this uncertainty and communicates this
c]_e_anng_ gm:i_u:_g or other earthwork that c_-:sut-d incraase stormmwater mnoit and sedu:le_:rtmmn_ uncertainty to decision makers and the public. It is reasonable
Withowt providing any support, the draft EIS further assumes that dozens of other projects . . K
“would likely have similar impacts on surface waters due 1o incrensed terbidity and to assume that other projects would be subject to permit
sedimentation during constrection™ as Mountain Valley's project would,” Such vague and requirements including environmental impact minimization

conclusory assertions do nol meel the Commission™s obligstions wnder KEPA

Moreover, Commission cannot ignore its KEFA obligations by relying on the permitting
processes of olher ilgclll:i{.'s.']' wel il does this repentedly throughoul the drafl EIS. For instance:

and mitigation measures.

#  Instead of actually taking a hard look at the cumulative impacts of non-purisdictional
project-related facilities. the drafi EIS simply states that “mnpacts associated [...] are
f_"cpw.!ad ter be munimal due Lo the limited lwlmm u.ﬁhn. s projects and potential
D]Illi.ﬁll]ﬂ‘ﬂ IMEASUres ﬂ.‘:lllln.‘d 1.'I'I. [K!I'ITI!HII'H" HI"\CI'L'IC‘\.

#  With regards to mining operations, the drafit EIS states that “[n]o significant cumulative
nnpacts are anticipated from these ’r:}cﬂnms as operational activities would be subject 1o
stte amd local permil requirements.”™




90L-¢’l

Appendix 1.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-14

Southern Environmental Law Center

CO-14j

& The Commission further “asswme/ 5] other non-FERC-regulated projects would follow
simnilar requireiments set by the permitting agencies™ that FERC sets for projects under
FERC's jurisdiction regarding the protection and restoration of sails. ™

# The Commission “assumefs ] that the |...] prime farmland affected by the Cypress Creek
Renewables Solar Farm, and the Husky Solar Farm would alse be required 1o returmn these
areas 1o pré-construction conditions.™

=  The Commission alse assumces that non-FERC prajects “would he required (by permit) 1o
install erosion and stormwater control devices to minimize runoff.”™ and that projecis
“would Fely be reqeured 1o install and maintain [best management practices| similar o
those proposed for the Sowthgate Project as required by federal, state. and local
permitiing requirements so s lo minimize impacts on waterbodics.™

o The Commission “exprearf 5] that other projects “that are subject o permilting approval
would be designed to minimize impacts on fisheries and agquatic resources and that the
[Virginia Department of Environmental Quality] and [the North Carolina Department of
Environmental Qualitv] would require anv other projects to adhere to state-mandated or
recommended timing windows for construction within waterbodies containing sensitive
fish species.”

The Commission cannol broadly assume that the actions of other state and Federal permitling
agencies will protect environmental resources, ignore its own obligation lo assess the cumulative
impacts of all of these projects, and then arbitranly conclude that the cumulative impacts will not
b significant.

Finally. the Commission provides numerous excuses lor failing to adequately assess
cumulative impacts, before it simply concludes that the impacts would ot be significant. For
imstance, the draft EIS states:

s “‘Construction timeframes [...] are currently unknewn™ for particular transportation
and road improvement projects.™

o “Due to the speculative noture of the housing and development markets and Fanding
mechanisms for other projects listed [2[' it is difficult 1o determing the amount of
land that would ultimately be affected.™"

= Tt is unknown whether construction activities”™ would “coincide with the Southgate
Project. ™

»  We were unable to quantitatively determme the nuumber of [water wells and springs]
on a HUC-12 watershed basis."™

These excuses cannot withstand scrutiny—the Commission cannot continue to rely on missing or

CO-14j

incomplete information o aveid evaluating impacts caused by the project and by other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable projects. Because the Conmission unreasonably restnicted
the scope of its cumulative impacts analvsis, failed to quantity many of the effects that it does
acknowledge, relied innppropriately on other agencies” permitiing decisions, and failed to collect
the necessary information to evaluate cumulative impacts, the drafl EISs cumulative impacts
analyvsiz docs nol meet the regquirements of MEPA

VL Conclhasion

For the reasons set forth above, the Commission s draft EIS for the Southgate Project
proposed by Mountam Valley Pipeline, LLC [ails to satslv the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act. To remedy these defects, the Commazssion must prepare and issue a

See above CO-14 comment response

See response GEN-4 in appendix 1.2.
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BLUE RipGE ENvIRONMENTAL DEFENSE LEAGUE

1828 Brandon Ave. SW
Roanoke, VA 24015

September 16, 2019
Docket No. CP19-14-000

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

FERC DEIS [FERC/EIS-0297D] — MVP Southgate Project

Comments and Request for 60-Day Extension for Comments

| am submitting comments on behalf of the Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League (BREDL) based
in Glendale Springs, NC. BREDL is a regional, community-based, non-profit environmental organization
founded in March 1984. Our founding principles are earth stewardship, environmental democracy,
social justice, and community empowerment. BREDL has chapters and members throughout the
Southeast including in the MVP Southgate impacted counties of Pittsylvania in Virginia and Rockingham
and Alamance counties in North Carolina.

BREDL will submit additional comments.
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Public Release of DEIS was Premature
Per Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) regulations on implementing the National . .
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA]}, 18 CFR § 380.3(b}, an applicant must {1} Provide all necessary or See respogse _GEN_4 m Appendlx 12
relevant information to the Commission and {2} Conduct any studies that the Commission staff Our analysis is based on the best available survey and
considers necessary or relevant to determine the impact of the proposal on the human environment publically available data. Mountain Valley has completed
An: Bsteal resauites: geotechnical studies for the Dan River and Stony Creek HDD.
There are too many instances of incomplete data or lack of information mentioned throughout the Mountain Valley has also Completed surveys for aquatic
DEIS. This DEIS should not have been released for public comment until the information was species and has submitted reports to FERC, USFWS, and state
completed. For examples, agencies. At the time of the final EIS, limited surveys are still
nding for bat portals, federal and state listed plant i
« Regarding geotechnical studies for Dan River and Stony Creek Reservoir crossings: pending for bat po S.’ ede d state lis ed,p spec e§,
“Mountain Valley's geotechnical contractor determined that the current HDD design is feasible; and wetlands. Mountain Valley would be required to submit
however, additional geotechnical borings are planned to confirm the findings.” “Accessissues  |the results of these remaining surveys to FERC and the
limited collection of geotechnical information at the Stony Creek Reservoir crossing location.™* appropriate agencies prior to approval for construction.
+ Regarding data on springs in Virginia and North Carolina:
"Published, recent data on springs in Virginia and Morth Carolina are not currently available.
CO-17a .Based on surveys completed at this time.,.” 2

» Regarding wetlands:
“Couldn't survey all wetlands,..”*

» Regarding Endangered, Threatened and Sensitive Species:
"To date, Mountain Valley has not completed surveys or provided survey results to the
Comrnission for federally listed bat hibernacula, aguatic biota, and plant species along the
Project survey corridor.” ¥

Because the DEIS contains many information deficiencies, there are numerous FERC Staff
recommendations listed throughout. These so-called recommendations illegally sidesteps public input
and offer no guarantee that recommendations will become requirements. These holes in the DEIS will
incregse variance requests. The FERC vanance process is mot governad by regulations or published
policy, does not include public input and does not allow for detailed analysis. FERC's reliance on
recommendations and variances unlawfully circumvents the NEPA process.

Maorecwer, the DEIS states that,

"We determined that, for most resources, the construction and operation of the Project would
result in limited adverse environmental impacts. This determination is based on our review of
the information provided by Mountain Valley and further developed from environmental
infarmation requests; field reconnaissance; scoping; literature research; alternatives analyses;
and contacts with federal, state, and local agencies, and other stakehaolders. We conclude that
approval of the Project would regult in some adverse environmental impacts, but these impacts
would be reduced to less-than-significant levels through implementation of our
recommendations and Mountain Valley's proposed avoidance, minimizaticn, and mitigation
measures, s
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The DEIS is relying on recommendations to justify FERC's determination of less-than-significant Our recommendations will become conditions of the
impacts. Thereisno guarantee that these recommendations will become requirements or that they Commission Order. Mountain Valley would be required to
CO-17b will be implemented. . . .
satisfy all of the conditions of the Order prior to approval to
FERC must take a "hard look" at the environmental consequences of an action. Coalition for begin construction.
Responsible Growth ™ Res. Conservation v, FERC, 485 F. App'x 472, 474 (2d Cir. 2012).
This DEIS is fatally flawed becauwse it lacks detailed and complete analbysis which would aid public input . .
CO-17¢ and agency decision-making. It should be rescinded, fully completed, then re-released for public See response GEN-4 in appendix I.2.
review ance FERC's NEPA implementation regulations are properly met.
Request for 60-Day Extension . .
See response GEN-5 in appendix 1.2.
CO-17d P PP
In light of numerous shortcomings of information throughout the DEIS, BREDL respectfully requests a
60-Day Extension for Public Comments.
Segmentation B ]
CO-17e " See response GEN-8 in appendix 1.2.

FERC and Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC have segmented the MVP Southgate project as a separate
project outside of the MVP-mainling, illegally splitting this project into two parts. As BREDL pointed
outin our August 21, 2018 comments at the Chatham, VA scoping meeting, “While this project is
deemed as independent from the Mountain Valley Pipeline...it is indeed dependent on the completion
of the MVP project.”

We further charge that FERC's atternpt to mislead the public and to not evaluate these two “projects”
in one environmental document was arbitrary and capricious. We are not convinced that FERC did not
know about the Southgate Project prior to April 11, 2018. Construction had already started on the
MYP-Mainline Project — just two months prior to the MYP-5outhgate Project being announced. As
soon as FERC received notice of the Southgate Project, FERC should have taken the appropriate
actions.

Jun. 23, 2017 FERC issued the Final Envircnmental Impact Statement.

Oct. 13, 2017 FERC issued a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for MVP.
Feh. 2018 Construction of the MVP hegan with tree-cutting.

Apr. 11,2018 MVP announces the MVP Southgate Project.

Federal agencies may not "artificially divid[e] a major federal action into smaller components, each
without a “significant' impact.” Coalition on Sensible Transp. v. Dole, 826 E2d 60, 68 (D.C. Cir. 1987).
Without the MVP mainline project, the MVP Southgate project would be void. The mainline project
has yet to be completed. FERC must consider both “prajects” in one environmental document.

The time between the issuance of the MVP-mainline FEIS in June, 2017 and the announcement of plans
to build the Southgate in April, 2018 was just ten months. FERC certified the MVP-mainline in October,
2017 based on plans to have its gas flow into the Transco pipeline system, and then within a period of
only six months, began articulating that this MVYP-mainline gas would be redirected by the Southgate
to “two new delivery points on the Dominion Energy distribution system in Rockingham and Alamance
Counties, North Carolina.”
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Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC sought to avoid addressing the entire praject and its cumulative impacts.
FERC had the authority and the responsibility to stop work on the MVP-mainline as soon as it received
the news regarding the Southgate project. Infact, FERC is required to do so. FERC must analyze the
MVP-Mainline and MV P-Scuthgate projects in one envircnmental document so that cumulative
impacts can be properly considered and addressed.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement [DEIS) for the MVP Southgate says the following:
"Mountain Valley states that the Project will provide additional firm natural gas transportation
services for Dominion Energy to meet its growing supply needs via interconnactions with the under
construction Mountain Valley Pipeline project in southern Virginia and the interstate pipeline of

East Tennessee in North Carolina to two new delivery points on the Dominion Energy distribution
systemn in Rockingham and Alamance Counties, North Carolina.”?

The Southgate DEIS further states that “The Transco system does not connect with the Project’s
proposed receipt point with the Mountain Valley Pipeline,”'?

However, the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the MVP-mainling, issued in June, 2017,
CO-17¢ states, “In general, as described by the Applicants, the purpose of both the MVP and the EEP is to See above CO-17¢ comment response
transport natural gas produced in the Appalachian Basin to markets in the Northeast, Mid-
Atlantic, and Southeastern United States. Specifically, the MWP would deliver the identified gas
volumes (2 Bef/d) to five contracted shippers via a pooling point at Transco Station 165 in Pittsylvania
County, Virginia.”1

FERC has not shown that there are logical termini between the projects, or that each project resultsin
a segment that has substantial independent utility apart from the other project. See Taxpayers
Watchdog, Inc. v. Stanley, 819 F.2d 294, 298 (D.C. Cir. 1987} (Taxpayers Watchdog). In fact, the DEIS
hasindicated the opposite by stating that the purpose and need for the Southgate project is
dependent on “Dominion Energy [meeting] its growing supply needs via interconnections with the
under construction Mountain Valley Pipeline praject.”

Per NEPA regulations, §1508.25, scope consists of the range of actions, alternatives and impacts to be
considered in an environmental impact statement. The scope of an individual statement may depend
on its relationships to other statements. Connected actions must be discussed in the same impact
statement. Actions are connected if they automatically trigger other actions. Cumulative actions when
viewed with other proposed actions to have significant impacts must be discussed in the same impact
statement.

The courts have ruled against such pipeline segmentation. Delaware Riverkeeper Network et al
successfully argued that FERC's pipeline approval process was illegal because it had segmented its
environmental review. On June 6, 2014, the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
issued an opinion and order finding that FERC's segmentation vielated NEPA and that FERC had failed
to consider the cumulative impacts of these projects. The court decision stated:
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CO-17e

CO-17¢

“The temporal nexus here is clear. Tennessee Gas proposed the Mortheast Project while
the 300 Line Project was under construction, and FERC plainly was aware of the physical,
functional, and financial links between the two projects, and FERC's consideration of the
Northeast Project application overlapped with its consideration of the remaining two projects.
Indeed, FERC's review of the Mortheast Project overlapped with its review of the Mortheast
Supply Diversification Project for the first six months and with the MPP Praject’s review
for the final six months. Thus, FERC was obliged to take into sccount the condition of
the environment reflected in the recently related and connected upgrades. The adjacent
lands were recently disturbed, wildlife faced a larger habitat disruption, there was an
increase impressure and gas moving through the system, and wetlands and groundwater
flow was disrupted. These effects could not be ignored in FERC's NEPA review of the Northeast
Project.

Tennessee Gas states that it did not know at the time it commenced the 300 Line Project
that it was embarking on a series of upgrade projects that would soon tramsform the entire
pipeline. That may be so. But the important question here is whether FERC was justified in
rejecting commenters’ requests that it analyze the entire pipeline upgrade project once
the MNortheast Project was under review and once the parties had pointed out the
interrelatedness of the sequential pieces of pipeline which were, in fact, creating a
complete, new, linear pipeline. Because of the temporal overlap of the projects, the
scope and interrelatedness of the work should have been evident to FERC as it reviewed
the Northeast Project. Yet FERC wrote and relied upon an EA that failed to consider fully the
contemporaneous, connected projects.”

Mo matter that construction on the MVP-Mainline Project is underway or how far along that
construction may or may not be, FERC must immediately stop work on the MVP-mainline project,
halt the Southgate DEIS process, and return to square one, FERC must consider and evaluate these
two projects - dependent on each other —in one environmental document.

Purpose and Need [ Convenience and Mecessity

FERC needs to further explain the purpose and need for this project. Meeting the "specific requests”
of Daminion Energy is an extremely vague reason and frail attempt at meeting purpose and need and
fallowing the spirit of the MEFA.

The DEIS states,

“In general, as described by Mountain Valley, the purpose and need for the Southgate Project is
to meet the specific requests for natural gas transportation service of its anchor shipper,
Dominion Energy, a local natural gas distribution company. Mountain Valley states that the
Froject will provide additional firm natural gas transportation services for Dominion Energy to
meet its growing supply needs via interconnections with the under construction Mountain
Valley Pipeline project in southemn Virginia and the interstate pipeline of East Tennessee
in Morth Caroling to two new delivery points on the Dominion Energy distribution system in
Rockingham and Alamance Counties, Morth Caralina.”'?

See above CO-17e comment response

See response GEN-2 in Appendix 1.2.
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The CEQ principle regulations for implementing the Mational Environmental Policy Act are “to make
sure that federal agencies act accarding to the letter and the spirit of the Act.™™® Per NEPA CEQ
regulation, Section 1502.13—the Purpose and Meed Statement, the environmental impact statement
“shall briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing
the alternatives including the proposed action.”
FERC approval of a pipeline requires a demonstration of need and that, on balance, the project will
serve the public interest. (Certification of New Interstate Natural Gas Pipeline Facilities, 88 FERC 1
61,227 (1999), clarified, 90 FERC ¥ 61,128, further certified, 92 FERC 9 61,094 (2000}).

Sources indicate that natural gas usage is beginning to decline both in the United States and Globally.
In the U.S., the Energy Information Administration projects that gas production will decline 2% from
12%in 2018 to 10% in 2019. U.S. power generators’ gas usage may be peaking, rising to an expected
record 30.6 befd in 2019 but then falling to 29.6 befd in 2020 as renewables produce more electricity,
ElA data shows."

Across the globe, demand for natural gas surged by 4.6% in 2018. However, the International Energy
Agency says that extraordinary growth rate is not sustainable. Over the next five years, |EA expects gas
demand to only increase by 1.6% per year on average.l?

As renewable energy continues to increase, the dermand for natural gas will continue to decline.
Further indication that the purpose and need of this project is weak at best and why more details are
needed.

In January 2018 a report by the International Renewable Energy Agency {IRENA), which has more than
150 member countries, says the cost of renewable energy is falling so fast globally that it should be a
consistently cheaper source of electricity generation than fassil fuels by 2020. The report says the cost
of generating power from onshore wind has fallen by 23% since 2010 while the cost of solar
photovoltaic

Solar Photovoltaic (PV) electricity has fallen by 73%. |IRENA projects that wind and salar {PV)
generation costs will fall to 50.03 per kilowatt hour by 2020."¢

In the U.S. a 2017 Department of Energy report confirmed that the United States can safely and
reliably operate the electric grid with high levels of renewables. In 2010 renewables accounted for
11.9% of electricity generated with 3.5% from wind and 0.2% from solar. By 2017 renewables grew to
17.0% of electricity generated. Wind power grew to 6.3% and solar increased to 1.3%."

In October 2018, the United Nations released a dire report on Climate Change. The report said that by
2050, emissions of heat-trapping greenhouse gasses, including methane, should be reduced by 35%,
relative to the 2010 rate. “Emissions would need to decline rapidly across all of society’s main sectors,
including buildings, industry, transport, energy, and agriculture, forestry and other land use,” the
report said.

See above CO-17f comment response
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The report also recommended changes to land use, urban planning, infrastructure systems and energy
use. They recommended gas should only account for 8% of energy by 2050. Currently, natural gas
makes up around 25% of global consumption.

The Commission’s role in reviewing the details of any project is to make a determination of public
convenience and necessity. The Commission is supposed to base its decisions on financing, rates,
market demand, gas supply, environmental impact, and other issues concerning a proposed project.
It’s not done so here.

As mentioned earlier, market demand is waning. Steve Schlotterbeck, former CEQ of EQT, has
provided some details in financing and market demand. Here’s an excerpt from desmogblog.com:

“Back in 2014, Sheffield told Forbes that he expected Pioneer could produce a million barrels of
oil a day from the Permian basin by 2024 — up from 45,000 barrels a day in 2011.

Now, Sheffield, who left the helm of Pioneer in 2016 and returned this February, says that
those million-barrel-a-day plans are looking increasingly doubtful as the industry has struggled
to prove to investors that it's capable not only of producing enormous volumes of oil and gas,
but that it can do so while booking profits rather than losses.

‘“We lost the growth investors,’ Pioneer CEQ Scott Sheffield told the Journal. ‘Now we've got to
attract a whole other set of investors.”

Sheffield’s comments on the shale oil industry’s fiscal difficulties come on the heels of a
warning from the former CEO of the country’s largest natural gas producer about the shale gas
industry’s financial distress.

Steve Schlotterbeck, former CEO of America’s largest producer of natural gas, described the
impact over a decade of fracking on Marcellus shale drilling companies at a recent
petrochemical industry conference.

‘In a little more than a decade, most of these companies just destroyed a very large percentage
of their companies' value that they had at the beginning of the shale revolution,’ he said, in
remarks reported by DeSrmog on Sunday. ‘Excluding capital, the big eight basin producers have
destroyed on average 80 percent of the value of their companies since the beginning of the
shale revolution.”

Schlotterbeck, the former CEO of EQT who now serves on the board of directors for the Energy
Innovation Center Institute which offers training for workers in the oil and gas, solar,

and construction trades, offered his view of the end results for investors at the petraochemical
industry conference on Friday.

A 7016 study conducted by Synapse Energy considering the need for the Mountain Valley and Atlantic
Coast pipelines found that the regions natural gas supply using existing and upgraded infrastructure is
sufficient to meet the maximum demand through 203027 Additional new pipelines are not needed,

See above CO-17f comment response
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EQT Financing
) ] Comment noted. These comments are outside the scope of the
Following the financial trouble and drama coming out of EQT is like watching a television episode of . tal lvsis. H di di . 11
Dallas or Yellowstone. It does not paint a stable picture of the company. If FERC fulfills its duties and enVlr.onmen alana ySlS_' . owever, .as 1S(.:u.sse 1 sec 10r.1 ’
CO-17g responsibilities in an unbiased manner, then the shaky financing alone should void the MVP-Southgate of this EIS, the Commission bases its decisions on financing,

Project. What follows is a timeline highlighting EQTs financial shenanigans:
November 2017

Rice Energy was purchased by EQT making EQT the largest U.S. natural gas producer, according to
Marcellus Drilling News.

August 2018

In the middle of a family vacation, Rob McNally was summoned to Pittsburgh to interview for EQT's top
job. He got the job after the unexpected departure of EQT’s last CEQ, Steve Schlotterbeck. EQT woes
continued as the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette reported.

“Things in the drilling fields had gotten off track to the tune of a $300 million cost overrun, which
was revealed in a disastrous call with analysts in late October.

Mr. McMally, then still the company's CFO, took a hit. He claims he learned of the operating issues
late in the quarter and has blamed the EQT's siloed structure and punitive environment for not
being told sooner. Analysts and some former employees have said Mr. McNally either knew or
should have known about a derailment that significant.

The morning of the analyst call, the executives were unprepared, said Jimmi Sue Smith, EQT's
CFO. The team didn't have a cohesive message, she said. Even as the call was beginning, they

were still piecing together what had gone wrong.

“I knew it would be bad,” Mr. McNally said. *But | didn't know how bad.”

The day of the call, EQT's stock price slid 13 percent.

wr. Mchally officially became the CED a few weeks later. And in & few more weeks, he’d become
a tarpet of a proxy war waged by former Rice Energy founders Toby and Derek Rice, who said Mr.
McMally was part of the problem and — nothing personal, but ... — needed to be replaced at
once. The logical replacement, they argued, was Toby Rice, ™

rates, market demand, gas supply, environmental impact, and
other issues concerning a proposed project.




Appendix 1.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

GLL-€l

Decermnber 2018
Once source told Marcellus Drilling News that EQT is a “total mess.”

““Well, the EQT situation is a total mess.” 50 began a super secret email to Marcellus Drilling
News from a highly-placed source we implicitly trust. Not long after receiving that email, we
spotted a press release from the Rice brothers, Taby and Derek, who along with their other two
brothers, previously founded and built Rice Energy into a major Marcellus/Utica operator.”??

January 2019

The Pittsburgh Post-Gazette reported on the Rice Brothers efforts to gain control of EQT and recent
layoffs.

Nearly a month after the founders of a company acquired by EQT Corp. challenged its CEQ to a
proxy fight, Rob McNally is fighting back.

CO-17g In a letter to shareholders issued on Monday — the same day that the Downtown-based oil and See above CO-17g comment response
gas firm laid off more than 100 employees and promised the cuts would save $50 million
annually — Mr. McNally offered confidence for the company’s future and said returning money
to shareholders would be among EQT's top priorities for the year.

The letter comes after a long silence from the company which faced public criticism from two
former executives of Rice Energy Corp., a company that EQT bought in a $6.7 billion deal in
2017. Derek and Toby Rice, with the support of at least one hedge fund, want to replace Mr.
MeNally with Toby Rice and to reconfigure the board of directors.

Meanwhile, Monday's job cuts follow the layoffs of more than 200 employees in November

2017 after the close of the Rice deal, **
February 2019
Frior to being laid off on Jan. 7, 2019, two EQT employees allegedly logged anto company computers
and stole secrets. Thousands of proprietary documents, ranging from emails to a mission-critical
program that tracks all of EQT's wells, *
March 2019

Fitch Ratings changed EOM Midstream Partners and Equitrans Midstream outlook from stable to
negative, as reported by Dow Jones & Company, Inc.
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June 2019

#5 The Street posted on its Real Money website section, there is nothing positive about EQT stocks.
The site recommended they be avoided. Excerpts from the website point to EQT s financial slide.

"In his second "Executive Decision™ segment on Mod Money Tuesday night, our own Jim Cramer
sat down with Rob McNally, president and CEO of EQT Corp. (EQT) , the natural gas producer
embroiled in & bitter proxy fight with Rice Energy, a company it acquired in 2017,

McNally said since his management team was put in place in November 2018, EQT has split its
upstream and midstream businesses and has outperformed their peers. He admitted that im
absolute numbers, this has been disappointing for shareholders, as natural gas prices have
fallen.

CO-17g When asked about the propasals made by those backing Rice Energy, McMally said simply that See above CO-17g comment response
thase claims are not based in reality. He said while EQT is drilling fewer wells than before, they

still expect 5% production growth this year.”

“In the weekly bar chart of EQT, below, we can see a three-year decline for this stock. Prices
have remained below the declining 40-week moving average ling for much of the past three

years.
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Bottom-line strategy: There is nothing positive or constructive about the charts of EQT.
Avoid "
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One of the shareholders of EQT stock has decided to sue the company over alleged fraudubent
activities. Marcellus Drilling News reported:
“The Cambridge (Massachusetts) Retirement System is not happy with their investment in EQT
shares of stock, so they're suing the company. They hope to turn the lawsuit into a class action
on behalf of other shareholders. Cambridge claims EQT made false and misleading statements
about their purchase of Rice Energy—claims about cast efficiencies that never materialized, and
claims about the location of Rice leases that were not as close to EQT's acreage as claimed. In a
ward, Cambridge is alleging fraud an the part of EQT."¢
July 2019
“Matural gas producer EQT Corp’s largest shareholder on Monday extended its support for the
nominees of Toby and Derek Rice, the two brathers who sold their company to EOQT more than
a year ago and are pressing for changes to its board.
The Rice brothers were part of the founding team at Rice Energy, which was bought by EQT in
Mowvernber 2017, They say EQT management is responsible for the company’s
underperformance since the deal and have pushed for an overhaul of its board. "
CO-17g Tolby Rice is named CEQ of EQT. Rice ousted former CEQ Robert MchNally, who was named CED last See above CO-17g comment response

year after Steven Schlotterbeck resigned.
August 2019

Jimmi Swe Smith, who became EQT s senior vice president and chief financial officer in Movember
2018, was terminated — without cause — effective Thursday, sccording to a Securities and Exchange
Commission filing. Earlier in the month, Gary Gould, on the job roughly six months as chief operating
afficer, abrupthy left EQT.28

September 2019

The Pittsburgh Post-Gazette reported that EQT Corp. is laying off 196 employees, nearly one-quarter of
its warkforce, the Downtown Pittsburgh-based natural gas producer announced Tuesday, September
10. The newly announced layoffs bring EQT's total number of employees down to about 650,
compared to more than 900 who were on payroll last year.

WPXI has reported on EQT plans to lay off around 200 as the company’s financial instability continues,

YEQIT Conp. is readying plans to lay off around 200 employees in a mave that could happen
saometime this week.

Multiple sources told the Business Times about the plans for the layoffs, which would be a
significant pertion of the BOD or 30 employees that are working at the downtown Pittsburgh-
based natural gas driller. It would be the second round of layoffs at EQT (NYSE: EQT) since
January, when about 100 employees were laid off by the previous management team.

EQT declined comment.”?

As you can see from the above timeline, EQT is an unstable company with significant financial
problems,
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Exports

CO-17h The DEIS indicates that MVWP has said the company has no plans to export natural gas.” Yet, once the
- natural gas gets to the end of the pipeline, it is no longer up to MVFP. MYP has said that themselves. In [ A ¢ noted in section 2.8, the Southgate Project is not able or
addition, market forces indicate exporting LNG will increase in the coming years. designed to export natural gas
"Analysts believe the natural gas market s not trading on demand fundamentals because
supply growth continues to far cutpace rising consumption. Energy firms are pulling record

amounts of gil from shale formations and with that oil comes associated gas that needs either
to be shipped or burned off, "3

LS. MNatural Gas supplies will increasingly reach foreign markets in the form of liguefied
natural gas, a form of the fuel chilled to its liguid form, mostly for transport by sea. IEA says the
U5, could top Qatar and Australia as the world's top LNG exporter by 2024,

IEA expects new LNG capacity from the LLS., Australia and Pussia will make up 908 of export
growth *4

In @ Novernber 2016 Roanoke Times article, it was reported that *[t]wo years ago, WGL Midstream and
Wega Energy Partners signed a 20-year natural gas sales agreement with a U.5.-based subsidiary of Gall
Ltd., a natural gas company in India, to supply natural gas for export through the Dominion Cove Point
hguefied natural gas export facility in Mardand. WGL reported that "the majornity of the natural gas
would be purchased by WGL Midstream through an existing arrangement with Antero Resources Corp.
In @ June 2015 email, Ruben Rodriguez of WGL affirmed that most of the natural gas for the GAIL
agreement would be supplied by Antero but noted that “natural gas from the Mountain Valley Pipeline
could be part of the remaining GAIL supply portfalio, **

In the Roanoke Times article, Natalie Cox, a spokeswoman for Mountain Valley Pipeline, moted “The
proposad MVP terminates at Transco's station 165, at which time the shippers determine where their
portion of the gas will be used,**

The DEIS further states, "The nearest LNG export terminal to the terminus of the Project would be the
existing Cove Poimt LNG terminal on the Chesapeake Bay in Calvert County, Maryland, about 190 miles
away. There is no direct connection from the Project terminus in Alamance County, North
Carolina to the Cove Point terminal."® As FERC should be quite aware, pipelines criss cross
throughout the United States. Matural Gas via the MVP and MVP Southgate Projects finding its way
overseas is clearly possible.

That MVP would have to seek approval if the project is expanded to export natural gas is no substitute
for review now. At that point, the MVP Southgate would have already been completed. There has to

be more of a guarantee that exportation will not be needed to financially sustain this project.
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Section 106

More effort is required to contact and seek input from the tribes. Just because there was no response
is not sufficient. Per NEPA §1501.2 (2), FERC is obligated to consult early with Indian tribes. Federal
and FERC guidance also requires that FERC must reach out to tribes, not just the project sponsor = MYP

in this case. We are requesting under the Freedom of Information Act all communications betwean
FERC and the tribes.

In the DEIS, it is stated that, "4 private citizen of Virginia, Ann Rodgers, suggested that we consult with
the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe and the Rosebud Sioux Tribe of South Dakota about the Project.
However, when Mauntain Valley reached aut te the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe and the Rosebud Sioux
Tribe, these two tribes did not respend to comespondence,”

Executive Order 13175 {2000], Consultation and Coordination with Tribal Governments lists as one of
its purposes “to strengthen the United States’ government-to-government relationships with indian
tribes...” Thus, the government-to-government consultation process continues to embody the unique
relationship between the United States and Indian tribes.

FERC's own procedures require consultation:

"The Commission does not delegate its government-to-government Tribal comsultation
responsibilities, Within the context of our governing statutes [e.g., the NGA), the FERC has a
trust responsibility to federally recognized Tribes, as described maore fully in the FERC's Policy
Statement on Consultation with Indian Tribes in Commission Proceedings. 19 Tribes may also
have additional interests beyond the identification and treatment of culturzl resources, and
those concerns may be of a larger environmental, socio-economic, or health conbext. If a Tribe
does mot wish to communicate or coordimate with the project sponsor, the Commission will
consult directly with the Tribes. While a project sponsor is expected to reach out to Tribes early
in its application planning stage, the FERC typically initiates consultation when the FERC staff
has enaugh infarmation to initiate its MEPA process and issues a Motice of Intent to lssue an
Environmental Document. Additionally, project-specific letters from the FERC staff to Tribes
may be issued on a project-by-project basis." 3

| It further states:

“If no response is received from a Tribe within 30 days after the request for comm ents is sent
that does not necessarily mean that the Tribe does not have interest. The praject spansor or its
consultant should follow-up with a telephone call, email, or other means, to verify that the
appropriate Tribal representative has received the information, and either doesn't require any
further information or has no comments,”*

Thve courts have made it clear that a federal agency must fulfill its obligation to consult. City of Phoenix, Arizona
v. Huerta, 889 F.3d 963 (D.C. Gir. 2017]

FERC's duty here is inescapable.

In section 4.10.4 of the DEIS, we acknowledge that the entire
pipeline route has not yet been completely inventoried for
cultural resources, and recommend that the Commission Order
authorizing the Project contain an environmental condition
that construction may not begin until after all archaeological
surveys have been completed and reviewed, and we have
completed the process of compliance with the NHPA.




0cL-¢’l

Appendix 1.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-17

Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-17]

BREDL will submit additional comments on Section 106,
Cumulative Air Quality Impacts

Why we need o comulative air quolity impect assessment ot Transco Village

The Lambert compressor station is propased for construction as part of the Southgate pipeline at Transco Village
in Chatham, VA, As stated in the Southgate DEIS, the progosed constrection site of the Lambert compressor is
approxmately 0.52 mile from Transco Compressor Station 165 and about 500 feet from Lambert Compressor
Station 156

Anticipated air pollution from the Lambert compressor station, combimed with air pollution from Transoo
Comprassors 165 and 166, will cumulatively exceed threshold bevels under PSD/NNSR Major Source for MOwx, 0,
and Total HAPs, as well as thresholds level under Title ¥ for NOx, CO, WOC, and Total HAPs. FERC must perform
a cumulative impacts assessment to quantify the air pollution impacts of adding the Lambert compressor station
o the two existing compressors at Transco Village. We understand that permitting under PSD/MNKSA Major
Source and Title ¥ is conducted an a “per facility” basis. However, this does not exonerate FERC from
considering comulative mpacts of all three compressars, all of which will be confined to a space less than a mile
in length.

Paradoxically, the Article & Air Permit Application for the Lambert Compressor Station, submitted by Southgate
developer Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC in November 2018 states on page 9-23, “Because operation of the
Southgate Project, along with the other existing and proposed major Title V projects/facilities, will be regulated
by the VADEQ and NCDED through the air permitting process, the cumulative effects of the operation of the
Project with ather projects is not expected to result in adverse air quality impacts.” Here it appears that the
permitting processes of the state DEQs are being proffered by Mountzin Valley Pipeline, LLC 35 a substitute for a
cumulative impact assessment of co-locating three compressor stations in a very confined geographic area.

The need for FERC to perform this cumulative impact assessment is supported by Virginia Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ)'s comments to the Southgate DEIS, which state, “In section 5.1.11 they discuss
conducting modeling to demaonstrate compliance with all air standards. It should be noted the modeling
conducted did not account for any nearby sources or background emissions.”

A cumulative mpadts assessment must be performed by FERC to present the creation of an “air pollution
ghetto” in the rural community surrounding Transco Village in Chatham, WA Wilma Subra, who served for seven
eyars as vice-chair of the EPA"s National Advisaory Council for Environmental Policy and Technology, and for six
years on the EPA's National Environmental Justice Advisory Council, documented the following health threats to
Families living near comgressor stations [source: Southwest Pennsylvania Emdronmental Health Project,
Summary on Comgpressor Stations and Health Impacts, February 24, 2015):

An analysis of the cumulative impacts on air quality, including
nearby compressor stations, is discussed in section 4.13.2.9 of
the EIS. Air quality impacts on public health are discussed in
section 4.11.1.7.
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Acute Health Impacts Experienced by Individuals Living and Working near Compressor Stations
tension and nervousness

joint and muscle aches and pains

wision impairment

personality changes

depression, anmety

irritability

confusion

drowsiness

weakness

irregular heartbeat

irritation to skin, eves, nose, throat and lungs
respiratory impacts

sinus problems

allergic reactions
headaches

dizziness, light headedness
nNausas, vormiting

skin rashes

fatigue

weakness

Chranic Health Impacts Experienced by Individuals Living and Working Near Comprassor Stations
damage to liver and kidneys
damage to lungs

damage to cardiovascular system
damage to developang fetus
reproductive damage

mutagenic impacts

developmental malformations
damage o Rervous system

brain impacts

leukemia

aplastic anemia

changes in blood cells and clotting.

Tronsco compressar renovations

Transco Compressor 166 was completed in 2018, Transco Compressor 165 is currently in the planming process
for maajor renowation, with expected completion date of June, 2021, The permitting process for this renovation is
still in progress, and there is potential that Vieginia DEQ may deny the permit or reguire that it be amended. For
this reason, it is necessary to acknowledge that the combined air pollution outputs of Transco stations 165 and
166 consist of bwo sets of figures, one "before renovation™, i.e. the existing outputs, and anather “after
renawvation”, reflecting drastically reduced pollution outputs resulting from equipment upgrades.

See above CO-17j comment response
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For this reason, we offer the following table to illustrate the "before” and "after” pollution scenarkos anticipated
at Transco Village. Table 2.1 is taken from the Transco Southeastern Trail Project Air Permit Application (sowrce:
Transcontinental Gas Pipeline Company, LLC, Southeastern Trail Project, Air Permit Application, Compressar
Station 165, June 20, 2018, Table 2-1, p.4).
TABLE 2.1 POTENTIAL EMISSIONS CHANGE FOR STATIONS 165 & 166 (TONS/YR)
Paotential Emissions MO ooy WO M 0 PMazs S0 HAPs
Existing Stations 165
and 166 Potential 3746000 | 1,026.40 | 25120 6030 60.30 60.30 10,10 7349
Emissions 1
Podential Emissions
Increase From Mew 9.7TE 3308 17.28 1167 11.67 1167 S.00 356
El.luiP:rm'rﬂ 1
Podential Emissions
Decrease For M/L1 - | (322200) ( (668.00) ( (159.00) | (3600) | (36.00) | (36000 | (220 @ (5331}
M /L 10 Shutdown
Past Project Potential
Emissions From G165 30148 109,48 597 ELE o 3597 1590 2374
Stations 165 and 166
Im light of the information provided by Transcontinental Gas Pipeline Company in Table 2.1, abowe, it is very
. concerning to BREDL that the Southgate DELS drastically underreports the air pollution levels anticipated to be
CO-17j emitied by Transco Compressors 165 and 166. This underreporting, occurring in Table 4.13-6 from the

Southgate DEIS [copied bedow), must be corrected so that the Scuthgate FEIS more accurately reflects the data
offered by Transcontinental Gas Fipeline Comipany.

TABLE 4.13-6

Potential Annual Emission Rates Assoclated with the Southgate Project and Transco
Compressor Station 165 and 166 (tons per year)

NOx co wocC B0: PMz w Pl
Lamben Compressor Station H9 386 R4 54 10.4
Transco Compressor Station 1823 207 354 1z 3.3
165 af
Transco Compressor Station 324 29,49 32 5. 16E- 2138
1 b 0z

1 Source: FERC 2019
b'  Source: FERC 2016

Thresholds will be exceeded

Ta illustrate the facts supporting the need for a cumulative air guality impact assessment, BREDL offers the
following chart, which has been compiled using data from the Larmbert revised permit application {source:
Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC, Lambert Cormpressor Station, Southgate Project, Article & Air Permit Application,
Rewision 1, April 25, 2019) and the Transco permit apglication for renavation of Transco compresser 165 (source:
Transcontinental Gas Pipebre Company, LLE, Southeastern Trail Project, Air Permit Applscation, Compressar
Station 165, Jume 20, 2018). As can be seen by comparing the chart bebow with Table 2.1, abawe, we have used
the “after renovation” air pollution outputs from Transco Compressor 165 as the basis of our calculations. Even
after accounting for the drastic air quality improvements anticipated through renovation of Transco Compressor

145, the combaned pollution from the three compressors at Transco Village will eaceed thresholds for NOx, 00,
and Total HAPs.

