APPENDIX I.1

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



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




APPENDIX 1.2

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.

|.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.

|.2-6




Appendix 1.2

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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General Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

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.
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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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the patential impocts (o natuml and human environments resulling from the praposed constrvction and
operation of approximacly T3 mils of o pew matural gas rensmission pipeling, a compressor sudion,
und accompanying meilities that would provide roughly 175 million cubic feet per day {MMzEd) ol
natural gas, The proposed pipeline Ibeation will averss through Pittsylvaniz County, Virginia, and

; Alsmance and Rockingham Counties in North Canalin

]

The Federal Repulatory Commission (FERC or ihe 'Cammission') has the decision of whether (o issue 6
| Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity will also serve as the NEPA Sectlon 10220 lead
Federal apency. The EPA is providing Ihe following comments consistent with Szetion 309 of the Clesn
Alr AcL

The DEIS presented (he Tollowing allematives; No Action Alernative, Sysiem Aliematives, Mejor
Pipeline Rowle Allematives. Pipeline Rouwe Veriations, Pipeline Route Realipnments, and A ltemative
| Aboveground Facility Sites Based on aur review of the DEIS, the EPA identificd several 1ssies thas
{could potentinlly help 1o improve the Final Environmental Impact Smizment (FEIS). The EPA, requesis
| that additionad] analysis be provided and reporied in the FEIS We also recommend that all relevant
| permite and consuliations be concluded. We have enclosed lechnical comments and recommendations
for your conslderation thal can potentially strengihen the conclusions in the FEIS (See enclosuire)

Effective Daiober 22, 2018, the EPA will no Jonger inelude ratings in our commen letters. Informarion
|about this chanpe and the EPA’ s continued roles snd responsibilities in the review of federl actions min
(e Fonansd om our website al: lipswww ope, gov/pcpaienvironmental-impact-staicment-reting-
Sysiem-critcria
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FA-1

United States Environmental Protection Agency

ENCLOSURE
Technicai Comments and Recommendations on the Druft Environméental Impact Statement (DEIS) for
the Southgate Moumsin Valley Pipeline Project, FERC Docket No. CP19-14-000 CE(Q) #201901 76

and Need: The DEIS wss not clesr concerning a full description of the purpose and nesd for
the action(s). In the Section 1.1 Purpose and Need, the docienent stated o description of the proposal and
how the Commassion bascs its decisions. However, mmmmsmmmmm
purpose and need of the proposed project saated in the DELS is: *_..fo meer the specific requests for
noturad gas iransportation service of its anchar shipper. MMMMMM).a
locol nanaral pus dissribuiion comparny. " Additianally, the Commission directed the readers (o its
“Centificate Policy Statement'” 10 oy 1o clasify how the Commission evalustes the need for the project,
and as the Comemnission states in the DEIS: ~.. wheiher there s a need for o praposed profect and
whether the proposed profect would serve the public intervss. The Comaréssion decivion. in s Order,
wotld review the need for the Project

Recommendations: The EPA recogpizes that this section of the DEIS oeoeds to be further developed as

FA-la

the Commission receives agency and public mpet. While foalizing this discession, the EPA has
provided some general information regerding NC's demand/consumplion regarding throe coergy seciors
&HMHWLHummeMMwmmwwmeMImm“
alen noted that the available volume of gus as of today is abready exceeding NC's present consumption®.
We understand that coe of the many issues FERC considers for its decision is merkiel demand and
supply. We recommend that the FEIS include a well-defined purpose and meed that would address the

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

Alternatives: The EPA’s earfier scoping comments
recommended that FERC expand the evaluation of
the aliermatives. While we recommended o funther
cvaluate the Duke Povwer Alterative (included in this
DEIS), and 1o explore further “co-location”
altermatives thae woald reduce and minimire
envinomeental impects.

FA-1b

A S AT A D g 0 Y A e

ol i i it . Recommendations: The EPA recommends
expanding the System Altermatives section. The DEIS
expianation of why thiy altermative is not feasible is
mot ciear. The EPA also recommeends expanding the Masjor Pipelioe Route Alrernatives. We recommend
studying a new route for the NC proposed route, specifically where the propesed soute devieted from co-
location at MP 32.8 {begins co-location with the power lines) and beyvond. The EPA recoguires that this
of permanent and lemporary impacty the proposed new location noute would creste. 'We recommend
studying the continuation of co-location from MP 32.8 going south and follewing co-location {with
Cardinal Pipeline) iooping to the cast wntil renching the funare delivery point at the Haw River location
The EPA can supply the appropriate maps if FERC requires clarification regarding this recommended
envircnmentallv-preferable alternative.

Figre | 2 Tovmin e Fones Fiast Chstim s & 08 Siveees T,

¥ Curtification of New bolgrsiss Nerarel Gas Pipeiing acisios, I-m--r‘ﬁ-lm B FERC TR0LIIT (19990~  dw Comelamas will
wvalwats the propect fv Mvkemrvng de evidbemor of vhe proyec’s pabds b wh

ffocnr
¥ T dea NC Clonn Eorgy Plan wa progaend by e N Carctons Dopar af Bl (uanbiny, 2019,

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

peocess for complianes with the Nabivnal Hicorc Preservation AT (NHPA) 260 (B Endangsted
Species Act {(E5A} Soction 7 cossultations prioe oo conmraction. 16 is absy noled tha FERC was
submiitineg the DXETS as ks biological assessment {BA) and requesting informal consultabion with the
LS. Fish and Wildlife Service {F WSk We recopnie the substential information nekated 1o NHPA
comulations and stadics that wens presented in the DEIS. We recommend that FERC not allew the
applicant 1o begin ground disturbance il these processes ate comtapleted. We also note that the Section
404 of the Clesn Wter Act [CWA) pormitiing wis pending due to the Corps ol Enginecrs ndication
that the 404 permits coald mot be finafized until the NHPA and Ssction 7 processes were completed.

Recommendatbon: The EPA stoogly recommends that all permity, consultatioos and the bological
opinioa (if tequized) be coneloded and svailable in the FEIS of in the Recond of Decision (ROD), The
required analyses, groand reconmissance and comualiations for these apgrovils ane extremely impartant
in ander 1o adequessly make project dechifons.

Hydrostatic Testing and Horteontal Drill Water, The DEIS staies thar hydrostatic test warer would be
discharpe imio the Roanoke River Bastn snd Cape Fesr River Bagin, Also, the DELS mated thal the
prodect will uss mamdcipal waier for the lest, but at the same time, the DELS (in o different section) also
mentianed thal Mountain Valley tontimues ta svaluate other souroes of water for hydrosiatse fsting and
Hortoanas Diretions] Deill (HDD operations. The DEES méntoned Ee very high probabality of havieg
|eadverient Relurn (1R i the Dan River wite and Stony Creel Heservalr when pesfonming HEHY
aclivities

Recommendations: The DEFS staicd that they will not be ming chemicals during hydrosiatic testing.
By nof using chemicels during the tesring, waser might be |efl in the pipeliogs (hat can canse axyien
comoitan and microbiolagicolly infiecnced comidon (MIC), Fipeiines might beéome valnerabhe and
[ -t ey ieggrity ans] safely coubd become nit eee, The EPA feotmeaiciuls that pilana b i luided in
the FIELS ba peeven! These Bsues

The EPA recommends the use of F5er covers 10 25e o8 he end of the outpul plpeibose o caplure a
wvariey. of deposlis pach s metals belfore discharging the weed waier. [t is inporioni 10 nofe thal i the
applicant proposes diffencnt sources of water after FERC's licersing decision, the project could require
widitional permits and therefore, the MEPA process might need 1o be ensended for the sdditional studies
finen the affecied water bodies from the change n pans invelving the hydrastatic lest water, The EPA
#hso requests & compbete Hydrostatic Testing Plan be inchided im (he 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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FA-1

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 o trained crew member (*mud man') fo work at every HDD location.
We understand thet most [R incidents happen when cxperis and highly trained trew are not at the sites
belping to manage this technology and the appropriste mix of materials that this involves. The EPA
recommends 1o strongly consider the following components especially when impacling sensitive areas:

Ticker grade of piping material for crossing water bodies.
The instalistion of automatic shut-off valves or remole-control valves,
The installation of comganerized monitoring and leak detoction system,

The use of HDD wechnique should be considered for mone 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 (PSS) 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

with streamn loss, lsm‘tml}'ldlmﬂmwl.hutmll hkdyhldlu:hmgﬂmdthnﬂmmm
hydrologic conditions of the receiving streams. The EPA is concerned with the potential sscondary
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 taking 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 I.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 Th;EPﬂ mlpmmdi a ﬂwﬁhﬂﬁ\f? fniligﬂhﬁfﬂ&n&mdc?ﬁﬂmfﬁﬂzf Eﬂd BSM; the f;_lﬂiﬂﬂﬂl Mountain Valley would be required to comply with all federal
performance of any proposed stream mitigation. p ould inc identification of specific ~ . . . . _
pecformance standaeds, § saokioring ples, S04 n aduptive management plin with camective setiods ?md feflerally delegated permits as 1dept1ﬁed 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 .. . . .
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.amd Risk Muiric ", The LLS. Fish and Section 4.3.2 describes the effects of the Projects on surface
Wildlife Service (LISFWS), is one of its developers. Thif is 8 pipeline crossing fmmework and risk ! waterbodies. We recognize that in-stream construction would
analysis approach and it s recommenided by the USFWS. This approuch is also used for wetlands. For cause temporary and localized impacts on surface water.
detatled tzchnicul information regurding this resource, plense contact: lunine M_Casirofd]fiva.gov . | '
FA-1k However, based on the construction techniques and Mountain
Environmental Justice: The EPA appreciates thal o discussion and analysis of environmental justiee Valley’s commitment to the Plan. Procedures, and their
(EJ) that was included in the DELS. The EPA has identified census block groups where linguistically E&SCP we do not anticipate long-term or significant impacts
INOIAG Phptitars Bro prEIel. 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 {0 be impacted by the proposal, the EPA recommends that the spplivant siould reach ol Comment noted. See revised section 4.9.8.

it these camemunities. All project related docurments shoold be translated inlo the corréspoanding

linjimpes.

Air Quality: The DEIS states that emissions from the new compressor station would be greater than
15,000 metrie tona per year, The EPA's 20 CFR Pagts 86 ¢t al. rule for mandatory reporting of

geses will potentially require moniioring and reporting of emissions from (his new anit The
DEIS imdicwled thui the new compressor umil could produce up 1o 16 blowdown evenis per year,
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FA-1

United States Environmental Protection Agency

FA-1m

FA-1n

FA-1p

Recommendatinn: The EPA recommends that the spplicant conslder new snd proven lechnologles 1o
reciuce meihane emisadons and include these capture techaglogics inlo Ui new compremsor st
constructon. A variety of applicabie resources und lechaologies can be found at
hnp,-:,:rjm,gpllnxv'mmnl-w-w-wwmummﬂd—mﬂmnhmmhnmmmumm
encd htps /e ep. o adura) - ges-sinr-programh ioadn wn-reductions.

[y 2014, the EFA estimaied thal the mansmission and stosage seclor secounts or 1 3% of the 1ol
methiane emissions from e ofl and natural gas inmtustry, The EFA reponed ths Reciprocating
Compressory scuoant Tor 15% of the emisshons from this secior, The EPA. developed ibe Mmuml Gus
STAR Program that provides a framework for panner companies with ULE, oil and gas opersions 1o
imrplernent methmme reducing leckmalogies and practices. We would like o encourage the applicant 1o
join this progermm dnsd Gind ol its moany benefjs ac

iz e, ek, gV st |- g s-star-progrum. On August 28, 2019, the EPA proposed poficy
amendments (o the 2012 and 2016 new souwrce performance stendards for the ol mnd gas industry. These
new stndards con be found ab: hinps:!/www.cpa, gov/eoatrodling -air-pollstion-xil-and -nalural-gs-

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.

indhasiry/ proposed-poliay-armendments- 200 2-mnd- 20T G-nevwy.

Forested Lund Impacis: Approgsimaiely 582 sores of Toresied land would be clesred s proposed. The
DEIS fnficated that sorme mreas would be allowed 1o nalumlly revers (o forest, but thae such process
could take 30 or more years. Additional impecis ccourred when the lond clearing releses greenhoise
jpases luis the wimosphere. Forihermoee, the project will potentially produce latge emounts of vegetmive
debris, and corsequently the nesd for either on-siie burning and/or trmsponiation and disposal.

Hecommendation: The EPA recommends calcularing greenhonse emissions from. this activity amd (1 be
pdded 1o the project emissions. The EPA recommends analvring the impocts of forest fragmentation and
e the results 1o develop a replanting proposml. Alsn, the EPA recommends using a Uroe torgeied
clesmnce in order o aliow some of the maost imponant old grovih o emein The EPA, rocommends
some additional resources regending proenhiuse pos embssiont:

Ttpsfwunw, epa.gov/ghigemissions/ sources-yreenhse - gE-erimons;

Iattps: /Y wewsn epa.gov‘enengy/ greenboase -prses-equivalencies-calrainer-calculstions-and refereces

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
other languages, as apropriate,

Comment noted. See revised section 4.1.4.6.

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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FA-1

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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FA-2

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDEIFE SERVICE
Raleigh ES Flehd Officy
Peet Crifice B 33728
Feilcigh, Morth Caroliza TTEI6 3756

September 16, 2519
Fimberiy 1. Boge
Secrelary
Federal Eperpy Begulsiory Caomimidsian
BEE First Street WL, Room £A
Wizshingron, DC 20426

R Moiuneasin Valley Southgate DEES (CP19-14-000)

Drear b= Bose:

The U5, Filah snd Wildlife Service (Secvies) ha seviensed the Joly 2000, Drft Envdronmental
Inspadt Ssatemeni (DEIS) foe (he Mouvntin Yaliey Southgate (MVPS) project and the August 16,
2019 letier from James Marlin, FERC, 1o John Elis, F&S, regarding Sians of Consultation for
the Pruposed Southpate. Frofect {bemer): The following commenits ane provided under provisions
of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 LS00 1531-1544, BT Seat. BS4). ss amended, and
Bald and Golden Eagle Protecfion Act (16 ULEC, 663-668c, 54 5. 2505 as omended.  The
Service: has met on o regular besiswith the project: proponsnt and 1he FERC reganding - this
projecl

The Mountsin Vulley Soathgite Projectis-an interitate nattral gos transmission pipeline project
thar witll extend approsdinsately 73,7 nibles from Pinsylvinia County, Vieginia 1o delivery. points
i North Caroling ending in Alamance Coainty, Morth Carcline.  The project will have the
capeity to trangport 375 ouillicn cubic (et of natural gas per day.

The Service's overarching comments in regards 4o the DEIS and the betier nre that the Service
does not believe there is sufficient information for the FERC to muke o delermination regarding
effects 1o listed speciea. Thiz is due o the lack af information megarding things such o siream
croszings, Jack of completed surveys for listed species and ihe sbsence of imporisnt (nfommation
reparding dhe projoci such as tho Erosion dnd Sedimentation’ Costrel Plan The Scrdce alse
believes that this waabd apply to The Corps determiinations for any permits npeded for crossing
sireaims and wellnpds:  The dciier mentions ibat a Biclogical Assessment (BA) ks conmnbped
within the DELS; At this time, there s pat sifficient infoamsion o decide 3 fonmnd consuiiation
will be needed, bul ifit i, the BA as included i the DEIS would not be deemed complets due o
the lack of the shave referenced informatson.
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FA-2

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 sccess. As of yet the reports of these surveys have not been released. The
reports should contain information reparding whal species were found including non-listed
species, the habitat conditions, and the dates of the survey. For aqualic species, streamiflow and
wichidity information shoukd 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 oceur and the crossings of tributaries
Just 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 (o evaluate
(hess determinations,

Throughout the DEIS there are statements that the MVPS's Erosion and Sedimentation Cantrol
Pian will minimize or avoid impacts 10 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 isan integral part of assessing impaets to listed species. I should
include measures 1o protect not only streams with species but also tributary streams that have
crossings in close proximily [ streams containing listed species. Il should also address
permancent and temporary constrechion 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 contining sensilive species outside of the growing season, which is considered o be
April 15 - Nov 15 in this area. We have also recommended that at the end of each workday
unvegetaled fill be stabilized with an aceepiable erosion control cloth, blanket or matting until
the fill is ready 10 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 10 issies that have occurred on the MVYP mainline.

The DEIS states that MVYPS intends to utilize municipal water sources for hydrostatic 1esting but
then goes on lo-say that MVPS is evaleating & variety of sources of water for hydrostatic testing;
HDD operations; dust control, ete.  This is confusing and thus makes it difficell 1o evaluate the
impacts. The Service recommends that MVPS nod withdraw water from streams that contsin
listed species.  In-any stream withdrwals should use screens to prevenl impingement and
entrainment of aguatic organisms. [n streamis with sensifive species; a mesh sizeof 1 mm and an
intake velocity of .25 feet per second is commonly used,  Furthermore, sufficient instream flow
to maintain aguatic life should be present at all times. This information will be important for the
FERC to uiilize in making its effects delerminaton.

In regards to the Migrotory 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
i35~ August 15 in Virginia and April | = August 31 in Marth Caroling). '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 effors 1 collacate
much-of the project along existing rAghis-of-way should minimize impacts to migratary 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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FA-2

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

In summary, the Service believes that there is currently insufficient information in the DEIS 1o
theroughly review the project or for the FERC or Corps to make an informed effects
determination. The above mentioned information should be provided 1o the agencies with
adequate time to evaluate and discuss with MVPS prior to the release of the FEIS so that it the
Section T process can be completed and included in the FEIS. The Service intends to continue
working closely with the MVPS, FERC, and Cocps on this project. If you have any questions
please contact John Ellis (john_ellis@ifws gov).
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EO-1 State Representatives

EO-1la Section 4.12 of the EIS discusses safety concerns.

EO-1b Section 4.8 of the EIS discusses property rights.
The EIS describes the potential impacts on environmental
resources resulting from construction and operation of the

EO-lc 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.

EO-1d Comment noted.

EO-1le

Comment noted.
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EO-1

State Representatives

EO-1f

EO-1g

EO-1h

“||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
Part |: Section 5.2 of the FEIS
The Commonwealth of Virginia recommends that Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC or the Commission) include the following recommendations in Comment noted. We expect that any specific construction and
Secfion 5.2 of the Final EIS (FEIS) and if the Commission approves the construction restoration measures deemed necessary by the state would be
and operation of the Southgate Project (the Project), it condition the order on adherence |included in the appropriate state authorizations. It has been the
SA-2a-1 to these recommendations. If FERC does not include these recommendations in policy of FERC staff to not include conditions from other
Section 5.2, then the Commonwealth of Virginia recommends that they be incorporated |aoencies. Largely, this is because staff may not be able to
in appropriate sections of the FEIS, plans and procedures as mitigation meastures. interpret compliance of conditions generated by other
agencies.
1) New Recommendations
a) Recommendation: Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC {Mountain Valiey, MVP or the FERC standards include identification of public surface water
applicant) should identify any public surface water supply intakes that are located [intakes that are within 3 miles of Project workspaces. We
within five miles of the project and coordinate as needed with any identified have used the 3-mile standard for many years and are not
SA-2a-2 public water supply entity. aware of any instance in which a greater distance was
necessary. State agencies may enforce their own regulations
Findings to support recommendation: Virginia's water guality standards and requirements under any state authorizations and/or
regulation 9VAC25-2680 classifies 5 miles upstream of 2 surface waler supply permits that Mountain Valley would need to obtain for the
intake as public water supplies. However, the draft environmental impact Southgate Project. See response to SA-2a-1 above.
statement (DEIS) (page 4-32) references water supply intakes located within
three miltes 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 uplend 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 eresion and over pumping of the energy Measures regarding hydrostatic test water discharge are
dissipating dewatering devices, The upland discharge of hydrostatic test water  |provided in section 4.3.2.7 of the EIS and VILD.1 of
SA-2a-3 shall be monitored in accordance with the Virginia Pollutant Discharge Mountain Valley' Procedures. Mountain Valley would be

Eliminaticn 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 walters, Mountain Valiey
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.

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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SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
Findings to support recommendation: The discharge of hydrostatic test water
te surface waters is regulated under the VPDES Permit Regulation, 8VAC25-31-
10 ef seq., and the VPDES General Permit Regulation for Discharges from
Petroleum Contaminated Sites, Groundwater Remediztion, and Hydrostatic
Tests (VPDES General Permit), SVAC25-120-10 ef seq. Prior o discharging
hydrostatic test water to surface waters, Mountain Valey must register for
coverage under the VPDES General Permil or obtain an individual VPDES
permit if the discharge is not eligible for coverage under the VPDES General
Permit, See the DEQ comments in Altachment B
¢} Recommendation: Mountain Valley should revise plans to dispose of brush and
SA2a.d t;mher 1o be consistent with I:Ipm Department of Forestry's (DOF) published Mountain Valley agreed to be compliant with DOF
Oremiry B“t Mannt ractmi'anatﬁ Quality, _ I,‘:ﬂm: ?g:?é recommendations. See section 4.5.4.1 for further discussion.
Upiand Erurmn Guntru; Rawagetatron and Mamtename F'ian section ILE. See
the DOF comments in Attachment B
d) Recommendation: Wetiand 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 n«: ammll:l;jd wr:arr:g“u:tghtm active right-of-way to tl'\a:mﬂ'm.::d 4.3.2.2 of the EIS. Wetlands are discussed in section 2.4.2.2
:mu“m rm:::-tsb? e mats lhou?-du be mg 1o ::ﬂm :mp:?tzn and and 4.4.1 of the EIS. In addition Mountain Valley would
SA-2a-5 ruﬂlng When en{:avaﬁon for a structure is necessary ina wetleand, excess mn adhere to its Procedures, which limit the construction I'ight—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 wetiand permit. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B. approved by FERC). Mountain Valley has reduced
¢) Rec ndation: Flag or clearly mark all nonmpacted sufface waters within construction workspace to 75 feet at waterbody crossings
b b g oy 3rad where feasible
:{;ﬁml o mjd ;;;g:t.;; "Fl;y (;'I.m"f E:tn;mizdﬁ :: E;;If:':: :: :Ti.m pf?}a‘c:r Mountain Valley would follow measures outlined in its Plan
SA-2a-6 proponent should notify all contractors that these marked areas are surtace and Procedures, which address the identification and marking
waters where no activities are (o occur. See the DEQ comments in Attachment 8. |of Project workspaces and sensitive resources. Plan I1I. A.1
and IV.A.1; Procedures V.B.3.f.
fi Recommendation: Any temporary impacts to surface waters associated with
h require i sting i . Resto 1]
SA-2a7 :n:;‘:ﬁg ﬁ;:uulr:;'d ml::r ::::if:ompz:::;wmﬁr:i‘nﬂr:nni l.ndr:i:m or Waterbody restoration is discussed 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 o promote revegetation of these areas. Preserve the top 12 inches of
SA22-8 :;:“Ch ma‘:::' mm;m_umm::ﬁﬁ f:' U’i;“'ﬂem“d 9*:;1 and root-stock In [Wetland restoration methods are discussed in section 2.4.2.2
T4das excava area. Ization a restoraton & should occur

immediately after the temporary disturbance of each wetland area instead of
waiting until the antire 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.

hi Recommendation: Prorto commencing construction, Mountain Vailey shall file
wilh the Commission and DEQ Walter Permitting Division all- outstanding sunveys
for impacts lo surface waters in all disturbed areas of the project in Virginia,
including both the constrisction and operational rights-of-way, all dccess roads,
siockpde and alternative work areas. and maierials slorage areas, to the extent
that landowner access has been granted. 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.

o ldentify any areas nol surdeyed in Virgini. Provide any esfimales of
surface water impacis in these areas and the sources used to make the
esdimalte,

v dnchede a8 revisions 1o the wettand and waterbody crossing tabses
provided in Appendices B 5 and B.6 of the DEIS, including any revised
milepost UM mng.

o Inclede a copy of all federal |unisdictional determinations. including
drawings and graphics, of surveyed surfaca waters in Virgina, encluding
feceral waters of the United States and any slate-reguiated isolated
walers, springs, or open waler

i} Recommendation: Prior b commencing construclion, Mountain Valey shall file

with the Commission and DEQ Waler Permitting Division any proposed or final
dompensatory mitigation plans that are applicable to unavoidable, permanent
surface water impacis in Wirginia, and the status of the approval of such plans by
the Linted States Amnmy Corpsof Epgineers (Corps). Compensation for impacts
i State Waters, if necessary, should be in accordance with all applicable state
wettand reguiations, including the compensation for permanent conversion of
forested and scrub-shrub wetlands o emergent wetlands. Cansider mitigating
impacts to foresfed or converied wellands by establishing new forgsted wellands

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

within the impadied watershed: See the DEG commentsin Alfachment B,

1l Recommendation: Pror b censtruchan, Mourdain Valley shall Ble with the

Commisson and DEQ Water Permitting Division all revisions or updates to
crossing mathodoksgies far surface waters in Virginia: See the DEQ comments in
Attachment B

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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SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
k) Recommendation: Mo activity may substantially disrupt the movement of
aquatic life indigenous to the water body, 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 instalied to maintain low 4.3.2.2 of the EIS. In addition Mountain Valley would adhere
fiow conditions. Mo activity may cause more than minimal adverse effect on to its Plan and Procedures.
navigaticn. 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
DEGQ comments in Attachment B.
I} Recommendation: Activities should e conducied in accordance with any time- - -
) n::ea.r restriction(s) as recommendad by the United States Fish and'h'.l'dnd?lre Based on recommendations from VADGIF, Mountain Valley
Service (FWS), Depadment of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF), Department of |has committed to adhere to the Virginia warm water fisheries
SA-2a-14 LConservation and Recreabon (DCR), and Virginia Marine Resources construction window (i.e., no in-water construction between
Commission (VMRC). The permittee should relain a copy of the agency April 15 and July 15). Section 4.3.2.4 has been updated with
corraspondance concerning the teme-of-yaar réstrictson{s). or the lack thareof, for this information
the duratsn of the construction phase of the profect. Sew the DEQ comments in S ITOTMAtion.
Attachiment 8.
mj Recommendation: Erasion and sedimentation confrols should be designed i [VMountain Valley has stated that they would comply with the
accordance wilh the \firginia Erosion and Sadirment Contral Handbook, Thisd desion requirements of the VA E&S Handbook. Third
SA-2a-15 Edftion, 1982 These controls should be placed priot o slearing and grading and ign req ) > )
mainkaimed in Wm mng order to mirimase :,mm{iﬁ fo state walers: T‘Mﬂ Edltlon, 1992, fOr the creation Of the state apprOVed €rosion
contrels should remain in piace Lalil the area is sfabilized and should then be and sedimentation control plans.
removed Any exposed slopes and streambanks shalid be stabilized
enreediately upon completton of work inoeach permitted anea. All denuded areas
should be propery slabiloed in accordance with the Virginla Eroslon and
Sediment Caontrol Handbook, Third Ed#icn, 1982, See the DEQ omments in
Aftachiment 8
n} Recommendation: All consiruciion. constiuction access, and demolition Mountain Valley would follow measures outlme.d.ln its Plan,
SA-2a-16 Actvities asaockhles with ths pmﬁﬁ shatlhd b acmmﬂ{ahaﬂ if 3 manner At Procedures, E&SC Plan, SPCC Plan, and UnantICIpated
minimizes constructien matefals or wasle materials from entering surface Discovery of Contamination Plan.
SA2a.17 weaters, unless authorized by a8 permit, Wet, excess, of wasle concrele showid e |Mountain Valley has stated that no concrete will be actively
o8 prohibited from entering surface waters, Employ measiines (o prevent spilsof cured on the right-of-way.
fuels or lubricants info state waters. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B ) —
Mountain Valley’s Plan does not allow the use of herbicides
o Hﬁmﬁgﬂﬂﬁm; HE!ﬁ:;.dﬁ]E '.Jl-jne-ﬂ lg Er Ht;iulléﬂﬂ any ﬂﬂaﬂr;ﬁﬂﬁmﬂﬁ within 100 feet of a wetland or waterbody except as allowed
approved for aguatic use e Lnited Sta nuironmenial Protection MY by th :
! o : : y the appropriate land management or state agency. As part
SA-2a-18 EEPMG I it FNVE: T it ottt 1 Pt ok au) I kel of Mountain Valley’s Exotic and Invasive Plant Species

directions by a licensed herbicide applicator, A non-petrolesm based surfactand
shiould be vasd in or around any surface wabters. See the DEC commeands in
Aftachment 8.

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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SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
p} Recommendation: In the event that the project does not qualify for a Mationwide
Permil 12 (NWP12) from the Corps, then a Virginia Water Protection (VWF)
SA-2a-19 permit may be necessary for project activities in Virginia. Alse, should isolated Comment noted. See response SA-2a-1.
walers be impacted, a VWP permit may be necessary unless otherwise
excluded. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B. Mountain Valley has stated that as a standard construction

gl Recommendation: Removal of npanan buffers not directly associated with the practice, the Pl‘O_]eCt.WIH esFabhsh a 50, wetland and .
Project's construction activities is probibited. Disturbance and removal of riparian | Waterbody bu.ffer with erosion and .Sedlmel.’tlc.ontf‘)l 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 Isnot |, disturbed (aside from hand felling trees) until the pipeline
possible. DEQ shall ba notified of any and all instances in which 50 feel iz not rossine is ready to be installed in the ephemeral. intermittent
possible and approval shali be granted by DEQ prior 1o continuing with an Crossing S cady 1o be mstalle ¢ epheme ? > .e 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 compromised. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B permitting requirements (see response to SA-2a).

r} Recommendation: The construction limit of disturbance (LOD) in upland areas i i —
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 lo the construction right-of-way to 75 feet in wetlands (unless
minimize the extent of riparian buffer dis]mbance For any area approa ching a specific locations are approved by FERC). Mountain Valley
waterm,w ar weliam_j crossing where this reduced LOD 5.not Wﬁble' has reduced construction workspace to 75 feet at waterbody

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

requirements

5} 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
approved Annual Standards and Specifications. Sae the DEQ comments in not be stored within 100 feet of wetlands or waterbodies

SA-2a-22 .ﬂ.ﬁﬂ chment 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

SA-2a-23

SA-2a-26

u)

Recommendation: Any surface water withdrawals for the purposes of
hydrostatic testing shall not viclate applicable Water Quality Standards and shall
be managed so that no mere than 10% of the instantaneous 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 velocilies
are net greater than 0.25 feet per second. See the DEQ comments in Attachment
B

Recommendation: Any surface water withdrawals for the purposes of horizontal
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
applicable Water Quality Standards and shall be managed so that no more than
10% of the instantanecus flow rate from the channel is remeved, 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

Currently no surface water withdrawals are proposed for
Project use in Virginia; however, section 4.3.2.6 has been
updated to include these specifications for surface water
withdrawals.

|See response SA-2a-1

|C0mment noted. See response SA-2a-16

Mountain Valley's SPCC Plan outlines the handling of waste
during construction. All waste would be disposed of at an
approved off-site facility.
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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

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.

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

SA-2b-1

i} Recommendation: DGIF supports collocating the alignment within an
existing utility easament to the greatest extent practicabie to-avoid and
minimize clearing of land and vegetation for new right-of-way. See the DGIF

comments in Attachment B,

|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.




0c-¢'l

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

SA-2

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2b-2

SA-2b-3

SA-2b-4

ity Recommendation: While DGIF prefers collocation within an existing utility
right-of-way, DGIF supperts efferts to minimize crealion of new edge habitat
and reduce forest fragmentation by locating some sections of the alignment
adjacent to and adpining existing vty easements, when necessary.
According to information provided ina separate MVP Southgate Project
DRAFT Resource Report 3 addressing fish, wildiife and vegetation, DGIF
understands that linear segments-of the project totalking 5.6 miles may niot be
calivcated with existing Wility easements. DGIF has insufficlent information to
evaluate what proportion of vegetation clearing along thase 5.6 miles will take
place within forested habitat, which would result in forest fragmentation and
the creation of mew edge habifat. 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 corrldors
within forested habtat exposes forest-nesting birds to increased nest
predation pressure from both mammalian and avian predators (including jays,
crows, and grackles) and fo brood parasitism by brown-headed
cowbirds, These in fum impact avian reproductive output, and could result in
long-term impacts to avian populkations within these newly-crested corridars.
See the DGIF commernts in Aftachment 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.

by Recommendation: Include a reguirement that prior to the end of the FEIS
pericd, Mountain Valley shall file with the Commission and DEQ. Waler
Permitting Dhvision all revisions or updates to Soulhgate Project maps as

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

provided in Appendix B.1 ofthe DEIS. See the DEQ comments in Altachment
B.

i) Recommendation: Incfude a requirement that prior 1o the end of the FEIS

pericd, Mountain 'Yalley shall file with FERC and DEQ Water Permitting

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

Division a revised TABLE 2.1-2 Summary of Pipeline Collocated with Existing
Rights-of-Way for the Southgate Project &/ to show the collocation lengths in
each category by state. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.
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SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

2) Preconstruction Recommendations
a). Air Permitting amd Modeling

i} Recommendation: Update the FEIS to note that the modeling discussed in ) ) ) ] )
Section 5.1.11 used to demonslrate complance with all air standards does See section 4.11.1 of the EIS for the discussion of revised air

SA-2¢-1 not aocownt for any nearby sources or backaground emissions. The DEG Al modeling results.

Divigion confirmis that an applcation for @ minor mew Source review permi
was submitted for the proposed project in November 2018 and an updated
applicationwas submitted in Apnl 2019 See the DEQ comments in
Atlachment 8.

b) Aviation — . S

The nearest public-use airport to the Project route in Virginia
] :mmiﬁm;mflﬁgﬂ that a Form 7450 :jﬁ wbmrl!ed;:dtl_"g Feﬁnﬁ;; is the Virginia Tech-Montgomery Executive Airport. At its
Vi ini ian for an airspace avaiiation as requ if anmy T . . . .

SA-2c¢-2 associated with his project woukd be incated within 20.000 linear feet.of 2 closest pomt, the PI'OJ.eCt route is app.rox1mate1y 26,009 feet
public use alport o Would reach a height above ground of 200 feet or more,  |(approximately 4.9 miles) from the airport and approximately
Sae the Department of Avialon (DelAV) comments in Allzchment B for 30 feet lower in elevation.
addstional information.

c)] Drinkimg Wailer Resources
i} Recommendation: Follow recommendafions from the Virgisia Department of
Health (VDH) to verify polential impacts to public water distribution systems ar . . e e . .

SA-2e3 sanitary sewage coliection systems with the local utily, implement best Crossing of foreign utilities is discussed in sectlgn 2.4.2.5 of
managemsant practices (including erosion and sediment controls and spill the EIS. See response SA-2a-10. Surface water intakes are
prevenlion controfs and countermeasures) on the project ste. and manage discussed in section 4.3.2.1.
materials onsite and during transport to prevent impacts to nearby surface

walers. See the VOH-identfed public groundwater webs, surface water
intakes and public surface water sources in Attachment B.

o) Floodplain Management

i} Recmmmnd:_llinn: The DCE_FImﬁplah Mﬂnager_'men'r Pragram recemmends
that the FEIS include the requirement thal Meuntain Valley contact the local  IMountain Valley has filed documentation indicating they are
SA-2c-4 flacdplain administrator for an official fioodplain’ determination, and if the
project is located in & Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA), the praject musd
camply with the community's floodpiain ordinance. All development within a

coordinating with local floodplain administrators.

SFHA or floodplain, as shown on the locality’s Flood 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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&) Historic Resources

i} Recommendation: Continue to coordinate with the: Depariment of Historic

SA-2¢c-5 Resources (DHR) pursuant to-Section 106 of the Mationad Histaric |C0mment noted.

Preservation Act, which requires federal agencies o consider the impacdt of
their praject an historic properties, See the DHR comments in Attachment B,

i Pollution Preveniion

i} Recommendation: Include additional information on reuse, recyding and
poilution prevention as identified below by the DEQ Office of Pobulen
Prevenhon {52e the DEQ commenis 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 enviranmental regulations, reducing risk,
minimizing environmental impacts, setling environmental goaks, and achieving
improvemenis in its environmental performance. DEQ offers EMS
development assistance and recognizes facilities with effective Environmantal
Management Systems through #s Virginis Environmental Excelience Program : :
(VEEF). VEEP proviles rectnition. ainiusl pertit fee discs s, and e i;ctlon 2.4.2 of the EIS has been updated to dlscuss. measures
possibiity for atermative sompliantce methods 0unFa1n Valley .Would implement for reuse, recycling, and

+ Consider reuse and recycling oppertunities when evaluating waste hangling,  [pollution prevention.
including asphall recycling, muiching of brush and imber and water reuse
apoortunities,

+ Consider contractors’ commitment 1o the emvirenmaent when chodsing
contractors, Specitfications regarding raw materals and construction practices
can be included in contract documents and requests for proposals

=  Choose suslainable-materials and practices for construction-and design,
inchiading the use of nalive spedes and polknators when re-establishing
vegetation,

Imegrate poliution prevention techniques into mairienance and operation,
Encourage supply chain pariners to mplement pollution preventon,
sustainability, and environmental management systems,

+  Coordinate with the DEQ Office of Poliution Prevention for additional
information and techinical assistance refating to poliution prevention

SA-2c-6

techniques and EMS.
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g} Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species

i} _Recumnenqaﬂon: Ensure that the analysis accurately addresses potential

impacts to Piedmont barbara's-buttons (Marshalia obovata var. obovats, Section 4.7.7.6 pf the EIS provides discussion of these
SA-2c-7 G4G5TNRISTINLINL), Downy phiow (Pifox pilose, GIIS2/NLMNL) and .

American bluehears (Buchrera smericana, GITS1S2NLMNL), which Species.

according to DCR have been historically documented in the project area, See

the DCR comments in Altachment B,

il Recommendation: Submit survey resulis for Piedmont barbara's-buttons, Survey res.ults for Piedmont Barbara, s-buttons, Down,y phlox
evaluate potential impacts to natural heritage resources and offer specific October 2019; these results are summarized in section 4.7.7.6
protection racommendations for minimizing Impacts to the documented of the FEIS.
resources: See the DCR comments in Attachment B,

iil) Recommendation: Submit copies to DGR Division of Natural Heritage of See section 4.7.7 of the FEIS for summaries of other

SA-26-9 other completed rare, threatened and endangered species survey reports completed rare, threatened and endangered species surveys;
inciuding the 2018 and 2019 portal bal survey reports as stated on page 4-82. | Mountain Valley submitted 2018 and 2019 bat portal survey
See the DCR comments. in Atiachmant . results to VADGIF in October 2019.

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

SA-2¢-10 KA Nigaihoded of 4 negative Dl on tha Species, DGR wal fecominand present in the Project area and coordinated with the applicable
cocrdination with the Virginia. Department of Agriculture and Consumer o . .
Sarvices 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} Swrface Waters and Warer Withdrawais

it Recommendation: If surface water sources-are usad, then the FEIS should
inciude a discussion of whatl steps will be faken by MVF and s contractors to
ensure that the following requirements are met: withdrawing no mone than
10% of the inslantanegus flow rate from the channel; using the intake screens
designed so that screen openings are nol targer than 1 milimeter and;
ensuring that screen face infake velocities are not greater than $.25 feet per
second, The FEIS should provide the location of withdrawals and some See response SA-2a-23.

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

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

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 Sechon 4.3 2.8 Surface Water Appropriations
with inforrnaiion hat Kenlifies the specific munbcipal o surface water sources
froen which water for hydrostatic lesting would be obiained. See the DEQ
cosmiments in Atechment B

i) Recommendation: Update Section 4.3 2.6 Surfsce Waler Appropriations
with mforemation thal dentifies the specific sowees and estimated amounts of
water negded for dissl contiod. See the DEQ comments in Attachment 8

iv) Recommandation: Update Sechion 4.3 2 6 Surface Water Approprizticrs o
inchude discussion of procedures o be taken by MVP and #s conraciors to
minemnize entreinmeant of aquatic species and mamiain infaks rales
appropriate o kcal condtionsif siface walers ane usad. This section should
aled Inciude a discdssion of how the withdravwals rngh ivaid impeects 1o
downstresm usirs dunng low-fiow conditions. See the DEQ commants in
Attachment B

vl Recommendation: Update Sachon 43,26 Swdace Water Approgrations (o
shate that the Toliowang criténa should be Gsed for gvaluating proposed waler
soawces (see the DEQ comments in Altachment B
o WWhdring nomone han 10% of The imdanlanecwss Tow rale o b
chanme|

= Usa:nyg the inleke screans designed so inat screen openings are not @iget
thaan 1 millimederand;

= Enstring lhat screen face inlake velocities ate not greater than 0.25 feet
parr sweand.

i} Transportation Confficis

il Recommendation: The Virginka Depardment of Transportalion (WDOT)
necommiends the mondaring for any potential work plan conficls neladed 1o the
Unéserss] Fropect Code (UPC) T18123 Rural Rustic prddl on Route 821 ihat
is close o the proposed pipaine, Constrichon work on UPC. T181 2359s
proposad fo bagin on 10042022 and conciude-on 02112023, See the
VDOT cominernds in Altachment B.

iy Eecmndaﬂan. I:-nnl;mue- H: murhl;{:r the "-I'DCIT pa-.nng E.-l.‘hE{h'I'E '.l-'E'J:'ME'

__w_ﬂ far upﬁa‘ltd ml'nmamn as 'htre e @ numberof

planned repaving and freatment jobs. The Pavement Status Map Application
is updated with new paving projects annually. See the VDOT comments in
Attachment B.

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.




Ge¢'l

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

SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

i} Recommendation: VDOT recommends the development and
implementation of an appropriate work zone to-ensure the safe and efficient

travel of ver_ﬂc}es during the cuns-'._rucﬁan phase of _lha_pmiect. BEEH_E!:I upon Comment noted. Mountain Valley has stated it would
SA-2¢-18 VDOT's review, the proposed project could pose significant irsffic impacts to incorporate all VADOT recommendations into its Traffic and
various reads throughout the service area during consiruction only. See the
VDOT comments in Atlachment B,

Transportation Management Plan.

iv) Recommendation: Coardinate with the VDOT Lynchiburg District sinee a

SA-20-19 VDOT Land Use Permid will be reguired for any operations within the VDOT

right-of-way_ See the VDOT comments in Attachment B, [See comment SA-2a-1.

B Virginia Ouidoors Foundation Easements

SA-2¢-20 i} Recommendation: The Virginia Cutdoors Foundation (VOF) recommiends | 0Unain Valley has adjusted access road TA-P1-035 so that
that FERC revise its analysis to reflect that the VOF easement in Pittsylvania it is no longer located on the conservation easement.
County (FIT-03215) may be inlersected by a lemporary access road il
impacts are unavaidable. This temporary access road, at MP 14.9, s
iHustrated in Appendix B.1, page B.1-3, with details isted in Appendix B 4,
page B.4-2, While specific reference o this infdersection of the VOF open-
space easement is not mentioned within the DES, VOF staff recently spoke
with: MV Southgate representatives who acknowitedged this encroachment
#s a possibility, VOF has nofified thie developers of its conversionidiversion
process if impacts are unavoidable but hope Mountain VaBay will revise the

alignment of the road o completaly avoid this open-space easement. Sae the
VOF comments in Attachment B

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

impact to the VOF easement if it 5 unavoidabde or if other impacts are
proposed in the future. Seethe VOF comments in Altachment 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}

o Hazardous Waste/RCRA Facility
VADOO3509629, Transcon Gas Pipeline Corp Station 165, 945
Transco Rd, Chatham, Virginia 24531

»  Solid Wasfe
Permiti#f SWPST71, Pittsylvania Co - Sanitary Landfill, 382 Rainbow
Lana, Dryfork, Virginia 24549 Status: Active.
Parmit# SWP15Z, Pittsylvania Co — Sanitary Landfill, 382 Rainbow
Lans, Dryfork, Virgine 24549, Status: Closed,

» FPetrofeurn Releases

 PC# 20087015, Wall Properly, 212 Sugarcane Rd, Danviile, Virginia

24540
PC# 20112245, Raymond Batterman Residence, 556 Batterman Rd,
Chativam, Virginia 24531
PCA#20122164, Richard Rust Residence, 5438 Whitmell School Rd,
Dry Fork; Virginia 24549

i) Recommendation: DEQ recommends that all consfruction 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 Attachmant B,

iti) Recommendation: Ensure that the FEIS and applicable procedures include
requirements that all structures being demolished/renovated/removed should
be checked for asbestos-cantaining materials (ACM) and lead-based paint
(LBP) prior to demolition, If ACM or LEP are found, in addition to federal
waste-related regulations, state regulstions SVAGC 20-81-620 for ACM and
SMALC 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
wasltes 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 ef
seq.

+ \irginia Hazardous Waste Management Regulations {VHWMR) (9WAC
20-60)

« Virginia Solid Waste Management Requlations (VSWMR) (8VAC 20-81);

» \irginia Regulations for the Transportation of Hazardous Materials (SVAC
20-110)
+» Reeource Canssr/altion and Recovery Act (RCRA), 42 U5 € Sechion

B201 et seq.

« Appiicable regulations cantained in Title 40 of the Code of Fedaral

Regulations: and the W5 Department of Transportation Rulas for
Transporation of Hazardous Materials, 48 CFR Part 107

1€l

Il Werlands and Water Quality ,

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

SA-2c-27 following requirements (see the DEQ commanis in Altachment &) See response SA-2a-1.

= Siate Waler Control Law (Code af Vimginie Chapter 3.1 {§ 62.1-44.2 af
seq.)

« Mirginie Acts of Assembly, Chapler 838, Senate Bill 950 |S 850, Approved
March 30, 2018

= irginia Administrative Code 8YAC25-210

m) Wilkdlife Resources

i) Recommendation: |f bald eagle nests are discovered during the ore-

canstruction winter nest surveys, DSIF recommends following measures Soction 4.6.3 .4 ides di : dino bald 1
adapted from the PWS National Bald Esgle Managemant Pian Guldelines ection 4.6.3.4 provides discussion regarding bald eagles.
SA-2¢-28 (FWs, 2007) and the DSIF Bald Eagle Guidelines for Landewners (DGIF Mountain Valley has committed to following the

2072 between Cecember 15 and July 15, The protective measures Mouniain recommended actions

Valley would follow are desoribed In the DEIS {page 207). Sse the DGIF
camments In Attachment B

i} Reco ndation: DGR DNH recommends coordination with the FWS and Comment noted. .Mo'untaln Valley S coordl'natlon w1t}'1 FWS
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  |See response SA-2a-1.
cantrol 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 square feet must obtain and

comphy with DEG approved Annual Standards and Specifications for
Slormwater Management {SWM) and Erosion and Sediment Control
{ESLC),

= Inaccordance with section 402(1(2) of the Clean Water A<l (CWA],
dizcharges of storrmwater runolf from the consbruclen of ol and gas
transmission pipelines are exempt from MNational Pollutant Cigcharge
Ekrvination System (NPDES) and Virging Pollulant Discharge Elimination
System (VPDES) permitting. Therefore, the General VPDES Permit fof
Discharges of Stormwater from Conslruction Activilies (8VACZS5-880) is
not applicable to this project

o Annual Standardsand Specilications must be peepared in accordance and
consistent with the Virginia Stormwater Management Act (WSMA), the
Virginia Storrmwater Managenent Prograrn (VESMP) reguiation; the Virginia
Erasion and Sediment Coninal Law, and the Veginia Erasion and
Sediment Control regulaticns.

