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APPENDIX Z

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS AND RESPONSES



Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

INTRODUCTION

Approximately 1,230 parties submitted a total of 1,675 timely letters in response to the draft EIS.
Multiple form letters and petitions were also submitted in response to the draft EIS. In addition, we held
10 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 projects as
described in the draft EIS. A total of 620 people commented at the sessions.

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

. FA: Federal agencies and elected officials;

. NAT: Native American Tribes

. SA: State/Commonwealth agencies and elected officials
. LA: Local agencies and elected officials

. CO: Companies and Organizations

. LO: Landowners

. PM: Public Comment Sessions

. A: Applicant

. IND: Individuals

Due to the volume of comments received from individuals, and similarities in the issues identified
by commentors, we categorized these letters based on landowner status. Letters received from affected
landowners (as defined in 18 CFR 157.6(d)(2)) and who were identified on Atlantic’s and DETI’s
landowner lists are included in category “LO” listed above, and responses to each comment are provided.
Tables Z-1 and Z-2 address comments received from individuals who do not fall into the “affected
landowner” category and were not clearly identified on Atlantic’s and DETI’s landowner lists. For those
comments, table Z-1 lists the accession number, name of the commentor, and a comment code. Table Z-2
provides our responses to the comment codes.



Document Number

INDEX

Commentor Page

FEDERAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS

FA1

FA2
FA3
FA4
FAS

FA6
FA7
FAS
FA9
FA10
FATll

U.S. Senator Richard Burr; U.S. Senator Thom Tillis; U.S. Representative
Richard Hudson; U.S. Representative Robert Pittenger; U.S. Representative

George Holding; and U.S. Representative David Rouzer...........cccccoceveenencninne. Z-1
U.S. GEOlOZICAl SUIVEY ....viiviiiiiieiieiietiereesitere et e sresre v e esbeeseesraestaessaessneenns Z-3
U.S. Department of Agriculture — Forest Service ........cccovvvirivieenciieeiieerieeereeenne Z-4
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation ...........cocceecveeveneenvenienienieeieeieens Z-40
U.S. Department of the Interior — Office of Environmental Policy and

COMPLIANCE ...vvievvieiieeireeireerieesteesttesreebeebeeteeseesseestaessseesseesseesssesssesssesssesssenssenns Z7-43
U.S. Environmental Protection AZency .......c.cceceeevirerieerieeeiieesieesieeeveeesveens Z-50
U.S. Department of the Interior — National Park Service..........ccoevvvevvrcvnreenenns Z-57
U.S. Department of Agriculture — FOrest Service .......ooovevvmvvervenrenreeireenreenieens Z-68
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service..........coocueriiriirriiiiieieeteteeeee e Z-70
U.S. Fish and Wildlife ServiCe........ccooirieriirinieiinieieriee et Z-77
U.S. Department of Agriculture — Forest Service ........cccovvvvieeiieviiencieeeeieenieenns Z-83

NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES

NATI1
NAT2
NAT3
NAT4
NATS
NAT6
NAT7

Lumbee Tribe of North Carolina...........cceeeeveieviiiiiieiiiecie e Z-85
Monacan Indian Nation..........cccuecverierieririiienie et eeeeeseeseeeseeesnessnessseens Z-86
Coharie Intra-Tribal Council, INC........cccviviviviiiiiiii e 7-88
Haliwa-Saponi Indian Tribe........cccociiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee et Z-89
Triangle Native AMETrican SOCIELY .......cceccvereiiecreerierirerireesreesreesieesseessressessessseens Z-95
Lumbee Tribe of North Carolina...........ccceeeeviieiiieniieiiie et 7-97
Lumbee Tribe of North Carolina...........cc.eeeeviiiiiiiiiiiiiie et 7-99

STATE/COMMONWEALTH AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS

SA1

SA2
SA3
SA4
SAS
SA6
SA7
SA8

Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation — Division of Natural

HETIAZE ..ottt st et ettt Z-103
North Carolina General Assembly, Representative Bobbie Richardson........... Z-105
West Virginia Division of Culture and HiStory .........ccccceveveeviiencieeecieeeieeee, Z-106
Virginia Department of Transportation...........c.ccoceeeerereerienenieneneeeeneseene Z-107
West Virginia Division of Natural Resources — Wildlife Resources Section... Z-109
North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality..........cccoceeveevieninnnnnne Z-112
North Carolina House of Representatives, Representative John D. Szoka....... Z-127
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality...........cccoeevieviienciieicieecieenee, Z-130

Virginia’s Forests and Mitigation Recommendations..............ccccceeueeneee. 7Z-162

Virginia Water Protection .........ccceccveevvieciieviienienecieeieesreesee e Z-179

Z-ii



SA9

SA10

SA1l
SA12
SA13
SA14
SA15
SA16
SA17
SA18

SA19
SA20

Office Of Water PEIIILS ...oooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e Z-206

Office of Pollution Prevention ............ccocceeerieieienenieiereecee e Z-208
Department of Conservation and Recreation, Division of Planning and
Recreational RESOUICES .........c.eeiuieiiiiieiieieeeee e Z-210
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries.........ccccccevcevnieiiinieninnennen. 7-236
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries.........cccocevieviiinienieniennenen. 7-248
Department of Mines, Minerals and Energy; Division of Geology and
Mineral RESOUICES ......cevuiiiuiiiiiiiiieie ettt Z-275
Department of AVIatioN.........c.eecuieiiieriierienieeseeseeeee et 7-278
Department 0f FOTESIIY .....cviovviiviiiiiiierieriecie e ere e Z-280
City Of STAUNTOMN ...eiiiiiieiiicciiieciie ettt ettt e e are e ebeeeaaeeeeseeenes 7-290
Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services..........ccceeceereerueeeenne. Z-298
Department of Health, Office of Drinking Water .........c.ccoceeeeveneenne. 7-299
Department of Health, Office of Environmental Health Services........... Z-303
Department of Health, Division of Shellfish Sanitation....................... Z-306
Department of TranSportation ............cccveereveeeeueeerieencreeeseeesveeeeneeesveenns 7-307
Marine Resources COmMMISSION........ccueerveeriierieerierieeieeteeieeeeeseeenaeeneees Z-310
Virginia Outdoors Foundation.............ccecueeverciieciiecieeneeneesee e Z-313
North Carolina Department of Administration — Commission of Indian
ATTAITS Lottt ettt et et Z-316
North Carolina House of Representatives — Office of the Speaker, Tim
IMLOOTE ..ttt ettt ettt ettt et e et sab e e bt e e bt e e s be e e eabee e Z-319
State of West Virginia — Office of Attorney General...........ccceeevvrvienencenenne. Z7-323
Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation............ccceecvveeevveennnennee. 7-325
Virginia Department of Historic RE€SOUTICes .........ccvevererieninieniniiicncneene 7-333
North Carolina Wildlife Resources COmMMISSION.........cecveruerueesierieriesieseeeenenns Z-336
Senate of Virginia, Senator R. Creigh Deeds.........cccooveeviiiiciiieniiiiiiecieeies 7-350
North Carolina General Assembly, Senator Danny E. Britt, Jr..........ccce....e. 7-352
North Carolina General Assembly, Representative Brenden Jones.................. 7-353

Members of the West Virginia Senate and House of Delegates; Virginia
Senate and House of Delegates; and North Carolina Senate and House of

REPIESENEALIVES ...eeeuviiiiiieeiiieeieeeee ettt ete e st e e ev e e sreeeeaeessbaeesebeessseeenes 7-354
North Carolina General Assembly, Senator Wesley Meredith ............c.cceeeeee. Z-357
State of West Virginia — Office of the State Auditor.........ccceeevevvercreecrievieennnn, 7-361

LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS

LAl
LA2
LA3
LA4

Halifax County Economic Development Commission, North Carolina........... Z-363
Tyler County Development Authority, West Virginia..........cccceeevevceencneennne Z-366
Wetzel County Commission, West VIrginia.........cceeeveeevereveecieenieeneeneesnesnennns Z-367
Harrison County Commission, West Virginia ..........cccccceeeeveeenieencreeecveeseveeennes 7-368

Z-iii



LAS

LA6

LA7

LAS

LA9

LA10
LA11
LA12
LA13
LA14
LA1S5
LAl6
LA17
LA18
LA19
LA20
LA21
LA22
LA23
LA24
LA25
LA26
LA27
LA28

City of Staunton, VIrgINia........cccceevieriieiieeieeieeieeieenieesieesee e eve e saee e seees Z-370

Columbus County Board of Commissioners, North Carolina...............c.c......... 7-378
Halifax County Economic Development Commission, North Carolina........... 7-380
Town of Pembroke, North Carolina...........cooeeevuvvieeeiiiieiiiieeeeeeeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeenne Z-383
Robeson County, North Carolina...........cccceevveevierienienienriereenreeseeseesne v e Z-384
Halifax County Economic Development Commission, North Carolina........... Z-385