See above CO-17j comment response
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Cumulative air pellution impacts of 3 compressors at Transco Village meet 7 threshold criteria
Source MO oo WO PP PR1D P25 02 Total HAPS
MVE Lambert 34_B6 58.58 .44 1035 10.35 1035 5,38 4.52
Transco 165/166 G516.8B5 30148 10948 35.57 35.97 3597 13.90 23.74
TOTAL 551.71 450.06 117.92 45.32 45.32 45.32 19.28 28.26
PSDYNNSR Major 250 250 250 na. 250 250 250 25
Souroe
Threshald
fbonsS wear)
Doves TOTAL wes wes L] na. o no no yes
meet threshaoald
under
PSO/HNMSR?
Tithe W permit 100 of 100 of 100 of 100 of 100 of 100 of 100 af 25
[0 CFR 73 any air army air ary air army air anry air ary air anry air
majar source pollutant | pollutant | pollutamt | pellutant | pollutam | pollutant | pollutant
threshold
Dwowas TOTAL
meaet threshold (=23 WES YES na no no ] WES
wndler Tithe W7
it should be reiterated that BREDL recognizes that permitting under the two programs cited in the dhart above,
PEDYMMNSA Major Source and Title VW (40 CFR 70, is conducted on a “per fadility™ basis which does not take into
accownt the outputs of neighboring facilities. Ho . the regu s undler NEPA for consideration of
cummulative impacts in cases sech as we see developing at Transco Village are dear and unegquevocal.
CO-17j See above CO-17j comment response

Heazardaus air poliutonts

As illustration of what is meant by “Total HARS” in the chart, above, we offer the followling chart providing a
detailed list of the Hazardouws Air Pollutants [HAPs) anticipated as combined emissions from the three
compressars at the Transco Village site. B b fi an ghi [ iy FrELEic,
I i i [ i

t and prop o Tr Stations 165 & 166 potential emissions — after re ions of T
compressor 165 (source: Transcontinental Gas Pipeline Company, LLC, Southeastern Trail Project, Alr

Permit Application, Compressor Station 165, June 20, 2018)
LAMBERT TRANSCO 165/166
= ot T
s st s e ottt i 3 AP et e Eme (tonsryr] TOTAL TOTAL
WOC-HAP

Acetaldehyde 4.00E-05 0.115 2.01 2.125 4, 250000
Acrolein 6.00E-06 0.0184 1.56 15784 3,156.80
Benzene 1.20E-05 0.0345 0.09 0.1245 249,00
1.3-Butadiene 0.00E+00Q D.0124 0.00159  OLD1399 27.98
Dichlorobenzene 0.000004 0.000004 0.01
Ethylbenzene 3.20E-05 0092 0.12 0.212 424 N0
Formaldehyde T.10E-04 EW. ) 1893 22.4 A4, B0 OO,
Hexane 0.0059% 0.17 017595 351 .90
Maphthalene 1.00E-06 0.00374 0.00253 0.00627 12.54
PAH 2.00E-06 0.00632 0.00396| 001028 210545
Propylene Oxide 2.90E-05 00834 0.05 0.1334 26680,
Toluene 1.30E-04 0.374 .48 0.854 1,708 u-cr
Kylenes 6.40E-05 0.184 0.21 0.494 288,00,

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter.
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Restrict Burning on Moderate PM 2.5 Forecasted Days in the Region

The DEIS {p. 4-193 or pdf p. 323} mentions that open burning will be wsed to dispose of land clearing
debris. Tolessen severe health impacts, especially to sensitive populations, open burming must be
restricted to days when regional particulate matter is forecasted to be low.

Sources of fine particles (PM 2.5) include all types of combustion activities (mator vehicles, power
plants, wood burning, ete.) and certain industrial processes, PM 2.5 is associated with increased
premature deaths and is espedally harmiful to people with lung disease swch as asthma and chronic
abstructive pulmonary disease [COPD), including chromic bronchitis and emphysema, as well as people
with heart disease. Exposure to particulate air pollution can trigger asthma attacks and cause
wheezing, coughing, and respiratory irritation in individuals with sensitive airways. An estimated
200,000 people die early deaths each year in the LS, because of PM 2.5 exposure,

Researchers have found that for every increase of five micrograms per cubic meter of PM 2.5 pollution,
the risk of lung cancer rose by 18%, and for every increase of 10 micrograms per cubic meter in PM 10
pollution the risk increased by 22%.%%  An earlier study found for each 10 pg/m3 increase in

PM2.5 concentrations there was an associated 15=-27% increase in lung cancer mortality, ¥7

Safety

The DEIS states, “In accordance with DOT regulations, the proposed facilities would be regularly
inspected for leakage and potential pipeline hazards such as construction activity, encroachments, and
evidence of recent unmonitored excavations as part of scheduled operations and maintenance,
including:

# physically walking and inspecting the pipeline carridor periodically;

s conducting fly-over inspections of the right-of-way as required;

= inspecting and maintaining MLV and meter stations; and

+ conducting leak surveys at least cnce every calendar year or as required by regulations.™*

Please define “periodically” and “as required”,

Additional Comments

Erosion and Sediment Contral

As discussed in section 4.11.1.7, any open burning would be
conducted on a site-specific basis, and in accordance
Mountain Valley’s Fire Prevention and Suppression Plan and
Virginia and North Carolina regulations (9VACS5-130; 15A
NCAC 02D.1900). This would include burning only in
approved burn areas and during appropriate weather
conditions to avoid any impacts on nearby residences, and
complying with the open burning prohibition in Virginia from
May 1 through September 30.

See response SAFE-1 in appendix 1.2.

The DEIS states, “The Project would cross about 1.8 miles of slopes greater than 30 percent. Mountain Valley
has developid construction methods for rugged terrain, which include slopes that typically exceed
30 to 35 percent, to allow for the safe operation of equipment, and prevention of severe erasion. "(DEIS, p. 77)

With all due respect, after what has occurred along the MYP mainline, we have no faith that MVP's Erosion and
Sediment Control Plan (E&SC Plan) and Best Management Practices (BMPs) (DEIS, p. 28) will work and pose “no
permanent effects to surface or ground water,” (DEIS, p. 30)

See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.

Endangered and Threatened Species
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According to the DEIS MVP/FERC would like to use the DELS as the Biclogical Assessment for the project.™ We . .
CO-17n strongly object to this. W respectfully request that the FWS require and complete the proper Biological See response T&E-2 in appendix 1.2.
Assesement. An assessment that —unlike this DEIS - is not lacking in species surveys.

Working 24-Hour a day

Longstanding policy of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission [FERC) i to cooperate with local jurisdictions. |Qee gection 4.11.2.3 for a revised discussion of noise levels
1 As stated in the MVP Southgate DEIS, “the FERC encourages cooperation between applicants and state and bocal d 24 . he Lamb
CO-170 authorities™..." This statement is in consonance with FERC policy under sections 3 and 7 of the Matural Gas ue to 24-hour construction at the Lambert Compressor

Act™, Station.

However, instead of respecting lecal governments’ ardinances that were put in place to promote the haalth,
safety and general welfare of its citirens, FERC is allowing MVP to upend this protection. The DEIS stated that
“Mountain Valley is in discussion with Pittsylvania County to assess applicability of the Pittsylvania County Noise
Ordinance with regards to 24-howr construction at the Lambert Compressor Station.™

MVFP does not need to work 24 hours a day to construct a compressor station. Buildings and facilities go up
every doy all aver this country without continuous noisy work going on 24 hours 2 day,  Let the residents and
animals near the compressor station get a good nights sleep,

Property Values

GgcL-¢l

The DEIS stated, “Our review of available studies indicates that the Project is not likely to have a significant
CO-17p adverse impact on property values.” See section 4.9.5 of the EIS for a discussion or property

BREDL research indicates that property values have plunged for some landowners who signed easements for the values.

Atlantic Coast Pipeline in Highland and Nelson Counties, Virginia. In Nelson County, we found three properties
that averaged a reduction in property value of 32.5%. |n Highland County, many progerties with signed
easements decreased in value an an average of 7%.

Mo Action Alternative

W rH-puctFuII-( request the Commizsion to choose the Mo Action Alternative and deny the Cert ificate for the
Mountain Valley Fipaling, LLC Southgate Project. This project is not needed and does not serve the public We concluded in Section 3.2 that the No Action Alternative

cemvemencs and necesty does not meet the Project objective and is not likely to provide
a significant environmental advantage.

CO-17q

Respectfully submitted,

Mes. € Baia

Mark E. Barker

Executive Assistant, BREDL
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CO-22

Haw River Assembly

CO-22a

CO-22b

CO-22¢

=‘ Haw River Assembly

Phone: (919) 542-5700 P.O Box 187 www.hawriver.org
Bynum, NC 27228

September 16, 2019

Emily Sutton, Riverkeeper
Haw River Assembly
P.OBox 187

Bynum, N 27228

Haw River Assembly is the Waterkeeper organi zati on responsible for protecting the Haw
River watershed in North Carolina. Our organization represents over 1,000 members and
supporters in & counties throughout our watershed. The Mountain Vall ey Pipeline Southgate
extension project would canse irreversible harm to the Haw River watershed. The proposed Draft
Environmental Impact Statement excludes many signi ficant impacts to the watershed and
overlooks potential threats and risks. Please see the following comments and revise the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement to accurately assess the environmental threats posed by this

project.

4.3 Water Resources

Landowner surveys have not been completed and many locati ons of wells and springs are
unknown. Not enough information is included and finalized to approve thiz DEIS based on this
uncertainty.

The DEIS minimizes the risk of impacts to private well owners water quality. Blasting
and heavy equipment can damage infrastructure and make well water unsafe. This is not a risk
the impacted communities and landowners can bear,

Communities already face contaminated drinking water sourced from the Haw River and
surface water reservoirs. The risk of contaminated wells is a significant risk. Many of these
contaminants can go undetected in drinking water, due to no color or scent. Private well owners
are financially responsible for testing well water; this testing is extremely cost prohibitive,
leaving many landowners unaware of contaminati on.

Erosion and sedimentation is an ongoing concern in the Haw River basin, and many of
our streams are impaired due to poor benthic life. Most streamns have not been surveyed by the
state, but at Haw River Assembly, we monitor streams through our volunteer programs and
through ongoing certified lab sampling, Sedimentation, erosion, and increases in stornmwater
velocity, has left many creeks with steep, inaccessible banks, void of healthy aquatic habitat. The
risk of increasing erosion and sedimentation, increasing turbidity levels should not be minimized.

All of these streams in the Haw River basin must adhere to the Tordan Lake rules, which
requires strong nutrient protections and sedimentation measures. Mountain Vall ey’s requirement

See response GW-1 in appendix 1.2.

See response SURF-2 in appendix 1.2.

Section 4.3.2.4 of the EIS discusses the Jordan Lake Riparian
Buffer.
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C0-22 Haw River Assembly
to restore the ground surface "o original contours as closely as practicable" leaves us with
CO-22d serious concerns. We have seen the work MVP contractors have done on the mainline and have See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.
little faith that these requirements will be met at all. However, leaving so much subjectivity in
CO-22¢ what is or what 1s not practicable allows MVP Southgate to argue the the bare minmimum is all
that is necessary. This is a sensitive watershed and this project will not be completed in a way See response CO-22c.
that prevents serious watershed degradation.
Many public water supply intakes are located downstream of these stream crossings. but . .
CO-22f further than three miles downstream. Many of the contaminants that could impact drinking water See response SA-2a-2 in appendix 1.3. See also response
quality do not breakdown. Therefore, this three mile limit for downstream impacts is not an SURF-4 in appendix 1.2.
accurate assessment of the full scope of impacts.
Dam - and - pump or flume methods can cause potentially irreversible degradation to
CO-22¢ r-ilrcmn health. In n“h{r ln.udcqtfullull)- u.n'm.;xs Iim]!zlclx. !Iu.‘ Crossing ntcfhnds should be specilied Appendix B.5 provides the proposed crossing method for
for each stream crossing in the initial DEIS in order for thorough review and comment.
Including clauses like "when practicable” leaves too much subjectivity to MVP Southgate each waterbody.
contractors. We have seen over 200 water quality and sediment and erosion control violations on
CO-22h the mainline done by the same teams. see response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.
HDD and conventional bore crossing methods do in fact have impacts on surface water
. bodies and grnund water, "'Iﬂllgl'l this DEIS states otherwise, See Section 4322 and 4327 for discussion Of impacts from
CO-22i Crossing Stony Creek Reservoir is a threat to over 50,000 people who depend on the HDD and conventional bore crossings.
. TengEvORE e prolcfl_z:d' drinking water. .‘ , R See section 4.3.2.4 for discussion of the Stony Creek
CO—22_] The lack of information regarding Deep Creck crossings leaves this DEIS incomplete. . i
Having work areas back 50 ft from wetlands and waterbodies is inadequate. Allowing for RCSG.I'VOII‘ Crossing. — - -
CO-22k less than a 50 foot setback is against the Jordan Lake Rules which are in place to protect streams Section 4.3.2.2 has been updated with information regarding
from nutrient and sediment impairment. the Deep Creek crossing.
Having a 15 foot butter on waterbodies and wetlands is not adequate and does not adhere  |See response CO-22c.
CO-221 Lo the Jordan Lake Rules.
Many impacted waterbodies are listed as inclusive data. This is not enough information to
assume that those waterbodies are not impaired and careful attention should be given to all See section 4.3.23 for a discussion of impaired waterbodies.
CO-22m stream crossings, Downstream segments are impaired due to turbidity, nutrients, and benthic life,
all of which could be degraded by this project upstream.
CO-22n Variance request should be denied due to high risks of sedimentation and nutrient See response CO-22c.
pollution in Jordan Lake.
Much of the pipeline is in the flood zone of the Haw River, which has seen record
CO-220 flooding the past two years. This volume and velocity of water will be increased with less buffer See response SURF-7 in appendix 1.2.

protection and compacted soils from heavy machinery.

The DEIS also minimizes any cumulative impacts to surface waters. This is misleading.
Dredging. open-cut pipeline crossings. and other instream activities will have a great impact on

surface water quality health in the stream and downstream throughout the watershed.
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CO-22

Haw River Assembly

CO-22p

C0-22q

CO-22r

CO-22s

CO-22t

CO-22u

Ihe DEDS also miinimictes impacts by statomg that o HIUC=10 s an appropnale siz el
walershed lor this progect. implying thal the streams and cumulative impocts 1o those sireams
will be managed and mitigated through the natural processes of the aquatic system. The Haw
River watershed has extremely Hashy flow tendencies, The high and low flow points have not
been factored into this review.

Jordan Lake Buffer rules have also not been mentioned in the cumulative impacts. What
will the sediment and nutrient load be? Tow will cumulative impacts be quantified for long term
impacts to the buller zones?”

There has not been a feasibility study done to assess access to Deep Creek, This DELS
should not be approved until that agsessment has been completed and the public has had
adequate time to comment and review that assessment.

Dry- diteh crossing methods in impaired streams are not an adequate way to prevent
sedimentation, erosion, and aquatic health destruction,

This project proposes to use 5.9 million gallons from two municipal water sources. How
will that water be disposed of? What will the impacts be Lo receiving waters? These are critical
questions that have been excluded from this review.

4.4 Wetlands

Pipeline construction will impact nearly 27 acres of wetlands and will result in permanent
immpacts to nearly 6 acres of wetlands through ongoing maintenance, Although some areas would
be allowed to regrow, due to the length of time regquired for the wetlands 1o regenerate,
construction impacts would be long-term. And despite FERC s own Procedures which specify
that all additional temporary work spaces be sel back at least 50 leet from a wetland, Mountain
Valley has proposed 23 locations for workspaces within 50 feet of a wetland and has asked for
modilications to those procedures,

4.6 Wildlife and Fisheries

MVP says it relies on its “consultation with LS Fish and Wildlife Service™ to minimize
impacts, but courts have just recently thrown out multiple FWS permits regarding endangered
species relying on similar assumptions and stating that this is not sullicient to protect species.

MVP, LLC presents no evidence to show that construction of the pipeline will not harm
or destroy these numerous species and instead relies on a broad, general promise that it will not
harm species because it will do its best not to,

“Mountain Valley would implement erosion and sediment control BNMPs described in its
E&SC Plan at all crossings of waterbodies containing lisheries of special concern. Mountain
Valley also would adhere 1o all federal and state permit conditions, including those regarding the
minimization of impacts on lsheries of special concern including adhering to recommended
work windows lor in=water construction (or requesting a work=window modification, if’
needed),”

See section 4.12.2.2 for discussion of cumulative impacts on
water resources.

See response CO-22k.

See response CO-22m.

Measures regarding hydrostatic test water discharge are
provided in section 4.3.2.7 of the EIS and VIL.D.1 of
Mountain Valley’s Procedures.

See response WET-1 in appendix 1.2.

FERC continues to work with FWS and state agencies.
Consultation with the FWS is required by Section 7 of the
ESA. Federal agency compliance for the Endangered Species
Act (ESA) Section 7 is described in section 4.7.1 of the EIS.
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CO-22

Haw River Assembly

CO-22v

CO-22w

CO-22x

4.9 Socioeconomics

The Socioeconomic impacts do not include social services that will be provided to out of
town workers for this project. 'The DEIS is misleading in stating that ** Affected counties would
experience the greatest impacts associated with employvment, housing, public services,
transportation, traftic, property values, economy, and taxes.” Local employment will not be
inereased, property values will decrease, and any impacts to the surrounding economy will be
short lived.

4.13 Cumulative Impacts

The DEIS states that soil impacts would be localized, however, ground disturbance in the

bulter areas and in the streams during crossings construction will result in extreme sedimentation
and erosion impacts, Many small streams are crossed in a ¢lose proximity in this proposed
project, and these small streams will be inundated with sediment and aguatic habitat will be
threatened.

The cumulative impacts have not Lactored in the amount of increased impervious surlaces
that will also be contributing to stormwater velocity and temperature increases.,

The DEIS Ligts the Mountain Valley Pipeline (mainline) project as an example for
minimizing cumulative impacts, vet this project has already seen over 200 water quality
violations, which is not only a burden to stream health, but to state agency stall budgets.

The DEIS also mininmizes any cumulative impacts 1o surface waters, This is misleading,
Dredging. open-cut pipeline crossings. and other instream activities will have a great impact on
surlace water quality health in the stream and downstream throughout the watershed.

The DEIS repeatedly describes large, significant impacts, and then bases its prediction of’
no significant impacts on MVP s compliance with mitigation measures. There are many
problems with this. These include MYVEP's history of noncompliance during construction of the
mainline , many of the mitigation measures relied upon to predict no significant impacts are
unspecified in the DEIS, and the DEIS predicts long-lasti
aeres of forests and wetlands, but ignores these impacts in saying that mitigation measures will

12 or permanent impacts to hundreds of

avoid signilicant impacts. Mitigation can not prevent signilicant impacts permanent forest and
wetland destruction that 1s essential to the design of the project.

By its own admission, FERC released this DEIS - and its conclusion that no significant
environmental impacts would be inflicted by this project - while lncking the necessary
information to assess what the impacts to various environmental resources would be, For
example, MVT has vel to provide FERC with its feasibility studies for its plan to cross Deep
Creek with the pipeline, a site where imperiled aquatic species are suspected to live. The DEIS
acknowledges that MV will use 5.9 million gallons of water in constructing the project, but has
no information regarding where MVP will source that water from, preventing FERC from
assessing the environmental impact of those water withdrawals. Lastly, archacological surveys
have not heen completed Tor the project area, preventing analysis ol impacts to cultural
TesOuUrces,

An assessment of the social services provided to our of town
workers is beyond scope of EIS. A socioeconomics analysis is
provided in section 4.9 of EIS

See response CI-1 in appendix 1.2.

Also, see response to GEN-6 and SURF-2 in appendix 1.2.
There would be a minimal increase in impervious surfaces as
a result of the Project as most areas would be revegetated
after construction is complete.

See response GEN-4, SURF-8, and CULT-1 in appendix I.2.
As discussed in section 4.6.5 of the EIS, Mountain Valley has
provided aquatic species surveys results.
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CO-22

Haw River Assembly

CO-22y

C0O-22z

MV, LLC has failed to show that it will not harm threatened and endangered species in
comstructing MVTP Southgate, relving on nothing more than tautological assurances that pipeline
construction will not harm species because it has concluded after review that the pipeline will not

harm species,

In conclusion, too many critical components have been overlooked and excluded from
this Drall Environmental lmpact Statement. The communities who would potentially face the
burden of those impacts should have adequate time to read a respond to additional information
that would be submitted later in the process. Additionally, impacts that have been admitted and
included here have been presented in a misleading way. or have been signilicantly lessened. We
urge you to deny this Dralt Environmental Tmpact Statement until it is complete and accurately

assess the impacts ol this proposed project.

See response T&E-2 in appendix 1.2.

Comment noted. See responses above.
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CO-24

Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24a

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of
MOUNTAIN VALLEY PIPELINE, LLC Docket No. CP19-14-000

COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR MOUNTAIN
VALLEY PIPELINE. LLC’S PROPOSED SOUTHGATE PROJECT

Appalachian Mountain Advocates, Center for Biological Diversity, and Sierra Club
submit the following on behalf of Appalachian Veices, Center for Biological Diversity,
Chesapeake Climate Action Network, Food and Water Watch, Haw River Assembly, Honor the
Earth, NC Council of Churches, NC Interfaith Power and Light, and the Sierra Club
(collectively. “Commenters”) regarding the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“FERC™)
draft environmental impact statement (“DEIS™) for Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC’s
(“Mountam Valley”) proposed Southgate Project (“the Project™). For the reasons described
below, the DEIS fails to fulfill FERC’s duty under the National Environmental Policy Act
(“NEPA™) to take a “hard look™ at the Project’s impacts.’

L The DEIS’s Failure to Independently Assess the Purpose and Need for the
Project Undermines Its Alternatives Analysis
To establish the purpose and need for the Project, FERC relies entirely on Mountain
Valley’s desires and ignores the question of whether there is a real public need for the additional
pipeline capacity proposed to be added. DEIS at 1-2 (relying on “the specific requests for natural
gas romspertaltion service of [Mountain Valley's | anchor shipper, Dominion Energy™ 1o establish
the purpose and need For the Project]. In so doing. FERC improperiy restricts its analysis of
altermatives 1o these thal can tramspon Mouantaim Valley™s full desired volume of gas from ils
desired starting and ending points. See DERS at 3.1 (~An altemative that canms achieve the
parposs for the Project cannol be considered as an acecplable replacement for the Project.”); id
al 3-3—3-6 {rejecting sysiem allematives becanss they parpeedly cannol accommosdate

Moumiasn Valley's full desired vollume of gas)

As noted in Section 3.0, FERC identified and evaluated
reasonable alternatives to the Project. Reasonable
alternatives would meet the Project’s stated purpose.
See also responses GEN-2 and ALT-1 in appendix 1.2;
and response to CO-14c in appendix 1.3.
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CO-24  Appalachian Mountain Advocates

The Council on Environmental Quality’s (“CEQ”) regulations for implementing the
National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) require that an Environmental Impaet Statement
(EIS) “specify the underlying purpose and need to which the ageney is responding i proposing
the alternatives including the proposed action.”? The CEQ regulations also require the
Commission to consider and evaluate the no action alternative.® A properly drafted purpose and
need statement is eritival to “inform the ageney’s review ol allernatives 1o the proposed action
and guide its final selection.”™ A purpose and need statement “will Fail if it unreasonably narrows
the agency’s consideration of alternatives so that the out-come is preordained.” Where, as here,
a federal agency is reviewing an applicant-sponsored project, it “cannot restrict its analysis to

those ‘alternative means by which a particular applicant can reach his goals.”™¢ An agenecy must
“exercise a degree of skepticism in dealing with self-serving statements from a prime beneficiary

Co-24a See above CO-24a comment response
of the project.™

As courts have noted, “[r]equiring agencies to consider private objectives . . . is a far cry
from mandating that those private interests define the scope of the proposed project.”™ An agency
must also “look hard at the lactors relevant to the definition of purpose™ and “always consider the
views of Congress, expressed. to the extent that the agency can determine them, in the agency’s

statutory authorization Lo act, as well as in other congressional dircetives.™

The Natural Gas Act ("NGA™) gives FERC powerful Ltools to regulate the development off
pipeline infrastructure, directing the Commission to deny any application not “required by the
present or future public convenience and necessity” and allowing it to impose “such reasonable
terms and conditions as the public convenience and necessity may require.”'? In addition, FERC s
Certificate Policy requires the Commission to balance the alleged need for a project against the
adverse impacts on affected landowners and the surrounding communities.!! Thus, when
identifying a purpose and need, the Commission should consider its authority to shape pipeline
certificates and reject unnecessary construction. More generally, the Commission should recognize

that the main purpose of the NGA is “to encourage the orderly development of plentiful supplies
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CO-24

Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Co-24a

of . . . natural gas at reasonable prices.”™? The goals of promoting order and economy would be
frustrated by a piecemeal analysis that ignores the potential for haphazard and redundant pipeline
development. Likewise, the subsidiary goals of the NGA-—including “conservation”™ and
“environmental” considerations'*—would be poorly served if the Commission failed to consider

aregional perspective.

IFERC may not uneritically accept a project proponents’ stated need for a pipeline, as it
has in the DEIS. Rather, the agency must consider whether expected gas demand can be met by
existing pipeline capacity. If not, FERC must consider how much additional capacity is needed
to meet demand and to what extent that capacity can be provided by alternatives to the proposal.
including but not limited to alternatives that upgrade existing gas pipelines and/or involve
building new pipelines on existing rights-of way. In so dong, FERC should also look at the
potential for significant decline in production from the Marcellus and Utica formations that
would supply the gas lor the pipelines and the ability of increasingly price-competilive
renewable energy sources and energy efficiency to meet electric demand over the life of the
proposed pipelines.!* FERC should project electric-sector natural gas use in the region using
detailed data on specific generating units. estimating gas demand both on an annual basis and for
the hour of peak demand in cach vear. FERC must critically analyze and document any
assumptions regarding: 1) market ruleg and topology, 2) hourly load profiles, 3) forecasted

annual peak demand and total energy, 4) thermal-unit characteristics, 5) conventional hydro and
pumped storage unit charactenistecs. 6) fucl prices. T renewable uanil charncteristics, ¥)
transmmrission system paths snd uperades. ) generation retirenesents, additiomns. and uprates, 10
oulages, 117 environmental regulations, and 12) demand response resowrces, Only by analveing
all of those Factors can FERC determime whether the proposed pipeline project is sciually

meodad

See above CO-24a comment response




Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24  Appalachian Mountain Advocates

veL-€l

Mowmtain Valley jll_!:li”u.'."\- the need For the L’rnjn:h_ﬂ primanly by relerenced o fulun
inorenscd demand Tor natural ges in the region."® B objedive evidence shows that such demmans
CO-24b ) . .
is umlikely to inerease. ond that any such morease could be met with expmsion of renewabl|See response GEN-2 in appendlx 1.2.

e hich mnsl be considersd as an allemative 1o the Project,

Available evidence demonstrates thal demand For natural gas For power generation m the
region that includes Virginia and Morth Carolins i level throwgh 2030."* Projections from the
Emergy Infonnation Administration (ELA) show tlet demand for natural gas for power generation
1= i growing in the region that includes YVirginia and North Carolina. In EIA"s 2017 Energy
Cstlook, the reflerenee case for the South Adlamtic region, Le o scenario rellecting improvements
in kmovam technolegics and the views of leading economic [orccasiers and demographers,'7
prajects that the demand For natural gas for clectricity generation will decrease from 2015 16
2020 and will not return to 2015 levels until approximately 2034 Thus, According to ELA s

amalysis, new gas transmission capacity is pod needed wuntil 20348 ab the carliest

An analvies performed by the Applied Economyics Clinig!® (“AEC Repon1™h comfinms tha
the increased demand that Mountain Valley clnims necessitares the Progect is illasory, Becanse
Moumtain Valley has provided no evidence that MV P Southgate or Dominion Emergy™ will use
the addusonal supply to provide gas to elecric generators, the repon Focuses on gas demand for
final use by residential, commercaal, and industrial customers, AFEC Report at 7. The report find:
that Mowmiaim Valley's clarms of imcreased futire demand are umafomsly inflated. Mountam
Wallew relics om a natiomwids projection 1o claim thel gas demand is likely 1o increase By 09
pereen per year between 2007 and 20:HE, but the ELA's preodection For the region that would he
seryvied h:\. the l"n:-jud -mi|}.' Foresces |_;n.|'|-.1|"| af 0.2 perceml al‘lluu“_‘\.‘ fior the p-l.'Tl-m] unul} wzed. T w
&. Further, Mowntam Valley wrongly cites an annuoal increase of i demand for gas in Morth
Caralima of 7.6 poereemt Trom 2000 w0 2007 a2 evidence of mesd For the Projecl Theat Gigure.
hosvever, includes the incrcase in consumplion of gas hoth For direct wse and lor clectrc
seneration, whereas there ig no evidence the Projoect willl he umed 1o deliver gas Tor electric
customsers. Nomh Carolina’s direct gas consumpion by residential. commercial, amnd sisdustrial
custoamers—which is what the proposed project would serve—actsally foll by an annual rade of

0.1 percem betweosn 20 1k smd 2007, £d0 at 9. Finally, MVYP uses an inflstad projection of lutuse
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the Déatnict of Columbsa

It is wery likely that any sdchtional finure demmnd could be met with efficiency programs
and otleer measures which would not require the taking of private property by eminent dommain
wrkl substantial hanm o emvironmenial resources. The AEC Report explains that “{glas energy
ficiency and cther demand-sade programs mav be an imexpersive altemative to pipeline
givestments. ... Efficiency progrums reduce the amoaunt of gas needed 1o provade the same level
of energy and heating and can be a cheap and effective way 1o reduce peak demand.™ &L at 19
FERC s overly narrow stalement of purpese and need caused it to fal o adequately consder
aich altermatives, which would have fir less impact

FERC must not smply accept the applicant”s claims of need at face value, but rather
st independently verly that there is o e market demand for the Progect that justifies the
aking of private property through eminent domain and substantial hamm to communitics, water
quality, air quality, Eorests, wildlafe, and the climate. Because the DELS fmils b do so, it does not

atisfy NEPAs hard lock requirement.

CO-24  Appalachian Mountain Advocates
population growth and fadls 1o acknowledge that per capita gas consumgption has been steadiby
falling due to increased energy efficiency med other advances when claiming that futuwre
population growth necessitates increased supply. fd at 9-10.
Table 1: Morth Carolina gas and population growth, MYP LLC and corrections
BVP claims: 7.6 pavcest Mstodcal {2010-7007) Fact check: <0.1 percent histosical (2010-2017)
il grosth in Morth Carolina gas & ] anmual growth in Morth Caroling gas demand
lincluding gas for electricity) fenchuding gas for electricity)
MNP claims: 0.9 pident armal groseh in Fact check: 0.2 percent annual groswth in
futurw gas sabes | D017-3040) based on fubars gas sales (20072040 for the:
all .S expecied growth from ELS forecast South Atlantic region from ElS forecast
PP laser: 16 parcent annudl growth in
Fact check: North Cargling's population is only
future gas use | 2000-2035) for the Southepst which
BAVP 51 i iy dus i . : wxpecied 10 grow 1.0 parcant annually | DI20-2035)
Towvres ELA Maovrh Cancl) L. Awaikable ar:
- Oger e e fae o L alrt. FAA, AFO A01R, Refeeencs Cowe, Aveilobds o
AEIps S e 0 o ipad ipeds Ao Ada Ty F L T e |
Reng-POSAET- A% nechar T -ref M5 JT T JE 180 2 2 AROMITS | SEmop-refA0]S
I-5& spsrcrkey=0. Naorth Caroling Office of Srove Budper and Manogement, CouwsnySrane
Populstion Projections. dwodoble ot hiips Sfewe pubor oo govddersog Touniy-prosection s, Sote: South Aot
CO-24b region includes Deloware, Flovida, Georgin, Merplond, North Covoling, Sowth Caroliog, Wirgini, Wt VWegisio, and' See above CO-24b comment response
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1L The INELS Improperly Fails to Consider the Project as a Connected Action
With the Monntain YValley Pipeline Mainline and Thuos Fails to Consider the
Full Impacts of Bath Projects Together in a Singhke E1S

FERC s EIS fails to fullv analvre the impacis of the Project together with the impacts of
the closely related Moumian Valley Fipeline maimline (O8NP mainlme™), thus umdenmmnaing iks
sigmificance determinations. The MYP Sowmhgate Project is an iMerdependem pant of and
dependent npon the larger MVFP mainline. FERC's scope of review in an envirenmental analysis
CO-24c “ See response GEN-8 in appendix 1.2.

should encomipass connected,. cumulaive, and similar actions. > Actions are conmecled il they
automatically trigeer other actions which may require an EIS. cammot or will not proceed anless
oiher actions arc laken proviously or simultancously, or are inlerdependent pans of a lasger

action ard depend on the larger action for their justification ®® “[A]n agemcy must discuss
[elonnected actions” — that is, “closely related” actions — “in e sanee mpaed stxlement,” ™"
Simlar actioms ane those actions thal, when viewed with other reasonahly Toseseeable oo
propocsd agency actions, have similarities that provide a basis for evaluating therr envaronmeental
consequences together. such s common timing or geography. ™ An agency should analvec
sirvilar actiors in the same EIS swwhen tbhe best way to assess adequately the comvhaned imnpacts of
gimyilar actsoms or reasonable alternadives to such actrons is o treat them in a single EIS. ¥
Imgrertamtly, “significance canned be avoided by lerming an action lamporary or by hreaking il

doawn mto amall component paris HIk - an apency imypemmisei bl “sepmeents” NEPA review when

it divides connected. cumulative. or similar fiederal actions into separate praojects and therehy

fails 1o address the true scope and impact of ibe activitkes that shoubd be under consideration. ™

Fumiber, it iz well-ssiablished tha FERC must evabuate the cumulative impacts of 2 nalurs]

CO-24d gas mpcline hefore it issucs a cerlificate of public comvenience and mecessilly for the p-n'\gin\:-.'l.:=s Cumulative imPaCtS are discussed il’l section 413 Of the
EIS.

NEPA's implememting repulations define these impacis as the

impact o the émdimonmen which resnfts froms the incremental inqnu_'[ ol 1he aclwm
when added 1o other pasi. present. and reasomably foresceable futare actvons
regandbess of what agency (Federnl or mon-Federal) or person undertakes such otlver

actions.*®
A cunlative mapacts amalysis provides the agency amd the pablic “withh a conaplete
understanding™ of the mpacts et will result from e project. ™ Importanily, an agency
cannol defier this analysis “when meaningful considoration cam be given mow. ™ The

agensy must evaluate the cmmalsive impacts of related projects proposad or reasonably

floreseeable in a geogmphic srea n a single, comprehensive, regional E1S in crder o fally

undersiand the impacis of the proposed action inite proper combex) a
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Becawse it relies almost entirely on the MV P mainline project (which is currently under
constrction despite lacking several federal permits) for itz supply of gas, the MYT Soathgzale

unquestionably depends on the maindine Tor ils existence amnd (hus both =[<Janmot or will nod

proceed unbess ollver actions are taken previously or simullanecusly ™ amd “depend| 5] on the
larger sction for [its] justification. ™ The two projeds thus should have been nnalveed ns
eonmscied nctions

FERC"s faillure 1o analyze the impacts of Mountain Vallev Pipeline's connected projects
topgether renders fs significance lindings incomplete.™ FERC concludes ihat the Project will noi
have signaficant advierse mipacts on v of the resoorces adlvred, such as sorls, vegetation,
wildlife, and aquatic resowrces. DEIS a1 5-] 10 512, Evan il soame impacts of the Project alons
wiere nol sipaificant. the combined impacis of the o comected actions may be signilicam. "Thal
i parbicularly true in rogards 1o impacts to fonesis, which FERC foand m the MY P mamline EIS
1o b signilicant, and impacts to squatic resources, wWhich have in pracisce proven lo be
sigmificant during constrisction of the AV T* mainline.**

FERC"s mininsal mnalysis of the MVP mainline’s impacis in the cumwlative impacis
section, [HEES ot 4-2446, does not cure this defiect. It i well-cetablished thar FERC must evaluate
the cumulative impacts of a nalural gas pipeline beffore i1 Bsues a certificate of public convenience
and pecessily [or the projed.™ As explained above, becmse the projects are connecied nclions
FERC must analvre the full impacts of ench praject in a single EIS.Y" which it fails 1o do. In

_ addition, in the instances where FERC amalvees ibe comulative impacts of the projects together, it
does g0 on oo small a scale by looking oaly @l impacts within the same HUC-12 walersheds, As
the MY P mamline s substantial sedimentation impacis on the Eoamoke Biver basm denwonstrale,

the projedts” impacts ¢an extend far bevond the HUC-12 kevel. FERC s cumulstive impacts

amalyzis thus does pot capture the actual combimed impacts of the two projects and Fails 1o satisfy

MEPA s hard look requirement,

See response GEN-8 in appendix 1.2.

See response CI-1 and CI-3 in appendix I-2.
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11I. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Assess the Project’s Greenhonse Gas
Embssions and Clinate Inapscis

The DEIS docs mot take the requined hard book at the Project’s greenhowse gas (SGHG™)
emisgions and climate impacts. FERC fails 1o estimate upstream and downstream GHG . .
See response CI-1 in appendix 1.2.
CO_24g emassions, o utilize readily availshle tools for assessing their climate impact (includmg

significance ), to consider pofemial mitigation. or to distmguish the Project’s climate impacts

fromm thase of feasible allematives.

Al The DELS fadls o Estinsate U pstream GG Emissions
NEP A requires consideration of remsonably foreseeable “mdirect effecta”™ of a proposed
netion thm “are cased by the action andd are [ater in timse or fanther removed mdistance, but are
aill reasomably foreseeable ™ This includes “growih inducing efTeets and ather efTects related 1o
induced changes in the patiern of land use | . . and related effects on adr and waler and other
maural systems” that are “removed in distance™ from the site of the proposed action. ™ FERC has
acknowledped that “there may well be instances in which upsircam gas production is hoth
reasomably Forcsecable and sulliciently causally connectad o a pipehine projedt be gqualily ax an
indirect efTect. ™™ Vet the DEIS makes no ¢lTor o assess upstream GHG emissions associated
with the Praject.
FERC must disclose the fact angd nature of foresecable ellects of gas production that will
b induced by the Praject. FERC sheald seek out mformation, inchuding From the Progect
applicani, that would belp it “prediat the mmaber and location of any addational wells that would
b drilled as a resul of production demand created by tee Project.™ “h should go withow
saying that NEPA . . . requires the Commission to ai least attemipd to obtain the information

mecessary' o fulfill fis statilory responsibilities.” [d al &
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Ewen if FERC undemakes the reguisite atlempl hul determimes il cannol ablain specific
infomelion regarding upstream activities, the DEIS can still provide usefal infonmastion. For
axample, FERC has previously “estimated ihe mypacts associated with the productson wells that
wiould be required 1o provide 100 percemt of the volume of natural gas o be transponied by |a gas
pipeline project], on an anmaal basis for GHGs, ™ Inthat ¢ase, FERC used “the project vahme
mnd the expected estimated ultmmate recovery of Marcellns shale wells™ to estimate the mamber of
wiells that “would be required 1o provide the gas over the estimated 30-vear lifespan of the
praject.™® FERC then used the Depantmen of Frergy's Life Cyvele Analysis of Namral Gas

Extraciion and Power Generalion (o estmnate upstream GLIG emissions. fol ot n.2 10

In sim. FERC mus attempd to oblain more information regarding upstream activily thal
wiould result from the Praject. IF specific mfonmation proves nsablamable, FERC can still
estimaale upstream GG emiseions bated e the volizne of gas that the Project is desigmed 1o

iransport. Instead, the DELS fals to do epther—and also Fails 1o |.11r.|1P|:\' with 40 C.F.R. §

150222, which oullmes the procedures an agency must comply with when “There B incomplele

or unavailable information ™"

B. The DEIS Fails to Estinate Downstream GEIG Emissions
FiVasts are re.m.-nn.'dﬂl\ Fioresseghle |'I!"'I!|h::\. AT "Kll{ﬂc'iﬂ‘l:\.' |i:|-:|:-|:\' 1 aeciar thad a peTson of

crdinary pradence would take [them] inte account in reaching a decision.™

I the gas pipeline
-comtext, downstream greenhouse-pas emissions are quintessential indirect effects, because such

emisssons predactably result from operating a pipeline whose sole purposs i 1o trimsport gas that

will he consumed by end-users *

See above CO-24g comment response.
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Deovwnstream ervissions are an indirect cffect even if the ultimate destination of the fuel s
ull]\lbl,m.'n T ]'ur n::sunlpl.n.‘. Y |.1:||.'|.'|'I.i|i1|l}u' T-Qi(m'diur, I:h.r wltimeate dn::.lil:n'.l:iml srl.'ﬂ'u.: A |Iq_n::s el
change the fact teat the Project is designed o transport 375 million cubdc fieet of gas per day 1o
e users, FERC is a legally relevant eause of the emissions resulting from combusiion of the

tramsparted g, 1

Moreover, here “Sdomertain Valley has imdicated that the cusrently subscribed volimee of
nataral gas, 300 M&lcf'd, would be wed im North Carclina, primarnily by residenial and small
and medium-gized commercial customers for heating, cooking. and other end-uscs ™ TIELS at <=

268, This information could be uscd 1o estimats the dowrstrean GHG=. Greenhouse gas
“estimation ools have become widely available™ and are “already in broad use. ™ Council on
Environmental Ouality, Revised Draft Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change Guidanee
(Dwoc. 2004) at 15" If FERC for seme reason believe it required additional infonmation to
CO-24g extimate downsirearn (THG emizgions, it must explain why and sttomps v obiain that See above CO-24g comment response
miarmation. As FERC has concedad, ~its lack nl’]l!‘imh dlinn over shippers, dhstrbators, and end
users ‘doesn’t prechude or foreclose” it from further devel oping the recond by reguesiing
additional data from ihe project applicant. ™! For example, FERC could require the project
applicant 1o obtain sdditional mlormation from “anchor shipper, Dominion Encrgy (formerly
PENC Energy). a local natural gas distributeon company,” regarding its parpoarted “growmg
supply needs "
The IEIS stales that Uhe remaining 75 MMald “could be utilized in cither North
" Caroling or Virginin,” and *“{1]he end use of this gas is ned known,” DHEES at 4260 Analveing
GHG emissions and climate Empacts does not depernd on knowing the specific bestions where
g combustion will occur. IFFERC believes a Mull-bum estimate does nol accurately reflect
anlicipated caissions. FERC shouwld explain swhy—amd mvust attempt to provide a more accoarales
estimate.™ MEPA requines agencies 1o anahae and consider dowrstream effects even ifthe
“exact]” net increase in emissioms may “depend|[] on several uncertain variahles, " “[S]ame
educated sssummplions ane mevitable in the NETA process.” and agencies can disclose

"mlmqlliulh g0 that readers can take the mml‘lill_q_ estimates with the ?qlprupl.-iul.: arnaunt af

saf. ™
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The Project’s direct and mdirect GG emissions, and resubiing clmate impacts, musi
aleo be considerad along with oiher projects in the region, mchsding but not limied to other
infersiate pas pipelines ™

', The INEIS Fails fo Utilize Available Methodologies to Asscss the Project™s Climate

Tmpact

I adelition ta fadling to estimate indirect CGHG emissions, the DEIS fails to acoount for
the climate impact of GHG emissions. As a result of this deficiency, nothing in the DEIS allows
the puhlic or decistonmakers to meaningfully determine whether the harm cnsed by Project
GHG emissions would warrant mitigation., selection of a less harmiful altemalive, or cenilicae
dienmial,

“The impact of greenhouss gas ermasions on climale change 1= precisely the kKind aff
curmulative impacte analveis that NEPA requrires agencies to cosduct ™ The DE cutlines sonse
general climate change impacts, DETS a1 4-267 1o 4-268, but does nod assess ihe impacts caused
CO-24g _ - _ g See above CO-24g comment response

by s Profect.™ Moreover, becanse the fools used by the ULE. Glebal Change Research
Program to assess current and fisture mapacts of climate change respond to ditferent emission
" scenarios, it is possible 1o meaningfully disciss the imcremenial impact of the emissions al issne

here.