= Pians for erosion and sediment control and post-construction stormmater
management must be developed and implermentad for al régulated land
digturbing activities in accordance with the DEG-approved Annual
Standards and Specifications prior o initiating land disturbanoe,

= To minimize runoff impacts foliowing construckion activities, the project
must demonstrate compliance with the Virginia Stormaater Management
Praogram posl-construction requirements far both water quality and
quantity

= Al specifications and practioes used for erosion and sediment control and
stormwater managemeni must be in accorgance with the DEQ-approved
Annual Standards and Spectfications; the Vinginia Erosion and Sediment

Contrel Handbook, and the Virging Stormwaler Best Managerment Mountain Valley would continue to work with VADEQ on
E;Ea{?“ % Clearnghouse unless: 3. devixlion:or exceplon i dppraved by seed mix development to incorporate native and pollinator
SA-2d-2 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) Ree ndation: Use a DEQ-approved native pollinator plant mik for H]?D feasibility anq geotecl.mlcal 1'nvest1gat10ns, including
permanent vegetative stabilization. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B, [S°1l ana%yses, 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 Horizantal Directional Dril [S€€ Tesponse SA-2a-23. Also, see 4.3.2.6 of the EIS for a
Contingency Plan as stated on page 4-84 of the DEIS if drilling Muid 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 withdrawal from surface waters,
hydrostatic testing from exceptional vame walers as those entified 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
ensnghied speties. See thr DUR sommenits In Atk chinent 8 withdrawal from a waterbody containing federally listed
iii) Recommendation: If chiorinated water is used for hydrostatic testing, HDD  |Species , - ,
o conventional bore o deilling fuid additves are used, DCR recommends Measures regarding hydrostatic test water discharge are
SA-2d-5 thiz water not be released inlo surrounding water bodies to avold patential provided in section 4.3.2.7 of the EIS and VII.D.1 of the
impacts to aquatic resources. Ses the DOR commeants in Attachmeant B, Procedures
¢} Forest Resources
i} Recommendation: DR and DOF recommend thal Mountan Valley fofiow
the recornmmendaltions of the Virginia Forest Conservation Parinership that
were submitted {o the FERC docket on Augisst 8, 2018 under the name
MVP_SouthgateExdension_ForesiMitigation_03_2018 pdf. See the DCR
comments in Attachment B for additional information
iy Recommendation: DOF recommends that the Virginia Forest Conservation . . .
Psitriratap caicuiabions with Facand 10 foreited wors STipacts toke racederios Mountain Valley ha§ committed tg minimizing impacts on
overihe ones developed by FERG. forest land and continues to coordinate with VDCR on tree
SA-2d-6 clearing mitigation prior to clearing trees. Mountain Valley

iy Recommendation: Update the forest fragmentation analyss to efied
findings from DCR that edge habifats would not serve as replacement for the
Interss forested habitats lost and degraded. would provide igtie benefd in
general to interior forest spedies habstats surmounding the impact, and thesa
new edge habitats would serve as permanent condulls for invasive species
and non-intenocr fores! species competition, having a permanent effect on the
surrounding forests: See the DCR comments in Atachment 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 SVAG20-81-95 of the Virginia Solid Waste Management As discussed in gectlon 4.11.1.73 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 buming 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 requiremenis thal construction activities appr(')YCd burn ar§as anq during appropriate w'eather
associated with the MVP are subject to the Air Pollution Control Regulations  |conditions to avoid any impacts on nearby residences, and
regarding open burming (SWACS-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. May 1 through September 30
el Righi-of-Way Mainfenance
i) Recommendation; DCR recommends the development and implemantalion
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.
foolprint of the project on page 4-56, Section 4.5.3. See ltem 43 below for
additional recommendations and the DCR comments in Aftachment B for
additional information.
i} Recommendation; DCR recommends the nght-of-way resloration and
maintenance practices include appropriate revegetation using native species
SA-2d-9 in & mix of grasses and forbs. robusl monitaring and the development of See response SA-2d-2.
adaptive management pian to provide guidance if initial revegelation efforts
are pnsaccessiul or if imvasive species outhreaks cocur, See the OCR
comments in Attachment B,

SA-2d-11

iii) Recommendation: DCR recommends the use of 2 native seed mix for re-

vegetating disturbed areas as stated on page 4-62 inthe DEIS and best
management praclices on page 4-63 for preventing the spread of invasive
species. See the DCR comments in Attachment B.

iv) Recommendation: DCR recommends the myvasive species plan be

implethented for the lifespan of the project as part of the right-of-way
maintenance since invasive species cutbreaks can occur any time during
construction or post construction. See the DCR comments in Altachment 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-
gﬁgiwr?\gf[danam 8 herlags resagices, Sos ha UG chmments n 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.
SA-2d-13 See response SA-2a-1.
« A "frac-oul” 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 :
: i = Contingency Plan.
associated with any directional drilling activities.
= |In an effort lo minimize adverse impacts to threatened and endangered
fish and mussel species, instream surveys and species relocations may
be required. No instream construction shall be conducted during any - :
recommended time-of-year restrictions of any year unless waived by DGIF Mountam. Valley has Completed aquatlc survey§ and filed
in writing. reports with the appropriate agencies. See section 4.6.5 of the
SA-2d-15 « The instream construction aclivities shall be accomplished during low flow  |EILS for a discussion of impacts and mitigation for aquatic
peﬂ-ﬂdﬁ Utlll‘.ﬂn‘g darn and pUmp, fiume around or within cofferdams Species’ including Mountain Valley's proposed Species
constructed of nonerodible materials in such a manner thal no more than .0 during in-water work
half the width ofthe waterway is obsiructed at any point in time. All areas :
of state-owned bottom and adjacent lands disturbed by this activity shaill
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 ) ) of the EIS. In addition Mountain Valley would adhere
SA-2d-16 materfals 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 Erasion 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 minimum 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 ara encountered during instaliation. No trout stream are crossed by the Project.
+ DGIF shali be contacted for any work in trout waters to aveid conflicts with
trout stocking activities.
i) 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 follow.
iil) 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.
ina manner that prevents reentry into the stream, restoring original
streambed and streambank contours, re-vegetating bamen argas with native
vegetation, and Implementing strict erosion and sediment control measures.
See the DGIF camments 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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gl Swrface Wators and Water Withdrawais

ij Recommendalion: Update Seclion 43257 General Impacis-ardd Miligatien
on Surface Water to include the following bo expiain how potertal impacts to
beneficial us=a may be avolded (Bee the DEDO comments i Alachment B)

in the ayent that withdrawals oocur from suiface water souwces, then ME See response SA-2a-23.
shauld avold an advense effec] or mpairment [e surface waler By

= \Wihdrawing no more than 10% of the instantaneous flow rale from the
channed
= Lsing the intake sorsens desgned o el SCredn opennangs ane aol larger
than 1 mikEmeler and;
SA-2d-24 = Ensuring that screen fece intake veldocities are not greaier than 025 feal
par saoand
I surface water sowrces are wsed, then Ehe E1S should inciude & distession of
whal steps will b taken by MYP ard {15 comractors o engure that the
regquerements above ane med. The ENS should provide the tecation of
WaAREEWAIS and some assessment of Meer fows whene withdrawals ane
proposed wilh a discission of how the withdrawals will affedt fows,
partculary durirey s Bow o Srough condilions. The asseasment shollkd
axpdain if any downsiream waber users many be affected by these waler
withorawals, particularly. during iow lowr parieds. The DEDQ CHfice of Watar
Supply can provide informaticn of nearby inlakes ool 1he kecation of the
whihdrawals ks lorsovm

ii] Recommendafion: Updated Section 4. 3.2 8 Surface Water Conchusions with
the following information [see the DEQ comments in Akachment 8):

In e event that withdrawals occur from surface wabter sowrces, then BMYFE
shiuld avokd an sdverse efec oF Fpairment [O SUmace waler by

= \Ehdiawing no-more than 10% of the instanianecus flow rate from the
chantmel

»  sing the ntake scresns desimned so lThal screen opemngs are not @rgear
than 1 millimetsr and,

SA-2d-24 = Ensuring that soreen face intake velooities are nol grealer han 0.25 feetl

parsecond,

See response SA-2a-23.

If surface waler sources are used, then the FEIS should include a discusswon
of what steps will be taken by MVP and its contraciors o snsure thal the
reguiremants above are met. The FEIS shouwld provida the location of
withdrawals and some assessment of river flows where withdrawals are
proposad with a discussion of how the withdrawals will affect Nliows,
particiHanly during low flow or drought conditions. The assessment should
explain if any downsiream water users may be affected by these water
witorawals, paniculany during low Row penods. The DEQ Ofica of Water
Supply can provide Infarmation of nearby Intakes once the locstion of the

withdrawals s known
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SA-2d-25

SA-2d-26

SA-2d-27

SA-2d-28

ii} Recommendation: Updated Section 4.3.2.8: Surface Water Conchusions with
the fellowing information (see the DEQ comments in Attachment B},

In the event thal 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 fiow rate from the

= Ulsing the infake screens designed so that screen openings are nol larger
than 1 millemeter and;

= Ermsurng that screen face intake velociles are not greater than 0.25 feel
per second

If surface waler sources are Used, then the FEIS shouwld include 8 discussion
of what steps will be laken by MVP and Rs coniractins to ensure that the
requirements above are met. The FEIS should provide the localion of
withdrawals and some assessment of nver fiows where willsdrawals are
proposed with & discussion of how the withdrawals will affect lows,
panicudarty during low flow or drought conditions. The-assessment should
explain if any downstream water users may be affected by these water
withdrawals paricularly during low Mow pereds. The DEQ Office of Waler
Supply: can pravidge information of nearby infakes once the locaticn of the
withdrawals is known.

N} Wildiife Resources

i} Recommendation: DGIF recommends clearing of rees and vegetation
during wirter months outside bird nesting pedods as proposed. See the time
of year rasinctions for general guikdtance Al hIEs Awaane Joill visginss govwp-
senterd/UplogdsVDGIF-Time-of-Yegr-Resirictions. Table pdl. If tree remowval
becomes necessary, DGIF also recommends adherance fo its standard tree
rermoeal for bat guidance {RHps lersin daif vingenia govienvifonmeniak-
programsienvirpnmantal-sences-saelion’) 1o protect threatened and
endangered bats known from the region. See DGIF comments in Atzchment
B

i) Recommendation: DGIF recommends that the project follow probeciive
measures as described in the DEIS {pages 4-87 to 4-68), DGIF supports the
protective measures described, including wildlife ascape ramps al reguiar
imtervals along the excavated trench. See the DGIF comments in Attachrmeant
B

iii} Recommendation: DGIF recommends sinct adherence o erssion and
sadiment controls, use of native plants, creation of 8 scrub-shrusb transition
2one between fthe forest edge and maintaived berbacaous right-of-way as
described in the DEIS (page 4-T0), See the DGIF commenis in Aftachment 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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vl Recommendation: Update Section 4.6.5.3: General Fisheries and Aquatic
SA-2d-29 impacts to downstream users during low-flow conditions. See the DEQ Sectlon 4'1.6.5.3 of the EIS has been revised with this
comments in Attachment B, information.
4) Recommendations for Specific Plans
a) Exofic and Invasive Species Condrol Plan
iy Recunnundalion Indq.rde a|1 spgagg, on Ihe DCR invasive Species list Mountain Valley has revised it Exotic and Invasive Plant
SA-2e-1 MIL / /0 i8l- |Species Control Plan to include all species on the DCR
M in l'he Emtll: anql Invme Pfam Sp-ncws GDﬂtruI Pian {Janua-r'_r 24 Invasive Species List
2019 supplemental filing-Session Number 20180124-5165), not only -
moderately and highly invasive species as mentioned on page 2 of the plan.
See the DCR comments in Atachment 8
SA-2e. i) Rec o Jckicte a1 VGG SpaCIS VENMoR i the Ivaaive Mountain Valley has included an inventory in their revised

report.

species pian for the project area inciuding species and methods for treating

invasive speces based on the current DCR Invasive Species List. See the
DCR comments in Attachment B

§) Errors in the EIS

a) Recommendation: On pages 2-23 and 4-8 the term “silt rock” was used in error, |Comment noted. This revision has been made to the EIS.

Replace with “sit sock” if that term meets the intention. See the DEQ comments
in Attachment B

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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B U ER ST P AT e,
ey i k! o s i
AOCHAKLS B
B e o
Sopiember (o, 19
Uhadrnsn Chalkofes, ol Commlssioncrs CHach s M ome
2l Kimnberly [ Boge, Segeciary
Fehinat Enengy E.I{?:ui!ﬂlll.lj LTy = i
KR Fres e, N Boom LA
W abnpgtan, D005 20400
Bt Mok Camstba { Fepariooend gl Eescammnmenbid sty L ooneaest on Bhe bl Fovooonemental
dirgpack Spancmecod (LREIST Sov (ke Snuehgee Proiedi, propascd by Wiantain; Walley Plpofine
LEC: Thocker Miamber P im0
Elir Llomeaigeiones
The follonwing, vomemenis ate ssbrined by dhi Monh Carcding Propantment o Ervirometal Comment noted.
SA-4a thudity Thpartesend. o0 BREC. a0 rimonse 00 the Jully 2650 0 Fedonil Baoney Bopclatory

Cenmesiron s (U smnmession o FLEC) Robiee of Avallabilioy nd tae | Lrticoumemisd Bnpasasl
saneencrd (LRI tor the Proposcd Saatbygate Progect [tRocke) Somber CPES 0805 ! o ik
Thtiiy the dsemey “iosa ey ol agiproval uE vhe priposad prajeer wosld pesalr an somra
adverse synnronmerml b paery [Bloweser 1 - consmcos] o apermied in socordanos with
pppeicable byoe and regulations, The nritignitan measores dbsooressd f thds BES, and o
coceeniscadarions, Shyse Impects wold be redesed o loms-thais-wipnificant fovwh® The
pamencails sulneatied Berein folute b0 those poloafial smpacts ol the Proaposed Boothgale Teokect
(et mhnh Cassdime and serws 00 §T) aeitersde (ie Dopamipe it s phoy v concams. this se
Fooject fhurmseessary amd g Un the phdic. mberest, (i) sadidree Al froedisginate. fovhne and
seriidorntion OF “rewsomabic aliteniedves” in the TFRIS mnd (8 identify pobenrisl oovironeatul
effret that regquade furiher evaluatlon.”
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SA-4b

L The Peoposcd Bouthgate Probecs iy Mot fn the Public Inferest

A this e, the Tepmiment remains uoconyvineed that the Prajéct austies the oiteris for the
Egmniggion 1o deem i in the puldie interost, and whether i1 (s exentinl 5o ensure fomee prowah
nod pensparity For o Careliokass,  This comcerm wis sritenlated in the letier dated Movembar
5, KR A5 v commarts on-ibe st pumpose and need - for the Project, Despéne the
Clommision "s-own secogaifon in 2018 thal s reeiew oF projests does o [Took] heyeomed
corraats for g foriber determination of market or supphy, 0" ind outside recommiendations that
FERC congider such factors in b nnolyees, the Commiss{on appears o ipnore these fandnsneaal
chida povints [0 iis review, \Whe peovided datn dn the November 301 letter, demonstrmging the
incongruity befween the design-day requirements needed oo serve pooiested poprilntion growel i
the PRNC (oow, Doendnbon Bnerpy ) service termivoey {11 prosth) with the asldidioral
thrauglpin conlradtad capaciny for the Praject (100% nercise ) and re st (bt the
Crupermdssion imeestipsie bewoand the precedent agreement as its sole basds loe nastasing e meed
lop the Profece. In Tach, sdof the daie of this comment, 20% of the pipeling capasiny 19 sill
Amsubecribed, whicl sogpests el the busis for thes Probect satisfies ariilicin] demand, 'We
emiphasise vus previons assention thial “withont funber demonsiration of motvild demmand ..
certifying the Sombgate Frofeot could resuli-in overbailding a gas pipedine in which the aingls
discemibla benedil of the provicdon ol m meured okboss (i pasonpaciny. avaiidde anly o

IDooskiiens Encegv] dn e Tutre, ™

1, Thie DELS Provides en Inadequate Revkel g Leemplete Comsldenation o Altemmives

SA-4c

Thee Bativmal Environmental Polivy Act fegulnes tke Commissian to explone ll rasanable
aklermifives by addressing “the poterniinl bor sccompllshing the propossd ohjertives thnsagh the
s ol o sywiems, . [Ioeloding | non-gos ey alterantives, ardior enorgy conservabon or
gificiency. as applicable. ™ DEO swbadied conunents addreasing allemsives assessmants fird
in vesponse o The Notice of Teguiey dvsed by FERC o April 208, salicitng feedbivck on
whether and hiny bo revise the pobley siaement op ibe cerification of new nalural pes
frnnsportation fecklithes parsaant bo the Naiyral Cras Aot TNGAT ™ Agnin, in Soptember 2015,
DEQ previded comumentt on FERC s nllernatives wssesssment, this tnoe speckile ko the Motlee of
Intont for the Proposed ERS(Sceoplng for (b Projécs, 1n both commenis, [‘.hr.‘.‘.l.rpq,l:m{\-n';

See response GEN-2 in appendix 1.2.
The Commission will consider the need for the Project and
may address these comments in any Order it issues.

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.
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SA-4c

requested that FERC anvend 12 aliornntives asseaanient and address “the potential for
mecomplizhing the proposed objectives through the use of ouher syarems,” inchiding ~nonsgas
encTgy atlematives, andfor energy conservation or efficicnoy, as applicable.”™ For the third time.
the Department repeats this position, thig time rmoganding the preparation of the environmental
doeurnenis for the Project — the FERC altermatives asscssmaent must vonsider other systems,
inchiding mon-pas energy alfernailves, midior saery conigrvation or gificiency (emphasis
added ). Thic Commission s own 2002 guidance for Envisonimental Bepon Brepirmicn provides
that e altematives analysds should “[d]escribe the effect of any state or reglonal enorgy
coneervition, iowd-mandgement, sod demand-gside munagement progmms on the keng-lerm and
short-term demand for the energy to be supplied by the profect.™?

In o Tuly 25, 2008, response o the Notice of Inguiny for changes to the NGA Policy Statersent,
we staled ihal nelural gas is but one of several resources that can meet cuslomers’ electric and
theremad energy necds. W projected thnt within the fime horizon to which:a new Policy
Statement would apply. a sea change in the economic models for nataral gos construction and
aperations, especially when compared 1o renewable energy. resources; would take place. Fifleen
muonthe ago, projected natural gox consumpiion was largely fat due to cilicicney gaine, shifking
populaions, and the declining costs of rengwable energy resource allemitives, Sinoe then, thess
preadictions hnve bome oul and the namaitve continues:

s Domestic commercial ond residentlal natural gag demand i M.
= The United States booomesa net energy exparier in 2000, due W farge increases in fossil
fae] production cuupled with slow growih in domestic envegy consianplion,”
*  In Seprenber 209 netural gas-powensd electricity ix outbid by mu:'ddu;w solar -
storape power porchaze agrecments (25 year. 3 18k'Wh deal between | os-Anseles Water
and Power and Eminiie Solor Energy) M
s i3y 2035, i will e maome expensive toonan SO0 of thie proposed nstaral gos plants than i
will e o banilid new salir and wind plus stosage systems in the Lindied States. %72
The alternatives assessment in this DEIS ignores the demonstrated size and scope of the
transitioning energy economy which results in anificially 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-
level and murkei-based programs specific 1o energy demand in Norith Carolina for FERC s

. consideration as part of our September 2018 response to the WO 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 establishes a goal of 4024 reduction in statewide greenhouse

gas emissions (GHG=) from 2005 levels by 2025, and directs the NC Depariment of
Environmental Chuality to develop a Clean Energy Plan. EO 80 lays the foundation for North
Carolina’s clean encrgy 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 its 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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SA-4c

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

I8 Eoxipenmendal fusace agd Ciber Tonpsectz ihnl Bequine Further Lyvaluation

AL daediricied Coniideration of Envrosimentid Suisloe

The Deparineent appreciales the Initinl trentmen and evalastion of soclocoonomic impacts in
Section 4.9 of 1ha [R5, pasticularly the Commisgion s conxidonatian of erpa ronmentnl justics
und the chammcier nf the parentintly impacied communiiies. Farther, wo thank FERC for
niddressing seveml of the soehodeanomie impacs That [FED recommended in mar Projectorelated
ooenmens S AT reviewing he THEES, the Department agoocs willh (he asseriion el
“[apratnicting and operaticg the Projedt may affect 1he sockoeconionic character of conamumitics
neur the propesed faoilies™ " LB gesorally agrees winlh Uhi Comimisason’s Snding tis
"[.:tjll.iu.'-ll,gll Loy ineoamd sl ninarity pooudatioes exest within e Pepect aren, the Progect would
mu fuve n dispropactionately Wgh snd sdverse eovinmmsenial of himpen boglth impact on
mimatity or low incomse populations, ™" Hiweser, the epastoend requests thad the Commdssion
ceadduct fumther evibwaion of (ke commanites surromiling the Propeol wilicing n gdreening ar
rnappeng doud (o, EFA%s EFSCREREN or the t{IDREG f‘r_;r".ml,.uh:,.- h.{.n]]-p:in.g Sywsictn ). as
reconenended in the 2017 Fedeeal Bavrge Begalovory Commitssicoy, €4fece of Enerpn! Prajeces
Crimdimice Ml S Envieonme il Repost Propraranion for dpplieatione Fled wmdir the
Netrra! Crar At %7 Erpploving soch & screening or sagpping toal would pravide a

vrspial aation of key fSndings i make dain fnfempratation casies. This i critical when
careddering Individunks wiss hive a lower Bevel of education or who niay be deemed & hmited
Eagtzh peeficleat { [LEPL o additom, the ETSCREDN mapping o] allews for o desper view 80
i demographics of & popalation within o designatod buller o the proposed project, Using &
mesppEng fed] g0 analyse varyiag buller distances from the Progect (e Y5 milbes, ¥ miles %
males, 1 mile, ete.) providcs o way 1o see how populatbon Jemograpbics may change with
ingreased distEme. i rcthiology allows o more granular saolysis of the surrounding
coamaiusrities and provides o betor uedecstimding of those ndividuals whe live the choscat to the
"'rl.uu.'l.. Thas mvlhedolegy slse allows for comparisons between the pqpulul'.wm chipracrerisiios of
i who live nedrer and those wha Fve ferther sway frem e Project. DEQY recommends that
thedss cosmpamisones alko inclode the sthte-lovel don

A Bvaludiion af Soctaecomams Tepocdy In Ooailnian Eaerge Servilee Terriioer

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.
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SA-4g

T sapplemnent the sogdeecormiic analvais, e Depamment recucsls that FERC evalicibe (e
acacnic impast on SWoeth Carodinisne reciding or condpotimg esieeds in the Daminoen Roengy
servioe berritory, in addition o the o counties in the Project aces (Adimaance asd Rockingham )
It s1amds 1o rezson: that all Domdnbon Ererpy cusiomers will be impacosd by chasges in theiy
enaTyy misk onoe the Seuchgate s Tows. According 1o Section 4,173 an cumlarive impacis,
the DIETS states tha Mounitzin Vailer repass assheonibed sohone of nasurs] gay (300

b cirdayh, which wodd be used in North Careling, primari by by residentinl snd small and
rediunt sieed commencial costomers for heativg, cooking, md 'other enduses ™ ooaase
resadeniial and comumercial cosomers will be dircetly affocicd by the constracios, develppment,
and tramgpo, of 1his new fool resorce, 16e Department rogquests that FERC evaluaie paleniial
s andicipated economic npects on these erd-isers. Inosech an evaluaison, DEC nequests Tht
FERL consider the enengy hurden — the: poreontape of a bousehobd s ana sl ineoimes thal 15 spent
an energy bills — (ka the Proct will havee om sadcpavers in Doamdroont Enedgys setvice lerrilery.

The LL5. Census Buren peparts that in 2401 8, approsimsiely 15% of tlee state’s populstion, or 1.5
million Meosth Caroliians, e nopovery, ™ many of wheom v i coureey ebassifiod s Tiee d
or Tier 2 Ey the Berth Carclina Department of Commerce. Every yveur, all 100 coumtics arc
rimbed il Hers of economic weblbeing hased o average wnemnployment. medizn Bouschodd
inconte. papulation growth, and adjuseed property e per capita,*® Tier | Counties ane
consiberad the most coonemmically disaressed, wivibe Tier 3 Counbies are considenad the lens
cuaaically distressed. - Many of the bow income individuals who Hve i Ticr | o 2 ooontics,
ideniify as [ispanic or Lating or Africes Armerecan, a0 temd to resude in alder bowsing unite.

The Morth Carsling Flowsing Coalitien has examined the soergy burden on boo-inonpe
houseaholds in'the ste, According to the Coukitien, lw-inconne boaeehodds spond &
disproportionate porcentage of their bousebodl smnings on energy costs when compared o their
hibgler eaming cotniéparts. The Coaliiim reports: thar in somse counties individuals whoe cam
1::_5.1-!- than the Arca Modian Income (AMI) for thal ooty spend o= i three-gimes morm of ther
brarsehoid Incomes On dnergy tham the averuge housshodd io the coundy. [n:somme counties, hose
casming Jess than the AN diveri neasly. 333 ol their inoomes to pey energy bills*!

The Deparment conducied a preluninery evaluatbonof tbe cocngy burden oo househedds In the
counsies served by Dominicn Eqergy using public dets made svailable by the Coatition Evired

on the counties identified by the Department of Commeree tier ranking,” This evalvation of the
energy burden (using the percentage of annual income that energy accounts for in AMI
houwseholds) 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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The energy burden for AMI households in the Dominien Energy service aren mnges from 5%

SA-4g cont

(for renters in Wake County) to more than 16% (for homeowners in Person Couniy), To pul this
in comext, e ULS. Depariment of Tlealth and Humasn Services clivsilies energy. burden at in
amoint greater than 6% ol s household’s anaual income az “unallindable.” Based on this
dafinition, euch of the eountics’ lowest earming households (with the exception of Wike Cownty
renters}) in the Dominion Faergy serviee aren bave sn unaffordeble” mverape encrgy burdon.
Furthermore, these initial evalustiong demonsteane that the sociosconomic impasts of the Projece
piotentiaily extend well beyonil the physical route of the pipeline.

We sk that FERC use this daen 1o Gilly evnluate the imposition of pass-theough cozts for the
evmstruction, operatton, and ROT lor the Project on these populations. Thisis fundamenal
informition thot the Commission must incorpome in i determination of need for the Project,
Karth Carolintans resicing or corducting basiness in Dominion Energy sorvice wreritory shoubd
not be left 1o shoubder tncreasesd encepy rates for this Project (or which there is o demonsteable

abernnil,

See response SA-4g.
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SA-4h

SA-4i

€ degnwes Beyened DEQ v Jierdzaicoion

Whihe thi increassmy proctice of “quick ke, and anevdotul dimimstion of property yeloes
proximie o pipeline projectd oe sol within DEO'S pursiee, ey e canvens thal have Been
rised e our Dieparment which we believe watrmant coimprebonsive consdealion umd asesymen
of thalr sogieeconomic impects noihe (nal BIS. Tn sddibon, we requicst FERC ovaluste ihe coml
benefin of nesidentlal ehisoml feation vesus greentichd mulird gis plpelines to serve hesting
thesryinanel

V. Conolnsion

i sminiercy, we ngree with FERC that the Profect will resuds in somnie sdverse envirommental

i poats with possible enteimive soclosconomic impec)s os well  [nothis thivd commeni
pertaining ro e ool TR melierres the pagitaen That the Project s nor been showr 1a
uistisfy the ariteria for the Cotamisdion o deam §t i the puble interest. W have provided
tocoraumendativons thar FERC eyvialuste the demand e e Project bavond precedent aypesioenin
il nasesy remewabile and odher f =gt Caerpy ablarnetivies that are techabeally aod coonimically
Limasi bl substinitcs Tor preenlield gus pipeline development:  Anticiputing the vnlikelibood of the
welpction of the Mo Aotion Adlernafive, we locluded mumeris auggestions and o glide patl for
eompleting a thorough environmentsl roview ol the poreniul impecia the Project pokes o Marth
Caralinag

[k you o the opportenity (o commen! on the DEIS. | trist it the comments will be
considersd o the Comm ssion reviews and completes the environmental dooumems. for the
Projecl If you hove any guestions reganding our commenty, please comtnct me ot {91%) 707-
BE19 or sl b bl o S psalsnr gy,

Simcerely,

S aln (el

-E:j l-'ﬂ‘- o Y

=heila C. Holouan, Assistant Secretary for the Environmen
Marth Caling Department of Envirommental Qunlity

Socioeconomic impacts, including property values, are
discussed in section 4.9.5 of the EIS. Conducting a cost-
benefit analysis of the project compared to other non-
proposed projects is outside the scope of the EIS and the
requirements of NEPA.

See response GEN-2 in appendix 1.2.
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SA-4j

SA-4k

SA-41

SA-4m

SA-4n

AFPENIMY AL
DEIS Comments from NCDEG Division of Energy, Minerals, sod Land Hesonrces

(EMLR}

a3 Lagd Roguiocorents,

14928 acrea of copiract wards It i onclear feom the DELS A the contractor yards are land
uses in keoping with utility line construcden or il they are intended o be long
termyfpermanent Bydown Sreas that-are to e eged for utility malitenanoe or future
expansion, gokng Meward,

Post construction stermwater oontrol measures mmay be appropriate or regulred if these
sined are 0 be used long term.  No dietail was provided op how contractor yard nestoration
would ooour once work s completed. Mo detatls, oriteria, schedules or detail on post
deconstruction inspections were provided. Mo inforrmation was prosvided oo sddress efforgs
te abate sail compaction, enhance infiitration: Toplantng cffarts, of dentify unaathorized
uses, post consiructon

G240 acres of actess roads. DELS does not cleardy explain MVPs criteria for tempommry
roads. Many different type of land oses insoall “tomporary roads” - Howmeor] "tomporany
reads” are aften or al least pericdhically put back inse service for use.  This commonby
ocours in forestry, agricublure and industrial settings. Thereby, the roads are not truly
temporary, rather the uses are epizodicand fallew roads sften remain 35 an ongaling sousos
af sEdimentabon

The DEES does not explain bow MYP will snsure the roads are truly emporary and will nog
remain saurees SfF S5t sedinentation. Mo details oriterae schedales or detsiil on post
doconstriaciicn Inspections Wwere provided. Mo inforratien was provided o address effores
o abate soll campaction, enhance nfiliration, replanting efforts, or identify and abate
unauthortced uses, post construction,

Axditional Temporary Workspace - 1849 acres in MO

The DEIS includes no detdil on restaration. No information is ;]mv:.dcﬂ detailing
revegetation and abating soll compaction 1o address increase stormwater runoff and
decreass infiltratlon, post construcion.

EIS does not detail how areas hn'_l.*und constrirction corridor would be identficd to ensurg
weerk Mand distorbance and Impacts 1o waters do not socur bepond the FeotprinT o the
approved construction corrldor.

2.4.1.3 Tranching.

The BEERS states "excass rock woubd be trvcked to approved dispasalareas™  Nowever, the
DEIS does not detail bow this appeooval proce=s will ccour and be managed Lo ensure
bnpacts to waters, wetlands, or nead Tor addittonzl eresion control measures would ned
QLR

Zo4A5 Lowering-1o and

The BEIS states “The pdpetine would then be lowered into the trench by side-bodam tractors.
Trench breakers fsuch as sand bags or foam) would then be instalied inthe trench on
sslopes et specifivd interyalsto prevent subsarface water movement along the pipelfne”
The DEIS inchirdes no detail, reguirements or coastruction eriteral was detailed on
installaticn, constrisction oc spocifics of when apti-seap/trénch breakers are to e 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.

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.

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-40

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.

Betall s not previded as 1o ki MYF will epsure contractors understand whea o insizll
these measires Failure ta do property o soceudE resudt i impacis fowabers and

SA-4p

wietlands,

The DEE states “firset 12 inches at the bottom of the trench above the pipe wouald be clean
filk whsent of rocks. Limestone dust may be broaght in amd osed ae padding matereal only
whien other local suitable S8 = unavailatde.® In chis section, the DELS falls to cleardy state
it sultable materinl will not constst of satls contaminated with o, petrobesm, hazardous
matesials, or coal combastion residuals:

SA-4q

&4, 1.8 Clcanup and Restoration,
DES seanes that “sxcess rock/stope would be disposed of within the constriecton right-of-

way with landownerapproval or atan approved landfill,”

Baced on this dleanup and restoration approach, the DEE does not address how thia
process will noour and e managed to ensire fmpacts towaters, wetlands, or e need for
additienal erozlon contral mexsures would nod aceur.

SA-4r

£.4.2.1 Waterbuldy Crossing,

Tlee DELS stotes that “Trencl spall waold be placed an the banks aboye the high water
mark {or yse during backfilling. In some cages, the plpeline woulbd he coated with congrete
for negative bunyancy.”

Thee DERS dises ol explain what meagures will be taken to provent ditect contact hedween
uncared or curing concrete and waters of the state. The DREIS does noL decall how
iradrertent contact of onoared concrete will be managed te ensure that discharges to
wiiters of the sate do ot ecour.

SA-4s

The BEIS does not explain which nieasuros will be taken o prevent direct contack beiwisen
uncured or cuning concréle and water of thi state.. The DEFS did naot detadl Bow inadvertent
contacts of wncured comerets will be managed vo ensure that diecharge o waters of the
Srafe dia pil 0o,

The DEIS statds that “After the pipelioe sinks into position, trench breakers are installed
wivire pecessary 10 prevent the subsurface drainage of water oot of the wetland ”

Cietails are not Inchuded to doscribe howe MVP will eosure contrectors understand when to
Install those measures.  Fablure fodo Hhis properiy could resol e impac o walers and
whetlnats.

Tha NI dane mar Ansrhs addeesce booos WU mlbee $n enemnnd ol mmmete bacorstable

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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& i === i Z Discussion of foreign utility lines crossed by the Project is
provided in section 2.4.2.5. Septic systems and water lines
SA-4t . . . L
identified to date and associated mitigation measures are
discussed in section 4.8.3.1.
Section 4.1.4.6 and Mountain Valley's General Blasting Plan
SA-4u provide information on blasting procedures that will be

SA-4w

SA-4x

SA-4y

The DEIS falls to provide specific detail op-actual blasting procedures, deariy whether and
whien seismographs will be used to monitor ground wibration and nolse levels,

The DELS doec nob detall how excess rick disposal approval process will taks place and ba
minaged to ensure Empacts to waters, wetlands, or need for additional erosion control
midasures would 1ot ocour,

4.1.4.7 Flooding,

The DEIS explalns that mitigation measires may inclide using concrete coating pravel
filhed Blankets, o concrete wislghtson the pipeling to maintain negative buoyancy.

The DEIS docs not explain what measures will betaken to prevent direct contact berwesn
uncured or curng concrete and watér of the state. Furthermaore, the DEIS does not detall
how inadvertent contacts of uncured concrete will be managed to-ensure that dlscharge to
walters of the stafe do not oocm

4.3.2.6 Surface Water Appropriations.

Hydrostatic Test Water

The hydrostatic test water would be discharged through sediment Bhers In vegriated
uplands aveay from waterbodies and wetlands.

MYP did not detall in the DELS how it will ensaire discharges occur ot non-erosive velocities

The DELS does not Inchude or propose sampling to determine or demonstrabe if protective
coatings, sediment turbidity or other constituents would be discharged with best water,
Horizontal dilling water

The HOD progess reqoires water o be added toa bentonite clay mibdbure 1o créate drilling
fusd, The disposal of the drilling fuld is not adeqietely detailed in the DEIS.

“ALl drilling fukd would be disposed of at an approved lacility or recyeled in an approved

manper n accordance with the HDE Contingency Flan. Mountain Valley would separate all

waler [rom HDD equipment washing aress from wetlands or waterbodies by drainage
barrlers to prevent-any runoll entey®

226 Agriculiure Liands,

The DEIS explain that other mitigation measures in agriceltaral Innds wiould (ncude relisf

from compaction and removal of recks from tapsoll

FCEs,
The DEIS states that “The East Alamance Quarry is a crushed stone aggregatos operation in

i (SOGECY T FLREIER T SRR [ ISR W T SR e W e SR S T

followed by Mountain Valley during construction.

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.

Cont.

SA-4bb

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.

inennvenience and impact to the quarry, Based on these fagtors, we conclude that the
Project would not stgnificanty impact or be affected by the East Alamance Quary.”

The DEIS explains that the project-aligniment would cross parcels owned by the East
Alamance Quarry for approximately 230 feet, A permit modification was submitted to
DEMLR on April 15, 201%, by Martin Marietta Materials, Inc for this mine. This
modification has not vet been approved by the Division and it did not address this MVP
alignment crossing.

The modification plans submitted by Martin Marietta Materials will éither nead t releizse
thiz area from the permit or Marin Marietta Materizls will need to request 2 modification
for its mining permit. Further, the description in the DEIS, as Incduded above, does not
accurately depict/address blasting permit conditions as set forth in the East Alamance
mining permit (01-08, which includes seismic monitoring,

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.

4.6,5.3 General Fisheries and Aquatic Besources Impacts and Mitigation,
In the DEIS, Mountaln 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
dizcharges into exceptional value waters or waters that provide habitat for Federaliv listed
threatened and endangered species, unless approved by applicible resource and
permitting agencies; screening and pnﬁiti:}ningmrerinta_kes atthe water surface to
minitnize the entrainment of fish and other biota; maintaining adequate fBow rates o
protect aguatic species; placing water pumps in secondary containment devices to
minimize the potential fior fuel spilis or leaks: regulating discharge rates; and using energy
dissipating devices and sediment barriers to prevent erosion. Mountain Valley would
obtain 2nd comply with all state water withdrawal and discharge permits.”

This iz-not typically required as a part of the state Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan

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

approval process, and oversight and management of this activity needs to be revigited by
MWP.

4.8.1.1 Pipeline Facilities, Apriculture Lands,
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e e e e e T e e e T Soil compaction is discussin section 4.2.4 of the EIS.

SA-dce _ 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

AFPPENDIX B.
DEIS Comments from NCDEQ Division of Water Resources (DWR) See section 1.4.7 in the EIS (MVP must satisfy all federal

SA-4dd The DEIS does not explicitly provide that MVP will comply with all the requirements in the pe@lts). Applicants cannot begin cqnstructmn 9f the Project

state 404 permit and 401 water quality certification, in addition to complying with other  |until all state, federal, and local permits are received
pertinent federal and state requirements.
The DEIS does not specifically address whether the Project will cross any watersheds . . . . .

SA-4ee draining to impaired waters and if so, what additional measures will be employed to Section 4.3.2.3 of the EIS discusses impaired waterbodies.

protect these watersheds.

3,24 Eederal 2 Sarei) Iﬂmﬁtﬁﬂmm tonal Waters, Surface waterbody crossing methods are described in sections

1. The DEIS provides that "North Carolina administers a river designation intended to .. .

protect specific rivers with outstanding natural, scenic, educational, recreational, gealogic, 2.4.2.1and 4.3.2.2 of the' EIS. In addition Mountain Valley

fish and wildlife, historic, scientific, cultural or other values. The Project does notcressany  [would adhere to Mountain Valley's Plan and Procedures; and

North Carolina rivers with these designations.” the Project-specific E&SC Plan. The Plan and Procedures

5 i . . . . .

DEQ re?mrs fts request made n -u_u: mmn'!fnl.'_fjn Draft Resource Report 2 that MVP - contain requirements for erosion and sediment control during

address whether the Project crosses the watershed of any of these rivers, and if 50, describe . . .

the additional measures MVP will take to protect these valuable resources. the construction and restoration of the Project. The Plan and

2. The DEIS provides that the Project will cross WS-11, WS-IV, Nutrient Sensitive Waters Procedures also contain performance based standards to
SA-4ff (N5W]), and HOQW, bul there is no discussion of what measures MVP will ake to avoid those contain soils within the limits of disturbance. To ensure

crossings or what additional measures will be employed within the watershed of those
classified waters to ensure they are protected. [n particular, the Department calls attention
to the WS-Il watershed [the entire watershed not just the “watershed" designated in the
WS rules for development).

DEQ repeats its request made in our comment on DRRZ that MYP address specific
alternatives analysis in addition to the general discussion of these waterbodies in the DEIS,

$.3.2.7 Gen ter,
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
devices. DE(} requests a detalled evaluation of discharge rates be included in the final EIS.

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 B
Grordon 5. Ilers, Executne Director

MEMORANDUM
TO: Eiherly D Bose
Secrefary
Fede ral Enersy Regulatory Cominission
FROM:  VamnStmel  fomets diic:
Research Coordinator
Habitat Conse reation Divdsion
DATE: Septernber 16, 2019

SUBJECT: Comments on Diraft Eredronental Trapact Statement for Southgate Project -
Ilountain Valley Pipeline, LLC. CF12-14-000

Biologists frotn the Morth Caroling Wildlife Beaourees Corardssion (HCWEC) have reviewed
the Diraft Exsirorene ntal Impact Staternent (DEIS ) prepared by the Federal Energy e oulatory
Cormrnission (FERC) for the Southgate Project proposed by buntain 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. Coranents ave provided v accordance
with certain provisions of the Clean Water Lot of 1977 (33 1520 1251-1387), the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Aot (4% Stat. 401, as aveended; 16 T7.5.C. 661 et seg.), North Carolina
Errrironemental Policy &et (.5, 1134-1 theough 113410, 1 HCAC 257 and Morth Carolina
Crereral Statates (G 5. 113-131 etseq.).

The Southgate Project is an interstate natural gas transrission pipeline project that will extend
approxitnately 737 miles from Pittsydwarga County, ¥ irginga o de e oy points in Morth
Caroling, Approxirately 428 miles of 167 disveter pipeline and associated dbosee ground
faciliies will traverse the Dian and Haw ot basing in Rockingham and Alateance counties in
MNorth Carolina . An addifional 4.3 miles of 247 diameter pipeline will be installed in Slarnance
County. The project will terrmdnate in Alamance Courty on the east side of the Haw Brver

be tween Crraharn and Swepsorsalle. The project will have the capacitsrto transport 375 million
cubic feet of natural zas per day
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SA-5a

SA-5b

SA-5¢

North Carolina Wildlife resources Commission

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.

3. 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 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 B3 lists locations where As described in 4.4.3 of the EIS, Mountain Valley’s
SA-5d additional femporary workspaces (ATW) are ]n.‘."lchLlll-e:cs: l|1::n_ 5} feet from a wetland or Procedures specify that all extra work areas should be set
brovidimg appropyistc comments on ATVVS within 50 Toctof s Face water festures s ot | P20k 2t 1€ast S0 feet from wetlands. Mountain Valley has
possible given the lack of detailed information provided in Appendix B3, Maps showing requested modifications to their Procedures at specific
delineated wetlands and waterbodies along with proposed ATWs are needed 1o provide locations within 50 feet of a wetland boundary. Appendix
semmpsits: e lisanpect-of.-the peojeck 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 2-120 2.4 Construction Procedures & Page 4-34. Appendix B8 lists locations
. P wa——] v myarallels o e & R -
ppropiste commente on coninacion workapuces parlloling suface water fostuges | 1he current alignment sheets. identify 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 Comsiraction workepaces and contous 1imes are moeded to proviie comments on this aspect |AAlignment sheet are available on the FERC eLibrary using
of the project. docket number CP19-14 and accession number 20191220-
- 5298.
Mountain Valley has stated they would evaluate the use of
erosion control devices with plastic or metal mesh
reinforcement to determine if alternative devices could be
SA-5f installed in certain terrestrial sensitive areas. Mountain
Valley has requested additional information from the
NCWRC for specific habitat types along the right-of-way as
candidates for wildlife friendly alternatives.

SA-5h

Section 4.3.2.2 of the EIS has been updated to include this
information.
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SA-5n

SA-50

cut tsa droe-detch crossing method oF @ wet crossimge method:

SA-5 North Carolina Wildlife resources Commission
. 9. Page 432 4.3.2.2 Surface Water Crozsmps. Mussel survevs are o8 Vet complate, Aquatic spf.:cws surveys weré completed in 2019 and no state-
SA-51 therefore NCWRC canmet recomirend where tinne of vear restractions ( TOY Ry are or federal-listed mussel SPCCIeS were obser.ved. Mussel
appropriate. I general, NCWRC recompsends Riore sIngem meassres 1o control survey results were submitted to NCWRC in October 2019.
sedimentalson and Srosron mowatershieds that drang fo waterpodies With sensinve species. ] ] ] ] ]
Such measures includs mstalling sediment control fencing and stabilizing unvegetated | AS @ standard construction practice, the Project will establish
. Unvegetated 1] should be stabilized al the end of cach work day with an aceeptable |2 50 wetland and waterbody buffer with erosion and sediment
erosboen contral clath, blanket or matting wndil the [ 1= ready 1o/ be permanemtly control devices. The buffer will not be grubbed during the
SA-5j stabilieed  In nddition, ro grubbing should secur with 30° ol surface waters with initial right-of-way clearing and grubbing sequence. These
semisitive spectes oulside of the. growing sesson (TOYR from Nov, 13 - Apnil T} 1o buffers will remain undisturbed (aside from hand felling trees)
pretect mussels from sedimentation mpacts until the pipeline crossing is ready to be installed in the
0. Paee 4-33. 4327, Surface Water Crossings. NOWHRC may reguest additional FED or ephemeral, intermittent, or perennial stream.
SA-5k comvartional e crossings if rare dguatic species are detected dunng surveys, Comment noted. See response SA-5i.
LE, Appendin B3 In fhe table Waterbodies Crossed by the Southgaic Propect, the crossmg
method listed 15 “Open Cut — Dam and pamp. Flunse”, Open ciel should be deserbad in [Waterbody crossing methods are described in Section 2.4.2.1
SA-51 setion 4,322 andor the torminokegy in the table should 1 updated. 1 35 unelear if open |of the EIS. We have updated appendix B-5 to note the Open-

Cuts crossings will be Dry-Ditch crossings.

2. Pape 4-3%, State Desipnated Use and Exceptional Waters, Five strcams with sénditive

warmwater fish are propesed (o be crossed using HID or conventional baee, As long as

Comment noted.

these five sireams are crossed wsing either DD or vonveniional bore, NOWRC does nal
request a TERYR - Tor warmwater fish,

I3, Page 4-42, Hogipondal Directional PDnll Water & Page 4-43, Dt Contral, NOWRC

aupports the wse of mumacipal water for HDTY, dust control and olher uses. More
infprmation ig sweeded 1Fsurisee waber suppheswill Be used. I municipal waler s any
additves such as chloring or chioramme or i an algiode = added 1o the waler. 1t should

nad b released il surface waters imless il s sl for seative 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.

amphabrans and aguatic invertcbrales.

B, Page 4-52. -4.4.2. Geperal lmpacts and Mmgation. - One of the stated requiremients for

successful wetland revepetation 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 iz unclear if the =ame species must be present and
“abundant™ to consider revegetation successful despite the presence of mvasive species.
Efforts should be made to control invasive species and noxious plants regardless of
adjacent conditions.

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.
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SA-5 North Carolina Wildlife resources Commission

15, Page 4-52, Extra Worksoace Within 50 Feet of Weslands: Appendix B3 fists locations

where addalmal lemporary workspaces (ATW ) are Located less than 50 feel from a
wetland or waterhody. Many of these ATWsare focated 0 feet from the resounces. See comment SA-5d.

SA-5 s : : ; : ; :
P Frovading appropriate commmans on AT Ws withan 50 feet of surface waler foatuses = nol
pesaible mven the back of detaiied informalion provided e Appendes I3, Maps showing
defmeated wetlands-and waterbodies along with proposed A TWs are neaded 1o provide
commemts on s aspedt ol the project,
SA-5q 6. Page 4-35. 4.3.2. Vepetalion Communities of Special Concern or Value, The NCWRe  [Comment noted.
AT IR JATVIDN it alanls Tt aph st e Bated: Mountain Valley would continue to work with NCDEQ and
17, Page 462, Pipchine Facibifies, The EIS shoold meleds seeding details such as specific NCWRC on se'ed mix fievelopment to 1.nf:0r1.)orate r.1at1ve and
SA-5r pollinator species for right-of-way stabilization which would

plant spocics, seeding rates, composition of gach specics in plant mixes and Tocation and . ) ) ) ]
sl aions oihcit el stel mikiss wond b wsad be included in the Project-specific E&SC Plan to be reviewed

and approved by North Carolina agencies.

YG-€'l

[8. Phge -0, Inderwr Fovesl Fragmentalion and Edge Elffects - Whale we recognize that s Section 4.5.4.3 and 4.6.1.1 of the EIS have been updated with
farge percontage of the Sowhgate Projectwill be collogated. there ane impacts to interor

SA-5s forests: e detail iz nesdsd reganding Tow the screape of interior fores and forest

edze was calculated, A table showmng the acreage of forested Blocks affected by the

additional information provided by Mountain Valley in
response to an environmental information request regarding
impacts on interior forest.

pipeling and the amount of mteros Tonsst and forest adge impactedin each bock would
b hastprful.

L9 Pape 4=65, .55 Vegetation Conclussons, Concludmg that there @5 “exiensive

distribution of similar vegetation comnunitics™ w M orth Carolina underestimates the Interior forests, habitat fragmentation, and impact to wildlife

SA-5t bcal impacts of the pipeline on intérior forests and the wildlife species mhabiting them,  [are discussed in detail in section 4.5.4.3 and 4.6.1.1of the EIS.
We recommend cliors in sddition to collocation 1o miligse for bost acreage of inerior |Mountain Valley continues to work with Virginia and North
finest Carolina agencies to address forest fragmentation concerns.

20, Page 4-6%. 4.6.1.1. Pipeline Fachises, The DEIS stades thal direct Tandling of any-statc

or Tederally listad species will be probibited wiess approved by the applicable regulaary |Comment noted.
SA-5u agencivs. NEWRC can have further discussions with MYP regarding conditions and
provedires for landhng state hsted 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
SAS the impacts on interior forest and their associated wildlife species resulting from the See response SA-5s ad SA-5t.
-Sv

Southgate Project. North 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.

-5 ]"35-\: 4T3 462 Semsitive-and l!ﬂs‘mﬁuﬂ Weldlife Habalaiz, In Norh Carolina. “Chame

ik

Avreas™ shiould be reterrd Loac Ganw Lands.