Northampton County Economic Development Commission, North Carolina.. Z-386

City of EMporia, VIrginia ........ccceeviieiiiieeiiieciie e esreeeieeesveeesveeesveesvee s Z-391
Halifax County Commission, North Carolina............cccceveivrviieneeneeneenieene, Z-393
Richard S. Holman, Mayor, Monterey, VIrginia...........cccceveevveerreereeneeseneseneenns Z-394
Tyler County Commission, West VIrginia.........ccoecueeeeveeeeieenireeesieeesveeseveeennnnn 7-395
Wintergreen Fire and Rescue, VIrginia..........coccveevevverieniencieeneeneeseesne e Z-397
County of Augusta, Virginia, Board of SUpervisors..........cccceevvevvievrveseenenennen. Z-399
Randolph County Development Authority, West Virginia.........ccccceeeeeeeeennene. Z-407
County Commission of Lewis County, West Virginia ............ccceecveevverveenenennen. 7-408
Council of the Town of Salem, West Virginia...........cccceeevvevveeecieeenreesereeennenn 7-409
Augusta County Historical Society, VIrginia.........cocceeveerereiieeneeneeneeseeeeenns Z-410
Highland County Board of Supervisors, Virginia.............ccceeveevreereereesnenenenns 7-444
Pocahontas County Convention and Visitors Bureau, West Virginia............... 7-446
Augusta County Service Authority, VIrginia........cccoceveverereecieereeneeneesnesnennns 7-449
City of Buckhannon, West VIrginia..........coccoecveevviereeneeneesnesneeneesneesneessnenenns Z-453
Nelson County Historical Society, Virginia...........cceceeeeeveeneeneeneeneesieenene, Z-465
Lewis County Economic Development Authority, West Virginia.................... 7-467
New Kent County Board of Supervisors, VIrginia ..........cccceeeeveeeereeeenveenveennne. Z-469

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS

CO1
CO2
COo3
CO4
COs
CO6
CO7
COs8
CO9
CO10
COl11
CO12
CO13

Industrial Energy Consumers of AMErica........ccceveveeerieeeciveenieeeiieeeveeeveeeennn 7-472
Industrial Energy Consumers of AMEriCa........ccoccververeereerienieereeieeneeenenenenes Z-478
Friends 0f NeISOM ......ooiiiiiieiee e Z-484
Lewis AIrstrip, LLC .....oooiiiiiiiiiie ettt 7-486
Potomac Appalachian Trail Club — Southern Shenandoah Valley Chapter...... Z-489
Public Interest Groups (representing 14 separate groups) .......ccccceeeeevveerveennne. 7-491
Research Triangle Regional Partnership........ccccoeeveveeniiniiiiienieneeceeeeee, Z-501
NRP (Operating) LLC.......ccooeeiiiieiieeiie ettt e eeee e Z-503
West VIrginia MatterS .......cveevvieeiieeiiireeieeeieeesireesreeeveesreeesereesreeeseveesssesenens Z-506
Friends 0f NeISOM ......ooiiriiiiiiiieeee e Z-508
Friends 0f NeISOM .....oeiiiiiiieiieeee e Z-517
WL VATZINIA ..ottt ettt ettt et Z-518
HeartWwood .......ooueeiiieee e et Z-527

Z-1v



CO14
CO15
CO16
Co17
C018

CO19
C020
CO21
C0O22
C0O23
C0O24
CO25
CO26
C0O27
CO28
C0O29
CO030
CO31
C0O32
CO33
CO34
CO35
CO36
CO37
CO38
CO39
CO40
CO41
CO42
C0O43
CO44
CO45
CO46
CO47
CO48
CO49

CO50
COs1

Lake Gaston FOUNAAtION .........uuveeeeeeeieeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeseseaeeees Z-536

Lake Gaston Regional Chamber of Commerce...........ccccveeveeieevieenieeneesneennenn, Z-538
Loudoun County Chamber of COMMEICE .........c.eeeveeeveiieriiieniieeieeereeevee e 7-540
Franklin Southampton Economic Development, Inc. .........ccccevvevvenienneennnnnn, Z-541
Reinvent Hampton Roads .........ccceevieiiiiciiiiiciciceeeecee e 7-542
Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition ............ccceeeeriereeriieerieenieeneesee e Z-543
Virginia Poultry Federation .............ccceeerviveviieniienienieree e Z-586
Virginia Natural GaS ........ccceeeciiieiiiieiiieciee et eeeeveesesee e 7-588
Franklin-Southampton Area Chamber of Commerce ...........cccecceeveeriereeennne. Z-590
Hampton Roads Chamber ............cccvviiiiviiinieiieierieeecre e Z-591
Carter Roag Coal COMPANY .....ccccviiiriieiiieeiieeereeieeesreeeieeeereeeveeeeveesveeeeaees 7-593
Public Interest Groups (representing 14 separate groups) ......c..cceeeeerververnennns Z-595
Research Triangle Regional Partnership...........ccoccvevveviinciiiiienieniesie e, Z-603
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC and Duke Energy Progress, LLC ...................... Z-604
Piedmont Natural Gas Company, INC.........cccvevierierienienieeieeieeneesee e Z-609
Oil Change International.............cceeviieiiiiiiiiiie e 7-613
Kamlar Corporation ............ceeeeerierieriieeiieenie ettt et eeesae e e e nee s 7-628
North Carolina Economic Development ASSOCIation ...........cceevvevevervenreeenennn. 7-629
Harrison County Chamber of COMMEICE ........ccceeeviieeciieeirieeieeeiee e 7-630
Virginia Wilderness COMMIttEE..........ccverieerieereeriieriienienreereesieesieesseesenesnenens Z-631
West VIrginia UNIVEISILY .....eccuverieieeiieeieeieeieesieesieesneseresseesseesseesseessnessnenens Z-637
Appalachian POwer COMPANY .........cccevvieriiieiiieriieniierienite et eie et e e 7-640
Appalachian Power Company and American Electric Power..........c.cccoccocceee. Z-641
Rockfish Valley Foundation ............ccceeeiiiiiieiiiiiciec et 7-643
OFEP Steel Street, LLC ....eeeeeeiiieieeeeeeeeeeeee ettt e e s e 7-647
Public Service Company of North Carolina, Inc. .........ccccvvevvievievienienreennnn, Z-650
Valley Feed COmPany ........c.ccccveeiiieiiieeiiiecieeseeesree e sveeeeaeesveessveeeseveeenns 7-654
Rockfish Valley Foundation ............ccceccveviienieniieniienienienie e Z-657
Lewis AIrstrip, LLC .....ccoiiiioiiiciecie ettt Z-658
Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood ............ccccceeveeneeneeneennnne, Z-661
North Carolina’s Southeast Regional Economic Development Partnership..... Z-689
INEVItY COTPOTAtION ....eiiviieeeiiieiiieeieeeiee ettt e et e eteeesevee et eesreeeseeeeseeenreeesaeas Z-690
Synapse Energy Economics, Inc. (submitted by Lou Gadol, PhD) .................. 7-692
Franklin-Southampton Area Chamber of COmMMErce ...........cecevereeevereneennene Z-727
EIK SPrings RESOTIt .......cieviiieiiieciieciie ettt et e s e vae e e eevaeeeneas Z-729
Union Hill Missionary Baptist Church and Union Grove Missionary Baptist

CRULCH ...ttt ettt sttt be et esneesnees Z-741
Concerned Stewards of Halifax County; BREDL Chapter..........c.cccceeevvervrnnen. Z-743
Consumer Energy AIHANCe .........cccoccvieeeiiiiiiieiiieeie ettt 7-744



COs52
COs3
COs54
COs55
COs56
COs57
COs8
CO59
CO60
CO61
CO62
CO63
CO64
CO65
CO66
CO67
CO68
CO69
CO70
CO71
CO72
CO73
CO74
CO75
CO76
CO77
CO78
CO79
CO80
CO81
CO82
CO83
COg4
CO85
CO86
CO87
CO88
CO89
C0O90

Fenton INN .......ooiiiie e et Z-745
Fenton INN c...ooioiii et e Z-750
Appalachian Trail CONSEIVANCY ........ccveeeuiririieiiiieiieeeeeeereeesereesreeeeeeeseseeennas Z-759
Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club ........cccoovievieniiinieiieceeeeeeeeee e Z-761
Natural Gas Supply ASSOCIAtION ......cccveeeriireriieiiieereeeriee e eree e e seree e Z-896
JUF. Allen COMPANY ..cueviiiieiieiieitesite ettt ettt ettt e e s e e nee s 7-898
Construction Employers Association of North Central West Virginia, Inc. ..... Z-899
Cowpasture River Preservation Association, INc..........cccccvevevieeciieenieeeereeenen. 7-900
Friends of HOTIZONS.........cooiiiiiiiiiii et 7-905
North Carolina Coastal Land TTust.........ccoceereririieienieieeseeee e Z-914
Teamsters National Pipeline Labor Management Cooperation Trust............... 7-917
Friends of NeISOM ......cc.iiiiiiiiiiiieee et 7-927
21 1S] g 1 USSR Z-930
Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League..........cocceeveeviiiieenieeneeneenieee, 7-942
Friends of NeISOM ......ociiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e Z-956
Friends of Wintergreen, INC. ........c.ccooviiiiiiiiiieiie e Z-1050
Friends of Buckingham .............cocooiiiiiiniiniiic e Z-1131
Preservation Piedmont ...........coceiiiieiiiieeee e Z-1142
Rockfish Valley Foundation and Wintergreen Country Store Land Trust...... Z-1144
Westmoreland CONSEIVANCY........c.cccvveriierieerieriierreeieesieesieeseesressessseesseesseens Z-1146
Highland County Cave SUIVEY.......cccevveiiiiiieieeie e eieesieesresvesreesseesseesseens Z-1169
Appalachian Trail CONSEIVANCY .........cccuerurriieeiieerieeieereesie e see e eeeeeeeneeens Z-1172
Appalachian Mountain AAVOCALES .........ccceervvrreirerieerieerieeseeseesresreeseeseesseens Z-1179
International Union of Operating ENgineers .........cccceevveeeeirenieencieeeniee e, Z-1212
North Carolina Petroleum Council...........cccccoeeiviiieiiiiiiiiecieecieecee e Z-1215
Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition ............cccceeeeeerieieenenieieresceee Z-1217
Augusta County ATHANCE ........ceeevviieciieciie et e eeere e ees 7-1262
Living River Restoration TTUSE ........c.cccveveirriieeiiieieeieeeeseesee e sve e Z-1265
Waterkeepers Chesapeakie.........uovvververieiiriiesiieeiieieeieeseesresresveesseesseesreens 7-1267
APPALAChIAN VOICES ..c.vveeiieiiieiieiieiierite ettt ettt sttt naee 7-1283
Trout Unlmited........ooeeierieieiieiee e Z-1286
National Trust for Historic Preservation ..........c.ccoceeveeniinieiiciiceseeceneee, Z-1295
Satchidananda Ashram-Yogaville, INC........cccceeiieiiiniiniiiiiieee e, Z-1302
North Carolina Coastal Federation............cccoeeeireiereniesenieiee e Z-1313
Southern Environmental Law Center...........ccocceevieieniiniiiiieeenee e Z-1315
Appalachian Mountain Advocates (on behalf of 15 groups) ........cccecvervvennenne Z-1727
WL VITZINIA c.viiiiiiiieieciecieceee ettt e e ae e a e s besebeessaessaereens 7-2134
Chesapeake Bay FOundation............cecceevierierienienieeieeieeeeseeeee e Z-2145
West VIrginia RIVETIS......cc.vecvieciieiieiieiiesie st sie sttt sre e esaeseae s Z-2158