Thie IDEIS recognizes that “|w|hen datermining the signilicance of an impact, both
contexi and intensity are relevant. DEIS at 4-0.°° Context “means that the significance of an
actiom mast be analvred in several comtexts sweh s society as a whole (human, natsosal ), the
affected regicn, the affocied intercstz, and the locality. ™" Intensity “refers o e severity of
impact. """ et the DEIS fails 1o nssess the comext or mbensity of the Project's greenhomse-gas
affects, FERC s fnilure to assess the Project s GIIG emassions and their climate impasts
imvalidates the IEIS s conchesion that the Project would ned have significant impacts, DELS m 4«

170, 5-1. FERC camnot approva a project on the basis that it will have no significant impacts

when it has Tailed o asscss one of the Project’s nvosl severe and lomg-ierm impacts.
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FER(C first claims= that it has “not been able 1o find any GHG emissiors redoction goals
cstablished at the federal level.” noting that the national emisssons reduction largets expressed m

the Clean FPower Plan and the Pans climaie accond are pending repeal smad withvdranal,
ru!-.pn:\,tn'ﬂ:\'. DFTR al -J--Hyﬂ. Fyven afl 11.-'|1¢_1| o willdrasal Lie q,:\.1II'IFII|."||.'.\_ L11:'1|.- 1u.'r£_:;ls contld I'u.:

used b provide comexl. Morcover, ihe United Stales remaing a party 1o ghe United Mations
Framework Conventiaon on Climate Change and s sesociated FParis Agreement. Whals President
Trurnp has indicated the United States will remove sself from the Agreement, the Tlnited States
presently has an inlemationally established conmmstment 1o limiting the avernge increase in
global temperatures fo 1.5 degrees Celsius, Bt the DELS fails 1o consider the Paris Agreament
commilmens--or olher useful targets thal would help provide comtext, such as the IFCCTs
catablizshed carbon budget--as pan of its consideration of the Project’s GHG emissions. The
DEIS Fails 1o explain why any of these targets could not be used 1o provide context for Project

CTNEESFME,

FERC s excuses related 1o state climate goals alse Gail. The DEIS mentions that Verginia
leis & plas that calls for a reduiction of GHG emissions 30% below a “basiness as usual' scenarnic
by 2025, bt then simply states: “We do nat have the data that identified the ‘husiness x= uwsoal”
segnario.” DEIS at 4-269, In oiher words, despate the mimerons steps that Virginia has taken on
climate chamge that are identified i the DEIS {c.g.. the Govemor™s Commission on Climate
Change, Executive Order 19, Governor's Climate Change and Resiliency Update Commission
and sssocisted repon thal incledes “an invenory of contributors of GHG™ and “cvaluation off
imypacts,” md carbon trading regulmion). the DELS miakes no stitempl 19 use any of fiis to
provide context For the Project’s emizsions.™ The DEIS also stales that because the Project “is
intended 1o serve end wsers in North Carclinn, we cannet determine Southgale Project eflects, ilf
any, om Virginins GHG goale. ™" But a portion of the Project i being constructed in Vieginia,
and the location of the end-wse is not relevant 1o climate impacts, This stabement also contTicts
with the DEIS s statement im the nexd paragraph that “{1]be renniming 75 MAel'd could be

utilized in cither Mok Carolina or I'l-irﬁil'll.ﬂ.-“c

See above CO-24g comment response
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CO-24h

The DEIS memtions MNorh Carolina Geaovermor Roy Cooper’s Executive Order 80, which
mandates a statewide reduction of GHG emissions by 2025 10 #0076 below DS levels, bu
provides neo explanation of how the Project's GHG emissions—inchuding from dowmnmstiream
combustion--wonld affect that goal. Instend, 1the DELS simply concludes the discumsion with the
con lusory statenment that < [flor both the subscribed and unsebsernibed volunses, we cannot
determiine Sowhgate Project effects on the states® goals. ™ DELS a1 4-26%9 The DELS makes no
aflempd 1o provide the states”™ geals in terms of actual GIHG cmissions largets, or 1o caloulate the
Progect™s Lifecycle emissions. which would provide helpfal context for decision-makers and ihe

Pl

FERC shauld alse provide funber information regardmg the impact of Propect GHG
emissions, incleding contest and imensilv. by wsing the Interngeney Waorking Group™s {1TWGE)
social cost of carbon (*SOC) protocol * The IXELS states that “there is mo universally accepted
methodobogy to attrtharte discrete, quantifiable, phyvsecal effects on the environsment 1o the
Southgale Project’s incremendal contnbution to GHOG=.” IVEIS al 4-269. Bued a “amversally
acceped methodalogy™ de not the standard-—and while FERC masntairs that it lacks *“a method
for relatime GHG emissions to specific resounce impacts.™ Ja. at 4-270 eleewhere FERO las
acknowledged that the Social Cost of Carbon “constituts] 5] a tood that can be yxed 10 estinmme
incremienial physical climate change impacts.™ The SCC “estimates the mondtized climate
change damage assocurted with an meremental increase in O02 emission 58 The damage
estimate inclisdes bost agncultural productivity, human health impacts, propeny damage from

incressed floading, and losl ecosyvsilem services.

FERC has acknowledged that the SOC 1= am “appropoims] |7 tool for fiederal agencies to
ase “to inform their decisions,” amd that agencies have been mghtly “faulied for failmg to uss
L Like those cthar ngencies, FERC is the legally relevant cnuse off the GHG emissions
isswe. " FERC does not {and canmot ) offer a rational explanation for reflasing 1o mwse a tool it
acknoawledges is meefial and appropriate o inform cibher agencies” decizonmaking—ine lnding
project-level reviews. ™" Tn another recent case conceming an energy infrastruciene project, where
the agemey s MEPA analvsis quamtilicd greenhowse gas emissions bul claimed that it svas
impossible o disouss the elfecti= thereol], the court raled that the agency’s relusal bo use the social

cosl of carbom (o illusirsie the mvpact of these emigsions was arhilrary and capricious. -~

See above CO-24g comment response

See response CI-1 in appendix 1.2
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Accordingly, the TMEIS is imcorrect when i staxles that FERC is “not able to assess
podential GHG-related imypacis atinbutable to the Southeate Project.” DEIS ar £-270. Alhough
_FERC has diseretion (o choose among reliable methodobogics for cvaluating impacts, FERC
canne refiase 1o provide @y evaluation whalsoover when o generally accepled methodology 15
available.™ A widely used 100l that FERC has acknowledged is wseful For project-level reviews

s availabde, bat the IXELS Gaills 1o even mentiomn if,

In oiher gas pipcline proceedings, FERC has provided excuses for relusing to use the
B0, Those excuses fail. For example, FERC has clmmed there is no consensus on the
approprale discound rate, resulting in significant vanation in output. Bul courts have nejected thes
reaseming ™' A the 20010 Technical Support Document explained, & range of three discount
rates 2.5, X and 5 percenl  “rellect reasonable judgments™ and “span a plausible range™ ol
appropriste discount rates, and are consistent with OMB Circular A-4.™ As explained by the
WG, uncertainty as to the most appropriate discount rate is a reason 1o provide social cost
ertimates wsing fhe range of plausible rates—which FERC and other agencies have done in cibher
procecdings—but il is nod & reasen for ignonng the socinl cost of greenhowse- gas emissions

3

entirely.”

FERC has also claimed theve is no basis io designaie a particular doller amount as
significant. Dl assessing the significance of any impact requires FERC s profiessional judgment.
For example, no third pany provided FERC with a threshold for significance for impacts on
|1IJLLhiI'IF':. recreation areat, and toursm, bl FERC nonebealesz comeluded such s wokilel o
b significant. DELS at 4-124, 4-12%, 4-137. And FERC routinely evalusics the relative
maporiance of monelized benelits that 1 anticipales, see. e, dd. al 4-129 (raxes), weighing them
apxinest qualitative impacte. NEPA does ned, of course, reguire apgencies. to monetize adverse
impacts in all cascs. | The statute does, however. requine FERC o 1ake a hard kook at the
“ceological ..., acsthetic, historic, cullural, coonomic, social, [and] health,” eflcets of ils actions,

“whether direct, indirect, or cumulative.”™ Monelization of costs may be required where

See above CO-24h comment response
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available “altemative mode|s] of [MEPA] evaluation [are | imsufficiently detatled to aid the
decigsion=makers in deciding whether to proceed, or 1o provede the infomation the public neads
1o evaluate the r.!m-_'iun:l. elMecuvelyv,™ |"ra|u:|:|1in5: CiHG emissaons mto climate -:l:lnllt:us wonbd
contextualize™ the impact, making it more accessible to the public and decision-makers, and
would aid a significance determimution. Thus, whiale FERC clagms that 11 is “unable 1o dstenmine
the sigmificance of the Somhgate Project’s comtribution 1o clmate change,™ o ignored a too] that

would have helped it do just thad. [ME1S a1 4-270.

Alhough they likely underestmate the e costs of OHG emsons, the IW0©s social
cost metrics remam lhe best estimates vet produced by the federal govermment for monetizing the
impacts of GGHG emissions and are “penerally accepted in the scientific community,™ This is
true notwithatanding Executive Order 13,783, which dishanded the hveragency Workimg Group
and fammadly withdrew its technical support documents.* Indeed, thm Exceutive Order did nol
[ind fault with any componeni of the IWGs analysis. To the contrary. 0l encourages agencics 1o
“mionetiz[«] the valoe of changes in greenhomss pas emissions’™ and instrecls agenciss to ansure

such estimates are “consistent with the guidance comained m OMEB Circular A=4."% The WG

tool. however, illustrates how agencies can appropriate]ly comply with the guidance provided in
Circular A-4: OME participated inthe WG and did not object to the group s conclisions. As
ageneies follow the Cireular’s standands For usmg Uhe best available data and methodologies,
they will neces=zarily choose similar data, methodologies, and estimates as the I'WGL since the
WG s work contimues to represent the hest estimates, presently available ® Thus, the TWGs
2016 update 1o the estimuates of the social costs of preenhouse goses remains the best avnilable
and gemerally aceepted tool For asscesing the impact of greenhouse gas cmisaions,

natwithstanding the 2 that this document has Formally been withdrawn ®'

See above CO-24h comment response
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The estimates of zocial cost are based on reasenable forecasts of the actoal physical
elfects greembouse gas emissions will have on the environment, including temperaturne, sea level
rise, ecosystem serviees, and oiher physical impacts, togdher wilh assessments of how these
physical changes will impact agriculiure, human health. ¢te. The social cost proedocol identifics
the social cost imposed by & ton of emissions” pro rata contnbation 1o thee enveronmental
problems. This cither amounts 1o an assessmenl of physteal mpscts or the best available
generally acccpied allernative 1o such an asscssment; cither way, the tool is appropriate for use
under WEPAS As noted, ahbhough FERC has diserction to dhoose among reliable methodologics
for evalusting impacts, that discretion deea not allow FERC to provide mo evaluation whatsoever

awlten a g-ell.ﬂ:l”f-.' :n:h.'gph!.ll |n=f]uu]|e-|u_|"_\_1. i avadlable ®

. The DEINS's Failore to Adegoately Assess the Project s GHG Eflects Preclodes
Informed Decision-Mlaking

The faslure to adequately assess the Project’s indirect greenhouse-gas emissions—
mcluding thewr volume, climate mipact, signalicance, and cumulative efTect - = contrary 1o
CO-24h See above CO-24h comment response
MEPASs 5|_1::||:1 af informed |l\:h_'i5i-_||1|r|ukin;5 armd infermed pul‘!li.: cormmsond, Fablune ts mmk‘

with the importance and consaiquendes of greephouse gas emissions undermines several aspects

of the Propect analysis.

Far example, estimating the social cost of GHG emissions would help the public and
FERC mnderstand whether the adverse consequencess of the Project™s emissions are severne
enaugl to tip the balance toward the conchision that the project B contrary 1o, and not fequired
By, the public cornvenience and necesziy, Morsover, had FERC concluded thar dhe elinuare
impacts were significant, this would have supported more meaningful ¢valuation of alicmatives
that could potentially reduce thess impacts. Instead, the IDPELS fails 10 discdose the climae
benchits (or lack thereolh of any of the potemlial alematives. The Project’s GHO emssions amd
elimmate -I|Il|:CI.|."|H shaald be .:\.1mg|.'|n.-d tir the emtiseions and s al varrous allematives,
including the no-action allemative. FERC s arbitranly narrow Project punposc and need
comprsd this ermor became it cansad FERC to improperly exchude altermatives involving

renewable enargy and energy elliciency, which would have lower direct and ilerect GHG

emisshons,
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I sums, FERC nvust take o hard look at these impacts =0 it can consider them when
deciding whether to approve the Progect, deny @i on dhe ground that it “would be 100 hamiul 1o
the environment,” or select a less harmfal altemative.®” The TIETS fails to provide information
CO-24h that would be useful in answering these questions. Estimating the mmpacts of emissions using the See above CO-24h comment response
sacial cost protocels wonld speak 1o these issues. regardless of whether FERC concludes that the

impact is or is nol significand. The IYETS also fails to assess possible mitigation of greenhouse-

g impacts, See fd al 1374 (FERC “has legal authorily to msligale” downsiream cmissions L

LyL-€l

. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Analvee Impacts to Avgquatic Resources

Becawse It Unreasenably Helies on Minimication and Mitigation dMoasares
That Have Proven InefTective in Practice

The Project woabd requare crossing 224 walerbodics, including three major walerbodics,
using primazily a dry, open-cul crossmg technicue, DEIS at 4-22. I would also tmverse
substantial areas of steep slopes. Jd., Appendix C.3. FERC recognizes that

Construction activities in-strenm chamels and on adjacent banks moy aflect
waterbodies. Clearing and grading of sresm banks, in-stream trenching. the
mstallation and rensoval of lempormry |:n15.~.'ir.||:; SArICTUNes (2. 5. culverts,
colferdames ), trench dewatering, and backfilling could each cause temporary, local
modifications of aquatic habhitat involving sedimentation, increased turbidity. and
decreased dssolved oxyveen concentralions;

CO-24i See response GEN-9 in appendix 1.2

DEM af 443 FERC hkewise nobes that

The clearing and grading of stream banks could expose soil 1o erosional forces
and would reduce niparian vepetation along the cleared section of the waterhody.
The usz of heavy equipment for constrsction could canse compaction of near-
swrface soils, an effect that could result moinereased rumelT e surface walers in
the mymediate vicinity of the proposed constructaon right-of-way, nereased
surface munoff could transpon sedime imto surface walers, resulting i incremsad
turhidity levels and increased sedimentation rates im the receiving waterhody.
Ihsturbances to siream channels mad stream banks could also increase the
hkelihood of =oour aller comstirecion

Td a1 d=44, Nonetheless, FERC concludes that these impacts woubd be temporary and localizesd

and that Mountaim Valley's comphance with FERC s Plan and Procedures and the Project-

specilic Erosion and Sedmmen Centrol Man would minimize impacts to the level of
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FERC s conclusions ane noot supparted by the available evidence showing that pipeline
corstruciion has subsiantial adverse impacts on waler quality, primarily through sedimendation
associated with slips and mnedT from cleared areas adjacent to stream crossings. FERC offers ne
explanation for why pasil projects, which were subject lo the very same soris of Besi
Management Practices in FERC s Procedurnes and the Project-specific ES&C Plan. lad 1o
significant waler quality impacts b the MVF Seuthgate Project will pot, FERC s conclusions
are thus arbitrary amd capricious

]"||1¢||.11e construction has a honp, macceptable track re..:lmlnl"c:nu;ing Seere aber |:|||..1ii1:|.'
problems in this region. In particular, Mouwntain Valley snd ils confractors have caused sevene
adverss impacts to water quality during construction of the MYVP mainline in Virginga and West
'l."irp'nia In 1i.5]1| ol These asi pnﬂ'ﬂumx. FER{ ey mol r\'_'|<-.|m1'r1lm.- rely om s standard ||1|1ipui-:|n

migasiires, pariculardy for erosion and sedimentation control, te conclisde that impacts b ageatic

implementation of these controls. FERC knows that implementation iz never perfect and that, with

thia particular propect applicant, it has heen anything but.

FERC e assurances that its standard mitigation mecasures can effectively mimimize aquestic
impacts have infermmately proven bollow m expersence. For example, on the MYP mainline the
[7.8. Forest Service™s compliance meonitoring firm, Transcon EnviFonmental, cited Moustain
Valkey for cawsing sediment pollution in Jelferson National Forest and noded that e company™s
sodisent  comtrol measures were “fasling™ and “not finctioning proporly,” resuliing in

sedimentation impacts as far s 300 feat downstream from a Project siream crossing. ™

See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.
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Likewise, the Wesl Virginia Department of Environmental Pratection (\WVDER) oa Apsil
3, MK, cited Mounain Valley For violstions ai the construction sies of lwa COTPrCRSar ST,
moting that the erosion control measures had failed to contain sediment and sediment-laden water
from leaving the work site.” WYTIEP issued anciber Notice of Violation on May 9, 2018, For an
merdent where sediment controls al a siream crossing “Tailed and were breached allowing sediment
ladem waler Uiy onler lrezm Secdment deposils were observed in stream causing comdilions nol
allowahle™ umder West Virginia's water qualiny sranilands * Additionally, separate WYDEP
mspections on June &, 2018, resulted in two Notices for failure of control measures leading to
sedmment amd sedimenl-laden waker h';u."in-r_ Lhe: pa'pq:'llm.: nghl-l::l'-u.:l_l. noling that MY P's Fll.lm.

ST i:|1.'|.|.|-o||_u.'|l.|.- Al thest additional rr|1liﬁ.1.'l'urr.| INEASUINES Were m||.1in.'|:|.i"" Alore n.:l.'n.'rﬂ]:-r, a Julv b,
WL WYDEP imspection bed to vet another notics for fnilimg 10 prevent sediment and sodimeent

aden waler Iroum Iu-m'lng the ﬂghl.-nl'-“.a::r 4

CO024j See above CO-24j comment response

The Virginia Department of Environmental Cuality (V ADLECY) issued a Motice of Violalion
w July 9, 2018 For widespread sedimentation impacts identified in cilizen-complaint driven
nvestigations conducted on May 21, May I3, May 24, May 3, Jume 6, Jume 13, June 26, and Jume
17, 2018 * These impacts occurred along the praject rowe in Craig, Franklin, Giles, Montgomery,
Pimsyivania and Roeancke Counties.™ Y ATECQ noted that many of Mountain Valley's erosion and
tedirmentation cantrols were ineffective and that the company did not repasr faling controls within
he rc||.||'.'¢|| [|rm:-|'r_'m1|,:,1'- In ome mslance, "||:|=|nll1|:ru:|.1 impacts W the two stream chammels covered
1 distance of approximately 2800 linear feed. This unnustherized [l mnged in depth up Lo cleven
niches of sediment., which was released from MVP's constrsction right of way due b ovenwhelmed
md damaged erosion and sediment controls.™ Failing controds al another sile led 10 6.009 lincar
‘eet of impacts with sediment depositions up to seven inches deep.™ Mountain Valley itself has
dentilicd numerous sedimemation events, including evenls not cited in the above nodices, i s

weekly stams reports o FERC."™ Those failures contimue 1o this day. ™
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Such failires are nod simply a result of [anlty implementation, bl in many cases

inadequacy af the chosen mitigation measures. Indeed, following a severe evemt that reslied in

msserted that its “controls were installed properiv.™ The fact that FERC has nod taken a smgle
enforcement action or msued a stop work order for vielations of s own Plans and Procedures on
which it relied funther demonsiraies that the evitigation measures themaclves, mot just Mouniain

Valley' s implememation, are madecuste.

Such ncedents have not been limited to the MV P mamling o 1o ather large 42-mch
dinmeter pipelines. Indeed. there are memerous examples of signilicant sedimentation and other
pollution impacts occurring during smaller pipeline comstraction despite the use of indusiny-
stardard erosion and sedimentation controle. For example, in 2006, during construction of a 20-
inch Fast Tennessee Gas Pipeline in Tazewell and Smyvih Counties, Virginia, shopes failad in two
CO-24j independend events in Indinn Creck and North Fork Lelsion Biver, resultimg i a kill of several See above CO-24j comment response
handreds of individuals and multiple species of endangered mussels."™ The worst sedimen
prablems onginated not directly a1 the stream crossings, bal high in the watershed whene small
streams trarsporied sedment (o the larger streams. Evidence of the sediment was detected as lar
as two kilometers downstresm of the dlips. These impacts oceurred despate extreme care taken by
FERC, USFWS, the Virgmia Department of Consorvation and Reoreation, amd the company 1o

ensure that state-of-the-art erosion control measures were in place,’™

Similarly, a 2014 Columbia Gas of Virgmia project 1o add a 12-inch pipeline adiacent o
m existing G-mch papeline aloag Peter’s Mountain near a portion of the Jeffersen National Forest

ik

n riles County, Virginia. ked 1o extreme sadimentation impacte"™ Inspection reports by the U5 . — .
Forest Service describe sediment movemaent that “looked like 2 lva Mow ™ and note that the
mspeactor had “never a2en that much sediment maove off site before, ¢ Much of 1he sediment
becams embedded in a |:u‘.1|rt'\|3-'f«lrn.';u:u.":'T These impacts eccurred despile the exislanee of
comprehensive erosion contral plans, implemenation of Best Manaperment Practices. and wedkly

mspections by the company 1o ensire proper implementation Ll
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Additionally, construction of Dominion”s G-150 and TL-387 sas papelines in West
'l.lirt:Inlil |¢d L .'\-.Inp-\: r':l'i|||n; al pip¢| inu slream \:rl'\ﬂi-ﬂg_ll:l:.'l'll-lﬂlx during and r.!m.l comsmidlemm,
resulling m hamm to streams despite the application of iklusiry-standand crosion and sediment
control practices. Wesd Virginia Department of Envirommental Protection Consent Crder Xo.
B07E, dated Ovctober 1, 2004, addressed a series of 13 locations in West Virginia where lower
slope slippage or landslides along pipeline construction riglt-of-wayvs mitroduced sediment imo
slreams in violation of regulalions concerning condilions nol allowable in swalers ol the Stale,
spaecifically sedimen deposits. ].ik::n'i:a:. the Stonewall Gathering Tine, a 36-inch pipeline
conatrcted in the central pant of the state, racked up 51 violations firom the West Virginia
Departneent of Envirmmmental Protection (WY DEP) for Failure to mamiaim sediment and erosion
condrols, ol using the proper best management practices and [aling to comply with their

stormwater pollution prevention plan and groundwater protection plan
The same sory occurred in Peansvivania with construction of Tennessee Cias Pipelines

(TGP 3040 Line Project, part of the Susquehanna West Project."™ [n May of 2010, FERC isswed
an envirommenial assessment for the 300 Line Project. finding there wourld be no significant
impacts when TGF crossed streams in nertheast and nomh-central Penrsylvania FERC relied on
TGP s plan 1o Follow construction guidelines created by the Corps, USIkA, NRCS, and FERC. In
addition, FERC imposed iis ovwn conditions, However, despite whal FERC believed 1o be
u.dn.'qu..ﬂn.' mcasures, TGP s constraction vislated Fn:lhu.ﬂm ania’s Clean Water [aw |'||l.||1'i|‘.-||.'
times. The mapority of the project’s compliance reponis conainad at least one violstion of the
project plans, b e plan was mever enforced. ' Wihether the plan was inadequate in its
suhsiance or inadequately enforced, the end resull s the same: the pipelineg’s stream crossings,
which FERC believed would cause no sagnaficant environmental impact, resulied m numserous

vidations and ay ER00L000 penalty seilament with the Pennsylvania DER™M

See above CO-24j comment response
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More recently, construction of the Rover Pipeline resulted in the WWDEP having to mswe
a Cease and Desist Order mssued on July 17, 2007, after mumeroums viclations for Falure 1o
mainlain crosion cotrrol devices which allowed sediment to enter nearby streams. The photos
meladed with that order demensirate that FERC s eroston and sedimiemtation control nmeeasares
are imsudTicsem to prevent significant violations of water quality standards. Importanly, the
virlatioms crleg] there made Slear that 10 was ol 1imp|y'l|ul Raowver failed 1o fallow its plans, han
et the stommwaler pollution prevention plans thermselves were inadequate.”". Rover's
violations did not end there, kowever. Prior to ihe cease and desist onder being lified, Rover was
ciled for additional vielalions of Wesl Vinginia's waler qualily standards associated with

sediment discharges and Milure of B Pe '

These conssben Tailures make clear that FERC cannat reasonably rely om s standard
eresiom and sediment control mcasares oy conclude that impacts 1o agquatic resources will not be
signilicant. FERC must instead caleulate the amount of sedimentation that would oecur in the
absence of contrals, the expectied reductions 1o be achieved by those controls, and how the
uncomiralled sediment would alled aquatic resowrces i lerms of increased 1|.1rh-id|l:|.'_ sedhmenl
depasition on stream haoltomes, lowered dissalved axvgen levels, and ather known consedquences
of mereased erosion and sedimentalion. FERC s faikire 1o do 20 means that its TFEDS does nat

salisly MEPA s hard ook slandand

LS The DELS Fails to Adeguately Analvee Impacts to Sensitive Wildlife Species

FERC hias neot provided sufficient informuation in the DEIS for Commienters to assess the
actual impacls to listed Species, Or 10 assdss the mot Wikely o adversely affecr deternmmatm wis
made, Therefore, FERC has failed to provide the “hard look” requined in an EIS, and has therehy
prociuded the public from baving sullicient infomaation on which 1o base commcms on the
imipascs that the Project will hive on these specics. Providing the public with sufficient
mfonmation 1o analvze the circumsiances and imepacts of a proposed project s exsential 1o the

MEPFA process,

See above CO-24j comment response

See response GEN-4 and T&E-2 in appendix 1.2. A
majority of species surveys have been completed by
Mountain Valley and section 4.7 of the EIS has been
updated with this information. Our analysis of impacts to
T&E species has been updated; however, survey data did
not alter our determinations in section 4.7.1. Federal
agency compliance for the Endangered Species Act
(ESA) Section 7, including concurrence of
determinations of effect by the FWS, would be required

as described in section 4.7.1 of the EIS
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FERC maw mot glosa over the impacts Lo listed species that may be adversely alfecied by
the Project. By declaring that it will gaither more information on sech mmpacts al a later tinse,
and'or will begin or complete formal corsuliation with the L%, Fish and Wildlile Service on
certain species at o later time, FERC is i direct violation of 40 CF.R. 1502 25(a), which states
that “[t]o the fuallest extend possihle, apencies shall prepare drafi environssental s pact
slatermenis concurrently with amnd imegrated with environmental impact analysis and related
surveys amnd studies required by The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 LLS.C. 661 ¢ seq.),
tlee Matiomal Historic Preservation Act of 1966 {16 U.5.C, 4N & seq. ), the Endangered Species
Actof 1973 (“ESA™N 16 ULEC. 1531 &t seq. )y amld other epvironmesntal review laws and

exectlive onders. ™

The concurrency requarement for the WEPA and ESA process 15 essential For pable
invalvement. There is no opportunity For public commen on the developmen of a Biclogical
Assessmen or Biological Opinion; therefore, it is only through the NEPA process that the public
may comeend on the impacts 1o listed species. Furthermore, in order to filly assess the
cumulaiive impacis of the proposal ps NEPA requires. all impacts must be fully vested in the
NEPA documents. FERC has undermined this analy=is by failing to fully analyee them in the

TDIELS, and by failing to provide a sufficient Biological Assessment.

While FERC has proveded a discussion within the TXELS that it claims 1o be s
“Hiological Asscssment,™ it is readily apparent that FERC has failed 1o provide a “hard look™ at
the mpacts that the MYFP Souhgate will have on listed species as required by NEPA_ Pursaausi
tx MEPA, FERC must analvze whether the project will bave impacts on species that are listed as
endangpered or threatened wider the Endangered Species Act, 16 ULS.C, §§ 15311544, See 40
CF R § 1308 20BN A Gaderal agency's legal ohligations umdler MEPA and the ESA are
entirely separate; cmmpliance with the ESA Section 7's prohibition agamst peopardizing a
species” continuesd existence, 16 UL5.C, § 15336(a)(2), docs nol simuliancously smisly NEPA's
requiremenis W analvee significant impacts shon of the threat of extinction. See CGrearer
Feltone sforae Cocnlition v, Flowers, 359 F.3d 1257, 1272 TI':--;_II'.II|1 o, x“Jd:l{r-xl)KJli!il‘lﬂ Fs
ulmn.'llni-i:rl thati action pot |i|-.|::|:\.'1u uu.n.m:j-ﬂ:pﬂnl:\.- |L1q.:s ot |b..\1;.\¢1i|n|1_. esan inIFIiII.‘h'i aAre

insignificant), MWekua v Aumaedd, 163 F. Supp. 2d 1202, 1208 (D0 Haw. 2001 (A FOMST . ..

See above CO-24k comment response
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miul be based om a review of the podential for significan impactl. including impact shon of
cutinction. Clearly. there can be a significaml impact on a specics even il ils exislence is
Jeopardized, "), Portiand Andubon Society v Ligan, 795 F. Supp. 1489, 1509 (I3 O, 1992)
-|r¢j¢q..1|r|r_ _'.l::n...::l."a requesl lor the court 16 “accept that 115 consnlinhion with [FWS under the
ESA] construles @ substitwle Uor compliance with XEPA7) As discussed below, FERC s

malvses Falls well short of what = n;u||nr-¢|.| unider MEPA

hloreover, The DER isell indicales that the inlvemalion FERC 1= T\:I}ing om o
understamd praject impacts is woslully incomplete. The DEIS relies upon unspecilicd
CONServalion maeznres to sddress potential inpacts to these species. i catalogues numenous
potentially deleteriows effects of the proposed action on all of the listed species potentally
inhahiting the project area, but lacks complete population surveys and'or critical impacts
malyses for each listed specics, and supparts maf [ikaly to adversely affect determinations with
Moumain Valley's promised adherence to implementation plans with nnspecified mitigation
measures, DEIS m Section 4.7, 1. Furiher, the DEIS indicates thal ne constraction may begin
il “|FERC | stall completes ESA consultation with the FWE.™ fd at 4-94, This mdicaies that
wuch comsultation has mod been |:|'\-n1pd|.'lwl al this time, Furthermore, the DES indicates that

surveys stll meed to be connpeted for most of the listed and proposed species at issue, CGiven thit

these hiological surveys have not been completed, it remains entinely unclear how FERC has
ditermimed that many of these species ane ot likely 1o be adversely affected or whether the

Progect risks extensive habitat damage due to construction-related and operational Empacts.

See above CO-24k comment response
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It is therefore evident that FERC has not undertaloen the requisite hard look ot the impacts
of this Project on listed specics, as required parsuant to both XEPA and the ESA. FERC cannot
possibly make a determinstion & 1o such impacts when consnlMation has not vel been completed
and hiological surveys have i been accomplished. FERC should have had this information
before n when developing its conclusions as o the Project’s mmpacts m the DEIS. Furthermaore,
thie precludes the public from reviewing such information and providing comments during thiz
EES comment perind. Rather, FERC must require that all pertinent information on impacs e
listed species and their hahitats be incloded in the DEIS, and the Failare 1o do 2o renders the

DE moomplete

For example, the DELS indicares thal survevs for the federally listed northemn lonig-eared
bat hibernacula portals were not completed prior to the drafling of the DELS, but that Mountam
Walley sill continue surveys after publication of the DEIS. DEIS at 4-89. With such madequeme
impacts information on record. FERC is beft defending s prematune aor kel v to adversely affecr
detemimations with patently madeguate statemsents such as “[djue to the lack of hibemacula and
malernily moosts in the survey arca, and il no additional indinvdduals, hibemacula, or matemmity
CO-24k rocesls are localed durmg additional survews L we Dlind that the Projec . i med ffkedy fo See abOVe CO'24k comment response

Moreover, FERC s use of the DEL section on Lisled species as s Didogienl Assessment
(IBA) for the ESA Section 7 consultalion process is inadequale, since the DELS fails 10 maedt the
reguirements for a BAL A BA w suppesed to inclade “an asalysis of the effects of the acticn on
the species and habatst, including consideration of cumulative effects, and tee resulis of any
related stodies,” s well as “an :I!I.:IJ}'.‘-»!‘- af altermate actions considerad |:|_-. thee Faderal aAgLMCY fior
the proposed action.™ 50 CFR 8402.12(F). hMoreover, according to FWS" Guidance for Preparing
a Biological Assesament, the BA should include a description of “how the actbon may affect each
prodected resowrce.” and the apency should “docunsent [ibve] analysis of the what, when and hons
the protecied rescarces will be exposed to and how swch individuals or habitat are Tikely to
n.:y:pﬂnu,l Hix thes SxplsITe 1 The DELS falls well short of this reqRiTenHent il urnl'!_\.- s he
Enformation on imrm..'ls entirely imcomplele - which FERC evidences by reqpuesting that the
Aypplicants provide more imformantion on species localions and conservalion messures as

discussod above amd belboa but the :|||:|.'u::-hr.vn:iﬁ|.' discussiors Fail to include an m|u|}:-:i.h afl
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the cumsulaiive impacts of the Prajoct and do nod discass ilbe potential impacis of Project
operation, cven though FWE" Guidance reguires that the B analysis include “cMects that may

oecur later in lime (o.g., aller completion of initial construction). ™%

FERC has therefore failed to provide complere information on the impacts of the
proposal and has nod falfilled is ESA or NEPA requirements. Commieniers thenefore insist that
FEEC requine the Applicants 1o complete the required fiekd surveys, and then provide anew or
supplemental DEES with this inloomation and a complete Biological Assessmentd. and reopen the

DER conmient period once foemal ESA consuliation is complete, so that the public may then

have the oppontandty 1o properly participate in anabyzing the camulative environnwenial mpacis

of this proposal
Ao Morthern Long.Fared RBat

The norilern long-eared bar i [ited as threatened under the ESA. As discussed above,
CO-24k the DEIS analysis of impacts to this species is emirely inadequate since it is readily apparest that [ See above CO-24k comment response
FERC did mod have sudficiend information on which lo bass its conclusions. Mountain Valley
mever completed bat hibermecula ponal surveys for the entire project prior to the preparation of
the D¥EIS, which punports lo contain the conclusions of a Biclogical Assesament. DELS at 4-89,
Without comglete informaion reparding the absence or presence of this species in the project
arca. il is impossible for FERC to analyze the constrction or operational impacts of the MVP
Southgate pipeline to the species, rendering FERC s mor fikedy o aghersely affecr determination
For this species unsappoarted by Tacts, arbitrary and capricions, Furthemmons, witlsou complete
imformation regarding the absence or presencs of this species in the project area, it is impossible
For FERC o saiafy jls NEPA obligations to lnke a “hard look™ at the impacts of the Progect 10

thix specia.

The DHEIE" mer bikely to adversely aifecr determmation for the northern bengeeared ba is
based, in parl, on the prewumed application of the $d) rule for this species, which prohibis
mceadental 1ake within hibermacida and aheratson oF the hibemacila environrment m a manner that
cawmses incidental take. fo Mamifestly, FERC cannd make a determrination a5 to whether
imcidental 1akc in hibemsoula will be avoided when hibemacula surveys have nod boen

completed for the project arca.
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. Roanoke Lopgperch

The Romoke logperch is listed as endamgered vnder the ESAL The DELS determimes that
the Project will cross severl waterbodics in MNorth Carollina thal serve as habital For this species,
and idemiifics in-waler work amd upland construction munoll as signilfcam urhidsiy and
sedimeniation impacts risk Tacvars for the apecies. PEIS al 4-90 The IDE1S anlicipates potemizal
aquialsc impacts from the praject, including sedimesiation, tarbidity, drilling Muid spills, collapse
of stresms, loas of stream bank cover, foel and chemical spills water withdrawals and blastong.
The IIEIS fails to quantify water withdrmsal mvpacts to aquatic species and hahitat. and does net
quantify blasimg impacts o sgaaisc species and habitat. FERC defends nis not kely 1o adversely
et datermimation with the cavents that hMoumtain Valley would “sttempt to avoid blasting
during waterbody crossings,” and that 7l would sdbere 1o a SPOC spill comingency plaa that
would require T00-Fisol scibadcs For cquipment amd focl 1DELS at 4-83, 85, However, neither of
these caveals provide real assurance that blasting or spill imspacts po aqualic habital will be
avoidoed

The DEIS bases s mod ikaly fo adversely affecr determinadion For this species on the use
CO-24k See above CO-24k
of horizontal directional drilling (“HDD™) and conventional bose dnlling for stream crossings. as
veell s omilve use of siream sethacks, vegetative buffers, sediment basmriers and nmlch on skoped

sactioms of the constmuction might of way. However, FERC s relinnee on thess measures is

misplaced

The e of HIND clevates the rigk of drilling Muid spills in squestic habitm Gor Tisted
epecies, The DEIS notes an elevated rigk of drilling flosd spills near the exit poim of the dnll for
1he Dan River and Stomy Creek reservoir. DEIS an 4-14.

FERC's relisnos on stream sctbacks for HIDD and conventional bane drilling lo support
its mor [ikely to adversely affect determination for this specics is mappropriate. pastioalardy where
FERC has already gramted Moumaan Valley vanances from s policy of requiring S0-foot
seibacks froo the stream, Funhemoere, FERC's reliance on vegetative bulfers for sedimentaiion
mmpacts from drilling is misplaced, as these buffers are anly being required by FERC where
practicable. Fimally, the DELS relies on compliance with Moumain Valley s proposad TIDED
contingency plan 1o support it oor fikely fo adversely @feo’ determination is arbitrary smd
capricious, & e plan does nothing to prevem dnillimg fluid spills that result from peologival

features, and mostly provides means 1o respond 1o @ spill after i has contamianated agustsc
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habilat, and when it ks oo lale o prevent adverse mmpacts W listed specics such as the RBoanoke
logperch.

Funhber, FERC s reliance on sedinmsent barriors and mulched skopes 1o suppont its s
bkely fo eodversely aifec! determination For thes or any of the other lisied or proposed squntic

sprecies 18 arhitrary and capricious. A the DETR readily admits, the indarect sedmmentation effects

analysis has nal vt been completed. Furthermiore, several site-speciflic drilling plans have vetia
be completed. As such, the DETS did mot fully consider the indirect sedimentation effiecis of the
Propect. Withowt knowing the resulis of the indirect sedimentation analysis or the particullars of
the specific drilling plans mvelved. FERC can nof determime the officacy of sediment bariers

and mulched slopes in protecting aquatic habitat. relative to the anoum of sedimemation that is

expected o be inflicted on the receiving water bodies

Motably, construction of the MY P mainline has alreasdy resulied in severe sedimeniation
mn Boanoke logperch habital S eop, Lefler [rom Sterma Club of ol to UUE. Fishoand Wildlife
Rervice requesting stay ponding review under CPIG=-10 (Aug. 12, 2009) { Accession Mo,

These Naws in FERC ™s analysis render thie mof fikely fo adhersely affecr dotermination
CO-24k anad the DELS arbitrary and capricioas. Due to the aforementioned Failures of analysis, FERC's See above CO-24k comment response

IDEIS has failed to take a “hand look™ at smpacts to listed and proposed agquatic species.
€ Froshwater Muossels

Freshwater musscls are somwe of the most imperiled species in the ULS. According to 1he
FWE websibe *Armerica™s Mussels: Silent Sentinels.” mo other group of animals is so gravely
imperiled. “To pun this in perspective, The Nature Conservancy reports that about 70 percent of
musscls in Morh Ameriea ane extinet or impenlbad. compared to 165 percent of mammalian
]

The James spineymussel i listed a5 endangered under the ESAL. The Atlaniic pigtoe is
proposed lor listmg as threatened under the EXAC The DELS wams of polential turbidaty,
sedemeration and hahitat alterateon impacts to nvassel habitat in and downstream from ihe
propect area DEIS @ 4-92, The proposed Project has the potential do result in sigmificant direct
impacts Lo streasmes and watlands rom muned] and crosion, and potential contamination of
waterbodies through construction activities and leaks or spalls of natural gas or other substances

(i drilling Muidsy, with associated impacts 1o downsiream species amd communities, including
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harm bo listed musscls. Freshwater musscls are meredibly susceptible 1o sediment loading.
Studies have shown thal "{o]ne of the nrost ubigquitous factors that may adversely affect mussel
populations is excessive sedimentalion caused, i parl, by poor land-use practices. Excsive
sedimenistion has been suspected s 8 causc of unienid mussel declines since the laie 18005, 77
Species i the Pragect area = such as the James spimynussel, wirich has been extirpated
rcm M of 11 hesiornic TANRE == have ¢~;|'|:n:f_'u.:r.-d o recipabons aleglme ovier the past sev ezl
decades due to development of the region. These species have a very restricted distribaution. and
arg therefore incredibly susceplible to waker quality mpacis, since they are limited 1o areas of

unpollsted waler with clean sand and cobble boltom sediments, '

FERLC has Fnled v coresader Uhe dovimstream: impacts ol 1the pn'-|1n'=|,'d aclirvrbies, These
activitses have the potential 1o merease sediment boads not enby from stream L'nm-.i||.|_'_
constrsction aclivities, but rom Uhe loss off mipanian vegetation ard upland construction activitics,

whiich will lead to increased erosion and sedimentation.