Page 4T3 4631 Migratery Birds. e bef sentence of the fourth paragraph should
ale imelide the WO W ikdiife Action Plan as species of greatest comsgrvation need™ m
the Bist of conservation priorises, Simibarky, Table 462 should reference MOWRC for
species wuch 36 northem bobwhite and brown-headid nuthatch

Fage =75 Migratory Binds Inapact and Mitigation. Breoding bard capture data siggest

that migratoey bird breeding con ocour asearly as late March and contimee theough
Angust m ihe Pieduorant i Morth Caraling. 'Iherefore, we support the récommiendaion

driving across and along strezns as well &5 imipacting vegelation in Fpdian Somes mear
streams. Aceess Woztreams along maintamned ROWs wall icrease anee the Soathgats
Projuct is compheiel.

27, Page @b, 46050, Fisheries of Special Concern Iinpacts and Miigation, NCWRC can

participate m fulire discussions bo develop o detizled plon for relocatma mpualic specics
nf crossing becations,

|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-

SA-5y o the2 178 Fish amd WikElife Borvice thar clearing be avoided from April through way between April 1 and October 15 of any year. If avoiding
August to minimize impacts to breeding hirds: the migratory bird nesting season during construction-related
clearing becomes infeasible, Mountain Valley would consult
23 Tape 4-T6. Migratory Birds Impact and Miigation. NCWRC recommends a TOVR for  |with the FWS to identify measures to implement to minimize
R(‘-"L‘Li .rnd.uﬂmu.u;:u TNI:I'I Mpmil ] to .E}.'Ld:mr 1. This u-1|.l.:r{'|hi_m pmpacls o neshing impacts on migratory birds.
wildiife, mchiding reptiles, amphibians and srounid-nostms binds,
SRR e R h""“‘? E\pw."_"':' Imp‘.l'.:"' :u.1d !'.1|t.1.g:1t|~:-n. J:i_"'. E“'.[h A jllm! i Mountain Valley would manage unauthorized off-road
nbcasurs 1o koop all-terram vehicles (ALY Erom uaine, BOW s are discussed in Beetion . R . .
4.9 Transportation. Controbling ATV secess 1o BOW s is an smproriant fogiie bt 18 2 mel vehicle (ORY) and ATY use on their oper.atlonal rights-of-
SA-52 addressat i Section 4.9 Off-rosd sehicles and ATV can mipact aguatic resources by 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 4-835. Hvdrostatic Testing and Water Withdrawals, Text in this section of the DEIS
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
SA-5ab dj.*;-.'rc.?ﬂnll:}' nut-a‘:i:i..l-:,: L'l-cxadd-m%ﬁm’:. Tu pravent l:nl_rg!n..mn:.n! .'i.m‘.i impingement of Jltl:|l:l}i[!1: regarding water sources for the Project and surface water
organisms, the NCWRC recommends intake velocities, as measured through the intake withdrawals. Mountain Valley has agreed to adhere to these
sereaming material, of 0.23 faet per second (fps) or less and mesh sizes of 1 mm in .
surface walers conlgining sensitive species, recommendations.
SA-5ac 20, Pape 4-92. 4745 Mussel Survevs. NCWERC should also be consulted if listed or Aquatic species surveys were completed in 2019 and no state-
or federally-listed mussel species were observed.
othana s soisitive musss] species are documenicd during surveys
: i Table 4.7-2 has been updated in the EIS to include this
SA-5ad M Page -, Table4,7-2 Noahern Long-cared Bats ghoubd be listed inthe table ag s |, .
threatencid. N orthern yelbosw bat does wol cur in the sty arca.  Records confiomed by information.
biolagss of the wortham vellow bat are only from Brmswick Comnty, Polential vecords
pocur - Meckiemhurg and Rew Hanover cowndics
SA-Sae s —— r . _ i . tSectmn 4.1.7.7.1 of the EIS has been updated with this
31 Papea-93, 4-.;-._.: hlarmnials. [aglke brown bats anay also socur in Bockinghaen: ad information.
SASaf Adsatiines oIS The text in the EIS has been edited slightly to read that no
IF Page 495, 4770 Mammals, Bisdazad that “No roost trees for mri-eodored hass sociir i [known_roost trees are present
the Progect- arga.™ Thas stalennay seems unlileely simee m the sommmer, (n-eokored bats
b b Sonand B pest iy dend clusters of Teaves. live Foliage, and m hollows in frees,
3% Pagc 496, 4.7.7.1 Missiaads, e 16 1hie deching of bat populations; specifically thase of |5 1Oted in section 4.6.3.2, Mountain Valley would attempt
SA-5ag mivaedis species and wicolored bats, we Teel the project would mot sigmficantly inpact bats to refrain from construction-related vegetation clearing

SA-5aj

it e clearsns activitkes wede -avodded during the neatesmony rocatingg sessodr tor bas (Aday
15— Anpast 15).

between March 15 and August 15 in Virginia and between
April 1 and August 31 in North Carolina.

34 Page 4-96. 4771 Mammalz, PRic iothe deciing of bat popudations, specificathy mvatis
apecies ot tricolored bads. we necommeend tha free clearing activilies. niM acour dimig

See response SA-S5ah.

the maatemety roccting sedon for bats (May 15 - Aapest 15, Adiemng to ths: TOYR,
wiiach codnoides with the TOY R fer nigrory inds, would enalde e progect to fother
avodd =igniticant mpects o etz

5 Page 497, 4.7.74 Nhssgls, MOWRC can parbicigrate m fufure disgussions io davelop

Comment noted.

detzibed plar for relrcaens missels and olber squalic spsdies ol crossang hacalions,

X0 PPage 3-8 5006, Wikdiife and. Aguatic Resources, 'While some fish species may migrate
aoeay Froun mmpacts. some benthic ish specscsniay not inove awan ansd frashwater

See response SA-2d-23.

mascls will pet e away From impacts
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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 Southgate Project. This table incledes that waterbodies with a crossing width of 0 and crossing
SA-5ak streams that arc apparently not crossed by the pipeline because the crossing width is 0 -
T £ : ” o £ ! method of N/A would not crossed by the pipeline, but are
and the crossing method is NA. The reason for including these stream crossings is o ]
unclear, Additional commentary is needed, located within Project workspaces.
3% Appendix B8 The justification for locating construction workspace within 15 feet of
surface walers is oflen avoiding side slope construction,  Including 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 to locate the Y Y

incorporated into appendix B.8.

construction workspace sa elose o surfece waters. Incloding the minimum and average
distince of the workspace to the walerbody and providing a name for streams would also
b beneficial.
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|SA-6 North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources
Morth Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources
State Histori: Preservation Office
Fomvezrm A, B, Almrordnose
Cevoronr B § s §E o Ko ferin andd | hetomr
gt sl B 1 Rirafieon Wy Snevceing Ko [y
Sepaember 17, 2005 g
]
Kemberdy 1, Boswe 'y
Fedezal Enerpry Repuiatony Commizzeon L v
BRR First Sereet NI, Boom 1A W
Waskbngion, IC WH36 £s
e
Re AIV1? Sovathgate Prowecs, Consiroct lareesmane Pypelime, Muld Coonsy, ER 181041
Diear Ma Boee
e have vevidired the drifi envizonmental impact statement for the proposed Southgate Project. The docuamemt
SA-6a sequarcly addrcsses ooz eoncers ahewst srchasnbopival ressusces in Moeth Carolina. |C0mment noted.
We peeviously seviewed the sevaicd Pan for | ranecipased Discoveres of Hisoo Properses snd Hiomn Riarsns
SA-6b s the MVE Soutbgaie Project 2 appendin 440 1o Rescuree Rigort 4. We conour that this plan provides adequate |Comment noted
protecton for unexpected ducoveres that may cocar dunng constnuisn,
We mane thiar lisred eommunicatons mid survey resilis repeesent dat avalablbe g 50 the ealy months of 2004 and
e ook forward 10 reviewiny, the updated 5. Sinice then, we reviewnd the révised archiseetral survey repert i
SA-6¢c ar-asddendus o thar repurt resalting in changes that wall neod o be reflecied i Table 41011, Fitsere Siter doatifind Table 4.10-11 has been updated in the EIS.
by Meamturar aliey ity Dt AFHS f e Bonariciomir Pompect in ooty Crmding
Cur rezponses. 1o these separes were tcued on June 18, 2010 and Tulp 22, 2009, sespecavedy. Wi Tave cocloscd 2
cops of the bl with cor i haghlighred. Also, when referencing suevey site mumbers $551 ol et all four
SA-6d rumeries] digits inchckesg Jeadding petos; for exaniphe, AMO122 Comment noted.

The abewe commerts ee made pursaadd to Seczon 146 of the Nagonal Hismre Presereation Acraad dee Advisory
Eenneil en Hissarit Presecration’s Regulations for Compliance with Secrion 106 codified at 36 CFH Part B0,

Thank you bor wour conperation snd consideragon; 1y have questions corceming the shove conunent, contict
e Gledbill Farley, esviromnental seveew cossdinator, af P10-814-6579 or crvieenEnentel reven s dor oy In
2l humse Commamaimic e savcernitg thos preect plesic cite the aboie referenced merF mmiper

Sincwerehy,

onces Baruas, Dreputy
Diepaty Sate Histong Preservamon fticer

Erichasare: Tahle 4.00-11 wyth NOHPO e

et Mk Miller MVP Southpare, LLE, glenplor@ncxiemene gy com
Taal Webhb, TR Envirumnentsl Compontion, pushbgirceinngs com.com
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TA-2 City of Burlington
bt T R o T ILT L R R
Ialerw Potaour ile Fhersiog

Supleanbsr [ 20E3
Rimberiy T B, Sty
Federal Regulatory Enengy Usiniabsisn
RHE Pt e, WE, Boons 14
Woasshimgton, TH0 20426
[H 3 CREP DG 2E e

Arundain Malley Pripehing, 100

Southgaie Progd

hoszboot Moo ST BB CHIp )

Thall Envirommanial Bnpect Sisfemen
Lwgar Secrelary Hosg
Upon resicw of the Traft Enviereninemal Inspect Starensant (EHEIS peoparad b FERC repanding the MYVE .
Howollugate Peogoct mnid on behalt of dhe City of Tarlmgion, | sohmit concams ropanding tha routing of 1B See section 3.4.2.6 of the EIS. We evaluated the requeSted
'ﬂ-l 'I-P'E-IIL..IIFJII: I'|||:|-\:\|:|. Ak E!'|l|||||q,!||.. thig el i il G gy 1:'|Il\.'\-|.|l.1lu:|l Siowich [alaa lur.\vl.lE-l;I! b (TP | altematlve and deterrnined that lt Would not provide a
Creek Beservair « o sodinge of dninking water for meardy | 00000 cirecns s Alamamnoe and Guilfoed comaties, o .
inehadivgg har ey of Burkingbon, e Toswn of Oibsenville. the Town of Elon, the Towen of law Bivar. the significant environmental advantage due to the fact that the
Villege of Alamsnce, the Tovm of Cedipee the Town of Wnisen, aswiéll o a supplemenial soamse o e . . .

TA-2 Lty ol darecnshons and wn o gondy soores Tor the Ciry of Cirnham alte'matl.ve route would CI‘O'SS Fhrough an area that is heaVIIY
-a residential and would be within 25 feet of several residences.

1) Follomving & predontabion by 5V P reprosentatives 1o the Barlmglon Oy Caonistt om Saigass 30, 2014 the
folbowing graghic ilbustraling o proposcd aicmalive rodre Wwas prepased by the Cay of oedington
Lagincereny, Dhpdartmant dod pociantad B MY Eoi Soptombeir 0 Z0EE Tor 1 consrdarstion.  The bhes
ahagdil s b e pvoniy i Laloo Cammack arsd e Bhue shsded arga 10 By solth s Stooey Ureck Lakie
Wakor flrws from Lake Cunumack we Siooey Croeke 1o Sloney Uniek Labie amd cor dnnkany water intaki bs
Toeamad oo the sourhany sod of Stondy' Creck Lakie. The crangs lies to the sosrll & an apgeasirnalion «f the
proposed foute of the pipeline. sad the groen line 1o the ioeth igtdivetos 6 possgble pltomative rosge

e prrvpasiel roiss a1 '|'|||;\:Iil1...' s i E L Eha DRSNS oromeasy 8 sdation o The Talis sppossmmately 304
Tect wide 1 the ugrper reach T Siney Creeh Remervogr joel southoof X0 TTE™Y 62 al sppooccimede by T dbon
ipEge AN A nokod i Section J8. 2 A For the DEES (page &- 38 the U ay has roquosted thai thae papeline
ol oros oy properiy . Npestlcally, por our Seplomber 6, J01K b 1, the Tty of Heirlisgion hos
regisesicd thal e prpelng be eowied north of %0 TP 62 duch that i crocsds thet poation of Sioai Creek
Ehat e batovoon | 2o Cammeack: and Sjoowy Crock Dake, botly Ciy-ovnad dneding watorn sopply souruves
I boscaleon vl fjod 1|r|'-.'ﬂ[':. oo L Use Shater sy and, i) b b BErPOTVeE [EECET TR T 1he

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
ek Eather Than ther Bakos, Thsd O o Brirliageton o o onkem Bhe Land alisig Stoess Oreckl Ainiion g L. i .
Betwoum Lake © mmmack and Simey Cneck Resery oar The Stony Creek Reservoir intake is located approximately
. . C
TA-2a Umlorimmagely, MVT his not nespondod 1o thas rogquest kaving ghe Ony with comoems regandsh g pobamt ial 18 I‘l.VeI‘ miles do.WHStream of the PI‘O_].eCt S propqsed HD]?
impacy 1o ghe water supsply. Wishous suificeesd detail g0 review the podemial physical and enyironmemal crossing. Mountain Valley representatives met with the City
mmpads cFliods wpson the Cily of Burlmglon™s dossling water reservoir, weare eonoormed hal This crossing . : :
wonld sl versedy npuct the fmigrity of the reservoir, wntor guadity, aod recreational scivities of Bu.rllngton o.fﬁc1als. on Novembe.r 23, 2019 to discuss the
crossing and will continue to coordinate during construction.
City of Burllngion
—mmp [ i e Aoy Dl Jimi “omrke
'n;!h.‘f:.'.l-""'."
Tl iy af Herlington heraby reqaexn arvdd ety ervcow e W raad FERC 8 rwrll'r.m rﬁ-'.mun'm
s rheat dr dhses g e i Cinr-ovdd waster stpply rescervedr, iacledimg nbe ab ¢ T
recanidlrrmiion of alteraative roater proveted e Neotdon 24 tee DELY fpaper 3-6 I-'r i— Pl e J'.-'rir
o Fast gud NeordeSontr Aermaminess.  facl of dliene roserey sronlil meunbonze nisk fo drindoo s
ivala v w_rﬁl‘q
1) Steney Urccl Heservorr is also part of the Hurlinglon's Hecealion mmd Parks Syateni
(hektgs Mo ivgua oo et - 2V Lo Nohan imums ) width wmrionas Uypees oF oial oo mectemtbon sty ilhes dyvailaldg 1o
resiclands Wil sulTorenl detsil 19 feview the pmemﬂﬂ ey mical wad S0 rvaamperitil wpacis e ts appuini . . . .
TA-2b ihe City of Rarlmgion s daplong water reservinr, we me concerned thal Dis crossing ool sdversely ImpaCtS on recreational and SpCCIal use lands are discussed in

imipact, e ety of (i resorvaarn, wsler iquialiny, andd recreationl acnvitkes

section 4.8.4. Also, see response to TA-2a above.
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TA-2

TA-2c

TA-2d

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
CULTURAL
—l -I F HERITAGE
F“A RT NE RS
T & y Y
Soeplember 1h, 2019
himmberly 1), Bosg, Seoralary
Fedemd Energy Repulatory Conmmisaion
S Forst Streel, N1
Wakhingon, DOC. 20426
RE Sappony Tribe s Bosponsg 1o the Draft Environmenial Impact Statemant { ELS) for 1k
Southgate ¢stenvion of the Mountain Valley '|'||‘\3|I'n' Mo tabed with [hosckict Nom, CF 19
1 400 andd PF18-4-000
Déar Seoretary [ose
o ovou knoew, my Eew fiem represenmts the Sappony Tribe (“Sappony™) comceming the
Moiowtam Valley |'L_:1.Lh:!.c Southeate extomcion. This hetter semmomanzes the Tnbe's Fespamine o the
Deafl Environnwental Impact Statoment (E1S) for the project. The Tribe has aleeady subnitied . . .
extermive commenrts on the docket, mcluding a privileged fetter filed om July |, 20019 reparding the Section 4.10.3.1 of the EIS brleﬂy summarizes the Pre-
culiunal ssomrcs reporia. Contact, Post-Contact, and linguistic affiliations of the
Sappony Tribe. Our description was accurate and based on
appropriate anthropological and ethnohistorical references.
The EIS text states that the Sappony probably spoke a dialect
NAT-2a within the Siouan-Catawaban language family (Woodard et al.
2017). The Late Woodland and Protohistoric cultural
traditions of southern Virginia and northern North Carolina
are characterized by archaeologists as the Dan River and
Saratown Phases (Eastman 1999). John Lederer visited the
Sappony in 1670 (Briceland, 1987).
See response to NAT-2a. With regard to Sappony trade
relations with the Saura, the EIS text states that the
Occaneechi Path trade route connected tribes in Virginia to
NAT-2b

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 Analvses largely characterize the project area in Pitisvivania,
Alamance, and Rockingham Counties as associated with the ancestors of the Catawba Indian
MNation and state-recognized North Carolina tribes. For example, the Occancechi Path, a significant
north-south trade route that travels through the project area asseciated with Monacan. and Sappeny
trading towns and other Tutelo-Sapeni communities like Occaneechi Town. iz mentioned in the
“Furopean Seitlement to Society™ Culiural Background secction bt 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 srea
surrounding Richmond to the north™ as carly as the 1670s and that European traders traveled on
the path. The repon Fails to acknowledge any Monacan or other Tutelo-Saponi associations with
this path. Eighteenth century tribal names. such as the Eno, Octangechi, and Shakon tribes (in the
Ena River drainage), the Cheraw Indians (on the Dan River). the Sizsipabiaw (on the Haw River),
and the Occaneechi. Tutelo, and Saponi tribes (associated with the Ciaston culture on the Roanoke
River) are senerally described i the Ethnographic Analysis as having been later incorporated into
the Catawba Indian MNation.

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

The Drafi’ EIS disregards the accepted body of contemporary, antigquarian. and 2arly
anthropological scholarship that uederlines the familial and clan linkages between the Tutelo-
Saponi and Monacan groups, and instead assumes thai the Catawba wribe is the primary federally-
recognized tribe affiliated with this area. Jeffrev Hantman's 2018 book Manacan Millermiin: 4
Coltaborative Archaenlogy and History of a Virgima Indian People (p. 143-148), for example.
concludes that beginning in the mid-18th century several colonial Mongcan trading towns and
sefilements in the Roanoke River Valley were linked to others along the Occaneechi path
Extensive evidence links the Tutelo-Saponi growps with the Moenacan Confederacy. The Bureau
of Amernican Ethnology publication frdians of the Sonth Fasi clearly identifies the Saponi as a
contraction of Monasukapanough. a Saponi town within the Monacan confederacy, located near
present-day Charloftesville. The book The Turelo Spirit Adontion Ceremony. by Frank G. Speck
and CGreorge Herzog, similarly describes the relatedness of these groups in contrast to some of the
Bioan groups further south. The book states: “The eastern Siouans must be sharply separated into
bwo groups, the Virginia Stogans, including the Manahoae, Monacan, Nahyssan, Sapons, Tulelo,
Oceaneechi, 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 westemn dialects on the
other is suflicient 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 s 1o Catawba™ (page 1), While
the Tribe does nol dispute that fragments of some Tutelo and Saponi growps migrated north or
south in the [8th 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
sironger than the Monacan one.

See above NA-2b comment response
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Sappony Tribe

considerable ambiguily regarding whether these tnbes had. a strongly separale pre-Contact
identity: whether they were Family or-village names within the Monacan Confederacy pre-
Comad; or whether they are post-Contact sub-groups that formed around migration or

distimctions in trade practices,

See above NA-2b comment response
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NAT-2c

Sappony Tribe

in specch and costom from their southermn cousins, I would appear, then, that Catawbas could
mcorporaie small and culturally vanant peoples, a Natches or Yammsee band, or sizeable groups
that were close relatives, ke Chermpws and Waterees, bul that large and foret gn populations proved
more difficult™ (AMemrell Z008%: 116}, Furthermore, these Cheraw fanulies appear to have Found o
home wmong the Sappony Tribe, because the tribe’s Executive Joumals (v, 4, page 209 state that
the Cheraw formally joimed the Sappony in 1732,

Rather than melding entirely with the Saponi identity, Sappony Tribe members today maintan a
Family genealogy that includes information about relatedness to the Cheraw and ather incorporated
Siouan ribes located along the Virginia and North Carclina border. Becuuse of this, the Tribe is
expecially concemed with having a high level of detail about any archacological investigations in

the vicimity of Lipper amd Lower Saratown, The Tribe also wanis this tribal connection made clear
m culivral resources reports and the EIS. B addifional mformaiion is needed on this subpect, the
Tribe imwines FERC and TRC to comtact the Tribe.

See above NA-2b comment response

See response NAT-2b.
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NAT-2 Sappony Tribe
3. The Tribe reguests that their broader questions regarding the cultural resources,
stated in July 2019, be acknowledged and add ressed.
See response NAT-2b.
NAT-2d As the Tribe pointed om in its July 2019 comments, there 5 0 considerable body of

contemporary. antiquarian. md early anthropolegical scholarship that underlines the Gamalial and
clan linksges between the Saponi, Monacan, and other Sionan groups. FERC™s Ethnographic
Analvsis underplavs the clan and famihial associations between Tutelo, Sapom, and Monacan sites;
lxnguage, and culture, and implics that all the descendants of these grounds are now incorporated
within the Catawha or state-recognized North Carolima iribes,

The Tribe made requests in July 2019 baged on the need to cormect inaccuracies in the cultural
respurces raports. These requests were nol acknowledged or addressed, and the requests are also
highly pertinend 10 addressing issees in the Drafl EES. The Tribe again requests that:

Ad The cultural resources consultant address deficiencies m the Cultural Background and
Ethnographic Analvsis csections.  specifically  the way an which these reports
mischaracterize Siouan history and treats information on native history as largely usetul
for determining tribal alfiliation rather than mcorporating it inte the context of the broad
swath of history impacted by the project;

B) The consulianis mcorporste mto ther analysis, which currently rehies 1og heavily on
information written before 2000, a variety of sources and texts reélated to Sappony and
Siouan pre- and post-Contact history;

Cy The consultants perform oral history interviews with local tribes, to illusinate the several
cenmturies of native life and movements curmently not covered by these reports and to rectily
a lnck of reference to native persistence in these areas after 1780,

I3 The Tribe receive ongoing and active commumication regarding plannad archagological
testing on pre-Contact sites, especially those in Piitsvivania County:

E} Survey reports assessing the ehgibility of architecture alomg the pipeline  mclude
information tvpical for Phase I investigations, such as deed research, which is essential

for determining the potential native affiliation or a site’s patential eligibility under Criteria
Aor B and

F} The Trbeé receive a call from TREC to discuss the matenial continned n thas letler, so Ut
the Tribe can provide any clarification that may be réquined.

Thus far, the Tribe has recerved no contact from FERC or TRC regarding these ather requests,
und the Draft EIS dees not reference most of these concerns. Moreover, the Tribe has not been
updated reparding the archacological testing and further work except for one proposed site visit,
which was planned by the project proponents on a site that hoad only been subject for testing fora
few davs, and which was selected becanse of case of access rother than significance to tribes.
Furthermore. the Tribe has previously and repeatedly asked for more details on the environmantal
impact of this project, bt has not received matenials related 1o these issues. None of the other
requests have been acknowledged or addressed. The. Tribe now reiterates these requests he
nddressied before FERC finalizes the Deaft EIS,
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NAT-2e

NAT-2f

NAT-2g

NAT-2h

NAT-2i

NAT-2j

4. The Tribe has environmental and sociocconomic concemns regarding the project,

The Sappony Tribe is located today in High Plans, North Caroling and Virgiling, Virgua,
arovnd T mites from thie pipeline route, Many tribal members are Virginia and North Carolina
residents and taxpayvers with concerns regarding the pipeline impacts, which tree cleaning. impacts
to gnimal species, risks o water quality from sediment discharge and other effluents from
construction: and viswal effects 1o a long area of maost rural, natural teram, The Tribe 18 also
concermed about the safety conceris for explosions or fires set off by the pipeline construction or
occurming for the life of the project. FERC must inclide mformation about the blast orincineration
#one 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 emphasive the poor track record of this project proponent on previous
projects including the Mountain Valley Pipeline mainline, which has heen beset by problems thai
include;

» anadeguate sediment conteol plans resulting in considerable sediment fines;
= permanent damage (o entical historic resources ke the Appalachian Trail; and
+  causation of fmdslides that endanger residences in West Virginia.

Furthermore,  explosions associated  with  pipehne  imfrastrecture: im0 West  Virginia
(TeansCanada’s Leach Xpress Pipeline), Washington (Plymouth LGN stomge facility) and
Massachusens (Columbia Gas Pipeline) illustrate the level of impact and harm these evens can
have. In the Columbia Gas example, one mian lost his hife, spproximately 80 homes and buildings
were destroved, 5,600 people were evacoated, and a stale of emergency was declared.

The Draft E1S for the Southgate progect acknowledges that haxzerds 1o the project melude
setsmicity. karst topography. landslides (exacerbated by the need for hlasting to shallow bedrock
in some arcas ), Tooding, and crozion. The documenl also acknowledaes that the project will eross
twir stafe bevel aquifers, both of which are suiiable Tor drinking, and will ¢ross near a vartety of
private wells; and states that the project poses risks to the water quality in these water sources.

Although FERC cumrently characterizes the adverse environmenial impact as moderate and
siates that adjustments could reduce these impacts 1o less-than-siznificant levels, the Tribe points
ol that given the previous track record of EOT. it s cqually or more Tikely that the adverse impacts
become significantly more substantial than the Drafil EIS predicts. For this: reason, the Tribe
roquests that FERC develop a plan to assess and review these impacis and establish peniodic
monitoring 1o determine whether impact fevels and appropriate mitigation approaches hove
changed.

Thee Tribe boorks oward Lo assisting FERC on ongomg cuiltoral resoserces demmitication and

ekt meEochslod sl the Southipate project as the comsulimiion process moves Gorwward.  Thank
sl for considerntion of ur comirments

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 [.2.

See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.

See response SAFE-1 in appendix [.2.

See response GEN-1 in appendix 1.2.

_Best regiards,

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.

- 51-'1,{._._..“. JI RN Y TR

Narion Werkheiser
Aitormey af Lav
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Seplember L, 20109
Kimiborly D, Bose, Scoretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commioian (FERC)
BEE Firat Strect, N.E
Washingion, D.C 20420
RE:  Monacan Indian Navion's Besponse to the Draft Ervironmental impact Statement
[EXS) for the Southgale extonsion of the Mooantain Valley Pipeline Associated with
Docket Nos. CP 1214000 and PF1 13-4 -000
Dear Secretacy [Tose;
As you know, my law (lrm ropresenis the Monacan Indian Nation ["Nation”™) conceming
the Mowntain Valley Pipeline Southigate extenzion. This letter sumsmarizes the Natlon's
responso v thie Dralt Enviconmental Impact Statemient [EXS) for the project. The Nation has
suliimitied exiensive comments on the dockel, including a privileged letter Mled on July |,
2019 regarding the cultural résources repors,
- . Section 4.10.3.1 of the EIS briefly summarizes the Pre-
The Meaf EFS does pod poovide an accurate summary of the Nation's pre-Contac histany, . A .o
s Nnguistic afMiliation, jts post-Contact history, of its association wil the project area, Contact, Post-Contact, and linguistic affiliations of the
NAT-4a Additionally, FERC has not addressed a series of requests from 1he Nation regarding the  |Monacan Indian Nation. Our description are accurate and

cultural resources and other projec Impacts The following comments an the Draft KI5
summarkes these concerns ac well as concerns aboul the envirommental and socioeconom ic
impacts of the project.

For these neasons and thoee sel Forth below, the Nabim assirts iis might to corsult with FERC
Lo thie end, Uhis Yetter reguests additronal docementt needed Torthe Nation vo understand Fully the
ot s pismose. scope, amd nesd. in addithon o all polential advere envinimmenial effecs, along
wilh altematives that will avoid, edoemire, or miligate those efTocts.

based on appropriate anthropological and ethnohistorical
references. The EIS addresses previous letters filed by the
Monacan Indian Nation in Section 4.10.1.2.




69-€l

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

NAT-4

Monancan Nation

NAT-4b

1. The Draft ElIS dismisses Monacan interest in the Southgate area, minimizes
Monacan history in western Virginia, and mischaracterizes the tribe’s linguistic
affiliation.

As the Nation discussed in the privileged letter on the dodket filed on July 1, 2009, several
of the cultural resources reports underpinning the E1IS mischaracterize Monacan historical
associations with and contemporary relatedness to the project area. The analysis in these
sections is deeply Mawed and they have resulied 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 Caroling and Virginia are Ethnographic
Analvses intended to describe trikal historic movements and assess contemporary interests
in the project area. These Ethnographic Analyses largely characterize the project area in
Fittsyivania, Alamance, and Rockingham Counties as assoctated with the ancestors of the
Catawba Indian Nation and state-vecognized North Carolina tribes. The EIS furthermore
incorrectly characterizes the Monacan people as not linguistically Stouas, and appears to use
this linguistic characterization and a restricted assessment of Monacan ancestral tervitory to
minimize Monacan affiliation with the projectarea.

The Draft EIS s incorrect in its statement that the "Monacan and Manahoac had no
demonstrated linguiztic affiliation with the Siouian language family.” The Monacan tribe self-
identifies as Siouan and tribex Jike the Sappony Tribe recognize an association with the
Monacan based on participation with the Monacan confederacy and Siouan linguistic and
political affiliation, The Monacan/Mannahoac languape does not survive, but lingoistic
sources seem o chardcterize itas related to Tutelo, the Siouan Saponi langeage. Sources that
dispute the Mopacan Siouan affiliation do not appear to ave an alternate linguistic history
for the Monacans or to dispute their political and trade connections with other castern
Siouan groups that may be representative of a cultural affiliation,

Nevertheless, the Draft EIS then wses 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]c belicve that the Notboway Tribe, Sappony
Tribe, and Occaneechl Band have a demonstrated interest in the cultural resources of the
Project arca; and, thercfore, they could be consulting parties,” it does not include any
langage affirming Monacan demonstrated interest in the caltural resonrces. Farthermore,
Mimacan statements regarding affiliation and cultural intercst (based on g broad set of
information theat includes tribal information and scholarly work] are dismissed a5 assertions,
asseen in the following statements from the ELS;

= "In aletter to the FERC dated July 1, 20719, the Monacan Indian Nation asserts that the
Occaneechi Path trade rowte connected Menacan wvillages with Tutelo-Sapponi
communities such as Occancechi Town.” (EIS page 4-162)

o  “The Monacan Indian Nation asserts that Hantman [20L8) believes that the Hurt
Power Plant site [(44PYL44) and the Graham-White site (44RN21] are probably
assoclated 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-4¢ 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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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

NAT-4d 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 Momacan lndian Naton has envireonmental and socjoeconemilc condarnsg
regarding thie project.

The Natiom has just over 2000 members, many of whism are located in projmiby to the . .
pipelineg, The mibe’s modern homé on Bear Mountain i less than 70 miiles away from the See response GEN-1 in appendix 1.2. Impacts on water
project grea, Many tribal mambers arve Virginis and North Caroling resddents and axpayers [resources is discussed in Section 4.3 of the EIS; Vegetation in
with comoems regarding the pipeline impacts, which free dearing, impacts toanimal species,. 14 5 004 wildlife in 4.6.

2

NAT-4e

risksto water gquality From sediment discharge and obher #Meents Seom constrmcion; sl - -
NAT-4f vistal ¢Ffecks to a lomg sircs of most rural, rataral terrain, The Nagion ssslse concerned ahout | See response SAFE-1 in appendix 1.2.

thi satery concems for explogiong oF fires sef off by the pipolire constrochion or oocurring
R ehee Life oF the praject.

The Mation wizo must emphagize the pogr ok record of this project proponent on
previens projects invluding the Moantadin Valley Fipeline mainline, which bas been besetby - 1qee response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.
NAT-4¢ probbe me Ehal include:

» linadegquate sediment control plans resulting in copsiderable sediment fines;
s permanent damape e critical historic resouroes bke the Appalachian Traik anad
= cansation oflandsbdes that endanger resideaces in West Virginia

Furtherimor, oxpiosions aseockared with. LNG pipeline infrasracios in West Vicginka
[TransCanadn’s Loach Xpress Pipelime), Washington {Plymioath LGN storape Factlity} and
Massachusetis [Columbia Gas Pipeline]) illastrate the bevel of impaact and harm these cvents

NAT-4h can have. In the Columbia Gas example, o man 1ost bis life, approximately 80 homes and | See response SAFE-1 in appendix [.2.
Buildings were destroyed, 8600 people were evacrabed, and a state of coiergency was
declared

The Dyadt EIS for the Southgate project acknowledges that hazards to the project inclsde
sebsmicity, karst topography, landslises (exacerbated by tie meed Tor blasting to sballow | See response GEN-1 in appendix 1.2.
NAT-41 bodrodk in some areask beoding, and crosion, The document ko ecknoswiedfges that the
project will conss v state lovel aquifers both of which are siktabbe for drinking and wall
vross mear o vartety of private welly and stards that the project poses risks 1o the water

ueality in these water Soarees.
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NAT-4

NAT-4j

NAT-4k

Monancan Nation

Nation points out that piven the previous track rooord of EQT, it s 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 aseess and review these impacts
and establizsh periodic monitoring to determine whether npact levels and appropriate
mitigation approaches have changed

=

The

andl o

ation books forward to assisting FERC on ongoing caltural resources idoentification
gation assocluted with the Southgute project a8 the consultation process moves

forward. Thank vou for consideration of our comments

Best regrards,

LTy

Manon Werkheiser
Attormey 4t Liw

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

NAT-7a

NAT-7b

NAT-7c

NAT-7d

NAT-7e

CULTURAL
-{EI—-E: F_I HERITAGE
l i PARTNERS

erhv 1) Hosg Sooratan,

':n_dn. al Encrgy Rogulatory Commussion (FERC)

November 11, 2019

kot

Re: Monascan Indian Nation™s Renewed Reguest for Information | Soathgate extension of
—tha Alaumsain Lnller. Dimaine b ceabatad saish Tioaolios Nos ©B10 €4 000

The EIS discusses historic properties important to the
Monacan Indian Nation. It acknowledges that cultural
resources investigations for the Project are currently

incomplete, and makes recommendations 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
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.

Mountain Valley has stated that its contractor reviewed the
sources recommended by the Nation.

We would not require this information.

Mountain Valley stated that it has provided the Monacan
Indian Nation with copies of all cultural resources
investigations reports.




9/-€'l

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

NAT-7 Monacan Indian Nation
E} an Y .;:k-l ...l'|'|..|rl-\. :1"\::\\.1_'-\:'\4"!;_' I‘||...' -.'|i;.:i'|'if'|i5'- of architec |I:I:Il_' :|.':.1-|:|-..: the pipeline i-!]a._:'||||,|-; information The State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPO) of Vlrglnla
typical for Phase [1investigations, such as deed research, which 1z essential for determuining the . . . .
NAT-7f potential native affiliation or a site’s potential eligibility under Criteria A or B; 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
NAT-7g area of potential effect (APE), so it will not be affected by the
Project.
Mountain Valley indicated that it has contacted the Monacan
NAT-7h Indian Nation on numerous occasions (see table 4.10-3 in the
EIS).
NAT-7i Our responses to comments from the Monacan Indian Nation
on the Southgate draft EIS are contained in the final EIS.
NAT-7j

areas, and have individuals within these tribes who understand themselves to have a
descendancy from multiple Virginia Siouan groups,

See response NAT-4d.
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NAT-7

NAT-7k

NAT-71

NAT-7m

Monacan Indian Nation

The Cultural Context information is intended to be a brief
section, but it does not misrepresent the Tribe's history.
Mountain Valley stated that it has provided the Monacan
Indian Nation with copies of all cultural resources
investigations reports. Impacts on forest are described in
Section 4.5 of the EIS. The forest and vegetation clearing
process is described in section 2.4.1.2 of the EIS.

Impacts on cultural resources and mitigation measures for
affected historic properties are detailed in Section 4.10 of the
EIS.

i Tadl mlormnalaon

providy

For all these reacons, the Mabon ks FERC v ackmow kedge these comammumcalions and these

requesis, i provide 3 meananglol response (o the Nation reganding these reguests and the

roadsr context of the Scptomber and Jubyv commasre alaon

¢, i order o assist the Nation s objectives m refurmisg thenr cultursl pabnosiny 1 U

irihe, we sk that landowners sssociatod with any site hkely o have Monacan associmiions by

» Rign agreements thal would return these antitacts and cultural remams 1o the Nation ot

the conehusson of the '..'l..:'-i‘-'\'.l cultural resouroes prvesiieal ions

Secerely,

There are no failures in our consultations process. As
previously noted, Mountain Valley stated that it has provided
the Monacan Indian Nation with copies of all cultural
resources investigations reports, including treatment plans that
recommended archaeological data recovery. The Virginia
SHPO accepted Mountain Valley's cultural resources
investigations reports. Our scholarship on Monacan history is
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.

hMaron Werkhewser

Miiormey o Law
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NAT-8 Sappony Tribe
s — -
l E l CULTURAL
= HERITAGE
=i 15 Il parTNERS
- o= { ¥ « 5§ T B A T E {3 ¥
Decembier 12, 2019
Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Enerpy Regulatory (Commission [FERL)
HEH First Streew NE
il Tmpacts on cultural resources and mitigation measures for
Re:  Response of the Sappony Tribe to the DEIS for the Southgate Extension of the affected historic properties are detailed in Section 4.10 of the
Mountain Valley Pipeline Assodiated with Docket No. CP19-14-000 EIS. We acknowledge that cultural resources investigations
Dear Ms. Bose for the Project are currently incomplete, and we make a
NAT-8a recommendation to finish the process of complying with
As you know, | reprosent the Sappony Tribe in the permitting precess for the MYP . . .. .
Southgate project overseen by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”). The Section 106 of the NHPA prior to the Commission allowing
Fribe has a vanety of conoerns regarding profect, s impacts on kistoric properties construction to begin. In Section 4.10.1.2 of the EIS we
signircant io the Tribe, the Projedt’s incompletle cultural resources reports, and the Draft : : : :
Environmental lmpact Statement [DEIS) Since the Trihe submitted its priviloged dlSCuSS COITeSpOndence from the Sappony Trlbe’ lnCIudlng the
e oo e e e Julv 2019 letter.
The Tribe’s comment about Mountain Valleys' cultural
resources reports is not relevant to the EIS. Section 4.10.3.1
NAT-8b . . ) .
of our EIS discusses historical relationships between the
Sappony and Monacan.
The Tribe’s comment about Mountain Valleys' cultural
NAT-8¢ .
resources reports is not relevant to the EIS.

NAT-8e

NAT-8f

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.
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NAT-8 Sappony Tribe
S L The SHPOs of Virginia and North Carolina have accepted

NAT-8g Mountain Valley’s historic architectural survey reports
without requiring deed research.

NAT-8h Mountain Valley indicated that it has contacted the Tribe
Nation on numerous occasions (see table 4.10-3 in the EIS).
Section 4.10.3.1 provides brief information on Eastern Siouan

NAT-8i tribal history. The comments of the Sappony Nation on the
DEIS are addressed in this FEIS.

NAT-8j Comments noted. See response NAT-2a.
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NAT-8

NAT-8k

NAT-8I

NAT-8m

Sappony Tribe

b gi a8

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

497

"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

4-97

"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.

54

“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

the bnformation 3o croate the map m Attachment | snd sevesal other maps illastmting the resence of
former uramium nuiniog legses in Pritsylvdnta Counly exlendiog from the area northeast of the missive
urarizn: deposs of Cobes TR in Chasham down o te southwestern comer of Pitteylvania Coungy

ERLATE FRUL PERECH I TDE RIOKS ERVITUOOREITIS LIV LA | DD |

¥ OETRGE G 3
Mognoin Valley Pipoding 150
*Routhgabs Projecr

Enchont B O 8 140000

FUBFECT  Faihere of Somahgabe Dinft Exvinieeentsl Dmpacn Sasement 1 document the
Sossbiate plpeling's co-bocagion wath muduple o mntem mEmmg lekes istoncally beld
Uj':hhﬂllt Lranivim ¢ orpaoneson in U uranium-rick Charfam Sl mose

I THRODECTTION

The Pl Envirceeneneal Imipact Snatoment (IS For e Soothgeee pipefine shegs bn Secthon 4,1 43
gt b ) 20l -F 1), “The olusiest eccmonmacally visbhe uraniuny depoeit go the Progeat 14 ol Coles Bl
in Prasylvanis Ooonty, Vingeia, 3 5 miles ol of the Lambest Compressor Seansn | Codes HE, L1C)
T depnt i exponod Mecally vithin Codes 1 st proceods todip sesd iend undergonnd (RTT1
20133 No sncounter with the Coles Hall deposii wre antapaied s a Tesult of Project sequirsd
excavahon dud 10 1he depisdt depth and digance from the Propea. | Concenirations of wranhim in
secdmens, wonls, shallow hedvock, and proeshoaier seer the Peoject winkspace in Pirsylvania Cousty
are oo panabl e 1o tosornirations ko emvirommendal mesha i b Coabermnod 1nibed Shiles
Shanifleasd impadts o Besan health and the ervbnanmanl ere s msickpated dukng condtmuchon el
openasion of the projec.”

CO-7a

Tt mssemamment oifetod by the DTS Yl o conatder dosies of ursnium sinisg heaies tha vecee beld
by Marlime Umnium Cysporetbon i the ares in Prisyvanis Coanty Beoigh which the Southpate
rpetine bas heen rowmed

Below we (1) drscuss the docmmentaticn of the Mo uraniom snoing lemes condecnod by Fodmoal
Residists in Befensy of the Enviconmens {PRIENE) im 2000 and 2010, (2] e mapping lo (Susdrste
PRIDE Andings, and {1 ) offfer addithonal ividence of the presence of economivally viable uranium e
dheponaty thal oofieciide with 1hie geogeaphic #va rovr planned For consireckion of the Sourthgate pipeling

CO-7b

HISTORK MARLINE LEASES COINCIDE WITH SOUTHEATE PIPELINE CORRIIOE

Besvawcly condusted by BREDL s chapter, PRIDE e 2000-01

Paariog: 200011, oemdsers of PRIDE conduched ressanch o the Piiosylvaala Cooaty (VA ) Real Esase
CATiese bon v dhioncasasnitanion o |essey held by Ml e Uinaninm Corporaiion 1o pomdact uranim
mining bn Vingee Thisr research goserated @ database Conmising cier SO0 recoeds of these historic
Wlirlrae eiet PRI S ressanch win ransd with Piedmont Exvirpementa) Councll in 2011, whd weed

the tnfermation 10 create the oag in Altachment | snd several other maps ilasmting ihe presence of
foemer uranium oo ledses in Pittorivanta County exlending from the aron noheast of the missive
urarien: deposit ol Cobes THIin Chasham down w ibe southwestern comer of Pittey lvania Coemey

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
b Svop i Adeachumend 2 ilhostranes e Southypdn pipeive comridoe asd fa ity ao e Bisge: See section 4.1.4.8 for a discussion on Uranium in the Project
"f'llrhr!_rlnliﬂ-f": ha i, the Sonribine plpedine coreidoria medicated By e bepws Uing axtending . . .. G
Freaen, i scustiouead 1 whert e pipetinet conaest sabi Seorle Carolmn Th sed dosi i the siap area. According to the Uranium Mining in Virginia: Scientific,
ke i locations of some of the Marling besies thin were dhcoveind by PRIDE m be oo recurd Technical, Environmental, Human Health and Safety and
wily b Pinyylvanis Comn) godannee in 300011 Thiy mep 1l bosinakes osly 3 el feaction of e . .. .
11 ol s denmntod by PRI iy e cxebmioeion of Wart, Loig Island Cirema. {Bathass, [ Regulatory Aspects of Uranium Mining and Processing in
Fork Dranvilie, Crscade, sad Kason, WA Virginia (2012), the Judy Byrd Mountain may be within an
Phe iag cleaty illustries that e Siatigate pipelie i plinod for comsimsetion 1n  becrmetic amea area associated with Triassic aged sedimentary rocks that have
coieciring vty owrna of Marline beases the potential to contain occurrences of uranium based on
Berry 13 Mega Park amd Sy Bred Howeain generalized geologic stratigraphy. Sedimentary rocks in this
'Ill'f"it::‘“f::* e ) mu._-uf-# n": |I:r_,;t;lmrl.n dpinsit al thie Blerry TEE Wlewss Bark sl ricathy area may contain uranium concentrations of 70 - 140 parts per
T fniffas |||q.'lh.ﬂ'|rm -1'!5,\1.. ik Dlodney. poth o wtned 6 I-'.'\d' s e By pae eqqe . . . .
sy pipelict: W seceblnie Wronsbaiiss St T Friehirs ;":“ G mm;_'“ 2 million (ppm). Uranium concentrations of this size are not
ff'tﬂrrrbi* 1015 anicke af.'ma{lna in the Danvilly Rogister & Bie s, * Barber cppomes urassm considered economically viable due to the lower uranium
T:':fﬂ i i ﬁ,‘:‘ L;l’;ﬂmii::'ﬁ Jli:;“ ;‘F;'H‘h . {'E‘MT?T‘::L‘_‘:‘F;'M grades present in comparison to similar geologic deposits that
CO-7c Pimsvanss Uotty that could he seined {F the ssontorion weee Tifted, he sl * exist globally. The National Geochemical database indicates
Thve Pistvasia Ccuny Bond of Supervison pussed s rescfutinn in Juse, 2615 g iy that th) rock samples were collected from a site 19cated
i i i o vl ven i 1hs Bhery HE Mbhipe Pacs. [Mlemset moe copy of this supiaviaon” kssation im approximately 3,300 feet from Judy Byrd Mountain. The
Alictwis] - ; .
s . average uranium concentration from the rocks samples
[y Beemry 0 Beje Pk s Jody By Mlosintien bolh appiesr o fhe tiigp s Areachmien 3 collected was approximately 4.65 ppm. In comparison the
T St IS o st i of vy Wl gt decoopivet inigh e global average uranium cgncentratlon 9f gra.mte. is 4.8 ppm.
bl immim dopontt sl By Hil and Judy Bvnd Mountsin Furthermore, the Mountain Valley Project pipeline easement
Faacriie is located approximately 640 feet from the location of Judy
O gt 35, & Ldemnin whiown plupiarty s propemed in e croased by dve Sasbgpaic avling Byrd Mountain. The construction practices utilized in pipeline
o a0 R DL abafT U b Sattes dasd oeeived yee rwetn. T 2 brantumi lease on Berim : : s : sl
MBeomtin oot e of e Cliy o Cxmevife ibkinn M oarmsid, kil o e mapi installation limit trenching act1v1t1§s to a depth of 7 feeF below
Asiachment 1, iv osted by the Stuthgate pecline land surface. The shallow excavation depth further limits the
Bl T s poss%blhty of encou.ntermg rock materials that may contain
i 20607, B (ologioal Consulag Ban awced 2 Vgt Hilod: ~Todinibal Report on she Cosst Mill uranium concentrations.
hermtiues Propoiiy, Fitgyhanin Codntg Vsgioln™ D pepoar, sl we wiishes (or Virginia |,
Inc. the Lompany seiang 1o ke Hhe vany lags wismem deposit o Coles TR, comalm, the foilrwing
e rpnon of the peolegy of e Codes Hill gimadn
Perlins Meountain
D Augpest 29, 2 Landowntr whise property 1 proposed to be crossed by the Southgam mpaiane
disciosed o BREDL staff thet bos father had sviod ents i mm | on Pede
CO-7d s e Py I R See response CO-7a.

Mountikn, Tocated west of the City of Darville Perluns Mountain, illestrated on the map in
Anachaent 2, 15 coossed by the Southante pipeline
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CO-7

Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-7e

CO-7f

Thaweille Triewic Eacin

I 2007, PAL Gesdogicad Consultime oc maoed 3 ropont Gded,  Tochnica® Repont om the Coles Hill
Urmesin Propeny, Piiteyivimks Coenty, Vaginia™, The teport, which wan wriften for Viegines Uraséum
Inc . e compunny sevking (o cune the very Turge urassm deposi! o Cobes 1R, contarss the following
description of the gpoolosy of the Cobes M depost ;

§.2 Property and Loca/ Gaalogy (Fig. 8.2

T prcpery peoagy of I CHUP (e Hi Uraricam Propary] s bsen mappec by M peolgissand Herifa ard
Thayer (1963) and modifen by derden (2001) . The Chalham Faut Zone has bean manped and slydisd by Linjebarger
{1983). The ciapasts ars hasted witin a faulkbounded wodge of Precambrian o Pleozoic myoritc quartzaflcspathic
nésss &nd scrme aniphiolis axpossd dong the Chathan faull ne &t the faufad northwest marghn o the Daovile Triasso
Basm The augen gresss & ptobably ateclonicaly and hydrolenmaly alered varialy of gl finiafss and mica chis! of tha
Fok Mountain Formatan, sl oaacasts and bracciation long the Chahan fult zone resuted i yckolherma svenls
g sodum maiasomabem ehloflization nd argilizalion that may have osn olowed by hematizalion and (sanfum
rineralizaion The hydrothemal events coextend and are cosvel wilh ovtherly trsnding Jivassio dinbase dykes Jerden and
Sinha {1966) suggested that the Colog Hil urerum daposit frmed withn a s isturally contoled, hyrolamal el hal
dvelopad ding Mesanok exiension i respons to alocalzed healflut Associated wih malc innsive asiviy.