Z-vi



CO91

C0O92

C0O93

CO%4

CO95

CO96

CO97

CO98

C0O99

CO100
CO101
CO102
CO103
CO104
CO105
CO106
CO107
CO108
CO109
CO110
COl111
COl112
CO113
COl114
COl115
COl116
CO117
CO118
CO119
CO120
CO121
CO122
CO123
CO124
CO125
CO126
CO127
CO128
CO129

Chesapeake Climate Action NetwWorki.........ccoccvvviiiiiniiiiieneeneece e, Z-2168

Satchidananda Ashram-Yogaville, INC.......cccccvveviiiiiniiiiiiiieiccee e Z-2175
Nelson County Creekside LLC ........cccoiiviiiieiieeiiieieeciee et Z-2177
Potomac Appalachian Trail CIub..........cccccevevvrviieviiiiieieieeece e Z-2180
Clean Water for North Caroling..........cecceeeeeerienieienieiese e Z-2184
SOUNA RIVETS ..ottt ettt et s et ebe e evaeeeaneas 7-2201
The Nature CONSEIVANCY ......cccvverveerreerieerriertiereesressreeseeseesseesseesseessesssenssennns Z-2205
Earthworks Oil and Gas Accountability Project..........cccceevveeviiencieeiiieenneenns Z7-2215
Institute for 21st Century ENergy......cccvevierieriiiieiieeieeieeieesiee e 7-2227
National Association of Manufacturers ............ccecevereerereeieneseee e 7-2230
Wintergreen Property Owners ASSOCIAtION..........cecveeereveeririeeriieerveeeireeeneens 7-2232
Rockfish Valley Investments, LLC..........cccocvevieriieiieiienieneesie e 7-2235
Lewis AIrstrip, LLC ..ccoviioiiiiiiiieiieieecte st ne s re v esraesree 7-2249
Friends of Shenandoah MOUNTAIN ..........cceeeeeiiieiiiiiiiie e 7-2251
Virginia Petroleum Council...........cccvevierirriiiiiieeiieieeeeseesee e Z7-2260
American Petroleum INStitUe ..........ccooeeiiiniiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 7-2262
Jackson River Preservation Association, INC ...........oeevvvvvvneiieeeeiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeen, 7-2265
Virginia Wilderness COMMItLEE..........ccveivrerieerieerieiiesieeseesresresreereeseesseens Z-2306
Fairway Woods Homeowners Condominium Association ...........c.ceecuveeeevennns 7-2315
Potomac Appalachian Trail Club — Southern Shenandoah Valley Chapter.... Z-2326
Fenton INN ..ot 7-2332
Fenton INM c......ooiiiie e et e e e rae e 7-2336
Fenton INN ..ot 7-2338
North Carolina Association of Electric Cooperatives, IncC..........cccceeevveeeenenns 7-2341
Energy Equipment and Infrastructure Alliance, Inc...........ccccevvveiieiiieneennenn. 7-2346
Fenton INN ..ot 7-2347
Friends of the Central Shenandoah ...........c.ccooiiiiiiiiiiiniieeee 7-2363
Friends of Nelson and Friends of Wintergreen..........ccceevevvercienienieenieennnns 7-2420
Friends of NeISOM ......coiiiiiiiieiieee e e 7-2441
Friends of Nelson and Friends of Wintergreen ............ccceeceevvevieeiieenieenieenienn. Z-2451
Public Interest Groups (representing 12 separate groups) ........cceeeevveerveerenns 7-2473
WL VITZINIA c.eviiiiiiiciie ettt et e v e seve e e bae e sbeeeataaessbeaens Z-2589
Wintergreen Property Owners AsSOCIation..........ceceveeveniereenienereeneneennennes Z-2699
WL VITZINIA c.viiiiiiiieiiecieciecie ettt ve e eve e teesaresbesebeessaessaesneens Z-2720
Lewis AIrstrip, LLC ......ooiiiiiiiiceeece ettt e vee v ee Z7-2723
Public Interest Groups (representing 14 separate groups) ........cceeeevveerveerenns Z-2725
Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood ...........cccccvevevieviniienieennnnn, 7-2735
Friends of the Central Shenandoah ..............cccoooeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiceecee e, Z7-2759
Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition .............coceeevereriienencenienenceee Z-2769

Z-vil



LANDOWNERS

LO1

LO2

LO3

LO4

LOS

LO6

LO7

LO8

LOY9

LO10
LO11
LO12
LO13
LO14
LO15
LO16
LO17
LO18
LO19
LO20
LO21
LO22
LO23
LO24
LO25
LO26
LO27
LO28
LO29
LO30
LO31
LO32
LO33
LO34
LO35
LO36
LO37

SYIVESLEr FTEIWEIL ...c.evieeiieiieiiiieceee ettt Z-2779
StUATt MAtthEWS ....ooeieiiieiie et e e e enneas Z-2781
Frank Perry Hill and Family .........coccoiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeee e 7-2782
Peg@y QUATIES ...c.veeiieeiieeiecie ettt nae Z-2783
Tyler Bird Paul.........ccoviiiiiiiiiceece et Z-2786
David COWAEN......ccviiiiiiieiii ettt ettt e eebaeeeeveeens 7-2787
Tyler Bird Paul........ccccviiiiiiiiiieieece ettt Z-2789
Tyler Bird Paul.........cooiiiiiiiiiiicece e e Z-2791
Tyler Bird Paul........coccvvviiiiiiiieieeceeeeese et Z-2800
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FAL - U.S. Senators and Representatives

20170214-0133 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 02/10/2017

Congress of the Tnited States
Wasbhington, DE 20510 |CE OF
EXTE%‘{:AL AFFAIRS

anfes 10 P ¢18

FEDERAL ENERGY. o0
£

February 9, 2017 )
ebruary GULATQRY COoMl

Ms. Kimberly Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First Street, NE

Washington, DC 20426

Re: Docket #CP15-554— Atlantic Coast Pipeline

Dear Ms. Bose:

We write with regard to the December 30, 2016 release of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline project (ACP) by the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission’s (FERC) staff. We appreciate the continued work on this project by
FERC and the need to provide low cost, reliable, and clean natural gas to our constituents and
businesses across the eastern third of our state.

FA1-1 As you know, a number of our offices previously requested that the public process related to this
project be as robust and transparent as possible. We are thankful for the FERC staff’s ongoing

outreach and public engag t in North Caroli

The DEIS stated that while there will be temporary and permanent environmental impacts
associated with the ACP, the “implementation [of] impact avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures as well as their adherence to [FERC staff] recommendations to further
avoid, minimize, and mitigate these impacts, the majority of project [environmental] effects
would be reduced to less-than-significant levels.”

Also important, the DEIS stated that the ACP would bring both short-term and long-term

and federal labor statistics. As the FERC’s staff assessment noted, the project will benefit the
local and state economies and the “operation of the projects would result in long-term tax
benefits for the counties crossed.”

In determining the long term effects of the ACP it is important to note that the FERC staff’s
assessment concluded that “no long-term impacts on groundwater are anticipated from

surface water and wetland impacts would be effectively minimized or mitigated” if FERC

not have a negative impact on public safety.

Q/@/(,/ODOI;

economic benefits to this region of our state. The eight counties in our state through which the
ACP would traverse have an average unemployment rate of 6.45%, well above both the statc and
federal unemployment rates for November 2016, the most recent data available for local, state

construction or operation of ACP.” This finding by FERC was based on their conclusion, “that

recommendations were implemented. Finally, the DEIS’s assessment found that the ACP would

FAl-1

Comment noted.

Federal Agencies/Elected Officials
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FAL - U.S. Senators and Representatives (cont’d)

20170214-0133 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 02/10/2017

We will continue to follow the FERC p and appreciate your ideration. Please do not
hesitate to reach out to any or all of us directly should you have questions.

Sincerely,

. A AU

Richard Burr Thom Tillis
United States Senate United States Senate

M’ %.h Wﬂ«‘m]ﬁ-

Richard Hudson Robert Pittenger
United States Congress United States Congress

S Helly T o

Holding David Rouzer
United States Congltss United States Congress

Federal Agencies/Elected Officials



€7z

FEDERAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS
FA2 - U.S. Geological Survey

FA2-1

eric jacobsen, Lawrenceville, NJ.

Hi,

| am a hydrologist at the U.S. Geological Survey currently reviewing the DEIS for the Atlantic
Coast Pipeline (ACP). Atlantic Coast Pipeline LLC and Dominion Transmission Inc have
created and utilized spatial data files for the ACP project. A critical part of our review process
utilizes spatial data with Geographic Information Systems (GIS) to verify the described activities
and to assess other potential impacts. Given the length and scope of the project, obtaining

ACP’s spatial data of the current pipeline route would allow a more accurate assessment and
greatly expedite the review process.