Excessive amouns of sediments, especially fme particles that wash mio streams, can

CO-24k See above CO-24k comment response

poteatially affect mussels through mulliple mechansms. Fine sediments can lodge between

coarse grains of 1he subsirate o fom a hardpan laver, " thereby reducing inderstitial Dow rates

Sl and -q.:|:l:\' parl iicles can q.:l-ng the J_;l'llni x1l':1t|m.=..¢-ls;_"'"' imberlere swith Nlker I!i,:m:l'.ﬂr,'zl M
alTect mussels imdirectly by reducing the Light available For pholosynilhesis and the produclion of

food ftems '

Much of the region contains ecological communities charadenzed by thm soils and
exposed parem material that result in localized complexes of hare soils and rock. herhaceous
and’or sheublby vegetation, and thin, often stunted woods and sparse woodlands with shallow,
droughi-prone soils, (Mher areas are characlenessd by rugged, mountainous lemrin with sieep
hills and ridges dissected by a network of deeply incised vallevs. These commiunities are
susceplible 10 crogion from scivilics thal remove vegelation and disturb soil. Constrsclion
aclivilies therelone have the podenlial o cause substantial sediment discharge into receiving

witers that provide habilat for endangered mussels,
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The DEIS muicipates potential aquatic impacts from the project, mcheding sedimentation,
turbadity. drillimg Muid spdlls. collapee of sircams. loss of stream bank cover, fuel and chemical
spills, waler wilhdranvals and blasting. The DELS Fails to quamtify water withdrawwal impacis to
adjualic specics and halsital, and docs mot guantify blasting inspacts Lo aguatic specics and habital.
FERC defends ms war likely fo edversely affecr detemmination with the caveats that Mountain
Walley would “allempt 1o avaid blastimg duning walerbody crossings,” and that it would sdhere fo
a SPCC =pill comingency plan thal would reguire 1M0-fool setbacks for equipment and foel.
DEIS ar 4-85_ 4-86. However, neither of these caveats provide real assuramce that blasting or
spill impacts 1o squatic habital will be avobded

Commenters are very concemed by FERC s failure 1o properly analyze the potential
impacts 1o freshwater mussels. I is clear that FERC does ned even have sufficient information on
these speckes, given that the DEIS states that Mountain Valley has vet 1o file completed mus=el
populstion swrvevs for the project area in Rockingham and Alamance Countice. DELS at 4-02. 1
CO-24k it axiomatic that completed survews ane noccssary Lo mnderiake the hard ook that NEPA See above CO-24k comment response
redjuires, as well as to comply with the ESA, yet FERC has made a oot ibely fo adversely affect

daiermmanation for the James spin:}. mussel md Ailandsc pigtoe without even knowing where these
species may be. Fanber, FERC s NEPA analysis ad mor likely ro adbersely affect deternmmation
are hased on complisnce with the HIDD comingency plan. whose terms are neither specificod, nor
considered in detail. fo. Lastly, the use of TIDEY clevates the risk of dnilling floid spills n agquastic
lnabrad for listed species. The DEIS notes an ¢levated risk of drilling fluid spalle near the exit
poant al the drll for the Dan River and Swony Creck reservoir, DELS ot d- 14, These drilling Muids
canm be comprised af any number of 1oxic subsiances, provided that FERC has approved of thase
additives” inclusion in the drilling Mud DETS @ 4-15 Approwval of akd substances iz planmned 10
take place after the publication of the DELS. rendering the DEIS incapable of comsidering the fudl
mmpacts of drlling Mud spills. fd Moreover, madvertiem retums can adversely inpadt aquatsc
ecvosysiems reganfless ol boxicity,

FERC s willful ignorance regarding listed and propesed mussel populations in the Project
arca. as well ax its lack of comsideration of the details reganding crucial mitigation measunes.
amounts o arbibrary snd capricious ageney action and a fdibore under NEPA (o give a “hard

ok ™ ml the ]'n\jl,-q,:l:': impacts lis listed and sensilive nvusse] speies
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CO-24k

I Smoosth Coneflower

The Federallv-endangered amooth coneflower has been docamnerted m Reckingham
County, Norh Caralina. FERC has acknowledged that the smoath coneflower is vilnerable to
removal and crushing by construction-related activities, and to impacts from alered lighi
exposure, altcred hydrology, or sedimantalion and runodT caused by the Progect. [HELS at 4-93.
The LLE. Fish amd Wildlife Service has recommendad popalation surveys For these plants n the
seclion of the Project arca in Nonh Carolina, Howeser, while Mountain Yalley has identified

283 axres of potential suitable habitsl within the Progect amea, it has not completed these surveys

Withoul knowledge of where ihese plants asc in the Project arca, FERC s not likely fo adversely
wifect determinalion in the DIEDS is arbilrary and capriciows. Farthermore, For the same reason,

FERC's MEPA dumies to take & “hard look™ a irn|1:|q.:I:-. 16 smoedh conellowers were el fulfilled

E. Small Wharked Pogonia

The 1.5, Fish amd Wildlife Service has mdacated that the federallv-endangered small
wharled pogonia may be in the Project area in Rockingham and Alamance Counties, Woeth
Carolina. The DELS mdicates thst this specigs is vilnerable to 1he same inmpacts listed above for
the smooth conellower, DELS ol 4-92. While Mountain Valley has sdentified 271 acres of
peobeniial suitable habalal im the Project anea, il has nol compleled asdequale population survess lor
the specics. Withoul knowledge of where these planis are in the Progect arca, FERC s mor likaly
to aversely aifect determimation im the DERS is arhitrary and capricious. Furthermore, lor the
same reason. FERC s NEPA dulics to take a “hard look™ at mmpacis to small whorled pogonia

wiere il Tullilhed

See above CO-24k comment response
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VI  The DEIS Inflates the Project’s Economic Benefits and Understates Tts ~ |Section 4.9 provides a discussion of socioeconomic
Adverse Tmpacts impacts. See responses SOCIO-8, SOCIO-7, and CI-1 in
CO-241 Relying in part on a study that Mountain Valley commissioned from consulting firm FT1. |appendix 1.2. The cost to ratepayers is outside of the

scope of this EIS. The commission will consider rates

and may address this in any Order it issues for the
ceonamics.”” XEIS at 4-129, That study and FERC's resulting analysis simdtancously Project.

FERC claims thai the “'Project would result i temporary beneficeal impacts on the state and local

overestimate the Project’s benefits and ignose or improperly discount fls adverse economic
mmpacts bo communiies affected by the Propect. fd. a1 4-137—4-138,

The FT1 study”s bias towards ovenestimating eomyomic benefiis 18 inherent in its
methadabogzy,'™ The study nses an mput=tatpd mode] callad IMPT AN 10 determine the direct,
mdirect, and induced coonomric bemelits of the Progect These types of meodels wrongly assume
that afl fuwre spending and hiring devisions are made the same way that they have historncally
been made, such that my addnsonal margmal meome generated i assumed 10 be gpemt in local
communities o lhe same depree a2 existing income. despite avidence showing that is not the case

im reality. "™ This flaw leads 1o an overestimme of firm spending and “multiplicr effccts.

Maountain valkey™s stedy is further favwed becawse it wses the entire states of North
Caralina and Virginia a s impac area, mstead of a more appropriate region That focuses on the
kocal commmmnities that wouald be affected by the Project. The barper the impact region. the more
hikely that direct, ndirect, or indwced xp:mling «<an happen within it, /& much smaller zuhsel
region would nvore appropristely reflect potential benefis to the areas neost impacted by the
praject. For example, “MVEP Southgate may be able to buy materials in nosibern Virgmia, over
200 miles away from where the pipelineg would be located m southemn Vingimes, bat by mcluding
all of Virgmia in the impact region, the impact of that spending is il counted as direct spemding
and then, due to the nmultiplier effect, coumed as additicnal indirect and mduced spending. ™
FERC thus cannot rely an Moumiam Valley's clamms of coonomic benefils to suppord #is

comclusions,
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CO-241

Mot only does the DEIS rely on miflated progjections of ihe Project™s economic benefits, it
also ignores or wrongly dismisses its adverse economic mmpacts. First, it ignores that ratepayors
wall hkely be on the hook For thes expensive, unnecéscary mfrastnecture and ok to desclose the
BRI COTHATH G mpacls of those rale imcresses, Further, the DEIR Mals 1o sccount For the loss in
scosvslem services thal it currently provided by air, waser, Torest, and other natural resounces
thal will be distwrbed or destroved by Project construction and oporalion. Such loses were
cstimated al between 5412 and 5148 million per vear For the MV P Mainline "7 Nor docs the
DEIS scoouml For the coonomic impacts des 1o the increase in greonhouse gas amissions causad
by the Project. which could be monatized using the Social Cost of Carbon tool. Finally, the DELS
wronghy accepts Mountain Valley™s clauims that its pipelime would nod adversely affiect adjacemt
property vahues, which clains rely on flawed studics that do not account for Imporiance of
pristmme, undeveloped character 1o the value of the 1vpe of moral properiie that will be premaniy
impacted by the Project. '™ DELS 4-126 4- 128 These failures undermine the DEIS s comclhsions
reganding sociovconomic impact and vielate NEPA

CONCLUSHON

For all of the ressons slated above, FERC s DELS for the Mountam Valley Papelme

Southgale Progect does nod comply with NEPA. In onder to meet the requiremenits of that staluls,

FERC must remedy the flaws identified herein and ressne a revised DELS for review and

commenl by the public

See above CO-241 comment response

|See response GEN-4 in appendix [.2.
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CO-25

September 16, 2019

TO; Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
FROM: Ann Rogers, Section 106 Coordinator, Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League
RE: OEP/DG2E/Gas 3

Mountain Valley Pipeline. LLC

Southgate Project

Docket No. CP19-14-000
SUBJECT: Request for realignment of Southgate ATWS to avoid impacts to Little Cherrystone
property

Introduction to Liftle Cherrystone

Little Cherrystone is a historic home located near Chatham, in Pittsylvania County, VA which was
listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1969. The portion that remains standing was
described in the National Register of Historic Places Inventory-Nomination Form in 1969 as follows:

. acirca 1800, two-story brick structure with gable roof and exterior and chimney. The brick
is laid in three-course American bond with queen closers. The nine-over-nine sash windows
have thin Federalist muntins, architrave framing and plaster flat arches with double keystones
The fine cornice with its dentils, mutules and guttae are matched by the arched entrance
doorway on the east front which uses pilasters, strapwork and pierced detailings. The doorway
is unfortunately in a deteriorated condition. A west porch, which until recently also existed in a
deteriorated condition, ws removed and replaced by a frame wing. . . . It is in the two rooms of
the circa 1800 brick section where the exterior woodwork style is continued. The interior
framing of the old entrance doorway, now a window, matches the exterior arch design, but the
pilasters have been removed; architrave moldings frame all doors. The south room has a
marbleized dado combined with imitation ashlar. The chair rail has a frieze of alternating reeded
and fluted panels. The cornice combined a cable design with a corbel motif repeated from the
exterior cornice. The mantel consists of twin turned colonnettes on either side of the fireplace
with a frieze of three sunbursts above, each of which swells gently outward in a low convex
curve. The marbleizing is repeated around the sunbursts, and at either end of the frieze are small
lancet arched tabernacles.”

The old frame wing of Little Cherrystone was probably on the land when Col. Robert Wooding
of Halifax gave to Thomas Hill Wooding “a parcel of land containing 200 acres of Pittsylvania
County on the draughts of Great Cherrystone Creek 7 just after the latter was married in 1790.
Thomas Wooding, who probably build the brick addition, was commander of his home militia
in Pittsylvania in 1806 and served in the House of Delegates between 1799 and 1821.

As a collection of traditional Virginia architectural styles, Little Cherrystone is a valuable
example, especially considering the pleasant contrast of size and shape among the various units.
Tts finely carved and painted woodworlk, especially on the interior, is exceptional not only for

the South Piedmont area but as an example of provincial Virginia design
According to 8 Works Progress Administration of Virginia Historical Inventory published in 1938, the
property owner, Col. Thomas H. Wooding was the son of Col. Robent Wooding of Halifax,

commandant of Halifax"s military forces during the Revolutionary War

Please see photos of Little Cherrystone in Attachment 1, Attachment 2, and Attachment 3.

Little Cherrystone Manor/Wooding Cemetery/Site 71-36 is
mentioned on page 4-166 of the draft EIS as a NRHP-listed
property and listed on table 4.10-9, with the recommendation
to "avoid or mitigate." In an environmental information
request issued by the FERC on October 3, 2019 we asked
Mountain Valley to file either an avoidance plan or a
treatment plan for Little Cherrystone Manor. In an October
18, 2019 filing, Mountain Valley stated it would be filing an
avoidance plan for Little Cherrystone Manor.
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Cemetery and mound at Little Cherrystone
The Little Cherrystone property includes a family cemetery located about 275 feet southwest of the
Little Cherrystone dwelling. Please see photos 2in Attachments 4 and 5.

According to the same 1938 Works Progress Administration of Virginia Historic Inventory cited above,
the cemetery at Little Cherrystone contains the graves of Thomas A. Wooding's son, George, born in
1813, and at least two other relatives, J.B. Wooding, born 1840, and Mary Nat Wooding, born 1849.

Adjacent to the stone wall on the western side of the cemetery is a mound. Please see photo of this
mound in Attachment 6.

The mound is potentially significant from an archaeological standpoint in that it may contain unmarked
graves, which can commonly be found on the perimeter of rural cemeteries of this era. Additionally,
there is potential for the mound to have significance as a Native American burial site.

Proximity of proposed Southgate pipeline to Little Cherrystone, cemetery, and mound

The Southgate pipeline has been routed in close proximity to Little Cherrystone, its cemetery, and the
CO-25 mound adjacent to the cemetery.

Attachment 7, a map of Little Cherrystone and the planned Southgate pipeline, illustrates that the See above CO-25 comment response
Little Cherrystone structure, its cemetery, and the mound are all contained within the Southgate
pipeline's Study Corridor Boundaries. An Additional Temporary Work Space (ATWS) is planned to be
constructed and utilized within about 100 feet of the cemetery and 50 feet of the mound.

Request to FERC

Little Cherrystone and its accompanying cemetery and mound make important contributions to the
history of Pittsylvania County. They offer the visitor a glimpse into the landscapes and architecture of
18" and 19" century Pittsylvania County, an area from which many farmers eventually migrated
westward to form settlements in the Blue Ridge region of Virginia and elsewhere. It is very important
for us to keep structures like Little Cherrystone and their surrounding landscape features intact, so as to
inform future generations of how and where Americans lived in times past.

For these reasons, BREDL requests that the edge of the Southgate pipeline's Additional Temporary
Work Space (ATWS) be moved a minimum of 500 feet west of its current location, in order to buffer
Little Cherrystone and its cemetery and mound from ground disturbances and visual impairment which
would likely result during pipeline construction with the current position of the ATWS, as illustrated
on Attachment 7.

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter.
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CO-26a

CO-26b

CO-26¢
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AppalachianVoices.org
outreachiEdappaices ong

BOONE

580 Wes King Sireel
Boone, M i

KNOXVILLE

2507 Mineral Speings Ave.
Suite D

Knoxville, TN 37317
B65.291.0083 ext. 700

s AppalachianVoices

September 16, 2019

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

Washington, DC 20426

RE: Docket No. CP19-14-000 Draft Envirommental Impact Statement for the
Mountain Valley Southgate Project

Dear Secretary Bose:

Appalachian Voices and approximately 1,289 supporters, whose names are
attached below, respectfully submit the following comments on the Draft
Environmental mpact Statement for the proposed Mountain Valley Project
Southgate Project:

The MVP Southgate Project is not in the public interest. Not only will it
create parmanent adverse impacts on the local environment, it will also
contribute to several more decades of global climate pollution. Studies show
that existing gas infrastructure is more than sufficient to meet regional energy
needs for residents and industry. Therefore, the primary beneficiaries of the
pipeline will be private compamies. This is deeply concerning, given that a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity would allow the taking of
private property for this project. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) fails to
provide adequate information for public comment and fails to fully account
for all of the environmental threats posed by the MVP Southgate Project.

Construction of the pipeline is expected to cause heavy erosion and
consequent sedimentation of local waterways. The developer has already
been cited for numerous water quality violations during the construction of
the MVP mainline, so FERC’s assumption that the developer will comply
with standard water protection measures and uphold water quality standards
is misguided, undermining the credibility of the analysis

See response GEN-2 in appendix 1.2.

See response GEN-4 in appendix 1.2.

See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.
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CO-26d

CO-26e

CO-26f

CO-26¢

CO-26g

Erosion and sedimentation is an ongoing concern in the Haw River basin where many of
the streams are impaired due to poor aquatic life. Sedimentation, erosion and increases in
stormwater velocity, has left many creeks with steep, inaccessible banks, void of healthy
aquatic habitat. Cutting forested streamside buffers and wetlands increases the risks of
erosion and sedimentation, increasing turbidity levels and impacting aquatic life.

Much of the pipeline is in the flood zone of the Haw River, which has seen record
flooding the past two years. The volume and velocity of water will be increased with less
buffer protection and compacted soils from heavy machinery. The Haw River watershed
has extremely variable high flow tendencies. The high and low flow points have not been
factored into this review.

Adjacent communities already face contaminated drinking water sourced from the Dan
River, Haw River and surface water reservoirs. Additional public water supply intakes
are located downstream of these stream crossings. Though these intakes are further
downstream than the DEIS assessment limit of three miles, many of the contaminants that
could impact drinking water quality do not break down, and, therefore, the three-mile
limit for downstream impacts is arbitrary and does not provide an accurate assessment of
the full scope of impacts.

See response SURF-2 in appendix 1.2.

See response SURF-7 in appendix 1.2.

See response SA-2A-2 in appendix 1.3 and response SURF-4
in appendix 1.2.

We have seen the work MVP contractors have done on the mainline and have little faith
that the requirements of the erosion and sediment control plan will be met atall.
Including clauses like “when practicable™ leaves too much subjectivity to MVP
Southgate contractors. We have seen over 300 water quality and sediment and erosion
control violations committed by the same construction teams on the MVP mainline .
However, leaving so much subjectivity in what 1s or what is not practicable allows MVP

See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.

Southgate to argue that the bare minimum is all that is necessary. This is a sensitive

watershed, and this project cannot be completed in a way that prevents serious watershed
degradation.

Construction of the pipeline would have long-term, permanent impacts to 615 acres of
forested uplands, 10 acres of forested wetlands and nearly 12 acres of protected riparian
forested lands in the Jordan Lake Watershed. These areas would require decades to
recover from the kind of blasting, demolition and construction contemplated for this

Comment noted.

project.
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CO-26i

FERC is ignoring the significant impacts of this project. The DEIS identifies widespread,
permanent impacts like the long-lasting or permanent destruction of hundreds of acres of
forests and wetlands, but then says that impacts will not be significant because mitigation
measures will be used during construction. Mitigation cannot prevent or repair the
significant impacts of permanent forest and wetland destruction.

The agency’s reliance on mitigation measures to argue that the project will cause no
significant impacts is inadequate because many of the mitigation measures proposed are
unspecified. In many instances, the DEIS instructs Mountain Valley Pipeline to come up
with mitigation measures that are currently not defined. It is disingenuous for FERC to
claim that unknown measures will prevent significant environmental impacts.

FERC concludes that no significant environmental impacts would be inflicted by this
project, vet it lacks the necessary information to assess what the impacts to various
environmental resources would be. For example, MVP has yet to provide FERC with its
feasibility studies to cross Deep Creek, a site where imperniled aquatic species are
suspected to live. FERC acknowledges that MVP will use 5.9 million gallons of water in
constructing the project, but MVP has not identified where it will source that water,
preventing FERC from assessing the environmental impact of those water withdrawals.
Lastly, archaeological surveys have not been completed for the project area, preventing
analysis of impacts to cultural resources.

Sincerely,

Tom Cormons, J.D.
Executive Director

See response GEN-9 in appendix 1.2.

See response SURF-8, SURF-6, and CULT-1 in appendix 1.2.
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707 East Main Street
Richmond, VA 23219

September 16, 2019

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Re: Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC, Docket No. CP19-14-000
Comments of Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC on

Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Southgate Project

Dear Ms. Bose:

In accordance with the procedures established in the “Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental See revised section 3.3.2.3 for a discussion of the Atlantic
CO-27a Impact Statement for the Proposed Southgate Project” issued in the above-captioned proceeding on .. .

July 26, 2019, the Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC (Atlantic) respectfully submits these comments on the Coast Pipeline Alternative.

draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) prepared by the Commission Staff for the Southgate
Project (Southgate or the “Project”) proposed by Mountain Valley Pipeline LLC (MVP).

Atlantic limits its comments on the Southgate DEIS to the discussion of System Alternatives provided in
DEIS Section 3.3. As explained in the DEIS, “[s]ystem alternatives to the proposed action would make
use of existing or other proposed natural gas transmission systems/facilities to meet the stated purpose
of the Project. Implementing a system alternative would make it unnecessary to construct all or part of
the Project, although some maodifications or additions to an existing transmission system/facilities may
be necessary.”" In particular, the discussion of Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP) as an alternative to
Southgate in DEIS Section 3.3.2.3 is inaccurate.

MVP has explained that the purposes of its Project include: meeting the growing needs of natural gas
users in the southeastern U.S.; adding a new gas transmission pipeline to provide competition and to
enhance the reliability and resiliency of the existing pipeline infrastructure in North Carolina and
southern Virginia; and providing North Carolina and southern Virginia with direct pipeline access to
Marcellus and Utica gas supplies.” Atlantic is serving these same important purposes with the ACP, an
approximately 600-mile, 1.5 Billion Cubic Feet per day (BCF/d), pipeline certificated by the Commission
and currently under construction. ACP will begin from the gas supply region in West Virginia, extend
through Virginia with a lateral extending east to Chesapeake, Virginia, and then continue south into

eastern Morth Carolina, ending in Robeson County.
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a precedent agreement for 300,000 Dekatherms per day (“Dth/d") of firm transportation capacity on
Southgate. Both MVP and PSNC itself have explained the growing demand for natural gas in North
Caralina generally and by PSNC in particular, as well as PSNC's desire for direct access to Marcellus and
Utica supplies and for a new pipeline alternative to serve North Carolina.? Atlantic fully understands and
appreciates these factors, which also help undergird the need for the ACP.

Atlantic also readily acknowledges that PSNC has elected to contract with MVP for the incremental
transportation capacity of the Project, and Atlantic does not question that decision here. Furthermore,
Atlantic does not contend or believe that the Commission should “look behind” precedent agreements
to judge a pipeline customer’s decision. Nevertheless, the alternative of ACP should not be dismissed
based on incorrect assumptions as was done in the DEIS.

The DEIS recognized the under-construction ACP project as a potential system alternative, stating that
the ACP route is approximately 100 miles east of Southgate’s proposed delivery points at the Dan River
CO-27a (in Rockingham County, North Carolina) and the Haw River {in Alamance County, North Carolina).’ See response CO-27a above
Based on that location, the DEIS asserted that “a minimum of 100 miles of new pipeline and
compression infrastructure would be required to modify the ACP Project to serve as an alternative to
the Project.”® And, for that reason alone, the DEIS concluded that ACP would not provide a significant
environmental advantage to the Project and did not warrant any further study.®

Staff should not assume when considering ACP as an alternative to Southgate that ACP would deliver gas
to PSNC at the same delivery points proposed by MVP. The ACP route is close to the eastern side of
PSNC's service area whereas the planned Southgate delivery points are to the west of that service
territory.” Furthermore, Atlantic has leased capacity on the Piedmont system (as approved in the ACP
certificate order) in Johnson County, North Carolina that can be used to transport gas from ACP directly
to the PSNC system near Clayton, North Carolina.? Deliveries from ACP to PSNC would be on that side of
the PSNC service territory (near the heart of its demand growth). There would be no need for ACP to
construct a pipeline across the PSNC territory to make deliveries to the west where Southgate would be
located — as is incorrectly assumed in the DEIS.

Indeed, ACP could offer more effective infrastructure support for the areas of PSNC that are projected to
experience demand growth, and better supply support for the PSNC system overall. Notably, Raleigh,
ane of PSNC's largest and fastest growing markets,” is only about 30 miles from the ACP route, and even
closer to Clayton (the end-point of ACP’s capacity leased on Piedmont). Additionally, with its location to
the east side of the PSNC territory, ACP would provide greater geographical diversity (with the resulting
reliability and resiliency benefits) compared to the existing Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line and

Southgate route, which are in the similar vicinity to the west of the PSNC territory. Furthermore, the

ACP alternative provides for direct access to Marcellus and Utica gas supplies in the most liquid natural
production areas in the northeast and to Dominion Southpoint, a very active virtual trading hub.
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CO-27

Atlantic Coast Pipeline

CO-27a

The DEIS states, at Section 3.3.1, that ACP and other potential pipeline alternatives do not have the
capacity to individually or combined meet the needs served by the Project. Yet, Atlantic has available
capacity of as much as 140,000 Dth/d of its own to serve PSNC’s needs beyond the quantities already
subscribed on ACP by PSNC. Additional gas demand for PSNC could be accommodated through limited
ancillary facility enhancements on ACP which likely would be less environmentally impactful than the
new facilities proposed for the Southgate Project. If it were necessary, the existing Piedmont
infrastructure leased by Atlantic also could be upgraded as needed to transport additional volumes from
APC to the PSNC system — which also could require less intrastate facility construction (and
accompanying environmental impacts) than what may be necessary to transport gas from the proposed
Southgate delivery points further downstream to the areas where needed by PSNC.

The DEIS simply fails to consider any of these factors bearing on the reasonableness of ACP as an
alternative to the Southgate project. Accordingly, Atlantic is filing these comments to correct for the
record the viability of ACP as an alternative for the Project.

See response CO-27a above
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CO-28

Appalachian Voices

CO-28a

CO-28b

Se AppalachianVoices

AppatachianVolees. org September 16, 2019
MliGREINRDE MO 00 Kimberly ). Bose. Secretary
BOONE Federal Energy Regulatory Comnmuission
1 888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

EE: Federal Energy Regulatory Commmssion Dralt Environmental Impact
Statement for OEP/DG2E/Gas 3 Mountain Valley Pipeline, L1.C Southgate
Project (FERC/EIS0297D; FERC Docket Number CP19-14-000.

Dear Secretary Bose:

In response to FERC’s draft Envirommental Impact Statement for the MVP
Southgate project Appalachian Voices engaged Dr. Pamela C. Dodds,
Licensad Professional Geologist, to prepare a Hydrogeological Assessment of
the Mountain Valley Pipeline Southgate Project’s expected construction
impacts in Virginia and North Carolina.

This report provides details and comments concerning the adverse impacts to
streams and wetlands, the highlights of which are summarized here:

1. Deforestation, soil compaction, and dewatering will result in
inereased peak stormwater discharge, wlich will transport sediment to
receiving streams and will cause increased downstream stream bank
Crosion.

2. Pre- and post-construction peak stormnwaler discharge calculations
were not presented in the DEIS in order to evaluate the increase in peak
stormwalter discharge as il irnpacts stream bed scour and downstream
streamn bank erosion.

3. The mimimal Best Management Practices salected by the agency will
allow the transport of sediment to receiving streams. thereby degrading
and destroying aquatic habitats,

See response SURF-2 in appendix 1.2. As indicated in Table
4.13-2 of the EIS, Project construction would affect no more
than 0.3 percent of any HUC-10 watershed affected by the
Project. Additionally, as described in the EIS, Mountain
Valley would decompact soils and revegetate areas after
construction is complete. Due to the relatively small footprint
of the Project and due to Mountain Valley's proposed erosion
control measures, as well as measures to return areas to pre-
construction condition, we determined that there would not
likely be a discernable effect on peak storm water discharge.

See response SURF-2 in appendix 1.2.
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CO-28 Appalachian Voices
4. Headwater areas and associated seeps and wetlands will be The EIS includes an analysis of all water features affected by
deforested. compactod, and dewaterad, therebe destronang aquatic . . . .
habatats at the base of the food J."Ir?‘i n for the nver contimumm the PI'O_]eCt, ln(:ludlng wetlands (SeCthl’l 4.3 and 4.4 of the
EIS). No seeps were found in the Project area. Mountain
Valley would follow its Plan and Procedures and E&SCP to
minimize impacts on sensitive water features and aquatic
habitat. The EIS discusses impacts on less mobile species,
CO-28c . . . .
noting that there is a chance that some will be killed.
However, the footprint of the Project is not large enough to
have a significant impact on the food chain for the river
continuum. Mountain Valley would return all areas to pre-
construction condition thereby allowing aquatic habitats to
recover shortly after construction.
5. Numerous headwater arcas and tributanies to specific larger streams
will cumulatively impact the larger streams See response SURF-4 in appendix L.2.
CO-28d In addition, the report provides details concerning the deficient and dismissive discussion Earthquakes and soil liquefaction are discussed in section
of earthquake activity and soil liquefaction, as well as release of Lead-210 (radioactive) 4.1.4 in the EIS.
and Lead-2006 (toxic) to the atmosphere during gas venting (blowdown events) for i K K i K
maintenance and resulting from cleaning the pipe interior with “pigs” (devices used to Radon can be entrained in fossil fuel.s and decay into 1s9topes
clean pas pipelines). You can find these conclusions and further research in the report such as Lead-210 and Lead-206, which could form a thin coat
attached. on the interior of the pipeline. If the replacement or removal
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important matter. of portlon _Of the pipeline (?r equlpment should take place .
during maintenance, the pipeline company must comply with
CO-28e Sincerely. the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) to

O/”
e

Peter Anderson, Virginia Program Manager
Appalachian Voices

812 E. High Street

Charlottesville, VA 22903

ensure that high levels of contaminants (including lead) are
not disposed of improperly. In addition, cleaning "pigs” used
to remove solid and liquid materials from the pipeline would
be disposed of properly in compliance with the RCRA and
state laws.
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CO-29 Transcontinental Gas Pipeline Company, LLC
Williams
=
Transcontinental Gas Fipe Line Company, LLC
2800 Post Cak Boulevard {77056}
P.O. Box 1396
Houston, Texas 77251-13496
713-215-2000
September 17, 2019
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E.
Washington. D.C. 20426
Altention:  Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Reference:  Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC
Southgate Project
Doclet No. CP19-14-000
Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Ladies and Gentlemen:
Transcontinental Gag Pipe Line Company, LLC (Transeco) is pleased to provide the following
information to assist in the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (Conmumnission) review of
potential alternatives to the Mountain Valley Pipeline (MVP) Southgate Project as part of its
environmental review process under the National Environmental Policy Act. As described
below, Transco most certainly would be able to meet the market needs of the Southgate Project
with significantly less environmental impact, lower cosl, and greater security and resiliency than
as proposed by MVD.
The Commission’s Drall Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) issued in the relerenced See section 3.3.2.1 of the EIS for a discussion of the Transco
CO-29a proceeding states that to meet the purpose of the Southgate Project using the Transco pipeline o

svstem, “major system modifications similar to the proposed Project would be necessary.”
including “approximately 40 miles of new pipeline [rom the Transco pipeline sysiem to the T-21
Haw River Interconnect, mainline pipeline upgrades to the Transco pipeline svstem, and
additional compression.” The DELIS concludes that these modifications would result in
cnvironmental impacts “similar” to those that would oceur as proposcd by the Southgate Project,
and that, therefore, a Transco allernative “would nol provide a signilicant environmental
advantage.” As shown below, the DEIS has missed the mark with regard to the configuration of a
Transco alternative that would provide the same firm transportation service as the Southgate
Project and, accordingly, the Commission has completely overlooked the advantages that a
Transco alternative would have over the Southgate Project.

Pipeline System Alternative.
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CO-29 Transcontinental Gas Pipeline Company, LLC

GLL-€l

For the Southgate Project. MVP requests authorization to construct and operate new pipeline
facilities that would provide 375,000 dt per day of new pipeline capacity from Pittsylvania
County, Virginia to delivery points with Dominion Energy (formerly Public Service Company of
North Carolina, Inc., a long-time customer of Transco) (PSNC) in Rockingham County, North
Carolina and Alamance County, North Carolina. The Southgate Project will involve the
construction of 73 miles ol new, greenfield pipeline, three new greenfield interconnect lacilities,
and a new greenfield 29,000 horsepower compressor station in order to provide such capacity to
PSNC.

While the firm transportation capacity of Transco’s system is currently fully subscribed, given
the efficient expandability of the Transco pipeline system and the integrated operations of the
Transco system with its intrastate affiliate in North Carolina, Cardinal Pipeline, Transco would
be able to expand and extend its svstem following the existing Cardinal Pipeline right-of-way in
a significantly less impactful manner than MVP Southgate. Specifically. to provide the same
capacity to PSNC as being proposed by MVP, Transco would need only to install a 37.7-mile
pipeline lateral, which would follow the existing Cardinal Pipeline right-of-way, and perform
onlv minor modifications to existing compression at Transco’s Compressor Station 160 in
Rockingham County, North Carolina.

CO-29a See response CO-29a above

This Transco alternative would completely eliminate the need for MVP to construct its Southgate
Project, which is comprised entirely of greenfield pipeline and compression facilities, including a
greenfield compressor station in Pittsylvania County, Virginia. and would thus represent a
substantial reduction in required facilities and land use. And, because Transco would require no
new compression, this solution would help ensure that emissions from gas-driven compression in
Pittsvlvania County would not be increased. Also, inasmuch as the Transco alternative could be
constructed entirely within existing right-of-way and by expandmg existing facilities, it would
signlcantly reduce costs 1o the shippers and their customers. While MVP is proposing a
recourse rate for [irm transportation service consisting ol a monthly reservation rate of $18.76359
per di, Transco, in stark contrast, estimates that its monthly reservation recourse rate would be at
least 40% lower, a major savings for ratepayers.!

The Transco alternative would provide shippers with the reliability of Transco’s multi-line
mainline system (up to six loops in parts of our system), numerous compressor stations that are
generally designed to provide bi-directional flows, and approximately 200 Bet of directly
connected operating gas storage. In contrast, the Southgate Project would only consist of a single
line and one compressor station, which would not have the flexibility or reliability that Transco’s
svstem ofTers.
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CO-30

Virginia Forest Conservation Group

Mitigation Recommendations for Impacts of the proposed Southgate Extension of the

Mountain Valley Pipeline on Virginia’s Forests
developed and presented by
The Virginia Forest Canservation Partnership
26 March 2019

This is a review of the proposed Southgate extension of the Mountain Valley Pipeline
{MVP Southgate) for forest fragmentation impacts, conducted by the Virginia Forest

Ceonservation Partnership (VFCP) using the spatial representation provided by the developer's

CO-30a

consultant, EQT Corporation, in a compressed file named
“Frozen_08202018_Proposed_Route.zip.” The Virginia portion of MVP Southgate is entirely

within Pittsylvania County (Figure 1). The VFCP, instituted by the Virginia Secretary of

Figure 1. Location of the proposed MVP Southgate project in Virginia.

Matural Resources is comprised of Virginia state agency representatives and subject matter
experts from the Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR), the Department of
Forestry, the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries, and the Department of Environmental
Quality. This review assesses and quantifies both direct and indirect impacts of the proposed
construction to forests, and provides recommendations to specifically address these impacts
with long-term compensatory mitigation approaches, by comparing the proposed MVP
Southgate route to features identified by the 2017 Virginia Natural Landscape Assessment
(VahLA 2017} {Figure 2). VaMNLA 2017 identifies, dassifies, and ranks all existing "Ecological
Cores”™ (z100-interior-acre forest patches) and smaller non-core (10-39-interior-acre forest
patches) “Habitat Fragments”™ in Virginia based on several key indicators of biodiversity and

ecological functions of forests., For more detail on WaMNLAa 2017, see

http: fwww. dor virginia . gov/natural-heritage fvaconvisvnla,

Section 4.5.4.3 of the EIS discusses impacts related to forest
fragmentation. This section has been updated with additional
analysis on forest fragmentation. In addition, Mountain Valley
has committed to minimizing impacts on forest land and
continues to coordinate with VADCR on tree clearing
mitigation prior to clearing trees.
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CO-30

Virginia Forest Conservation Group

CO-30a

Figure 2. Ecological Cores and Hahitat Fragments from the VaNLA 2017 with the proposed MVP

Southgate project route.
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This review employs the same methodology used to assess forest fragmentation
impacts of the main route of the MVP (i.e. the 303-mile span from northwestern West Virginia
to southern Virginia). This methad addresses both direct and indirect impacts by caleulating
forest lost, even if only temporary, as well as loss of integrity of care forest due to
fragmentation that reduces interior area, increases perimeter, and/or decreases the depth of

core forest. For background information and methodology specifics, see this document on the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) docket: “Commonwealth of Virginia Department
of Conservation and Recreation comments on MVP FEIS and Forest Fragmentation Impacts and

Mitigation Recommendations of Virginia State Agency Staff under CP16-107
t "

See response CO-30a above
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CO-30

Virginia Forest Conservation Group

CO-30a

The proposed route of MVP Southgate aligns with an existing utility corridor in Virginia,
thus, significantly minimizing potential forest impacts. The VFCP recognizes colocation as an

important consideration for minimizing forest impacts.
Results

A total of 15 Ecological Cores and Habitat Fragments would be impacted by the proposed MVP

Southgate project. Tables 1 and 2 summarize these features by type and rank.

Table 1. Summary by type of Ecological Cores or Habitat Fragments impacted by MVP

Southgate.

Type Count Acres

MNon-Core Forest 11 1,318.6

Small-sized Core Forest 3 985.9

Medium-sized Core Forest 1 1,516.9

Table 2. Summary by rank of Ecological Cores or Habitat Fragments impacted by MVP

Southgate,
Ecological Integrity Rank Count Acres
c4 3 2,177.6
C5 12 1,643.7

The raw impact totals were calculated for each of the 15 Ecological Cores and Habitat

Fragments intersected by MVP Southgate (Table 3). Note that indirect impacts were not
estimated far Habitat Fragments because they do not qualify as cores due to insufficient

interior area. Direct and indirect impacts were also separated based on the ecological integrity
of the intersected cores; C1-Outstanding and C2-Very High ranked cores were treated
separately than cores ranked C3, C4 and C5, to allow mitigation ratios and mitigation activities
to account for the fact that some forest cores would receive disproportionately greater impacts

due to having greater ecological integrity.

See response CO-30a above
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CO0-30 Virginia Forest Conservation Group
Table 3. Raw impact summary showing direct and indirect impacts to forests by MVP
Southgate.
Direct Impact Acres Indirect Impact Acres
€1 and C2 Cores o] 0
C2 - C5 Cores 13.7 198.4
Habitat Fragments 24.1 n/a
Total 37.8 198.4
The DCR comments on the FERC docket describe three mitigation activities, their rates of
implementation, and specific mitigation ratios as recommended by the VFCP for forest
fragmentation impacts of the MVP. These mitigation activities are afforestation, avoided
CO-30a deforestation, and forest enhancement. Stated simply, afforestation is the conversion of open See response CO-30a above

land to forest by planting trees, avoided deforestation is permanent protection of forestland
from conversion, and enhancement is implementation of forest management to improve
ecological integrity. A different ratio of mitigation acres to impact acres was identified for each
of these mitigation activities, as were different rates of implementation, to ensure mitigation
results in effective conservation. Separate mitigation ratios were developed to specifically
account for the impacts to C1 and C2 cares; C3-C5 cores, and Habitat Fragments. Full
descriptions of mitigation activities and their rates, and justifications for mitigation ratios, are
provided in the DCR Comments on the FERC docket. Tables 4 and 5 summarize the mitigation
activities, their ratios, and their rates of implementation, and Table 6 summarizes the
recommended total mitigation acreage broken down by activity. The VFCP recommends a total

of 472 acres of land be identified, placed under permanent conservation, managed, and

protected as core forest as mitigation for MVP Southgate.
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CO0-30 Virginia Forest Conservation Group
Table 4. Recommended direct impact mitigation activities, ratios, and rates of implementation
to address MVP Southgate impacts.
TR
Afforestation - vmde@
25% Deforestation -
Impact 75%
Direct Impact | Acres | Ratio Acres Ratio Acres
Cland(C2 g S & %5 g
Cores
C3 - C5 Cores 14 3.0 10 5.0 51
EEdiE 241 | 15 9 3.0 54
Forest Blocks
TOTAL 38 19 106
CO-30a See response CO-30a above

Table 5. Recommended indirect impact mitigation activities, ratios, and rates of

implementation to address MVP Southgate impacts.

Forest Avoided
Enhancement - | Deforestation -
Impact 50% 50%

Indirect Impact | Acres | Ratio | Acres Ratio Acres
£il.gnd 2 0 3.0 0 4.0 0
Cores
C3 - C5 Cores 198 1.5 149 2.0 198
TOTAL 198 149 198

Table 6. Recommended total acres of impact mitigation broken down by mitigation activity to

address MVP Southgate impacts.