The report contains & map showing the Danville Triassic Basin associated with the Chatham fault zone
in which, a5 described above, the uranium deposits at Coles Hill and elsewhere in Pittsylvania County
are found. A copy of this map appears i Attachment 4, The Chatham fault 20ne is recognized by
gealogists as being rich in uranium oe deposits and potentially exploitable a5 an economic assel.

The DEIS should be revised to racognize that the Southgate pipeling has been routed (hrough an area
with a reputation among geologists as having rich potential for uranium mining

REQUEST TO FERC

We request that FERC require Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC 1o (1) revise the Southgate DEIS so that
it recognizes that the Southgate has been routed through an arex containing significant quéntitie of
econonically viable uranium, and (2) consider the environmenta] impsscts of building the Southgate
through an area with significant concentrations of uranium ore

See section 4.1.4.8 for a discussion on Uranium in the Project
area. The Uranium Mining in Virginia: Scientific, Technical,
Environmental, Human Health and Safety and Regulatory
Aspects of Uranium Mining and Processing in Virginia (2012)
study indicates that the only economically viable uranium
deposit within both the Chatham fault zone and the state of
Virginia occurs within the Cole Hills property. The Chatham
fault zone is associated with Triassic aged sedimentary rocks
that have the potential to contain uranium concentrations
based on g+Cleneralized geologic stratigraphy. However, the
uranium concentrations of these sedimentary rocks range from
approximately 70 ppm to 140 ppm and are not considered an
economically viable resource when compared to similar
geologic deposits that exist globally.

As discussed in section 4.1.4.8, concentrations of uranium in
soil the Project area in Pittsylvania County, Virginia are
comparable to concentration in environmental media in the
conterminous U.S. and concentrations of uranium in
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 Regurding the MY P-Southgate Prosject DELS
S bemyitied by
Friends of the Centfral Shenandosih

Tha Tedoral Energy Reghslatory Commmpston b failed o sddroas all of e issues roguired by
tho Peataral Chan Act and the Manonal Fevironmental Policy Adt in the proparstion of the Heall
Emvurcnimental Mt Statcimand [ e Soul bygate prroped

Marilict the Commmaresion mof e applecant bas prodassd. any sabsbailbated malommion thal alows
wn imohoaied domand for g sepply erdise fod PENC Tomingdn Frorgy Wi s cnecial to
detanmine the “mecessily ™ lor the progect

Craly 001 pervend of PFSXC Dominion: Ensrgy's cusiomers are in the industrial cabegory. The
g P30 perecnt ol custoameers arg sither resadeatind or commerncinl, Projoct developers
o s Ehuad noe gas i expedted o e prosaded 1o clef=ie gonernbark

Infermation provided by the Noath Caralina Lilay Cominsaion shows thal gav assge by
repddential pnd commemercial customery o Morth Carolma is bess e 2007 than'in 2013, despale
sruyuald icroings in the nanber of et in both cateporin. [oonaaned gos bags per
resndertial and conmnarcial CURTOIMEr 18 @ Xpactad To conkinme

PN e xprts LesEilfled 10 Hie state regilutor thal ik wiider b b peqoiremsnils are sl
expevicd L menase Tor ihe pa live voars.

The worsioass Dhiaipn Doy soenario for PEND ocapectod Lo inensase m the’ Tisars, although the
ansurni o That ard ussd i that Calealation have nog been provided . Daesian Dy setivnatag
et Vhee s iimum s espe lnder extrems conditions that may hagypen rarels, oF mot sl all

PENC Danmeon Koergy has multiple options for meeting peak conditions that do not reguire
sear-round pirviments {or unnecessary pipelme dapacily which would severely birdén ralepivers
with billions of dollars in higher coses.

The burden of proof i on the applicant to show that 1ts project is hetior than the stiuation that

currently xists,
The “No Action” alicruative 15 superior 1o the proposed Southgate projodt.

That would mcan the Southgate project would not be bunh snd PSNCTomuon Energy wouald

comtinue 10 depend on Transeo, which has served of reliably Tor 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

CO-8d

CO-8e

Tramsen bas alecady expanded in capaoiy by far miors than the amount proposcd b Saaobhaate.

Providing mors capacity nsing the Trarsco systerm woitld sod require any mew comsirsction,

apposed toodee T mles of new papebme Gondiruction required for the Soothzate peoject

MNew coppoldy coull be acdded i sisall mcremients Trom Transoo meteal -.|'|'|.-L||11|:||i'.ll|:|_: i g hul:..'

mpounl of ¢apacity Irom: Sonthgate that muest be pakd for in full even il i is nol used

PEXC Deindmion Eaergy has conimiiied o capacry’ additions m 20021 that mone than doubles

sl firm capacily ressrvation. This s poor uldhily planmang and srocspaoams le repulalory oversishl

IF the Soanhgate DES had e beded asade by side comprarmsaon of allernasives, o reqeared by
MNEPA, ¥ wwould shoaw (hid continnng o s Tranzco woild provids more operalional flesabili
Pt fa net Sonstrociion, and would cosl, a8t e, hall of what ghe Southesate proget would
cost. It s difticull to understand o sy objecteve regarmtor cosld approve the Smsthgadc

projects given the svadlabnlny of a loever cost, bower mapact, and gumentby opersting allemative

The Conumission seems W have tiken the positson fud becauss they have ignored the
peuirsmkents of NEPA the Matoral Gae Act and their owmp gindelives For the post 20 vears, and

buccause few tﬂ]_'n:\.l- i -w.-h_ll_'{h.'d. IJ'u.'_-. wonialdl sontine: 1o d B

Weenre, We abyed o the Commissien faaleme 1o follow the kegal LT Tl ES The

vonsideratvon o the nead for a prajeot and whether il sorvies the puhlic inderest shoubd he an

anteieral ot of the evalwstion of & el piseline orolecl. s the b roouires. The Conpmission

See section 3.3.2.1 of the EIS for discussion of the Transco
Alternative.

See response GEN-4 in appendix 1.2.
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CO-9

Good Stewards of Rockingham

CO-9a

CO-9%b

Good Stewards of Rockingham
Dan Riverkeeper
P.O. Box 562
Stoneville, NC 270458
CanRiverkeeper.org

DELS Commonts
MY P Southgate Project
Bocker Mo, CP19-14-000

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Sireet, N E. Washingion, DC, 20426

Chir oFganizalion represonts e resources, citizens and wildlife of the Dan River Basim in
Virginia and ~orth Carolina.

Thowgh the majority of our commeénts are divectly related 1o the DELS, thers i ong major issus
e which we feel competied 1o address. The MVP Southzate Project is 3 proposed extension of
an imcoanplete and highhy troubled pipeling- the MVE mamline project. The mainling has been
troubled For vears by viclations, aceidents, lawsinis and signilicant commmmity opposition. MWVEP
hais mot confidemtly portrayed the ahility to not onby construct the mainline project with any
regard to the enviromment or theirown gquality standards, but have not proven their ability 1o
complete the ever inflating praject allegether. MVP seoms o be “putling the wagan before the
horse” when applving for pennits for MVP Southgate. We would highly reconuend denying the
praject altosether for the reasons following i this submsston and believe that the FERC should
al the least denv thes project untl MYV P has seccesslully demonstrated their abality 1o complele a
project with any regard o seecting the conditions cutlined in their permits without causing
continued hamm 1o fandowners and communitics in Virgingg and West Virginia.

Tha lackof a confident analvsiz proving the need for the MYV P Southgate &= also amajor
concem. Can FERC justify permitting this project when the megative impacts on the
srvironment. waler sources and communitics greatly outweigh any proven need. or lack thereof?
The SCDEC and other independemt amalyses do not show a definile need for this project and
some extimate the need of WG supplhy 1o fall as other =ources of energy are continually made
more available and cost-efficient. The gas supply cxisting m NO is already ina surplus.
RBockingham County dlose already has three existing pipelines, one of which (Transco) has bean
upgraded with capabilities to flow gas in either direction. We highly recommend that the FERC
review this when considering any inpact 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

Aesthetle Impacits o the Reglon

The F2-mile long, 100-Toot wide constrection zone for this plpatine will leave a neediass
ol dasmaigpng soar of vigual Blight and dégraded ds. The acsthelic value of our region is
an imiportan asset i buiding the thriving and econamy-boosting tourizm attraction that
each county in the project path iz dilgently working towssd. The DEIS greatly
underestimates the long term and s'gnificant impacis the deforestation and pesriranent
FCPA wrouhd Sathse o Tegaon.

Foirigichenis and Rancdowrerg who would Tredueently view the ROW will Be ha hardost by visual
Irripactsand the oss of use of their land. Residents will lose the privaoy and visual scieens
of large trecs and hedgerows 1o construction: the pipeline and it nemenous rew roads
wioudd be built and coerated direcily next to scores of hormes — and will pass right through
ore homve; and constraction will resvder many property owners' land unissable for farmring
haktaiion or other uses. Even so, the DEFS ciaims that there wil be no impacts on local

property values

The pipeding woulkd alss impact this eeparrness of comtlessreoreational users of pulblic
Rk S, MEGT el and Colgsvalion onda s Dy geieratindg dust and ikhiss Dl 'lll:ﬂull;rlﬂgl
wikdlite, and dismupting public sccass during corstroction, Lisers of Mational Wikl & Seenic
River candidates like the Dan and Haw Rivers, future designated recreational water fraids like
v Banister River; and pubbs fraile bke the Mountaine-to-Sea Trad and a planned pubdlic trall
in Alarmance County would all be affected. The project would aleo clear frees within wiew of
the Cabonial Hergage Byweay {Roge 150 in Rockingham Cogmiy), calsng permanent
impacts. The HRD crossing of the Dan Faver is-planned for the only river acoess ina
reanpily andfor Imposirsshed corpmunily, Thi DEES does 5ot sericusly Codsider the
patential impacts to our eommiunities and 1oaniem by the peopesed propect,

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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CO-9 Good Stewards of Rockingham

Wildlite and Fisherles

Constructayg the Project would dislurb approximately 1,439 acros of wildlife habitat, much
CO-9¢g af which would be permanently dectrayed by the project. The project would also grose 21 See section 4.6 of the EIS for further discussion

peremnial waterhodies ﬁnm.«iining fisherles of spacial concen 8 Virgimia, and 13 in Morh : :
Carcling. Recreational fishinig is a large econoeiic driver incboth Virginia and North Carcling

and any risk 1o our economic inputs should be considened a-serous concemn.

The LLE Figh & Wikdiife Service reguested that Mourtain Valley minimize impacts to
wilnelatde migratons bivd species which use the project aiea such as bald eaghes, nodthenn
bobwhie, and red-headed woodpecker by avoiding clearing vegetation durimg the: peak See section 4.6.3.2 of the EIS for a discussion on migratory
CO-%h migpratory bird nesting season (March 15 - August 15 in Vieginia and Apeil 1 - Augest 371 bird

Worth Carolina). Mountain Valley has defied the agency’s guidance and has proposed 1ras.
clearing vegetation dusing peak nesting season from karch 15 — Apeil 30 and from Aungost
16- 31, FERC's DEES ignored the obvious inypacts to migratery birds that woudd result from

ihis reckless activity,

CO-9i This project would impast and distupt key wildlife habitat, including The North Carclina See section 4.6 of the EIS for a discussion of these areas.
Foresi Legacy Areas and Piedmeont Land Conservancy Easement, as wall as the Vinginia

Pledmont Forest Block Complex Important Bird Area (IBA)

€6-¢l

Threatened/Endangered Species

P o weerl LIFYRET o species, | 1 - - - - -
poing cc-nst:w:t-gn 3 o i A B mfau:hng e Ros e See section 4.7 of the EIS for a discussion of impacts to listed
locperch, James spindymiussel, Atkntic pigtoe-and sedoth coneffowei. Al are currently . .
CO-9j listed as endangered under the Endangered Species Actwith the exception of the Atlantic SPGCI?S- Federal agency .comp.hance f.or thfz Endapgered
pigtoe, which is currently urnder consideration for protection. Habaat for these aquatic Species Act (ESA) Section 7 is described in section 4.7.1 of

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 ) )
CO-9k construction, this is false. Some species are considered sedentary and will not simply See response WILD-3 in appendix L.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

rebounding and this project can only cause harm to the process.



v6-€'l

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

CO-9

Good Stewards of Rockingham

CO-91

CO-9m

CO-9n

CO-90

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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CO-9

Good Stewards of Rockingham

CO-9p

CO-9q

CO-9r

CO-9s

Rellability and Safely

Thie DEIS merely states that pipeling developoers would comply withy rmanimi e constiie oy
and operation standards. Il gives ne reason for peaple [ving within the blast radivs 1o feal
eafe bhe Malleosl isnspoptalion Sately Bogrd documents mlerstale plpeline accidais;
a2id s database Includes numersus recen nalal gas plpeline ruptures, leaks, and
explogicns, Moreover, studies gshow o spike in secidaene involving new plpelines in recent
years. The majority of the pipeline would be in Class 1 population density areas, meanng il
wauld mandate the lowest safety standards and put those lIving near the pipeline at an even
qrester 1k,

Cumulative Impacts

FERE states that impacts from construction and operation of the pipeline will be
temporary and locallzed However, this assessment falls 1o take info acoount the long term
and cumulative impacts that will oocur o forested wetlands and (orested habltats. I slso
failla 1o take into aooount The amount of didl and mud entenng streams fiom constricton
runaff, The neardy 3 miles of in-stream work paired with the removal of streamside
veqelalion will have cumidalive, and negalive imipacts in The walershed a watershed which
ir designated by the State as matent and sediment sensitive and |5 already experiencing
negative effects on water quality and agquatic |ifie

Conclusions of the DEIS

FERC (5 [gnacing the sgnificant impacts of this project. Thea DES describes widespraad,
permanent impacts ke the longdasting o permdient destiucton of hundieds of scies ol
forests and wotlinds, but in furn aava that impacts won't be slanificant becauge mithgation
measuns will bo gged duging congtruction Mitigaticn can not preverm The sgnifleant iImpacte
That permmanent larest and welland dastreion calss

The DERE reliance on milgalion measures to argue thial the project will couse no significam
Impacts falls short becausa meey of e mitigat on measwes proposad (o peavent significan
Impacts talocal resouices are unknown, Inmeay (nstances, the DEIS instrects Mountain Valley
Fipaline to corme yp With mitigation measures that are aurtently not defined. FERC &an nat #laim
that unknawn imessunes will pravent significant enviranmeantal Impacts

FERCG canciuded thm no zignifican emdranmental impacts woldd B ailleooed by ihis e
wihile lacking 1he neceszany Infamation 1o assess whal Noss mpacts woulil be. Fof example,
MY hos yal To provide FERC with 15 Teasiblity studies Tor Aa plan (o cross Deep Creek wilh fhe
plpeline, o aile where imperied agustic species ae suspectad lo e

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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CO-9 Good Stewards of Rockingham

FERC acknowledges that MVF will use 5.9 million gallons of water in constructing the project

and MY has anly announced within the week their plans to uae the Dan River as the source

Our rivers have suffered enough, especially the Dan. Qur species cannot withstand the risks,
neither can our fouram. The removal of the water from the Dan leads to the belief that the water
will be returned thekr, supposedly with no chemicals, As the EPA has recently suggested, the
lack of chemicals in the hydrostatic 1est water imay lead 1o issues such as commasion in the See response SURF-6 in appendix 1.2.
tested pipe. The plan for this project is immature, vagui in scope and mitigation, snd overly
minmizing of the trse risks 1o our fand; air, waler and citizens. The lack of infarmation 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

CO-9u See response GEN-4 in appendix 1.2.
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CO-14a

See response GEN-1 in appendix 1.2.
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CO-14b

CO-14c

T = = I T T e

The purpos< and need for the progect i1s defined namowly ‘as meeling “requests tor matural
gas transportation service of [Mountain Valley’s} anchor shipper, Dominion Energy.” rather
than mecting the energy need within the region.” Because the Commission is only leoking al
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
garming markel share as their costs continue 1o drop.” maghl provide the peeded encrgy while
avoiding the proposed project s sigmilicant environmental impacts,

Similarly, because the Commission only considered alternatives that transport natural
gas, the agency 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 not considered
whether or not there is an energy need For the proposed project.” That Tailure persists despite the
Morth Carolina Department of Environmental Ouality’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'

e Commussion s comnziricted statement ||1'|'||.|r|'.q'\--...: ancl need i= nol allowed under
MNEPA. Hecause the purpose and need forma the basis upon which 1o compare allematives, an
agency is mot permitted “to contrive a purpese so slender as to define competing “reasonable
alternatives” out of consideration. ™! As written, 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 Cormizsion must broaden the purpose and need for the project 2o that it acteally
considers a No Action Altemative—or the possibility that the project is not constructed —amnd
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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11. The draft EIS is missing information that is essential for the Commission’s
assessment of environmental effects:

The Commission s conclusion thal the project would not have significant environmenlal
impacts cannol be sithatantiated becouse critical information = incomplets or omitted entirely,
The Commuission cannod, lawlally, reach a determination regarding the envirommental ef¥ects of
the project based onsuch nnsupported speculation,

An EIS is Elrlmlﬂl'l'lel'lt.l“\. un mformation dissemimation 1ol it allows federal age nuiss See responses GEN_4 and T&E_l ln appendix 1_2‘
and the publie to fully wnderstand the enviromm eru:a] impscts of proposed actions before thay
bugln and betore resources have been cmmumod © Linder NEPAL the public has a right to
review and 1o provide comments on draft EISs.'" This makes it essential that all refevant
information is available — so tha the agency drafting a draft E1S con adequately assess
environmental :m sacts, and so that the public has the needed information (0 réview and conument
on the draft EIS." The Commission’s failure 1o collect and provide all relevant information on
the praject’s envirommental impacts iz (alal faw inoits drafl E18,

A, The Commission does not have adequats mformation to evaluate mpacts to sensilns
CO-14d 3 Loy [

The Commisston does nof have eoough informiation ko evaluate the impacts that the
prosject would have on lederal or stale-Tisted species or their habilats, vel the draft EIS
erroneously assumes that sensitive species and their habitats are not in affectad areas,

e agency has not vel consulied with the L5, Fish and WildiiTe Seovice 1o deteomine
whether or not any federally listed or proposed endangered or threatenad species or their
designated eritical habitats would be affected by the Fm:juci.' Y e agency has nol determined
the nature and extent of adverse impacts, nor measures that would aveid, reduce, or miligate
impacts on habitats or species.’® Moreaver, Mountain Valley has not completed aquatic surveys
o detgrmine that protecied Nsh and mussél species are nol present in impacted rivers and
streamis, snd the company has ot completed s consultation with the Virgimia D-.'parrmem of
Ciame and Inland Fisherics and the North Carolina Wilkdlile Ressurees Commission.'

Asthe draft EIS states, impacts on these species “may be greater [...] because these
species may be more sensitive to d disturbance: more specific te a habitat; and less able 1o move
to unattected suitabls habitat. ™" These spacies could experience “habitat fragmemation. loss, or
degradation: decreased breeding or nesting success: mereased predation or decreased food
sotrces; and mjury or nmu:'l:ll!it:.‘."LII For mstance, s=diméntation from the project would likely

endanger mmerous sensitive mussel species m both Virgiia and North Caroling™ Studies
show that excess sedimentation harms freshwater mussels by clogging their gills and suffocating
thenma, by pterfenng with filer feeding, and by redpcig the production of Tood from decressad
sunlight ™
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Without having conducted squatic surveys or finished consultations with state and federal
wildlifc agencics, the Commission and Mountain Yalley Falscly assumme that they have all the
informarion that they need Lo prolect sensitive spectes in constructing the projeclt. For imstance,
the drafl E1S states thai where sensitive Osh or mussel species are present—and therefore. where
it s mecessary [or Mowntain YVallev to avoid disturbing a particulsr stream. - construction
methods that di ot trench Through the stream ars pn:]']v::-ﬁerf.u The drafil EIS also states that
“mome ol {he cveasings with sepsittve fish av mussel species have the polential 1o require
blasting " Withou! completed squitic surveys, and sompleted consuliations with the
appropriate agencigs—inchuding the Virginia Department of Game and Tnland Fisheries, the
North Carnlma Wildlite Resources Convmizsion., and the TLS. Fishoand Wildiife Service
Aiountain Valley and the Commigsion canmot possibly enswre that the project’s actions, including
river and stream crassings or hlasting events, would avoid sensifive agquatic species.
The Commission must prepare a revised draft EIS, or issue a supplemental draft EIS, that
addresses the new imformation regard imgz mpacts fo sensilive apecies, and release 1 for puh'l!'u
COmment.
B mission does ation 1o adequmete by evalwe
environmenial impacts.
Ohier miassing infonnation meludes, bul is not limited to:
CO-14d See above CO-14d comment response

& Final site-gpecilic plans for all stream, river. and wetland crossings, including homzonal

directional drilling (“HIE") and conventional hore crossings,

A1 wetland sprveys:

Mountan Vallev's Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan;

Mountain Vallev's Compensatory hlitigation Plan for wetland impacts:

Mountain Valley's Final Erosion and Sediment Control Plan;

Writlen correspondence from Virginia and North Caroling state sgencics regarding any

timing restrictions on waterbodies containing wanmwater fisheries,

& Geolechmical studies for the proposed Dan River and Stony Creek Reservoir TIDD
crossings, revised feasibiliny and hvdrofractire analyses, and any proposed matigation for
These crossings:

+  [nformation on impacts to North Carolina’s Jordan Lake Ripanian Butfer Area, icluding
information on proposed mitigazion and impacts to riparian bulTers,

o Complete locations of all private warer wells and springs wiithin 150 feet of the Praject
work arcas, including information on the well's or sprines” status, wse, distance (rom
construction workspace. and any proposed measures to minimize or avoid impacts on the
private water wells or springs;

o A Jist of Tinal water sources to be used Tor the project, incleding Tor dust controd,
hyvdrostatic wsting: and HIDED operations- — including information on intake locations,
waterbody names, withdeawal rates and methods, measures to minimize entrainsent of
Fish. and veater discharge locations;

*  Nountain Valley's revised plans Lo dispose of sk dad timber:

o Measures that hMoumtaim YValley will take tominimize impacts on migralory birds,

#  Resuhs of Mountain Valley's pre-construction bald cagle nest and colonial rookery
SUFVEVE;
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CO-14

Southern Environmental Law Center

CO-14d

Al cultural resources survey reports. Mountain Valley™s sie evaluation repons and
aveidance or ircatment plans. and commenis on Mowtain Valley's cullural resources
peports and plans from the Virginia and North Carolina State [listorie Preservalion
Cfficers and interested Indsan tribes;

»  Mountain Valley's Nighttime Construction Noise Management Plan, and

o Toologcal, eevireimmiedal. s bealle infermamoon o coatisis weed for the projet’s
papchine and asoatod whlitics.

Mot only does the dradt ELs rely on moemplete sl misang sbomastion 1o oot inde tha
there waulil Be e sigrificant empacts from e progect, e drall EES & Hifled watk indétermamate
and disoretionany plfases it Gl le-give the poblic encugh uillcemanion [o assess the projec’s
ik or Ansdaiice

s Construction woald only be conducted during low Mo penods “when pracricabfe !

o Blasting wonld aniy be ased “after all reasceable means of irench oxeavation arg
urs e cessinl,” and wioald be completed duming dry or Tow Plos perisds “whbere
prarcticatle "

#  Wegstative Buffer would ondy be “allescfad)] ™ for convenkicoal bores “ro et
practicatnz, ™ Caumg krprevent voavienbionz] bords From collapeing soull enle boused
"n"m','r.'lrr_'n:f.":

»  Ciroand surface would only be restared “s closely s procticable o oeginal contosn™

ARt poant s Ui Cosnmission Jeline what ix “practicable,”™ or wha cerlam peolociive
s ol be “reguired.” Io ey of thes: scenards, e nsk s sgaificad. For mstames.
crossing B-EFVeT oF Alcam Gsing 4 conaveational hore mcthod & dangorous Beckse of “the
passibility of thie borchide cellspsing without warning, ™" The draft EIS states that certain
mieasures can be-laken 1o reduce this resk— For istance, SMountain Valley could “allow Fora
wegwtalivg bullir on cach-awde’’ o the fver wr strean, or the conapany coubd “use o casmg |0 b
prevent the bore from collapsing ™™ However: hese sctions depend on whdber kol the Covimpatiy
finds il “pracHeahle™ or whelker the company bebieves il s Mrogquarsd.” wvet the deafl BIS Pxilz io
perervie amy clasty for the public as to whatler of not thise protective actises will be taken”'

Fuir the reasons stated abswve, the drall EIS is Uso insdoquals ax lo preclude meanmgfil
anabvae. ™ and the Commisaion el prepar: o revised deall RIS and relese st for pol e
cosninent.” - Alternatively, the Comnuission mus issue a sopplemental draft TI5 that sddresses
e information © Withoat crucial sdditsonal inforenation, the Commission s [y nani
exalaate how the prodect will #ffecd the environment, and he w]':-i.l; danmnod meemninghually
cosnment on the prcges,

See above CO-14d comment response
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CO-14e

CO-14f

HE The Commision filed te sdequately analyvee impacts do environmental justice
COHm i .

The Commassion Farled fo take o hard Toek o hew the project would degrade the
Peaalthiig cwveronnied ™ for -,:lh'il'ul!‘r'lunlaﬁm!i\;u comnimilies i clige 1I|.1.1.=.i,r'|lii':'1r.l the pﬂ.‘ljn'l
When enacting X EPA. Congress declored thet "each persomn shioteld onpoy a liealthiil
ervinomntert and that cack person s a responsibility to comtribuge o the preservation amd
erhamcemnent of the eovirnment. ™™ The Commission thwarted this central goal of NEPA in
Fathing 10 adequately consider how the praject would harm low=income commiamies. Nalive
Anvercans, sad commisitiesof cobee

For ustunce, two vensis Mook grosps witlin ene mils of the projedt's Lambert
comtpressar station conaimn enviromnsental jutice populations.” Yet: the draft FIS does not
asgess The health mapacts that the coappressor station would have on these popobations: The draft
EI% onlvstates that, while there wall be “Tong-term nnpacss on air quaiiy,” they woudd “motbe
sigmifteant”’ becowse petennal pallidion smissions would be below Nanonal Anibaent Air Chiadiny
Sramdards,”” However, the u'-:i-qlu.g ewiilence meicates thit i||1|:|.i|.'l.:~=.~\'4:-1|]-:5 baz xigl:liﬁ-,:un[. and the
Comméssion naet farther apalvee pedential impacts-to the cormmusities suomalmding the Easnior
Campressor Rlalion.

The Tambert compressor satpon wonld cause sipmficant moresses in bazandous ai
pollutams; pansculale nmaber, precursess 1o oo, and other ar polhition: (eone exposin can
CansG respiraory symptoms sach s coughing, throot imitntion, chiost pain and tghtmess,
wheering, amsl shoriness of breath: redoced tumg function: md airway nflammsson:™ Fine
particle pollitioar alse canmes eafih probdems, =uch a5 heant altncks, agervated malima,
decreased tung fanction, and iregular heartheats,"™ Ozone ani fime particubate matter comribuie

i ; W A
T gvar 200000 prenesure deathe i ihe United States cach vear.™ Moteover, there i ma
evidence of n sale level of expossire for eother of These pollistants. and bogh have health efTects
cviem below the corrent National Asbient Air Cuialiay Standanks A recent report from
THivwrome fine Qo] Reonsnabibing indusaiec siddinmnal sossniial salluibiom From commmeeceiss

‘The deaft EIS ignores all of these potential bealth impacts when briefly discussing
potential harms 1o environmental justice communities. The Commission failed 1o collect
mformation on the local, hasehine health conditions that will be degraded, and it failed Lo assess
the cummuiative mapacts 1o the healh of environmental justice communities,. In fact the draft EIS
does ot even offer any mformation abowt the people or communities whe live closest to the
Lambert compressor station.  The most harmiful impacts from the compressor station wall be
suffered by those who live in the areas closest to and dosvnwind of the compressor station,
Therefore, the Conumission must assess the makeup of the communities hiving closest to the
siation, And in onder Lo assess hame o these communitics, the Commussion mest evaluate Tocal,
haseline health conditions that will be degradad by the compressor station’s pollution, and assess
the cumulative health impacts to environmental justice communitics caused by the station and by
other projecis nearby.

The draft ELIS lacks suflicient infommation for the public 1o understand the project’s
mpact on environmental justice commuenities. The Conmission must revise the draft E1S to
inchide additional environmental justice amalvsis. 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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m. The Commission has not analyzed trenchless constroction methods at over 204
crossings, thus failing to considor all reasonahle altermatives.

Undar NEPA, the Commission is required to “*[rligorously explore and objectively T T T
evaluate all reasonable alternatives "™ T‘!ﬁpjt‘mnmiss[ijngl:ns faited tgr evaluate 1111.-3- posuijbllnj.: of Section 4.3.2 and 4.4.2 discusses measures that Mountain
trenchiless construction—which is knovwn 1o be less hannful—for hundreds of crossings throush Val]ey would imp]ement to reduce potentia] impacts on
rivers, streams. arkd wetlands. Rather than selecting construction methaods that allow the .
company 1o dig under theze waters: Mountain Valley hos instead proposed 1o blast, carve, and surface waters and wetlands crossed by the PI‘O_]eCt. We
dig through all but five or sixof 224 stream and ri\'d:;dcrmsjngﬂ—tmﬁng to methods that cost the |reviewed all wetland and Waterbody crossings and the
HEaert T Beve e pivt potcilal or asere Ru Pl proposed crossing method. We conclude in the EIS that

Trenchless construction methods that go under rivers and streams ase less hamaful than

. . . \ . .
construction methods that use trenches within waters. ™ Derimg constrection that uses trenches, 1mplementat1on of Mountain Valley s collocation routing,
the “fe]learing and grading of stream banks, in-stream trenching, the installation and removal of - |Workspace design, and construction methods would avoid
temporary crossing strustures, trench dewatering, and backfilling” all harm water quality.* impacts on wetlands and waterbodies to the extent practicable
Constrsction in rivers and streams can “cause the dislodegmng and transport of channel bed . K . . K ’
sediments and fhe allerstion of stream contours.” which “could aller stremm dynamics and and constructing the Project in accordance with Mountain
AT et afveion of deposition.” — Sodimantation wm abo alter stresss bollem Valley's Procedures and other plans, impacts would be
characlenislios; sisch as converting sand, gravel, or rock substrate fo sl oc mud "™ Tusbadite can

rickonie Tk el of Tighd mﬂptmmmnmcmﬂ:.[;m S R b ol minimized, and most impacts would be minor and temporary

“iskredoce <herndal and plprient polluzion Fom sedinsents. ™ St up “doposied angan or short-term.
mabcrial and inorganic sedimeenis could cause an morcasss im hiological and dhemical wse ol
CO-14g cypen, ~ decreaing dEadalved GV Comeniriong

Imcreisnd sedimsentation sl furbideny conced By in-saneann Comstroction sipnificantly
harm adpuatie hifie. S staled i the dralll IS, S jedimseniateen could snsother Dl ¢ s aind otlver
henthic biola, ™ Changes Lo habiiag cansed by comsiroctbon “eoul d redace juvenils Nisb survival,
spavinig habole, sad beeghic commuonay diversiioy and healih®™; “redece dissolved ooovpan beocks
mr Lie weaber cohurmn and poducs resgirabory functioes: of m-<iicam beola’™ amd “redees e abaiiy
Tor hicts to Fndd (ool #ources or aviid prev. ™

Evemafler constngctiom s comngpbelisd, there wonld be sgnaficant bongdeem dmmase 1o
mivers s sirewrrs, The progesl swioild Teay e apernsancn gaping seep st ithe rglt-of-way mn
fiorcstod miparan mreas, wlkind treos woskd volbe pamiited o regraw. Eipanian vopclalson
groniles ramorests Loy T tions. Bor waterbodics, i heding prodeating watsos From pestiisos,
s, i otler pol anes, atat leange Stocam banks, asd rogolal g e lemperaiioss
Furihienmare, sedimentation sl crcegon o B ovpecied 1o sonlmeoe bong alter comstriction frem
disturbed streansy heds and sranbeialed Mooding wed storme events - resubiing in the Chroaic
depraclation of waber qualicy and habitat ™ Thise inghects 1o ivers and sifcdns ara nis
Tlrmpeorany s Sesaleod T impacts; s the Commmission Amimz particalardy gven That thene ane
ey ikances ahete the proposad pipeling weahd alfeal several iribubaries 1o the dame siecam

Coestmiction thai wees srenches simalaefy harms waibads. As simed dn ik dradt E15,
constrestian coull imereascturbidey; <o the capacity of wetlamds 1o Tusation &= habeiosr sl as
oo coeakrol bullers™ aed cause soil conspactive or nHEng fromm hoawy’ cyuiproml, ke
“aticrisng| sater infilFaien Madrelopy an:l mretentially inhibitieg germmabimn o seeds and the
absfity of plands to develop toolsvigenms, ™ Dischadses “from stommnsaler, devalomng
strichipes, or hivdrostales hes-:l.lllg codald aked-hamm warer quality by sandimg wedpnerts 2=l
polliants inbe werkands, ™ As m. Ciommirsaaime Heie. msmy ol these Hsapects o welands wooald
e Bosrper berm or pentianent ™ For instances, The ":l‘-l!l_]nl.'ﬂ.i:u"id Tiagamenl Sorested wetfands by

e T e e i e SO - PECaee  he S __.__l_ e e s

MNorth Carolina will be impacted ht mmtmn.m:un l'mm lh\. ]:l]a:u.lmn.. and at least 75 wellands
would suffer from “permanent impacts.”*
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CO-14g

CO-14h

CO-14i

Moumam Valley proposes o use renches For more than 200 crossings—including
crossings through the Banister Fiver, a potential Blueway nver (o state-designated recrentional
water trail): through the Sandy River in Virginia, which potentially qualifies for a designation
that the river "possesslesll outstanding seenic, recreational, historsc, and natural characteristics of
statewide significance™" through the Haw River. a designated protected watershed in Morlh
Caroling; a5 well as many watér supply waters and nuoirient sensiive waters im MNorth Carolina,”
Hevanse there aré reasonable frenchless constrection altematives o these crossings and many
clhers, the Commission must regquire Mountain Valley o cvaluate the possibility of crossing
cach river and stream without using harmlul trenches. and the Commission must prepanc a

| revised drafl or supplemental EIS thit roflects that additional analyvsis.

V. The deaft EIS fails to take o hard leok at commlative impacts,

The Commiszion’s draft ETS Fails to take a hard look at cumulative impacts that result
from addimg the project’s impacts to the impacts of other past, present, and reasonably
faresecable projects om the environment.

A cumulative inypact is the

1 mpact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
action when added to othier past, present. and reasonably foreseeable future
actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes
such othar actions., Cumplative impacts can result from individually minor b
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.™

Cumulative impect analyses that conluin “cursory statement]s ] and “conclusory lerms™ ars
insufficierit under NEPA.™

First. the temporal and geegraphic scope of the Commission’s camulalive impacts
analysis for the project is for too limited. This is evidenced by the Faet that the Commission
mreglects o mention the cumulative impacts o the Haw River watershed causcd by a massive
mixed-use development on 7,120 acres in Pittsbore, Nonth Carolina—Chatham Park.™ Chatham
Park 15 expected 1o add up 10 22 million square feer of commercial space and 22,000 new

residential dwelling units-——enough homies 1o aceommodate 60,000 new residents.”™ The
proposed site for Chatham Park includes important and sengilive natural resources, including.
important habitat tor the federally endangered Cape Fear Shingr and other sensitive species.™
The LLS. Figh and Wildlife Service has written several lefters to the Town of Pittsboro’s Board
af Commissioners and Town Manager regarding the impact that the development would have on
the Haw River, particulacly impacts on sensitiva-species.™ The agency states inone latter,

Many arzas along the Haw River are recogmized for their ranty, ecological
fumaction in the landscape, and umque potural resousces that they support, The
imporiance of the habitars these areas provide for fish and wildlife makes
profection 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 veater quality problems i the Haw River, os well as
Robeson Creck and Jordan Tabe, by signilicantly increasing stormsvater runolT, sedimentation,
and nutrient loading, Yet the drafl KIS S cumulmive impacts analvsiz does nol even mention the
massive planmed development.

The Commussion’s failure to discuss the comulative environmental impacts caused by the
CO-14i project and Chatham Park is a glaring omission in its enalysis—amd it demonsirates that the See above CO-14i comment response
Conmmmission’s Lemporal and geographic boundaries Tor 115 analysis are oo narow. They exclude
pending or already planned projects thal would conse significant impasts on the environment,
stich as Chatham Park, EPA gwdance on comulative impaces states thai "[_Jpali‘ll dnd temporal
boundarics should not be overly restrictive in cumulative impact analysis.™" Accordingly, the
Commission must revise the drafl EIS @0 hroaden the scope of ils cumulative impacts analvsis g0
that i includes inpacts caused by massive projects that are knovn to cause harm to the same
envirommental resources,

Inaddition, cumulative impacts st be analyvzed using metries that are actually helpful

GoL-¢’l

o wnderstanding specific enviconmental impacts. For imslanee, cumulative impacts Lo particular
rivers, sireams, and wetlands can be measured by quantifying increazed sedinent discharge.
streant bank crosion. and soil compaction. However, instead of quantifving impacts to streams
and wetlands in 2 mamnmer that informs the public and agencies, the draft K18 makes a serions of
vague statements about potential impacts:

Turbudits plinnes gy rravel downstrean Tor a few males, but typacally the pluime
would disperse and become diluted to background levels [L. ] Pragects involving
in=waler work would have to ocour within similar timeframes within close
distanice 1o have a cumlative effect on arbadity [.. ] Clearng, grading or other

carthwork within the watershed may alzo increase the patential for cumulative L .
impacts on water quality from increased stermwater ranoff and sedimenmation, The assessment of cumulative impacts is dependent upon

Tha: dralt TIS does nol discuss whal backgrowid Fevels are in specilie stroams or wetlands: how readily available information. When there is uncertainty

anuich iurbadity there would be from other projects or how far turbidity would travel: whether o concerning the impacts of other projects, staff uses its

1ol many projects oceur within similar time frames; or whethier or not other projects mvolve experience to reduce this uncertainty and communicates this

learing, gradimg or other eanhvork that could increase Stormmwiter mnott and sedimentation. uncertainty to decision makers and the public. It is reasonable

Without providing any support., the draft EIS ferther assumes that dozens of oiher projects . . K

“would fikely have similar impacte on surfiice waters due 1o inoreased turbidity and to assume that other projects would be subject to permit

sedimentation during constrection’™ as Mowtain Valley's project would, ™ Sueh vagoe and requirements including environmental impact minimization

conchusory assertions do nol meel the Commission s oblizations wnder NEPA and mitigation measures.

Morenver, Lﬂmmﬂsmn cannat ignore its MNEPA obligations by relying on the permitting

Privessds r.-l'ull‘u:r.l.bmt{.s. 3 wel il does this repeatedly throughoul the drfl EIS. For mstance:

CO-14j

& [nstead of actually taking a hard look at the cumulative mmpacts of nion-jurisdictional
project-relaied facilitics, the draft EIR sonply states that “mpacts agsociated [...] are
uxpw-!ea‘ 1o fe minioad due Lo (he: hmated J.::d.'-lpnm u.l'lh:l.c projects ond polentil
n]li]g}lf]ﬂﬂ TmEAsUures r‘.‘“lllﬁ,‘d h'l. Pi.ﬂ'lil[lll'l]’ -I:I,:K.I'K'ILW +T

»  With regards 1o mining operations, the draft EIS states the “[n]o significant cumulative
nnpacts are anticipmed from these m..ﬂm-e-s as operational activities would be subject 1o
stile ond local permit requirements,”
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* The Conumission further “assimels | other non-FERC-repulated projects would follow
similar requireinents set by the permitting agencies™ that FERC sets for projects undar
FERC™s jurisdiction regarding the protection and restoration of soils.™

« The Commiszsion “asspenefs ) that the | ... ] prime farmlaed offected by the Cyvpress Creek
Renewables Salar Farm, and the I!mlﬂ' Sokr Farm would also be requared 10 return thess
areas 10 pre-constraction conditions.”

& The Commission also assumes that pon-FERC projects “wonld be required (b permit) 1o
install erosion and stormwater control devices o minimize runofT.” # and that projects
“would bl be regeired 1o install and maintam [best mumngement practices| similar 1o
thas=e proposed For the Sonthgare Project as required by federal, state. and local
Permling requreneents so @ 10 mininmise impacts on waterhadics. ™

¢ The Commission “expecrfs ™ that other projects “that are suhject 1 permitiing approval
wounld be destened (o minimize tinpacts on fsheries and agquatic resourcss anmd that the
[Virginia Department of Environmental Quality] and [the North Carolina Department of
Environmental Oualiy] would reguire any other projects to adhsre to stag-mandated or
recommended timing windows for construction within waterbodies containing sensiive

fish species.”

The Commission cannot broadly assume that the actions of other state and Federul permilting
ageneies will protect environmental resourees. gnore its own obligation o assess the cumulative
impacts of all of these projects, and then arbitmrly conclude that the cumulative inpacts will not
be significant.

Fimally. the Commission provides numerous exeuses for failing to sdequately assess
cumulative impacts, before 1t simply concludes that {he impacts would not be significant. For
instance. the draft KIS states:

s Construction timeframes [ o] are carrently unknewn'” For particular tmnspotation
and road mproventanl projects.™

s “Due o the speculative nature of the housing and development markets and funding
mechanisms for other projects listed |.. gt it 15 difficult 1o determing the amount of
land that would ultimately be affectad, ™

= T s unknown whether constriuction activities”™ would “coincide with the Southgate
Project,™

s We were unable 1o quantitatively detenmone the minmber of [water wells qmvd sprimgs]
ona HUC-12 watershed bagis."™!

These excuses canmol withstand serutimy—the Commission cannot continue 1o rely on missing or

CO-14j

incomplete information to aveid evaluating impacts caused by the project and by other past,
present, md reasonably foreseeable projects.  Becwise the Conmmission unreéasonably restricted
thee scope of its cumulative inpacts analvsis. failed to quantify many of the effects that it does
acknowledize, relied inapproprately on other agencies” permmttmg decisions, and failed to collect
thie nevessary information Lo evaluate cumulative impacts, the drafl EISs comulative impacts
analvsis does mol meet the requirements of MEPAC

VL Conchasion

For the reasons sat forth above, the Commission’s draft EIS for the Southgate Project
proposed by Mountam Valley Pipeline, LLC Gails Lo satisly the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act. To remedy these defects, the Commission must prepare and issue a

See above CO-14 comment response

See response GEN-4 in appendix 1.2.
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BLue Ripee EnvironmentTAL DeFenSE LEAGUE

TE78 Brantdon fos, B
Rodabcke, V& 24015

Septermber 16, 2019
Docket Ne. CP19-14-000

Kimberty B, Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulaiory Commission
E88 First Street MNE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

FERC DEIS [ FERC/EIS-0287D] — MIVP Scuthgate Project
Comments and Request for 60-Day Extension for Comments

| 2 subanitting comments an behalf of the Bhie Ridge Ervirpnment 2] Defense Lezgue (BREDL) based
ircGlendale Springs, NC. BREDL is a regiona!, corsmuaty-bazed, noo-profit ensdronevental arganization
founded in March IEM. Dur founding prificiples sre parth stewardship, envicanmental democracy,
siocial justice, and community empawerment. BREDM has chapters and nvenmders throughout the
Southeast including in the MV Southgate impacted counties of Pittsyivania in Virginia and Rackingham
and Alamance cownties in Morth Cardling.

BREDL wall subrwit addaional comnients.
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* Regarding data on springs in \irginia and North Caroling:
"Published, recent dataon springs in Virginia and Morth Carolinz are nok currently available.
LBased on surveys completed at this time.,.” ?

= Regarding wetlands:
“Couldn't survey all wetlands,.™

+ Regarding Endangered, Threatened and Sensitive Speces:
*To date, Mounlain Valley has not completed surveys or provided servey results to the
Comrnission for Federally listed bat hibernacula, agoatic bieta, and plant species along the
Project survey corridor.” ¥

Because the GEIS contains many information deficiencies, there are numerous FERC Staff
recommendations listed throughout, These so-calfed recommendations illegafly sidesteps public input
and offer no guarantes that recommendations will become requirements.  These holes i the DEIS will
noregse variance requests. The FERC vanance process is not governed by regulations or publisheg
policy, doesnot include public input and does not allow for detailed gnalysis. FERC's reliance on
recommendations and variances unlawiully circumvents the NEPA process

Miorecwer, the DEIS states that,

"We derermined that, for mast resources, the construction and operation of the Project would
result in limited adverse environmental impacts, This determination is based on aur review of
the information provided by Mountain Valey and further developed from environmental
infarmation requests; field reconnaissance; scoping; literature research; alternatives analyses;
and contacts with federal, state, and local agencies, and other stakehalders, We condude that
approval of the Project would regult in sorme sdverse enwvironmental impacts, but these impacts
would be reduced to less-than-significant levels through implementation of our
recommendations and Mountain Valley's proposed avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
measures, "

See response GEN-4 in Appendix 1.2.

Our analysis is based on the best available survey and
publically available data. Mountain Valley has completed
geotechnical studies for the Dan River and Stony Creek HDD.
Mountain Valley has also completed surveys for aquatic
species and has submitted reports to FERC, USFWS, and state
agencies. At the time of the final EIS, limited surveys are still
pending for bat portals, federal and state listed plant species,
and wetlands. Mountain Valley would be required to submit
the results of these remaining surveys to FERC and the
appropriate agencies prior to approval for construction.
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The DEIS is relyirg on recommendations to justify FERC's determination of less-than-significant Our recommendations will become conditions of the
impacts. There is no guarantee that these recommendations will become requirements or that they | Commission Order. Mountain Valley would be required to
CO-17b wil 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 far begin construction.
Responsible Growth ~ Res. Conservation v, FERC, 485 F, App'x 472, 474 {2d Cir, 2012).
This DEIS is fatally flawed becawse it facks detailed and complete anabysis which would aid publkic input . .
CO-17¢ and agency deczion-making. It should be rescinded, fully completed, then re-released for public See response GEN-4 in appendlx L2.
review ance FERC's MEPA implementation regulations.are properly met,
Request for 60-Day Extension . .
CO-17d = See response GEN-5 in appendix 1.2.
I ight o memerois shortoomings of indarmmation throdaghout the CEG, BREDL respecthely reguiédis a
By Extension for Public Comments,
Sepmentation ] ]
CO-17¢ See response GEN-8 in appendix 1.2.

FERL and Mountain Valley Frpeline, LLC have segeented the MR Somhgane profecr 269 separate
progect custssde of the WMVP-mainline, legally solitting this project inko twio parts: As BREDL pointed
Ul AN CUr Augest 21, 2018 corsmesns-at e Chatham, WA sooping meeding. “Wihila this praject i
deeived 5 indegendent Fom the Mountain Valley Pipeline_it isindeed dependent an the complation
ol gl WP peoect.”