Recreating the proposed pipeline route (over 600 miles) will be both time-consuming and less

exact than simply obtaining available spatial data from ACP-LLC or Dominion Transmission Inc.

The very short review period greatly increases the need to obtain the spatial data quickly.
Common spatial data formats are shapefiles and/or geodatabases. Please contact me at your
earliest convenience with the location of this data, or the person to contact. Again, as the
review period is very short, we require this data as soon as possible. | greatly appreciate your
assistance.

Thank you,

Eric Jacobsen, Hydrologist
U.S. Geological Survey

3450 Princeton Pike, Suite 110
Lawrenceville, NJ 08648
609-771-3939 (office)
267-273-3128 (cell)

FA2-1

The most recent and reliable GIS data of the project are available from

Atlantic, not FERC.

Federal Agencies/Elected Officials
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FA3 - U.S. Department of Agriculture — Forest Service

USD United States Forest Moenongahela National Forest 200 Sycamore Street
== —=— Department of Service Elkins, WV 26241
Agriculture 304-636-1800

File Code;  1904; 2700
Date:  April 6,2017

Kimberly D. Bose, Secrctary

Federal Fincrgy Regulatory Commission
888 First St., N.E., Room 1A
‘Washington, DC 20426

Dear Ms. Bose:

Subject: Forest Service’s Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Proposed Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project
OEP/DG2E/Gas 4
Atlantic Coasl Pipeline, LLC
Docket No. CP15-554-000 and CP15-554-001

The Forest Service submits comments on the Dratt Environmental Impact Statement (ELS) for
the Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project (ACP Project) proposed by Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC
(ACP). The proposed ACP Project would affect National Foresi System (NFS) lands on the
Monongahela National Forest and the George Washington National Forest.

As a cooperating agency, the Forest Service provides comments on the Draft LIS to assist the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) with the development of the Final EIS and to
assist ACP in identifying information necessary to assess potential effects of the ACP Project on
NFS lands. The comments are detailed in the attached table. We appreciate FERC coordinating
the EIS and we look forward to continued consultation with ACP regarding the ACP Project.

For questions or additional information, please contact Jeanifer Adams, Special Project
Coordinator, by phone at (540) 265-5114 or by email at jenniferpadams(@fs.fed.us.

Sincerely,

Uhetdrp -

Forest Supervisor

ce: Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC

Caring for the Land and Serving People Friniad en Beevched Pupe, ﬁ
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FA3-1

FA3-2
FA3-3
FA3-4
FA3-5
FA3-6

FA3-7

FA3-8
FA3-9
FA3-10

FA3-11

Atlantic would be required to complete all outstanding biological surveys
prior to construction.

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.

The Executive Summary has been revised to reflect the recommended change
to “steep slopes.”

Comment noted. We expect that the FS would continue to work with Atlantic
to incorporate design features, mitigation measures, and monitoring
procedures to minimize the effects on national forest resources, as described
in the COM Plan (see appendix G) and/or the Forest Service Special Use
Permit, if issued.

See response to comment FA3-7.
Comment noted.

The acronyms MNF and GWNF are defined in the first occurrence of the
acronyms on page ES-3 and again for the main text of the document in section
1.2.2. They are also included in the list of acronyms in the Table of Contents.

The references to the Timber Removal Plan and Timber Extraction Plan,
which serve different purposes and would be available at different stages of
project development, are accurate.

The Executive Summary has been revised to reflect that agencies and
organizations would be consulted regarding the WBWF and WOF.

The Executive Summary has been revised to reflect the recommended change
regarding “western Virginia.”
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FA3-13

FA3-14
FA3-15
FA3-16
FA3-17
FA3-18
FA3-19
FA3-20

FA3-21
FA3-22
FA3-23

FA3-24

The Executive Summary has been updated to address this comment.

Section 4.7.1 includes a recommendation that prior to construction of the
projects Atlantic and DETI should complete all outstanding biological
surveys necessary for FERC to complete section 7 consultation with the FWS;
and that Atlantic and DET]I receive written notification from the Director of
OEP that construction and/or use of mitigation (including implementation of
conservation measures) can begin.

The Executive Summary has been updated to address this comment.
The Executive Summary has been revised to address this comment.
The Executive Summary has been updated to address this comment.
The Executive Summary has been updated to address this comment.
The Executive Summary has been updated to address this comment.
The referenced text has been revised.

We note that the referenced text is one of several factors used to determine
the major conclusions in the preceding paragraph of the Executive Summary.
The referenced text pertains to our conclusions for the entire ACP and SHP,
and is based on Atlantic’s and DETI’s implementation of their respective
impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures as well as their
adherence to our recommendations to further avoid, minimize, and mitigate
these impacts.

Comment noted.
The referenced text sections have been revised.

Comment noted. The final EIS has been revised to reflect that, if ACP is
approved, the FS would allow only a 50-foot-wide operational right-of-way
on NFS lands.

Section 1.2.2.1 has been revised to reflect the FS’ comments regarding the
ANST.
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The referenced sections have been revised with the suggested edits.
Comment noted.

Section 2.1.2.6 has been revised to include additional clarification of the
communication towers that would be installed on NFS lands.

Section 2.2 has been revised to clarify that the acres of land disturbed during
construction includes the construction right-of-way, ATWS, and access roads.

The phrase “new land” is meant to describe the land that would be
permanently maintained for operation of the project that had not previously
been affected.

The referenced footnoted has been added to table 2.2-2.
The discussion of access roads on NFS land has been revised.

Section 2.2.5.1 has been revised to clarify the types of improvements Atlantic
and DETI would implement along proposed access roads.

Comment noted.

The paragraph introducing table 2.3.1-2 is on the page preceding the table.
The referenced text has been added to section 2.3.2.2.

Comment noted.

The final EIS has been revised to correct inconsistencies regarding depth of
cover. We note that the commentor’s reference to a minimum depth of cover
of 2 feet specifically refers to where the pipeline is installed in consolidated
rock at waterbody crossings.

The referenced text has been added to section 2.3.2.5.

Comment noted. We acknowledge that section 8.5.12 of the COM Plan states
“topsoil will never be used for padding the pipe.”

The referenced text has been added to section 2.3.2.6.
The referenced text has been added to section 2.3.2.6.

Comment noted. The FS has stated that the COM Plan continues to be revised
with new information as data and analyses become available, and its final
version would be incorporated in the Special Use Permit.
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Comment noted. Section 4.3.2.9 has been revised to reflect this requirement.

Federal Agencies/Elected Officials



6-Z

FEDERAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS

FA3 - U.S. Department of Agriculture — Forest Service (cont’d)

FA3-44
FA3-45
FA3-46
FA3-47
FA3-48

FA3-49

FA3-50

FA3-51

FA3-52

FA3-53

FA3-54

FA3-55

FA3-56

FA3-57

Page Comment
W
p]
Selsan g
W B Lo mied R ernnding ol e i
e o L s ez, The wcizcation ol Ly B by s izl rpesially iz
roundmnler £ &' s Fers. e e v oz, e
= aulh e, o BES amds, sl 2losesl loop wyse e 4 h marnmant imas s be
) aonen o S et groms e e v
ket
o TERE | A with 20 feet
ERE R AL 0 O B
Stecp Fupes
ne
=K R SRR, i
e S opes. g 03 et
apa sralilig. the 15 sl req 1@ tehar dieetan n the
Ve sl =l he pemeited o Malimi, mestend agzs ol e i muy b used novmrs [recuent.y s sceny ather phuz: sl
bogs or ather sami (erircaals, S appraved mater 2l shall b wed for sl other £+ g,
IEE e p— Sl Lrol Revegeton snd niensnce As versian) s ucorplabis otk
Farast Herrice, akhough zloser trench plug s s allas . shere 401 detemines & reed g2 16 ke scaopness,
On slopes preset tbar. 30 pene lred diuin shall ke spuced me b sl than every sles wensh plz. Clouer apecing muy be
sl whers AT dcrre nes 4 T — e vrume. o other
3uns may b - serdec. ansdapss o8 then 3 p oo A R O 555 M A0S SN0 Tl v T 2
cuvice topressaation yix ACE s enr ozl e sl ezt s debecinines e e S Llesden g v g e e
rl
eet U e sandets w2t uthse Do o aminela] ThoT'S sely alerzany mnaels i a e wooka i
sury v roleon of e
uge £
Fape Section Comuent
W )
: qulity st g at solzewd bleeder d-an owclets, Locat o | he s octed fy the K3 oased on
oy I posr i U choan. o poansens T by vl il st
] TIR e "o ; o Al e, Hewees Al o b e Rond and Talrad (7 aeargs and T
i lhd asa ep f ved Tl e ths st o gt Sl st il coin il 1 o, il v
3 Tra 716 S 11 75
= EEERT) T AT TANE G RIS E et ROy VS 53 G 20 mes o T B b=l v Fereeal i
st thal 1
i the Fms= ol 1her o
e ey be bk i
352
]
it L st Lok staleme, ik
S e
= STings SPRE i T ML B
X s AL ol 9T
ar documartion sheald
33

Fage 10

FA3-44

FA3-45
FA3-46

FA3-47
FA3-48
FA3-49
FA3-50
FA3-51
FA3-52
FA3-53
FA3-54
FA3-55
FA3-56
FA3-57

Any required timing restrictions for waterbody crossings are identified in

appendix K.

The referenced text has been added to table 2.3.3-1.

Section 2.3.3.2 has been revised to include the description of potential
horizontal migration of drilling fluids.

Section 2.3.3.2 has been revised to reflect this requirement.