Avoided Forest Total
Afforestation Defarestation Enhancement Acres
19.3 304.0 148.8 472.1
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CO-37 Mr. Joyner - Danville Historical Society
MR. JOYNER: Since this is indeed a draft EIS, or
whatever, there are a couple of issues that I have. As
President of the Danville Historical Society, the historical
society has never been contacted by MVP, Precision or EQT.
They santacred Che @Lgy of Danville 4 Ploksylyania In an October 18, 2019 filing, Mountain Valley indicated that
CO-37a Hsteriea]l SoonShy: BUL SLAGS AT gees CHEvhgH the DEnRllle it would provide the Danville Historical Society with copies
of cultural resources investigations reports covering the
region, they never contacted Danville Historical Socilety for . . . . .
Project APE in Pittsylvania County, Virginia.
comments on this. That 's: the first thing.
And then the second issue is—--there are many
issues, but I'm just gonna go cover a few of them-—this is,
at the very beginning stages of this, there is a state and
national historical property that is listed on both of them,
right here in the very beginning, and it's all lays with
inside of the LOD. There is a cemetery sitting right here
that also has a Native American Indian ground outside of the
cemetery, but it butts up to the cemetery, as well as a Little Cherrystone Manor/Wooding Cemetery/Site 71-36 is
1790s house right here that is affected by the LOD that's mentioned on page 4-166 of the DEIS as a NRHP-listed
property and listed on table 4.10-9, with the recommendation
g i 1 i i i i . .. . . .
on both State and National Register of Historic Properties. to "avoid 0rm1t1gate." In an environmental information
CO-37b So there's gonna have to be a route adjustment. request issued by the FERC on October 3, 2019 we asked
Mountain Valley to file either an avoidance plan or a
They're not gonna be able tc deal with this cemetervy, Y . p
treatment plan for Little Cherrystone Manor. In an October
period. Because, especially with a Native American Indian 18, 2019 fﬂil’lg, MountainValley stated it would be ﬁlll’lg an
burial ground being there. And with it being inside of the avoidance plan for Little Cherrystone Manor.
e G G . it, interpret it,
1
r L L LoF ! ! L
<
M . T
¥ .l - 1
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CO-37 Mr. Joyner - Danville Historical Society
Now, one of the cother things is, is that here at
TLambert station 165 is being abandoned. They're building
their new substation back here behind it for the . . .
l Mountain Valley would be required to comply with all federal
CO-37¢ interconnect to come through. They must indeed, even though and federally-delegated permits. These permits along with
other state and local permits are identified in table 1.4-1.
they've been given a carte blanche angle on "no special-use"
permits to build lines, but the compressor station toc go
down to Burlington, North Carolina, regquires a special-use
permit through County of Pittsylvania. I mean that is just
an absclute reguirement.
. . . Historical architectural site 71-25 (Mountain View Manor)
But we also have a secondary historic site. . .
was recorded during surveys conducted by TRC for Mountain
CO-37d Other than Little Cherrystone, which is zero feet in Valley between September 2018 and June 2019 (Karpynec,
September 2019). It was noted as listed on the NRHP. We
distance away from the pipeline, we have Mountain View is have revised the FEIS to reflect this new information.
another historic, 1790s home, finished and completed in
1840, and that's also in the Chatham District on Route 29,
zero distance. So it's gonna affect both of these.
And in the EIS, with their archeological
information, whatever, is they've listed a few of the
archeological sites, but they've given no indication as to
CO-37¢ g : X 4 See response CO-37a.

any of their findings, any of their attempts to what their

findings are, even though usually they consider that as

what's the word, not private, but, having a brain issue
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CO-37 Mr. Joyner - Danville Historical Society

here--exclusive information, no. Help me with the word.
Proprietary information, to not release any of the
archeological data and information.
But the EIS doesn't even cover that other than
CO-37e i . See response CO-37a.
these two pages of archeoclogy in the State of Virginia to

North Carclina. And that's all it is. And it doesn't tell

us anything about any of the information or the sites in

which then noted as prehistoric, historic, contact,

€81-¢’l

post-contact, any kind of that informaticon. And so then,
just to show you—--let's see, right here, that Little
Cherrystone, this 1s through all of y'all's paperwork.
Cherrystons, oh, there it is. That even in your
ETIS, it shows that it is already listed for both national
CO-37f and Virginia State historic properties. And so that Seeabovefbrnmponseh1CC%37b.
requires a route adjustment to go arcund this historic site.
And there 15 no route adjustment planned at this time toc go

around this historic location. So there's gonna be a lot of

argumentation, a lot of fight against Southgate and MVP with

EQT about going through this piece of property, as well as
the property directly across the street here.

This land owner has specifically been told Seereqxnmellﬁl1nappenducL2
CO-37¢g

thevy're only going to remove one fence post to allow their

vehicles to come into the property, because it's fenced at

both of these road accesses. And that is absolutely not
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CO-37

Mr. Joyner - Danville Historical Society

CO-37h

CO-371

oy

along wit

these two additional work spaces, but this is

alsc a Hative merican willage site through here.

pipeline needs ©
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they were considering that
abandoned that idea of doing a route adjustment to go away

from this historic property.

homes in Pittsylwania County. And then, of course, other

than that, there's alsco the sndangered species, and you

Enow

, ¥You're gonna hear a lot of that tonight. But thoss

are mainly my main issues that I hawve with Southgate

See response CO-37a.

See response T&E-3 in the appendix 1.2.
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CO-37 Mr. Joyner - Danville Historical Society
The 155 scres that was purchased back here, —here

i alsc an additional old home site, there is an additional

e e e See response LU-1 in appendix 1.2. This site is listed in

e LT En appendix E.2 and has been purchased by Mountain Valley for
CO-37j use during construction.

sSsTacion —— S:CEI.IJ\EE L rmow Ehe maimn iAime = gonna hawve amn

CO-37k Response to comments are incorporated into the FEIS.
CO-371 » that Precision Pipeline has alway: See response GEN-6 in appendix I-1
CO-37m L Section 4.3.2 of the EIS discusses the Project’s impacts on

surface water resources
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CO-38 Sojna Ingram: Preservation Virginia
MS., INGRAM: I'm Sonja Ingram, and I work for
Preservation Virginia. I'm concerned mostly about the
historic resources along the route. ©One thing I wanted to
mention is that I submitted a letter back several months . . L
In an October 18, 2019 filing, Mountain Valley indicated that
ago, but I never received any response, and I don't know if it would provide Preservation Virginia with copies of cultural
T r—— - — resources investigations reports covering the Project APE in
a 2 1Ca u 1 wanna mention at. . . e e .
CO-38a yp ! Pittsylvania County, Virginia.
And another thing 1s, usually, Preservation
Virginia, since we're the statewide non-profit and we filled
out all the appropriate documents, we usually receive the
archeclogical reports, but I haven't received any for the
Southgate Pipeline, so I'd like to get those.
One of the reasons is, I was reading the draft
! ' : In section 4.10.4 of the DEIS, we acknowledge that the entire
pipeline route has not yet been completely inventoried for
; : . cultural resources, and recommend that the Commission Order
CO-38b authorizing the Project contain an environmental condition
: ’ ’ that construction may not begin until after all archaeological
surveys have been completed and reviewed, and we have
completed the process of compliance with the NHPA
CO38c : See response CO-25




181-€’l

Appendix 1.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-38 Sojna Ingram: Preservation Virginia
CO-38¢ See response CO-25
CO-38d See response CO-37d

CO-38e

See response CO-38a.
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CO-39 Deep Creek Church
United States of America
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Attention: Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426
RE: Southgate Project Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC.
Docket No. CP19-14-000
Date: August 22, 2019
Mountain Valley has requested authorization to construct and operate approximately 73 miles of
natural gas transmission pipeline, one new compressor station, and accompanying facilities,
which will environmentally affect Deep Creek Church and Cemetery located in Alamance
County, Notth Carolina.
Deep Creek Church and Cemetery offers the following comments concerns on the above-
referenced docket environmental impact statement (EIS).

a. That the Deep Creek Church and Cemetery burial site remains intact and
undisturbed by said Mountain Valley pipeline.

b. That future burial(s) be unimpeded by said Mountain Valley pipeline.

c. That future upkeep of the Deep Creek Church and Cemetery be unimpeded by

CO-39a said Mountain Valley pipeline. An avoidance plan for the Deep Creek Primitive Baptist

d. "!;:T;e;c;?;:l}EeDeep Creek Church and Cemetery be unimpeded by said Mountain Church and

e. That clear signage specify demarc between Deep Creek Church, Cemetery, and Cemetery was filed by Mountain Valley on October 23, 2019.
the Mountain Valley pipeline.

f. That Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC. SHALL be fiscally responsible for any and
all damage caused by the installation, the maintenance, and the transmission of
said Mountain Valley Pipeline.

g. That Deep Creek Church and Cemetery receive fiscal compensation for loss of
land, building structure, procuring proper demarc signage/fencing, and restoration
of landscaping from Mountain Valley pipeline LLC.

Sincerely,

Crystal D. Chandler

Deep Creek Church and Cemetery
Alamance County, NC
336.253.5518
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IND-3 Janek Patel

atel, Haw River, NC.

IND-3a

Access roads are discussed in sections 2.3.5 and 4.8.1.4
of the EIS. At the location off Jimmy Kerr Road, Truby
Drive is an existing paved road and no improvements
are anticipated. Limited and temporary noise and traffic
impacts may result from the use of this access road

understanding

500 feet from

during construction.

IND-3b
Section 2.0 details the construction methods of the
Project. Alignment sheets showing the construction plan
in this area are available on the FERC elibrary using
accession number 20191220-5298.

Truby Drive would be used by Mountain Valley to
access temporary access road TA-AL-188.

IND-3¢ | i

IND-3d _ . _ . _ Traffic impacts and management are discussed in
4)Traffie and access impact to hotel section 4.9.4 of the EIS.

IND-3e 5)Noise

Noise impacts are discussed in section 4.11.2.3 of the
EIS. There would be limited, temporary noise impact to
hotel as the use of nearby roadways are likely, but the
use would be temporary and limited to a few days as the
work is accomplished in a given area and then moves
elsewhere. Any work outside the hours of 7am to 7pm,
or sunrise to sunset in non-residential areas, other than
low noise generating activities would require approval
from FERC.
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IND-4

David Hill

IND-4b

IND-4c

8/16/2019

FERC
MVP Southgate Project DEIS
Docket # CP19-14-000

Dear Sir or Madam:

| would like to comment on the MVP Southgate Project DEIS, My family and | live in Alamance County,
NC and our access to drinking water is from a well located on our property. We live 1.5 miles from the
Haw River and 9 miles south of the proposed terminus of the MVP Southgate pipeline. The DEIS
summary states that the Project will have limited adverse environmental impacts. | totally disagree with
this and it is false.

The DEIS states that there would only be temporary or localized surface water impacts. | disagree with
this and it is false. The crassing of 7.1 miles of protected watersheds and 1.5 miles of critical
watersheds, within the last 20 miles of the project, endangers those watersheds. The crossing of 161
water bodies within NC is an example of the broad potential for permanent negative impacts along the
Project route. The HDD crossings of major water bodies carries the risk of IR's with them,

Just within the last 4 miles of the Project, there are numerous examples of potential serious, permanent
surface water impacts. The last 4 miles are within % mile of the Haw River. There are 5 workspaces
within 50 feet of the River, including 2 at Mile Posts (MP) 70 & 73 right on the River. There are 23
crossings of tributaries of the Haw. There are 3 points where the Project is within 15 feet of the Haw.
There are 7 sites of landslide concern, including MP 72.7 (52 feet from the Haw). There are 5 potential
blasting sites. There are 30sites listed as steep slopes. All of these instances are capable of causing
adverse, permanent damage to the Haw River, associated tributaries, and associated groundwater,

The DEIS states that there would be no significant groundwater impacts. | disagree with this. The water
quality of the Haw River directly affects nearby aquifers, This project would permanently damage the
waters of the Haw River, and permanently damage aquifers close to the Haw River. The Project is a
direct threat to the aquifer that supplies drinking water for my family.

|Comment noted.

Section 4.3.2 of the EIS discusses surface waters,
watersheds, and floodplains. Section 4.3.2.7 of the EIS
discusses Mountain Valley's impacts of blasting and the
mitigation efforts needed if there are negative effects in
the project area. Section 4.1.4.4 of the EIS discusses the
potential of landslides occurring with project operations
and how Mountain Valley will minimize the chances of
a landslide occurring.

Section 4.3.1 includes a detailed discussion of the
potential impacts that construction and operation of the
Project could have on groundwater resources, including
aquifers.

|See response SURF-7 in appendix 1.2.
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IND-4i

The DEIS states that public safety of neighboring citizens would not be affected. | disagree. The County
Commisioners of Alamance County, NC are opposed to the project. One of their concerns was that
Iocal volunteer fire departments would not have the resources to deal with a pipeline fire. Leaks and
fires have happened with major plpelines of this nature.

The MYP pipeline in West Virginia and Virginia has had constant emdrenmental violations during
construction there. In April 2009, MYP paid over 5250,000 in fines for erosion and water contamination
violations in West Virginia (20 notices). The Virginia Attorney General has sued MVP for over 300 water
quality violations in Virginia. A pipeline contractor, Precision Pipeline, has had repeated violations and
has been fined millicns of dollars, Free major construction permits for waork in Virginda have been
suspended since work began. The NC Department of Environmental Ouality denied recently denied a
water quality permit for MVP Southgate and ako previously stated that there was no public need for the
Praject.

IND-4 David Hill
With the Lt 4 milles of the Project, it crosses a 100 year flood plain of the Haw Biver. Six of the lsst 26 [MOuntain Valley’s Plan does not allow the use of
greatest recorded high water crests of the Haw River happened in 2018 alone. Major flooding of this  |herbicides within 100 feet of a wetland or waterbody
area would devastate the pipeling, inchading the T-21 Interconnect and Project termivus. except as allowed by the appropriate land management
Right of way maintenance will use herbicides to control vegetation. These would be a potential source | OT State ag_enCY- As part _Of Mountain Valley’s EXF)tiC
IND-4e of tosic pollution of nearly waterways and harm to nearby citizens. There are reports that the eparry  [and Invasive Plant Species Control Plan, If specified
Faeting wied o0 the pipeling b ey towle: for use by federal or state agencies near streams or
wetlands, the Project will utilize herbicide applications
approved for aquatic use.
Fusion bonded epoxy (FBE) coatings have been in use
for over 50 years and have been the subject of numerous
scientific studies. Epoxy coatings have undergone
NSF/ANSI 61 toxicological review process and been
certified for use in applications that bring them into
IND-4f contact with drinking water. Therefore, FBE coatings do
not present a risk to human health, including when the
pipe coating is exposed to groundwater that may serve
as a source of drinking water.
The DEIS states that there would be no significant impact of the Project on property values and
insurance of neighboring citizens. This is false, Construction and permanent maintenance of a pipeline - -
IND-4g owned by major corporations next door to a home will cause a significant lowering of the property See response SOCIO-1 in appendix I.2.
values and increase the cost and availability of property insurance.

|See response SAFE-3 in appendix 1.2.

See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.
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IND-4 David Hill
IND'4j The DEIS omits a Mo Action Alternative. This seems to be counterintuitive to the NEPA process. The No See response ALT-1 in appendix L2.
Action Alternative is that the Project is not built. X
The evaluation of the market for fracked natural gas,
The Project will help create and maintain a market for fracked natural gas. Fracking is source of major including induced production, is outside of the scope of
air and water polluthon where it cccurs. Methane is a major cause of global climate change. e T
IND-4k EADC R PONIE e K ooy e ot 0 the EIS. Those activities are regulated by individual
The MVP Southgate Project would have many serious and permanent environmental impacts on any states. Section 4.11 of the EIS discusses methane
and all citizens and communities associated with the Project. The Project is a direct environmental emissions. See response CI-1 in appendix 1.2 regarding
threat to associated citirens and communities. This Project would have negative environmental impacts X
an my family. The Project should not be built, climate change.
IND-41 Thank you very much. See response GEN-1 in appendix 1-2.

David Hill
Graham, NC
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IND-8

Eleanor Amidon

IND-8a

IND-8b

IND-8¢c

IND-8d

Eleanor M. Amidon, Afton, VA.

Like a big Swiss cheese, the Southgate DEIS is riddled with holes. The
gaps in content and conditional statements are red flags identifying
areas where a lot m analysis is needed. The following significant
shortcomings and omissions need to be rectified and made public for a
period of comment before finalizing the EIS.

proposed HDD crossings

The preliminary work on evaluating the proposed Dan River HDD crossing is
exactly that: preliminary. Based on two geotechnical borings, the current
design is deemed "feasible." (See DEIS, page 4-14.) However, ideally,
borings should be spaced approximately every 500 feet. (See
https://www.geoengineers.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/6H-The-HDD-
Evaluation-and-Design-Process-Notes-1.pdf) Since the proposed Dan River
HDD would be 2,523 feet, there should ke three more borings, and the
results of those additional three borings should be included in this
DEIS.

That the Dan River HDD initial hydrofracture risk assessment determined
that there would be an elevated risk of inadvertent returns (IRs) of
drilling fluid near the exit point of the drill does not sound promising.
Exactly what is this "mud-receiving pit" thev propose to expand? How
close is it to the Dan River? How will toxic spillage be prevented from
entering and contaminating the water in the Dan River? Additicnal
hydrofracture analys for the HDD crossing needs to be done before
proceeding, and the results should be included in this DEIS for public
comment.

The total crossing length of the proposed Stony Creek Reservoir HDD would
be 1,619 feet, and is considered feasible based on one geotechnical
boring. Additicnal bkorings should be made and the results included for
public viewing and commentary in this DEIS. Also, the Stony Creek
Reservoir HDD initial hydrofracture risk assessment determined that there
would be an elevated risk of inadvertent returns (IRs) of drilling fluid
near the exit point of the drill. Again, they propose to expand the "mud-
receiving pit."™ This sounds like a contamination of the Stony Creek
Reservoir is inevitakle. What guarantees are there, that the toxic
drilling fluid won't eventually leak or spill into the reservoir? In the
scheme of evaluating sites, avoidance of environmental damage is the
number one priority, and mitigation comes into play only as a weak second
option. In this case, with the possible ccntamination of a reservoir,
"mitigation" is not an acceptable alternative.

The proposed HDD sites have not been properly vetted. Making a
determination with less than 50% of the necessary data (2 of 5, or 40%,
and 1 of 3, or 33% of borings for feasibility analysis) is premature and
unreliable. All feasibility studies for the proposed HDD borings under
the Dan River and the Stony Creek Reservolr should be completed and their
results incorporated into the DEIS so that the public can read and
comment on them.

See section 4.1.4.9 of the EIS, which has been updated
with additional information.

See sections 2.4.2.1,4.1.4.9,4.3.2.2, and 4.3.2.7 for
further discussion on HDD crossing methods, impacts,
and mitigation.

See section 4.1.4.9 of the EIS, which has been updated
with additional information.

See section 4.1.4.9 of the EIS, which has been updated
with additional information.
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IND-8

Eleanor Amidon

IND-8e

IND-8f

Uranium and radioactive contamination

Page 4-12 of the DEIS states, "Uranium mobilization in the environment
can occur through the exposure of uranium- containing rocks and sediments
to the weathering process (physical or chemical), causing uranium to be
released from its parent material. Redistribution can further occur via
activities and processes that move soil and rock. Therefore, background
concentrations of uranium in soils, sediments, shallow bedrock, and
groundwater were assessed via a review of publicly available
information."

The USGS National Uranium Rescurce Evaluation (NURE) database that was
used consists of data cktained through airborne gamma-ray spectrometry,
which only detects gamma rays emitted by uranium in the crust of the
earth. Deeper deposits are not detected. Disturbing rock and soil, such
as would be deone by this propcsed project, could locsen and expose as yet
undetected underground uranium to rainwater. Uranium, being highly
soluble, can be easily dissolved and transported inte local groundwater.
Contrary to the conclusion on page 4-13 of the DEIS, this could lead to
significant impacts on human health and the enviromment. A more detailed
and robust study of the amount and location of uranium is needed before
unnecessarily engaging in earth-disturbing activities in Pittsylvania
County, VA,

Although the DEIS on page 4-30 states that Mountain Valley dces not not
anticipate long-term or significant impacts on groundwater resources
"not anticipating" is not adequate when the damage could be huge. Water
travels. If uranium (or other undisclosed proprietary industrial
chemicals used in drilling) contaminate the Staunton River, Dan River,
and/or Roanocke River, then Lake Gaston could be affected. Lake Gaston
supplies water to a large population in Virginia Beach. Prevention is the
only reasonable strategy here, namely, avoiding disturbing areas which
contain uranium deposits. "Mitigation"™ is net an acceptable alternative,
and the danger of radicactive contamination of public water supplies
should be taken very seriously.

See section 4.1.4.8 of the EIS. We consulted the USGS
NURE database, which contains the results of sediment
and water sampling, and other resources including
USGS soil geochemistry data and information obtained
from the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services.

See section 4.1.4.8 of the EIS. We describe the existing
conditions relative to concentrations of uranium in soils,
sediment, bedrock, and groundwater that may be
disturbed, as well as the behavior of and mobility of
uranium in the environment.
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IND-16
IND-88 Heise and Dyer

Part 1

Pg. 27/421 Draft EIS - ES-2

‘The most common comments we received were on project need. The
Commission's role in reviewing the defails of any project is to make a
determination of public convenience and necessity. The Commission bases its
decisions on financing, rates, market demand, gas supply, environmental impact,
and other issues conceming a proposed project. The forthcoming Commission
order for the Project will address need. We also received numerous comments
regarding impacts on water quality, secioeconomics, and health and safety. These
resources are addressed in the draft £1S.”

G6L-€’l

The scope of this DRAFT EIS appears to address the issues associated only with the The draft and final EIS describe the potential impacts on

pipeline and not the gas contained therein. This is equivalent to discussing the pipeline environmental resources resulting from construction and
as if it were pumping compressed air. If this is indeed the scope of the DRAFT EIS then operation of the Project. Staff considered measures to

IND-16a state it explicitly and justify the limited nature of this document. . .\ . .
avoid, reduce, and mitigate impacts on the environment,

The North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (NCDEQ), in their September and as appropriate, are including recommendations in
10, 2019 document submission to FERC makes this precise point when they state the final EIS to the Commission.

{page 2):

‘The Department is concemned that the four altematives proposed in the NO/
excludes non-natural gas energy afternatives.. Furthermore, the Project induces
additional natural gas production resulting in increased direct and cumuiative
environmental impacts, including reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts.”

NCDEQ explicitly uses the word “induces” and the DRAFT EIS purposefully constrains
itself to the pipeline construction process with an extremely narrow summation of leak
potential along the entirety of the pipeline. Production/fracking through See response IND-4k in appendix I.3.
IND-16b induced/increased preduction at source location appears not to be considered.

Additionally the major leak source, the Lambert Compressor Station, “ would not result
in a significant impact on local or regienal air quality” (Pg. 32 Draft EIS. ES-7).

However, note that by constraining the leak discussion to the more narrow issue of just

the pipeline there is an “end-run” around the Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gas
Rule:
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IND-16
IND-88 Heise and Dyer
Pg 320/421 DRAFT EIS - £-191
Potentisl GHG emissions from the Lambent Compressor Stafion wowld be greafer
than 25.000 melic fpy (see fable 4.11-3). Howevar, the rule establishes reporiing
requirements based on actwal emissions. Mounfain Valley would menifor
emissions fn accordance with the reporting e, if actual ermissions excead the
25000 metnc tpy threshold. GHG emissions wowd be reporied (o the EFA as
required.
A discussion juxtaposing petential and actual may be missing the purpose of the DRAFT EIS. A |Section 4.11.1.5 includes discussion of potential
statemant of probable/expected kakage rates based on ather comprassor stations leakage L. . . .
IND-16¢ rates would be move appropriate emissions of the Lambert Compressor Station, including
o i e DRAFT 15 0o addnees fntthe piosie project by sliminating 4 — fugitives from incidental leaks.
sagmenting a just the pipeline p eliminating discussion .
gas production leak issues in totallty | fram fracking to consumption), the impact of reparting The evaluation of upstream and downstream markets
reguirements as a result of meeting certain farashaids can be minimized, theraby allowing the and consumption impacts is outside the scope of this
IND-16d e S EEICs i Y ST el NIt e tene EIS. As appropriate, issues outside the scope of an EIS
Part 2 may be addressed in any Order the Commission may
Thara appears to ba a disturbingly dismissive undarone to the DRAFT EIS that is decidadiy 1SSu€.
uncharacteristic of a factual underdaking.
Pg. 187421 DRAFT EIS - 4-57
ke recerved a comment from the Roanoke River Basin Association (RREEA),
which suggesfed mitigalion for free removal at & 5.1 rafio fo offset the GHG effects
of pipe leakage. The RRBA estimaled that five new frees should be planted for
every free removed for construction of the pipeline nght-cf-way. Their estimate is
based an their findings of 1% leakage rates of methane gas from other pipelines.
RREA states that mathane s 25 times sfronger than carbon dioxide in ifs effect
a5 & greenhouse gas, and while Iif would be befter to efiminale pipe leakage, the
leakage should be offse! with free mitigation until the pipe leakage can be
efiminated. We nofe that Virginia has 15.72 million acres of forestland (Virginia
Depantment of Forestry [VADQFE]) and North Carolfng has 188 million acres of
forests (North Carolina Forestry Associsfion [NCEAJ. Within this context, we
condlude that impacts on forests wouwld be long-term but would nof be significant.
Az publlshad in Emenoﬂ (R. A Abrarez ef al., Science 10.1126/scionce.aar? 204 (2018).), - - —
i 0 g SB/185 actual emissions for the total See response CI-1 in appendix 1.2. Emissions are
IND-16e n{ras.tmdura gas pmdu-::han Emd transmission appear to be much higher. | seriously doubt that discussed in section 4.11.1.5 and climate change is

the RREA made the findings” of a 1% leakage rate, rather they researched the Esue. The
Science article lists an additional 77 references.

RRBA statement of methane being 25 times stronger ghg than CO: may be conservative
{nitps e sciencedaly comiraleas s/ 201 8081B0E21 141154 htm). The 25 time stronger
estirmate seams to come frorn a GWP 5 rather than a GWP.. { Glabal Warming Patential -
years measuremant). A GWiPy estimate for methana impact is much higher as tha methane
has not degraded into OOy thereby lessening its impact

discussed in section 4.13.2.9
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IND-16
IND-88 Heise and Dyer
The quated paragraph above then states the acreage of forest in Virging and North Caralina as : : S
if the millions of trees has an impact on assessing methane emissions and thereby dismisses Mountain Valley has C.Omnntted to m.mlmlzn.lg 1mpacts
IND-16f the 501 ralio offset. Frankly a 51 ratie may be vastly underselling the offsat required to mitigate  |on forest land and continues to coordinate with VDCR
the methane releases from production, ramsmission leakage and combustion. It is not the . s . . .
existenca of forests that offeet addtional methane release, & is the creation of new forests that | 01! €€ clearing mitigation prior to clearing trees
affer the potential to mitigate new methane releases,
Part 3
Pg. B1 DRAFT EIS - 2220
During pubfic scoping, 8 comment was submitted regarding the pofential for
Mountain Valley fo further expand the Project and evenfualy export nafural gas.
Mountain Valley stated that it has no plans af this fime to either expand or abandon
the proposed facilifes, noris the Project able or desigred to export natural gas. If
Mountain Valley proposes any expansion or abandonment of the Profect faciities,
it would have fo seek specific authorzation for that action from the FERC. An
appropriate emwronmental review wouwld be conducted, and fthe public would have
the opportunity fo comment an Mountain Valley's proposal Likewise, any
proposed abandonmant of any facilities approved in these dockels would reguire
gdditonal environmental and regulfatory revew under section 7ib) of the NGA.
Having submitted prior comments along these lines, it is important to note some significant
difference in these prior submitted statements on 8-23-2018 to Docket No. PF18-4-000.
Spacifically:
If no declaration is made, is MVF southgale barred from ever exporfing gas?
s MVF Southgate allowed fo pefition, post pipeline completion, fo allow expart if
excluded initialiy?
Are the MVP invesfors allowed fo increase expons fo other oullets as an offset fo
any restrictions specifically made to the MVP Southgate project?
These questions were posed for a couple of reasons. MVP is an LLC that proposes to
IND-16g sell gas to PSNC for residential consumption. PSNC has since been purchased by See section 2.8 of the EIS

Darminion Energy which, not incidentally, is a large shareholder in the Atlantic Coast
Pipeline. Any statement or promise to not export gas from the MVP pipeline should
include Dominion Energy as @ whole. MVP/Dominion should be constrained to
delivering gas lo the Alamance terminus for distribution to the ariginal PSNC distribution
anea.

The Alamance terminus shoulkd not be used as a disiribution point to balance excess
production for exporting gas from other pipelines to olher locales overseas. Additicnally,
trading bulk LWG through different companies to create artificial local demand is an
abuse of a need requirement. If not so constrained, Rockingham and Alamance County
regidents, landowners and gas consumers are paying mulliple times over for this
pipeline. The residents would be paying higher prices for unneeded gas through an
arificial damand crealed by expart. The residents wauld be paving for unnecessany
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IND-16
IND-88 Heise and Dyer
discusses the impact of the gé_s production and mrrsumpﬁn-ri as induced by the' =]
pipeline?
Finally, it is unusual to see this DRAFT EIS include a discussion about export when the
IND-16g | purported intent of this DRAFT EIS was relegated to environmental issues associated  [See above IND-16 comment response

with the pipeline. This leaves one to wonder if Ihis was a mistake on the part of the
writers’ of the DRAFT EIS or whether the issue of restrictions on export will be
addressed in the “Commission crder for the Project.” Additionally, will there be a
comment period on the "Commissicn order far the Projedt” and will there be an EIS that

discusses the impact of the gas production and consumption as induced by the
pipeline?
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IND-19

Katie Whitehead

IND-19a

Docket No, CP19-14-000
General Comment Regarding the MVP Southgate Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Submitted September 10, 2012 by Katie Whitehead

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) knows that its process for reviewing
interstate natural gas pipelines is flawed, yet the agency is repeating its mistakes as it goes
through the motions of assessing whether the Mountain Valley Pipeline Southgate
Extension would, on balance, provide a vital public benefit.

In February 2017 former Conunissioner and FERC Chairman Norman Bav recommended that
FERC look at how the Commission determines whether there is a need for new pipelines and
conducts environmental reviews. Bay acknowledged that “the Commission has largely relied on
the extent to which potential shippers have signed precedent agreements for capacity on the
proposed pipeline,” in spite of a “litany of other factors (o consider.”

Bay's letter did not slow FERC approval of the highly controversial Mountain Valley Pipeline
(MVP) and Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP). now poster children for the need for FERC policy
reform. Residents of Virginia, West Virginia and North Carolina are experiencing the havoe and
controversy that result [rom a lailed initial review as (ederal and state agencies and courts
address charges of regulatory and constitutional violations and project costs soar.

Former Commissioner Chervl LaFleur dissented, a rare move on the Commission, in the 2-1vote
approving MVP and ACP in October 2017. She was unconvinced of the need for the pipelines
and cited FERC’s failure to look at altematives with less environmental impact.

In November 2017 an Analysis Group report described how the gas industry has changed since
FERC instituted its now-outdated 1999 policies, under which Commissioners have approved
over 400 new pipelines and rejected two.

In December 2017 then FERC Chairman Kevin Melntvre announced that FERC would review
its 1999 Statement of Policy on Certification of New Interstate Gas Pipeline Facilities.

In April 2018 FERC solicited comments on possible reform to better meet its policy’s aim “to
appropriately consider the enhancement of competitive transportation alternatives, the possibility
of over building, the avoidance of unnecessary disruption of the environment, and the unneeded
exercise of eminent domain.” Predictably, the gas industry spoke for the status quo. Noteworthy

among those commenting in support of change were Senators Mark Warner and Tim Kaine;
Giles and Roanoke Counties; 61 Public Interest Orpanizations: and the Niskanen Center, a policy

think tank. I'requently expressed concerns were that FERC does not adequately scrutinize project
need, investigate alternatives, justify use of eminent domain, evaluate environmental impacts, or
facilitate public participation. The comment period ended in late July 2018; there’s been no
evidence of further action by ERC.

See responses GEN-2 and GEN-4 in appendix 1.2.
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IND-19

Katie Whitehead

IND-19b

IND-19c

IND-19d

Meanwhile, under FERC’s old policies, MYP Southgate appears to be moving toward an
unscrutinized rubber-stamp approval.

Mountain Valley Pipeline, L.I.C (Mountain Valley) has applied to FERC for certification of the
MVP Southgate Extension, 73 miles of natural gas pipeline that could transport as much as 375
million cubic feet of gas per day from the MVP mainline through a new compressor station near
Chatham in Pittsylvania County, VA, to Dominion Energy delivery points near Fden in
Rockingham County and Graham in Alamance County, NC.

FERC is now soliciting public comment on its Southgate Project Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS). Reading the 700-page DEIS is not just daunting, it’s
dishecartening.

In the DEIS, FERC does not question the purpose and need for Southgate; it merely reports: “In
general, as described by Mountain Valley, the purpose and need for the Southgate Project is to
meet the speeific requests for natural gas transportation service of its anchor shipper, Dominion
Energy, a local natural gas distribution company. Mountain Valley states that the Project will
provide additional firm natural gas transportation services for Dominion Energy to meet its
growing supply needs via interconnections with the under construction Mountain Valley Pipeline
projeet in southern Virginia and the interstate pipeline of East Tennessee in North Carolina to
two new delivery points on the Dominion Energy distribution system in Rockingham and
Alamance Counties, North Carolina.” (DEIS section 1.1}

The DEIS states that FERC has two options: (1) approve the project with or withoul conditions,
or (2) deny approval —the “No Action Alternative.” According to the DEIS, No Action would
mean no construction, no environmental impacts, and the project’s stated purpose not being met.
The DEIS then speculates, “If the Project is not constructed, shippers may seek other means to
obtain an equivalent supply of natural gas from new or exisling pipeline systems ... (which) may
result in the expansion of existing natural gas transporlation systems or the construction of new
infrastructure; both of which are likely to result in impacts comparable to those described in ...
this draft EIS. ... Therefore, we dismiss (the No Action Alternative) trom further consideration.”
Poof! Just like that, FERC dismisses any other means of meeting the incremental growth in gas
demand that may arise in North Carolina.

Ilere is another example in which FERC avoids its job of evaluating alternatives: “Some
commenters recommended that we evaluate the potential for energy efficiency, energy
conservation programs, and renewable energy (e.g., wind, solar) to eliminate or meet the need
for the Southgate Project. ... However, because the purpose of the Project is Lo transport natural
gas, and (these) are not transportation alternatives, they cannot function as a substitute for the
Project and are not considered further in this analysis.” (DELS section 3.1.1) Poof! Dismissed!

See response GEN-2 in appendix 1.2.

See response ALT-1 in appendix 1.2.

See response ALT-2 in appendix 1.2.
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IND-19

Katie Whitehead

IND-19e

IND-19f

As lormer gas and electric wility executive Thomas Hadwin has poimted out, “The National
Environmental Policy Act requires (FERC) to consider issues owtside of their normal jurisdiction
when reviewing altematives to the proposed project.” Yet FERC dismisses all possibla
altenatives becanse they are not a pipeline delivering gas from the precise production zone in

West Virginia used by Mountain Valley to connection points in North Carolina proposed by
Moumtain Valley.

FERC has a unique capacity to take the big picture view and abrogates its opportunity and
responsibility.

Whereas FERC's DELS rejects existing pipeline systems as aliematives, [ladwin emphasized the
common-sense advantages of using the Transco (Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line, LLC) system:
“The firture capacity additions that might be needed by PENCirecently purchased by Dominion
Energy, Inc.) can be most easily and certainly less expensively obtained by incremental additions
using the existing conneelions lo Transco. Connecting (o any of the new pipelines {such as MVP)
in the region will add unnecessary expenses Tor PSNC{Dominion) ratepayers 1o bear and result in
substantial overcapacity, PSNC has been reliably served by Transco for decades. Transco has
abumdant capacity to continue to do so. ... There is no evidence of unreliable supplias of gas to
North Carolina that would justify the need for a new pipeling lo serve the area ... a new pipeline
thal adds millions or billions 1o the energy costs of the ultimate gas customers. ... The Transco
altemmativie 15 one that should be fully examined by the Commission before rendering any
judgment about the necessity and public convenience of the MVP-Southgate project.”

Hadwin cited the 2006 Svpapse Fne ics study, “which determined that the cxpansions
1o the existing pipeline system would prov ||:I¢ more than sufficient mpamn for Virginia and the
Carolinas through 2030, even under an unlikely "high demand scenario.™

There is no reason that alternatives should exactly meet the precise stated purpose of the
MVP Southgate project. What's important is to meet North Carolina’s energy needs
without undue burden on landowners, communities, our environment, and utility
CUSHHIETS,

Hadwin's system allematives involving Transco “are all superior to the proposcd project.
Although not every option has its primary source of pas from the same production zons as the
proposed project, they have access to production zones that offer equivalent prices and more
options. They are less expensive, can be accomplished sooner. and can provide a graduated
increase in capacily rather than requiring years of payments of $160 million per vear for unused
capacity from MVP:Southgate that provides no benefit to the customers of PSNC{Dominion ).
Little or no construction is required by these various alternatives, thus, environmental impacts
and intrusion upon landowners is much less or non-existent.”™

See response ALT-1 in appendix 1.2.

See section 3.3.2.1 of the EIS for an analysis of the
Transco Alternative.
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FERC docs not investigate any of these options, The only Transco oplion FERC mmagines is one
contorted to mimic MYT Southgate, which it then dismisses out of hand as having essentially the
same environmental impacts. Cuoting Hadwin once again, deseribing one Transeo allemative,
“Transeo could transport the gas to North Carolina and provide appropriate capacity additions to

7 TPSNC whenever they are actually needed via existing or upgraded conncetions. This option would
avoid the expense of building the Southgate pipeline and would also avoid the high cost of
transportation on the MVP, Dominion Energy would aveid burdening ils electricily ralepayers in
Virginia with over 54 billion in higher energy costs for a pipeline they don’t need, and lower (he cost
of pipeline transportation for the customers of its new subsidiary, PSKC.”

Why doesn’t FERC ask Transco how it can meet an increase in gas demand in Morth Caroling
if and when such an increase occurs? In a pelition [or reheanng and'or reconsideration of the
Allantic Comst Pipeline, ransco stated, “Factually, Transco has the infrastructure and pipeline in
place to serve the Southeast, including South Carolina, for many yvears, It 15 obvious Dominion
intends to mstall duplicative infrastructure and pipeline to serve the ratepavers of South Carolina at
greal monetary expense to the mtepayers of South Caroling,” No doubt, the same could be said for
MVP Southgate and the ratepayers of North Carolina

FER(”s Southgate Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement makes no sense. It
makes no sense fo evaluate the potential environmental impacts of MVP Southgate as il if is
the best and only selution to a problem that, according te an increasingly large hody of
evidence®, does not exist. FERC leaves the question of public need to a later determination,
dismisses altermatives that could meet any actual public need, accepts the pipeline
developer's word that it will comply with best management practices and FERC
conditions, and includes no mention of egregious violations by the same developer during
construction of the MVE mainline. FERC concludes that approval of the MV Southgate
would, “through implementation of (FERC) recommendations and Mountain Valley's
proposed avoidanee, minimization, and mitigation measures,” result in “less-than-
significant™ adverse environmental impacts. That's absurd. And disheartening,

See above IND-19f comment response
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MY MVP Southgate Draft Comments Please feel free to make comments, suggestions or edits Thanks Maury

September 16, 2019

Ms. Kimberly Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St, Washington, DC

Dear Ms. Bose,

As a registered inteventor for the Mountain Valley Pipeline Southgate Extension project, FERC Docket
CP19-14-000, | wish to have the following complaints and statements placed on the FERC Docket for the
DEIS comments.

I have been told by friends in Alamance County, NC that the proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline
Southgate extension construction through the northern part of that county would destroy most of the
remaining native artifacts, burial mounds left there by ancient Native American cultures, A number of
cultures/tribes use to inhabit this area, including the Sissipihaw, Saponi, Shakori, Occaneechi and many
more. Unfortunately, the 1986 Alamance County Archaeological Survey Project mentions only a few of
the Native American burial sites in Alamance County.

Legend has it that in early 1700’s, settler John Lawson traveled through the Piedmont area of North
Carolina. (From Wikipedia -- John Lawson (16747 — 1711) was an English explorer, naturalist and writer.
He played an important role in exploring the interior of colonial North Carolina, South Carclina and
Georgia, publicizing his expeditions in a book. He founded two settlements in North

Carolina: Bath and New Bern, both located on rivers in the coastal plain. He was killed by Tuscarora
people, who were beginning to resist European encroachment.)

You can read more at this link: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/John Lawson (explorer)

Lawson described the land as “extraordinarily rich” and said that no man could have any reason to
dislike it. He recorded 27 species of mammals, including buffalo, elk, wolf and panther, which have long
vanished from the area.

According to Lawson, the Haw River was named for the Sissipahau Indians who lived near and along this
stream. Their passage way became known as the Great Trading Path, it ran from Fort Henry (now
Petersburg VA) in Virginia to cross the Haw River near the present town of Swepsonville, NC just outside
of present day Burlington NC. This is the path that all colonizers and corporate enterprises seem to
follow time and time again. The proposed MVP Right-of-Way would largely follow the Native American
trading path down the Haw River. It is imperative that the citizens and government agencies protect this
historically significant path.

Alamance County is named after the Great Alamance Creek which was named by Native Americans. It
was called "Alamance” after an old local Native American word used to describe the blue-colored mud in
the bottom of the creek. Alamance County is known for its rich Native American history; however, it will
not be if the MVP Southgate is allowed to destroy that rich history. It will be known as the county that
let the MVP destroy its history and FERC will be complicit in that destruction, to the benefit of an out of
state corporation to build an environmentally destructive, unwanted and unneeded pipeline.