‘e further charge that FERC s atternpt te mislead the poblic and to not eveluate these tao “projeces”
i anes envirgramental document was arbitrary and caprickous,  Waeare not convinced that FERT ded not
kreowr abaug the Scuthgatn Priolect pesor to Apeil L1, 2012, Jopstruchion had already started on the
VP M aindine Findlect = [LsE Teid months pricor to the MYP-Southgate Profect bemnsg annoumncad, A
sejdy s FERG recenssd noboe of rhe Southgane Prdject, FERC should hanes 1aken thie apgiropriae
actions,

Junc 23,2017 FERC Baued the Final Environmental Bmpact Staterment.

e, 13,2017 FERLC hswed a Cordficate of Public Corwendence and Nooessity for RIVE.
Fek, 2018 Consaruction of tha MVP Degan wih tred-cuttiog,

Apr 11, 2008 WP anncosct the WP Sauthgats Profscl

Federal apencies may not “amifoatly dradfela maker federsl action e smaller componens, each
witheut & “significant’ invpact ™ Coalstion on Sengbde Trendgg. v, Dobe, 826 2460, 68 {D.L. G, 198TL
‘Without the BVE mainline praject, the MVP Scaithgate peaject wolld be wiid, The manline praject
heas yet b ke compbsted, FERD mant oanddier both “prajects” in o &nvicoramental dodsment

The tme between the issuance of the MVP-mmasnling FES in lune, 2017 and the announcemant of plans
ta build the Sowthpate in Agpril, 2008 was ust ven meanths.  FERC oartified the MyP-mainiie in’ October,
17 basod on plans (o hawe His g25 fow Inte the Transco plpsling system, and then within 3 period of
ardy slg months, began saiculating that ths MUP-mainkne gas would be sedirncted by thie Southgage

o “Ewe nerw delbvory posnts oo thie Do ne Energy distribation sysienyin Rockingheo and Alamance
Counties, Morth Caroling.”
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Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC sought to avoid addressing the entire project and its cumulative impacts.
FERC had the authority and the responsibility to stop work on the MVP-mainling s soon as it received
the news regarding the Southgate project,  Infact, FERC is required to dosso. FERC must analyze the
MVP-Mainline and MV P-Scuthgate projects in one envircnmental document 5o that cumulativie
impacts can be properly considered and addressed,

The Draft Enviranmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the MVP Southgate says the following:
"Maountain Valley states that the Project will provide additionz! firm natural gas transportation
services for Dominion Enengy to mest its grawing supply nesds via interconnections with the under
construction Mountzin Valley Pipeline project in southern Virginia and the interstate pipeling of

Ext Termiesiee i Morth Czrolima to bwo new dedrtry points on the Domirdon Energy distribution
wrsbermn in Aockingham and Slamance Counting, North Caroling.™

Thes Southgate L haither states that “The Transoo I!'}ll:'l'ndﬂlﬁ-llbl cannadd with the Prt!gecl".'.
profsed recaipd poind with ths i clenlain Va¥ey Pipaline =1

Hospever, the Final Eraronmental bnpact Statemant (FEES) for the MVP-mamling, maed in dune, 2017,
sember *in penersl oo dadoribid by HRE Apofeaste tEe purpade of both the MVE and the EEP = 40
tramspoet metursl gt produced in the Appaiachizn dasin 10 markets o fhe feorthead, Mid-
Aalangic, and Soulhegaenn Unied States. Specfically, the MVF would delver tse ideodified pas
wakurme {2 Belfd] 1 five contracted shippers vis & pocling goink 8 Trensoo Statmon TS in Pittayhani
Crianty, Vinginea, =

FERL has rat sk That Biers 200 logical tenenini Debasen e prodecty, of hat oach progeel resotts n
a segment thaf has sabstantial independent ubiddy apaE from the othes project. See Toipayers
Watthdog, inc v, Sranley, 219 Fid 234, 208 (0.0 Cr. 5587 {Taxpayers Watthdogh Infact, che DELS
has ingicated the oppasite by siahing that the purpose @nd need for the Seuthgate profect =
depsndent on “Dominion Enengy [mesting] 5 growing supply needs w3 interconnections with the
umder consrruction Mounkasn Vallry Pipilire prosct ™

Per NEPA negufationg, §3508 75, toope condests of the fange of actians, altermativess-and impach 1o be
corsitered in an environneental impact statemend. The scope of an indesiduml sEaterent may dipend
on its relationshins to ather statemenits, Conneciod acthons must be discimsed i 1he same knpadt
staternent, Actions are connacted i they mifomatically trigper other actions. . Cumylatie actions when
witwed with ather aroposed sttons Lo have synificant mpacts réust be discossed in the seme impact
staternent,

The courts biwe ruled ageinst soch pipeine segmentaticn.. Delawars Bverkecper Wetsork ot al
suscesstully srpued that FESCS ppeling approval procsss was ilegsl Becsnss e segrmented s
eavironmental tevise. O dune B, 2004, the United Srates Counl of Appeak dor the District of Colurmbia
inguad ar pinion and codes Bnding that EERC s segeneniation vinlated NEPA &nd thal FERC had failed
te- nrrid er e curmulative immpacts of thege grojecks. The coust decision stxted:

See above CO-17e comment response
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CO-17f

“The temporal nexus here is cleéar, Tennesses Gas proposed the Mortheast Frofect 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 considaration of the
Northeast Project application overlapped with its consideration of the remaining two projects,
Indeed, FERC's review of the Northeast Project overlapped with its review of the Mortheast
Supply Diversification Project for the first sis. months and with the MPP Praject’s review
for the final six months. Thus, FERC was obliged to take into asccount the condition of
the environment refiected in the recently related and connected upgrades. The adjacent
lands were recently disturbed, wildife Faced 3 larger habitat disruption, there was an
increase inpressure and gas moving through the systern, and wetlands and groundwater
Bow was disrupted. These effects could not be ignored in FERC s NEPA review of the Northeast
Praiect.

Tennessee Gas states that it did not know at the time it commenced the 300 Line Project
that it was embarking on @ series of upgrade profects that would soon tramsform the entire
pipeline. That may be so. But the important guestion here is whether FERC was justified in
rejecting commenters’ requests that It analyze the entire pipeline upgrade profect once
the Northeast Project was under review and once the parties had pointed out the
interrelatedness of the sequential pieces of pipeline which were, in fact, creating a2
complete, new, linear pipefine, 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 refied upon an EA that failed to consider fully the
conternporaneous, connected projects.”

Mo matter that construction on the MVP-Mainline Profect is underway or how far alang that
construction may or meay not be, FERC must immediately stop work on the MVP-mainline project,
halt the Southgate DEIS process, and return to square ang, FERC must consider and evaluate these
twa 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 3 pipeline requires & demonsiration of need and that, on kalance, the project will
serve the public interest. [Certification of New Interstate Natwral Gas Pipeline Facilties; 58 FERC W
61,727 {199%), clarified, 90 FERC % 61,128, further certfied, 92 FERC 9§ 61,054 (2000}

Sources indicate that natural gas vsage is beginning to declng Both in the United States and Glodally.
I thie U5, the Energy nformation Administralion projects that gas production will deciine 2% from
1% an 3018 10 1028 w0 2009, L5 power generatons’ gasssage may be peaking, risang o an sxgpected
record 30.6 bofd in 2019 but then falling 1o 29.6 bofd in 2000 25 rencwabbes praduce mare eiecincity,
El dara shows." '

Across the globe, demand for natural gas surged by 4.6% in 2018, However, the International Energy
Agency says that extraoedinary growth rate i not suskinable. Ower the next five years, 1IEA expects gas
demand to only increase by I 6% per year on averags, '

As perrewable energy confinues to morease, the demand Tor natoral gaswed continue 19 decling,
Furtheer indication thot the porpose and nesd of this progeet is weak ot best and why more detads are
negded,

I Jzruary 2018 a regrort by the International Renewable Energy Agency [IREMNA), which has more than
150 memirer countries, $ays the cost of renewable engrgy is falling 0 fast ghobally thist it should be a
conssiently cheaper source of slectricity generation than fossd fuels by 2030, The report saps the cast
of generating power from enshore wind has fellen by 23% since 2010 while the cost of sofar
photovoltaic

Salar Fhatovoltaic {PV) electricity has fallen by 73%. 1RENA projects that wind and solag (P)
ganeration costs will fall po 50,03 per kilowats hour by 2020.°"

I the U5 & 2617 Department of Energy feport confirmed that the United States cansafely and
relizbly operate the electric grid with highlevels of renewablzs  In 2029 renewablesaccountesd for
11.9% of electiicity penerated with 2.5% fromowind and 0.2% from solar. By 2017 renewablss grew to
17 0% of electricity generated. Wind power grew to 5.3% and sofar increased to 1.35%.07

In Detober 2008, the United SNations refeased a dire report on Climate Change, The ropart said that by
2050, emisstons of keat-Urapping greenhouse gasses, inchuting methane, shoutd be reduced By 355,
relEtive to the 200 0rate, “Frnissions would need o decline rapadhy 2oross 3% of cociely’s rmaan sectors,
inchiding buildings, industry, transport, energy, and agricuiture, farestry and other land use,” the
report £3id.

See above CO-17f comment response
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The repaort also recommended danges i land use; urban plamming, infrastraciune systems and snergy
use. Theyrecommended gas should enlyaccount for 8% of energy by 2050, Currently, natues! gas
makies up around 25% of globeal consumpiign,

The Comrnission's robein revigwing the details of any project is to make 3 determination of public
convenience and necessity.  The Commission is suppased to base its decisions on financing: rates,
market demand, gas supply, envirenmentzl impact, and sther isswes conderning a proposed project.
15 ot dope 59 here.

As mentioned eadier, market demand is waning.. Steva Schiotterbeck, former CEC of E'QT, has
provided some details in fingncing and market demand.  Hera's an excerpt from desmoghblog.com:

“Backin 2014, sheffieid told Forbes that he expecied Ficneer could produce a milfion barrels of
ol & day from the Fermian bason by 2024 — up frone 45, 000 barrels 3 day in 201 1:

Nowy, Sheffield, whio left the heton of Pioneer in 2016 and returned this Febiruary, says that
thase millicn-bareel-a-gay plans are leoking increasinghy doubifol 25 the industry Fras stroggles
Lo prove to nvedtans-that i's capable not only of producing esormous vislumes of gl and gas,
CO-17f Bt that it can da so while booking profits rather than losses, See above CO-17f comment response
‘e lost the growth investors,” Pioneer CEC Scott sheffield told the Journal. "Now we've got 1o
attract awhole other set of investars.

Shefmwbd"s comments on the shale o industry's fiscal difficufties come on the heels of 2
warning from the former CEOQ of the coumiry’s largest natural gas producer about the shale gas
ndustey’s financial distress:

Stowe Schiotterbeck, former CEQ of Arnerica’s largest producer of matural gas, desaribed the
impact cver & decade of fracking on Marcelius shale dnfling companies 3t 2 recent
petrachemical industry conference.

‘g ligte-more than 2 deécade, most of thess companies jUst destroyed awery large percentage
of thedr companies' value that they had at the beginning of the shale revolution,” he said, in
rermarks reported by DeSmog on Sunday, "Excluding capital, the big eight basin producers have
destroyed on average 80 percent of the value of their companses since the beginning of the
shrale revolution.’

Schiotterbeck, the fornier CEQ of EQT wiha now serves on-thie boacd of diréctors for the Energy
Imnovation Ceater Institute which offers training for workers in the oil and gas. solar,
and construction trades, offersd his view of the end recults far imwestors at the petradhremical
industry conferenice on Friday,
A4 7016 study conducted by Synapse Energy considering the need forthe Mountain Valley and Atlzntic
Cosst pipelines found that the regions natural gas supply using existing and upgraded infrastructure is
sufficient to meet the maximuny demand through 203077 Additional new pipelines are not nesded,
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EQT Financing
Comment noted. These comments are outside the scope of the
Followdng the financeal trouble dnd drima coring out of EOT IS e wanching & tehevishon epseds ol . . . . .
Do e Fellomistome. it o okt paint 2 sanbbe pictuss oF the covipany. F RERE SalfRadts duies and environmental analysis. However, as discussed in section 1.1
CO-17g resionsibilties = an unkiased mances, then the shaky Bnancing sloms should void the 3vP-Soushgate |Of this EIS, the Commission bases its decisions on financing,

Projeel  What fodows it 3 Eimetae highlighting EOTS financial shenanigand:
evE s Er T T

Rice Enprgy was purchased by BET making BOT the largesn LS, natursd gas produces, sroording 16
Marcebus Deilling Sews,

Bigust 2018

i hie el o @ family vagateon, Bok MeNaky was sammoned o Fitsbargh o inenvies for EOT s tap
o, He got the Job aleer Bhe unixgpesied desarture af BOT' S le1 (RO, Shewe Schlaiierbeck, EOT woes
conbirued a5 Lhe Fittdbangh Post-Gatette reported.

“Thengs i the-gnlng figkds fud poiften off track 1o the tune of 3 £ 200 milkon col geermum, which
e Feviealed bn g destnogs call wath 3habeans i Labe Oetcbes

Sr B etvally, e il e ooanpaeny™s TR, bonsded Tt M Raims-tre B2asned of e Dpesrlag isues
[ate In im quarier and has hiaeed the FOT 5 sloed ftrochure and mardibve n-nwr-::rnmnl!-rt.ﬂ-:-r
g B cF Sooner, fnalysts and Somes o nosr o ployee s Trane Sadl M, oay sicher kives or
sheag b e bevowin aboat & deradment thiat siphifican|

The momeng of the analysl cal, the otoaiives wirne vnpecpeaied, Sasd Koamd Sue Smsth; B4
R THe telin el ek & odbesiyn snssiagn one s, Desn 55 000 Call was Degina g Ty
Wl B i g Dogethie wiia] g @one Wi,

“Fknew it would be bad,” Mr. McNally said, *But | didn't know how bad.”

The day of thie call, EOT'S stock price slid 13 peroent.

M. Mchzlly officially became the CEQ a few weeks later. And ina few more weeks, he'd become
a target of a proxy war waped by former Rice Energy founders Toby and Dersk Rice, who said Mr.
wichally-was part of the problem and — nothing personal, but .., — needed to be replaced at
once. The logical replacement, they argued, was Toby Rice, "2

rates, market demand, gas supply, environmental impact, and
other issues concerning a proposed project.
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Diecember 2018
Once source told Marcebus Deilling News that EQT is a “totsl mess.”

“eiell, the EQT situsbon 153 wotal mess.” 5o began-a super secret email 1o Marcelus Drilling
News from a highly-placed source we implicitly trust. Not fong after reéceiving that email, we
sSpotted @ press relsace from the Rice brathers, Toby and Derek, who along with their other twa
brothers, presdously faunded and built Rice Energy into 3 majar Marcellus/Utica operator.”

Januaey 2009

The Fitesburgh Fosi-Gazette reported on the Rice Brothers effarts to gam control of EQT and recent
Izypaifs,

MNearly 3 month after the foenders of acompany scquired by EQT Corp. chaliengedits CEC oa
prozy fight, Rob MoNaily is fighting back.

In & Fetter so sharchodders issued on Manday — the same day that the Downtewn-based ¢il nd
gas frrm laid off mose than 100 employees and promised the cuts would seve 550 milllion
annually — Mr. McNally offered confidence for the company’s future and said returiing monsy
to sharchoiders would be among EQT s top prionties for the year.

The fetter commes after a long silence frora the company which faced pobls oriticismn from two
tarrer executives of Rice Energy Corp., @ comyprany that EOT boughtina S6.7 Billion deslin
2017, Derek and Toby Fice, with the support of 31 least one hadge fund, want to replace Mr.
MeMally with Toby Rice and to reconfipare the board of directars.

nieanwhile, Monday's fob cuts Follow the layoffs of more than 200 employess in November

2017 after the close of the Rice deat.
February 2012
Frior to being laid off on Jan. 7, 2019, two EQT employees allegedly logged onto company computers
and stole secrets. Thousands of proprietary documents, ranging from emails to 2 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 lones & Company, Inc,

See above CO-17g comment response
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June 2019

fis The Street posted on its Beal Money website section, thers s nothing pasitive about EQT stocks,
The site recomerended they be avoided, Excerpts from the website point to EQT s financial siide:

“In his second ® Executive Decision” segment on Mad Money Tussday night, our awn Nim Cramer
£3t down with Rob McNally, president and CEQ of EQT Corp, (EQT), the natursl gas producer
embroiled in & bitter prowy fight with Rice Energy, @ company it acouired in 2017,

Mchally sald since his management team was put in place In Novem ber 2018, EQT has split its
upstresm and midstream businesses and has outperformed their peers. He admitted that in
aheolute numbers, thishas been disappointing for sharakalders, 35 natural gas prices have
fallen.

CO-17g When asked about the prapasals made by those backing Rice Enenay, Mchally said sSimply that
thinse claims are not based in reality. He sain while EOT is orllling fewer wells thas nefare, they
sl expect 5% produection growth this year.”

See above CO-17g comment response

“In the weekly bar chart of EQT, below, we can se€ & three-year decline for this stock, Frices
have remainoed below the declining 40-week moving average line for much of the past threa

years,
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Bottom-line strategy: There is nothing positive or constructive about the charts of EQT.
Avoid, "3
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One of the sharehalders of EQT stock has decided to sue the company over alleged fraudulent
activities. Marcellus Drilling News reported:
*The Cambridge (Massachusietts) Retirernent System is not happy with their investment in EQT
shares of stock, so they're suing the company. They hope to turn the lawswit into @ class action
an behalf of other shereholders, Cambridge claims EQT made false and misieading statements
aborut thieir purchase of Rice Energy—claims about cast efficiencies that never materialized, and
claims abour the bocation of Rice leases that werenot as close to EQTs-acreage as claimed. In a
ward, Cambridge is alleging fraud anthe part of BOT."20
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 BOT more than
a year ago and are pressing for changes to its board.
Thie Rice brothers were part of the founding team at Rice Energy, which was bought by EQT in
MNowerntrer 2017, They say EOT mamragement is responsible for the company’s
underperioemance since the deal and have pushed for an overhaul of its board.™"
CO-17g Toby Rice is named CEQ of EQT. Rice ousted Former CEQ Robert MoMally, who was named CEO last See above CO-17g comment response

yaar after Steven Schlotterbeck resigned.
Aupust 2019

Jimimi Sue Smith, who became EQT'S senior vice president and chief financial officer in November
2018, was terminated — without caute — effective Thursday, stcording to a Securities and Exchange
Commission filing. Earlier in the month, Gary Gould, on the job roughly six months as chief operating
afficer, abruptly left EQT.

Sepiember 2019

The Pittsburgh Post-Gazetie reported that EQT Corp. is laying off 196 employees, nearly one-quanter of
it warkforce, the Devamtown Pittsburgh-based natural gas producer announcad Tuesday, September
10, The newly announced layoffs bring EGT's total number of employees down to about 650,
compared to mare than 9900 who were on payroll last year:

WPXI Ras reported on EQT plans to lay off around 200 as the company’s financial instability continues.

“EQT Corp. i readying plans to lay off arcund 200 employees in a mave that could happen
sametime this week,

Muttiple sources told the Business Times about the plans for the layoffs, which would be a
significant portion of the B00 or 3o employees that are working at the downtown Pittshurgh-
based natural gas driller. It would be the second round of layoffs at EQT (NYSE: EQIT) since
January, when about 100 employees were laid off by the previous management team.

EQT dedined 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 Thie BES indicates that MR hias said the company has wo plans to esport natural gas.'! ¥et, ange fhe
- ua'ulmﬂ gas gets ko the end of the pipiline, it is no longer up to MVE. MY? has sald that themszlves. In [ A ¢ noted in section 2.8, the Southgate Project is not able or
addition, market forees indicele siporting LNG will mcrease in the comimg yaars. designed to export natural gas
“tinalysts belioye the natural gas marke! & ant trading on demand fundamentals becaise
sUpply growth continues 1o far sutpace msing consumption. Energy firms are pulling recard

amainis of ail tram shale formations and with thet oil comes associated gas thet nesds pither
16 ba shipped or burned off "™

LS. Matural Gas supplies will increasingly reach foreign markets in the form of Houelied
Aatural gas, & form af thie fuel chilled to i aguid form, masily bor transpert by 583, IEA srs The
LA could top Gatar and Australia as the world's 1op LNG exporier by 2024,

IEA pipects now LNG capacity from the U5, Australiz and Russia Wil make ap S0t of edpart
graweth Y F

I November 2018 Roanoks Times arlide 1 was repoced that *[Lwo yéars ago, WEL Midstream and
Vego Energy Pariners signed & Z0-year natural gas salés agreement with 2 U5 -tassd subsidiary af Gadl
Ltd,, @ natural ges company in India, to sugply natarsl gas for export through the Dominion Cove Foint
bobefied matural gas export fFacility in Mardand, WG L reported that “the majonty of the natural gas
wiould be purchased by WGEL Midstream through an existing arengement with Antero Resources Corp.
I lupe 3015 email, fuben Aodrigusr of WGEL affitmed that most of the natural gas for the GAIL
dgreement wolld besupplied by Anters but noted that "naturs| gas from the Mountsin Valley Fipeline
cauld be part of the remzming GAIL supply porttalio, "+

in the Roanoke Times articie, Aacalie Cox, a spokeswoman for Mauatain Valley Pipeline, noted “The
propossd MUP termmates st Transca's station 165, atwhich time the shippers determune whisre their
partion ol the gas will be used ™"

The DES further states, "The aesarest LNG eiport terminal o the terminas oF the Project would be the
exlating Cove Pant LNG terminal an the Chiesapeake Bay In Calvert County, Maryland, abaur 190 miles
away. There i no dieect connedion from the Praject termdinus in Alamance Counly, North
Caroling 1o the Cove Point terminal, "™ As FERC should be quite aware, plpelines cres cross
throughout thee United Sates. Maburzl Gasvin the BYPand MVYP Southgate Projects bnding s way
olerseps is clearty possibie,

Thiat MVP would have to zeek approvel it the prolect = expanded fo export netural gas is na Jubstitung
tar review now. A1 that point, the MYP Southgate wauld have aiready been completad, There bas to

be wvoire of & guarantes togt seportation will ot b needed ta financially sustaim this oraject
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Section 106

More effort is required to contact and seek input from the tribes. Just because there was no response
s not sufficient. Per NEFA §1501.7 (2], FERC s obligated to consult early with Indian tribes, Federal
and FERC puidance alsa reguires that FERC must reach out to tribes, net just the project sponsor = MWP

in this case. We are requesting under the Freedom of Information Act all communications betwesn
FERC and the tribes,

In the DEIS, ot is stated that, & private citizen of Virginga, Ann Rodgers, suggested that we consult with
the Cheyenne River Siou Tribe and the Rosebud Sioux Tribe of S5outh Dakota about the Project.
Hevwever, when Mawntain Valley reached aut to the Cheyeane River Sigus Tribe and the Rosebud Sious
Tribe, these two tribes did not respond to correspondence,”

Executive Order 13175 (2000), Consultation and Coordination with Tribal Governments lists as one of
its purposes “to strengthen the United States’ povernment-to-government relationships with indian
tribes...” Thus, the govemment-to-government consultation process continues to embody the unique
relationship between the United States and Indian tribes,

FERC's own provcedures reguire consultation:

"The Commission does not delegate its government-to-government Tribal consultation
responsibilities, Within the context of our governing statutes [e.g., the NGA), the FERC has a
trepst responsioility to federally recognized Tribes, as described more Fally 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 cultursl resources, and
those concerns may be of a larger enviconmental; socio-econcmic, or health conbext. If 2 Tribe
does not wish to communicale or coordimate with the project sponsor, the Commission will
consult directly with the Tribies, While a preject sponsor is expected to reach aut to Tribes early
in its application planning stage, the FERC typically initiates consultation when the FERC staff
has enaugh imfarmation toinitiate its MEPA process and issues 3 Motice of intent to lssue an
Environmental Bocwment, Additicnally, project-specific letters from the FERC staff ko Tribes
may be issued an a project-bi-project basis." ¥

| It further states:

"If no respanse is recoived from a Tribe within 30 days after the request for comments is sent
that does not necestarily mean that the Tribe does not have interest. The praject spansor or its
consuitant shouwld follow-up with a telephene call, email, or ather means, to verify that the
approprigte Tribal representative has received the information, and either doesn't require any
further information or has no comments.**

The courts have made it clear that a federal agency must fulfifl s obligation to consult, City of Phaenix, Arizona
v, Huertas, 869 F.3d 963 (D.C. Gir. 2017)

FERC's duty here iz 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.
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BREDL will submit additional comments on Section 106,
Cumulative Air Quality Impacts

Why we need a comulative oir quoelity impoct assessment of Tronsoo Villoge

The Lamiert compressor station is propased for construction as past of the Southgate pipeline at Transco Village
iy Chatham, VA As stated in the Southgate DELS, the proposed constrection site of the Lambert comqpressor is
apgroximately 052 mile from Transco Compressor Sation 165 and about 500 feet from Lambert Compressor
Station 186

Ansitipated air pollution from the Lambert compressor station, combimed with air pollution from Transoo
Compressars 165 and 166, will cumulatively exceed threshold bevels under PSD/NNSR Major Source for NOw, £0,
and Tatal HAPs, as-well as thresholds levels under Tithe W for NOx, €O, WOC, and Total HAPs. FERC must perfarm
a curmulative iImpacts assessment o quantify the alr pollution impacts of adding the Lambert compressar station
o the o existing compressors at Transco Village. We understand that permitting under PSD/MNKSA Major
Source and Title W is conducted an a “per facility'' basis. However, this does not exonerate FERC from
considering cumalative mpacts of all three compressors, all of which will be confined toa space less than a mile
in length,

Faradoxically, the Article & &ir Permit Application for the Lambert Compressor Station, submitted by Southgate
daveloper BMountain Valley Pipelfine, LLC in November 2018 states on page 9-23, "Becavse operation of the
Southgate Projact, along with the other existing and progosed major Title V projectsffacilivies, will be regulated
by the VADEQ and NCDED throwgh the air permitting process,; the cumulative effects of the operatson of the
Project with ather projects is not expected to result in adverse air quatity impacts.” Here it appears that the
permitting processes of the state DEOS are being proffered by Mountzin Valley Pipeline, LLC a5 a substitute for a
cumulative impact assesement of colocating three comprassor stations ina very confined geographic area.

The need for FERC to perform this cumulative impact assessment is supported by Virginia Department of
Enwironmental Quality (DEQ)'s comments to the Southgate DEIS, which state, “in section 5.1.11 they distuss
conducting modeling to demonstrate compliance with all air standards. It should be noted the modeling
conducted did not account for any nearby sources or background emissions.”

A cumulatwve mpadts assessment must be performed by FERC to presvent the oreation of an “air poliution
ghetta” in the rural community surrcunding Transco Village in Chatham, Vi Wilma Subra, who served for seven
eyarsas vice-chair of the EPA"s National Advisory Council for Enviranmental Poficy and Technology, and for s:x
years on the EPA's National Enviconmental Justice Advisory Council, docemented the nllowing health threats to
Tamidies ving near comgrassor stations [source; Southwest Pennsylvania Emvironmental Health Project,
Surmmary an Compressar 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 Impaces Experiencad by individuals Uiving ard Woeking near Compressor Stations
tension and nennrusness

wint and muscle aches and pains

wision impairment

personality changes

depression, anaety

irritabilicy

conifusion

drowsingss

weakness

irregular heartbeat

irrtation to skin, eves, nose, throat and lungs
FESPIF3IOnY. IMpacts

sinus problems

alkergic reactions
headaches

dizziness, light headedness
ndussa womiting

skin rashes

fatigue

erpakness

Chramic Health impacts Experienced by Individuals Uiving and Working Near Compressor Statiins
damage toliver and Kidmeys
damage to lungs

darnage o cardiowascular system
damage to developang fetus
reproductive damage

matagenc impacts

developmental mafformations
darmdge Lo Rervous Sysiem

brsin impacts

Feukemia

apfastic anemia

changes in blood cells and clotting.

Transco compressar renovations

Transco Compressar 186 was completed in 2018, Transco Compressor 165 5 currently in the planming process
fior miajor renowvation, with expected completion date of Jume, 202 1. The permitting process for this renovation i
sl in progress, and there is potential that Vieginia DEQ may deny the permat or reguire thatit be amended. For
this reason, itis necessary to acknowiedge that the combined air pollution outputs of Transco stations 165 and
166 consist of twe sets of figures, one "before renovation”, ia. the existing outputs, and another “after
renowation”, reflecting drastically reduced pollution owtputs resulting from eguipment opgrades:

See above CO-17j comment response
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For this reason, we offer the follawieg table to (Rustrate the “bafiore” and "after™ pollution SLEnanas anbeipated
at Transco Village. Table 7.1 is taken fram the Transco Southeactern Trail Project Akr Permit Applcation (sowrce
Transcontinental Gas Pipeline Company, LLC, Southeastern Trall Braject, Ax Permit Application, Compressor
Station 165, June 20, 2018, Table 2-1, 2ud),
TABLELD  POTENTIAL EMISSIONS CHANGE FOR STATIONS 165 & 166 (TONSYR)
1
- Tatal
e Ll N T ST P T R
Esksblng Sankions 165 |
and s Pojdouial | A0 | 102640 | 251,20 LKL | B30 [k | AL 3%
_ Taione | ! |
Pigenbal Empsoms | 1
Enerease Frow Misw | NLTs 1305 17.28 TLET | 1LA7 L RN (LU 35
_Bgisbpamient | el sho = 5 ul : =
Dodpntial Emesiom |
[ecreass For 81,0 = | (R222000 [ fonsndy | (NEUTE | 00y | (MGG | e 230 e
ML 1 Shokdovwn | |
Past Project Folential |
Ensiszipne From | BlRAES EEAE L A0 4R LA | AnGT ERT Eam T
Statione 165 anid 16 |
in light af the ifermasicn peonded by Trarcomtnental Gas Pipeling Compdny i Tabla 2,7, alewe, © s vikry
. oncerning o BAEDL that the Socthpate DEY drasticatly undesrepocts the air pollution kevelsanbicipaied to'be .
CO-17j emitted by Trensco Compressors 165 and 168, Tivs underraporting, eoourring In Table4.13-5 from the See above CO-17j comment response

Southgate DEIS [copied bedow), mwst b corected e thar the Scuthgate FEISmore accurately refiects the data
offered by Transcontinental Gas Pipeline Company

TABLEA.13E

Potantial Anniual Emission Rales Associated with the Southgats Projact and Transcoe
Compressor Statlon 105 and 166 (lons par year)

MOx oo v B0y Bl Py
Larntser  paspressar Seation LR H. 6 L 54 il &
Tramsce Ugwaprevan Siatom 111 07 154 12 228
168 @l
Tmescr L gonpieaian. SRahi na 2 A )2 Sl tE- A0NE
N6sh 02

al Keuree FERC 2009
b Swurce: FERC Mild

Threshoids will be exceedeyd

Ta illustrate the facts supporting tha nead for a cumdilative air auality bmpact sssesement. BREODL offers the
tollowng chart, whicdh has bedn cosnpiled using data from the Larmbaert rewssed peomit application {source-
Wountain Valley Papeline, LLE, Lambert Conyrassor Siation, Sauthgate Project, Arbicle & &b Perpnat fysidication,
Rewision 1, Aprl 35, 1013) and the Trinite permil Jpplicatian far cenavation of Transco campriasdod 165 (sounce:
Transcontirental Gas Pypebine Comparty, LLE, Southeastem Trall Peoject, Air Permit Application, Compressor
Statian 165, luss 20, 2018}, As can be seen by compann g the chars below with Table 2.1 abave, we have used
the “after reravation” s palliiion outputs fram Tramoo Compressor 165 a5 the Bodts of our caloubations. Even
after atcounting for the drsgic aiF quadity (mprovements apticipated through renovation of Transo Comprissos
165, the combenad poliution from the thies compressors 4t Transco Village will xceed thresholds for WO, €0,
and Tolal HATS.
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Cumiative air pollution impacts of 3 compressoers ot Transco Village medt 7 threshold criteris
—_ Source WOX | D | woc | P | PMI0 | PezS | S0z | TowiHAPS
MVE Lambart 3455 5.8 .44 18,35 1035 135 538 4,52
Trapsco VES/AGE | 61685 39LAE 10 AE 3is.av 3597 35487 13,50 FERL]
TOTAL B31.71 43006 [EEAT] 4532 4637 4532 1828 2826
PED/NKER Major 250 250 250 k. 50 50 250 25
Bourcs
Threshold
{rons pear)
Diowss: TOITAL S s ey na s noy no e
meEal threshsid
undar
PEOSKNMSR T
Thtle W perenit 10H] af 100 of FO0 o 10 af 100 oF 100 of 100 of 25
(40 CFR 70 ary air Ay afr ay Eir amy-alr arvy air Aty air Sy alr
AT Sodroe pallatant | pollutant | podlutant | pedlovant | pollutaet | oollutant | eatlotant
thereshald
Mimes TOTAL
meet shrashold R WEA WRE no no ik ™ VEs
e Tinke W7
i shpuld be resferated that BREDL recognizes thal permitting upies. the e programs cited ir the chars abuave,
BEOYMNSE MakrSource and Title V' (40 CFR T, s congucied ora “par feolity” Basls wihith does nor take Into
mrooui the auiputs Gf meighbaering faciisbos. + , He e tu wsraber HEPA fon comdideration of
CRPUITIVE (TEEBCEE I Ease s Bl a5 we sea laveloping as Transoo ViRage are dlisap and onegiaesyoel
CO-17j See above CO-17j comment response

Hasurdous afr polishents
A dlustration of what & meant by “Total HASE" i the chart, abovs, we offer the following char providing &
detailed list of the Harardowes AirPoliuiants HAPs) antickpated os comibined emissions from the three

conspressars o5 the Transco Vilage sHe, L ol =n ik kAl o
thagt ol of Timie 5 L]
Lambert and proposed Transco Stations 165 & 166 potential emissions — aftor re ions aof T

compressor 165 [source: Transconlinental Gaz Pipeline Company, LLC, Southesstern Trall Project, Alr

Parmit Application, Compressor Station 165, June 20, 2018)
LAMBERT TR 0 165166
e e e
v T P o Emin [toneyr] TOFAL TOTAL
"-_"GC-]-IAP

Apetaldehyds 4. 00E-DS 0115 Lo 2125 A,250.00]
Acrolein B.0DE-OS 0.0184] 156 157840 3, 156,80

Benzene 1.20E-05 0.0345) 0.0% 01245 249,
1, 3-Butadiens C.00E-00 .01 24' 0LOD1SS OL01399 2798
Dichiorobenzens QD000 | m.ooooos oo
Ethylbenzene 3.20E-05 o 042! 0212 A24.00)
Farmaldaehyde T ADE-04 34T 18293} 22.a]  AaSo0.00]
Hexane 0.00595 0.17] 017595 351,90
Naphthalene 1.00E-08 000374 CLUOOZSI]  CLOOE2T 12.54
PAaH 2.00E-06 000622 000396, 001028 20.56
Propylene Oxlde 2.80E-05 _ woepass| EE{?_ _ a3as] 7k B,
Tohwene 1.30E-04 0374 0,08, D.BS4 1, 7O OO
Hylenes B8.40E-05 0184 D21 0494 DB

Thank yolr for yoikr pramipt atieniion to this matier.
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CO-17

Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-17k

CO-171

CO-171

Restrict Burning on Moderate PM 2.5 Forecasted Days in the Region

The DEIS {p. 4-193 or pdf p. 323} mentions that open buming will be used to dispose of land clearing
debris. To lessen severe health impacts, especially to sensitive populations, open burming neust be
restricted o days when regional particulate matter is forecasted to be low.

Sources of fine particles [PM 2.5} include all typesof combustion sctivities (moter vehicles, power
plants, wood burning, ete.) and certain industrial processes, PM2.5 s associated with increased
premature deaths and s especiably harmful to peaple with lung disease such as asthma and chronic
abstructive pulmonary disease [COPD), including chronic bronchitis and emphysema, as well a5 people
with heart disease, Exposure bo particulate air pollution can trigger asthma attacks and cause
wheezing, coughing, and respiratary irftation in individeals with sensitive alrways. An estimated
200,000 people die cady 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 Phd 10
pallution the risk increased by 2294 An earlier study found for each 10 pg/m3increasa 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 regulary
inspected for leakage and potential pipeline hazards such a5 construction activity, encroachments, and
evidence of recent unmonitored excavations as part of scheduled operations and maintenance,
including;

o physically walking and inspecting the pipeline corridor periodically;

s conducting fiy-over inspections of the right-of-way as required;

= inspecting and maintaining MLVS and meter stations; and

s conducting leak surveys at least cnce every calendar year or as required by regulations. ™8

Please define “periodically™ and "as requined”,

Additional Comments
Erosion and Sediment Control

The DEIS states, “The Project waold cross about 1.8 miles of slopes grepter than 30 percent, Mountam Villey
has developed construction methads for rugged terrain, which inchude slopes that typically exceed
30t 35 percant, to allow for the safe operation of equipment; and prevention of Sevene ¢ rosion. "{DEIS, p. 77)

With all due respect, after what bas cocurred along the MVP mainkee, wae bave no faith that MYP's Erdsion and
Sediment Control Plan (E&SC Plan} and Best Management Practices (BMPs) (BEIS, o 28) will work and pase “no
permanent effects to surface or ground waser,” {DEIS, p. 300

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.

See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.

Endangered and Threatened Species
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CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

dceording 1o the DEIS MVBSFERC would like ba use the DEIS as the Biclogical Assessment for the project. ™ We

CO-17n stronghy abjedt to this. W respectfully resquist that the FWS requine and complecs thie proper Biological See response T&E-2 in appendix 1.2.
Bssesumend, An asscssment thay — unbke this DEIS - is not ckdng In species surveys;
Working 24-Hour a day

Langsanding policy ol e Federl Energy Regulatary Commission (FERC) B 1o conperate with bocal jutisdictions. (See section 4.11.2.3 for a revised discussion of noise levels
1 B statediin 1he MVE Southgste DEIS, "the FERC encourages cooperation betwesn apgficants and state and bocal d 24 . he Lamb
CO-170 Authnrtieg™,,.” This sialément 13 0 consarance with FERT pelicy untder sectlons 3 and 7 of the Natral Gas ue to 24-hour construction at the Lambert Compressor

e, Station.

Hirwever, mstead of respacime lecal goverrments’ ardimancss that were put 0 place 1o promotz the haalih
safetyand general welfare of s citicens, FERC by allpwing MYP Lo upend this probection. The DES stated that
“Mauntain Valley isin discussion with Pittsylansa County to assess apphicability of the Pioosylvania Courty Noise
Ordinance with regards (o 24-howr construction at the Lowbsert Consprassof Staton ®

MWVP does not need to work 24 hours a day to constnict o compresso station, Buldings and facilities go up
every dny-all aver this codiry without coamtinaous roisy work poing on 24 hours aday. L2t the residenis and
anpmals near the comprassor station get a good nighos deep,

Froperty Values

GgcL-¢l

The DES sraed, "Our repew of available studies indicates that the Project |s not likely 1o have & significant

CO-17p adiztse Imgacs on property values” See section 4.9.5 of the EIS for a discussion or property

BREDL research indicates that propiefty wilees hove plunged for some Bndowners who signed sasements for the values.

Attantic Coast Pipaline iy Highland and Nelson Courties, Vingmia, In Nelson County, we found theee progerties
that svaraged a reduciion in property value of 32,5%, In Hyrland Coonty, many properiies with signed
eacements decreased in value o an avempeof T, ¥

Mo Action Alternative

vie raipectully reguest the Commusson (o choose the Fa Actisn Sarnative and Seny the Carticale ior the
Motmtain Valley #paline, LLC Seuthaate Proieey; This raject b not needed and doss not serva the public We concluded in Section 3.2 that the No Action Alternative

WE e FLL A . . . . . .
i 5. does not meet the Project objective and is not likely to provide
a significant environmental advantage.

CO-17q

Respectiully submitted,

Wary E. Barves
Exgcutive assittant, BREDL
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CO-22 Haw River Assembly

9CL-¢’l

CO-22a

See response GW-1 in appendix 1.2.
CO-22b See response SURF-2 in appendix 1.2.

Section 4.3.2.4 of the EIS discusses the Jordan Lake Riparian
CO-22c

Buffer.
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CO-22 Haw River Assembly
o st e wronmid sarface o -|=-'r|.|:1|||.1| comtioars m chisaly ns practicable® leaves ox with
CO-22d Sermla conaerms. W have scen the wark MY P oomractors have done on the imamibine amd have See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.
fende Eajnh tleat these rediiverpents will be et a1 all Thawever, leavias so mdel sobjectivity i
CO-22e il ws o svlinl e kol practease allows S P SouTdate o argiaee The ke Bane mrmimgi s oall
thit 15 necessary, This ik a sensitive watershed and thic progect swall pol be complebed v wway See response CO-22c.
thid prevends serions walendhad degrodation
Sy parblae wwater supply intakes are locatsd dmvastrasm S heso stranm crosrmpes, bt . .
CO-22f further than Thres miles downstram, Many of the comtantinanis that could impact drnking water | S€e response SA-2a-2 in appendix 1.3. See also response
spnality do naol breakdown. Therofore, 1iks three mile limil for dowmdroan impacis s mot m SURF-4 in appendix 1.2.
mecngnie ansessinenl of the Tulf soopa of mngact:
Drarsy - and - panyp or Mome mathods can cause potenliafly inneversible degradation 10
CO-22g st healih by order 1o aclegueately assess anvpoets, e ctosshng micthods shoulld be gpecilied Appendix B.5 nrovides the proposed crossing method for
for ench sbréam ceassang in U initial 12ELS in order for thoreogh review snd comnmrent pp > prov prop &
Inchsding clapses ke “when practecable” leaves too mush subpectivity to MYP Southaate each waterbody.
wordenctors We have sect over 200 wated deindaly sl sedamseinl and sy conlpod ol atsods on
CO-22h the masnline done by the sanie tems, see response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.
DY anad conventional bore evossing melhods do m Tt bave impavts on surlie willer
. badica and ground watcr, though this DEIR statex atherw e See section 4.3.2.2 and 4.3.2.7 for discussion of impacts from
CO-22i Crosging Stony Creck Beservoar 1% o threat to over S0L000 peaple who depenid on the HDD and conventional bore crossings
reservioar [or profected dnaiking water p - -
CO—22_] Thoe Inch, ol mdioroal s ru':'.;,ﬂrdlnu Bvep Ureek Crossgs leaves this TVEIS ||1|.'-|r||1F|!qI|,: See SCCt%OH 4324 for discussion of the StOIly Creek
Having wwork areas back 300 from wetlands and waterbodies is inadegoate, Alhowing for RCSC.I'VOII‘ Crossing. — - -
CO-22k less dhou @ 50 Foot sethack 18 agamst e Jordan Lake Roles wihich ure o place 1o proledl slrcasis Section 4.3.2.2 has been updated with information regardlng
frinm natrrent amd sedimacnd impaanmenm the Deep Creek crossing.
Mavingt a LS Gl badter on walerbodies and wetlands 2 ool adegunte and does nof sdbere  |See response CO-22c.
CO-221 o the Jordan Lake Riks
Alony mpacted warerbodies e histed as nclosve date 'Thas 8 nat enough i feomation 1o
asmure that thisse walerbodies are pol mmpaired ind coreful altentmon shoulkd be given 1o all See section 4.3.23 for a discussion of impaired waterbodies.
CO-22m shrgam crosaings Dwyrsllrean sepnmnts are ompaiced diee to turbadity, oudreinis, and benthse Lifs,
all of wilncl coteld e degraded by this progjest upsineam,
CO-22n Varsance regues! hodld be demoed due 1o hagh misk= of sedhmantation and vl See response CO-22c.
gl i Jordom Lake
Sluci ol the pipelate s fin M Thssbzone of e Bl Baved, which has seen recand
C0O-220 Nosrding the past o veers, Thes voleme snd velodty 'of waler will be imercased with less baller See response SURF-7 in appendix 12,

ooty anel commpaded woi ks Brom heaoey machinery

Fhee DX RS alear previsiemezes wny cotmmislalive smspacts 1o s e svaders, s o misleadng
Brradguni. open-cul papeline crossngs.-and ather msireem activiiies will have b greatanpnat on
smrface water cuandity: health m o the streaem and dovwnstreans throsphoot the watershed
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CO-22 Haw River Assembly
The DELS also mammieteés npacts by statmig that g HIUC = 1D s o appropimate sieed
wealerslsad For 1his progect |||||-|'\. i Thal the =trearms aond cunmvielalive i b i hss sireums
: See section 4.12.2.2 for discussion of cumulative impacts on
CO-22p = water resources.
C0-22q See response CO-22k.
CO-22r See response CO-22m.
Measures regarding hydrostatic test water discharge are
CO-225 provided in section 4.3.2.7 of the EIS and VIL.D.1 of
Mountain Valley’s Procedures.
-22t . .
co 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
CO-22u 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

AP Mocheccimoanics

e Sacineciniatihe bnpact ) nol i lode wocial wopvices thol will be providedd e ol of
T vpprkers for this poogeat. Tha RS e miiskeading o stating that = A fected comwntion wondd
enpiriunice the prestest napadis ol with eaplasmenl, boussng, puablic services,
lransportation, fralTie, propeny vabies, scomoniy, aad tasaes ™ Looal copdinvmsnt vl mil 1w
mireasied, priperty valoes swill decnvecte, and poy impadis o B vureoandin g ecomony’ will b
abiot Myl

£ 1.5 € wmmoslatise Il pn’ﬂn

Ihee BYELLS sdadcs el soul popacts wouldid be localized, hoavever, groand dasturbance in tlee
Tty neeim sl 1 e sifcaamns e cronsaies oorsiraction Wl sl se cativcine sedancmtaipon
mned ersioa impacs h{nl:.:.' viinall soreuns arg drosisad in g close proxiniiy i thic pr-r-pnwd
prdjoct, amd tlacar wminbl sireons willl sy inmpsdated woith sedimsemt amnil squatie habita will by
thrcuteised

e o ve mpaets iove not fuctesed in the sl ol i cased maperyous warlbees
thol wrll alsd Bo contrbabmg (oostonmw nler vieloomy and temperatare pctcases

[he DR Hiss the Sloomain Yalley Pipeline (mamline ) projea as an oxample for
AT cuma el ampacts, vol thik paodect e alresdy aoen over 200 walor guality
wiladmins, which is nol anly a bieden 1o siream Health, hul woostale agency stalt budgels

[ D3ETE abad niinimices oy coamuolaive inpects o surfoce watees. This s misleoding
Iweafgengs. agien-cut plpeling Srosaknge. sand other instream activitios will lave a gredt inpad on
murlise water quality héalib do the stream aad Sowmsieamn duodghoul The waerclsed.

Ihe BEES repeatediy deseviboa Targe. sipnil st smpocts, and then Basaw 1is predwebiom i
nar pdeicsnt amgacis on MW P S compliancs with mitisiion mcsurees. Thers are many
s loms witly thes. Those enaclenke MY T s lustory of nonosmgl smee duriig: comsirisctaom 4o T
mianr e, maiy of the mitigasem meadures redied vpen to pradeat o Ragnaficant mipasls g
e e mn e YRR mad tlee DEES predicis loang-nsiing, o pennanent mopactd fo humdreds, of
soreh ol forents and wetlands, b dgnares thess mapacis in saving thad miligation maeasames will
okl adgalbe ot mapeci, AEalon o pod prevent sindicant dnpects germaancist Deost
wicalamd dbeaimsction that ez gesadeal 1o e design ol e progea

1w e sillnvess e, PERC rebeased this DEIS - @l ns concluion thal mo-=ipmificanl
wimyirennsonial dimpacts wonkd e enilseiad by tios praject = wuilbs looking e nevensar,
miform e o asssss whal the mpscs ba varous anviromngital resaimss wouald be. Far
enample, STV lune wéd 10 pravide FERE sith ais feanbility stadres for is plam o oross Deep
Coroek wilh Ehi pipabneg, & sibe wilkere impreribsl aguates spaags sro sispocied 1o Bive The RS
achnowledes el MEVT will sme 5.5 midllion gallons of water in comstricting (e project, bl b
e intornmation regandog whicre MVP will sooroe tha walsy froom, prosemtmgg FERD Teoom
asmessinge e envirenmental impact of thive wialer switlsdraw ads, Lastly, archacalogical suriows
have el boem complatad Por e pedgevt arca, peeventng: ool vses < imngeeei= o cabbumld
(L i

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.