Comment noted. Section 2.3.3.3 has been revised to reflect this requirement.

Comment noted. See the response to comment FA3-42.

Comment noted. See the response to comment FA3-42.

The referenced edits have been made to appendix M.

Comment noted.

Section 2.5.6 has been revised to change “revegetation” to “restoration.”

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.

Comment noted.
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FA3-58
FA3-59
FA3-60
FA3-61
FA3-62
FA3-63
FA3-64

FA3-65
FA3-66

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Based on ownership information provided by the GWNF, the proposed route
would cross 15.7 miles of GWNF-owned lands, and the Hastings to Dooms
Alternative would cross 16.7 miles of GWNF-owned lands. We have updated
section 3.3.1 with this information.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.
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FA3-74
FA3-75
FA3-76
FA3-77
FA3-78

Comment noted.
Comment noted.

Section 3.3.4.2 has been updated to reflect that the former route was
inconsistent with Forest Plan direction.

Section 3.3.4.2 has been updated to reflect that the former route would impact
resources and was inconsistent with Forest Plan direction.

Comment noted.

The corrections have been made to section 3.3.8.2.

Comment noted.

The sentences have been modified.

The referenced text has been added to section 4.

Section 4.1.6 has been revised to recognize Order 1 Soil Survey on NFS lands.
Comment noted.

The depth to bedrock information presented by Atlantic was prepared in
accordance with FERC Guidance Manual for Environmental Report
Preparation. The Order 1 Soil Survey was conducted only on NFS lands and
is discussed in section 4.1.6.
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FA3-79
FA3-80

FA3-81
FA3-82
FA3-83
FA3-84
FA3-85
FA3-86
FA3-87

FA3-88

FA3-89
FA3-90
FA3-91
FA3-92

FA3-93

FA3-94

Karst features on NFS lands are addressed in section 4.1.6.

Karst Specialist education, certification, and experience requirements are
defined in Atlantic’s Karst Mitigation Plan.

We agree with the Karst Mitigation Plan.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.

Section 4.1.6 has been revised to reflect the required FS’ approval for
alternative backfill material.

Section 4.1.6 has been revised to reflect the required FS’ approval for
chemical products used to stabilize backfill.

The requested sentence was added to section 4.1.4.2.
See the response to comment CO86-21.
Comment noted.

We assume the commentor is referring to segregation of topsoil that is not
acid-producing. The section referenced by the commentor pertains to
measures that Atlantic and DETI would implement to minimize or avoid
potential impacts from construction activities if acid-producing rocks or soil,
or ARD are present. Section 4.2.7.2 includes the topsoil segregation measures
that would be implemented on NFS lands.

Comment noted. As discussed in sections 1.0 and 1.2.2.1, the FS participated
as a cooperating agency for the preparation of the EIS. The FS’ participation
included review and preparation of text related to the portion of ACP on NFS
lands to ensure the FS could use the EIS to review the project in accordance
with applicable regulations (see section 1.2.2.1). Following issuance of the
final EIS, the FS would continue to work with Atlantic to incorporate design
features, mitigation measures, and monitoring procedures to minimize
impacts on national forest resources, as described in the COM Plan (see
appendix G) and/or the SUPs, if issued.

See the response to comment FA3-93.
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FA3-95
FA3-96
FA3-97
FA3-98
FA3-99
FA3-100

See the response to comment FA3-93.
See the response to comment FA3-93.
See the response to comment FA3-93.
See the response to comment FA3-93.
See the response to comment FA3-93.

See the response to comment FA3-93.
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Comment noted.

Comment noted.
settings that were applied in conducting FERC’s independent RUSLE?2
analysis to address a specific commentor’s concerns in Bath County, Virginia.
RUSLE?2 analyses are not required for the entire project area; however the
analysis was completed to respond to that commentor's specific comments
and does not include a comprehensive analysis of the entire proposed route.
The results of this analysis were included in appendix P.

The referenced text has been incorporated into the final EIS.

Sections 4.6.4 and 4.6.6 include our discussion and conclusions regarding
potential impacts from landslides on aquatic resources.

See the response to comment FA3-93.

See the response to comment FA3-42.

Section 4.2.3 describes the rationale for selecting the
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See the response to comment FA3-93.
See the response to comment FA3-93.

The survey requirements for wells, springs, and karst areas were determined
by FERC. State agencies may impose more stringent survey or reporting
protocols if deemed necessary.

The requested data has been added to table 4.3.1-2.
Comment noted.

Section 4.3.1.8 has been revised.

Comment noted.

Comment noted. Atlantic’s conservation measures for this stream are
identified in the EIS.

Section 4.3.2.6 has been updated with additional potential impact analysis.

Comment noted.
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FA3-118
FA3-119
FA3-120
FA3-121
FA3-122
FA3-123
FA3-124
FA3-125
FA3-126

FA3-127

FA3-128
FA3-129

Comment noted.

Section 4.3.2.9 has been revised.

Section 4.3.2.9 has been revised.

Section 4.3.2.9 has been revised.

Section 4.3.2.9 has been revised.

See the response to comments FA3-107.

Several landowners have denied survey permission on their lands.
See the responses to comments FA3-7 and FA3-93.

Section 4.3.3 analyses wetland impacts and states that compensatory
mitigation would be determined through the section 404 permitting process in
compliance with the Clean Water Act.

This section has been updated. ACP does not cross the Big Cedar Shale
Barren SBA, but does cross the Big Cedar Shale Barren Conservation Site
(see section 4.4.2.2).

The referenced text has been revised.

The referenced text has been revised to include reference to the FERC Plan,
which defines successful revegetation.
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FA3-130

FA3-131
FA3-132
FA3-133
FA3-134

FA3-135
FA3-136
FA3-137
FA3-138
FA3-139

As described in Atlantic’s COM Plan (appendix G), and the Invasive Plant
Species Management Plan (see table 2.3.1-1), Atlantic and DETI will comply
with 18 CFR 380.15(f)(3), and will use herbicides which are registered with
the EPA, apply herbicides according to specifications of the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act, and use only certified applicators
to apply herbicides. Herbicides will not be used as a treatment unless
authorized by the landowner or land managing agency. Atlantic would apply
herbicide on NFS lands according to FS requirements, as described in the
COM Plan.

See the response to comment FA3-93.
Section 4.4.6.2 has been revised.
The referenced text has been revised.

Section 4.4.7 includes a discussion of the impacts on the Brown’s Pond SBA
located within the GWNF.

Section 4.4.8 has been revised.
Section 4.4.8 has been revised.
Section 4.4.9 has been revised.
Section 4.4.8 has been revised.

Section 4.4.8 has been revised.
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FA3-141
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FA3-145
FA3-146
FA3-147

FA3-148

FA3-149
FA3-150

The referenced text has been revised.
The referenced text has been revised.
The referenced text has been revised.
The referenced text has been revised.

The referenced text has been revised. Note that this is not the impact analysis
section, but is intended to provide a general discussion of the wildlife and
habitat found in the ACP and SHP project areas. The impact analyses for
wildlife species and habitat are found in sections 4.5.5 through 4.5.8.

The referenced text has been revised.
The referenced text has been revised.

The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other
applicable requirements. The EIS includes sufficient detail to enable the
reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed project,
and addresses a reasonable range of alternatives. The EIS is consistent with
FERC style, formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives
and different types of impacts, including cumulative impacts. Duration and
significance of impacts are discussed throughout the various EIS resource
sections. The EIS is comprehensive and thorough in its identification and
evaluation of feasible mitigation measures to reduce those effects whenever
possible.

In section 2.4, we recommend that as part of its Implementation Plan
(Environmental Condition No. 6) and prior to receiving written authorization
from the Director of the OEP to commence construction of any project
facilities, Atlantic and DETI should file with the Secretary detailed
environmental constraints maps, by county, illustrating the updated avoidance
and minimization measures identified by the resource agencies and that
Atlantic and DETI have committed to along the ACP and SHP routes. The
environmental constraints maps can be provided in the form of alignment
sheets as recommended in Environmental Condition Nos. 4 and 5 with a
separate environmental constraints band.

Results of the pedestrian surveys and Atlantic’s proposed conservation
measures were submitted to the WVDNR, VDGIF, and NCWRC in letters
dated April 12, 2017. To date, the WVDNR, VDGIF, and NRWRC have not
provided concurrence with Atlantic’s proposed conservation measures.
Therefore, we recommend in section 4.5.3, that prior to construction, Atlantic
should file with the Secretary and appropriate federal and state agencies a
revised Migratory Bird Plan that incorporates documentation of concurrence
the results of consultation with from the WVDNR, VDGIF, and NCWRC, and
verify that no additional conservation measures would be required to
minimize impacts on active rookeries.

The referenced text has been revised.

The referenced text has been revised.
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FA3-151
FA3-152
FA3-153
FA3-154

FA3-155

FA3-156
FA3-157
FA3-158
FA3-159

The referenced text has been revised.
The referenced text has been revised.
The referenced text has been revised.

The State/Commonwealth Regulatory Classification column provides the
state-specific classification code to indicate whether a waterbody is a trout
stream. The state classification codes are described in section 4.6.1. The
number of trout stream crossings has been updated where appropriate in the
final EIS.

Section 4.6.5 has been updated to include the results of Atlantic’s Soil Erosion
and Sedimentation Model Report conducted for the portion of ACP on the
MNF and GWNF.

The referenced text has been revised.
The referenced text has been revised.
The referenced text has been revised.

Section V of FERC Procedures describes the time window for construction
(Section V.B.1), general crossing procedures (Section V.B.3), dry-ditch
crossings methods (Section V.B.6), and temporary erosion and sediment
control measures (Section V.B.10) that would be implemented during
waterbody crossings. In addition, the FERC Plan provides additional
information on temporary erosion control measures in upland areas (Section
IV.F).