Section 4.10 of the EIS provides a detailed discussion of
archaeological surveys and resources identified for the
Project.

Comment noted.
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The proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline Southgate FERC DOCKET CP19-14-000, project will disrupt over
230 streams and permanently destroy forests and pristine farmland along its path, while releasing over
100,000 tons of greenhouse gases each year if constructed. That statement alone should be enough to
cancel this project. This pipeline is a dangerous and unnecessary pipeline and not only threatens the
people of southern VA and North Carolina, but it would help push the climate to the brink of complete
catastrophe as we race towards the mark where human life on this planet would not be able to exist.

Mountain Valley Pipeline (MVP) Docket CP16-10-0000 has already caused over 300 documented water
quality viclations in Virginia, and at least that many more in West Virginia. | have documented over 150
E &S Failures on a small part of Spread F (mostly over a four mile section in Monroe and Summers
County WV). It has received multiple stop-work orders during the construction of its main line in VA and
was fined nearly $266,000.00 for water quality violation in WV from April 2018 through November of
2018. Even then they continue to rack up NOVs in WV.. The proposed Southgate project is not needed
to meet demands for natural gas in North Carolina or anywhere else, and MVP has proven they cannot
build a pipeline without severely impacting the environment and local water supplies.

The MVP Southgate will put important water resources at risk, including but not limited to the Jordan
Lake, the Dan and Haw Rivers all sources for clean water for many families and farms in Virginia and
North Carolina. It also will put lots of family farms and the families who live there at risk to multiple
impacts including explosions, tainted water, air and land.

The MVP Southgate extension has significant lengths of the proposed pipeline route running over karst
terrain with potential cave systems and steep slopes. It will run through watersheds prone to flash
flooding. The DEIS makes it clear that the pipeline is at risk of failure due to sinkholes, landslides, and
floading. Even worse, the DEIS points out that the extensive blasting of bedrock during construction will
increase the risk of landslides. Blasting poses a threat to private residents and the pipeline itself.

Construction of the pipeline is will cause heavy erosion, leading to the pollution of local waterways. MVP
construction on the mainline in WV and VA has caused hundreds of documented E & S control failures,
with probably thousands of undocumented failures, there is no reason to believe that anything will be
different on the Southgate extension. FERC's assumption in the DEIS that the developer will comply with
standard water protection measures and uphold water quality standards is misguided and has no basis
in reality.

MVP Southgate will cross more than water bodies, 3 of which are major water bodies, including
designated water supply, high quality, and/or nutrient sensitive water bodies. In addition, MVP is

IND-28;

requesting to run the pipeline parallel and within 15 feet of a waterbody in 28 locations, even though
FERC standard is greater than 15 feet. Allowing for less than a 50 foot setback is also against the Jordan
Lake Rules which are in place to protect streams from nutrient and sediment impairment. Erosion and
sedimentation is an ongoing concern in the Haw River basin, and many of our streams are impaired due
to poor benthic life. Sedimentation, erosion, and increases in stormwater velocity, has left many creeks
with steep, inaccessible banks, void of healthy aquatic habitat. Cutting forested streamside buffers and
wetlands increases the risks of erosion and sedimentation, making the water muddier and impacting
aquatic life.

IND-28k

Much of the pipeline is in the flood zone of the Haw River, which has seen record flooding the past two
years. This volume and velocity of water will be increased with less buffer protection and compacted
soils from heavy machinery. The Haw River watershed has extremely flashy flow tendencies. The high
and low flow points have not been factored into this review.

impacts are discussed in Section 4.5 and 4.8.1; and
farmland impacts are discussed in section 4.8.1. The

4.13.2.9.

See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.

Section 4.3.2 describes the effects of the Projects on
surface waterbodies. We recognize that in-stream
construction would cause temporary and localized
impacts on surface water.

As stated in section 4.1.4.5, no karst features (e.g.,
caves, sinkholes) were identified.

See response SURF-7 in appendix 1.2.

See response GEO-2 in appendix 1.2.

See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.

See responses SURF-1, SURF-2, and SURF-3 in
appendix 1.2.

See response SURF-7 in appendix 1.2.

Impacts to streams are discussed in section 4.3.2; forest

Project's climate change impacts are discussed in section
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Blasting and heavy equipment can damage infrastructure and make well water unsafe. Landowner well
surveys have not been completed and locations of wells and springs are unknown and therefore impacts
cannot be assessed. This is vitally important due to the fact that MVF construction in WV and VA has
tainted numerous springs, wells and other water sources,

Being an impacted landowner and citizen monitor on the MVP mainline (FERC DOCKETCP16-10-0000), |
have seen firsthand the work MVP contractors have done on the mainline and have little faith that the
requirements of the erosion and sediment control plan will be met at all. Including clauses/statements
like "when practicable” leaves too much subjectivity to MVP Southgate contractors. There are over 600
documented water quality and erosion and sediment erosion control viclations on the mainline done by
the same teams. However, leaving so much subjectivity in what is or what is not practicable allows MVP
Southgate to argue the bare minimum is all that is necessary. There are sensitive watersheds along the
MVP Southgate and this project and the MVP developers have demonstrated that they are incapable of
completing this project in a way that prevents serious watershed or environmental degradation.

The construction of the MVP Southgate pipeline extension will have a long term impact on over 25 acres
of wetlands. In addition to the pipeline construction, Mountain Valley is asking for a waiver of FERC's
wetland protection setbacks and plans to locate 23 additional temporary workspaces within 50 foot
wetlands. This is not protective of the sensitive watersheds and should not be allowed. Furthermaore,
construction of the pipeline would have long-term, permanent impacts to 615 acres of forested uplands,
10 acres of forested wetlands and nearly 12 acres of protected riparian forested lands in the Jordan Lake
Watershed, These habitats require decades to recover from the kind of blasting, demolition and
construction cantemplated far this praiect.

Constructing this project would disturb about 1,439 acres of wildlife habitat, much of which would be
permanently destroyed by the project. The project would also cross 21 perennial waterbodies
containing fisheries of special concern such as the James River Spiney Mussell and the Roanoke Log
Perch, which is ane of the Endangered Species that has caused the USFWS to reinitiate consultation on
the MVP mainline project and may lead to a loss of the ESA Permit.

The U.S, Fish & Wildlife Service told Mountain Valley to minimize impacts to vulnerable migratory bird
species which uses the project area such as bald eagles, northern bobwhite, and red-headed
woodpecker by avoiding clearing vegetation during the peak migratory bird nesting season (March 15 -
August 15 in Virginia and April 1 - August 31 in North Carolina). Mountain Valley has defied the agency's
guidance and has proposed clearing vegetation during peak nesting season, from March 15 — April 30
and from August 16-31. FERC's DEIS {CP19-14-000) ignored the obvious impacts to migratory birds that
would result from this reckless activity.

As mentioned earlier construction of the Southgate extension would harm numerous aquatic species,
including the Roanoke logperch, James River Spiney Mussel. It would alse put in danger the Atlantic
Pigtoe and smooth coneflower which is listed on the Endangered Species list or under consideration for
listing, ie the Atlantic Pigtoe.

The construction of the MVP Southgate would leave a 72-mile long, 100-foot wide scar across VA and NC
for a needless project. It would be a visual blight on the landscape and degrade the lands along its path.

See response GW-1 in appendix 1.2.

See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.

See response WET-1 in appendix 1.2.

Section 4.5 of the EIS discusses impacts to forests and
other vegetation types.

Federal agency compliance for the Endangered Species
Act (ESA) Section 7 is described in section 4.7.1 of the
EIS.

Section 4.6.3.2 of the EIS discusses impacts on
migratory birds.

See response IND-28p

Visual impacts are discussed in section 4.8.4 of the EIS.
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Residents, landowners and visitors/tourist to the area would be stuck looking at the pipeline every day.
It would continue the destruction of the visual impacts to the region and the loss of the use of the land
by landowners, much like it already has on over 300 miles of the MVP mainline. Residents will lose the
privacy and visual screens of large trees and hedgerows to construction; the pipeline and its numerous
new roads that would needed to be built and operated directly next to scores of homes — and will pass
right through one home; construction will render many property owners’ land unusable for farming,
habitation or other uses. Even so, the DEIS make the dubious claim that there will be no impacts on local
property values.

The pipeline would also impact the experiences of countless recreational users of public parks,
recreation and conservation areas by generating dust and noise pollution, scaring off wildlife, and
disrupting public access during construction. Users of National Wild & Scenic River candidates like the
Dan and Haw Rivers; future designated recreational water trails like the Banister River; and public trails
like the Mountains-to-Sea Trail and a planned public trail in Alamance County would all be affected. The
project would also clear trees within view of the Colonial Heritage Byway (Route 150 in Rockingham
County), causing permanent impacts.

Construction of the project will cause long term impacts to the environment, yet it is unlikely to provide
any positive long term effects to local unemployment rates. FERC found that any potential benefits to
local economies would be temporary and minor. Long term operation of the project would create about
6 permanent jobs in each state of Virginia and North Carolina. In addition, construction schedule would
overlap with peak tourism season, potentially negatively impacting the tourism economy in the area.
Local employment will not be increased, property values will decrease, and any positive impacts to the
surrounding economy will be short lived while the long term damage will take decades to overcome, if
atall.

In the DEIS, FERC states they have “not yet completed the process of complying with the National
Historic Preservation Act” and that miles of the proposed Southgate pipeline route are still not surveyed
for cultural resources that could be damaged. In numerous instances for potential archeoclogical sites
and historic structures, FERC referenced mitigation as a solution however nowhere in the DEIS does
FERC explain what mitigation measures must be or the timeline they must be completed. FERC should
pursue communications with the interested indigenous tribes and should complete the process to
comply with the National Historic Preservation Act before taking any additional steps on the approval
process for the Southgate project. This rush to start the MVP Southgate is unnecessary as the MVP
mainline currently under construction has been seriously delayed by loss of permits and other legal
challenges and its completion is in doubt. Therefore MVP Southgate extension should not be approved
until all legal challenges to the MVP mainline has been resolved and its future has been determined.

The Lambert compressor station has the potential to emit 125,000 tons of greenhouse gases, 3.5 tons of
formaldehyde each year and over 10 tons of particulate matter each year, putting nearby communities
atrisk for cardiovascular issues and asthma. The compressor station will be built in proximity to two
Transco compressor stations already in operation. Cumulative impacts and the potential to impact
human health with two minor source polluting facilities and one Title V facility (pending FERC approval)
have not been adequately evaluated to assume that human and environmental health will not be
adversely impacted. The added GHG emissions alone should disqualify this project from being approved.
If approved it will be the cause of future litigation and probable cancelation of the project as we simply
cannot continue down this path and survive as a species in the face of global climate change, largely
caused by GHG emissions.

See response LU-1 in appendix 1.2.

Impacts on recreational and special use lands are
discussed in section 4.8.4 of the EIS

See section 4.9.1 of the EIS for discussion of
employment. See also responses SOCIO-1, SOCIO-2,
and SOCIO-8 in appendix 1.2.

See response CULT-1 in appendix 1.2.

See response AIR-2 and CI-4 in appendix 1.2.
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The DEIS merely states that pipeline developers would comply with minimum construction and
operation standards. The developers have not exhibited that they can construct the mainline in an
environmentally friendly manner. There is no indication they would change their methods to construct
the Southgate any differently. Why would you think the operation or construction of Southgate
extension would be any different? Therefore, it gives no reason for people living within the blast radius
of either project to feel safe. The National Transportation Safety Board documents interstate pipeline
accidents, and its database includes numerous recent natural gas pipeline ruptures, leaks, and
explosions. Moreover, studies show a spike in accidents involving new pipelines in recent years. The
majority of the pipeline would be in Class 1 population density areas, meaning it would mandate the
lowest safety standards and put those living near the pipeline at an even greater risk.

FERC states that impacts from construction and operation of the pipeline will be temporary and
localized. However, this assessment failed to take into account the long term cumulative impacts that
will occur across the region. The impacts to forest, water resources and visual degradation would most
likely be severe. This is borne out by what has already happened on the MVP mainline in WV and VA.
The nearly three miles of in stream work paired with the removal of vegetation along streams will have
long term negative impacts to already impacted water resources.

FERC is being naive at best and ignoring the significant impacts of this project. The DEIS describes
widespread, permanent impacts like the long-lasting or permanent destruction of hundreds of acres of
forests and wetlands, but then turns around and says that impacts won't be dignificant because
mitigation measures will be used during construction. Mitigation cannot prevent the significant impacts
that permanent forest and wetland destruction cause. Mitigation simplify cannot be done, once these
impacts have occurred, they are forever.

The DEIS’ reliance on mitigation measures to argue that the project will cause no significant impacts falls
short because many of the mitigation measures proposed to prevent significant impacts to local
resources are unknown, In many instances, the DEIS instructs Mountain Valley Pipeline to come up with
mitigation measures that are currently not defined. FERC cannot claim that unknown measures will
prevent significant environmental impacts. One only has to examine the MVP mainline construction In
WV and VA to see that the above assessment by FERC is totally false and nowhere close to reality on the
ground.

Finally the conclusion by FERC that no significant environmental impacts would be inflicted by this
project while lacking the necessary information to even assess what those impacts might be is
disingenuous. For example, Archaeological surveys have not been completed for the project area,
preventing analysis of impacts to cultural resources. Impacted streams a site where imperiled aquatic
species are suspected to live need further studies and consultation with the USFWS per the recently
litigation concerning ESA permit along the MVP mainline. FERC acknowledges that MVP will use 5.9
million gallons of water in constructing the project, but has no idea where MVP will get that water from,
preventing FERC from assessing the environmental impact of those water withdrawals.

See response SAFE-1 in appendix 1.2.

See response CI-1 in appendix 1.2.

See response GEN-9 in appendix 1.2.

See response GEN-4 in appendix 1.2.
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Monday, September 16, 2019

Kimberly D. Bose

Secretary

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

Subject: Reject the Proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline and Southgate Extension --
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Southgate Project (CP19-14-000)

To Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) Chairman Neil Chatterjee:

The Mountain Valley Pipeline (MVP) Southgate Project is not in the public interest and
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s draft environmental impact statement
(DEIS) for the MVP Southgate Extension is woefully inadequate. The DEIS fails to
provide adequate information for public comment, does not properly assess climate-
altering greenhouse gas emissions or the effect of those emissions on the environment,
and fails to fully account for all of the environmental threats posed by the MVP
extension. It also minimizes the risk of impacts to private well owners’ water quality.
Blasting and heavy equipment can damage infrastructure and make well water unsafe.
This is not a risk that affected communities and landowners should be forced to bear.

“Our duty to the whole, including fo the unborn generations, bids us to restrain an
unprincipled present-day minority from wasting the heritage of these unborn
generations. The movement for the conservation of wildlife and the larger movement
for the conservation of all our natural resources are essentially democratic in spirt,
purpose and method.”

-- Theodore Roosevelf

Not only will the Southgate Project create permanent adverse impacts on the local
environment, it will also contribute to several more decades of global climate pollution.
Studies show that existing gas infrastructure is more than sufficient to meet regional
energy needs for residents and industry. Therefore, the primary beneficiaries of the
pipeline will be private companies. This is deeply concerning, given that a Certificate of
Public Convenience and Necessity would allow the taking of private property for this
project.

See responses GEN-2 and GEN-4 in appendix 1.2.

Section 4.3.1 of the EIS includes a detailed discussion
of the potential impacts water supply wells. The EIS
discusses blasting and associated impacts in section
4.3.1.2. Mountain Valley would adhere to its General
Blasting Plan to minimize impacts from blasting.

|See response GEN-2 in appendix [.2.

|See response GEN-7 in appendix I.2.
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‘It is horrifying that we have to fight our own government to save the environment.”
- Ansel Adams

Construction of the pipeline is expected to cause heavy erosion and consequent
sedimentation of local waterways. Yet the DEIS assumes that if MVP complies with
FERC's Mountain Valley Pipeline Project Erosion and Sediment Contral Plan, it would
adequately avoid or minimize damage to surface waters. But current construction of the
MVP main line has proven these plans and procedures are inadequate, and that MVP is

unwilling to comply. In Phase | of this project, MVP has already violated commonsense
water quality protections aver 300 times in West Virginia and Virginia, and is being sued
by Virginia's Attorney General. Time after time, peliution and mudslides have run off
their worksites and into streams, waterways, and even the homes of people living
nearby. FERC's assumption in the DEIS that the developer will comply with standard
water protection measures and uphold water quality standards is misguided and
undermines the credibility of the DEIS' environmental analysis. If MVP has had so many
problems with the first phase of this project, why should we expect that construction of
this extension will be any less damaging?

“Our government is like a rich and foolish spendthrift who has inhented a magnificent
estafe in perfect order, and then has left his fields and meadows, forests and parks
fo be sold and plundered and wasted.”

- John Muir

Erosion and sedimentation is an ongoing concern in the Haw River basin, and many of
the streams are impaired due to poor aquatic life, Sedimentation, erosion, and
increases in stormwater velocity have left many creeks with steep, inaccessible banks
which are deveid of healthy aquatic habitat. Cutting forested streamside buffers and
wetlands increases the risks of erosion and sedimentation, increasing turbidity levels
and impacting aguatic life. Much of the pipeline is in the flood zone of the Haw River,
which has seen record flooding during the past two years. This volume and velocity of
water will be increased with less buffer protection and compacted soils from heavy
machinery. The Haw River watershed has extremely variable high flow tendencies. The
high and low flow peints have not been factored into this review,

‘If some are prosecuted for abusing children, others deserve to be prosecuted for
maltreating the face of nature committed to their care.”
-- Henry David Thoreau

See responses SURF-2 in appendix 1.2.

See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.

See response SURF-2 and SURF-7 in appendix 1.2.
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Adjacent communities already face contaminated drinking water sourced from the Dan
River, Haw River, and surface water reservairs. Additional public water supply intakes
are located downstream of these stream crossings. Though these intakes are further
downstream than the DEIS assessment limit of three miles, many of the contaminants
that could impact drinking water quality do not break down, and, therefore, the three
mile limit for downstream impacts is arbitrary and does not provide an accurate
assessment of the full scope of impacts.

“An unwiitten compact between the dead, the living and the unbomn requires that we
leave the unborn something more than...depleted natural resources.”
-- A Washington State Court decision

The work MVP contractors have done on the mainline is wholly inadequate and no one
should have any faith that the requirements of the erosion and sediment control plan will
be met at all. Including clauses like *when practicable” leaves too much subjectivity to
MVP Southgate contractors. However, leaving so much subjectivity in what is or what is

not practicable allows MVP Southgate to argue that the bare minimum is all that is
necessary, This is a sensitive watershed, and this project cannot be completed in a way
that prevents serious watershed degradation.

"The ultimate test of a moral society is the kind of world that it leaves to its children.”
- Diefrich Bonhoeffer

FERC is ignoring other significant impacts of this project. The DEIS describes
widespread, permanent impacts-like the long-lasting or permanent destruction of 615
acres of forested uplands, ten acres of forested wetlands and nearly twelve acres of
protecled riparian forested lands in the Jordan Lake Watershed--but then turns around
and says that these impacts won't be significant because mitigation measures will be
used during construction. Mitigation cannot prevent or repair the significant impacts of
permanent forest and wetland destruction and these habitats will require decades to
recover from the kind of blasting, demolition, and construction contemplated for this
project.

"As we peer into society’s future, we—you and |, and our government—must avoid
the impulse to live only for today, plundering for our own ease and convenience the
precious resources of tomorrow. We cannof mortgage the material assets of our
grandchildren without risking the loss also of their political and spiritual heritage. We
want democracy to survive for all generations to come, not to become the insolvent
phantom of tomorrow.”

-- Dwight D. Eisenhower

See response SURF-4 in appendix 1.2 and SA-2a-2 in
appendix [.3. See also section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS for
discussion of public water supply intakes.

See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.

See response GEN-4 and GEN-9 in appendix 1.2.
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IND-30

Christopher Lish

IND-30k

IND-301

IND-30m

The DEIS reliance on mitigation measures to argue that the project will cause no
significant impacts is inadeguate because many of the mitigation measures proposed to
prevent significant impacts to local resources are unspecified. In many instances, the
DEIS instructs MVP to come up with mitigation measures that are currently not defined.

It's disingenuous for FERC to claim that unknown measures will prevent significant
environmental impacts.

‘Every man who appreciates the majesty and beauty of the wilderness and of wild
life, should sfnke hands with the farsighfed men who wish to preserve our matenal
resources, in the effort to keep our forests and our game beasts, game-birds, and
game-fish—indeed, &l the living crealures of praine and woodland and seashore—
from wanton destruction. Above all, we should realize that the effort toward this end
is essentially a democratic movement.”

- Theodore Roosevel!

FERC concluded that no significant environmental impacts would be inflicted by this
project while lacking the necessary information to assess what the impacts to various
emvironmental resources would be. For example, MVP has yet lo provide FERC with its
feasibility studies for its plan to cross Deep Creek with the pipelineg, a site whare
imperiled aquatic species are suspected to live. FERC acknowledges that MVP will use
5.9 million aallons of water in constructing the oroiect. but MVF has not identified where

it will source that water, preventing FERC from assessing the environmental impact of
those water withdrawals. Lastly, archaealogical surveys have not been completed for
the project area, preventing analysis of impacts to cultural resources.

‘Do not suffer your good nature, when appiicalion is made, to say ‘Yes' when you
should say ‘No'. Remember, it is a public not a private cause that is to be injured or
benefited by your choice.”

- George Washington

| urge FERC to reject MVP's request for a certificate of public convenience and

necessity. This dirty, dangerous fracked gas pipeline is a serious threat to the water we
drink, the air we breathe, and the fabric of our communities. The record of MVP has

* proven there's no safe way to build this pipeline.

‘A thing is nght when it tends fo preserve the integnty, stabilify, and beauty of the
biotic community. It is wrong when it fends otherwise.”
- Aldo Leopold

Thank you for your consideration of my comments, Please do NOT add my name to
your mailing list, | will learn about future developments on this issue from other sources,

Sincerely,
Christapher Lish
San Rafael, CA

See response GEN-9 in appendix 1.2.

Mountain Valley provided feasibility studies and
crossing plans for each of the waterbodies to be crossed
by HDD or conventional bore. We have updated
section 4.3.2.2 of the EIS with this information.

See response SURF-6 in appendix 1.2.
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IND-36 Katie Whitehead
Docket No. CP19-14-000
Specific Comments Regarding the MVP Southgate Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Submitted September 16, 2019 by Katie Whitehead . . .

’ . The most recent information regarding the proposed
Cor?lmentlng on specific aspects of the proposed MVP Southgate Extension Project is dlfﬂcultl. FERC’s Soutvhgale ’ Project design and layout is available from the FERC
Project DEIS doesn’t stand alone. I feel sure that [ have not found all the references to my family’s property in Mountain K h .

IND-36a Valley’s November 2018 application, FERC’s repeated requests for more information, and Mountain Valley’s multiple elerary using accession numbers 20191023-5022 and
responses, supplemental materials, and comments submitted up through just last week. Coded names for land, property current alignment sheets are available using accession
owners, access roads, workspaces, streams, ete. are hard to decipher and keep track of. Multiple submissions referencing,
changing and amending earlier documents make it almost impossible to know whether I am addressing the current plan. number 20191220-5298.

For example, the November 2018 application seems to be the only place to find the proposed route broken down by - .

IND-36b mileposts, and even that is on a scale too small to show what happens on a particular property. Has the plan for my See section 3.3.2.1 of the EIS for an analy51s of the
family’s property changed since then? I don’t know. Where there is different information within a document or between Transco Alternative.
two documents, does it represent a change or a sloppy inconsistency? There is no one place to look to confirm what is
being proposed. L. . . X

‘ o ) The existing pipeline right-of-way may or may not be
Consequently, my comments may not be entirely up to date. [ have made my best effort in the time available. I would defined . L1 . h
appreciate more time, clined on any given parcel. In some 01rcumstances, the
Among my primary concerns is the lack of close attention given by Mountain Valley or FERC to the co-location of rlght'-of—vsfay I'S defined off the exaCt'locatlon ofa
Southgate with the existing Williams Transco right of way. There is no evidence that Williams Transco, which already SpeCIﬁC plpellne per the easement with the landowner
de]livers gas to Dominion F.nerg_y" North Carolina, cannot continue to provid'e ‘the needed gas reliably. There is also no and additionally, the maintained right-of—way that is
evidence that anyone has recognized and acknowledged the fact that the Williams Transco ROW has ample space for isibl he ali h d in the field
another gas pipeline. Mountain Valley’s maps are inconsistent in whether any Williams Transco pipelines are shown; visible on the alignment sheets and in the field may not
vet, typically. if one is shown, it is drawn at the ROW boundary line, not its actual location, which, on our property is represent the actual width of the easement. Mountain
bty ot s Valley is utilizing the best available information to route

IND-36¢ the pipeline, providing 50 feet of spacing from the

estimated location of the closest Williams pipeline and
the centerline of the pipeline easement, which is an
Interstate Natural Gas Association of America (INGAA)
standard for parallel facilities. Mountain Valley
continues to coordinate with Williams on the location of
its pipelines and extent of its easements and anticipates
that line locating will take place prior to the start of
construction.

.-\l?;alt.hur coneem s prc:uhn;wr] r.lfudlil‘nr::l ][]:Jl' |_'C1.IIN.1I'IJ|}|iUI11 easement, Sc)ulhcn} \'irlli_ini:ldis nol steep Iur:r;in. [§2-[|J[§d- In its application and as described in the final EIS,

Williams Transco was able to install a 427 line from, for the most part, a 40-foot cleared area on one side and piled dint . . .

IND-36d Mountain Valley has adequately justified the need for

and rock on the other side — over an existing pipeline. Installing a 247 line alongside should not require clearing 100" of

Irees.

proposed construction workspace.
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IND-36 Katie Whitehead
M . . o . Section 4.8.1.1 discusses impacts to silviculture lands.
As [have told FERC stafT repeatedly in person, by telephone, and through written comment, my family's land is a tree . . .
- . Lo i o i T . The section has been updated to clarify that this would
IND-36e | farm. To use vour terminology, our land is in a timber management program; it is a pme plantation; it 18 silvieulture, The

include loblolly pines and hardwoods grown for

proposed Southgate route on our land is through loblolly pines and hardwoods - all of which are growing for production. production,

T'see no evidence m any documents that this land use 18 recognized, much less the impact of Southgate on our frees,

Below [ try to show in graphic detail the proposed co-location of Southgate with Williams Transco. As proposed, there is

no benefit to co-location. I also show what would be possible if FERC and Mountain Valley and Williams Transco |C0 ent noted

actually look at the existing ROW, the proposed route for a 24” Southgate pipe and cooperate to minimize the impact on
the environment and landowners. [ use the layout on my family’s property; however, I feel sure this situation exists more
generally, The entire co-location route should be analyzed and revised,

Below [ also address mistakes regarding proposed Mountain Valley temporary workspaces and an aceess road on the |The EIS has been updated as appropriate.

Williams Transco ROW. This is all [ have time for. There’s more. | intend to provide additional specific comments.
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IND-37

Jeannie Ambrose

IND-37a

IND-37b

IND-37¢

IND-37d

IND-37¢

Draft Environmental Impact Statement [DEIS] for the Mountain Valley Pipgline-
Southgate Project o
Docket No. CP19-14-000

AR

Public Comments
September 16, 2019

GENERAL COMMENT. .

On August 22nd, 2019, I attended the scoping hearing at the Vailtree Con{e;'ejlce &
Center, Haw River. Unfortunately, no MVP-SG engineer was available at this meeting to
answer a few questions that I had. The MVP staffers suggested that I speak to aHERC @@
representative. The FERC personnel were able to direct me to some information in the
tables in the appendices.

4 Q143 Wt

1an Lyl

THE MVP-5G PROJECT IS NOT NECESSARY AND, CERTAINLY, NOT IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST,

I have serious concerns that the adverse impacts to natural resources and public
health and personal wealth posed by the construction and operation of the proposed
Southgate extension project would outweigh any real benefits to the communities along the
pipeline route. The potential risks are especiaily troubling since the need for the Froject Is
unsubstantiated. According to the NC Department of Environmental Quality and other
stakeholders, the existing and upgraded natural gas infrastructure is adequate to handle
current and projected regional energy demands. The transition in NC from a 24-inch to 16-
inch diameter natural gas transmission pipeline running from the Eden area to Graham
seems to indicate the possible lack of demand for extra gas from any new commercial and
industrial end user in central NC other than PSNC. The smaller diameter pipeline, currently
proposed, no longer required the proposed construction of the Russell Compressor in NC. In
addition, the processing of some of the compliance requirements from state and federal
cooperating agencies is incomplete. There were items missing in different sections of the
draft as noted in bold face. This made it difficult to determine if the applicant adequately
satisfied the criteria required for FERC's issuance of a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity.

4.1.GEOLOGY.

Along with soil type, the topography and drainage of the river basins can lead to
flash flooding with high velocity flows creating erosion and sedimentation problems.
Blasting hard bedrock at some stream crossings during excavation can cause additional
erosion.

4.2, SOILS.

The proposed pipeline traverses 20 miles of erodible soil in Alamance Co. Erosion
and sediment from land-disturbing construction activities is a serious problem. Bare and
unprotected soil surfaces are more susceptible to moderate to severe erosion. This is made
worse by heavy machinery compacting the soil during construction.

See response GEN-2 in appendix 1.2.

See response GEN-4 in appendix 1.2.

See response SURF-7 in appendix 1.2.

See response GEO-2 in appendix 1.2.

Impacts on soils are discussed in section 4.2.2 of the
EIS.
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IND-37 Jeannie Ambrose
4.3. WATER RESOURCES, _ _ _
IND-37¢ « B1 stream crossings Section 4.3.2 describes the effects of the Projects on
1. The Haw River and Jordan Lake already have nutrient and sedimentation surface waterbodies.
problems from runoff and erosion that impalr aquatic life.
2. Locating pipelines within 15 feet of a water body in 28 locations, including within
the Jordan Lake watershed, essentially eliminates the effectiveness of riparfan buffers to
control water pollution and stabllize the streambank. Less stream buffer protection and
more deforestation increases the potential to accelerate erosion and sediment flow and
transport. Runoff of sediments into waterways increases turbidity that impairs aguatic life.
Water with more suspended particles heats up more than clear water. Nutrient laden runoff
and warmer water encourage oxygen-depleting blue-green algal [cyanobacteria] blooms as
they decompose,
2. Construction and operation of the proposed Project in the flood zone of the Haw See response SURF-7, GEO-2, and GW-1 in appendix
IND-37¢g River could further degrade water guality in the watershed and disrupt functioning 1.2
coosystem services provided by wetlands. Surface and subsurface disturbances from -
excavation, re-routing of the watercourse, and blasting of stream bedrock could alter
pathways of groundwater. The full impacts to land owners who rely on water wells and
springs for domestic and agricultural water supplies are unknown since the location of all
these water sources have not been completed.
~ 3. The construction of the Project will require 5.9 M gallons of water. The potential .
IND-37h environmental impacts cannot be determined since the source(s) of the water withdrawal is Water sources are addressed in 4.3.2.6 of the EIS.
unknown,
4. PFAS-related chemicals and 1.4-Dioxane, two of the emerging chemicals of See response IND-4f in appendix 1.3.
concern, are detectable in our drinking water and agricultural flelds. Chemical pollution EarthGuard Ed et ntain linear pol lamid
from the application of Earth Guard Edge, an erosion control product used in West Virginia, a ua - .ge pelle S co .a . ?a polyacry .a €
and the breakdown of toxic chemicals from exterior, epoxy pipe coating exposed to soil (PAM) which is synthetic soil stabilizer. According to
moisture and groundwater could contribute to further environmental degradation. All of the VADEQ Erosion and sediment Control Handbook
th taminati bl ffect ites d st . . . .
i S and NCDEQ Erosion and Sediment Control Planning
. and Design Manual, synthetic soil stabilizers are
IND-371 . . . . . . .
identified as an option for use in conjunction with
mulch as a best management practice for soil
stabilization. According to the manufacturer,
EarthGuard Edge is non-toxic, 100 percent
biodegradable, and meets National Sanitation
Foundation (NSF) drinking-water standards.
. 8. A decision oo the 404 permb: for dredged or Bl makesial tuto waters of the US. Coment noted. Mountain Valle}./ wou.ld be required to
IND-37j forthcoming, acquire all necessary federal permits prior to
AW commencing construction.
* Fermanent impact to 10 acres of forested wetlands
We cannot afford to lose more wetlands. Intact wetlands are important for ion 4.4.2 di :
IND -37k | biediversity and provide benefits that improve water quality by slowing water flow, actas a Comment noted. Section 4.4.2 discusses impacts to

carbon sink, filter pollution, and can be a destination for wildlife enthusiasts that enjoy
being in nature,

wetlands.
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IND-37 Jeannie Ambrose
4.5. VEGETATION.
Permanent impacts:
= 615 acres of forested upland T . 5 5
« ~12 acres of protected riparian forested lands in the Jordan Lake In'terl.or forest.s, hablta‘F fragm'er.ltatloni and impact to
IND-371 1. As stated in the DEIS, ~39 miles of the pipeline route would be constructed wildlife are discussed in detail in section 4.5.4.3 and
adjacent to existing rights-of-ways. Over a 1/3 of the ~74 mile-long pipeline route is 4.6.1.10f the EIS
forested. Green feld construction would lead to deforestation and destruction of natural 0.1.10 € :
habitats. Loss of vegetation can increase the speed of water lowing across surfaces into
waterways.
Z. Habitat lragmentation can result in the loss of natural plant communities that
support wildlife,
3. Easements can act as corridors for dispersal and spread of invasive species. . . . .
Routine maintenance to contral growth of weeds and trees in R-0-Ws may require toxic As detailed in sectlon. 4'5'.4' 1.’ Moun.tam Valley Would
IND-37m | chemical application that can contaminate the water and for the soil. follow measures outlined in its Exotic and Invasive
Plant Species Control Plan.
4.6. WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES.
= 1,439 acres of wildlife habitat will be disturbed.
1. Parts of the NC Forest Legacy Areas, Piedmont Land Conservancy . o .
Easements in NC, and Virginia Forest Bloc Complex Important Bird Area could be Impacts and mitigation to wildlife and fisheries are
IND-37n affected . .
Besa . i described throughout section 4.6 of the EIS.
2. Pipeline erossings occur at 21 perennial water bodies with fisheries of
special concern with 8 in Virginia and 13 in NC
4.7. THREATENED, ENDANGERED, AND OTHER SPECIES.
1. Greater riparian buffers are needed if rare species are present
hz-t'ﬂ'le m‘:’“ﬂt noise and light of a compr — Sﬂﬂﬂﬂl- running 24,7, negatively See section 4.7 of the EIS for a discussion of impacts to
affects both people and wildlife populations especially in rural areas. . .
IND-370 3. As many as 20 threatened and endangered species of birds like the bald eagle and | listed species. See also response T&E-1, T&E-2, and
northern bobwhite. The Roanoke logperch and other fish, mussels and plants could be NOISE-1 in appendix 1.2.
affected by land disturbance and loss of habitat
4.8. LAND USE, SPECIAL INTEREST AREAS, AND VISUAL IMPACTS.
# 1,300 acres of land disturbance during construction
* 452 acres for pipeline operation
IND-37p 1. There may be limited /restricted practical land use for landowners alang clear-cut  |See response LU-1 in appendix 1.2.
125-feet casements.
2. The future use of property passed to heirs may be limited.
4.9, SOCIOECONOMICS,
Our streams e loo imporant ko our economy & community lo risk tham lo polluling comp
1. The economic benefits from any jobs and spending are often short-term gains,
ending after the construction phase is completed, It is expected that as few as six permanent
jobs in each state of VA & NC will be created.
Z Property values will be reduced by over 10% along the proposed pipeline route.
3. Local governments and residents may eventually bear the brunt of remediation Socioeconomics are discussed in section 4.9 o f the EIS.
costs for any damages and cleanups not covered by the company.
IND-37q 4. Utility customers should not end up paying for the bulldup of unneeded utility See also responses SOCIO-1, SOCIO-6, and SOCIO-2

infrastructure. MVP should be held accountable for stranded assets.

5. Communities have invested in marketing outdoor recreation to increase tourism.
Construction along water bodies detracts from the natural beauty and aesthetics that
visitors want to experience.

in appendix 1.2.
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IND-37

Jeannie Ambrose

IND-37r

IND-37s

IND-37t

IND-37u

410, CULTURAL RESOURCES.

To protect their natural and cultural resources from potential risks, the Alamance
Co. commissioners unanimously voted in 2018 on a resolution against the proposed 20-mile
extension into their county.

1. While the survey process for culture resources is being completed, damage to
potential archeological sites and historic structures could oocur,

2. What mitigation measures would be taken and when would they be completed?

4,11, AIR QUALITY AND NOISE.

Poor air quality is a significant global public health concern, CO, NOy volatile organic
compounds, coarse and fine particulates, hazardous air pollutants and greenhouse gases are
emitted from diesel engines and released from the proposed compressor station. Human

exposure to these harmful air pollutants can exacerbate pre-existing health conditions in
certain sensitive populations and cause cardiovascular and respiratory problems over time
in others,

4.12. RELIABILITY AND SAFETY.

1. The event of a pipeline emergency may be rare but it can be catastrophic when
pipelines rupture, leak, or explode causing loss of life and property [as in Durham, NC, this
year]. The pipeline route would mostly run through Class 1 population density areas. Lower
safety standards are specified for Class 1: thinner walled plpes and fewer shut-off valves or
manual shut-off valves. | live in close proximity to the boundary of the "blast™ or
“incineration” zone and receive periodic leak recognition and response safety notices. When
the gas transmissicn pipeline was installed in our rural area decades ago, we were classified
as Class 1. Since that time, the density of residential homes has increased but | have not
been notified of any pipeline upgrades. Are we now at greater risk as this buried pipeline
ages? Does the local emergency response team have the expertise and equipment to safely
handle a hazardous pipeline accident? Currently, the local fire department has been able to
contain but not extinguish a smoldering fire in a nearby development.

2. FERC's DEIS for the MVP-5G assumes that the adverse [mpacts of pipeline
construction will have on natural and cultural resources can be minimized or avoided by
following its recommended mitigation plans or procedures. There is no assurance that this
iz likely based on the hundreds of state and federal water quality violations already
reported for the construction work done by the Mountain Valley Pipeline contractors in
Virginia and West Virginia.

3. Restoring and maintaining the health of the environment "when practical” are
unacceptable responses from the contractors.

4.13. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS.

There are information gaps from cooperating federal and state agencies that are not
able to submit their survey findings until after the public comment period. Their results
would add more evidence for all the environmental threats this pipeline extension poses.
This documentary material is needed to fully assess cumulative environmental impacts.
Land disturbances can contribute to cumulative impacts associated with the Project’s
pipeline construction that are detrimental to natural ecosystems and future land use.

See response CULT-1 in appendix 1.2. Section 4.10 of
the EIS has been updated with additional information
regarding cultural resource surveys and consultations.

See response AIR-2 in appendix [.2.

See section 4.12 of the EIS for discussion on reliability
and safety. See also SAFE-1, SAFE-2, SAFE-3, and
GEN-6.

See response CI-1 in appendix 1.2.
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[IND-37

Jeannie Ambrose

5.0, CONCLUSIONS OF THE DEIS.

Wa conclude that approval of the Projct would resull in some sdverss anmvronmanial impacts, buf
these impacts would be reduced lo less-than-significant levels through implementation or our
o dations and Mounfain Valey's proposed avoidance, minimization, and mitigalion measures.

|IND—37V |

IND-37w

IND-37x

IND-37y

IND-37z

1. What are these mitigation measures?
2. How will these measures prevent significant environmental Impacts?

POINTS NOT INCLUDED IN DEIS.

1. DEIS fails to fully assess all the environmental threats to our natural resources
from the censtruction and operation of the proposed Southgate project.

2. A review of a no-action alternative is missing. For example, what economic
benefits could come from improving the energy efficlency of the existing infrastructure? Are
there safer and more cost-effective ways to meet our energy needs that can both reduce our
dependence on fossil fuels and provide more permanent jobs in our communities.

3. Assessment of environmental justice [ssues and demographlecs on health
disparities from pollution exposure in local communities are not provided (e.g. Green
Level’s Black community).

4. Methane is a component of natural gas and a more potent greenhouse gas than
carbon dipxide contributing to the global climate crisis. The assumption that another
pipeline is needed to transport fracked gas produced in the Marcellus and Utica shale
regions to meet energy demands in NC is questionable. We face an uncertain future if GHG
emissions continue at the current rate or begin to accelerate even faster, The rising
economic cost of more frequent and intense weather extremes are already being felt
Investing in natural gas infrastructure prolongs our dependence on fossil fuels and away
from a sustainable future. The burning of fossil fuels is emerging as a driving force in
altering the Earth’s atmospheric chemistry.

Reject the MVP's application request for the Southgate expansion for all these reasons.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit public comments to communicate our concerns.

Jeannie Ambrose
Pittsboro, NC 27312

|See response GEN-9 in appendix 1.2.

See response GEN-4 in appendix 1.2.

Section 3.2 discusses the No Action Alternative. See
also response ALT-2 in appendix 1.2.