0€L-€’l

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

CO-22 Haw River Assembly
CO-227 Comment noted. See responses above.
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CO-24

Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24a

LINITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY RIECGULATORY CORMIBSION
Ir (B Afstbor of

MOUNTADN VALLEY MPELINE. LTIC DRt e CPER 14-000

CEREN TS ON DRAFT EXNVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT OB METTTAIN
WVALLEY FIPELINE, LLCS PROPOSED SOUTIIGATE PROIECT

Appalachian Moustan Advosses, Conter for Baolosical 1Miersity] and Sierra ©lah
sitbmait the following on behalf ol Appalschian Vorces, Center tor Brologreal Diversiy,
Chesapeaks Chnwto Actices Metwoak, Food and Wates Watch, Haw River Asseobly. Boger the
Fartly MO Counsil of Clarctues, MO Imterfaith Power and Light. and ik Siara Chals
(el beontvaby. Commentonspregardung e Fodaral Ensrgy Regulstory Commssion™s (CTERCT)
drall cnvireninental topact stabemsent (TIHEES ") Tor Moanlam Valley Pipelime, J10 2
(“Moanixin Vallev™) proposed Sodtbipate Projeet (e Projoet’L For ihe ressons desenibed
below, e DEIS fadls to fullill FERC™s dioty undér the MNaticnal Envirenmendal Pokioy At
("WEPA M todake o "hard Jock'” al the Progect s impacts:

1. The DEIS's Failure to Indepemdently Assess e Forpese and Need for the
Project Undermdmes Tts Alcrmatives Amalysis
To cstzhbish the purpose aed woed for the Project; FERT redics enlirely s Afoumam
Wby s dedancs andl Igmares the Guesdtion o whctbor thore is 3 real pulibic siced For the addizioaral

pipcleme capacay proposed o be added, DELS 2t 1-2 (ralving oo “thespecilic reqiests For namural
gas rmsportation service of [Mowmain Valley's| anchor shipper, Domdmion Enengy™ 1o establish
the purpose and need for the Progect) In so doing. FERC improperky restricts its amalvsis of
altermatives 1o these thal can tramspon Mouantaim Valley™s full desired volume of gas from ils
desired starting and ending points. See DER at 3.1 (“An allemative that canmoed achieve the
parposs for the Project cannol be considered as an acecplable replacement for the Project.”); id
m 3-3—3.46 {rojedting system altematives becanse they purpentedly canmol accommodnte

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

tnorcis o degrec of shepliciom in dealing stk sellsorving salemesis Trom a primo beme Boan

Co-24a - See above CO-24a comment response
el The propat ™

s oot e moded [ Hegrneg agencies b oensides privale objedives = a far ory
frouty imandal g it Wi privats sderosts duli Ahe soopa of the proposad proecl ™ As assie
et alei ook hard st the facton: relerasl to dhe ddfinition of parposc” ond “always comsider 1he
Ve O LireRs, SN PEREE, b The SXTERD THAT THe S v Cln Jereemnineg Theifi, ofi The 3acB0y s

startulorny muthorieation to aol & wicll asim othor comeressaomal directives, '™

e oartioral ies et U 2G0Ty oo FPERC powerful beols o rogulate tic developosod ol
ppcline imimstruciares, dinecting the Commission ¢ deny ans applicaiios ol “rogquircd by the
et of b pUblic SopvaEnsnce and ey Al allmomg A B ompote Tauch reasonshls
Rerxres and conditions 2= the public comvenicnod sml necessky may roguire ™ ® I adddsion. FERL s
ermileane Polioy reguires ahe Comsssareaon 1o hadames dhe alleged mond Tor o progect gl 1hs
adverse mmpacts om sffected landowsans med  the surrounding. oo’ Thus, winoea
selenilifveng & puarpoese anad necd, The Coimmissscn shaphl corsndor fi=-mihoaty b shape ppeiing
cerlificales and rogect unmecesany constmclion. Mere genesadiive, e Cotmmsssion chould recopniee

Bl the miin penpecs ol the Sl 18 Sl assdssrags the ardery devolopusai of plonliul sl e
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CO-24

Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Co-24a

af , ., natural gas ol ressonable pt‘il:a'::-."-“ The geals .:rfprmming order amd eoonoumy would be
frustrgted by a precemaal analysis that ignoves the potential for haphazard and redundant pipeline
dovelopment, Likewise, the subkidiany poals of the NGA- ineluding “conservation™ and
“erviranmental” constberations'"wonld ke poorly served iMihe Commission filed o conside

a regional perspociive,

FERC may nvof insritieally docept a projéct proponents’ staled need fior a pipeline, a5 1
has i the DELS. Rather, the agency must cotsider whether expected gas demaisd can be met by
exisling pipeling capacity. IF nol. FERC musl ¢onsider how mach additionnl capacily iz needid
b micel demand and to what cxtent that capacity can e provided by altermatives Lo the proposal,
iehiding but pot limited 1o alicmalives thatupgrade-existing gas pipclinezandior ivolve
bsilding new pipelines on existing nights-of wav. Inso doing, FERC should also leok at the
poterdial for sigmificant dechime m procuction from the Marcelhes amd Utica: Rrmations (hal
wionld supply the gas for the pipelines and the abildy of inereasinghy price-competilive
renewable cnergy sources and encray cificiency 1o meel clectric demand over the lifeof the
proposed pipetines. ' FERC should projed ebectrie-sector natural 2as use m the repion using
detarled data on specilie generating undis. estmating gas demand both on an apmusl basis-and for
the hour of peak demand i cach vear. FERC must critiealbyv anabvee and docoment any
assumptions regarding: | ) marker rales and topology. 2} howsly load peotiles, 31 fovecasted

annval peak demed and tetal energy, 4) thermal-unst chasactenziics 3 comventional hvdro and
punapsd storage 1mif chnracteristeas, 5] fisel pnees) 7 renerwable anil charneteristics. &)
Eravserssioal svstem peiths end aperades, 9y peweration retirenwnts. additiomns. and uprates. 10
ozlages, 113 emvirsnmental regulations: and 12) demand responss resources: Only by anslveing
all of those Factors can FERC determineg whether the proproscd pipelime pragect is aciaally

meodad

See above CO-24a comment response
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CO-24  Appalachian Mountain Advocates

veL-€l

Maowntaim Vallew jLL'ﬂiFT.\{_S. 1he nisad  For the P‘rujn:h."] Tﬁhl.unl:r 1!@' relerenced by Fumn

inerems<d demema for matural g in the region ' Bed objodive evidence shows that swoh denmans
CO-24b iz umlikely to inerease. und that any such morease could be met with cipansion of renewabl|See response GEN-2 in appendix 1.2.

emeritv, hich miei=l be conmdered as an allematrye 16 the I‘rri-:i-:-:l

Available evidence demanstraties thal d d for matorad gas for power gendmation i the
regron that meludes Virgiia nnd Morth Carolins i level throagh 20300 Project ioms from: the
Erwrgy Information Adnmamstration (ELAS show that demansd for nofhural gas for power gencrstbon
£= 1pot grovving inihe regeon thet includes Yirginkn and Worth Carolina. In EIA%s 2007 Enerey
Chutloak, the referenoe vasd for the South Adlanise region, L b seemarys reflccling improvensems
in kmown techmologics: and the views of lesding economia foreenslers and demographers. !’
projecis thal U demand For natural gas for electricity generation will decrease frooy 2015 1
2020 apdd will mot returm te 2015 Level uatil opproxisestely 2034 Thus, According to ELAs

amalyris, new gas fransamdssion capacity i vl necdod wnil 2008 ak the sarkisse

An analvsis perfonmed by the Applhied Econconsics Clinie' {* APC Repon ™) confirms tha
the Tacreased demand that Moentain Vaklev clnims necessitares the Prodect s ilhasosy., Becayss
Momtnin Valley has provided noevidencs that MVE-Soulpale or Dominion Energy™ will ose
the addmsonal supply o provide fas 1o elecdre generalors, the repoat Focvises on gas demand For
final vse by resddential, commercaal, and ndastrial costomzes. AFC Report af 7, The reprivrt firak
that Mowmitam Valley's ¢lamms . of merensed fumre demamd are vmitfommly inflated Mountam
Valley relics on a nationwids progection 1o elaim thet gas demand is 1lely o incredse by 0.9
percei prer year betoceen 20 T apd 20HE, Bt the BLA'S prodection for the regiom thnt woulkd be
werved by the Project only Foreseos growth of 002 percent armuaally for the pervod amalyvieed. foloal
&, Furthes. Momneain Valley wronply cites anarmnual inordase of i demand for gas i Marh
Carolima of 7.0 percent Trodn 2000000 2007w evidonee ol mead Fee the Poojecr Pt Ngoee
mosvewer, inchudes the increase m consumplion of 25 both Tor drect v ol fore alecare
goncraivon, whereas ihere 18 no cvidence the Progect soilll be wsed Lo deliver gas Tor clectne
custonsers. Xomlh Carolinn s diredt gas consumplion by residential, commpercial, and idustrial
custoqers—whicli iz whm the proposad propect would serve—actizally Fell by an amned rage of

GU1 percemd Betweon 20 WK amd 2007, A2l ar 3 Fasally, MVP uses an inflatsd projection of Rituse
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the Dptnt of Codepmbdan

s wery hikely (bat o mlcitionsl feore demwmd conldd be aet wnih efMiceeney poogramis,
arul oiher meamres wiich woudil nol requurs the talang of povage property by crmmend. cosmaan
il watbstantial hann to evironimenial pesomees, The AFD Report expladns tha “{glas energy
rilibciency wnd cdher dememd-wade programs ey be an mexpersive allermabive @ mpehing
matestmenls . Effrciency' prognims rediice Uee ol of g nesded 1o provide tie saee levid
of engrpry amed heating amid ¢an be a cheap and effesctive way (o reduce peak demand.” M w19
FERL s overly monreow statement of puirpese wad nesd cansed ol Lo fod 06 ndegquately oonsirder
arch altemmnves, whiel would have Bur less mmpect

FE R st me saomgl v weocept the apphcants claoms of need af faos valoe, but miher
s andependently vertly thit thore 15 o imoe mmscket dernand for the Propect thint pustifies (he
aking of private property theoagh smiment domain and substandtal luom B cosmmmaniiies, weaker
quadity, e cpeslity, Gorests, wildlafe, amd the climade. Becaspsa die DELS fails bo d so, il doss pol

auttsly MEPA s hand lock raqnremssd

CO-24  Appalachian Mountain Advocates
populatian growti snd fudls 10 schoowledze tha per capita pas Conmmgion has been steadily
fallmp doa tie weressed ¢nergy cfficiency mkl other ndvances when clmmg dlant fisnens
populatian growih necessitates incrgased supplv. Jd ar %10
Table 1r Morth Ceraling gas snd popiaticn grotwih, MYP LLC and corrections
T cialmk 75 perciet fedindcal (ZI00E047) Pt £l b R0 pitrdonk hitrcal (MID-T00 7Y
wrrmiat grewith in Forh Canoie g6 ceme id arwnial groweh in torh Candiva gas demang
(inchading g tor glartncon foechurting gas for ehecinoy
AT i s D9 e n [ 3amianl Grosyin s Fostf wivaih RI pawcmmn il growal o
Pausrm iy cadem { 201720400 durwesd use Putury gas sales (JOUT-20400 ot
i LS pepweried growth freeem ELL forerasE Stk Ariamiic regusy from EL freeeasg
BT i LG parent aniaisl gromth in
Baw el B L pn's GOpUlation & Dedy
e ot e [MIH0-PUTA b o the Silhwand. which )
WVE i g S - et b gries 10 paresnd amually (30000 J0a5)
Sowermrs 1A, Moy Covodies Marwes Gos Looysamgidasy i Ensl Uae Seailalisle or
Aod sig el non i o e e iy P AFG DOLE, Stey v Cuse, Ainsilalshr o0
PO o e i e ey et B = o5 ESTT LR pien=
Miuvrs—rlpni i R D A byt WIS AL [ {50 2 4 S CRMTIALD 5 B el )|
gillEiga v as i I Sfaoay orrp=i S oo Dfior of Srote Bdget ol dheroroesssnt, o S
Pigubetay Froyec i, Asadindde of: litos s el e ey i e iy ol v, Meves St e i
CO-24b regrhny intlisies Deindeme:. Flvieln, fmedrom, ey ol voal Comobnn, Sl Ceroime, Vigpimie, Yoy Wirgisin, mal See above CO-24b comment response
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1i. The IYELS Improperly Fuils to Conskder the Project as a Connected Action
With the Moantain Voltey Pipeline Mainline and T hos Fails to Cossider the
Full Impacis of Bath Projects Together in a Singhe ETS

FERC s EIS fails 10 fullyv anslvre the inypacts of the Project toarether with the impacts of

e closclhy pelatod Moumlzn Valley Fipeline msamiine (CAY P maanleme™ ), thas endermn

s:i.g“il'l;::'uh.:f determunations. The SMVE Hnuj:_r:;l.:g Pragect 15 an uMzardepzndent past of and
dependetd upan the larger MV maishine, FERC's scope of reviesw i oan environmental analysss
CO-24c . . : i See response GEN-8 in appendix 1.2.
should enoumspass connected, cumilative, and similor actionz.®! Adions are conmeoted il they
aptemanically trigger other actions which mastrequare an E15, camnot o will not pracesd unless
ather sctitns arc lakien previously or simultanenisly, or are inlesdependent pans of a lasgcer
action and depend on the BErger action For their justification.” “[Aln agency most discuss
e pomected wrtiome ! —thal = "chdsehr related” actionyy - tin e s wpac Sl
Similar acltions ase those actions that, when vidwed wilh odher reasonably fesecahle or
prropessd ageney actians, have somilarsies that provids a Bass for exaluating heir ensironmental
conseguicnces togeter. sch s commcn timing or geography. ™ An spency showld mnalvec
sirmilar actbors in the same EIS when ibe best way to assess adequate]ly the conthaned imnpacts of
sidnilar nctiors. or reasenable alternatives to such actions is o reat them in a single E15.%
Ingrsntamtly, “sigmificance canmol he avorded by lermiing an action lanpeorary or by bocaking i

doren mito small component II.'LI'I'\.'."-'" “An spency Fn]pemligabl'!.' Tnegents” MNEPA review when

il dbivides connacted, cumulative or similar federal actions inlo separote projects angd theschy

fails 10 address 1he true scope and nnpact of the activities thal shouabd be nnder corsideration. ™

Funber, # e well-catahlishiod tha FERC mast evabuate the cumulotive impaces-ofa nalursl
CO-24d ans papsclime hefore i issaes o cestificate of public comvemionce and peceesiy for the :rru-ja.'\.'r."“ Cumulatlve lmPaCtS are dlSCU.SSCd n section 413 Of the
EIS.

NEPA's mnplementing regulations defime these impacts s the

imypact oo the emvitonment which réeanfts froom the incremental mpact of 1the acieen
when added o ofher posi. present. and reascoably foresecable (e actsons
regandbess of wha apency (Federl or mon-Federal) or person wadertakes such oalser
actions.*?

A cupnalative mapects amalysis provides the agency and the pablic “with a8 coasplete
undersianding”™ of the mpacts thoe will sesult from the projet, " nportantly, an HEETICY
cannol diefor this analvsis “when mcaninglol considoraion can be given mowy ™ The
ageney st evaluate the cumplaive impacts of related projests proposad or reasonably
faresccable oo geopraphic aren m a single, comprebensive. regionad EIS i cerder 1o fafly

undersiand the impects of the propased action inite proper coniexn, ©2
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CO-24e

CO-24f

Becawse it relics - almoest entirely on the MV P mainbine project (which s curmently under
catstructian despite Incking several federal permitz) for itz supply of gas the MVT Southgate

angjuestionably depends on The mainding for s existomse and Thas hath = [ lammot o wall not

proceed unbess olher nctions aré faken previowsty or smalinnecus]y ™ ard “depend]s] oo the
lasger sclion lor [its] pastilicalion, M The twar prajeds thus should have been-onalyzed s
eonmdcted potions

FERC s failiee to analyze the impacts of Mommeain Valley Pipeline™s compected projects
together renders iy sipnificance findings incomplete.™ FERC conclodes that the Project will nol
have srgnifbeamt advarse mapadts on any of the resosirces aralyveed. sude as soils, vegetshon,
wildlife, and aquatic resowrces. BIELS a1 5:1 10 512, Even il somme impacts ol the Prodect alose
were nob sipaificant, the combdped impacis of the vaw comected actions may be sipnificant. “[hal
Ix partionlarky true moreuards o immpac s bo foness whch FERC Foand en the MYP mambine KIS
1o be significaal; aod impacts to spaatico resoamrees, whach Teve in praciioe pooven 1o be
significant diring constrsction of the MY mainkme.™

FERC s minimsal mulysis of the MVP mainline’s mmpasss in the cunwlagivg impoasts
sppion, DHEES o 4-244, docs ot core thes defiect | s well-cstablished that FERC musr evalaate
B cummilative impacts o a nafueal g pipeline before i Bsues a ceptilicale of publc convendemce
il mecesiy [or the [:nl:\\,_lj-:-\:l.J'el Al explimed above, becmse The [wﬂ_-jn.'n.'l-i are conneced nobions
FERC mst analvire the full impacts of ¢ach praject in o smgle ERKYT which it fails:ta do, In

_ addision, in the instipces where FERC aoabvess the cumsulmive impadts of the projecis sogether. it

doas wooon oo wmall a seale by looking caly sl impacts wiiltn the seme HUC-12 walersheds. As
the MY P mamhng s substantial sedomeniation impacts on the Homeke River basm denwonstrane,

the projedts” mmpacts can extend far bevond the HUC-12 kevel FERC s cummilative impacls

analyss this does ol capture the actuml combimed mmpacts of the too progects and Faids 1o satsly

MEPAs hard lonk requimement,

See response GEN-8 in appendix 1.2.

See response CI-1 and CI-3 in appendix I-2.
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1. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Assess the Project™s Greenhonse Gas
Fmbodons and Climate Impocts

Thee DELS bocs mot takes the requineed hard book gt the Progect s greenhonse gas (GHG™)
emistions and climate impacts, FERC fails to extamale upsireams and downstream GHG . .
See response CI-1 in appendix 1.2.
CO_24g emassims, o wlilize readily svailable tools for ssescing their chimate impact (nchudmg

cignficance L o consider potendial mitkgation, or to distimgiash the Project™s ¢himate impasls

Froan thase of Feaxible altemalived

Al The DELS fadls to Estlmate Upstream GG Emissions

wEPA requires comsideration of remsonably foeosseable “mdivect effects” of a proposed
action thm “are cmsed b e acton and are later m timee o0 fntber ramoved mdistinee, bt are
il reasomably Foreseeable ™ Thiz includes “grovah inducing cffcets and other ofTects related 10
miduced changes in the paticrn of lasd wse . - and rejabed effects on adr-and waler and other
ritaral sysiems” that ane “removed in distance™ from the site ol the proposad action. ™ FERC hns
acknmw]edeed that “there may well be imstancss in which apsircam gas production is hoth
ressanably Forcsecalile and suiliciemtly cassally connected bo g pigehne projped b gualify as an
imdirect eflect.™ Yet the BEIS makes no el 1o msess upsiream COHOG emissions associated
with the Praject.

FERC masd dhiscloee thi Gt and nature of lereseeable effeds of gas production that will
be imduced by the Progect. FERC shoubd seek out miormation mehiding from the Progect
applicant, ihal would help it “predid the mnuber and localim of =y addsiienal wells that woudd
b drilled ax o result of production demoand eroated by e Progect, ™ “H shoald go witheu
saving that WEPA . . requares the Commissinm to-al least atteinpd be obtaan the infonmation

ki bo Tulfill #s ststislany responsibilities. " a2
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CO-24¢

Fxen if FERC umdestakes the reguisate-aliempt hul detenmimes i cannet obtam specific
informlion repnrding upsiream actavities, the DEIS can still provide usefal infommestion. For
axample, FERC has proviously “estimated dhe mnpacts associated with the production wells thnt
would ba reguimed 1o provide 100 percent of ihe velume of natural gos 1o be iransponed by |a gas
pipedine prioject], on an onnaal basis for GHGS. ™ In that ente, FERC wused “the project vahome
i the expected estimated ultimate recovery of Marcelles shale walls™ to el the manber of
wedls that “woudd be required 10 provide the gas over the estumated 30-vear lifespan of the
prajecl ™ FRRC then nsad the Depantment of Freroy™s Lile Cyele Analysis of Wataral Cias

Extraciion and Power Generation (o cstmante ugstream GG emisstons, fol ot 1.2 10,

In s, FERC mard attempd g obtain more information regarding wpstream adaiiy that
veoald result froem the Prapedt, IF specific mfonmation proves nnabtamablke, FERC can still
astniale updream GG amssaons bated an tbe voleme of pas e Project 16 desiused 10

ramsprart, Enstead, the DXELS Faals to do ether—ond alse Fails 1o camply with 40 CF B §

1502 22, which sullmes the procedurnes an apency: must comply with when “There B incemplele

or umavailable information ™

B. The DEES Fuails tp Extimate Downstoeam GG Emissiony
Fifasts are repsanahly foressaahls il"l!|be:\.'_1'r¢ "!\.llfl"in‘."iﬂll:\.' |f|-c=-|;\' 1 ceetr Ehest & [RErROT ol

mis

ondisary pradence would take [rhem] isnte socount in reachmg a dectsaon.™ ™ Tn the gas ppeline
-comtext, downatream greanhozse-gas smicsions are quimessential indirect < fects, beeause sucly

ermisssoss préslsctaby remalt from operahinga pipeling wihiske sole purposs & 10 tomspor g tha

will he cosisnnied by end-uzers

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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LyL-€1

The Project’s direct and mehrect GG amssions, and resulting chmials mpacts, musi
alen he considered along with eilver projects in the regicen. mcluding bua not limfed to other
miersiate pas pipalines

L, The IVERS Fafls to Utllice Aswilable Nothodelogies to Assess the Project”s Climate

Impact

Tin nkdtiom to fling toestimate indirect GHG emissions, te DEIS fils o socount for
the chimate impact of GHG emissons. Ax a resuls of this deficiency. mothing in the DEIS allows-
the puhlic or decistonmakems fo meaningfully determine whether the harm cmsed by Froject
GG emissions would warrang mitigmbion., seloction of o less harmifal altemalive, or cerilicate
denjal

“The impactof greenhonss g2s emassions on climale change 1= precissly the kind alf
currulative impacte amalverz that NEP A recuires aganeiss 1o casdoct ™ The DR aarlines sonie
peneral climade change impaces, DETR @ 4-207 1o 4-268, but does nod aseess e impacts caused
CO-24¢ - See above CO-24g comment response
by this Profect.*® Moreover, hecantse the tools used by the L8, Glabal Clange Research
Propram 10 assess current and fusure mapacts of climste chanpe réspond o ditFerem emissicn
scemarsos, 1L s pessibile 1o meanmafully deseniss the fmeromennnd mpact of 1he emissions at s

hare

Thie DIEIS recognioss that <w [hen delermining (he sigralfcance of an impact, boith
cortest and inlensity are relovant. DEIS ar 40" Context “means that the siomificance of an
action must be ansdveed i several contests such o societv as a whole (homan, nateonal ). the
alfeered rogion, the affecled intereste, and the locabive. ™" Intensity “refers 1o e seventy of
imipact. " et the DETS fails 10 nssess the context or miensity of the Project's greenhorse-gns
effecty. FERC s fnslure b0 axsess the Project s GIIG emssions ansl their climate mipascts
invalidates the XIS s conchmsion that the Project wouald et hove signaticant mapacts. IEIN at 4=

M, 3.1 FERC canot approve a projoct on the basis that it will Bave wo significat impocts

when it has failed to asseus ome of the Progeet’s maostsevere and Fong-term impacts.
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FERC first claims that it has “mot been able 10 find amy GHG eniissions redoction gogls
establsshed at the federal level, " noting that the naiionsd cmdssians reduction largets exprossed m

the Clean Power Plan and the Pans climate accerd are pending repeal and withedrawal,
respactively, DETS ab 42689, Even of sepeal o withdrawal were complete, these lanpits could be

wed to provide condest. Moreover, the Dnited SBtates remaies @ party (o e United Mations
Frimework Convention an Climate Change and iz acsociafed Paris Agreensent. Wihabls Mresdemt
Ty has indicated the United States will remove stself from the Agrecenent. the United States
prosently hus an imenstionally sstablished commitmems 1o imiting the averase increase in
global temperatures to B3 degrees Celsins, Bat the DELS fakz 1o consder the Paris Agrecmem
commEmens--or other uselul targets that would help provide contexy, such as the IPCC™s
cstablished carbon badgat--as pant of its consideration of the Projea’s GHG cmissions: The
DEIS fagls 1o expladn why any of thowe bargols could mot be nsed 1o provide context for Praject

CTNIESHMIS,

FERC's exouses related 1o state climate goals alse Parl. The DEES mentions that Virginia
bz a plan that calls fos a sedicton of GHG cmpsions 30% below a “bsiness as usual'™ seenan
b 2025, b then 2imply stales “We do nat have the data thal adentilied 1he “husines zz waal®
soenario.” DETS at 4-269. In otleer words, despate the maimierois steps thel Virgmia has takon on
wlimate chanie fhat are dbentified o the RIS (oop. the Covemior’s Comnrissbon on O limate
Change. Exeastme Onder 19, Govermor's Clhimate Change and Resihency Tpiate Commissisn
and assogisted report thal imclsdics =an invendory of comributors of GGHG™T and “evaluation of
irmpaacs: " andd carbion radme regulaion) the DERS makes nio stempt 10 vse any of tis Lo
provide context foe the Project’s emissions"" The IDEIS alko states -l becapse the Project “is
mtended toserve end woere in North Carolinn, we el determine Sowhgate Propect ofles, if
ay, vm Virginia"s GO goale"™" Bt a portion of the Project s being constracted in Virginda,
and the lovation of the end-ese 15 pod rebevant 1o climate impats; This statement also conflicts
il the DEIS s stnlemaent in the nexl parsgraph that *{1]be ramaming 75 M Mol could be

utibizsd in cither Wonb Carofiha o Virginia. ™

See above CO-24g comment response
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CO-24h

The DEES meniions Nonh-Carglina {rovermer Roy Cooper’s Executive Order 80, which
mandates a ststewide redoction of GG @missions by 2025 1o S0 below 2008 bevels, hat
pronades no explanstion of how the Project's GHG enussbons-—-including froom downstresny
cornbztion-woald affect tha goal. Instend, 1he DEIS stmply compcludes the dscisson witly the
conselusory statennent that “[fler both the subscribed and wnswhseribed volumes. we cannot
determine Southgate Project cffects on the staes” goals.™ 1HIIS a0 4-267 The DEES makes no
aflempd 1o provide the states” geals in terms of achaall GLIG cmissions larpets, or o caloolate the
Progect’s Hfecvele emissions. which would provide helpfil context for deciston-makers and the

pindic,

FERC should also provide Tumhber informaton regardimg the impact of Project GHG
empissions, incheding contest and infensity, by using the Inlerageney Waorkeng Group™s ¢ TW ")
social cost of carhon CSO0™) protocol ™ The TIEIS stales that “theere is no universally accegied
methodolagy to attribarie discrete. quantifinble, physecal effects on the epvimoneient 1o the
Sowthgale Project’s incremental comtnbation to GEHO=.T IXEIS a1 4269, Bod 2 “amversally
accemed mathosbalogy™ i@ nat the standard - ad white FERC masntaiss thar i lacks o methed
for selatima GHG emissions to specifse resounce innpacts, ™ fal af 4-T70 elewhere FERC las
acknowledged that the Sacial Cost of Caban “conanuz]|s] o jood thal can be seed 1o estinnse
incremental phyvsical climate change impscts,”™ The SCC “estimotes the mondized <limate
chmnpe damage acsocinted with an meremental ineréase in CO2 emissions. ™ The damsapes
estimate includes bost agncultueal prodoctsvity, human health impacts, propery damage froma

AT o] !!Imﬂ:lin;._'r,_ arsd losd ecdmwslam servnces.

FERC has acknowiedged that the SOC & a2 “appropeine] |7 tool for fiederal agancies e
s Tt mfarm ke decisions,” and that agensies bave been mghtly “fanlted for EBallmg 1o use
L Like those clber mpemcies, FERC i the legally refovant cowse of the GIIG amisstons al
1550, FERC does not fand canmot) offer a rational explanation for reflasing 10 o8e a tool it
ackivwledges 15 mseful and appropriate toe inform clher agencies” decmmommaking—including
project=level reviews ™" Tn ancgher recent case conceming an enér gy i ruciene project, where
thee agemey s MEP A apabwis quantilied sreenhomse gas emissions bl clasmed that it svas
impossible to disams the clfccts thereol’ the court rubed that the agency s relfesal Lo ase the secizl

ot of carhon o illestrate the pact ol there doizsions was arbilrary wad Capeicious:

See above CO-24g comment response

See response CI-1 in appendix 1.2
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Accordingly, the REIS is meorrect when 8 states that FERIC is "not able 1o assess
podentaal GHG-related imspracts atinbuiable 1o the Soithgate Project ™ DELS a8 £-270, Akhough
_FERC has discretion to vhoose among reliabile methodobogies for eraluating impacts. VERG
cannad refiise 1o provide any evaluation whalsosver when o generally accepled methadology is
availabbe, ™ A wiikely meed foul that FERC has seknowlediged is weful For project-levil reviews

= availnbde, bat the EYELS failz 10 even mention it

I siber gas pipeline procecdings, FERC has provided excuses for relusing to use dee
SO0, Those excases (ail, For example, FERC has claimed there is no conssnsus on the
approprale discoun e, resulting in significam vaniation m ostput. Bul sourts have rejecied this
reaseming " Ax the 2010 Techmical Support Docoment cxplaimed, & range of three discoun
rates - 25, X, and § percenl  Srelbodl reasonable judgmenis™ and “Span a plausihlc ranse™ ol
appropriste diccount rates, and are consistent witl OMB Circular A-4.7 As explained by the
TWiGE, ussertaindy s fo the nyost appropriate discount rake is a redson to provide secial cost
estimates waing the range of plavsible rates—which FERC aad valser agencies have done iy odher
proceedings— b il 1= nod a reasen for ignoning the socinl cost of greerthowse- gas carissions

anlirely.™

FERC has alsr dlavmed theve is no basts 1o desiisle a particubis doller amownt ax
sigmiicant. Dol assessdng the sigdficance of any impact requmes FERC s profieisional judgment,
For example, no thard pany previded FERC with a threshold for significance Tor smpacts on
houking, recreation areas, and toarnam, bt FERC nonsbéless concluded such mmpacts seould mod
b signiffeant. IELS al4- 124, 4- 128, 4-137, And FERC reatinely evaliastos tee relalive

nupsetancs: of mosetized bopelite that o anficipates, s e, ek al 4-129 (taex]), woighing them

apinst qualiative impacts. NEP A does 1o, of course, requite agencies o monelize adverse
impacts in all cascs Lk The dlalule does, howeser, r.:quih" FERLC tolake o hard kool at the
“ecolagical |, acsthetic, historic, cullural, coonomic, social, [and| health," effiects of ils sctions,

“whether direct, indirect, o cumulative, ™™ Mosetivation of codts may be reguired where

See above CO-24h comment response
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available “altermalive modo[s] of [NMEPA] avaloation [are | insufficiently detailed to sid the
decsion=makers in deciling whether 1o proceed, or 1o provide the infismiation the public necds
1 evaluale the progeit ellfectively.™ Tramstming GHG cmassions mio climate damages woulkl
contémtmalize ™ the impact, making it more accessible fo the publie and decision-rmakers, and
wolthd aid & significance determpsatibon. Thus, while FERL clafins thal it i5 “anable 1o dotemmimne
ihe spgmificance of The Southgate Project s contnution 16 clmate changge.” aigmored o o] that

would have helped it do just that. TME]S 21 4-270,

Adtbouigh they likely undersstimate the trie costs:of GG omssons, the WO s social
cosl metries remam he bed estimates vel produced by the foderal govemment for monetizmg 1l
impacts of GHG emissions and ore “generally aceepled i the seientific community.™ This is
CO-24h i ) P . See above CO-24h comment response
true potwitlstasdneg, Execsive Onder 13,783, which dishanded the neregency Workimg Group
and formally withdrew ifs Lechnizal support decoments " Indeed, tha Executive Order did not
Fuvd Fmalé wwish any component of the Wi s analvais. Do the contrare, §1 encourages agensics ke

“moaretiz[e] the value of changes in greenhouse cas emissions” and mEtmcls agencies W cnsure

ducli estimalies are Scoggistent with the guidmce cantained @ OMIE Circlar A=4. The DWG

tool. however, illustrates how agencies can appropraste]y comply with the gudance provided in
Cizeular A-4: ONLE participated oy the 1WG and Gd ol ohiect te the group s conclisions. Ax
agenvies foflow the Cireular’s standands for wsmg the best available dan and mathodologics,
thes will neceszardy choose simifar doa, matbodologies, and estimates as the W0 simce the
PG s wiork Somlimeei o represent the hest crtimates, presently availabbe ™ Thuos, the WG
0 i update (o the astimates of the socinl costs of préenhonse poses remains iy best avnalable
and geperally aveepted tool for assessany the impact of greenhouse gas cmbssions,

notwalhstanding the a1 that this docunsent has formally been w ithwl e ®
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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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In sy, FERC nuust take o hard look st these inpacts =0 it con consider thenr when
Lla.;ldl'uE_ whether o ﬂﬁm.‘l\'n:-!he ]’s’n:ictl!. d.en:l.' oo ke ;!:n:-luld thar i ~vwoneld Ba oo hammial to
the evirenment.” or selecta leks harmial abemative.”" The RETS fails o provide information
CO-24h that wousld b nssful in amewermg these gueshions Estimatig the tmpscts of emissions vsing thie See above CO-24h comment response
sacial oot preetocads wirild apead 1o these issuess. regardhess of whether FERC concludes that i
mpact 15 ar is nol significand. The [XELS also fails toassess possibbe mitigation of greenhxise-
s impacts, See i al PITAFERC “has legal authorily b msigale” dovnsiretan cntissions ),
. The DEDS Fakls to Adeguately Analvee Tmpacts o goaiic Hesources
Recause It Unreasenably Relies on Minimication and Aitigation Aeasores
That Have Proven Incffective in Practioe
The Project woakd roguire crossing 224 waterbodics, meluding three major witerbodies,
st prmazily ooy, epen-cul grassang techmcque, DE o 4232 11 wonld abso wraverse
substaial areas of steep slopes. Ja., Appendix C.3. FERC recogmazes that
Construction activities ie-stream chamels and on adjscent banks mny nffect
waterbodies. Clearmg and grading of dream banks, n-stream irénching. the
mistallation and rensoaval I.\E'D..'TIIFII.“-"-_\' crossing st hnes {2 5, ctilvesis,
colferdams], trench dewatering, amd backfilling could cach canse temporary, local
madifications of aquatic habilat invalving sedimentation, increazed turhadin. and
. decreased dissolved oxyvgen conceniratiens: . .
CO-241 i See response GEN-9 in appendix 1.2

DERS af 443, FERC hlkswixe nates that

The clearing and grading of stream banks could expose sol tr erosional forces
and would redice riparian vegetation along the cleared section of the walcrbody:
The vee of benvy equipment for constraction coidd canses compaction of near-
surface sorls, an effect thal could result wmomereated nmel ms surface waldrs in
the mwmediate viciniy of the proposed constructzon vight-afway, bereased
sirface munaft conld tranepon sediment oo surface walers, resulling i increasod
turbadity levels and increased sadinentation rates in the receiving waicrhody:
Ihsterhances (o siream channels and stream handis could also imreass the
hikelihood of scour afler constrisctica

Jal o dedd, Nemetheless, FERC congludes that these mnpacis woukd he tensporary and localizesd

and that Moontam Valley®s compluance with FERC s Plan amd Procedurés and the Project-

specilie Eroston and Sedmment Control Plan would miinimize impaeis o the level of
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FERLC s-conchisions mre nof snpported by the available evidence showing that pipeline
consiruiiion has subsiantal adverse impacts an saler quality, pomanty throagh sedimendation
associabed with shipe and mmedT fromi cleared areas adjacent (o streaitr erossings. FERC offers ne
explanation for why past projects; which wene subject lo the very samie soris of Best
Slanagement Practices in FERC's Procedures and the Project-specific ES&C Plan, lad to
sigaificant waler duality impacts b the MV P Seothgate Project will pol. FERC s conclusions
are thus arbitrary and capricions

Ppeline constrocticn has o beag, wnaccsptable track record of causing severs warsr quadity
problems in this region. In particolar; Mowntain Valley-and is comesctors bave cansed sevore
CO-24j adverse impacts to water qualily dring copstruction of the 3VE mainfiee m Visgiua and West |See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.
Vargania. bn light of these past problems, FERC muy nol remsonah]y rely on s standard mitigation

midastires, panbowlary for enision and sedimentalion comtriol, e condisde thal Imifricts W agiesic

imgpdementation of these contrals, FERT kiows that inaplementadion iz never perteot and that, with
this particular propect applicant, il las been anvihing but,

FERC s assuraieees s its standard mitigation iscasures can effectively minimize aquesic
imipacts haveunfomsrarcly provan bollow neevpenence. For example, on the MVE maindine tlhe
I8, Farest Service™s compliance snwomitonng By, Transcon Enviconsmental, cmed Monatsin
Walbew For carsing sediotent pollufion in Jeffason Nattonal Foret and noted that the compeny s
sodmment comrol messines. were “failing” mmd Yol fanctioning  proparly.” resalimg

wedmisention 'il'.1|'u|.'l‘.-: as Far s 500 feat dowmstream fram a Project stream uer:.S.'ihs_.IH
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[ esyize: the West Vieginka Degartmont of Envirommendal Prodection [WVDEP) o Apsil
3, 201K, ched Mountaan Valley For vidlstiens al the construction siles o Do compressor staibons,
moting that ibe erosion contral measures had failed to contain sedament and sediment-laden water
from leaving the work sice. ™ WVDIED Lssued anciler Notice of Violabion on May & 23008 ber an
meadent whene sediment comtrols al a siream crossing “Tarfed snd weee breached allwing sediment
laden water B onter sream. .. Sociment depoxils were observed Ty stream causing combilions not
allowable™ under West Virginia®s witer qualiny standards ™ Additionally, sepacate WYDEP
mapections-on Joma 6, 2R, redulted i two Nobees for failure of control measises lendingt (o
sedimient and sediment-laden water keaving the pipelime mpghl-of-way, mating thil MVTs plans

wiere inadeguate and ot additional mitigasion measumes wene required, ™ Mere recemlyon July 6,
WILE, WYDEP inspection kad to vl amother motice For fniling 10 provent sodment and sedimeent

aden waler From leaving the might-of=way ™

CO024j See above CO-24j comment response

Thee Virginia Department ol Environmental Quality (VADEG) issued 2 Notiee of Violation
Rl 90 2018 Tor widespread sedimentation impacts identified in cilizen-complamt deiven
nvestigalions conductod on Mav 21, May 23, Kav 24, May 30, June &, Jume 13, une 26; ad Jume
17, MRE Those impacts ccowrred along tlse propect rome i Crxig, Frankling Giles, Montgamery,
Pittsylvamia and Boanoke Counties. ™ VADEC noded that many of Wountain Vableys eroston and
tedirmetation captrols were inetfective and thet the company did not repasr fnlug controds within
he required timeframe,® In one metance, “[¢ Jombined impacts te the twostream chamels covered
1 distanee of approximately 2800 [nesr feet, This unnsihorized Gl maged m depth up Lo elaven
nches of sediment, which was refeased from MVP's corstnasctoon oight of way dis b overwhe|med
md damaged erosion and sediment controls.™™ Faifing controls ol another sile led 10 6,009 lincir
el of impacel with sediment depositions up o sevien incles deep.™ Motntain ¥ alley itself has
demilicd numerous sedimontation ¢vents, inchading evenls not cited i the above mofices, i s

weakly stanes reports fo FERC. '™ Thoes failieres contisue 10 thie day. "™
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Such Talises e pl sil!ll.pl_'\. i oresull af I'ault} irilph.'hhzllai;-am.. hig i1 iy, Clden

madespuacy of the chosen mobigation mensuses, Indead, following o severe event that resulied in

mserted that its “controls were instadled properis.”™® The fact that FERC has wed takoen & smale
cntforcoment action or Bsucd 3 stop work oeder for vielations of s onn Plans and Proceduses on
which it relied Nsther demonsteates tha the mitigation measures themaelves, not jest Mouniain

1;':]5.::."1 aplemematvon, ane madedjusle,

Sach mcidents have ot been lnntted o the MV P mamiine o 10 othwr large 42-mch
danmetar pipelings: Indeed. there are numerons exaniples of signilicant sedimentation and olher
poblintion impacts cocerring dursig smaller pipeline comstraction despite the use of industry-
saardland erosion and sedimeniairon comrols. For exanple, in 200k, duning consruction of a 20+
ich Eal Tennesges Giag Fapelise i Tazewoll and Smvih Counties, Vieginia, shopes failed in fwo
CO-24j independerd wvenls 0 lndinn Creck aned Xorth Fork Helston Biver, resultimg in o kil of several See above CO-24j comment response
Tandreds of indivdiduale anid multiphe species of endangered mussels"™ The worst sedimem
prablems onginatel not directly a1 the stream crossmps, bt high in the watenshed where small
streams wrmvsporied sediment o the lorger streams, Evidence of the sedimen? was delected as xr
an Tove kilomsdten dowistieam of the slips. These impacts sccitired despete extrine cage taken by
FERC, USFWS, the Virginin Departnrent of Consarvation and Reoreation. smdihe compuny 10

ensirs that stote-of-the-art erosicn contre! measuires werg m piace,’ ™

Similarly, 2 2014 Columbia Gas of Virginia project 1o add a 12-inch pipehine sdpscemt o
 existing G-meh papelme along Peter’s Mountain neara portion of the Jefferson Notiomal Foress
n-Liles County. Virgina, bed 1o extreme ssdimeriation impacts "™ Inspection reports by the US.. —
Forest Service describe sedimient movenieit that “lookied like 2 kva flow'™ amd note that te
mspectar had “never asen that mach sedument move off sne before, "5 % fuch of the sedmen
became embedded in a pearby stresm i These imgpaets oocurred despite the existoncs of
comprcheivve crozion comiol plans, snplamcitation of Best Management Practices. and wekly

mapactions by the company 1o énairg proper mplementalion L}
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Addationally, comstruction of Domdnion”s Ci-150 and TL-58% zas papelines m West
Virgain led to slope fmlire af pipeline stream crossmg becations duning and post comstructsn,
resulling in harm to sireams despate the apphication of islystnestandard arasion and sedimsnl
comrol practices, West Virginia Depariment of Enviranmental Protection Consent Orider Nn,
B07, dated October 1, 2004, addressed 5 sermes o 13 Jocations in West ¥ irginin where lower
shope shippage or ladslides along pipeline comstruction right-ofwave mbrodoced sedument imo
sireams i vicliion of régulations copeerning condhitions not allowable in waters of the Siale,
apeicifically sedmseirt deprosits. I.ik::n'i:h:. the Stanewall Gatherimg Tine. @ 36-inch pipsaline
comatrcted in the central pant of the state, racked up 53 violations froe the West Viegpmia
Departmeen of Enviedinnental Profecteon WV DEP)for Failurs g mmaaman sedimment and erosion

codrols. ol using the proper best management practives und failing to comply witl thedr

CO-24j : ; : See above CO-24j comment response
stormwater pol lution prevention plen snd groundwater protection plan

The sante @ory acaurred in Peansvivania with eonstniction ol Tennesiee Cas Pipelines
(TGP 300 Time Project, part of the Susguehanna Wesk Projedd. "™ In May of 2010, FERC isswed
an envirommeninl assessment for the 300 Line Project. finding there would be me sipnificant
mmpacts when TGP crossad streams in norbheast and nosth-contral Penrsylvania MERC rched on
TP s plan 1o Follow construction goidelines created by the Corps, LSEA, NRCS, and FERLC, n
addition; FERC imposed its own conditions, Howoves, despite what FERD belsoved 1o be
adleguale ncmsares, PP s construction vielatod Pemmsylvania’s Clean Water Law mabaple
times. The maapority of the project s complianee reponts containad ai least one violstion of the
project plans, b the plan was pever enforoed. ™ Whether the plan was inadequats & s
sirhstence or inndequately enforced: the end résnll s the same: the pipeime’s stream crossimgs,
which FERC belisved woalkd cause posagnaficant envirommental impact, resalied m munserons

visdations and an SRO0LU00 penalty setboment with the Pennsvivania DER m
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CO-24j

CO-24k

Muore fecently, construction of the Rover Tipeline resubed o the WYDER having 1o s
a Cense apd Desist Order pssaeed o Juldy 17, 2017, after sumerous violatiars for fuluse 10
maitlain erosion conrol devices whisch allowed sedimrent 1o enter noarby streams. 'The photos
e luded with that order damonsizate that FERC s creston and sednnentation control nweasures
are insudTiciend to prevent sigmificant siolations of water quality standards. Impostamiiy. the
visdations cibad there made @lenr that it was wol simply thal Rover failbed 1o fullow its plars, hant
it the stommwaler pollution provertion plans henviclves wére inadegquare.” . Rover's
violations did not coid then, howover, Prior to the cease and desisl onder baang lifted, Rover was
cited for additional veelations of West Virginia's water quality standards assoviated with

sedmmgnl discharges amd Failere of BV P 'Y

THese comsmstan failores make clear that FE RO Cammal ru:u:-lm:lhl]. n:'1:n.' ool standard
erisom and wediment comire] mcasures o conclude thal impacts 1o aquatie resounoes will neg be
simnilioant, FERL masd instend caleulate the amount of sedimeniation that woeuld oocir in the
absence of contrals, the expected reductions 1o be achsevad by thoss controls, and v the
mmetiralled sedynent wauld afled spumtic rémnarces m terms of imcreacad Turkidity, sedimenl
|l:'|1i:|=.1riun- o slremiy bodtoms, losered dissaved ok Ren leviede, amd ofher known Pt N T
ol mnereased ehogion and sedimentation. FERC s fabure 10 do so meens thiat k2 P3RS does not

watiely WEP A hard Took standand

. The DELS Faibs to Adegquately Analyvee Impacts to Sensitive Wldlife S pecies

FERC lias not provided sufficient informatzon inthe BLEIS for Commianiters b assess 1he
actual impacts fo lsted species, ar to asesss the wod fubely fo paverrely aifecr detennimstvon wias
made, Therefore, FERC has fadlad v provide the “hard look” redpaired 10 an E1S. and has therehy
prociuded the petlic Fromy baving sullicient mfomaatson on which 0 base commicws on b
immypasts that the Project will have oo these spodics. Providimg the public with suffscient
mfonmateme 1o snadvze the croamstances and impacts of o proposcd project &5 essential 1o the

MWETA process,

See above CO-24j comment response

See response GEN-4 and T&E-2 in appendix .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




€GL-¢’l

Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24

Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24k

FERC mav aeob gloss over the impacts 1o/ Tisted specses that may be adversely affeciéd by
tlee Propect. By dioclaring that i1 will gaitber more inTonsation on sioch bmpacts ul o laker tima,
andior will bogin oo complete formal corsuliation with the L%, Fidh and Wildlile Service an
certain apacaes at o later timme: FERC is up darect vieksson of 400C FROE1502.250a), which states
that “[t]o the fulled extent poasihle, agencies whall prepare drafi snvironamsantal smpact
slaterments concuirremtly vidth and imegmted with enyranmental impact analysis and nelated
surveys and stodees roquared by the Freh and Wikdhle Coordimatson Act (16 LES.CL 6] clseg. ),
fee Maticmal Hhistomic Presenvation Act of 1966 {16 U750 47 o 22 ), the Endanpered Species
Actol 1973 (ERAN G LS OO 1531 et meg, b ol otleer anvironmeental review laws ancd

execiilve onders; ™

The concirreney requarement for the MEPA and ESA process is esszngial For publec
invalyement. There B no opportunity Fer pabbic comment on the developmem of a Bicdagical
Assesanem or Biological Opinton: therefore, 1t i only through the NEPA process that the public
may cornaend ori the impacts io fisted specres. Purthenmaore. m order bo Fully assess the
cumulative mmpacts of the proposal as NEPA requires. all impacts mwst be fully vested in the
NEPA documents. FERC has umdermined this anabysis by failing to fully analvze then i the

THEE and by faileng to peovide 2 safficient Beological Assessemeni

Whils FERC has proveded 2 disciession withan the YRS that it claimis 1o be s
“Binlogical Assessmont,” i is readily appareni that FERC has fadked 1o provide o “hard Look™ ut
the mpacts thar the MVF Sowmhgae will have on listed species as required by NEPA. Pursuanm
to NEPA, FERC must amalvee whether the progect will bave impacts on species that are bisled 2
endangeced or threaleried mder the Endinpered Species Act, 16 U850, 88 15311544, See 40
CER§ 15308 2009 A Paderal agemes ™ logal ohlizations umcler MEP A and the EXA oo
erdirely sepamale: compliance with the ESA Section 7's prohibilion agamnst peopardizang o
species” conbinusd existence, 16 LSO, § 155600002), docs nol simuliancousiy saisly NEPA'S
roquiTemcnls b0 analvee significant impacts shogt of the threat of extinclion: See Cireafer
Feflow sforse Coamfitfon w Mleoders, 350 00 1257, 127276 (1010 Cir, 20040 (recopnizing FOWS
vonchssron thay action mot likely 1o canse jeopardy does nol pecessnnly mean impacts are

msignificant e Malue v Bumsold, 163 F Suppe 2d 1202 P21 40, Haow, D) A FOMST .

See above CO-24k comment response
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st be based om 3 peview of the pedential for sionilicamt impact, including impact shom of
extimetion. Clearly. there can be a sygnificant impact on 8 spocics even il its exislonee i mod
jeopardized. ") Partland Audubon Seciery v, Ligjar, 795 F. Supp, 1489, 1569 (0. Or, 1992
{repecting apency's redaies! for the courl 86 “acvepl that ils constiintion wath [FWS ender the
ESA| comstnuites o sybstifing for comphiance with NEPA ) As dizowssed below, FERC s

analwviis [alls well sharl of what = reguwired under NEPA

Llordaver, The DER dscll indicales that the infoemabion FERC = relying on o
imderstuxl propeel impacts ssesfully meomplete. The IXELR relies upon unspectlicd
conservation messires 10 address potential mapacts 1o these specaes. It catalogees numerous
potenfially deleterions effects of the proposed action on all of the listed species potenduliy
inbahiting the project area, bt lacks complete popubaiion survevs anl'or eritical impacts
nualvicx for each lisied spevics, and supparts mof kel adversele affect delemuinations with
Mourtmin Valley's promised adberence to implememation plars with vnspecified maiiigslion
nicasures. DELS @ Sechion 4.7, 1, Funber, the DEIS indicates that nd constracton may bepin
] “IFERC] stall complates ESA consultalion with the FWE ™ (o al -84, This mdeates that
such consultalivn bas not been completed o this time. Furthermaore, the DES mdicates thal

surveys skl need to be conpleted For most o the Isted and proposed spectes al issue. Civien thal

these hological surveys have mot beon completad. it remadns entirely unclear ow FERC has
detemirmed That many of these specics ane v Tikely 1o be adversely aftected o whether the

Praject risks cxtensive habitat damiape due to costmiction-related and operatinnal impacts.