Federal Agencies/Elected Officials



FEDERAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS

FA3 - U.S. Department of Agriculture — Forest Service (cont’d)

0¢-Z2

FA3-160 Section V.6.B.2.iii and Section VII.C.1 of the FERC Procedures describe
screening intake hoses to minimize the potential for entrainment of fish. More
specific guidance on the size of screens has been provided by the FWS as
described in section 4.7.1.

e section Comanert FA3-161 Slope instability issues and potential impacts on adjacent waterbodies are
discussed under section 4.6.4 Sediment and Turbidity.

FA3-160 - G

toothee,

FA3-162 Section 2.3.2.4 has been revised to include additional discussion of blasting.

men el s hle 231 de o spenit ol desa

FA3-163 A discussion on the sedimentation and turbidity resulting from access roads
has been added to section 4.6.4 Sediment and Turbidity.

T e gt g ol

FA3-161 o ”‘“4
FA3-164 In the event of a pipeline leak, natural gas would disperse rapidly in air. As

discussed in section 4.12, Atlantic and DETI have affirmed that the project

facilities would be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained in

accordance with the DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 49 CFR 192.
BB AT I I Y TS T S DTS e et e The regulations are intended to ensure adequate protection for the public and
i oAb o o to prevent natural gas facility accidents and failures. The DOT specifies
i material selection and qualification; minimum design requirements; and
protection from internal, external, and atmospheric corrosion. In addition, the
data, as presented in the EIS, demonstrate that natural gas transmission

pipelines continue to be a safe and reliable means of energy transportation.
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FA3-165 Section 4.6.5 has been revised.

FA3-166 Section 4.6.5 has been revised.

Fage 3.

FA3-167 The final EIS has been revised to reflect that Atlantic has eliminated access
road 36-014.AR3 along Laurel Run.

il o : e FA3-168  Section 4.7.1 recommends that construction of the projects be conditioned
sioms recheL by he .t sl prosnt et upon the completion of all outstanding biological surveys and the FERC
finalizing any necessary section 7 consultation with the FWS. Atlantic and
DETI would be required to obtain receipt of written notification from the
Director of OEP that construction and/or use of mitigation (including

implementation of conservation measures) may begin.
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FA3-169
FA3-170
FA3-171

FA3-172

FA3-173

FA3-174

FA3-175

FA3-176
FA3-177
FA3-178

FA3-179

FA3-180

FA3-181
FA3-182

FA3-183
FA3-184
FA3-185
FA3-186

Table 4.7.1-1 has been updated to address this comment.
Section 4.7.1.2 has been updated to address this comment.

Table 4.7.1-3 (now table 4.7.1-6) has been updated to correct tree-clearing
TOYR in West Virginia.

The referenced table has been removed from the final EIS, and section 4.7.3
has been revised. See also the response to comment FA3-7.

Comment noted regarding need to continue consulting with the FS on Special
Status species. Consultations for these species are not complete.

Section 4.7.1.3 has been updated to address concerns regarding refueling
equipment, distances to wetlands and waterbodies, and physical barriers.

Section 4.7.1.3 has been updated to include citations for Indiana bat
habituation to anthropogenic noise.

Section 4.7.1.4 has been revised to include more recent data.
Section 4.7.1.4 has been revised to include more recent data.

Section 4.7.1.15 states that the FERC and FWS will re-evaluate these
determinations upon receipt of pending survey results and proposed
conservation measures.

Appendix K indicates that the Cowpasture River is crossed by the right-of-
way and survey corridor, but not access roads.

Table 4.3.2.9 relates to water withdrawals. Water withdrawals are not
planned for the Cowpasture River; table 4.3.2-9 has been updated
accordingly.

The referenced sentence has been revised accordingly.

Table 4.7.1.1 and section 4.7.15.1 indicate a likely to adversely affect
determination for clubshell due to erosion and sedimentation associated with
the close proximity of the pipeline and access road to a known population in
Hacker’s Creek (ACP). This is the correct determination.

See the response to comment FA3-178.
Section 4.7.1.15 (previously section 4.7.1.13) has been revised.
Section 4.7.1.15 (previously section 4.7.1.13) has been revised.

The draft EIS was published prior to the effective date of the species’ Final
Rule; the final EIS reflects the current listing status.
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FA3-193

FA3-194
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FA3-187

FA3-188

FA3-189

FA3-190
FA3-191

FA3-192

FA3-193
FA3-194

Section 4.7.1.17 has been updated to include the information provided by the
commentor.

Section 4.7.1.17 has been revised to include the current percentage of running
buffalo clover in the area that may be impacted during construction, which is
15 percent. The EIS is serving as the FERC’s BA for ACP and SHP.

This sentence has been revised.
This sentence has been revised.

Section 4.7.1.17 includes a recommended condition that would require
Atlantic to expand the survey corridor by 150 feet from the edge of the
workspace or access road and conduct additional surveys in the expanded
corridor to verify that additional ESA-listed individuals are not present
adjacent to the construction workspace or access roads; to account for indirect
impacts (e.g., downslope erosion and sedimentation, changes in light regime)
on ESA-listed plants; and to develop conservation measures as necessary to
avoid and minimize impacts.

Section 4.7.1.17 has been updated to include the information provided by the
commentor.

Section 4.7.1.17 (previously section 4.7.1.15) has been revised.

Section 4.7.1.17 has been updated to include the information provided by the
commentor.
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FA3-198
FA3-199
FA3-200
FA3-201

FA3-202

FA3-203

Section 4.7.1.17 (previously section 4.7.1.15) has been revised.
See response to comment FA3-191.

Section 4.7.1.17 has been updated to include the information provided by the
commentor.

Comment noted. See the responses to comments FA3-7 and FA3-93.
Comment noted. See the responses to comments FA3-7 and FA3-93.
Section 4.7.3.4 has been revised.

For clarification, this table has been removed and the text has been revised to
point the reader to section 4.7.1 regarding ESA-listed, proposed, or under
review species that have the potential to occur within the ACP or SHP project
area in West Virginia.

Refer to appendix S-2 for a list of Virginia threatened and endangered species
that have the potential to occur within the ACP project area.

Section 4.7.4 and appendix S have been updated to include additional impact
analyses and avoidance and minimization measures developed in
coordination with the appropriate federal and state agencies. FS managed
species occurring on the MNF and GWNF are discussed in section 4.7.3 and
appendix R.
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FA3-203
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FA3-205

FA3-206

FA3-207
FA3-208
FA3-209
FA3-210
FA3-211

FA3-212

FA3-213

FA3-214

FA3-215

FA3-216
FA3-217

Section 4.8.9 includes several tables that distinguish the impacts on GWNF,
MNF, and NPS lands by land use type.

Refer to section 4.8.9.1, Land Use and Ownership, for a more detailed
discussion regarding timber removal on FS lands, the COM Plan, and
consistency with the GWNF and MNF LRMPs.

Please note this statement is already included in the referenced paragraph. See
last sentence.

Table 4.8.5-1 has been revised to reflect the recommended edit.

Table 4.8.5-1 has been revised to reflect the recommended edit.

Section 4.8.5.2, GWNF, has been revised to reflect the recommended edit.
Section 4.8.5.2, BRP, has been revised to reflect the recommended edit.

Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised to clarify that NFS lands comprise 99 percent
of the total federal lands crossed by the projects overall.

Section 4.8.9.1, Land Use and Ownership, has been revised to reflect the
recommended edit.

Section 4.6.5 describes the impacts on aquatic resources on NFS lands from
construction and operation of the projects. This includes access roads.

Access road information has been updated throughout the final EIS.

Section 4.8.9.1 (subsection Recreation and Special Interest Areas; George
Washington National Forest; Appalachian National Scenic Trail) has been
revised.

Section 4.8.9.1, Land Use and Ownership, has been revised.

Comment noted. See also the response to comment FA3-93.
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Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.

Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.

Comment noted. See also the response to comment FA3-42.
Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised. See also the response to comment FA3-93.
Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.

Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.

Table 4.8.9-9 (previously table 4.8.9-12) has been revised.
Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.

Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.

Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.

Comment noted. See the response to comment FA3-93.
Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.

Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.

Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.

Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.

Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.

Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.

Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.

Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.

Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.
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FA3-239
FA3-240
FA3-241
FA3-242
FA3-243

FA3-244
FA3-245
FA3-246
FA3-247
FA3-248
FA3-249
FA3-250
FA3-251

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.
Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.
Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.
Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.
Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.

Comment noted. The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ
guidelines, and other applicable requirements. The EIS is consistent with
FERC style, formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives
and different types of impacts, including cumulative impacts.

See response to comment FA3-243.

See response to comment FA3-243.

See response to comment FA3-243.

See response to comment FA3-243.
Comment noted. See the response to comment FA3-93.

Comment noted. See the response to comment FA3-93.
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Comment noted.

Comment noted.

See response to comment FA3-243.

See response to comment FA3-243.

Comment noted.

See response to comment FA3-243.

Comment noted.

See response to comments FA3-243 and FA3-93.
See response to comments FA3-243 and FA3-93.
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Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comment noted. See the response to comment FA3-93.
See response to comments FA3-243 and FA3-93.
Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comment noted. See the response to comment FA3-93.
See response to comment FA3-243.

See response to comment FA3-243.

Comment noted. See the response to comment FA3-93.
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FA3-274
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FA3-277
FA3-278

FA3-279
FA3-280

Section 4.13.3.14 has been revised.

See the response to comment FA3-93.

This referenced text has been revised.

Comment noted.

The referenced text in section 5.1.8 has been revised.

The FS would continue to work with Atlantic to develop mitigation and
restoration measures and monitoring procedures to minimize the impacts on
NFS resources.

Comment noted.