The Green Level Community is not crossed by the
Project. Air quality impacts on public health are
discussed in detail in section 4.11.1.7. Additionally,
potential air quality impacts on vulnerable populations
are discussed in section 4.9.8 of the EIS. See the revised
Socioecomic section 4.9.8 for further information on
Environmental justice

Climate change and greenhouse gas impacts are
discussed in section 4.13.2.9. See also response CI-1 in
appendix 1.2.
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IND-41  Katie Whitehead
Docket No, CP19-14-000 - MV Southgate Project Draft Environmental Tmpact Statement
Follow-up Comments {(per FERC stalf recommendation)
Regarding Co-location of the Proposed MVP Southgate Pipeline and Existing Williams Transco Pipelines
Submitted November 17. 2019 by Katie Whitehead

Tt's generally understood that TERC Commissioners are responsible for determining whether a —

proposed interstate pipeline project meets a critical public need that justifies taking private land, But PLAN VIEW

Commissioners should also be accountable for what land along a proposed pipeline route is truly

needed. Pipeline companies should not be granted the power of eminent demain and the authority to

impose damaging environmental impacts on any more land than 1s necessary for pipeline

construction and maintenance, Companies routinely tout the benefits of co-location, as if co-

location automatically minimizes envirenmental impact. As currently proposed, MVP Southgate

does not use co-location to minimize environmental impact.

In response to my September 16 comment on the DEIS, FERC asked Mountain Valley for

additional information on Resource Report 10 - Alternatives 49.a. and referred Mountain Valley to

my comment. Mountain Valley responded, but only partially. When | pointed this out to FERC

project manager Amanda Mardiney, she recommended thar I submit a follow-up comment to the

FERC docket restating my requests and concerns and clarifying that my comment applies beyond

: G i : 5 £ PSYMBOL
ane alignment sheet and my family’s property. Due diligence requires that FERC address co- [Elwwincx @ § e wankes. ves reE
location on all affeeted properties and revisit the temporary workspace width on all properties ~<o-POWERTILE POLE
Zorowen Leo

The alignment sheet copied below, showing the propesed MVP Southgate route and construction W TAMC W GAS VALVE

areas on my family’s tree farm, is an example of co-location of MVP Southgate with the existing fﬁ_ :‘:::lt:

Williams Transco right of way through Pittsylvania County, VA and into Rockingham County, NC, ELICCASWTR METER

. FERC ‘ ] T i S

‘We would appreciate further efforts by FI;R( to minimize environmental impact on our family’s i

tree farm. The same effort should be applied to all properties targeted for co-location on the MVP T [P

Southgate route = l‘,‘n-:c!hm-urr

Location of Williams Transco Pipelines W EPACEATE, -
IND-41a D wemmcams | |See response IND-36¢.

If one zooms in to about 300% on the alignment sheet on page four below, one may be able to make [Timon] COMTRACTOR YARD

out the small print and thin lines identified in the legend.

‘e map shows the “EXISTING PIPELINE” (labeled “Williams Transco Pipeline™) as a single broken black line with vertical bars

localed near the proposed “WORK SPACE LIMITS™ indicated by a broken red line. The single broken black line with vertical bars, n

fact, marks the SE boundary of the Williams Transco ROW, a 155" corridor containing four pipelines, a fiber optic cable, and an electric . . .

cable. The nearest Williams Transco Pipeline (D-Line) is 40° from the line shown on the map. Not all co-location propertics have four Mountain Valley was able to make this adJ ustment due

Williams Transeo pipelines (some have three) or a 1557 ROW (many are undefined); nevertheless, he same error oceurs on olher to the route, topography, and presence of other

abignment sheets: the single broken black line with vertical bars 1s far from the actual loeation of the closest Williams Transco gas ling environmental features SpCCifiC to this property.
IND-41b The red eloud-like outline along the bottem of the map appears to indicate an aceess road on the Williams Transeo ROW and work arca Mountain Valley has reduced workspace in many other

that were eliminated from the project on our property. We are grateful that Mountain Valley cancelled this part of its plan.
Width of Temporary Workspace

According to MVP's October 18 response, “The Projeet offers to reduee temporary werkspace from 100 feet to 75 feet for the entire
distance on this property due to the sensitivity of tree clearing.” We are grateful for this offer. Such a reduction would seem appropriate
[or other propertics on the MVP Southgate route, as well. We encourage FERC serutiny of the [ull length of the Southgate project.

Need for Metes and Bounds - Where docs Mountain Valley proposc locating the Southgate pipeline?
Inits response to FERC, Mountain Valley did not respond to my inquiry and request regarding where the company proposes locating the
Southgate pipeline, Mountain Valley has never indicated precisely where its proposed temporary or permanent ROWs would be located

on the ground and in relation to the Williams Transeo gas limes. As far as [ can tell. no metes and bounds arc provided on the
alignment sheets or anywhere else. This concern relates to my family’s property and to all other propertics targeted for co-location

locations along the project for multiple reasons,
including per the request of landowners through
collaborative negotiations.

Information such as metes as bounds would be included
in exhibits prepared for the easement package for land
acquisition.
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IND-41  Katie Whitehead
Distamce hetween Pipelines - Wihat does Meanials Valley propase?
Monntin Valley ongnally propeead o distance of B betwees B D compiies’ pis ines aml o |5 permagent gap befween the e
companiea’ BOW o our Tend, (1) Mountem Valley s offer i peduen iempotury sorkapsee Trom 00 Seet o TS foel for (he eniiey See response IND-36c. Alignment sheets note a distance
dhalamoe am dlus propeety” provides go mivemation abou the distange between the prpelines of the duwtance (1 ) between the iwo Of 50 feet betWeeIl Transco's 1 eline and the 1o Osed
companics pemmaenl B W . R K p1p . . prop
) i Southgate pipeline. placing separate pipelines from
True Coslucatien - FERC's Responsibility . .
differing operators less than 50 feet from one another
My Sephemher 16 comament foinled i ihe appropristeness of redueisg the spoce beiwesn the Willisss [ mnseo 131 and the ¢ f d ti 1 difficulti 50
peoposed MV Sohgate line to the wminimun necessary for safety purposes. Phease ask Mountain Valley to Jocate its pipeline the | CTCALES Sa e‘Fy concerns and operational drticutlies.
stamiard 25 minimum distsnes from the existing pipeline, sseasured from the center of Willlams Transen D-Line s ilustrsicdl | feet of spacing is the INGAA standard for parallel
w0 page e, pipeline facilities. Mountain Valley would use
IND-41d # There s approvimately 25 between the eastieog Wilbams Trasseo pipeloes and ¢ables, whuch T iaderstansd is stanclasd bty Workspace within the Transcc.) permanent rllght-of-way
practice easement temporarily for spoil storage during
® There in v oo Tor mieee fhan 157 Botween the newrest existing Wallwmg Trasea line md (ae KV Sothyate bine. | pederslmd : :
i s brge s upelings are 15" apt cons'tructlon l?ased on anangements with "ljransco.
® Willsame Teunsoo bas o 40" baiVor nas o st osstiog DD omomy Bemily s kand, Though this might sppoar b b spaco Willis Typlcal draWIIlgS Of the PrO]eCt Conﬁguratlon are
Tt conild reserve Gor o DO e, b 0ai " = Tediniie the company docs ol Ty ¢ cosafulle sfuce of ol (roferlics : : :
, . rovided in Appendix B.2 of the EIS. Standard
[ bt fkd that nsther Williams Tramsea nar Miautam Valley swoulid vam the other compsm: % insfall a pipelize between the p. pp o o
exiddmg Williams Trasso Lew amd the Southyate line. 11 kerg e 25" helween Uhe i bmes, Shis would nol by @ o Raoth distances between utilities have been maintained by
oo woukd b proloeted : : : : :
® Ulsipg the LINUSED potion of the Williams Trasveo ROW would gpesfmtly nnbaoe snvisonngntal ingpost of MY Sonhpate Mour.ltaln Valley as deplCted m the PrOJCCt ahgnment
wrwl i ahacaliue, Ralueing Mot Valley's onginally proposed B30 distasioe Belwoen the prpeling, s 25wkl dranngS.
preathy reduce thie number of irees to be olearseut and ihe permanes loss of sibvioabiune
True cowlocation conld grently reduco envieonmental, ceonomac, mnd other mpels on landvanors - both during constnaction and long
. FERC Commussionérs cimmet ¢l that taking provase binsd v jostified i they Bl s requars troe o-losation
Gpeliminy =Lyt semihgien [ Epcidid £ ot The spillway is identified as S-E18-4, a surface water
1 didl ot mention im my Seplomber 16 commen the mislabeling of o “sream,” visible on the abignment sheet ot approcimately MPME th g H H H
IND-4 1 e Tha Willaamea T ROW crossos the spallvwan [or the small lake showe in (e serial view, With the heavy raing of 3018 the spillway feature Wlth Intermuttent ﬂOW on the ahgnments and n

Wik, Tuied, o slrean, We are @ pegotatn with Willauns Trseo fepanding fenoaluon o imaintenaiee of T sulbwn

appendix B.5. This feature would be treated as a surface
water crossing during construction.




APPENDIX J

Southgate Project Keyword Index



KEYWORD INDEX

100-year flood zone, 4-44
303(d), 4-39

401 Individual Water Quality Certification
and Buffer Authorization, 1-17, 4-43

401 Water Quality Certification, 1-14, 1-15,
1-16, 1-17, 4-43, 4-51, 4-146

404 of the Clean Water Act, 1-4, 1-5, 1-14,
1-15, 1-16, 1-17, 4-51, 4-58, 4-243, 5-6

Aboveground facilities, 2-1, 4-24, 4-25, 4-
249

Aboveground Facility Alternatives, 3-44

Absentee Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma, 4-
158

access road, ES-1, ES-7, ES-8, 2-7, 2-9, 2-
11, 2-15, 2-21, 2-23, 2-28, 3-26, 3-27, 3-
33, 3-41, 4-2, 4-23, 4-24, 4-25, 4-35, 4-44,
4-51, 4-53, 4-61, 4-65, 4-69, 4-74, 4-77,
4-78, 4-89, 4-91, 4-106, 4-111, 4-114, 4-
118, 4-119, 4-121, 4-122, 4-125, 4-126, 4-
128, 4-131, 4-136, 4-151, 4-163, 4-164, 4-
167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-172, 4-
173, 4-183, 4-231, 4-233, 4-240, 5-3, 5-
10, 5-16, 5-20

Ace Speedway, 4-123, 4-126

addendum report, 4-156, 4-157, 4-168, 4-
172

addendum survey, 4-169, 4-172

additional temporary workspace (ATWS), 2-
7, 2-9, 2-10, 2-15, 2-16, 2-21, 2-24, 2-26,
2-27, 3-26, 4-23, 4-24, 4-25, 4-51, 4-55,
4-58, 4-61, 4-65, 4-93, 4-112, 4-114, 4-
115, 4-124, 4-125, 4-151, 4-231, 4-233, 5-
6

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(ACHP), 1-4, 1-13, 1-18, 4-154, 4-155, 4-
173, 5-11, 5-20

J-1

agency, ES-1, ES-3, ES-5, ES-6, ES-7, ES-
10, 1-1, 1-3, 1-4, 1-5, 1-6, 1-7, 1-8, 1-10,
1-13, 1-17, 1-18, 1-19, 2-12, 2-13, 2-14,
2-20, 2-21, 2-24, 2-25, 2-28, 3-2, 4-2, 4-7,
4-10, 4-23, 4-24, 4-25, 4-26, 4-29, 4-30,
4-32, 4-43, 4-44, 4-51, 4-52, 4-53, 4-56,
4-57, 4-59, 4-60, 4-68, 4-69, 4-74, 4-76,
4-80, 4-91, 4-95, 4-96, 4-97, 4-99, 4-100,
4-105, 4-120, 4-121, 4-122, 4-127, 4-136,
4-140, 4-141, 4-154, 4-155, 4-157, 4-158,
4-160, 4-162, 4-175, 4-176, 4-180, 4-213,
4-219, 4-224, 4-226, 4-233, 4-236, 4-240,
4-248, 4-249, 4-254, 4-261, 4-263, 5-1, 5-
5, 5-6, 5-7, 5-9, 5-10, 5-11, 5-17, 5-18

agricultural land, ES-6, 1-10, 2-21, 2-27, 3-
11, 3-13, 3-16, 3-18, 3-20, 3-22, 3-24, 3-
28, 3-31, 3-33, 3-35, 3-37, 3-39, 3-41, 4-
24, 4-59, 4-61, 4-66, 4-67, 4-69, 4-73, 4-
77, 4-78, 4-116, 4-117, 4-118, 4-128, 4-
131, 4-190, 4-235, 4-240, 5-6, 5-7

air dispersion modeling, 4-186, 4-187

air quality, ES-3, ES-8, 1-3, 1-10, 1-17, 2-
16, 4-1, 4-62, 4-142, 4-143, 4-153, 4-174,
4-175, 4-176, 4-177, 4-181, 4-182, 4-183,
4-186, 4-188, 4-226, 4-228, 4-234, 4-236,
4-237, 4-238, 4-251, 4-253, 4-254, 4-255,
4-256, 5-12

air quality control region (AQCR), 4-176

Air quality control region (AQCR), 4-176

Alamance County Historical
Commission, 4-162

Properties

Alamance County, North Carolina, 1-2, 2-1,
3-9, 3-10, 3-11, 4-21, 4-24, 4-36, 4-46, 4-
101, 4-107, 4-108, 4-121, 4-126, 4-133, 4-
134, 4-135, 4-147, 4-156, 4-160, 4-161, 4-
162, 4-163, 4-165, 4-169, 4-171, 4-172, 4-
206, 4-251

alternative, ES-3, ES-10, 1-3, 1-5, 1-8, 1-9,
1-11, 2-21, 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 3-5, 3-6, 3-7, 3-
9, 3-10, 3-11, 3-12, 3-13, 3-14, 3-15, 3-16,



3-18, 3-19, 3-20, 3-21, 3-22, 3-23, 3-24,
3-25, 3-26, 3-44, 3-45, 4-25, 4-47, 4-57,
4-120, 4-208, 5-1, 5-6, 5-14

Amendment, 1-16, 4-30

amphibian, ES-6, 4-72, 4-73, 4-74, 4-91, 4-
92, 4-107, 5-7, 5-9

Analytic Methods for Drinking Water, 4-30

Appalachian Mountain Advocates, 4-158, 4-
162

Applicant, 1-14

application, ES-1, ES-2, 1-1, 1-2, 1-4, 1-5,
1-6, 1-8, 1-13, 1-14, 1-15, 1-16, 1-17, 1-
18, 2-12, 2-14, 2-16, 2-19, 2-28, 4-1, 4-6,
4-43, 4-98, 4-155, 4-157, 4-159, 4-172, 4-
186, 4-187, 4-235, 4-236, 4-260, 5-12, 5-
15, 5-16

aquatic habitat, 4-49, 4-86, 4-93, 4-99, 4-
100, 4-102, 4-247

aquatic species, ES-5, 4-37, 4-48, 4-86, 4-
87, 4-91, 4-92, 4-94, 4-95, 4-99, 4-100, 4-
102, 4-108, 4-248, 5-4, 5-5, 5-9, 5-20

aquifer, ES-4, 4-27, 4-28, 4-29, 4-31, 4-32,
4-241, 5-3

aquifers, ES-4, 4-27, 4-28, 4-241, 5-3

archaeological, ES-3, ES-8, 4-154, 4-156, 4-
159, 4-164, 4-165, 4-166, 4-167, 4-168, 4-
169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-173, 4-254, 5-11, 5-
20

area of potential effect (APE), ES-8, 1-18, 4-
154, 4-155, 4-163, 4-164, 4-166, 4-167, 4-
168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-172, 4-174, 4-
225, 4-227, 4-254, 5-11

Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP), 3-3, 3-6, 4-
234

Atlantic pigtoe, 4-97, 4-100, 4-103, 4-105

avoid, ES-5, ES-8, 1-3, 1-5, 1-9, 2-23, 3-6,
3-7, 3-13, 3-24, 3-26, 3-27, 3-28, 3-31, 3-
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easement, ES-4, 2-5, 2-6, 2-9, 2-30, 3-22, 3-
33, 3-39, 4-6, 4-15, 4-58, 4-62, 4-69, 4-78,
4-79, 4-94, 4-111, 4-117, 4-118, 4-119, 4-
123, 4-124, 4-125, 4-128, 4-129, 4-131, 4-
136, 4-137, 4-138, 5-1, 5-5, 5-8, 5-9

easement agreement, 4-62, 4-69, 4-117, 4-
119, 4-137

East Alamance Quarry, ES-4, 4-6, 4-238, 4-
245, 4-246, 4-249, 5-1

East Tennessee, ES-1, 1-2, 2-5, 3-3, 3-5, 3-6

edge, ES-6, 1-9, 4-67, 4-70, 4-71, 4-75, 4-
79, 4-244, 5-6

electric, 2-6, 3-39, 3-44, 3-45, 4-115, 4-129,
4-182, 4-186, 4-235, 4-236, 4-263, 5-14

eligible, ES-8, 1-18, 3-9, 3-11, 3-12, 4-154,
4-160, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-254,
5-11

emergency, ES-7, 1-11, 2-14, 2-21, 2-28, 2-
30, 4-12, 4-26, 4-32, 4-77, 4-117, 4-135,
4-136, 4-178, 4-210, 4-211, 4-212, 4-217,
4-218, 4-219, 4-235, 4-250, 5-11, 5-13

eminent domain, 1-10, 4-119, 4-138, 5-16

emissions, ES-8, 1-10, 1-16, 3-44, 3-45, 4-
76, 4-78, 4-142, 4-143, 4-174, 4-176, 4-
178, 4-179, 4-180, 4-181, 4-182, 4-183, 4-
184, 4-185, 4-186, 4-187, 4-188, 4-226, 4-
228, 4-235, 4-253, 4-254, 4-255, 4-256, 4-
257, 4-262, 4-263, 5-12, 5-14

Emmissions &  Generation Resource
Integrated Database (eGRID), 3-44, 3-45

J-5

Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), ES-
6, ES-10, 1-5, 1-13, 1-14, 1-17, 4-80, 4-
95, 4-96, 4-97, 4-100, 4-104, 4-248, 5-9,
5-20

energy, ES-1, ES-9, 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 1-4, 1-9,
1-15, 2-23, 3-2, 3-6, 3-22, 3-44, 4-3, 4-12,
4-47, 4-50, 4-95, 4-154, 4-188, 4-189, 4-
190, 4-195, 4-223, 4-224, 4-234, 4-237, 4-
241, 4-243, 4-244, 4-245, 4-248, 4-261, 4-
263, 5-13

Environmental Inspector (El), 2-17, 2-29, 2-
30, 4-24, 4-48, 4-57

environmental justice, ES-7, 1-10, 3-9, 4-
132, 4-141, 4-142, 4-143, 4-151, 4-153, 4-
226, 4-229, 4-237, 4-251, 4-253, 5-10

ephemeral, 4-36, 4-86
eroision potential, 4-19

erosion, ES-4, 1-9, 1-12, 2-10, 2-13, 2-17, 2-
20, 2-21, 2-22, 2-27, 2-30, 4-6, 4-13, 4-16,
4-19, 4-22, 4-25, 4-31, 4-33, 4-34, 4-38,
4-40, 4-44, 4-49, 4-50, 4-51, 4-55, 4-66,
4-67, 4-68, 4-90, 4-91, 4-92, 4-95, 4-100,
4-116, 4-185, 4-238, 4-242, 4-244, 5-1, 5-
2, 5-4, 5-5, 5-6, 5-7, 5-9, 5-16, 5-19, 5-20

Erosion and Sediment Control Plan
(E&SCP), ES-4, ES-5, 10, 2-13, 2-21, 2-
27, 2-30, 4-9, 4-14, 4-16, 4-18, 4-19, 4-22,
4-27, 4-32, 4-34, 4-35, 4-37, 4-38, 4-39,
4-40, 4-41, 4-42, 4-43, 4-50, 4-51, 4-76,
4-90, 4-92, 4-94, 4-100, 4-102, 4-109, 5-2,
5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 5-9

erosion control, ES-4, 1-12, 2-13, 2-14, 2-
17, 2-20, 2-21, 2-22, 4-19, 4-22, 4-33, 4-
38, 4-44, 4-50, 4-55, 4-68, 4-100, 5-2, 5-4,
5-20

Escherichia coli, 4-40

evergreen, 4-60, 4-73, 4-79, 4-115
Executive Order, 4-80, 4-140, 4-263
exotic species, 4-61

faults, 2-19, 4-7, 4-8



Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA), 4-44, 4-45, 4-46

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC), ES-1, ES-2, ES-3, ES-4, ES-5,
ES-8, ES-9, ES-10, ES-11, 1-1, 1-2, 1-3,
1-4,1-5, 1-6, 1-7, 1-8, 1-11, 1-12, 1-13, 1-
14, 1-15, 1-16, 1-17, 1-18, 1-19, 2-7, 2-12,
2-13, 2-14, 2-16, 2-17, 2-20, 2-21, 2-24,
2-25, 2-28, 2-29, 2-30, 2-31, 3-1, 3-2, 3-3,
3-7, 3-24, 3-26, 3-28, 3-31, 3-35, 3-39, 4-
1, 4-2, 4-6, 4-9, 4-11, 4-12, 4-17, 4-18, 4-
26, 4-29, 4-31, 4-36, 4-37, 4-38, 4-42, 4-
43, 4-52, 4-54, 4-56, 4-67, 4-68, 4-69, 4-
80, 4-90, 4-93, 4-96, 4-98, 4-104, 4-119,
4-127, 4-137, 4-138, 4-141, 4-151, 4-154,
4-155, 4-156, 4-157, 4-158, 4-159, 4-160,
4-161, 4-162, 4-164, 4-165, 4-167, 4-172,
4-173, 4-187, 4-202, 4-203, 4-204, 4-205,
4-207, 4-208, 4-209, 4-210, 4-211, 4-212,
4-213, 4-223, 4-224, 4-234, 4-235, 4-236,
4-237, 4-239, 4-240, 4-241, 4-242, 4-243,
4-245, 4-248, 4-253, 4-254, 4-259, 4-260,
4-263, 5-1, 5-5, 5-7, 5-9, 5-10, 5-11, 5-12,
5-13, 5-14, 5-16, 5-18, 5-20, 5-21

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA),
4-76, 4-203, 4-206

Final Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS), ES-3, ES-7, 1-1, 1-5, 1-12, 1-13, 4-
211

fire, ES-7, 2-16, 2-28, 2-31, 4-70, 4-134, 4-
135, 4-183, 4-212, 4-217, 4-218, 4-219, 4-
220, 4-222, 4-223, 4-250, 4-262, 5-11

fish, ES-3, ES-6, 1-5, 2-13, 4-6, 4-36, 4-40,
4-41, 4-43, 4-49, 4-50, 4-86, 4-87, 4-90,
4-91, 4-92, 4-93, 4-94, 4-95, 4-99, 4-102,
4-106, 4-107, 4-110, 4-226, 4-227, 4-246,
4-247,5-5, 5-9

flood, 4-13, 4-50

floodplain, 1-15, 4-14, 4-44, 4-45, 4-50, 4-
171

Force Assisted Excavation (FAE), 4-11

forest, ES-6, ES-10, 1-9, 2-11, 3-24, 3-33, 3-
37, 3-41, 3-44, 4-59, 4-61, 4-62, 4-64, 4-

66, 4-67, 4-69, 4-70, 4-71, 4-73, 4-74, 4-
75, 4-77, 4-78, 4-79, 4-83, 4-94, 4-97, 4-
106, 4-107, 4-111, 4-115, 4-126, 4-129, 4-
190, 4-234, 4-235, 4-236, 4-237, 4-238, 4-
239, 4-244, 4-245, 4-247, 4-264, 5-1, 5-6,
5-13

forested, ES-10, 3-9, 3-10, 3-11, 4-52, 4-56,
4-58, 4-61, 4-64, 4-65, 4-66, 4-72, 4-73,
4-75, 4-77, 4-79, 4-83, 4-111, 4-114, 4-
243, 4-264, 5-5, 5-13

freshwater, 1-14, 4-6, 4-86, 4-90, 4-91, 4-92,
4-101, 4-102, 4-107, 4-108, 4-110, 5-9

fugitive, ES-4, ES-8, 4-16, 4-182, 4-183, 4-
188, 4-251, 4-253, 4-255, 5-2, 5-12

game, 4-73, 4-85, 4-86

General Blasting Plan, 4-12, 4-13, 4-17, 4-
18, 4-33, 4-50, 4-76, 4-95, 4-206, 5-2, 5-
19

geology, ES-3, ES-4, 1-3, 1-9, 2-27, 4-1, 4-
3,4-4,4-5, 4-14, 4-18, 4-59, 4-128

geotechnical, 4-12, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-219,
5-2

global, 4-260, 4-261

gneiss, 4-3, 4-28

granite, 4-3, 4-15, 4-16, 4-17
grassland, 4-73

gray bat, 4-97

grazing, 4-60, 4-73, 4-74

green floater, 4-97, 4-101, 4-103

Green Level, 3-7, 3-13, 3-18, 3-19, 4-237, 4-
245

greenhouse gas (GHG), 1-10, 3-45, 4-62, 4-
181, 4-255, 4-261, 4-262, 4-263

groundbed, 2-4

groundwater, ES-3, ES-4, 1-9, 4-9, 4-10, 4-
15, 4-16, 4-26, 4-27, 4-28, 4-29, 4-30, 4-
31, 4-32, 4-33, 4-47, 4-50, 4-51, 4-56, 4-
127, 4-226, 4-227, 4-234, 4-237, 4-240, 4-
241, 5-2,5-3



H-605, 2-1, 2-3, 2-5, 2-8, 2-11, 2-29, 2-30,
4-20, 4-23, 4-27, 4-36, 4-45, 4-63, 4-65,
4-86, 4-112, 4-164

H650, 4-121

H-650, 2-1, 2-3, 2-5, 2-8, 2-29, 2-30, 4-20,
4-23, 4-27, 4-28, 4-36, 4-45, 4-63, 4-65,
4-86, 4-112

H-650, 4-164

habitat fragmentation, 4-70, 4-74, 4-75, 4-
96, 4-246

hardwood, 4-60, 4-73, 4-81, 4-107, 4-115

Haw River, ES-2, 1-7, 1-11, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-
8, 3-3, 3-6, 3-7, 3-13, 3-14, 3-15, 3-16, 3-
17, 4-6, 4-21, 4-23, 4-34, 4-43, 4-46, 4-64,
4-88, 4-89, 4-101, 4-102, 4-108, 4-109, 4-
113, 4-114, 4-124, 4-125, 4-126, 4-129, 4-
161, 4-163, 4-165, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-
190, 4-194, 4-204, 4-205, 4-206, 4-212, 4-
230, 4-232, 4-233, 4-237, 4-242, 5-12

hazardous, ES-4, 1-10, 2-14, 2-18, 2-19, 4-
10, 4-26, 4-29, 4-31, 4-32, 4-57, 4-73, 4-
94, 4-127, 4-128, 4-143, 4-175, 4-179, 4-
181, 4-182, 4-241, 4-247

HDD Contingency Plan, ES-5, 10, 4-18, 4-
40, 4-42, 4-48, 4-49, 4-99, 4-100, 4-102,
4-107,5-2, 5-4

herbaceous, ES-6, 2-17, 2-30, 4-1, 4-25, 4-
49, 4-52, 4-53, 4-56, 4-59, 4-60, 4-61, 4-
62, 4-64, 4-66, 4-67, 4-69, 4-70, 4-71, 4-
12, 4-74, 4-77, 4-79, 4-83, 4-93, 4-115, 4-
117, 4-126, 4-244, 5-6, 5-7

hibernacula, 4-97, 4-98, 4-104
High Quality Waters (HQW), 4-42

high-consequence areas (HCA), 4-215, 4-
216

historic, ES-8, 1-18, 2-15, 3-9, 3-10, 3-11, 3-
12, 3-18, 4-9, 4-31, 4-41, 4-154, 4-155, 4-
156, 4-157, 4-158, 4-159, 4-160, 4-162, 4-
163, 4-164, 4-166, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-
170, 4-171, 4-172, 4-173, 4-174, 4-212, 4-
227, 4-254, 4-264, 5-11, 5-20

historic architecture, ES-8, 4-156, 4-166, 4-
167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-171, 4-172, 4-254, 5-
11

historic property, ES-8, 1-18, 2-15, 3-9, 3-
10, 3-11, 3-18, 4-154, 4-155, 4-158, 4-
160, 4-163, 4-164, 4-173, 4-174, 4-227, 4-
254, 4-264, 5-11, 5-20

Hogans Creek, 4-34, 4-45, 4-88, 4-230, 4-
233, 4-242

horizontal directional drill (HDD), ES-5, 10,
1-9, 2-9, 2-13, 2-14, 2-22, 2-23, 2-29, 2-
30, 4-7, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-23, 4-30, 4-35,
4-36, 4-37, 4-39, 4-40, 4-42, 4-47, 4-48,
4-49, 4-56, 4-57, 4-65, 4-76, 4-88, 4-89,
4-90, 4-92, 4-93, 4-99, 4-100, 4-102, 4-
107, 4-108, 4-114, 4-123, 4-125, 4-149, 4-
195, 4-196, 4-197, 4-202, 4-206, 4-207, 4-
228, 4-259, 5-2, 5-4, 5-5, 5-9, 5-10, 5-20

human remains, 4-172
hunt, 4-73, 4-78, 4-86, 4-125, 4-139, 4-171

hydrologic unit, 4-33, 4-34, 4-44, 4-227, 4-
230, 4-231, 4-232, 4-233, 4-234, 4-235, 4-
236, 4-237, 4-238, 4-239, 4-240, 4-241, 4-
242, 4-243, 4-244, 4-245, 4-246, 4-247, 4-
248

hydrostatic testing, ES-5, 2-14, 2-20, 2-29,
4-30, 4-39, 4-46, 4-47, 4-48, 4-50, 4-55,
4-94, 4-99, 4-203, 5-5, 5-20

Impaired Water, 4-39, 4-40, 5-4
Important Bird Area (IBA), 4-79, 5-8

inadvertent return (IR), ES-5, 4-16, 4-17, 4-
18, 4-42, 4-49, 4-99, 4-100, 4-102

incidental take, 1-6, 4-82, 4-83, 4-98, 5-8

Indian, ES-8, 1-7, 1-18, 4-7, 4-141, 4-154,
4-155, 4-157, 4-158, 4-159, 4-160, 4-164,
4-165, 4-172, 4-173, 4-174, 5-20

in-stream work, 4-35, 4-43, 5-5

insurance, 1-10, 4-44, 4-136, 4-138, 4-153,
5-11



interior forest, 1-9, 4-69, 4-70, 4-71, 4-74, 4-
75, 4-83, 4-244, 5-6, 5-8

intermediate, 4-35, 4-37

intermittent, 4-35, 4-36, 4-37, 4-50, 4-60, 4-
86, 4-107, 4-183, 4-188, 4-189, 4-202, 4-
203, 4-205, 4-236, 4-242, 4-255, 4-259

interstate natural gas pipeline, 1-1

invasive plant, 4-54, 4-61, 4-68, 4-71, 4-245,
5-7

invasive species, ES-6, 1-9, 2-27, 4-57, 4-
61, 4-66, 4-67, 4-68, 4-70, 4-245, 5-6

inventory, ES-8, 4-159, 4-164, 4-166, 4-169,
4-174, 4-263

irrigation, 2-27, 4-24, 4-30, 4-116

isolated find, 4-164, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-
170

James spinymussel, 4-97, 4-100, 4-103
Jimmie Kerr Road, 3-7, 3-13, 3-20, 3-21
Jordan Lake, 1-15, 4-43

Judy Byrd Mountain, 4-14

K factor, 4-19, 4-21

karst, 1-9, 2-27, 4-7, 4-8, 4-10, 4-11, 4-90,
5-2

Karst Hazard Assessment, 4-10, 5-2
Key Word, 3-6, 3-27, 3-41
Lake Cammack, 3-7, 3-10, 3-11, 5-14

landslide, ES-10, 1-9, 4-7, 4-9, 4-10, 4-12,
4-18, 5-2

Landslide Mitigation Report, 4-9, 4-18, 5-2

Light Imaging Detection and Ranging
(LiDAR), 4-9, 4-11

listed, ES-2, ES-5, ES-7, ES-8, 1-5, 1-14, 1-
15, 1-16, 1-17, 1-18, 2-21, 2-24, 4-2, 4-6,
4-11, 4-31, 4-33, 4-37, 4-39, 4-40, 4-60,
4-74, 4-80, 4-82, 4-86, 4-87, 4-89, 4-94,
4-95, 4-96, 4-97, 4-98, 4-100, 4-101, 4-
102, 4-103, 4-104, 4-106, 4-107, 4-108, 4-

J-8

110, 4-124, 4-126, 4-127, 4-154, 4-156, 4-
158, 4-160, 4-161, 4-162, 4-169, 4-177, 4-
178, 4-179, 4-181, 4-185, 4-209, 4-223, 4-
238, 4-239, 4-241, 4-243, 4-246, 4-248, 4-
249, 4-250, 4-251, 4-253, 4-254, 4-262, 4-
264, 5-4, 5-9, 5-11, 5-16

Little Cherrystone Creek, 4-40, 4-45, 4-90,
5-4

livestock, 4-30, 4-60, 4-61, 4-116
Madren, 3-7, 3-27, 3-39

mainline valve (MLV), 1-2, 2-1, 2-3, 2-4, 2-
5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, 2-28, 2-31, 3-44, 4-
11, 4-20, 4-21, 4-23, 4-44, 4-53, 4-63, 4-
64, 4-114, 4-118, 4-129, 4-130, 4-133, 4-
167, 4-169, 4-174, 4-218, 4-236, 5-13

major, ES-5, ES-10, 1-13, 1-15, 1-16, 1-17,
1-19, 2-21, 3-7, 3-8, 3-9, 3-12, 4-1, 4-13,
4-27, 4-35, 4-36, 4-37, 4-41, 4-43, 4-59,
4-96, 4-125, 4-129, 4-137, 4-174, 4-176,
4-177, 4-178, 4-179, 4-180, 4-212, 4-248,
4-256, 4-261, 5-4, 5-10, 5-14

mammal, 4-73

mammals, 4-72, 4-73, 4-77

Martin Marietta, 3-7, 4-6, 5-1

maximum allowable operating pressure
(MAOP), 2-3, 4-214, 4-215, 4-216, 4-219

Megawatt (MW), 3-44

Mercalli (Modified Mercalli Intensity or
MMI), 4-7

merchantable timber, 2-16, 4-66, 5-7

meter station, ES-1, ES-8, 1-2, 2-1, 2-3, 2-4,
2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-28, 2-31, 3-44, 4-44, 4-
174, 4-184, 4-190, 4-203, 4-204, 4-211, 4-
212, 4-218, 4-249, 4-259, 5-12, 5-13

meter stations, ES-1, ES-8, 1-2, 2-1, 2-3, 2-
4, 2-6, 2-7, 2-28, 2-31, 3-44, 4-44, 4-174,
4-190, 4-203, 4-204, 4-211, 4-218, 4-249,
4-259, 5-12, 5-13

methane, 4-32, 4-62, 4-175, 4-213
Mid-Atlantic, 3-3, 4-165



Midway Auto Sales, 4-26, 4-31, 4-127, 5-3

migratory bird, ES-6, 1-5, 1-6, 1-9, 1-17, 1-
18, 2-13, 4-80, 4-81, 4-82, 4-83, 4-95, 4-
247, 5-8, 5-9

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), 1-6, 1-
9,1-13, 1-14, 1-16, 1-17, 4-80, 4-96

migratory birds, ES-6, 1-5, 1-6, 1-18, 2-13,
4-80, 4-83, 4-95, 5-8, 5-9

minor, ES-3, ES-4, ES-5, ES-7, ES-10, 1-14,
2-7, 2-18, 3-2, 3-6, 3-7, 3-13, 3-15, 3-17,
3-19, 3-21, 3-23, 3-26, 3-30, 3-32, 3-34,
3-36, 3-38, 3-40, 4-2, 4-14, 4-27, 4-31, 4-
33, 4-35, 4-36, 4-37, 4-50, 4-58, 4-62, 4-
77, 4-87, 4-92, 4-117, 4-120, 4-125, 4-
126, 4-130, 4-131, 4-133, 4-139, 4-153, 4-
170, 4-172, 4-185, 4-186, 4-188, 4-225, 4-
238, 4-239, 4-241, 4-242, 4-243, 4-245, 4-
248, 4-253, 4-264, 5-1, 5-2, 5-4, 5-10, 5-
12, 5-14, 5-16

minor route variation, ES-3, ES-10, 3-7, 5-
14

mitigation, ES-3, ES-4, ES-5, ES-6, ES-9,
ES-10, ES-11, 1-3, 1-4, 1-8, 1-12, 2-12, 2-
25, 2-27, 2-29, 3-45, 4-1, 4-2, 4-9, 4-10,
4-12, 4-13, 4-14, 4-16, 4-18, 4-27, 4-29,
4-31, 4-32, 4-33, 4-34, 4-35, 4-41, 4-43,
4-44, 4-48, 4-51, 4-53, 4-56, 4-58, 4-59,
4-61, 4-62, 4-66, 4-71, 4-73, 4-75, 4-76,
4-78, 4-79, 4-82, 4-84, 4-85, 4-90, 4-91,
4-93, 4-94, 4-104, 4-106, 4-110, 4-117, 4-
121, 4-122, 4-124, 4-125, 4-126, 4-127, 4-
142, 4-143, 4-151, 4-153, 4-170, 4-173, 4-
174, 4-182, 4-183, 4-185, 4-186, 4-188, 4-
202, 4-205, 4-206, 4-207, 4-208, 4-209, 4-
212, 4-236, 4-243, 4-247, 4-248, 4-254, 4-
255, 4-256, 4-259, 4-260, 4-264, 5-1, 5-2,
5-3, 5-5, 5-6, 5-7, 5-9, 5-11, 5-12, 5-13, 5-
14, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-18, 5-20, 5-21

Monacan Indian Nation, 1-8, 4-158, 4-159,
4-165, 4-172

monitoring, ES-11, 2-28, 2-29, 2-30, 4-12,
4-29, 4-39, 4-47, 4-50, 4-57, 4-61, 4-74,

J-9

4-76, 4-105, 4-116, 4-176, 4-177, 4-179,
4-180, 4-253, 4-256, 5-6, 5-17

Moore, 3-7, 3-27, 3-35, 3-36
Mountain Valley Pipeline, ES-1, ES-2, ES-

3, ES-4, ES-5, ES-6, ES-7, ES-8, ES-9,
ES-10, ES-11, 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 1-4, 1-5, 1-6,
1-7, 1-8, 1-12, 1-13, 1-15, 1-16, 1-17, 1-
18, 1-19, 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-9, 2-10,
2-11, 2-12, 2-13, 2-14, 2-15, 2-16, 2-17,
2-18, 2-19, 2-20, 2-21, 2-23, 2-24, 2-25,
2-26, 2-27, 2-28, 2-29, 2-30, 2-31, 3-2, 3-
5, 3-6, 3-7, 3-26, 3-27, 3-28, 3-31, 3-33,
3-35, 3-37, 3-39, 3-41, 3-45, 4-1, 4-2, 4-6,
4-7, 49, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 4-13, 4-14, 4-
16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-19, 4-22, 4-24, 4-25, 4-
26, 4-27, 4-29, 4-30, 4-31, 4-32, 4-33, 4-
34, 4-35, 4-36, 4-37, 4-38, 4-39, 4-40, 4-
41, 4-42, 4-43, 4-44, 4-46, 4-47, 4-48, 4-
49, 4-50, 4-51, 4-52, 4-53, 4-54, 4-56, 4-
57, 4-58, 4-60, 4-61, 4-62, 4-66, 4-67, 4-
68, 4-69, 4-70, 4-71, 4-73, 4-75, 4-76, 4-
77, 4-78, 4-83, 4-84, 4-85, 4-89, 4-90, 4-
91, 4-92, 4-93, 4-94, 4-95, 4-96, 4-98, 4-
99, 4-100, 4-101, 4-102, 4-103, 4-104, 4-
105, 4-106, 4-107, 4-108, 4-109, 4-110, 4-
115, 4-116, 4-117, 4-118, 4-119, 4-120, 4-
121, 4-122, 4-125, 4-126, 4-127, 4-128, 4-
131, 4-132, 4-133, 4-134, 4-135, 4-136, 4-
140, 4-141, 4-142, 4-143, 4-149, 4-151, 4-
153, 4-154, 4-155, 4-156, 4-157, 4-158, 4-
159, 4-160, 4-162, 4-163, 4-164, 4-166, 4-
167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-171, 4-172, 4-173, 4-
179, 4-181, 4-182, 4-183, 4-186, 4-187, 4-
190, 4-195, 4-202, 4-203, 4-204, 4-205, 4-
206, 4-207, 4-208, 4-209, 4-211, 4-212, 4-
215, 4-217, 4-218, 4-219, 4-224, 4-225, 4-
234, 4-236, 4-239, 4-240, 4-241, 4-243, 4-
245, 4-247, 4-249, 4-250, 4-251, 4-254, 4-
255, 4-256, 4-259, 4-260, 4-263, 5-1, 5-2,
5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 5-6, 5-7, 5-8, 5-9, 5-10, 5-
11, 5-12, 5-13, 5-14, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-
18, 5-19, 5-20, 5-21

mussel, 1-14, 1-15, 4-36, 4-43, 4-50, 4-86,

4-88, 4-91, 4-92, 4-93, 4-94, 4-100, 4-101,



4-102, 4-107, 4-108, 4-109, 4-110, 5-5, 5-
9

Nansemond Indian Tribe, 4-158

National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS), 4-143, 4-175, 4-176, 4-177, 4-
180, 4-186, 4-187, 4-188, 4-253, 4-256, 4-
257

National Emissions Standards for Hazardous
Air Pollutants, 4-179

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA), ES-1, 10, 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 1-4, 1-5,
1-8, 1-13, 3-1, 4-141, 4-154, 4-157, 5-14

National Geochemical Database, 4-15

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA),
ES-8, 11, 1-5, 1-13, 1-15, 1-16, 1-18, 4-
154, 4-155, 4-172, 4-173, 4-174, 4-254, 5-
11