See above CO-24k comment response
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It is therefore evident thar FERC has not undertaken the requisie hand look ot the impacts
iof thix Project on listed species: az roquoed parsnand to both XEPA and the ESA FERC cannol
possihby make o determmation s tosuch impacts when consuliation hes not vet heen completad
and biological survess have nid been accomplished FTERC should have hadl this infonmation
before n when developing s conclasions as o the Project™s enpadcts m the DEIS. Furthermore,
thig precludes the public From reviewing such infommation amd providing comements darmg thid
I¥EES comment period. Rather, FERC must require that ol perinent informaiten on impads
listed specics ad their habaiss beincloded in the DERS, and the Cadlure o doso resaders the

DEE momnplete.

For examgle, the DELS txdcates that surveys For the federally bsed nortbem lag-cared
bat kibernacula porals were not completed prior to the deafling of the DELS,; but that Moimtam
Valley will contime serveys after publication of the DEIS. DETS ar 489, With such madeguaste
unpacis infermatiocn on recond. FERC 1= [eft defending fa promanone mor Ty o adversely-affecr
detemarnations with patemby madeguate sttemenis such 2= “[djue 1o the Fack of libenuawln and
madermily moosts in the survey area, and i1 mo alditional mdidduals, hibemacala, or matemmity
CO-24k rorts nre locmted durimg wdditional survevs o, owee iod That the Project. | 08 oo Ifady fe See above CO-24k comment response

Aloreover, FERC = use of the DELS section o Eistod spocics as s Dedogeenl Assessmen
(1A} for the ESA Section 7 consulialion process is inadequale, sinee e DES fails 10 mea the

recuirements for 2 BAL A BA e sappesed o tnclode Can asalysis o the effeets of the actien an

thee species and habitst, including consideration of cumplaince effeces, and e resulls of any
relafed stadies,” =5 well as “on analviis af altermae sdtions considered by the Federal ageney for
the proposed action.”™ 530 CFR $402 120 Moreover, acconding 1o WS Gruidance Tor Prepaning
o Biclogical Asstssmenl. the BA shoulid inclide a description of “how the action may affect each
prodected resource,” snd the apene v should “documzent Jilsc] analysis of the swhat, when and how
thie protected rescarces will be exposead to and how sisch individuals or habiar are Tikeldy ta
responal 1o this expoesare, ™ ' The THEIE fdls well short of thas reyuirensent, Mot only is the
Enfarmagion on impacts entirely incomplele - which FERC evidences by regquesting thay the

'Lppiiq.:uals. prp\-ul..- T |r|r'|.1rrn|:|1inr|-1,rr|.t.]hh;|c:. Focakions amd comservalim messares §e

dizcussod ..1|h.1h: anindd b Boaw Bl tho :pm:m-—npn‘\:il’"ic disciaaspoes Ll ta irh'llu!-t an ad|.1|[\.‘:1:-|.h af
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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 apparemt 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.




LGL-€°]

Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24  Appalachian Mountain Advocates

. 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




Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24  Appalachian Mountain Advocates

8GlL-¢’l

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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harms 1 listed miosscle. Freshwater missels arg meredibly suseepiible 1o sedanent loading,
Btudies have shown thal "Jo|ne of the nrest ubicqatous factors that mav adversely atfect muosse]
populations i exesmssive sedimental ion caused, mopar, by poor lamd-use practices. Excossive
sedimomation has Been suspected a5 8 eanss ol unionid ninesel declines since the Eae 1807
Species i the Proged! area = sach asthe James spimvmussel, winch has been extimpmad
from 9 of it histeric range -- have experisnced o precipitos dec|me over e past several
ducades due 1o devebopment of the region: These spovics have o very reatriclod distribation, and
are therefore ingredib v suscepiihbe b waler quality smpacts, since thiy' aré limited 10 areas of

anpaliised water with clean smnd and cobble boltom sediments. '

FERC has fuited o comsader the dovmstresmy impacts ol the progossd activities, These
activriees lave the p-q_ﬂ'&nlm| 10 ncrease sechment kads nalml:,'ﬁnut Afrenm L'!m'\-'iu.b-_
castrsction aelivities. hat from the ees of riparian vegstation and upland construction activities,

wlvich will lead to increased crosion and sedmmemation.

Excessive amounts of sedimnenty, especially fme particles that wash i streams, can
petentinlly affect musels through mudliple mechansma. Fime sediments can lodge belween
coarse grains of e subesirgs $o fom o hardpan B, thereby reducing ingerstitial Mow rates

Silt and clay particles cam clog 1he il o nriseels M nerfere with lilier Ii:qdms,'zl i s
wilicet mwssels mdireatly by redoving the light aveilable For photesynthesis amd the production of
food tem '

Much of the region contains ceologival communitics charsdernisd by thin soils and
exposed pareel material tha resull in localived complese of bare soils asd rock, hahaceous
and or ghrubby vegetsmiemn and thing often stunted woorls and sparsc woodbands witls shallow,
hroug - prowe sotls; Other areas are charnotenssd by nugged, momst oo temmn with steep
hills and ridges dissedted by a network of deeply insised vallevs. These commumitses are
sumgeplible 1o crogion from sclivilics that ranove vegelation and disturb eodl Comstnsclion
dativities therelon: have the pential o conse subsiantial sediment discharge nto recemving

wibers that provide habaar for endangered misaels,

See above CO-24k comment response
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Thee DXEIS mnicipaies porential aquatic impacts from the project. mohsding sedimentation,
turhadily. dnilling uid spalla; collapee ol sincams, boss of saream hank cover, Tl and chemical
spalls, water wilhdrawals and Blasting. The DXEIS Fals 1o gquantily water withdraws] mmpacts to
aspuslic specice and habital, asd docs sot guantify blasting inapacis s aguatic gpecice and babitat,
FERC defends ia e Iikaly o aefrercedi affer detemmination winh the caveass that Mountxin
Wallev woudd “msilemp to- avaid blastimg doning walerbody erossings,” and that 1t would sdbyere fo
@ SPCC spill comtimgency plan thal would regquire. 190-Foo1 setbadis for equipnent and fuel.
DERS af #-85_ 4-86. However. neither of these caveats provede real assaramce thad blasting or
spall impracts 10 squatic habital willl b avosded

Commenters are very coneemed by FERC s failure 12 properly analyze the podential
inpacts o freshwater mussels. I s ¢hear that FERC dovs not even have sulfickent infonmation on
these spediss, given that the DETS states that Mountain Valley has vel fo file completed mussel
populstion servevs Tor the propect area in Rockingham and Alamanee Coumities. DETS @ 492, h
i axiomiatic thal complebed surve vs ane nocessury o mndoriake the hard beok that WEPA
reqpuirds, aswell as b Somsply wath the ESA yet FERC has made & o iy fo asharsolis affect
determamation for the James spineymussel and Atlangic paghoe withow cven knsaing whoere these
gprecies mny bee Funher, FERC s NEPA anabesis msd sof flely o aofenrely afics determination
dre based on comyplisce willy the HIDD> comingency plan, whose temms are noitfeer spocifiod. mor
congidered | dolail. fab Lastly, ibe wsecof PP clevates the risk of dniliimg faid spitls nagquatic
abatag for listed specics. The DEIS notes an elevated risk of dnilling fuid spalis near the exit
poant of the drall For the Dan River and Stony Creck seservoir, DEES 4= 14, These drfhng Muils
cin e coanprazed al any nimber of 1odic subsinnees. provided dl FERC has approved of thase
additives” imclusion i the deilling md DES & 4-15 Appeoval of daid suhstances s planmed 1
take plnce after the publication of the DELS, rendering the BEIS incapable of comssdering the £l
mapacts of drlling frubd spiils, M0 Morsocer, madvertem retums cam adviersely inrped aquatse
crosyricms regardices of Wity

FERC s wailliul misorance recarding lizted snd proposed misse] popualateons in the Projec
arva. as well ax i lack of comsideration of the dotails regenling crucial miligateon measures
apmoumnts te arbitrary sl capriciisas ageney sclion and o fulore under NEPA W give o “hard

book™ at'tlve Project™s impacts o Histed arsl senswive musss] species,

See above CO-24k comment response
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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 Projects Fonomic Benefits and Understates Its ~|Section 4.9 provides a discussion of socioeconomic
Adverse Tmipacts impacts. See responses SOCIO-8, SOCIO-7, and CI-1 in
CO-241 Relying in part on o stdy thar Moundain Valley conumissioned 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
ceonamies.”” EEDS at 4§29 That stady and FERC's resulting analysis sinsultmeocsiy Project.

TERC claims that the *Praject would result in temporary beneficial impacts on the state and bocal

ovegestimate the Progect’s bencfits and sgoose or miproporhy descount s advierse ecomnamic
mapacts b commiunities atfected by the Tropect. o 2 4-137 - 4138,

The FT1 study’s buas towards ovensstimating coefomss benefis is inlwoot wits-
methordobagy, = The stody e an anput=catpel mode] caltad IMPLAN 1o determing the direcr,
melircet, and induced ceononne berelits of the Progect These tvpes of modebs weoeghy sssuime
that afl fiture spending and hiring devisions are made the same way that they have histores|ly
been meade, such that @y addsisonal margimal meome generated 15 assamed 1o be spest m focal
communies 1o 1he <ame denree a8 existing income. despite ovidence slowing that s not the case

e i1

n realiny, ™ This®law leads 1o movercstiinme of firm spending asd “multiplicr effects.

Mamentain valboy s stuedy s further Mvaed because itwses the amtire Flakes of Norh
Caralma and Viegima & ms impac aree, metend of a more appeoprate reg om That focuses on the
Focal comminnities tlad wouald be affected by the Project. The barger the impact region. the more
likely that direet, indivect, or irdeced spending can happen within it, A much smaller 2uhsel
region would neose spprepristely refled potenbal benefits 10 the arcis nrosl mpacted by the
progect. For example, “MWVEP Soutlgate may be ablc to buy materials in nombern Virgmia, over
200 mules away foom whese e pipebme wodd be locarad o southemn Viegime, but by including
all of Viegmia in the impact regian, the mpact of that =pending i= il counded ax direct spemding
and ihen, due to the muliiplier effcct, coumed as sddiional mdirect and mdiseed spending. ™
FERC s cznnod rely on Moumam Vallev's Jlams of coonamiac benefiis 1o suppeart i

comizlus o,
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Not only doss the DEIS refy on milated projections of the Project”s economic benefits, i
also ignotes of wrongly disnnisses s adverse economic mmpacts. First. it igoores that ralepayerns
will likely be on the hook For thes e xpanmive, umneceisany mfrastracture and faih to dicclone the
socioecmnomie mpacts of thowe rale increases. Further, the DMELS fails 1o socount For the b in
SOOI EfVEess Thal in arrentiy pravided by ade, water, forest. and cther nshoral reiources
thall wall be deduarbed or destroved by Projoct conitmction and operaion. Sach bossss were
cstrmysied al betwoon 54,12 and 514 mallion per vear for the MV Maintine 77 Nor does the
DEIS scoouml For the coonomic impacts due 10 the monome in greonhomss g amissions causad
by the Project. which dould be moendized asmg the Socaal Cost o Carbon tool. Finally, ibe DELS
wronghe accepts Mountain Valley™s cluims that its pipelioee wonld nol adversely affiect adjacenmt
property yahees, which claims rely on flawad stisdics that do pot scoouml For bmportance of
pristine, uodeveloped dharacter 1o the valoe of tee tvpe of mural properties that will be promaniy
impacted by the Project '™ DEIS 4-126 4-1 28 These Tailures underming the DES '« coneluione

regarding sociocoononmie impact and violate NEPA
CONCLU SR

For all of the ressons stated above, FERC s DELS for the Mountam Valkey Pipelme
Southgate Project docs not comply sith NEPAL In onder to meel the requiraments of thal stalule.
FERC must remsedy the flaws identified haremn snd remaue a revised DELS for review and

camment by the public

See above CO-241 comment response

|See response GEN-4 in appendix [.2.
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provinciad Yirgnia destEn

ginis Histosical lnventory pu
1 Wondini: of Hadifax,

I iifle Cherrystone in Attachiment 1, Attschment I, and Adtachment 3,

Please se pleotos of

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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CO-25

See above CO-25 comment response
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CO-26a

CO-26b

CO-26¢

fo 2z vy
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\e AppalachianVoices

September 16,2019

Mg Kombarly [ Bose, Secratany
Fedaral Energy Bepulatony Comimsston
388 First Strgel WE

Wasiingion, DC 20436

RE: Docket Mo, CP19-1 4-000 Dol Esmvizosementil Impact Statament For e
Moumtzn Valley Sowbhgate Froject

Pz Becratary Bose:

Anpalachian W oites amd spprosimately 1,289 supporiers, whose mimes.are
aftached below, respectfislly submil fhe {ollowing comments on the Drafl
Emvironmiertal Impact Statement for (he propesed Momntain Valley Projest
scuthgate Progest:

The MVF Seuthgate Progect 13 not in the public inrerest. Mot ondy wall it
créate perminierd adverse inrpacts on the local erviconsoend. it will aiso
vonbibude (0-several e decedes O global clumabé pollution. Sledies slivw
thzel excisting gas infraskueture b5 mere than sufficient 8o meet regional energy
needs for residents and industiy. Therefore, the pamary benclonis ol the
papehing will be pavate comparoes: This & décply: conceming, green thut &
Celificats of Public Convenienees and Mecessity woudd allow the taking of
private property for this project. The Drafl Environmental Impact Staterment
(DEIS) issued by the Federal Energy Repulatory Comamission (FERC) fatls to
provide adequate information for peblic conument and fiuls to fully aocount
for all of the environrmanial dueits posad by the MVEF Southgets Prasect

Comstracion of e pipeline is expectad 1o ciss heivy srosion and
consequent sédimentaticn of local warérways, The developer hus alrendy
bean cited for mumerous water quality viclations durng the constnction of
the MVPmainhine, se FERC s assumphion that the developer wall comply
with standard water protection measumes and aphold water quahity standards
i nnsgnidad. andermining the credibiliny of the anabysis.

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-26e

CO-26f

CO-26¢

CO-26g

Ercsion and sedimentation is an ongoing concem in the Haw River basn where many of
the streams are impatred die to poor aquatic life. Sedimentation, erosion and increases in
stormwater velocity, has left many crecks with steep, inaceessible banks, void of healthy
Equatic habitat, Cutting forested streamside buffers and wetlands increases the risks of
erosion and sedimentation, incraasing turbidity levels and impacting aquatic life.

Mixch of the mpeling 1510 the Aeod 2one of the Haw River, which bas seen recosd
Aooding the past two vears. The volurre and velociny of water will be increased with less
buffer pratection and compacted sotls from Beavy machinery, The Haw River watershed
beas exctremely vanable high fow tendencies. The hugh and low flow points have not bean
factored mio this review.

Adjecent commumities already face contamunated drinking water sourced from the Dan
River. Haw River and surfisce water reservours. Additional public water supply intakes
are located dowmstream of thess stream crossings. Though these intakes are further
downstiream than the DEIS assessment limit of three miles, many of the contaminants that
cotld imgict drinking wafer quality do not bredk down, and, therefoee, the three-mile
limit for downstream impacts is arbitrary and does not providie an accurate assessment of
the full scops of impacts.

We have seen the work MVE contractors have done-on the mamnling and have Little fath
that the requirements of the erosion and sediment control plan will be met at all.
Including clapses like “when pricticablz” leaves too much subjectivity to MYVP
Southgate contractors. We Have séen over 300 water guality and Sédiment and erosion
contral violaticns eommuitted by the same construction teams on the MYP mainline .
However, leaving so moch subjechvity in'what 13 .or what is not practicable allows MVP
Somthgate to amgue that the bare minimam is-all that 15 necessary. This is-a sensitive
watershed, and this project cannot be completed in a way that prevents serious watershed
degradation.

Comstmuction of the pipehine woiild have long-term, permanent imipacts to 615 acres of
forested uplands, 10 acres of forested wetlands and nearly 12 acres of protectad nparian
forested lamds in the Jordan Lake Watershed These areas would require decades to
recover from the kind of Blasting. demolition and construction contamplated for thas

project,

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.

See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.

Comment noted.
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CO-26

Appalachian Voices

CO-26h

CO-26i

FERL is ignoning the signficant impaets-of this progect. The DETS identifies widespread,
permmEnent mpaces ke Hie lomge-fadtuge or permanent desiruction oF hundrads of acies of
forests and wetlamde, bat then says that inmpacds will not besgnificant because matigation
mesanres Wikl bessed dunng constrocnen. Mitgaton canod prevent of repair e

signi ficant mipacts of permanent forest and wethind destroetion

The agency™s feliames O mtigabon measords 1o argee that thes progecd Wl cetese no
g ficant wipacts is madugoats becatss manhy of the mitigahon measures proposed s
vnspecifed, In many instaces, the DELS instrocts Mowgain Vallsy Pipeling o oome up
with mitigatich measares that arecarmently not defined. It is disingenuous for FERC to
chaum that unkneam messures will prevent signi Gt environmental ymgesis,

FERLC concludes that no significant smmvirormental impacts would be inflicted by this
progact, vl at Bicks the pevesany information o asesswhat the nipacts o vanoms
ervirondnental resources wonld be. For example, MVP has vat to provids FEBC with 1=
Feasibilrty shadics to cross Dep Creek, & site where impénted aquatic species are
spspected to lve: FERC acknowladges that MVE will mse 59 mmillion gallons-of waiter in
corstrachng the project, bt MYE has not identi sl where it will soures that wates,
preventitg FERC from assessing the emnironmiental mpact of those water withdrwals
Lastly, archasotogical surveys have not been.completed for ihe project anen, preventing
amalysisof impact o culbiral resousces

Sarmeraly.

Tom Coemiors, 11
Executive Dhrector

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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CO-27 Atlantic Coast Pipeline

07 Easd Mainy Sonse k- i
Richircnd, WA 21219 * = ULLe |

September 16, 2019

s, Kimbarby [ Bose, Secmtary
Federal Energy Regulatony Commission
BEE First Straet, NE, Room 14
‘Washington, OC 20425

Ry Mauntain Valley Pipeline, LLC, Docket Mo, £P19:14-000
Comments of Atlantic Coast Plpeline, LLEC on

Draft Enviranmental impact Statement for Southeate Project

Dear Ma. Bose:

treacoordance with the procedures established in the “Motice of Avalfability of the Draft Envivanmantal See revised section 3.3.2.3 for a discussion of the Atlantic
CO-27a Impact Staterment for the Proposed Seuthgate Project” issied in the ahove-captionsd proceeding on . )

Julty 26, 2019, the Atiantic Coast Pipetine, LLE {Atiantic] respectiully submits these commenzs on the Coast Pipeline Alternative.

draft eroironeental impact statement (DEIS) prepared by the Commesion Staff for the Southgate
Project (Southgate or the “Projecy”) oraposed by Mountain Valley Pipeline LLE (MR,

Atlantic limits its comments on the Southgate DES to the discussion of System Alternatives provided In
DEIS Section 3 3, As explalned In the DEIS, *|shstem altérnathves to the proposed-action would make
use of gxisting or other proposed nalural gas transmission systems/facilities to meet the stated purpase
of the Project, Implamenting a system aMermative woukd make it upkecessary (o construct all or part of
the Praject, although some madifications or additions to 2n existing transmission systermfTacilities may
ba necessary.” In partioular, the distussion of Atlantht Coast Pipefine (ACR) o5 2n altermative 1o
Southpate in DEIS Section 3.3.2.3 s ingocusate.

AN lis expladned that e purposes of 18 Project inchede: meeting the growdng needs of natural gas
usersin the scutheastern ULS.; 3dding a new gas ransmission plpeling fo provide competitien and fo
enhance the reliability and resiBancy of the existing pipeline inlvastrsctune in North Caralioa amd
sputhers Vieginka) and prowiding Morth Caroling 3nd southen Virginia with direct pipeling access ta
arcellusand Uika gas s.upplln:'.“ Arlaptie i< servfng thess samig impastant purpDees with the ACP, an
rpparcadimately G00-mike, 1.5 BilBon Cubic Feet por day (BOF/d), pipeling certificated by the Comimission
and currentiy bnder construction. ACE will begin from the gas supply region i West Virginda, extend
ehraugh Virginia with o bteral extending cast 10 Chesapaske, Wirginka, and then continue saarth nto

eastem Morth Carolina, ending in Robeson County.
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CO-27 Atlantic Coast Pipeline

4 precedent apnsemsent for 300,000 Dekatfons por day (Tehd™Eof fim Deenspaortation capacty on
Southgabe, Both MYF and PENT itsalf Sowe oxplained the growing demard farnatural gis in Barth
Caraling ganerally and by PSNC i particular, s well s PENCS desire for direct sccess bo Waroelius ard
Litica supplies and hor & new pipeSne shernatieg to serse North Carolina.” Alants: fully undevstands aml
appreciates these Tackors; which atsa help undergind the need for the ACE,

Atlanti also readily acknoradedges that PSHC has ehected to.cantract with %VP for the incramerdal
trEnspertathon capacaty of the Progect, ani Atlantic does not quosticn that decision bere, Furthemoons,
Atlaniec does not conbend or belirve that the Commissdon should ®look behingd® precedent agreements
b judize a pipeline cistomer's dedition, Neverthilss, the gltemative of ACP shauld rot be disrmissed
hazed on incarnect assumptions as was doae in the DES.

The BEE recognizei the under-consinection ACH project as a_polential system sharmative, stating that
e ACP roule B approcimately 100 miles east of Southgate™s proposed detbeery points at the Dan Rivor
CO-27a {in Rockisgham County, Narth Carclina) #nd the Haw River (i Alamange County, Marth Carinal’ See response CO-27a above
Basedan that focatlon, the DEIS asserted That "a minimum of 190 miles of rew pipeling dnd
oempression nlrasbnudiene sould be reqidred 1o modily the ACP Project b 48re a5 an alnprrative
the Project™® And, fior thie reason divne, the DEIS conehsded that ADP waikd not provide a-significant
enviranmental adantage 16 1he Project 3t did 00t warrant any further study.”

srafi shauld ao sssumie when corsidering AP a5 an alternative 1o Southgate that ACP would deliver gis
to PENC Bt thie same delivery points proposed by MYP, The A0 roiterts chse to the eosteim side of
BENC s sendice ared whereas the plansed Soathgate delvery. polnts are to the weost of that service
lqn‘ll;-pry." Furthanmars, Atfastic has leased capacity on the Pledmont Syibem (ad sppecvad in the ACP
certificatn oeder) in Johraon Cawnty, Rorth Canalni that can be used to transpart g2 rom ADP dirsciby
by Ehue PENC syiten nsar Clagton, North Carolina.” Defheeries froms ACPE bo PSR would be on that side of
thie PRRC service teniory (near the heart of |ts demand growth]. Thore would be ro need for ACP Lo
oonstnecta pipeing across the FRNE beriony (o make deleeries bo the st where Southgate would be
locabed — a5 s incosrectly assumed in the DELS.

Ingbeed, ACP could offer more efectee infrastrucions support for the areas of PARNC that ane profected to
experience demnand grinwth, and better supiply suppost for the PSRC syitem averall, Bafabdy, Balsigh,
one of PSNC's largest and fastest growing ma rkets,? is anly about 30 miles from the ACP route, and even
cloger to Clayton (the end-point of ACP’s capacity leased on Piedmont). Additionally, with its locatien to
the east side of the PSHC territory, ACP would provide greater geographical diversity {with the resulting
reliability and resifiency 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 supiplies in the most [iquid ratural
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

See response CO-27a above
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CO-28 Appalachian Voices
S AppalachianVoices
[ R S el 16 2
- bk innberly 1 Hode - Seoretasy
Ee Faderal Hnerpy Hegiaarony O oimnpsins
i S FirsT Serest TR R 1A
a % Wiahangioi, [X 20126
'.:":' PP RBE Pedersd Encrgy Regiletory Comnnsssaisn Db Eavirorenseial lngoce
" BT Frstzmmerd S ORPER 2 B 3 Wicombain Wallew Pipednes, L LU Saadhgane
¥ Progect FFERCYEISD 29700 FERE Dunckdt Bauimibser CF P91 -850k
K ALY
. : Dleir Beorelary Bome
. J AN 1eeteirmd O TERC s (il :!-.IL'l'IDI\:III:IImI:IJ-I. Isrgeacd Shaloroesi Sor e XN
AT Famiibgafe povgedt A pealachian Vortes agaged- D Pienelo 7, Daoslds,
+ Licenan® Professienal Seoligrst, 0o progene o Hidhogosdosrical Assessmnent of
A the Moontaio Vailey Fipeliss Soatkerare Frofoct’ 5 asgpeet o, foqatne o
rpasls im Winriseac sl Pocendh Carsdizg
e T e See response SURF-2 in appendix 1.2. As indicated in Table
giepernt paroncedos ehinls g COSTENGIES ComicTT Thee st Wil ts o . .
ﬂ::m:,“‘ ,,_,,1,'“ ﬂlnn:t; ,,,: ;mhli;h:a phc i :-:::T:u-mn i 11;,_:' b 4.13-2 of the EIS, Project construction would affect no more
a i | than 0.3 percent of any HUC-10 watershed affected by the
I B e o Pl P T t{‘n}‘umm_Jﬁﬂ n&.m:..r._'nn;e WILE BTl on . o . . . .
Ficiesinied peals sloomwaler chiidirge, which wall Renspor sedimesd fo Project. Additionally, as described in the EIS, Mountain
CO-28a FedVing stiatins and Rall tae incrontsd dowithou st baed: Valley would decompact soils and revegetate areas after
- b ] . . . .
: construction is complete. Due to the relatively small footprint
I P and pestcostnn oo poak stonmwstar Lsclscpe caloacons of the Project and due to Mountain Valley's proposed erosion
W Pl el v e EIETS ani afeler 10l e s T mierdass an ek
cnorirre i let desciuiige ws it Enpadds strmim bad sooan sl dowredreainm Control measures, as Well as measures to return areas to pre-
arsaEn bars sreson construction condition, we determined that there would not
T irfiemel Tiesh Mo emisen Pl ces sabacted by e serio widl] likely be a discernable effect on peak storm water discharge.
allewsr the irprpont o cedhinmen| 1o reosrving steeimes Ehereln: depradasgy
o dlestroming avgeatic hishaes ’
CO-28b 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 . . . .
habitats at the base of the food chain for the nver comtimumm the PrO_]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 12
CO-28d In addimon, the repon provides details comcerming the deficeent and dvemissive discussion Earthquakes and soil liquefaction are discussed in section
of earthguake achwity and soil hquelaction, as well 35 releise of Lead-210 (radhoactive) 4.1.4 in the EIS.
and Lead-206 (toxac ) o the amosphere dunng was senting (blowdown events) for d b ined i 1 | dd . .
mmnienance and resulting rom Cleamng the pape intenaor with “pigs” (devioes mied 1o Radon can be entrained in fossil fue _S and decay 1nto 1s9topes
clean gas pipelines). You can find these conchesions and further rescasch m the mepon such as Lead-210 and Lead-206, which could form a thin coat
afta hed on the interior of the pipeline. If the replacement or removal
Ihank you Foor the opportumity o comment on this mporant marer ofportlon .Of the pipeline (?r equlpment should take place )
during maintenance, the pipeline company must comply with
CO-28¢e Swcerely, the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) to

2
,/ < "t—"—{:/‘L\

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.

Peter Amderson, Virgpaun Proeion Manager
Appalachion Voeoes

812 E. High Smeet

{ harl ptpesvalle, VA 22903
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CO-29 Transcontinental Gas Pipeline Company, LLC
Williams
Tiscoyumt iserdal (s Tapr L Lopsy ELC
s TTISL-1 18
September 17, MY

Federal Eriergy Regulaiory (Comimacison
HEE P Shress, MoE
Washmaton. [ Y0 K426
Mitention:  Ms Kimberly 13, Howe, Socneiary
Retaenee:  Mousdan Vabey Pipefme, LLE

southgste Propacs

Ercelat o0 TP 14-0dED

Comaents on Dvall Enveeomseniz] Impacd Stalemesl
Ladacs sad Crenthornen
Transeoatisents! Gas Pipe Line Company, LEC (Transcof s pleessd o provide die followsin
unformatice - assiE o e Federal Energy Regulatert Commassions (Commzssio) reiiew of
pabential alternalives- 1o The Mountam yalley Paneline (MY 1) Soadigsas ]'lr-iqd FE = o A L 8
crovironmiental reveew: pristess wimder the Naional Enveomoestsl Poly At As describad
Iz b, Transoo mst cortainly seoubd b able toomeat the market nesds of the Sovthgpate Project
willt siginfcantly bees envanonmiendnl mapdacl, lenger ol and greater Zecinny and rédileney fuan
3= pmp-,-h:cul'.ﬂ:; M

CO-29a See section 3.3.2.1 of the EIS for a discussion of the Transco

Pipeline System Alternative.
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CO-29 Transcontinental Gas Pipeline Company, LLC

GLL-€l

Far the Souhgate Project. MVE roquests sailorizatoon to construcd amd operate ness pipeline
frcibfics thal wonld provide ATR000- 4 per day of oew. papelme copaats from Pritadvanis
Cousty, Virgmaia to delivery paoiris with Dhonmmion Enengy (Formerdy Publee Seevice Company of
Nrth Carolima, Iec, o Josg-teme customer of Treseo) (PENC) in Rockspham Coomiy, Marh
Caroliva 2ol Alsmance . Coemdy, Norb Csaline The :‘iu-u.lhgﬂu_ Project. will imvelve  Dhe:
wanstrikEren af 73 mife of sew, greenlield pipeling, three pew procalicld microonmel Rsilifes,
and ey precnficld 29000 hodsspower compresdor station in-ofder 1o provide such Saposdy 10
5 IR

While the Timm trasponsion ety of Trmsee’s sistem kB oaratly felly sohsoribed, gven
thee cdlicront cxpandabihty of the Tramsco pipeline svatem md the imegraled operpgbons ol the
Tramscs wystern with @e mirastais alliiale o Mok Camdina, Candimal Pepeline, Transco woald
he abde o expnid wml cxtend ils svstem Talbowing the exigting Candinad Tipeline right-of-way in
a sapnificanily less mopacifial manner than MVEP Spahdie. Bpocifically, 1o prondde The same
capaiiy b PENC s bepap pioposed by AIVE, Transeo woisld need only 16 asgall & 37 T-amle
papelme lateral, which wotld Follow the existmp Cardinal Pipeling night-of<way, and pertarm
oty mifmar owsdilications bo earsring compresaon o Trusesa®s Compeessor Siation 160 in
Eockingham County, Neorth Carshina

CO-29a See response CO-29a above

Thas Transco-albensative woudl complotody chnmnal: B meod Tos MV o’ coivstrect 1B Sou hyaty
Prerjeel, swlich ie coemprisad eitively of greeniichd pipebine and compiession faclites, mchading o
preenlichd cpmpreseor staliom in Pilsyivama Coenly, "n.'l'nz_j.m:l. and would thos represenl a
sl peduckian in segenred Tacilivies angd land e, Ard, bevanse Transeod would regitere to
new coanpression, this sodution wolld belp cosire that eamssions from gas-dniven compressica in
Fittsyivimma County would not be moredsed. Alvo, masemich i the Tragsco allemabive could be
woipdrucied satively within casimp regdif-of-wey and by expasdios cxedmp Tacilite:, 5 weald
significamly reduce cosils 10 the shipgers and dbsr costomdnis. Whils MVP & propesing o
teovmrse Fale for Firn ransiporlation seovics cotpastitg of o monthly reservation rale of $18,7639
por i, Teasscn, im sark coptrast Stimscs thal ils taoaihly rescrvigion roesmnss sas woslhi be al
least H¥ e Jower, A major savings fod mmlenavers.”

The ‘Trassor slomative would provdde shipeens: vwoth the echsbility of Tramsce’s milie-line
mainbine syvstom (up b 5ix boops in parts of our systom ), mumenai oo reesor slalkons thal s
wingrally demtgned 1o provade br-dircctional ows, sl sgmroxnmately 200 Bl off dinecily
eammestod operalbng e doraze. 1o centiss, the Southgals Projeo would onldy cossis ol o amphe
[Ene pevd: o cosmpressaor sLatiom, vwsich would nol have the fleyibilns or relipbality that Trescon’s
avedet ad T
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Virginia Forest Conservation Group

CO-30

Mitigation Rroommenadastions for impacts. of the proposed Southgate Extension of the
Moaountain Walley Pipefing on Vicginia®s Forests

developed and présented by
The .!-Ii'rgrnra Faresi Caaservaiion Portrersilp
b BASren 21D

Thiz s a review of rthe peoaosad Sourbhg e sxtangion of the BMouatain Valey Dipeiing

[ BAWP Shathpate) for fore il rap = entation impacts eoaductsd by this Virginian Fansie
Consarvation Perinerships PWEDP] using 1Ee spatial representaiion provided by the dewelopeErts

CO-30a

cosultant, EOT Corporation, in a compressed Me nasied
*Froren ORFO0ES  Proposed Foote.rip.” The Wirginia penson of MU Souathpale is ontiredy
o Pitessdwania Coomnty {Fgune 1) The VFCP, inatitoted by tho Wingint Secretary of

Flgare 1. bocation of the proposed RV Southgatn projoct In Winginia

Matoral Resources s comprised of Wirglnla state agency rooresentatives and subjoct mattor
erperls from the Oepgartment of Conservation and Rebreation (BOR), the Department of
Forestry, the Department ol Game and ndard Fleaecies, and the Deparimment of Easlamnorantal
Capliy. THis rewiew F35eises afd guaniadnes Dot el and indinedT Wil rs of thee srdpased
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
(VakLAa 2007} (Figure 23, WaNLA 2007 idsntifies, dassifies, and anks alfl existing 'Ecological
Coras” (z103-interior-acre forgst patches) @nd smaller non-core [ 10-33-intsrior-acre forest
patches) "Habitar Fragments" in ViFginia based on several key indicators of hindiversity and
ecological funclions of foresis. For more detail on VaMLa 2017, see

hkkp; CF AR TR wimat [} il W W) i

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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Thas revilive emioes the same me thodobogy used 1o asoess forest (ragmentaton
impacts of the main rate of the MVE {Le, the 203-mile span from nomhwestecn West Virginia
b sauthed Vieginial. This methoed addresses both direct and indirect impacts by caloulsting
forest lost. even |F only lemporary, 25 well asboss of mitegrity of core forest due to
Eragrissntation that réduces interiorarea; incrases perimeter, andfor decreases the depth of

core fosest. For background information and methodology spedifics, see this document on Lhe
Federal Energy Regulatory Comemitsion (FERC) docker: "Commonwealth of Virginia Departmen
of Contervation and Recreation comments an MYP FEIS and Forest Fragmentation mpacts and
Mitigation Recommendations of Virginia State Agency Stalf under CP16-10"

CO0-30 Virginia Forest Conservation Group
Figure 2. EBealogical Cores and Habitat Fragments froam the VahLA 3017 vk the pragosed MYE
Soisthgste project rabe.
CO-30a See response CO-30a above
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CO-30

Virginia Forest Conservation Group

CO-30a

The proposed route of MVP Southgate afigns with-an existing utiity corridor in Virgenia,
thivs, significantly minimizing potentizl forest impacrs. The VFCP recognizes colocation as an

imporant consideration far minmmizing forest impacts,
Results

Atotal of 15 Ecoldgical Cores and Habitat Frapments would b impacied by the proposed MVE
Southgate prajoct, Tables 1and 3 summarize thess featunes by bype and rank,

Tabie 1. Ssmmary by type-of Ecological Cores o Halntat Fragments impacted by MVP
Southgats,

Type | Count Acres

Man-Core Forest 11

1.318.6

Smali-sized Core Forest I3

9859

Meduum-sized Corg Forest 1

151839

Tagle 2. Summary by rank of Ecological Cores or Haketat Fragments impacted by MYP
Scuthpate.

Ecological Integrity Rank | Count Acres
c4 |3 21776
c5 12 1,643.7

Thie rew impact totals were calculatied for eachvof the 15 Ecologecal Cored and Habitat

Fragrents intersicted by MVF Southgate [Table 3). Note that indireck impacts were not
estimated for Habitat Fragments because they do not gualify s 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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CO-30

Virginia Forest Conservation Group

CO-30a

Tatde 3, Rawimpact sammary showmg dicect and mdirect impacts 1o foraits by MVE
Southigate.

Direct Impact Acres indirect Impact Acres

C1 and C2 Cores ] i)

C2 = {5 Cares 13.7 1284

Habitat Fragments 241 nia

Total Et. S 158.4

The BCR comments on the FERC dockel describe three mitigation activities, their rates of

imple mentaon, and soedfic mitigation ratios as recommended by the VECP for forest
fragmientation wnpacts of the MVP These mitgation sctbes are alforestabon, avosded
deforestation, znd forest enbhancement. Stated simply, afforestation is the conwersion of open
I#nd 1o lorest by planting troes, avoided deforestation is permanent protection of forestland
Friomm compercion and enhzpcement is implermentation of Forest reanagement 1o dprove
ecologal mispnty, Adifferent ratio of miligation aores o impact acres was identified for sach
of thase mitigation activities, as were different rates c-hmr.:ufemema:mn, ta ersur e il gation
resulls in gffectve condervation. Separzte mitigation ratios weredewelopad bocspecitically
areoint for e impacts i CLand CF oores C305 cones, and Hatstal Fraprvents. Full
descriptions of mitization activities and their rates. and pustificatons For mitigation fatios, ane
provided in the DCR Comments an the FERC docker. Tables 4 zad 5 sernmanoe The msigalon
Frtivities, thair raiezs, and their rates of impdentantztion;, 2nd Table b summarizes the
rescormimend éd total mitigation acreais broken down by actimty. The WFCP récommends a total
of 472 acres of land be identified, placed under permanent conservation, managed, and

protected a5 core forest as mitigation for MVP Southgate.

See response CO-30a above




08L-¢’l

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

Tagle 5. Recommended indirect impact mitigation sctivities, ratios, and rates of

implementation to sddrest MYP Southgate impates. -

Forest Avoided
Enhancement - | Deforestation -
Impact 50% S

Indirect impact | Acres | Ratio | Acres | Ratio | Acres
ClandC2
Coiii 0 in ] g0 4]
3 - €5 Cares 198 15 144 20 194
TOTAL 198 149 103

Taple 6. Fecommended total acres of impact mitigation broken down by mitigation activity 1o

address MVP Southgate impacts.

Avoided ' Forest Tatal
Afforestation Deforestation Enbancement Acres
19.3 I04.0 ! 148 8 4771

CO0-30 Virginia Forest Conservation Group
Takle 4. Recommended direct impact mitkigation sctivities, ratios, and rates of implementation
to addrass WMVP Southgate impatis,
: ' Apcided
Aﬂm:a::;!.mn " | Deforestation -
Impact : 755
Direct Impact | Acres | Ratio | Acres | Ratio | Acres
C1and €2 "
: o 5.0 i) 7.0 i
£3 - (5 Cares 14 3.0 10 5.0 =1
Men-Core-
4, B j 4
Forest Blocks i ; B o ’
TOTAL 38 14 106
CO-30a See response CO-30a above
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CO-37

Mr. Joyner - Danville Historical Society

CO-37a

CO-37b

In an October 18, 2019 filing, Mountain Valley indicated that
it would provide the Danville Historical Society with copies
of cultural resources investigations reports covering the
Project APE in Pittsylvania County, Virginia.

Little Cherrystone Manor/Wooding Cemetery/Site 71-36 is
mentioned on page 4-166 of the DEIS 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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CO-37

Mr. Joyner - Danville Historical Society

CO-37¢

CO-37d

CO-37e

Mountain Valley 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.

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 FEIS to reflect this new information.

See response CO-37a.
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CO-37 Mr. Joyner - Danville Historical Society

here-—exclusive Information; moe: Help me with: tlhve werd:

. J¥y i ; . . sleasa any Of 3
archeolegical data and &

Bot the EIs dossn't sven cover Lhat other than
CO-37¢ et el v i Shasakabie iy wbkeibalin & See response CO-37a.

these Tty pagesvof archeslsgy i the Btate of Virginis to

1 1ina ! atts all 3 Brd it d 3, * =11

=1 ATi i ot r |

€81-¢’|

D T=COy = e P any kEinc 5 EMaTIon . BT <1 2T,

1 3 - L = rial =3 o =] b I i

13 ] =y (L LGl f o = L L=

o 3 o . £ [ e [ e

o LEYS L= 13 8 LitE #Ei .1 O e [ O 8 paperw
reyEtone oy 1 = That ewar Vo

CO-37f T — T arm— o — See above for response in CO-37b.

Lt (B o ol | SE i =3 et e & 3 1
EiL sbtign, E & ght against Ssuthga ind MVE wit}
CFT & t g g tha ! f property; a el
¢! e o Ely ad 4 he et hers

THiE land owner has spedifically bBeen toid See response LU-1 in appendix 1.2.
CO-37g

¥ 1 . I
r : ing £ one oe o po allow th
[E o £} Erdn Vi ause L N A
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CO-37 Mr. Joyner - Danville Historical Society

v81-€’l

CO-37h . : : . See response CO-37a.

a3lso a Native BEmerican willage site through here.

Tthat we'we been studying now for Twalwe wears

CO-37i know, wou're gonna hear A lot of that tonight. ~Buc those See response T&E-3 in the appendix 1.2.
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CO-37 Mr. Joyner - Danville Historical Society

a8L-¢’l

The 155 acres that was vurochased back heze, —hese
=% Wi an sagdditionul iLd homa o Theza' is mR adcdiciasnal
e e e e R R e ST e NS G See response LU-1 in appendix 1.2. This site is listed in
rurchassd, whaToewss, e "DeE OO SUuDreE how This= nsw oompressor appendlx E'Z and has been purChased by Mountaln Valley for
CO-37j use during construction.
SEaATIon — b-q:ic'.i_"’_—% WE LBl ehe main Ianets Fonfa haws &
T ' 1 NE=|
I i E - L T
CO-37k {F ot IS, Wheh are chey gannd o Lack with the final =15 |Response to comments are incorporated into the FEIS.
I I 1
CO-371 spETies, that Bosclsion fipsline hss alwsys had @ very e See response GEN-6 in appendix I-1
CO-37m - b e o - d e s e ~|Section 4.3.2 of the EIS discusses the Project’s impacts on
) i ' surface water resources
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CO-38

Sojna Ingram: Preservation Virginia

CO-38a

CO-38b

CO38¢c

In an October 18, 2019 filing, Mountain Valley indicated that
it would provide Preservation Virginia with copies of cultural
resources investigations reports covering the Project APE in
Pittsylvania County, Virginia.

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

See response CO-25
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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

88L-¢’l

CO-39a An avoidance plan for the Deep Creek Primitive Baptist
Church and

Cemetery was filed by Mountain Valley on October 23, 2019.
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IND-3

Janek Patel

IND-3a

IND-3b

IND-3¢

IND-3d

IND-3e

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
during construction.

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.

Traffic impacts and management are discussed in
section 4.9.4 of the EIS.

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
R T L]
FERL
MVP Southgate Project DEK
Dacket BLF19-34-000
Dear e or Madam:
IND-4a ok i e o the MVP St et DES. My ol o v in Msrmance Counyy, LC0ment noted.
W and] our aoced o drinking water & from a well iocated o olr property, W lve 15 mites from the
Haw Fivet ard ¥ miles soath of the proposed terminus of the KIVE Soathgate pipeline. The DEIS
;?:::M{'h:m{m ORI e AmTat et OAES 1oty deagma i) Section 4.3.2 of the EIS discusses surface waters,
watersheds, and floodplains. Section 4.3.2.7 of the EIS
The D5 stales that there would only be temporary ar loralized surfsce waler impacts. | duagies with discusses Mountain Valley's impacts of blasting and the
IND-4b this-and it s flse. The crossing of 7.1 milies of protacted watersheds and 1.5 miles o critical mitigation efforts needed if there are negative effects in
vebessheds, withinthe Lis1 20 s of the project, eectanpers those watersheds, The crossing of 161 the project area. Section 4.1.4.4 of the EIS discusses the
:'tf" rﬂi“ﬁrﬁ“ *"‘,"‘”"’:""f mﬁ:md“mmf“ ﬁ@iﬁ:ﬁ?’ﬂ:‘e&“m'w % |potential of landslides occurring with project operations
f t hocdies t L] . . e .
o ] i tiotlien i el it : and how Mountain Valley will minimize the chances of
S within the fast & mikes of the Prodect, there are numeraiz samiphes of potential serious, pemanend a landslide occurring.
sigrfare warbes imipacts, The Last 4 mibes are within X mile of thi: Haw River, These are 5 warkspaces
within 50 feet of the Rioer, inchading 2 3t Mile Posts M) M0 73 right on the Fivet, There are 23
eecesings of tribistaries of the aw, There ste 1 paints whene the Project b within 15 feet of the Haw,
Theeve aré 7 sites of fandsfide conoem, inchuding WP 72 7452 feel from the Haw]. There are § potental
Baiting dtes, Thersare J0sted hnted o sbesp daped. Al af e instance ie cipable of chausing Section 4.3.1 includes a detailed discussion of the
IND-4c¢ adverse, permanent damage (o the Haw RBiver, assocated tribhtares, and sssocited grountwates, potential impacts that construction and operation of the
Project could have on groundwater resources, including
The EFERS states that those wiould be ne sigrificant groundwatier impacts. |disagree oith shis. The wite: aquifers

ity of the Haw Rives directhy sffects nearby aguifers. This project would permanenthy damage the
wabefs of thee Haw Hiver, and pesmanently damage aquifers chose ta the Haw Baer, The Profectis a
diret theeat b the dputler that supilies drinking saber for my Family,

|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
Project,

IND-4 David Hill
With the kst 4 miles of the Project, it crosses a 100 year flood plain of the Haw River. Six of the last 26 | ViOUNtain Valley’s Plan does not allow the use of
greatest recorded high water crests of the Haw River happened in 2018 alone. Major fiooding 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 agency. As part of Mountain Valley’s Ex?tic
IND-4e of toxic pollution of nearby waterways and harm to nearby citizens. There are reports that the epoy | 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. .
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 [-2.

David Hill
Graham, NC
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IND-8 Eleanor Amidon

See section 4.1.4.9 of the EIS, which has been updated
IND-8a . o . )

with additional information.

See sections 2.4.2.1,4.1.4.9,4.3.2.2, and 4.3.2.7 for
IND-8b further discussion on HDD crossing methods, impacts,

and mitigation.

See section 4.1.4.9 of the EIS, which has been updated
IND-8¢ . g . .

with additional information.
IND-8d 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

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

The: mos common comvnends we recaived were on Droject need The
Commission's rofe 0 reviewing fhe oefals of any project ‘is fo make &
defermination of pubke comemance and necassity. The Commission bases i
dacisiang on fnancing. rates, markel-demand. gas supply. envronmenial fmpes,
and cifer jssres concemeng & propesed profect, The fortficaming Commizsion
arder for he. Project wall address meed. W piss racpived NUMBLS COMMBEnts
regarding impacts on water qualily. sacipeconamics. anghealth and safety, These
rezources are adaressad in the dradf £15°

The scopa of this DRAFT EIS appears to adoness the igsues associabed onty with the
pipeline end not the gas comlained therein, This is equivalent lo discussing the pipeline
as Il were pumping compressed ar 1 this B indeed the scope of the DRAFT EIS then
IND-16a state i explicifty and justify the limited naiore of this document

The Maorth Caroling Deparrsent of Enviranmental Garality (NCDEQ), in'thelr September
10, 2018 decument submission (o FERC makes this precisa point whan they state

{page 2]

“The Depanment s concerned thaf the four sifermadves propossd in the MOV
axclides non-natural gas energy alernatives. . Furifermong, fhe Projed induces
andifienal natural gas producton resulfing in ncreased direct and cumiative
amdrommenis impacts, including reesonably foreseesbie inairect impacfs

NCDEQ explicity usas the ward “nduces” and the DRAFT EfS purposefully constraing
irgelf to the: plpeling: consiruction process with an extremely narow summetion of leak
patential zlang the endirely of the pipelive. Froducton/frackmg frough

IND-16b inducedincreases production 3l sowce locabisn appears not io be considered.
Additrorally the major leak sotrge, ihe Lamber Compressor Station, * would not resud
in a sagnificant impact on iocal or regional air quaity” (Pg. 32 Drafl E15. ES-T),
However, nole that by constraining the leak discussion o the mare narow msue of st

the pipeline there i an “end-run” around the Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gag
Risle:

The draft and final EIS 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 to the Commission.