The commentor refers to text in the Conclusions and Recommendations
section of the draft EIS; the full cumulative impacts analysis is provided in
section 4.13.

The project facility maps in appendix B have been revised.

Comments noted.
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Comments noted. See the response to comment FA3-42.
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This figure was provided by Atlantic. Figure 3.3.4-2 in the EIS accurately
depicts land ownership boundaries.

Comment noted.

The EIS has been updated with information that has been filed with the FERC.
We acknowledge that information filed with the FS may be more current than
that filed with FERC.

See the response to comment FA3-106.

Comments noted.
Comments noted.
Comments noted.
Comments noted.
Comments noted.
Comments noted.
Comments noted.
Comments noted.
Comments noted.
Comments noted.

Comments noted.

Appendix R has been revised.
Appendix R has been revised.
Appendix R has been revised.
Appendix R has been revised.
Appendix R has been revised.
Appendix R has been revised.
Appendix R has been revised.
Appendix R has been revised.
Appendix R has been revised.
Appendix R has been revised.

Appendix R has been revised.
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Presarving America’s Heritage

April 6, 2017

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., Deputy Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St. NE, Room 1A

Washington, DC 20426

Re: Atlantic Coast Pipeline
Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Docket No, CP15-554-000 and CP15-554-001

Dear Mr. Davis,

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) prepared by Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) as part of its review of
the application by Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC {ACP) and Dominion Transmission, Inc. (IDTT) to
construct and operate interstate natural gas facilities in West Virginia, Virginia, and North Carolina. We
are providing the following comments on the DEIS in order to assist FERC in complying with the
requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (54 ULS.C. § 300M01 er
seq.} and its implementing regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 C.T.R. part 800). Further,
we helieve our comments will assist with FERC's coordination of Scetion 106 and its compliance with
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review.

The ACHP has received numerous expressions of concern from stakeholders regarding FERC's
compliance with Section 106 for the referenced undenaking. In response, on December 14, 2016, the
ACHP formally entered into the Seetion 1(6 eonsultation to assist FERC, the project proponent,
consulting parties, and the public in reviewing the issues communicated to us. The central issue is
FERC's apparent failure to identify and to include appropriate consulting partics in the Section 106
review. Stakeholders also expressed concerns about the sufficiency of the effort to identify historic
propertics that may be affected by the undertaking. Therefore, the ACHP thinks it appropriate to comment
on the concerns expressed and provide recommendations to FERC that it should take into account, Tn
addition, FERC should consider our comments in revising its characterization of the status of the Section
106 review as presented in the (DEIS).

Members of communities along the Right-of-Way (ROW) for the undertaking have contacted us with
concerns that FERC has failed to identify and to invite appropriate stakcholders to be consulting parties,
and has systematically denied requests for consulting party status from stakeholders that meet the
requirements of the Section 106 regulations. Likewise, they have shared complaints about the inadequacy
of the effort to identify historic properties that may be affected by the undentaking. They believe thar the
undertaking has been revised since the initiation of the Section 106 review but the Area of Potential
Effects (APE) and the scope of the identification effort for historic properties remain the same. The
consulting parties have indicated that FERC and the consultants for the project proponents have not been
responsive to information shared about the presence of, and potential effects to, additional propertics in

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HETORIC PRESERVATICN

FA4-1

After consideration of the requests we received for consulting party status,
and the relevant federal regulations, we granted consulting party status to the
Nelson County Board of Supervisors. Other parties have the option to work
with the SHPOs to view privileged documents after signing a confidentiality

agreement.
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2

the APE. Such historic properties include potential historic districts, cultural landscapes, and traditional
cultural properties that may be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.

It is regrettable that FERC appears to have failed to engage in active and good faith consultation with
stakeholders in general, and consulting parties in particular. This includes representatives of the
communities affected by the undertaking who are recognized consulting parties in accordance with 36
C.F.R. §800.2(c) and § 800.3(f)). The inclusion of stakeholders in the formal Section 106 review as
consulting parties is foundational to the Section 106 review process because it enables local governments,
preservation organizations, and other representatives of communities located along the APE to formally
participate in the federal decision making process. The information that they may share regarding the
presence of historic properties in the APE; the nature of the significance of those properties to the
communities; concerns about how the undertaking may affect such properties; and appropriate ways to
resolve adverse effects are critical to the Section 106 review.

In FERC letters denying stakeholder requests to be consulting parties in Section 106 and also in Section
4.10.3 of the DEIS, FERC has suggested that the ACHP advises a federal agency may use its existing
procedures for coordinating with the public ‘to fulfill its consultation requirements.” This statement
misrepresents the Section 106 regulations and the ACHP’s guidance regarding inclusion of the public in
the Section 106 review. The Section 106 regulations state that the federal agency should seek and
consider the views of the public which are essential to informed Federal decision making in the Section
106 process (35 C.F.R. § 800.2(d)(1)). The regulations also suggest that a federal agency may use its
established procedures for public involvement under NEPA or other program requirements if they provide
adequate opportunities for public involvement consistent with 36 C.F.R. § 800.3 through § 800.6.
However, this principle does not absolve the federal agency’s responsibility to identify and formally
recognize appropriate consulting parties to participate throughout the Section 106 review process.

Please note that the Section 106 regulations specify that certain individuals and organizations with a
demonstrated interest in the undertaking may participate as consulting parties due to the nature of their
legal or economic relation to the undertaking or affected properties, or their concern with the
undertaking's effects on historic properties (36 C.F.R. § 800.2(c)(5)). Further, the regulations require the
agency to consider all written requests of individuals and organizations to participate as consulting parties
in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer(s) (SHPOs) or Tribal Historic Preservation
Officer(s) (THPOs) and any Indian tribe upon whose tribal lands an undertaking occurs or affects historic
properties. This process enables the federal agency to determine which parties should be recognized as
consulting parties (36 C.F.R. § 800.3(f)(3)).

Consultation is defined in our regulations as a . . . process of seeking, discussing, and considering the
views of other participants, and, where feasible, seeking agreement with them regarding matters arising in
the section 106 process” (36 C.F.R. § 800.16(f)). Section 106 consultation is not accomplished by
FERC’s procedures for public involvement. As reported to us, the range of stakeholders who have been
denied consulting party status includes local governments (who are by-right consulting parties who can’t
be refused (36 C.F.R § 800.2(c)(3)), statewide and local historical societies and preservation
organizations, property owners affected by the undertaking, stakeholders who are formal intervenors in
the FERC review, and other stakeholders with concerns about the effects of the undertaking.

As indicated in the DEIS, FERC is currently in the process of completing the identification effort, step 2
of the 4-step Section 106 review process. The ACHP recommends that FERC should immediately revisit
the requests by stakeholders to be consulting parties, and as appropriate, formally invite them into the
consultation. Further, FERC should provide the consulting parties with information about the scope,
status, and results of the identification effort, and acknowledge and address the concerns that have been
expressed to date. We are concerned that in light of the views expressed by the stakeholders, the summary
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of the Section 106 review that FERC has characterized in the DEIS is inaccurate. Therefore, we
encourage FERC to immediately identify and recognize appropriate consulting parties so as to avoid
compromising the adequacy of FERC’s Section 106 consultation for this undertaking.

We concur with the comments on the DEIS provided to FERC by the NTHP by letter of April 6, 2017,
and by the Virginia State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) by a letter of April 5, 2017. The SHPO
notes that the project crosses at least three (3) NRHP-listed or -eligible historic districts and five Civil
War battlefields in Virginia. Accordingly, FERC should consider the SHPO’s comments on the
methodology that the proponent should employ in considering the importance of, and relationship
between, the historic built environment and the rural or agricultural settings to the significance of the
historic districts. The SHPO also recommends that FERC should consider effects to contributing
properties and significant observation points within the districts that reflect the historic landscape and
how residents and visitors experience that landscape. Finally, the SHPO notes that a similar approach
should be taken to battlefields and possibly include concepts of military terrain analysis, such as KOCOA.
‘We would note that many stakeholders have made similar observations and recommendations.

The ACHP looks forward to assisting FERC, the SHPOs, consulting parties, including the applicant, and
the public in moving forward in the Section 106 review for this undertaking. Should you have any
questions or wish to discuss this matter further, please contact John T. Eddins, PhD at 202-517-0211, or
by e-mail at jeddins @achp.gov.

Sincerely,

Charlene Dwin Vaughn, AICP

Assistant Director

Federal Permitting, Licensing, and Assistance Section
Office of Federal Agency Programs
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Custom House, Room 244
200 Chestnut Street

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-2904

ER 17/0733

Mr. Nathanel J. Davss, Sr., Deputy Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commssion
Mail Code: DLC, HL-11.2

888 First 5t, NE

Washington, DC 20426

Subject

Draft Environmental Impact State ment (DEIS) for the Proposed Atlantic Coast

Aprl 6, 2017

United States Department of the Interior

Pipeline, Supply Header Project, and Capacity Lease Proposal, FERC No. CP15-
554-001, CP15-555-000 and CP15-556-000, various counties in Pennsylvania,
West Virginia, Virginia and North Carolina.

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the DEIS by the Federal Regulatory Commission
for the proposed Atlantic Coast Pipelne (ACF) and Supply Header Project (SHF) receved on
Jarmary 4, 2017, This memo & intended to inform readers of potential disturbance of USGS

streamgages as well as concern for water quality, public water supply, construction risks to water
resources m karst and steep slope conditions, and ecological stream flows.

COMMENT: USGS Streamgaging

USGS Station

Latitude

the kst 10 years, within one mile of the known pipeline route or access roads in Virginia.
Water Science Centers in Virginia, West Virginia, and North Carolina shoukl be notified prior to
construction near these sites.