National  Oceanic and  Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA), 4-13

National Park Service (NPS), ES-5, 4-40

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES), 1-14, 1-15, 1-17, 4-35,
4-37, 4-39, 4-40, 4-43, 4-47, 4-50

National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP), ES-8, 1-18, 3-9, 3-11, 3-12, 4-
154, 4-155, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-
171, 4-172, 4-227, 4-254, 5-11

National Wetlands Inventory (NWI), 3-10,
3-11, 3-12, 3-14, 3-16, 3-18, 3-20, 3-22,
3-24, 3-29, 3-31, 3-33, 3-35, 3-37, 3-39,
3-42, 4-51, 4-64

Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI), ES-5,
4-40, 4-123, 4-124, 4-125, 5-4

native seed mixture, 4-68

natural gas, ES-1, ES-9, 1-1, 1-2, 1-4, 1-8,
1-9, 1-11, 1-19, 2-1, 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, 2-
7, 2-12, 2-20, 2-30, 2-31, 3-2, 3-3, 3-5, 3-
6, 3-44, 4-3, 4-9, 4-74, 4-137, 4-138, 4-
142, 4-174, 4-178, 4-179, 4-181, 4-186, 4-
212, 4-213, 4-214, 4-215, 4-217, 4-218, 4-

J-10

219, 4-222, 4-223, 4-224, 4-225, 4-234, 4-
237, 4-241, 4-254, 4-261, 4-263, 5-13, 5-
14, 5-16

Natural Gas Act (NGA), ES-1, 1-1, 14, 1-
13, 1-19, 2-7, 2-31, 3-2, 4-80, 4-119, 4-
138, 4-154, 5-16

natural gas pipeline, 1-1, 2-1, 2-12, 2-30, 3-
3, 3-6, 4-9, 4-137, 4-138, 4-142, 4-217, 4-
218, 4-223, 4-224, 5-14

Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCYS), 4-11, 4-19, 4-21, 4-22, 4-23, 4-
24, 4-25, 4-76, 4-78, 5-7

New Source Performance  Standards

(NSPS), 4-179
New Source Review, 4-177, 4-180
New York, 3-3
Newark Supergroup, 4-14
Nicholson, 3-7, 3-26, 3-28, 3-29

nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 3-44, 3-45, 4-175,
4-177, 4-187, 4-253, 4-256, 4-257, 4-258

No Action Alternative, 10, 1-9, 3-1, 3-2, 5-
14

no adverse effect, 4-158
no effect, 4-167, 4-171, 4-254

noise, ES-3, ES-7, ES-8, ES-9, ES-11, 1-3,
1-11, 2-4, 4-1, 4-75, 4-76, 4-77, 4-78, 4-
82, 4-97, 4-117, 4-119, 4-122, 4-125, 4-
126, 4-127, 4-142, 4-143, 4-174, 4-188, 4-
189, 4-190, 4-191, 4-192, 4-193, 4-194, 4-
195, 4-196, 4-197, 4-198, 4-199, 4-200, 4-
201, 4-202, 4-203, 4-204, 4-205, 4-206, 4-
207, 4-208, 4-209, 4-210, 4-211, 4-212, 4-
226, 4-228, 4-234, 4-235, 4-237, 4-238, 4-
246, 4-251, 4-253, 4-254, 4-259, 4-260, 4-
264, 5-12, 5-21

noise sensitive area (NSA), ES-8, ES-9, 4-
189, 4-190, 4-195, 4-202, 4-203, 4-204, 4-
205, 4-206, 4-207, 4-208, 4-209, 4-210, 4-
211, 4-212, 4-228, 4-259, 4-260, 5-12, 5-
21



Non-governmental Organizations (NGO), 1-
7

non-jurisdictional facilities, 1-8, 2-7, 4-236,
4-241, 4-248, 4-249, 4-255, 4-259

North Carolina, ES-1, ES-2, ES-3, ES-7,
ES-8, 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 1-7, 1-11, 1-12, 1-14,
1-15, 1-16, 2-1, 2-3, 2-8, 2-9, 2-10, 2-13,
3-3, 3-5, 3-6, 3-9, 3-10, 3-13, 3-18, 4-3, 4-
6, 4-20, 4-21, 4-27, 4-28, 4-30, 4-34, 4-36,
4-39, 4-41, 4-42, 4-43, 4-44, 4-45, 4-46,
4-47, 4-50, 4-51, 4-53, 4-55, 4-58, 4-60,
4-61, 4-62, 4-63, 4-64, 4-68, 4-71, 4-72,
4-75, 4-78, 4-79, 4-80, 4-82, 4-83, 4-84,
4-85, 4-87, 4-88, 4-91, 4-98, 4-99, 4-100,
4-101, 4-102, 4-103, 4-104, 4-105, 4-106,
4-107, 4-108, 4-109, 4-121, 4-123, 4-124,
4-125, 4-126, 4-130, 4-131, 4-132, 4-133,
4-134, 4-135, 4-139, 4-140, 4-145, 4-155,
4-156, 4-157, 4-158, 4-159, 4-160, 4-161,
4-162, 4-163, 4-164, 4-165, 4-166, 4-167,
4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-172, 4-173, 4-174,
4-175, 4-176, 4-177, 4-182, 4-183, 4-202,
4-206, 4-215, 4-216, 4-218, 4-225, 4-230,
4-232, 4-234, 4-235, 4-237, 4-238, 4-241,
4-247, 4-251, 4-255, 4-263, 5-5, 5-6, 5-7,
5-8, 5-9, 5-20

North Carolina Department of Natural and
Cultural Resources (NCDNCR), 1-16, 4-
155, 4-156, 4-157, 4-166, 4-169, 4-170, 4-
171, 4-172

North  Carolina
Resources, 4-34

Division of Water
North Carolina Forest Legacy Areas, 4-78,
4-79, 5-8

North  Carolina
Sciences, 4-6

Museum of Natural

North Carolina Office of State Archaeology
(NCSOA), 4-166

North Carolina Office of the State
Archaeologist (NCOSA), 4-155, 4-166

Northern long-eared bat, 4-97

J-11

North-South Alternative, 3-7, 3-11, 3-12, 5-
14

not eligible, ES-8, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-
170, 4-171, 4-172, 4-254, 5-11

not significant, ES-4, ES-5, ES-6, ES-7, 3-9,
4-6, 4-27, 4-30, 4-51, 4-83, 4-95, 4-108,
4-109, 4-110, 4-135, 4-137, 4-168, 4-208,
4-240, 4-256, 5-1, 5-9, 5-11

Nottoway Tribe, 4-159

noxious weeds, ES-6, 4-54, 4-57, 4-61, 4-68,
4-69, 4-71, 4-86, 5-6, 5-7

Nutrient Sensitive Waters (NSW), 4-42

Occaneechi Band of the Saponi Nation, 4-
159

Office of Energy Projects (OEP), ES-2, 1-2,
2-20, 4-2, 4-13, 4-29, 4-38, 4-48, 4-104,
4-154, 4-173, 4-206, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-
19, 5-20, 5-21

off-road vehicle, 4-136, 4-185
organic, 4-3, 4-47, 4-49, 4-93

palustrine emergent (PEM), ES-5, 4-52, 4-
53, 4-54, 4-55, 4-56, 4-61, 4-243, 5-5

palustrine forested (PFO), ES-5, 4-52, 4-53,
4-54, 4-55, 4-56, 4-58, 4-243, 5-5

Palustrine scrub-shrub (PSS), ES-5, 4-52, 4-
53, 4-54, 4-55, 4-56, 4-58, 4-61, 4-243, 5-
5

peak ground acceleration (PGA), 4-7

perennial, ES-6, 3-9, 3-11, 3-12, 4-35, 4-36,
4-52, 4-86, 4-87, 4-90, 4-107, 4-109, 4-
236, 4-242, 4-247, 5-9

Perkins Mountain, 4-14

phase, 2-30, 4-75, 4-156, 4-164, 4-165, 4-
167, 4-183, 4-203, 4-212, 5-3

Piedmont, ES-6, 3-6, 4-3, 4-6, 4-10, 4-14, 4-
27, 4-28, 4-51, 4-59, 4-60, 4-72, 4-78, 4-
79, 4-80, 4-81, 4-85, 4-86, 4-106, 4-108,
4-110, 4-123, 4-163, 4-165, 4-176, 5-6, 5-
8



pig launcher/receiver, 2-4, 4-219

pipeline, ES-1, ES-4, ES-6, ES-7, ES-8, ES-
9, ES-10, 1-2, 1-7, 1-9, 1-11, 2-1, 2-3, 2-4,
2-5, 2-7, 2-9, 2-10, 2-11, 2-12, 2-14, 2-15,
2-17, 2-18, 2-19, 2-20, 2-21, 2-22, 2-23,
2-24, 2-25, 2-26, 2-27, 2-29, 2-30, 3-1, 3-
2, 3-3, 3-5, 3-6, 3-7, 3-13, 3-27, 3-28, 3-
44, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 4-
13, 4-14, 4-16, 4-23, 4-25, 4-27, 4-31, 4-
32, 4-35, 4-36, 4-37, 4-38, 4-40, 4-43, 4-
44, 4-46, 4-49, 4-50, 4-51, 4-53, 4-54, 4-
56, 4-58, 4-59, 4-62, 4-65, 4-66, 4-67, 4-
69, 4-70, 4-71, 4-73, 4-76, 4-78, 4-83, 4-
85, 4-86, 4-89, 4-93, 4-94, 4-95, 4-99, 4-
102, 4-111, 4-114, 4-115, 4-116, 4-117, 4-
118, 4-119, 4-120, 4-122, 4-124, 4-128, 4-
129, 4-130, 4-131, 4-132, 4-133, 4-134, 4-
135, 4-136, 4-137, 4-138, 4-142, 4-151, 4-
153, 4-159, 4-162, 4-164, 4-166, 4-167, 4-
168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-172, 4-174, 4-
183, 4-185, 4-188, 4-203, 4-206, 4-208, 4-
212, 4-213, 4-214, 4-215, 4-216, 4-217, 4-
218, 4-219, 4-220, 4-221, 4-222, 4-223, 4-
224, 4-225, 4-228, 4-230, 4-231, 4-232, 4-
233, 4-234, 4-235, 4-236, 4-240, 4-241, 4-
242, 4-245, 4-248, 4-249, 4-253, 4-254, 4-
255, 4-259, 5-1, 5-2, 5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 5-6, 5-
7,5-10, 5-12, 5-13, 5-16

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration (PHMSA), 2-18, 2-30, 3-
44, 4-213, 4-217, 4-219, 4-220, 4-222, 4-
223

Pittsylvania County, ES-4, 1-1, 1-2, 2-1, 2-3,
2-9, 3-9, 3-10, 3-11, 4-3, 4-14, 4-15, 4-16,
4-24, 4-30, 4-45, 4-84, 4-97, 4-99, 4-101,
4-106, 4-107, 4-109, 4-110, 4-121, 4-131,
4-133, 4-134, 4-135, 4-144, 4-160, 4-161,
4-165, 4-166, 4-168, 4-174, 4-176, 4-202,
4-211, 4-234, 4-235, 4-251, 5-2

Pittsylvania County Historical Society, 4-
161

Pollok, 3-7, 3-27, 3-33, 3-34, 4-117

J-12

pollutant, 1-17, 4-32, 4-39, 4-175, 4-176, 4-
177, 4-178, 4-180, 4-185, 4-186, 4-187, 4-
188, 4-256, 5-12

polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB), 4-40, 4-47,
5-4

potable, ES-4, 4-27, 4-29, 4-30, 5-3
potential impact radius, 4-215, 4-225

potentially eligible, ES-8, 3-9, 3-10, 3-11, 3-
18, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-
254, 5-11

pre-contact, 4-166

prehistoric, 1-18, 4-154, 4-166, 4-167, 4-
168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171

Preservation Virginia, 4-161, 4-162
previously recorded, 4-166, 4-168, 4-169

prime farmland, 2-27, 4-20, 4-21, 4-22, 4-
23, 4-24, 4-27, 4-116, 4-234, 4-235, 4-
236, 4-237, 4-238, 4-240, 5-2

Programmatic Agreement (PA), 4-30, 4-44,
4-53, 4-173, 4-174, 5-11

Project, ES-1, ES-2, ES-3, ES-4, ES-5, ES-
6, ES-7, ES-8, ES-9, ES-10, ES-11, 1-1,
1-2, 1-3, 1-4, 1-5, 1-6, 1-7, 1-8, 1-11, 1-
12, 1-13, 1-17, 1-18, 1-19, 2-1, 2-2, 2-3,
2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-10, 2-11, 2-12, 2-13,
2-14, 2-15, 2-16, 2-21, 2-22, 2-24, 2-25,
2-26, 2-27, 2-28, 2-29, 2-30, 2-31, 3-1, 3-
2, 3-3, 3-5, 3-6, 3-7, 3-12, 3-13, 3-26, 3-
27, 3-33, 3-35, 3-41, 3-45, 4-1, 4-2, 4-3,
4-4, 4-5, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-
13, 4-14, 4-15, 4-16, 4-18, 4-19, 4-20, 4-
21, 4-22, 4-23, 4-24, 4-25, 4-26, 4-27, 4-
28, 4-29, 4-30, 4-31, 4-32, 4-33, 4-34, 4-
35, 4-36, 4-38, 4-39, 4-40, 4-41, 4-42, 4-
43, 4-44, 4-45, 4-46, 4-47, 4-48, 4-50, 4-
51, 4-52, 4-53, 4-54, 4-55, 4-56, 4-57, 4-
58, 4-59, 4-60, 4-61, 4-62, 4-63, 4-65, 4-
67, 4-68, 4-69, 4-70, 4-71, 4-72, 4-73, 4-
74, 4-75, 4-76, 4-77, 4-78, 4-79, 4-80, 4-
81, 4-82, 4-83, 4-84, 4-85, 4-86, 4-87, 4-
88, 4-89, 4-91, 4-93, 4-95, 4-96, 4-97, 4-
98, 4-99, 4-100, 4-101, 4-103, 4-104, 4-



105, 4-106, 4-107, 4-108, 4-109, 4-110, 4-
111, 4-112, 4-114, 4-115, 4-116, 4-117, 4-
118, 4-119, 4-120, 4-121, 4-122, 4-123, 4-
125, 4-126, 4-127, 4-128, 4-129, 4-131, 4-
132, 4-133, 4-134, 4-135, 4-136, 4-137, 4-
138, 4-139, 4-140, 4-141, 4-142, 4-143, 4-
144, 4-149, 4-150, 4-151, 4-153, 4-154, 4-
155, 4-156, 4-157, 4-158, 4-159, 4-160, 4-
161, 4-162, 4-163, 4-164, 4-166, 4-167, 4-
168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-172, 4-173, 4-
174, 4-176, 4-178, 4-179, 4-180, 4-181, 4-
182, 4-183, 4-184, 4-185, 4-188, 4-190, 4-
195, 4-202, 4-203, 4-206, 4-209, 4-211, 4-
212, 4-213, 4-214, 4-215, 4-216, 4-217, 4-
218, 4-223, 4-224, 4-225, 4-226, 4-227, 4-
228, 4-229, 4-230, 4-231, 4-233, 4-234, 4-
235, 4-236, 4-237, 4-238, 4-239, 4-240, 4-
241, 4-242, 4-243, 4-244, 4-245, 4-246, 4-
247, 4-248, 4-249, 4-250, 4-251, 4-253, 4-
254, 4-255, 4-256, 4-259, 4-260, 4-261, 4-
262, 4-263, 4-264, 5-1, 5-2, 5-3, 5-4, 5-5,
5-6, 5-7, 5-8, 5-9, 5-10, 5-11, 5-12, 5-13,
5-14, 5-15, 5-17, 5-18, 5-19, 5-20

property value, ES-7, 4-136, 4-137, 4-138,
4-153, 4-229, 4-250, 5-11

public comments, 3-13, 4-1
purpose and need, ES-1, 1-2, 1-8
Purpose and Need, 1-2, 3-2
Quaternary faults, 4-8

recommendation, ES-7, ES-8, ES-9, 2-16, 4-
38, 4-84, 4-85, 4-171, 4-259, 5-2, 5-8, 5-9,
5-12

recorded, ES-8, 4-8, 4-101, 4-166, 4-167, 4-
172

recreation, ES-7, 1-3, 2-18, 4-1, 4-41, 4-86,
4-122, 4-123, 4-124, 4-125, 4-127, 4-134,
4-138, 4-139, 4-226, 4-228, 4-237, 4-248,
4-249, 5-9

relocated, 2-18, 4-91, 4-166, 4-170

renewable energy, 1-9, 3-2

reptiles, ES-6, 4-6, 4-72, 4-73, 4-74, 4-91, 4-
92, 5-7,5-9

J-13

reseeding, 4-25

residence, ES-6, ES-7, ES-9, 2-17, 2-20, 2-
25, 3-6, 3-9, 3-10, 3-22, 3-27, 3-37, 3-41,
4-24, 4-27, 4-33, 4-59, 4-62, 4-71, 4-81,
4-111, 4-112, 4-117, 4-119, 4-120, 4-121,
4-122, 4-129, 4-130, 4-137, 4-138, 4-190,
4-195, 4-203, 4-206, 4-207, 4-208, 4-225,
4-234, 4-239, 4-241, 4-245, 4-246, 4-248,
4-253, 4-254, 4-259, 4-260, 4-263, 5-6, 5-
9, 5-10, 5-12, 5-13

restoration, ES-6, 1-12, 2-12, 2-14, 2-15, 2-
17, 2-20, 2-21, 2-22, 2-27, 2-28, 2-30, 4-1,
4-13, 4-22, 4-25, 4-31, 4-33, 4-50, 4-54,
4-59, 4-67, 4-68, 4-74, 4-76, 4-78, 4-86,
4-92, 4-94, 4-121, 4-132, 4-217, 4-239, 4-
240, 4-244, 4-246, 5-3, 5-5, 5-6, 5-7, 5-15,
5-17, 5-18, 5-19

revegetation, ES-4, 1-9, 2-22, 2-29, 4-13, 4-
19, 4-20, 4-22, 4-24, 4-25, 4-27, 4-33, 4-
56, 4-57, 4-67, 4-69, 4-116, 4-239, 4-249,
5-2, 5-6, 5-7, 5-16, 5-20

riparian, 2-30, 4-36, 4-41, 4-43, 4-49, 4-51,
4-92, 4-93, 4-94, 4-107, 4-108, 4-109, 4-
126, 5-5

Roanoke logperch, 4-47, 4-97, 4-99, 4-100,
4-105, 4-106

rock, 2-10, 2-17, 2-18, 2-20, 2-21, 2-22, 2-
27,4-9, 4-11, 4-12, 4-13, 4-14, 4-15, 4-16,
4-17, 4-18, 4-21, 4-24, 4-25, 4-27, 4-28,
4-45, 4-88, 4-91, 4-101, 4-109, 4-136, 4-
183, 4-189, 4-214, 5-2, 5-19

Rockingham County, 2-1, 3-5, 3-6, 4-6, 4-
24, 4-36, 4-39, 4-45, 4-60, 4-99, 4-100, 4-
104, 4-106, 4-107, 4-108, 4-110, 4-121, 4-
131, 4-133, 4-134, 4-135, 4-145, 4-160, 4-
161, 4-162, 4-165, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-
173, 4-174, 4-206, 4-237, 4-251

Rockingham County Historical Society, 4-
161, 4-162

roost tree, 4-98, 4-106
Rosebud Sioux Tribe, 4-158



route alternatives, ES-3, 10, 3-1, 3-6, 3-7, 3-
8, 3-9, 3-12, 3-13, 3-15, 3-17, 3-19, 3-21,
3-23, 3-25, 3-26, 4-56, 5-14

route variations, 3-1, 3-2, 3-6, 3-7, 3-26, 3-
30, 3-32, 3-34, 3-36, 3-38, 3-40, 5-14

runoff, 1-12, 2-24, 2-27, 4-9, 4-10, 4-33, 4-
37, 4-48, 4-49, 4-50, 4-51, 4-55, 4-92, 4-
100, 4-102, 4-103, 4-104, 4-109, 4-242, 5-
5

rutting, 4-55, 4-57

Safe Drinking Water Act, 4-30

Safe Drinking Water Information System, 4-
28

salamander, 4-105, 4-107
Sandstone, 4-27, 4-28

Sandy Creek, 3-28, 4-40, 4-45, 4-90, 4-231,
5-4

Sandy River, ES-5, 4-35, 4-37, 4-41, 4-45,
4-88, 4-90, 4-101, 4-123, 4-126, 4-231, 5-
4

Sappony Tribe, 1-8, 4-158, 4-159
schist, 4-3, 4-17, 4-28

scoping meetings, 1-7, 4-141, 4-162
scour, 2-18, 2-22, 2-23, 4-13, 4-49, 4-50

Secretary of the Commission (Secretary), 1-
8, 1-16, 2-13, 4-13, 4-29, 4-38, 4-48, 4-57,
4-69, 4-84, 4-85, 4-104, 4-173, 4-206, 4-
209, 5-15, 5-16, 5-18, 5-19, 5-20, 5-21

Section 106, 1-5, 1-13, 1-15, 1-16, 1-18, 4-
154, 4-155, 4-174, 4-254, 5-11

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act,
ES-1, ES-6, 1-1, 1-5, 1-13, 1-14, 1-17, 2-
7, 3-2, 4-96, 4-138, 4-154, 4-248, 5-9, 5-
16

sedimentation, 2-21, 4-31, 4-38, 4-40, 4-49,
4-50, 4-91, 4-92, 4-99, 4-100, 4-102, 4-
103, 4-104, 4-107, 4-108, 4-226, 4-227, 4-
242, 4-243, 5-9

seismicity, 4-7, 4-219

J-14

shale, 4-14, 4-16, 4-207
Shambley, 3-7, 3-27
shovel test, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-170

significant, ES-7, ES-8, ES-9, ES-10, 1-10,
1-16, 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 3-5, 3-6, 3-7, 3-10, 3-
12, 3-13, 3-16, 3-18, 3-20, 3-22, 3-24, 3-
26, 3-28, 3-31, 3-33, 3-37, 3-39, 3-41, 3-
45, 4-1, 4-7, 4-13, 4-16, 4-18, 4-28, 4-33,
4-36, 4-39, 4-50, 4-51, 4-59, 4-62, 4-71,
4-75, 4-80, 4-82, 4-87, 4-91, 4-126, 4-129,
4-130, 4-131, 4-133, 4-134, 4-137, 4-138,
4-139, 4-142, 4-143, 4-151, 4-153, 4-178,
4-183, 4-188, 4-203, 4-204, 4-206, 4-209,
4-211, 4-212, 4-219, 4-220, 4-221, 4-223,
4-224, 4-225, 4-226, 4-238, 4-239, 4-241,
4-243, 4-244, 4-245, 4-246, 4-247, 4-249,
4-253, 4-254, 4-255, 4-256, 4-260, 4-264,
5-1, 5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 5-7, 5-10, 5-11, 5-12, 5-
13, 5-14

sinkhole, 4-10

slope, 2-13, 2-14, 2-18, 2-21, 2-23, 2-27, 4-
9,4-11, 4-12, 4-19, 4-21, 4-22, 4-25, 4-87

slope breaker, 2-13, 2-21, 2-27, 4-9, 4-22

Small whorled pogonia, 4-60, 4-97, 4-103,
4-104, 4-106

Smooth coneflower, 4-60, 4-97, 4-103, 4-
104, 4-106

Soil Characteristics, 4-20

soil compaction, 4-27, 4-55, 4-66, 4-116, 5-
6

soil liquefaction, 4-7, 4-9

soils, ES-3, ES-4, 1-3, 1-9, 2-17, 2-18, 2-19,
2-24, 2-21, 2-28, 4-1, 4-9, 4-13, 4-14, 4-
15, 4-16, 4-17, 4-19, 4-21, 4-22, 4-23, 4-
24, 4-25, 4-26, 4-27, 4-32, 4-49, 4-59, 4-
67, 4-103, 4-104, 4-110, 4-116, 4-117, 4-
122, 4-128, 4-226, 4-227, 4-238, 4-240, 4-
244, 4-262, 5-2, 5-3

solar, 3-2, 3-45, 4-178, 4-179, 4-186, 4-237,
4-238, 4-240, 4-241, 4-243, 4-244, 4-245,



4-248, 4-249, 4-250, 4-251, 4-253, 4-255,
4-259

sole source, ES-4, 4-27, 5-3
Solite Quarry, 4-6

Source  Water
(SWAP), 4-30

SPCC Plan, 2-14, 4-26, 4-27, 4-31, 4-32, 4-
94, 4-128, 5-3

Special Flood Hazard Areas, 4-44
special-status species, ES-3

species of concern, ES-7, 4-70, 4-72, 4-80,
4-82, 4-95, 4-96, 4-101, 4-104, 5-9

spoil, 2-10, 2-17, 2-22, 2-25, 2-26, 2-27, 4-
73

spring, ES-4, 3-2, 3-9, 4-10, 4-15, 4-28, 4-
29, 4-32, 4-72, 4-241, 5-3, 5-19

State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO),
ES-8, 1-7, 4-155, 4-156, 4-164, 4-167, 4-
168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-172, 4-173, 4-
254

Stony Creek, ES-5, 2-22, 2-23, 3-13, 4-16,
4-17, 4-18, 4-34, 4-36, 4-42, 4-46, 4-47,
4-48, 4-89, 4-101, 4-102, 4-109, 4-160, 4-
195, 4-197, 4-206, 4-207, 4-232, 4-259, 5-
2,5-4,5-9

Stony Creek Reservoir, ES-5, 2-22, 2-23, 3-
13, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-34, 4-36, 4-42, 4-
46, 4-47, 4-48, 4-89, 4-101, 4-102, 4-109,
4-160, 4-195, 4-197, 4-206, 4-207, 4-232,
4-259, 5-2, 5-4, 5-9

Strader, 3-7, 3-27, 3-37, 3-38
subdivision, 4-111, 4-137
submerged lands, 1-15, 4-90
subsidence, 2-28, 4-7, 4-8, 4-10, 5-2

Sulfer dioxide (SO.), 3-44, 3-45, 4-175, 4-
177, 4-178, 4-179, 4-180, 4-182, 4-184, 4-
185, 4-187, 4-256, 4-257

surface water, ES-3, ES-5, 1-17, 4-15, 4-30,
4-33, 4-35, 4-39, 4-41, 4-42, 4-43, 4-47,

Assessment  Program

J-15

4-48, 4-49, 4-50, 4-51, 4-94, 4-108, 4-226,
4-227, 4-237, 4-238, 4-240, 4-242, 4-243,
4-246, 4-247, 5-4, 5-5

survey, 1-14, 1-15, 1-16, 2-14, 2-15, 3-27, 4-
10, 4-43, 4-51, 4-64, 4-69, 4-91, 4-98, 4-
103, 4-104, 4-106, 4-110, 4-156, 4-159, 4-
160, 4-164, 4-166, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-
170, 4-171, 4-172, 4-173, 4-190, 4-195, 4-
209, 4-242, 5-11, 5-15, 5-20, 5-21

system alternatives, ES-3, 10, 3-1, 3-3, 5-14

taxes, ES-7, 1-10, 4-139, 4-140, 4-153, 4-
166, 4-250, 4-264, 5-11

Taylor, 3-7, 3-27, 3-41, 3-42

testing, ES-4, 1-15, 1-16, 2-19, 2-20, 3-26,
4-12, 4-29, 4-30, 4-33, 4-47, 4-156, 4-164,
4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-178,
4-185, 4-214, 4-215, 4-217, 4-219, 5-3

third-party monitoring program, 2-30, 4-85,
5-20

tie-in, 1-2, 2-20, 2-29, 4-203
time-of-year restrictions, 4-89, 4-90, 4-99

topsoil, 2-10, 2-17, 2-19, 2-24, 2-27, 2-28,
4-24, 4-25, 4-27, 4-54, 4-61, 4-67, 4-68,
4-120

Town of Haw River, 3-7, 4-124, 4-161

traffic, ES-7, ES-10, 1-10, 2-11, 2-17, 2-21,
2-25, 4-1, 4-24, 4-56, 4-77, 4-103, 4-104,
4-110, 4-117, 4-122, 4-127, 4-131, 4-134,
4-135, 4-136, 4-142, 4-151, 4-153, 4-182,
4-183, 4-189, 4-208, 4-229, 4-246, 4-250,
4-251, 4-253, 4-255, 5-11

Trancontinental Gas Pipeline Company, 3-3,
3-5, 3-6, 4-37, 4-77, 4-106, 4-234, 4-235,
4-237, 4-249, 4-250, 4-253, 4-256, 4-257,
4-260

Transco Road Net Conservation Area, 4-106

TRC, 4-154, 4-156, 4-157, 4-161, 4-164, 4-
166, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-
172, 4-173



treatment plan, ES-8, 4-172, 4-173, 4-254,
5-20

tree canopy, 4-67
trenchless methods, 4-36, 4-100
tribal, 1-18, 4-157, 4-158

tribe, ES-8, 1-7, 1-13, 1-18, 4-154, 4-155, 4-
157, 4-158, 4-159, 4-160, 4-164, 4-165, 4-
173, 4-174, 5-20

tri-colored bat, 4-106
trout, 4-43, 4-87, 4-90
trust responsibility, 4-157

turbidity, 4-10, 4-18, 4-29, 4-30, 4-31, 4-32,
4-33, 4-39, 4-42, 4-49, 4-50, 4-55, 4-91,
4-92, 4-93, 4-99, 4-102, 4-107, 4-108, 4-
226, 4-227, 4-239, 4-241, 4-242, 4-243, 5-
9

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), ES-1,
ES-6, 1-3, 1-4, 1-5, 1-7, 1-14, 1-17, 4-35,
4-51, 4-52, 4-56, 4-58, 4-59, 4-155, 4-243,
5-1, 5-6

U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), 4-
11

U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), 1-3, 1-4

U.S. Department of Interior (DOI), 1-4, 1-6,
4-155

U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT),
ES-9, 2-12, 2-18, 2-21, 2-25, 2-26, 2-30,
4-76, 4-178, 4-181, 4-212, 4-213, 4-215,
4-216, 4-217, 4-218, 4-219, 4-224, 4-225,
5-13

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), 1-3, 1-4, 1-11, 1-13, 1-17, 3-13, 3-
16, 3-44, 3-45, 4-13, 4-15, 4-28, 4-30, 4-
31, 4-39, 4-51, 4-59, 4-127, 4-141, 4-155,
4-175, 4-176, 4-177, 4-178, 4-181, 4-182,
4-186, 4-187, 4-189, 4-202, 4-228, 4-255,
4-257, 4-263

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), ES-1,
ES-5, ES-7, 1-3, 1-5, 1-6, 1-7, 1-14, 1-17,
2-14, 4-47, 4-48, 4-60, 4-80, 4-82, 4-83,

J-16

4-84, 4-91, 4-95, 4-96, 4-97, 4-98, 4-99,
4-100, 4-101, 4-102, 4-103, 4-104, 4-248,
5-1, 5-5, 5-8, 5-9, 5-20

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), 3-7, 4-3, 4-
6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-14, 4-15, 4-27, 4-28, 4-
33, 4-34, 4-51, 4-92, 4-99, 4-225, 4-238,
4-242

unanticipated discovery, ES-4, 4-7, 4-26, 4-
172

Unanticipated Discovery Plan, ES-4, 2-14,
4-6, 4-18, 4-26, 4-27, 4-32, 4-128, 4-155,
4-156, 4-159, 4-172, 5-3

Unanticipated Discovery  Plan
Paleontological Resources, 4-6, 4-18

for

Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation and
Maintenance Plan, ES-4, 2-12

Upper Mattaponi Indian Tribe, 4-158

uranium, ES-4, 1-9, 4-3, 4-7, 4-14, 4-15, 4-
16, 5-2

USGS National Seismic Hazard Probability
Mapping, 4-7

USGS  National  Uranium
Evaluation (NURE), 4-15

vegetation, ES-3, ES-6, 1-3, 2-13, 2-21, 2-
24, 2-30, 4-1, 4-19, 4-25, 4-31, 4-38, 4-40,
4-41, 4-42, 4-49, 4-50, 4-51, 4-52, 4-54,
4-55, 4-56, 4-57, 4-58, 4-59, 4-60, 4-61,
4-62, 4-66, 4-67, 4-69, 4-70, 4-71, 4-72,
4-73, 4-74, 4-75, 4-76, 4-81, 4-83, 4-84,
4-92, 4-93, 4-94, 4-95, 4-100, 4-107, 4-
122, 4-126, 4-127, 4-128, 4-129, 4-164, 4-
202, 4-226, 4-227, 4-234, 4-237, 4-238, 4-
244, 4-245, 4-246, 4-249, 5-6, 5-7, 5-8, 5-
20

Virginia, ES-1, ES-2, ES-3, ES-5, ES-8, 1-1,
1-2, 1-3, 1-7, 1-11, 1-12, 1-14, 1-15, 2-1,
2-3, 2-8, 2-9, 2-10, 2-13, 3-3, 3-5, 3-6, 3-
9, 3-11, 3-45, 4-3, 4-6, 4-8, 4-10, 4-11, 4-
14, 4-15, 4-16, 4-20, 4-27, 4-28, 4-30, 4-
34, 4-35, 4-39, 4-40, 4-41, 4-43, 4-44, 4-
45, 4-47, 4-50, 4-51, 4-53, 4-54, 4-58, 4-
60, 4-61, 4-62, 4-63, 4-68, 4-71, 4-72, 4-

Resource



75, 4-78, 4-79, 4-80, 4-81, 4-82, 4-83, 4-
84, 4-85, 4-87, 4-88, 4-89, 4-90, 4-91, 4-
97, 4-98, 4-99, 4-100, 4-101, 4-103, 4-
104, 4-105, 4-106, 4-107, 4-121, 4-123, 4-
125, 4-131, 4-132, 4-133, 4-134, 4-135, 4-
139, 4-140, 4-144, 4-155, 4-156, 4-158, 4-
159, 4-160, 4-161, 4-162, 4-163, 4-164, 4-
165, 4-166, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-172, 4-
173, 4-174, 4-175, 4-176, 4-177, 4-181, 4-
183, 4-186, 4-187, 4-188, 4-202, 4-215, 4-
216, 4-218, 4-225, 4-230, 4-231, 4-232, 4-
234, 4-235, 4-236, 4-238, 4-241, 4-245, 4-
247, 4-249, 4-251, 4-253, 4-255, 4-256, 4-
259, 4-263, 5-4, 5-5, 5-6, 5-7, 5-8, 5-9, 5-
12, 5-20

Virginia Antidegradation Policy, 4-39

Virginia Department of Conservation and
Recreation (VADCR), 1-3, 1-7, 1-14, 4-
41, 4-60, 4-61, 4-68, 4-69, 4-71, 4-75, 4-
76, 4-78, 4-83, 4-90, 4-96, 4-110, 4-126,
5-5,5-7, 5-8

Virginia Department of Conservation and
Recreation, Division of Natural Heritage
(VADCR-DNH), 4-60, 4-61, 4-96, 4-110

Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality (VADEQ), 1-3, 1-7, 1-14, 1-17, 2-
14, 4-3, 4-26, 4-29, 4-34, 4-35, 4-39, 4-40,
4-41, 4-51, 4-52, 4-87, 4-92, 4-94, 4-127,
4-143, 4-155, 4-175, 4-186, 4-187, 4-247,
4-253, 4-256, 4-263, 5-4

Virginia Department of Game and Inland
Fisheries (VADGIF), 1-3, 1-7, 1-15, 4-43,
4-72, 4-80, 4-81, 4-83, 4-84, 4-87, 4-89,
4-90, 4-91, 4-96, 4-97, 4-98, 4-99, 4-101,
4-102, 4-106, 4-107, 4-108, 5-5, 5-8

Virginia Department of Health Office of
Drinking Water, 4-35

Virginia Department of Historic Resources
(VADHR), 1-15, 4-155, 4-156, 4-157, 4-
166, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169

Virginia Department
(VADOT), 1-15, 4-238

of Transportation

J-17

Virginia Division of Geology and Mineral
Resources, 4-6, 4-10

Virginia Outdoors Foundation (VOF), 4-
123, 4-125

Virginia Scenic Byway, 4-131
Virginia Scenic River Program, 4-41, 5-4

visual resources, ES-3, 1-3, 4-1, 4-111, 4-
128, 4-129, 4-130, 4-131, 4-151, 4-226, 4-
234, 4-237, 4-249, 5-9

volatile organic compounds (VOC), 4-30, 4-
143, 4-175, 4-178, 4-179, 4-180, 4-182, 4-
183, 4-184, 4-185, 4-254, 4-256

Water Quality Certification (WQC), 1-17, 4-
43

water resources, ES-4, ES-5, 1-3, 1-15, 1-17,
2-23, 4-1, 4-27, 4-29, 4-33, 4-51, 4-227,
4-238, 4-240, 4-242, 4-261, 5-3, 5-5

Water Resources Identification and Testing
Plan, ES-4, 4-29, 5-3

Water  Supply  Watershed
Program, 4-34

waterbody, ES-4, ES-5, ES-6, 1-9, 2-9, 2-10,
2-13, 2-14, 2-15, 2-16, 2-18, 2-19, 2-20,
2-21, 2-22, 2-23, 2-24, 2-25, 2-29, 3-9, 3-
11, 3-12, 3-13, 3-14, 3-16, 3-18, 3-20, 3-
22, 3-24, 3-29, 3-31, 3-33, 3-35, 3-37, 3-
39, 3-41, 3-42, 4-2, 4-13, 4-14, 4-22, 4-35,
4-36, 4-37, 4-38, 4-39, 4-40, 4-41, 4-42,
4-43, 4-45, 4-48, 4-49, 4-57, 4-65, 4-83,
4-85, 4-86, 4-87, 4-88, 4-89, 4-90, 4-91,
4-92, 4-93, 4-94, 4-95, 4-99, 4-100, 4-101,
4-102, 4-106, 4-108, 4-109, 4-114, 4-203,
4-218, 4-241, 4-242, 4-243, 4-247, 4-264,
5-4,5-5, 5-9, 5-20

watershed, 4-13, 4-34, 4-41, 4-43, 4-44, 4-
106, 4-227, 4-230, 4-231, 4-233, 4-234, 4-
235, 4-236, 4-237, 4-238, 4-240, 4-241, 4-
242, 4-243, 4-244, 4-245, 4-246

well, ES-5, ES-8, 1-4, 2-14, 2-16, 2-18, 2-
19, 2-23, 3-2, 3-26, 3-44, 4-1, 4-3, 4-6, 4-
7, 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-15, 4-19, 4-24, 4-27,

Protection



4-29, 4-30, 4-31, 4-32, 4-38, 4-40, 4-47,
4-51, 4-54, 4-55, 4-62, 4-71, 4-85, 4-94,
4-100, 4-103, 4-110, 4-116, 4-122, 4-126,
4-128, 4-131, 4-138, 4-142, 4-143, 4-153,
4-155, 4-168, 4-174, 4-178, 4-185, 4-186,
4-188, 4-205, 4-214, 4-217, 4-218, 4-220,
4-221, 4-224, 4-234, 4-239, 4-241, 4-246,
4-254, 4-260, 4-262, 5-1, 5-3, 5-4, 5-7, 5-
12, 5-15, 5-17, 5-19

wetland, ES-3, ES-4, ES-5, ES-6, ES-10, 1-
3, 1-5, 1-9, 1-14, 1-15, 1-16, 1-17, 2-9, 2-
10, 2-12, 2-13, 2-14, 2-15, 2-16, 2-17, 2-
19, 2-20, 2-21, 2-22, 2-23, 2-24, 2-30, 3-9,
3-10, 3-11, 3-12, 3-13, 3-14, 3-16, 3-18,
3-20, 3-22, 3-24, 3-26, 3-29, 3-31, 3-33,
3-35, 3-37, 3-39, 3-42, 4-1, 4-17, 4-22, 4-
37, 4-38, 4-48, 4-49, 4-51, 4-52, 4-53, 4-
54, 4-55, 4-56, 4-57, 4-58, 4-59, 4-60, 4-
61, 4-63, 4-65, 4-66, 4-69, 4-72, 4-74, 4-
77, 4-79, 4-82, 4-83, 4-85, 4-92, 4-95, 4-
107, 4-108, 4-109, 4-111, 4-114, 4-115, 4-
117, 4-225, 4-226, 4-227, 4-234, 4-235, 4-
236, 4-237, 4-243, 4-244, 4-264, 5-1, 5-4,
5-5, 5-6, 5-16

J-18

Wetland and Waterbody Construction and
Mitigation Procedures, ES-5, 2-12

White Oak Creek, 4-40, 4-45, 4-90, 4-231,
5-4

Whitehead, 3-7, 3-26, 3-31, 3-32

wildlife habitat, ES-10, 3-44, 4-25, 4-51, 4-
56, 4-72, 4-73, 4-75, 4-76, 4-77, 4-78, 4-
234, 4-246, 4-247, 4-264, 5-7

Wildlife Management Area (WMA), 4-78,
4-79, 5-8

wind erodibility groups (WEG), 4-19, 4-21

Wolf Island Creek, ES-5, 2-22, 2-23, 4-34,
4-37, 4-45, 4-88, 4-99, 4-102, 4-109, 4-
230, 4-233, 4-242, 5-4, 5-9

work plans, 4-164

yard, ES-1, 2-10, 4-21, 4-23, 4-24, 4-25, 4-
51, 4-53, 4-61, 4-65, 4-69, 4-77, 4-78, 4-
79, 4-106, 4-111, 4-114, 4-118, 4-119, 4-
129, 4-130, 4-142, 4-149, 4-167, 4-169, 4-
231, 4-233, 5-8



	Appendix I.1
	Appendix I.2
	Appendix I.3
	Appendix J