See response IND-4k in appendix 1.3.
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IND-16
IND-88 Heise and Dyer
Pg 3207421 DRAFT EIS - 4151
Potenfial GHG emissions fram the Lambert Compressor Stafion wouwld be greafer
than 25000 mefic fpy (see fable 4.71-3). Howewver, the rule establishes reporting
requiremenis based on actyal emissions Mountain Valley would menitor
BMISSIONS 1 aocordance with the reporting rule. if actual ermissions evceed fhe
25000 metrc fpy fhresheld. GHG emissions wowld be repored to the EFA as
fequired.
A discussion juxtaposing petential and actual may be missing the purposeof the DRAFT EIS. A |Section 4.11.1.5 includes discussion of potential
statement of prabablelexpacted lsakage rates bazad on other comprassor stations leakage L. . . .
IND-16¢ rates would be more approprate emissions of the Lambert Compressor Station, including
% TN TRAT e e e el s T B AR o fugitives from incidental leaks.
S8 GIMe a just the pipeline p eliminating discussion .
gas production leak issues In totally | from fracking to consumption), the imgact of reporting The evaluation of upstream and downstream markets
reguirements as a resuft of mesting certain frashoids can be minimized, theraby allowing the and consumption impacts is outside the scope of this
IND-16d FEEl0 conciie Siak M ke ey Mnpacts ate mxnimal EIS. As appropriate, issues outside the scope of an EIS
Part 2 may be addressed in any Order the Commission may
Thare appears to be a disterbingly dismissive undartone to the DRAFT EIS that is decidadly 1SSu€.
uncharacienistic of & factual undedaking.
Pg. 187421 DRAFT EIS - 4-57
e received a comment from the Roanoke River Basin Associstion (RREA),
which suggesfed mifigafion for tree removal 8t & 5.7 ralia fo offsel the GHG effects
of pipe leakage. The RREA estimated that fve new frees should be planted for
every frea removed for constriction of ffiie pipefing nght-ofway. Their estimate is
based on their indings of 1% leakage rates of methane gas from other pipelings.
RREA states ftal mathane [s 25 tmes stronger than carbon dioxide in is effect
85 @ greenhouse gas, and while It would be befter to efiminale pipe leakage, the
leakage should be offsef with free mitigation until the pipe leaksge can be
eliminated. We nofe that Virginia has 1572 million acres of forestland (Virginia
Department of Forasty [VADQE] and Norh Caroffng has 18.8 milton aores of
forests (North Carcling Forestry Associafion INCEAJD. Within this context, we
condude that impacts on foresls would be lang-term bul would nof be significant.
Az publlshad in El::uenoﬂ {R. .ﬁ. ﬁh‘sm: eral,, Science 101128 scianca.aary 204 {2018).), - - —
Tl i D g GBI B8 actual emissions for the tolal See response CI-1 in appendix 1.2. Emissions are
IND-16e “{rasm”m gas pmd”mﬂ" and transmission appear to ba much higher. | seriously doubtthat | ;001566 d in section 4.11.1.5 and climate change is

the RREA made the findings” of a 1% leakage rate; rather they researched the ssus. The
Science article lists an additional 77 refarences.

RRBA statement of mothane being 25 times stronger ghg than GO may be conservative
{https-fhean sciencedady comiralaases 201 R0R TB0E21 141 154 him), The 25 time stronger
estirmate seams to come frorm a BWP .- rather thar a GWP. | Glabal Warming Potential -
years maasuremant). A GWPy estimate for methane impact is much highar as tha methana
has not degraded into COy thereby lessening its impact,

discussed in section 4.13.2.9
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IND-16
IND-88 Heise and Dyer
The quoted paragraph above then slates the acreage of ferest in Virging and North Caroding as : : o
if the millions of trees has an impact on assessing melhane eméssions and thareby dismisses Mountain Valley has c.omrmtted to m.mlmlzn.lg lmpaCtS
IND-16f the 51 ralio offset. Frankly a 5.1 ratio may Be vastly underseling 1he offset required to mitigate |on forest land and continues to coordinate with VDCR
the methane releases from production, ransmission lkeakage and combustion, It is not the . ies . . .
existenca of forests that offeet addional methane release, & is the creation of new farests that | 01! 1€ clearing mitigation prior to clearing trees
offer the potential to mitigate new methane releases.
Part 3
Pg. B1 DRAFT EiS - 2-20
Durng public scoping. 8 comment was submitted regarding the pofential for
Mowurtain Valley fo further expand the Project and evenlfualy expont nafural gas.
Mountain Valley sizted that it has no plans af this iime fa either expand or abandon
the proposed facilifes, noris the Projact able or desigred to export nalural gas. (f
Mourtain Vatley proposes any expansion or abandarment of the Project faciities,
it would have fo seek specific authorzation for that action from the FERC. An
Eppropriate emvironmental review would be conducled, and the public would have
the cpportuniy fo comment on Mountain Valley's proposal Likewise, any
proposed abandonment of any facliies appraved in these dockels would require
additonal environmental and regulfatory revew under section Tib) of the NGA.
Having subméited prior commants along these lines, it is important to note some significant
difference in these prior submitted statemeants on 8-23-2018 to Docket Mo, PF18-4-000.
Spacificalty:
f no declarafion is made, 15 MVF southgate barred from evar exporfing gas?
s MVF Southgate sllowed fo pefition, post pipeline completion, fo allow expart f
excluded initigly?
Ara the MVYP invesfors allowed o Increase expons fo other ouliels as an offsel fo
any resinctions specifically made o the MV Southgale project?
These cuestions were posed for a8 couple of reasons. MVP is an LLC thal preposes to
IND-16g sell gas to PSNC for residential consumption: PSNG has since been purchased by See section 2.8 of the EIS

Dominion Energy which, not incidentaily, 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 a whole, MVP/Dominion should be constrained:fo
delivering gas lo the Alamance terminus for distribution to the anginal PSNC distribution
area.

The Alamance terminus should not be used as a disiribution point to balance excess
production for experting gas from other pipelines ko other locales overseas. Additionaiby,
frading bulk LWG through different companias to create artificial local demand isan
abuse of a need requirement. If not so constrained, Rockingham and Alamance County
resldents, landownars and gas consumaers are paying mulliple times over for this
pipeline. The residents would be paying higher prices for unneeded gas through an
adificlal demand erealed bv expart The residents wordd be pavina for unhecassany
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IND-16
IND-88 Heise and Dyer
discusses the impact of the ge'l_s production and mnﬁumpﬁnr': as induced by the p
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

Dot Now CP19-14-0000

General Comment Regarding the MVP Seathgaic Project
[}ralfl Envirenmental Impact Satement
Submitied September 16, 2009 by Katie Whitchead

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commisodon (FERC) knews that itx process for reviewing
imdcrstate natural gas pipefines is fawed, yet the agency is repeating its mistakes as i poes
through the motions of 2svcssing whether the Mountaln Valley Pipeline Southgate
Futensdom woubd, on balance., provide a vital public benefin,

In Febrwary 2017 former Conunisssoner and FERC Chasrman M ormon Ty recommumended that
FERC laok & how the Commmssion determines whether there = a need for new pipelines and
conduts envirommntal reviews. Bay acknow kedged that “the Comsmssion has Largely rebied oe
the extent ko which potential shippars bave sygsed precedeont agrecmments for capacitv on the
propused pipeline.” o spibe of & “Ttamy of otsor (actors to comssdor.”

Bay s better did ot slow FERC approval af the highly controversiol Movntain Valley Pipoline
(MVP) and Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP), mow poster children fior e need for FERC policy
reform. Residents of Virginia, West Virgimia and North Carolisa ape experiencing the havoe ued
controversy thal resull from a Failed initinl review as fodoral wnd sisto agemeics and ooty
address chasgen of regalatory and constitutional vielations and prijedt costs fod

Former Commisssmner Chearyl | aFleur dusemed, a rare move on the Commission, inthe 2-Tvote
approving MVF and ACE 10 October 2017, She wae unconvinced of the need for the pipelines
and cited FERC s Tailure to Jook a2 alternatives with loss emvronmental impact,

I November 2017 an Analas Groug report described bow the gas industry has chasged since
VERC mstifuted #s now-outdatad 1999 policies. under which Commussiomen: have spproved
over 400 new. pipelines mnd rejocied Two

In Dxeoember 2017 then FERC Chasman hoon Molotir, amsounced tha FERC would review
ils | 999 Sialement of Policy on Certification of New Interstaie Gus Pipelme Facilities.

In Aprit 2018 FEERC wlicitod qommments on possible reform 1o hether mreet ity policy™s aim Yo
sppropsfely conder the enhancement of competitive transporiation allematives, the posability
dnxuhﬂd@,hnﬂmfmwy%ﬂd&tﬂiﬁ%ﬂdmm
exercave of eominent domain. ” Prediciably, the gax mdisery spoke for the stalis quo, Notewdrtky
among those commenting m support.of change were Sopators Mark Woemer ad Tin huny;
Giuler and Roaguke Covmties; &1 Publis lnleresd Orsanrabons; and the Nechanen Comizr, a puliey
think tank. Frequonily cxpresiod concoms wire that FERC doos ol adequancly senstinice project
mosl, bavestigate altomatives, justsfy use of cminent domam, svaluate mveronmental Impacts, or
faoilitase public participation. The somment penod cnded m ke Julv 2015 thore's been o
evidenos of larther action by FERC.

See responses GEN-2 and GEN-4 in appendix 1.2.
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IND-19

Katie Whitehead

IND-19b

IND-19¢

IND-19d

Meaow hille, aider FERE s old policies, MY P Sauibgaic appears to be mans ing tovward un
umserwlinized rubber stamp approval

Mourain Valley Pipebne, 11.C (Moustain Valtkey j has applied 1o FERC for cortilicating of the
MVP Southgate Extersion, 73 miles of natursl gev popebng that coudd transpon o much a 373
million cubs feat of gas per day from the MYP masoline throagh a new compressor statson near
Chathom i Pittsy luanis Comty, VA, to Dommion Energy debivery poinls near Fiden in
Rockingham County and Grabane in Alavinoe County. NC,

FERC is nom soliciting pablic comment on its Southgate Project Draft Favicomncotal
Impact Statement (11150 Reading the T00-page DEIS is nob jost daunting, it's
disheartvuing,

Inn the DEIS, FERC does not guestion the purpose and need (or Soathpate: 1 imerely seporty: “In
geneval ns deseribed by Mowntain Valicy, the pirpose and ueed for the Southgate Project is 1o
moot the specific requests for nutual gos nunsporation serviee of s unchor shipper. Doasinion
Enerpv. a local natural gas divinbetion company. Mountam Valley stites thad the Peogect will
provide sddifional firn noiural ges inmsportation services for Dominion Encrgy 16 maet s
prowing supply nedds via intorcoenectioas with the under comstruction Mountain Valley Pipelae
projest in southern Vinginia and the interstate pipeling of East Tennesses in North Caroling (0
o new deliveny points on the Dommion Lnergy disinibanion svitom in Rockingbam apd
Alamanoe Countes, Nowth Carolima,” (DETR soction 11

The DEIS states thal FERC has twe options: (1) approve the peoject with of withoul conditions,
o (3} deny approval — the “No Action Alersstive.” Acvoendmg 1o the DEIS, Xo Action would
MR B0 Comsiructivn, oo covaronmental tnpacts, and the projoct™s staled purpose gol bemg mel
The DETS then spaculaes, “I the Project & ot constricted, shippens inay seek other means 1o
ebiain an cquivialen] supply of natural gas (rom new or cxisling prpeling svsiems . (which ) may
resullt i the expansion of cxesamg ratural gas ransporiation sysiéma ar the consinaction of new
mfrastractore; both of which are Bty 1o resull in mpacts comparable o those deseribod m ...
this deatt EIS. ... Therefore, we dismre (the Mo Achon Alternative) from firber consderation ™
Poof® At ke that, FERC' dismisses asy other measts of mecting the mcremental growth m pas
demand that may andc m North Canoling,

Here s anither example u which FERC avosds it job of cvalloating shiermatives: “Somie
pommsiers recommended that we evaluate the potential for enerpy efficaency. energy
comservation programe. and repewahle energy (2.2, wind, solar) to eliminste or meet the need
for the Southgate Project. .. However. becamss the purpose of the Pragedt i Lo trmsport natursl
gas, and (these) are not trassporation allemstives. they cannot functon =5 ¢ wbstinee for the
Projoct und are pet omaderad further in this anadysis,” (DTS seetion 5.0 1) Pool® Divmizsad !

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

g Tormer 2as and electnie wility executive [homse Hinlwin hus povsted oul. Tl Nattons)
Ertvirommental Palicy et revtares (FERL ) Vo oomsader isties duatsads of therr nomind pemsdiction
When reviwing sltermatives by the pryiosed progect.” Yol FERC disemae, all possible
alternatives becanse they ane mot a pipeline delmenng pas from the precise producuon rose i
West Vieginia nsed by Moustsn Vatley ty cosssecton panis m o Caroling propodsed by
Mot Valley:

FERE bas u wmique capacity to tuke the bis pictore view and abrogates ity opporiunity and
responsibiliny,

Whereas FERU s DEIS repects cxmting pipeline soxdeny as alomativen, Ladwin crmplonueed the
s sente whantages of esiag The Trssdo | Trmwontments! Gas Ppe Line, [1147) sysiem
*The fenwre capacity additsons Ut might be necdssd by FENCirecently prsrchised by Dossimon
Enzrgy. Inc ) can be most casly and cenanly bess expenspvely obssimad by meremental addwions
tising the cxrehing conmections lo Tradsv, Conmocting toamy of the mew pipelines {such as MV
i e ragbon Wil add uipoocsany cxpasas Tor PSNC{Dommon ) radpavers o ear and resails in
subslantial overvapaciy. PSNC han baen roliabby servad by ‘Trameos For decades Traescn o
abumdarg crpacity to contim: b do wo, . There i so evidenice of ceebinble wpplies of g w
Nirth Carobma that wold mssify the necd for 4 mew pupeling b serve the deed - o e pepedine
hal ssdids paithions or hilless o the Endrpny drads oF the alimiale gw cetomers. .. The Tramsco
alternanive o o That showkd be Fally e xamined by the Conunission Befote rendenng say
Judgment about thi necessaty and pibhc comivmeroe of the MV P-Sowlipate project”

[lnchwm cobod the 20016 Banume: beerpy Liopanecs sapdy, which detonnined tha [he capamions
1o the exsting pipeline systemn wionld provide asere than sulficient capacny fr Virguns asd the
Carolings theoash 2050, even under animlkedy tash demand scenana ™

There b mo season thut alierostives should exscily meet he precise stated purpose of dae
MV sowibgate project. What's importunt is to meed Novth Caroling's energy seeds
whthoat wado: burdon on kasdowners, cosmmunities, vur ony ivmmeot. and tiliay
CRstomeT.

Hawhwin s sysbem alformatives mvalving Trameco “ae all suponor o the proposad project
Aty st even: oplion kas s prnsany source o 2 from the ssase production 2o g the
firopossd project; ey have sccess o prodisction zomes Thit offer squrvalent prives and mone,
options. They' are less expensive, sam b secoaiplished tooncr, and can provide a gradused
Pncroane m capacity rallver than regquining yeans of pavments. of $ 160 mallion per yviar foe awed
vapacity From & VP Southigae tha provides no bimefit b lhe customers of PSNE{Dominion |
Litthe o o cometruchion w reguted By fhise vafions dtemilives, e, eovirmiimental ppesds
anil mtnision ppon lnsiownee: B moch less o eea-ensteol”

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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IND-19

Katie Whitehead

IND-19f

FERL docy ot invisineste xoy of (s optioss: Tho anly Trasswo option FERC magines & onz
costaeted 1o mimc MVP Somhpate, which it e disnrises ou of band as baving esemtully the
o orvinoninienlal mepacte Cudliny | i omoe wyoiey, desorey oue | rimson shormative,
“Vrmmsce ooithl tramsport the pae 1o North Carolma sad peovide spprornale capacity additoss 1o
PENG wheagver ey are schimlly nvedod vio conbmg of ippradad eommcdtions |his oplom would
wvoad e opense of buildeg the Soulhysie pipeiine and would sbeo sooid the igh cosrof
tracsportaticn on the MVE Dhsminion Energy woald i i binksisg s cbattiaity mhopiveds in
Ve witlt ovr 54 belioe i higher sncrey costs For g pipclios they doer's need, and Tower ihe o)
of plpicim fransporialicn for the chstomens of i sew wabidiony, PANC™

Why dowsa’t FERC wsbi Drseson bow §f cun maesed sm losrease b g demasd bn S oril Larolias

I wisen such an incresse ecoanT [na polilion for schonning wond or recoosishorition of e

A lomie Cromd Prgeeling, |zas s ststedd “Fnciually, Trossin hos rhe nfrssdrocture und plpriioe o

place f2 serve the Soatbesst, soludop Sonth Candsa for many yesrs, i = cbviogs Demesos

e bo mtal! duplicalne misiracion and pipeime 1o setve thie rtcpavers of South Carolies o

greal meomctary expensc to the ratcpyens of South Casclina ™ N doubl, the satne coulid b said for

MV Scushesic and e rakepayan of North Caroliss

FERC™s Senthgate Project Draft Envirennvental Tnpact Statement makas ne sense, 18
pvakies e sepse 1o evaluate the poteninl environmental fapacts of MVT Soathgate oo 000 B
thy haest aned emly st to @ problem (hat, sccerding tiean mereasingly lnrge bady of
evidemoe®, does nol eaist. FERU leaves the question of public meed to o bster determintie,
s bssses abternatives that coebd meel any acteal pablic necd, accept= the plpeline
developer's word that it will comply with best management praciioes and FER('
conditions, and hiclides io mestion of cgregions slolations by the same deseloper daring
comstrue thon of the MY P msindine. ERC condodes that approval of the MV Southgate
wonld, “through Im plementation of (FERC) recommenditions sed Mouatuin Valles's
propescd svoldance, minimization, and mitigatdon measures,” result in “loss-than-
wienificant™ advere cnvivonmwental impats That™s absiod, And dishoartening,

See above IND-19f comment response




€0¢-¢’l

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

IND-28

Maury Johnson

IND-28a

IND-28b

HY BYP Southgale Drafy Comments Pirdse leal free to mabe commants, segpritiont o sdils Thanks Hawy

September 16, 2019

el Kimberly Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
£33 First 51, Washington, DC

aar Ms, Boge,

Az a registered inteventar for the Mountain Valley Pipeline Southgate Extension praject, FERC Daocket
CPL2 14000, | wish b hawe-the following complaints and statements placed on the FERC Docket for the
DS 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 mostof the
pemaining nathre artifacts, burial mounds lefi there by anclent Native American cultures, & nomber of
culturesiribes use 1o inhabst this area, including the Sssipihaw, Sapond, Shakor, Cocamneechd and many
rage. Unfortunately, the 1986 Alamance County Archasological Survey Project mantions only a few of
the Mative American burial sites in Alamasce County.

Legend has i thatin early 1700'. setther John Lawson traveled through the Piedmont area of North
Carolina, {From Wikipedia — lohn Lawsen {16747 - 1711) was an English explorer, naturalist and writer,
He played an important robe in exploning the interior of colondal Rorth Caroling; South Carofing and
Geargia, puldicizing his expeditions in a book, He founded two settlements in Noth
Carolina: Bath and Hew Ben, both located on rivers in the coastal plain, He was killed by Tuscarara
peeple, who wierd beginaing to resist European encroachment.}

You can read more ab this bnk: e ffenwikipedia org/wikiyflodn Liwson [seplog)

Lawson described the land as “extraoedinardy rich” and sabd that no man cowld have any reason to
elishike i, Mo recorded 27 species of mammals, indding buffale, efk, woll and panther, which have long
vanished from the area,

Apcording 1o Lawson, the Haw River was namied for the Sksipahau Indians who led near and along this
stream. Thelr passage way became kacwn a5 the Geaat Trading Path, it ran from Fort Beney [now
Patersburg VA in Virginda to cross e Haw River near e present Ewn of Swepgonilbe, W just oatside
of present day Burlington MC This ts the path that al cobenizers and corporate entes prises soem to
Forllorwr time and Gme again, The proposed MYP Right-of- Way would largely folkvw the Native Amearican
twading path down the Haw River. it s imperative that the citiwens and government agencies protect this
historically significant path,

Alamance County is named after the Great Alamance Creck which was named by Native Americans, [t
wab called "Rlamance” after an old local Mative American word esed to desoribe the blwe-colored mud in
the bottom of the creek, Almance County is known for s rich Native Ametican history; however, it will
nat be if the MYP Southgate is allowed to destroy that rch history. it will be known as the county that
het the MVT desteoy its history and FERC will be complicit in that destrsctian, to the berefit oF an out of
state corporation to build an environmentally destructive, enwanted 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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IND-28 Maury Johnson
The proposed Mountain Viliey Pipeline Southgate FERC DOCKET CP19-14-000, project will distupt over Impacts to streams are discussed in section 4.3.2; forest
230 streams and permanenthy destroy fofests and pristine farmland along its path, while réleasing over impacts are discussed in Section 4.5 and 4.8.1; and
IND-28¢ 100,000 tons of greenhouse gases each year it constructed, That statement alone should be #nough to farmland impacts are discussed in section 4.8.1. The
cancel this praject. This pipeline ksa dangerows and unnecessary papeling and not only threatens the . . P K A o .
peaple of southern VA and North Canaling, but it would help push the clmate to the brink of complets PrO]eCt s climate Change 1mpaCtS are discussed in section
catastrophe s wo roe tonwards the mark where human life on this plinet wiould not be able o et 4 1 329
Mouritain Valkey Pipeine {MyP) Docket CPEE-10-0000 hns already cavted over 300 docurmented waler
guality violations in-Virginia, and at least that many more in West Vieginia. | have documsented ower 150
E &5 Fatlures on a small part of Spread F {rostly over a four mile section in Monroe and Summers
County WV). It has received multiple stop-work orders during the construction of s rrakn line in VA and . .
IND-28d was fined nearly $266,000.00 for water quality violation in WY from April 2018 through Novernber of See response GEN-6 in appendlx I.2.
F038. Ewem then they contingeg to rack up NOVs in WYL, The proposed Southgate project is nol neaded
o meet demands for natural gas in Narth Careling or anywhere else, and MYP has proven they cannot
buitd 3 pipelfine without severely impacting the environment and bocal water supplics.
The MVP Scuthgate will put Important water resources at risk, incheding but not limited to the kerdan Section 4.3.2 describes the effects of the Projects on
Lake, the Dan and Haw Rivers 2l sources for clean water for many families and farms in Virginda and . . s
IND-28e Meath Carolina. 11 ako will put lats of family Farme and the families who five there at gisk to multiple surface WaterbOdles’ We recognize that in Strjcam
impacts including explosions, tainted water, air and Land construction would cause temporary and localized
impacts on surface water.
The VP Scuthgate extenssan has 5ig|1i1'i|.':ml: Il:l:lg};ha of the proposed pipeline roate running ower karst . ©
IND-28f terrain with potential cave systems and stoep slopes. It will run threugh watersheds prone to flash As State_d in section 4.1 :4'5’ T]O karst features (e.g.,
foading. The DES makes it clear that the pipeline is at risk of Filure due to sinkholes, landslides, and caves, sinkholes) were identified.
IND—28g flaoding. Even worse, the DEIS points cut that the extensive blasting of bedrock during constructan will See response SURF-7 in appendix 1.2.
increase the rk of landshides: Blasting poses-a threat to private residents and the plpeline itself, . .
IND-28h _ N T See response GEO-2 in appendix 1.2.
IND-28i See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.
See responses SURF-1, SURF-2, and SURF-3 in
IND-28j appendix [.2.
IND-28k See response SURF-7 in appendix 1.2.

sitls oo hoavy mschiinery. The Haw Rlver wateirshed has sstremely Rashy Aow tendencies, The high
and low fiow points have not been factoned into ths review
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IND-28 Maury Johnson

IND-28I1 See response GW-1 in appendix 1.2.

IND-28m See response GEN-6 in appendix 1.2.

IND-28n See response WET-1 in appendix 1.2.

IND-2%0 Section 4.5 of the EIS discusses impacts to forests and
other vegetation types.

— [Federal agency compliance for the Endangered Species

IND-28p Act (ESA) Section 7 is described in section 4.7.1 of the
EIS.

IND-28q Se.ctlon 4.6..3.2 of the EIS discusses impacts on
migratory birds.

IND-28r See response IND-28p

IND-28s Visual impacts are discussed in section 4.8.4 of the EIS.
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IND-28 Maury Johnson

IND-28t

IND-28u

IND-28v

IND-28w

IND-28x

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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IND-28

Maury Johnson

IND-28y

IND-28z

IND-28aa

IND-28bb

The DET mecoly statos that pipeline developers would comply with minimam construdtion and
operation standards. The developers have not exhibited that they con oottt the malnliee in an
eveeirorenentally frendly manner Thare w no weic 20on iy wisold ;fn..ml'_- thast mmethaodds U COrmtuct
the Southgate any differently. Why would you think the operation or comstructon of Southgate
extenuion would be any diferent? Therebore, @ groet po reason kv people dng withen the Blast radive
of sither propct to feel safe. Th 3! Tramaportaton Safely Boarg dotumenis intarshate pipaiine
acoicdents, and ity databace inclodes Bumsrous recent naturgl gas pipetine ruptures, beaks, and

i p @ Spdioe im accidents inmohviag new pipelnes in recent years, The
oty of the pipeline wolld be in Class | populabion deanity areas, meamsng it wiuld mandate the
lowest safety standards and put those hving near the pipeline at an even greater nisk

explosions, Moreoyer, thedies thy

FERC states that impacts from comtruction and operation of te pipeline will be tempasary and
lespalized. Howewed, this sviesiment Lalled to take indo accaunt Bhe lng e m cumulaties impacts that
will oocur acrons the repon. The impacts 1o forest, water resoueees and visual degradation would mot
Iy b v, Thit is borne oul by what hat sleesdy happened on the MYP mamtine in W and VA
The ne arly three s of iy slrcam aork pared with the removal of vegetalion slong sireams will hiree
long tesrm negative mpacts to alrsady impactsd water resturnces,

FERL iz being nave at best and ignoring the sgnificant impacts of thes propect. The DERS describes

widletpiead, permanent impac s bikke the long-lasting of pefmanent destnuction of hund-eds of scres of

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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IND-30 Christopher Lish

IND-30a 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.

IND-30b

IND-30c |See response GEN-2 in appendix 1.2.

IND-30d |See response GEN-7 in appendix 1.2.
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IND-30

Christopher Lish

IND-30e

IND-30f

IND-30g

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 I.2.
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IND-30 Christopher Lish

IND-30h

IND-30i

IND-30j

See response SURF-4 in appendix 1.2 and SA-2a-2 in

~ [appendix 1.3. 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

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
Doskert Mo, CFF9-14-100
S pexilic Camumanls Begurding the MVF Southgate Praject
Dpalt Emsironm cifal lmnpact Statenent
Submitted September 16, 2018 by Katie Whitchead . . .
£ ¥ The most recent information regarding the proposed
Comencating on specific aspects of he propscd MYP Scuthgatc Estnsion Projst i ificult. FERC's Southgate Project design and layout is available from the FERC
Brogect DEIS doeun’s <tand ahore, | fecl e thall Ehiave net Loumd all the refertences to oy Tamily s proparty n Maosinlam . A .
IND-36a Viallew's Kavember 2018 application, FERL s repeated requests For nsene infermation, asd Meuntin Valle's nualizple elerary using accession numbers 20191023-5022 and
responnes vipplonsial mstonad, md Gt submitiad op through pod Bt wesdl, Codied mmes for bnd, propeny current alignment sheets are available using accession
AVTETE, dovdss-roads, workapacis, dircams, ele. are hard 10 deaypher and keep track of Muliple submissions releroncing
changing-and amseneding carlior decwnenss make it abmost mposzibde 1o kaow whether |am addsessing the cunent plan number 20191220-5298.
For examjibe, the Novernber 2008 spplicaman seenm to b the anly place to frnd the proposad roade beokan down by . .
IND-36b milepests, and even that i on a ceale too small 1o <how what happess on a pasticular property.: Hes the plan for pv See section 3.3.2.1 of the EIS for an analy51s of the
Famathy " prioperty changod sanee then? §don§ ke Where thoee 1 dillerent mfornsation within a decmant or beiween Transco Alternative.
I discunsenits, does il represent a change o oslappy inconssiency? There & no ond place 10 look to conlimm whal s
bing proposad .o . . .
) ) The existing pipeline right-of-way may or may not be
Ceamoyisendly, v comments muy ok e entsely up to dabe. | have miade niv st offort m the ime avadlable. T woald defined . L1 . h
spprociale meee {ime, clined on any given parcel. In some 01rcumstances, the
A iy pammary. concorns s e lack of Close ateation grvet by Moumtain Yalley or FERU ko the sodocation of rlght.-of—vsfay I'S defined off the exact'locatlon ofa
Southpane with the u:'-.';".1én|?_ Willidns Transoo right nl'u.‘q. There is mo evidenos that Will s Transeo, which already SpGClﬁC plpelme per the easement Wlth the 1andowner
delrvers sad 1o Doamien Energy Nonh Carolng, camnal coatisne 10 provide the nooded gis relably, Thare i-alus no and additionally’ the maintained right-of—way that is
evibisce thal smyone has reergeaecd and adhnowbedged thwe Fact that the Walliams Trasgco ROW his ample space For isibl he ali h d in the field
mithir s pipeline. Mountsn ¥ alley's maps are momnsstenl e whotlier sy Williams Transei pipetines are shoun: visible on the a lgnment sheets and 1n the fie may not
wll, vpivally; of eme 1 shown, 111 drvm al the BOOW boandary ling, not s situal bavation whishs on ouir property = represent the actual width of the easement. Mountain
by Tl ey 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.
Another coneern is presumed need for a 1007 construction easement, Southern Virginia is not steep terrain. In 2007 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 dirt . o
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
trees.

proposed construction workspace.
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proposed Southgate route on our land is through loblolly pines and hardwoods - all of which are growing for production.
T'see no evidence m any documents that this land use 18 recognized, much less the impact of Southgate on our frees,

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
production.

N v e

|The EIS has been updated as appropriate.
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IND-37 Jeannie Ambrose

v1c-€'l

IND-37a

IND-37b

See response GEN-2 in appendix 1.2.

See response GEN-4 in appendix 1.2.

IND-37¢

IND-37d

See response SURF-7 in appendix 1.2.

IND-37e

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

IND-37f

IND-37g

IND-37h

IND-37i

IND-37j

IND -37k

Section 4.3.2 describes the effects of the Projects on
surface waterbodies.

See response SURF-7, GEO-2, and GW-1 in appendix
1.2.

Water sources are addressed in 4.3.2.6 of the EIS.

See response IND-4f in appendix 1.3.

EarthGuard Edge pellets contain linear polyacrylamide
(PAM) which is synthetic soil stabilizer. According to
the VADEQ Erosion and sediment Control Handbook
and NCDEQ Erosion and Sediment Control Planning
and Design Manual, synthetic soil stabilizers are
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.

. |Comment noted. Mountain Valley would be required to

acquire all necessary federal permits prior to
commencing construction.

Comment noted. Section 4.4.2 discusses impacts to
wetlands.
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IND-37 Jeannie Ambrose
Interior forests, habitat fragmentation, and impact to
IND-371 wildlife are discussed in detail in section 4.5.4.3 and
4.6.1.10f the EIS.
As detailed in section 4.5.4.1, Mountain Valley would
IND-37m follow measures outlined in its Exotic and Invasive
Plant Species Control Plan.
IND-37n Impacts and mitigation to wildlife and fisheries are
described throughout section 4.6 of the EIS.
See section 4.7 of the EIS for a discussion of impacts to
IND-370 listed species. See also response T&E-1, T&E-2, and
NOISE-1 in appendix 1.2.
IND-37p See response LU-1 in appendix I.2.
Socioeconomics are discussed in section 4.9 o f the EIS.
IND-37q See also responses SOCIO-1, SOCIO-6, and SOCIO-2

in appendix 1.2.
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IND-37u

IND-37 Jeannie Ambrose

See response CULT-1 in appendix 1.2. Section 4.10 of
IND-37r the EIS has been updated with additional information

regarding cultural resource surveys and consultations.
IND-37s See response AIR-2 in appendix 1.2.

See section 4.12 of the EIS for discussion on reliability
IND-37t 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

IND-37v _ |See response GEN-9 in appendix 1.2.

IND-37w

IND-37x

IND-37y

IND-37z

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 [.2.
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IND-41

Katie Whitehead

IND-41a

IND-41b
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Folborw-mp Commests (per FERT s1a T rogomaren dedbon )
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See response IND-36¢.

Mountain Valley was able to make this adjustment due
to the route, topography, and presence of other
environmental features specific to this property.
Mountain Valley has reduced workspace in many other
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 Yalley propase?
Monntin Valley ongnally proqeoad o distance of B betwees B D compiies’ pis ines il o |5 permagent gap beTween the twe
companiea’ BOW oo Tuend, (1) Mountem Valley s offer i peduen iempotury sorkapsee Trom 00 Seet o TS feel fr (he eniiey See response IND-36c. Alignment sheets note a distance
dhalamoe om dlus propeety” provides go miermation abou the distande between the prpelines of the dutance (11 ) between The iwo Of 50 feet betWeeIl Transco's 1 eline and the 1o Osed
companics pemmaenl B W . R K pIp . . prop
) i Southgate pipeline. placing separate pipelines from
True Coslucatien - FERC's Respansibility . .
differing operators less than 50 feet from one another
My Sephemher 16 comament oinled i ihe appropristeness of redueisg the spoce beiween the Willisss [ mnseo 131 and the ¢ f d ti 1 difficulti 50
peoposed MV Sohgate line to the winimun necessary for safety purposes. Phease ask Mountain Valley to Jocate its pipeline the | CTCALES 82 e‘Fy concerns and operational drticutlies.
stamiard 25 minimum distsnes from the existing pipeline, sseasured from the center of Willlams Transen D-Line s ilusirsicd | feet of spacing is the INGAA standard for parallel
w0 page e, pipeline facilities. Mountain Valley would use
IND-41d # There s approvimately 257 between the eastieog Wilbams Trasmeo pipeloes and ¢ables, whuch T ianderstassd is stanclasd idastry Workspace within the Transcc.) permanent r.1ght-0f-way
practice easement temporarily for spoil storage during
® There in v oo Tor mieee fhan 757 Botween e newrest existing Wallwmg Trasea line md (ae KV Southyate bine. | iederslmd : :
it s brge s upelings are 15 apat cons'tructlon l?ased on anangements with "ljransco.
® Willaame Teunsoo bas o 40" baiVor nas o st osstiog DD ineg omomy Bemily s kand, Though this might sppoar b b spaco Wil Typlcal draWIIlgS Of the PrO_]eCt Conﬁguratlon are
Traitcon conild reserve Gor o DO e, b 0ai ") = Teiiniie the company docs ol Ty ¢ cossafulle sjuce of ol [roferlics : : :
, . rovided in Appendix B.2 of the EIS. Standard
[ bt fhd that nsther Williames 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. 17 ikerg wore 25" helween Uhe i bmes, Shis woubd nol by @ o Raoth distances between utilities have been maintained by
oo woukd b proloeted : : : : :
® Ulsipg the LINUSED potion of the Williams Trasveo ROW woul] gpes ]y nnbaee snvisonngntal ingpoct of MY Sounhpate Mour.ltaln Valley as deplCted m the PrOJGCt ahgnment
wrl i ahacaliune, Ralueing Mot Valley's onginally proposed B30 distasioe Belwoen the prpeling, o 25" wiib] dranngS.
preathy reduce thie number of irees to be olearseut and ihe permanest loss of sibvioubiune
True cowlocation conld grently reduco envieonmental, ceonomac, mnd other mpels on landvanors - both during constnation and long
. FERC Commussionérs cammet chima that taking provase binsd i justified i they Bl s requare troe o-losation
Gpeliminy =Lyt ssiemihgien [ 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 approxcimately MPME th i H H H
IND-4 1 e Tha Willaamea T ROW crossos the spallvwan (or the small lake showe in the serial view, With i heavy raing of 3018 the spillway feature Wlth Intermuttent ﬂOW on the ahgnments and n

Wik, Tuied, b slrean, We aje @ pegatatsn with Willauns Traseo fepanding fenoaluon ol imaintenase of T sullwn

appendix B.5. This feature would be treated as a surface
water crossing during construction.
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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
Commission, 4-162

Historical 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-
33, 3-35, 3-37, 3-39, 3-41, 3-44, 4-7, 4-18,
4-29, 4-32, 4-33, 4-36, 4-38, 4-40, 4-42,
4-50, 4-51, 4-56, 4-58, 4-62, 4-66, 4-80,

J-2

4-82, 4-84, 4-85, 4-90, 4-92, 4-93, 4-95,
4-99, 4-102, 4-106, 4-107, 4-110, 4-116,
4-117, 4-120, 4-125, 4-136, 4-142, 4-151,
4-155, 4-159, 4-160, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169,
4-170, 4-171, 4-173, 4-183, 4-246, 4-248,
5-2, 5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 5-6, 5-8, 5-11, 5-14, 5-
19

A-weighted decibels (dBA), ES-9, 4-76, 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, 4-260, 5-12, 5-21

Back Creek, 4-34, 4-230, 4-232, 4-242

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
(BGEPA), 1-6, 1-13, 1-14, 1-16, 4-80, 4-
81, 4-82, 4-96

bald eagle, 4-81, 4-84, 4-85, 5-8, 5-20

Banister River, ES-5, 3-26, 4-34, 4-40, 4-41,
4-45, 4-88, 4-90, 4-101, 4-123, 4-126, 4-
230, 4-231, 4-234, 4-235, 4-236, 4-242, 5-
4

bat, 4-72, 4-97, 4-98, 4-104, 4-105, 4-106,
4-110

bedrock, ES-4, 2-17, 3-10, 3-11, 3-12, 4-3,
4-5, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-10, 4-11, 4-13, 4-14,
4-15, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-19, 4-20, 4-21,
4-24, 4-25, 4-28, 4-29, 4-32, 4-42, 4-50,
4-76, 4-206, 5-2

Berry Hill, 3-7, 3-9, 3-10, 4-123, 4-161, 4-
239, 4-245, 4-249, 4-255, 4-259, 5-14

best management practice (BMP), ES-4, ES-
5, ES-10, 2-13, 4-12, 4-22, 4-24, 4-33, 4-
40, 4-41, 4-42, 4-51, 4-58, 4-90, 4-95, 4-
243, 4-264, 5-3, 5-4, 5-9, 5-13

Biological Assessment (BA), ES-7, 1-5, 4-
79, 4-96, 5-9

birds, 4-72, 4-73, 4-75, 4-76, 4-79, 4-80, 4-
81, 4-82, 4-83, 4-84, 4-85, 4-96, 5-8

birds of conservation concern, 4-80, 4-81, 4-
82

birds of conservation concern (BCC), 4-80



blasting, 1-9, 1-11, 2-17, 4-6, 4-11, 4-12, 4-
13, 4-25, 4-29, 4-31, 4-32, 4-50, 4-76, 4-
84, 4-90, 4-95, 4-128, 4-206, 5-2, 5-19

blowdown, 2-5, 2-6, 4-129, 4-178, 4-210, 4-
260, 5-13

Blue Ridge, 4-14

Bombardier, 3-7, 3-27

Boyds Creek, 4-42, 4-46, 4-89, 4-101, 4-
102, 4-109, 4-232

carbon dioxide (CO2), 3-44, 4-62, 4-175, 4-
176, 4-185, 4-263

carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e), 3-45, 4-
176, 4-178, 4-181, 4-184, 4-185

carbon monoxide (CO), 4-143, 4-175, 4-
177, 4-178, 4-180, 4-182, 4-183, 4-184, 4-
185, 4-187, 4-256, 4-257

Cardinal Pipeline, 3-3, 3-5, 3-6, 3-13

Cascade Creek, ES-5, 2-22, 2-23, 4-34, 4-
37, 4-44, 4-45, 4-88, 4-99, 4-101, 4-109,
4-230, 4-232, 4-242, 5-4, 5-9

Caswell County, 2-11, 4-3, 4-21, 4-113, 4-
114, 4-148, 4-170, 4-177

cathodic protection, ES-1, ES-8, 1-2, 2-1, 2-
6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, 2-12, 2-30, 4-20, 4-23, 4-
63, 4-64, 4-111, 4-114, 4-167, 4-173, 4-
220, 4-221, 4-236, 5-10

cave, 4-10, 4-97

cavern, 4-10

cemetery, 4-157, 4-159, 4-168, 4-169, 4-
170, 4-171

Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity (Certificate), E-11, 1-1, 1-2, 1-
4,1-13, 1-14, 3-2, 4-69, 4-213, 5-16

Challenge Golf Club, 4-124, 4-127

Cherrystone Creek, 4-34, 4-45, 4-90, 4-230,
4-231, 4-234, 4-235, 4-236, 4-238, 4-242

Cheyenne River Sioux, 4-158

J-3

City of Burlington, 3-7, 3-13, 3-24, 3-25, 4-
34, 4-42,4-160, 5-4

City of Graham, 3-13, 3-16, 4-124, 4-125, 4-
161, 4-163, 4-165

Clean Air Act (CAA), 1-13, 1-16, 1-17, 4-
175, 4-176, 4-177, 4-179, 4-180, 4-181, 4-
256

Clean Water Act (CWA), 1-4, 1-5, 1-13, 1-
14, 1-15, 1-16, 1-17, 4-39, 4-51, 4-56, 4-
58

climate change, 4-255, 4-260, 4-261, 4-262,
4-263, 4-264

Coal Ash Spill, 4-39

Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), ES-1,
ES-9, 1-2, 1-3, 1-4, 1-5, 1-6, 1-13, 1-14,
1-18, 2-12, 2-18, 2-19, 2-20, 2-26, 2-30,
4-9, 4-154, 4-155, 4-157, 4-172, 4-175, 4-
176, 4-179, 4-180, 4-181, 4-182, 4-202, 4-
213, 4-215,4-217, 4-219, 4-225, 4-228, 4-
254, 5-1,5-13

Coles Hill, ES-4

collocation, ES-6, 2-3, 3-1, 3-13, 3-22, 4-43,
4-61, 4-71, 4-142, 5-7

colonial nesting birds, 4-84, 4-85, 5-8

compaction, 2-27, 4-10, 4-19, 4-20, 4-24, 4-
28, 4-49, 4-67, 4-116, 5-2

compressor station, ES-1, ES-8, 1-2, 2-1, 2-
3, 2-4, 2-5, 2-28, 3-5, 4-78, 4-129, 4-142,
4-143, 4-151, 4-164, 4-174, 4-176, 4-178,
4-181, 4-183, 4-185, 4-186, 4-187, 4-188,
4-202, 4-203, 4-204, 4-209, 4-211, 4-212,
4-228, 4-234, 4-235, 4-236, 4-249, 4-253,
4-256, 4-260, 5-12

concurred, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-171, 5-10

concurrence, ES-7, 1-5, 4-47, 4-48, 4-95, 4-
96, 4-99, 4-172, 5-5, 5-20

consultation, ES-7, 1-5, 1-13, 1-14, 1-15, 1-
16, 2-13, 4-24, 4-40, 4-57, 4-69, 4-96, 4-
104, 4-254, 5-4, 5-9, 5-20



consulting parties, ES-8, 1-18, 4-155, 4-159,
4-164, 4-173, 5-11

contaminated, ES-4, 4-26, 4-31, 4-32, 4-68,
4-94, 5-3

contractor yard, 4-130

conventional bore, ES-7, 2-9, 2-14, 2-22, 2-
23, 2-25, 4-35, 4-36, 4-37, 4-42, 4-50, 4-
89, 4-93, 4-99, 4-102, 4-107, 4-108, 4-
124, 4-126, 4-136, 4-195, 4-202, 4-207, 5-
9

cooperating agency, ES-1, 1-3, 1-5

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ),
1-2, 1-4, 1-13, 4-141, 4-154, 4-226, 4-233

crayfish, 4-87, 4-91, 4-92, 4-105, 4-108, 4-
109, 4-110, 5-9

Critical Area (CA), 4-41

critical habitat, ES-7, 1-5, 1-17, 3-10, 3-11,
3-12, 4-96, 4-100, 5-9

crops, 1-10, 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, 4-22, 4-23, 4-25, 4-
30, 4-60, 4-61, 4-67, 4-69, 4-111, 4-116,
4-118, 4-127, 4-142, 4-151, 4-209, 4-218

cultural attachment, 4-162

cultural resources, ES-3, ES-8, ES-10, 1-3,
4-1, 4-154, 4-155, 4-156, 4-157, 4-159, 4-
160, 4-161, 4-162, 4-164, 4-166, 4-168, 4-
172, 4-173, 4-174, 4-226, 4-237, 4-254, 5-
11, 5-16, 5-20, 5-21

cumulative impact, ES-3, ES-9, ES-10, 1-3,
1-11, 4-1, 4-225, 4-226, 4-227, 4-228, 4-
229, 4-230, 4-233, 4-234, 4-236, 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-
264, 5-13

Dan River, ES-5, 2-5, 2-7, 2-8, 2-20, 2-22,
2-23, 3-3, 3-6, 3-9, 3-10, 3-11, 3-12, 4-16,
4-17, 4-20, 4-21, 4-23, 4-28, 4-34, 4-36,
4-39, 4-40, 4-44, 4-45, 4-46, 4-47, 4-48,
4-50, 4-53, 4-56, 4-64, 4-88, 4-94, 4-95,

J-4

4-99, 4-100, 4-101, 4-102, 4-106, 4-109,
4-113, 4-114, 4-123, 4-125, 4-129, 4-149,
4-151, 4-161, 4-164, 4-165, 4-169, 4-190,
4-193, 4-195, 4-196, 4-204, 4-205, 4-206,
4-207, 4-212, 4-230, 4-231, 4-232, 4-233,
4-238, 4-242, 4-251, 4-259, 5-2, 5-4, 5-5,
5-9, 5-10, 5-12, 5-20

Danville Basin, 4-14, 4-28
Danville Historical Society, 4-162

deciduous, 4-73, 4-79, 4-81, 4-82, 4-103, 4-
111, 4-115

Deep Creek, ES-5, 2-22, 2-23, 4-37, 4-42, 4-
46, 4-89, 4-101, 4-102, 4-109, 5-4, 5-9

delivery points, ES-1, 1-2, 2-4, 2-7, 3-3, 3-5,
3-6, 3-44, 5-14

determined, ES-7, ES-8, 1-5, 1-17, 1-18, 2-
4, 2-16, 2-27, 3-44, 4-1, 4-10, 4-17, 4-18,
4-23, 4-30, 4-33, 4-36, 4-38, 4-39, 4-44,
4-46, 4-51, 4-56, 4-57, 4-96, 4-98, 4-100,
4-103, 4-104, 4-107, 4-119, 4-122, 4-143,
4-154, 4-166, 4-167, 4-203, 4-214, 4-216,
4-226, 4-239, 4-240, 4-246, 4-251, 4-256,
5-1, 5-9, 5-10, 5-11, 5-14

dewatering, 2-19, 2-23, 4-30, 4-31, 4-48, 4-
50, 4-55, 4-241

Dominion Energy, ES-1, 1-2, 2-7, 3-6, 3-9,
3-10, 3-11

Dominion Energy North Carolina, ES-1, 1-
2,2-5,3-5,3-6

Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(draft EIS), ES-3, 1-1, 1-5, 1-11, 2-14, 2-
16, 2-24, 2-25, 2-26, 3-2, 3-5, 3-6, 3-7, 4-
1, 4-13, 4-36, 4-38, 4-44, 4-70, 4-121, 4-
122, 4-136, 4-142, 4-149, 4-151, 4-155, 4-
159, 4-160, 4-162, 4-187, 4-251, 5-10, 5-
15

Draper Landing, 4-123, 4-125, 4-151, 5-10

Dry Creek, ES-5, 2-22, 2-23, 4-37, 4-45, 4-
88, 5-4, 5-9

dry-ditch crossing, ES-5, 2-22, 4-35, 4-36,
4-91, 4-92, 4-99, 5-4, 5-9



Duke Energy, 3-7, 3-13, 3-22, 3-23, 4-39, 4-
237

dust, ES-4, ES-7, ES-8, 2-19, 4-16, 4-22, 4-
30, 4-39, 4-48, 4-94, 4-99, 4-117, 4-119,
4-122, 4-126, 4-127, 4-142, 4-143, 4-182,
4-183, 4-184, 4-185, 4-188, 4-228, 4-234,
4-251, 4-253, 4-254, 4-255, 5-2, 5-5, 5-12,
5-20

Early Mesozoic Basin, 4-27, 4-28
earthquake, 1-9, 4-7, 4-8, 4-223

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, 4245, 4-248, 4-261, 4-
263, 5-13

Environmental Inspector (EI), 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-

J-6

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, 4245, 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,
423, 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-
72, 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

J-7

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,
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4-18,5-2

Landslide Mitigation Report, 4-9, 4-18, 5-2
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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, 4245, 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 (WEGQG), 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
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