Longitude

The USGS operates streamgaging and water qualty stations along streams throughout the
U5 to collect water quantity and qualty data for a vanety of purposes. Unmpeded operation of
USGS streamgages & essential for owr stakeholders.  Streamgages have permanent mfrastructure
and are vulerable to disruption when significant comstruction oceurs close to these stations.
Some streamgages are used intermittently. The tabk and review figure 1 (below) show
nformation on actve USGS streamgages, or sites where there was an actve streamgage within

USGS

Within 1 mile,

e USGS Stathon Name USGS Site Status s (00} (o0) | State County name
02090380 CONTENTNEA CREEK NEAR LUCAMA, NC Current streamgage Pipeline 35691111 -78.109722 NC  Wikson
Tbanzzson ROCKFISH RIVER NEAR GREENFIELD, VA Current streamgage AccossRoad | 37.869585 7R.E233% VA Nelson
“ansa0m0 MEHERRIN RIVER NEAR BRYANTS CORNER, VA Current streamgage Pipeline 1657 TRIGIMS VA Southampten County
R AUSTIN CREEK AT RT 607 NEAR BUCKINGHAM, VA Activewithin 10years  AccessRoad | 37.542222 -7B.657778 VA Buckingham County
Toanaz13655 WHITE DAK BR AT 5R1144 NR STRICKLAND CROSSROADS, NC Pipeline 35346111 -TRATSZIZ NC  Johnston County
‘oaazre0 SWAFT CREEK NR RED OAK, NC Pipeling I507419  TTEEMIE  NC  Nash County
‘have1sasz0 TAR RIVER AT SR1001 AT STRICKLAND CROSSAOADS, NC Pipeline 35865456 -TR.009608  NC  Nash County
£ 2239 DI0.CHACKERS CR @ HWY 14 BR NR JANE LEW WV Active within 10 years _ Pipeline 39.088983  -80.389056 WV Lewis County

FA5-1

We recommend that the USGS coordinate with Atlantic and DETI to establish
appropriate notification and communication protocols.
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(cont’d)
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Review Figure 1. Atlantic Coast Pipeline route and USGS stations within one mile of proposed route,
or known access roads.
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FAS5-2

FA5-3

FA5-4

COMMENT: Mobilization of mercury into stream water

Mercury is the water-quality contaminant of greatest concem for this project. Mercury
bound to streambed sediment and associated colloidal matter can be mobilized when bed
materials are disturbed, such as when a trench for pipeline installation is excavated, or where
sediment spoils piles are eroded by precipitation. The proposed route of the ACP pipeline
crosses the South River upstream of the city of Waynesboro, Virginia. From 1929-50, high
levels of mercury waste was discharged from atextile plant, resulting in the downstream sections
of the South river to be listed on Virginia’s 303(d) list of impaired waters (Eggleston, 2009).
Previous studies have shown highly elevated levels of mercury in the groundwater, adjacent
flood plain soils, and downstream South River sediments. The current known proposed ACP
route (used for this review) is less than 5 miles from the former Waynesboro textile site. A
former version of the route shows it about 3 miles from the former textile site. If the pipeline
route were altered again to where it crossed the South River downstream of this site, or disturbed
contaminated areas, the high potential for mercury release could become a critical environmental
issue.

Total mercury should be quantified upstream and downstream of the crossing point as an
essential element of the water-quality monitoring conducted before and after installation of the
pipeline.  All water utilities downstream of the crossing point with water mntakes should be
informed of the construction activities and concern about mercury levels. Additionally, all local
and state agencies responsible for environmental health and recreational or activities that may
expose residents to this potential hazard should be nformed.

COMMENT: Other Water-Quality Issues resulting from pipeline and access road
construction

The ACP and SHP will traverse parts of four states: Pennsylvania, West Virginia,
Virginia and North Carolina. In addition to federally mandated surface-water-quality standards,
each state has its own set of standards, and defines tiers of water quality based on ambient
conditions and intended use. As there is potential for water-quality degradation at and
downstream of crossings, pre-and post-construction testing will be conducted, as stated in the
DEIS. The DEIS lists many analytes, but not arsenic. As streams in some areas along the
Eastern Seaboard have a high probability of mobilizing arsenic if sediments are disturbed, it is
suggested that total arsenic be added to the analyte list. Sampling methods should comply with
approved EPA and state/commonwealth sampling, analytical and data quality assurance, and
quality control procedures. The samples should be analyzed using EPA-approved methods, and
the analysis should be performed by a laboratory certified to conduct the analyses in each
state/commonwealth.

If water-quality issues such as increased turbidity (the most likely problem), low
dissolved oxygen, or elevated levels of contaminants of concem persist, the appropriate state and
local health and environmental agencies should be informed, and monitoring must continue until
background conditions are restored.

Two additional water-quality topics discussed in the DEIS need additional consideration:

4.3.1.4. Wellhead and aquifer protections areas (WHPASs)

FA5-2
FA5-3

FA5-4

Comment noted.

Atlantic and DETI would be required to comply with state-specific water
quality regulations, including monitoring and sampling requirements.

Comment noted.
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FA5-5

FA5-6

FA5-7

FAS5-8

These areas should be protected flom contamiation in order to protect public water
supplies, as descrbed by the Safe Drinking Water Act. Four WHPAs would be crossed by the
ACP as currently proposed. Changes in local hydrology flfom clkaring grading, excavation and
compaction may be detrimental to these areas and the underlying groundwater. Therefore,
serious consideration should be given to rerouting these access roads away from such important
recharge areas.

4.3.1.5 Springs.

Accumulating information about and contacting owners of these features are ongoing At
present, 122 springs wihin 300 feet of the ACP workspace in karst areas and 150 feet in all other
areas have been identified. Fow more were identified near SHP. This investigative process
should be completed before construction is to begh, owners and users of these water supplies
should be informed about the ppelne mstalltion, and unnecessary riks to water qualiy
avoided

COMMENT: Public supply surface water intakes.

The USGS devebped a database contaning mformation about wells, surface-water
intakes, and distribution systems of public supply water systems in the United States (Price and
Maupin, 2014). Location nformation for public supply systems is restricted from distribution to
the general public, and exact intake locations are not shown m this review. The USGS public
supply database (PSDB) locations were ntersected with the National Hydrography dataset, and
downstream distances calculated between the ACP known route and surface water ntakes.
Towns in the following tabl, and shown on review figure 2, have ntakes wihin 35 mies
downstream of the ACP known route. As aprecaution, these towns should be contacted and
alerted to the time of construction activiies upstream of their intakes.

Town Name State

County name

Jane Lew WV Lewis
Buckhannon WV Upshur

Staunton VA Augusta

Emporia VA  Greenville
Partsmouth VA Portsmouth
Rocky Mount NC  Nash/Edgecombe
Wilson NC  wilson

COMMENT: Public supply well contributing areas in carbonate aquifers.

Vuherability to contamination of a public supply well depends on the local hydrogeology
and geochemical condiions, phs the location, design, construction, operation, and maintenance
ofthe well (Ebberts and others, 2013). Local hydrologic condtions, construction, and pumpig
activiies are inportant factors determining the local recharge area for a well Several USGS
studies have modelled the areas contributing recharge to public supply welk (Clark and others,
2008; Crandal and others, 2009; Heywood, 2013; Kauffinan and others, 2001; Lindgren and
others, 2011). Crandall and others (2009) and Lindgren and others (2011) modelled these areas
in carbonate terrains. These studies illustrate that recharge areas to a public supply well area are

FA5-5

FA5-6
FA5-7
FA5-8

Comment noted. Roads used to access the project and cross WHPAs are
existing. Therefore, access roads associated with the project through WHPAs
would not create new or unique impacts beyond those already experienced.

Comment noted.
Comment noted.

The requested discussion has been added to section 4.3.1.7.
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FA5-8
(cont’d)

FAS5-9

FA5-10

FA5-11

variable in size and shape, and highly dependent on the local hydrogeology, well construction,
and pumpage. However, simulations by these studies strongly suggest that any activity at 150
feet in non-carbonate terrain, or 500 feet in carbonate terrain, would be within the well recharge
area. Depending on the location of the well and the orientation of the recharge area, significant
well recharge could be affected by activities within several thousand feet, or more. The DEIS
should fully explain what published research these selected distances (500 feet in carbonate; 150
feet everywhere else) were based upon.

COMMENT: Trench excavation by blasting

About 25% of pipeline route may require blasting. As stated n the DEIS: “blasting of
the bedrock could potentially damage nearby pipelines and other structures and could initiate
landslides, karst activity, or ground subsidence over underground mines. Blasting of bedrock,
particularly karst bedrock, could create fractures in the rock, temporarily affecting local
groundwater flow patterns and groundwater yield of nearby wells and springs around the blast
site, and affecting their water quality by a temporary increase in turbidity levels shortly after
blasting.”(4.1.2.2)

Blasting should not be conducted m karst areas, unless the risks stated above have been
thoroughly evaluated for each such area by the appropriate qualified professionals, and deemed
to be minimal. The potential costs to infrastructure, the environment water resources and even
human life far outweigh the economic and convenience benefits of routing the pipeline through
karst areas where blasting is required.

The blasting plan described (4.1.2.2) is deficient in the following areas:

«  “Pending landowner permission, preconstruction well testing would be conducted to
evaluate water quality and yield. In the event that construction has adversely affected
the water quality and/or yield of a well, Atlantic and DTI would conduct post-
construction testing and provide an alternative water source or a mutually agreeable
solution.” Groundwater-quality analysis before and after pipeline construction
should be conducted. If water samples from wells within the buffer area cannot be
obtained (e.g of home owner(s) refuse(s), then the water quality in nearby wells
should be analyzed before and after construction.

¢ The possibility of damaging nearby pipelines is mentioned, but there is nothing in this
plan to cover preparedness. The plan should state the actions that would be taken if a
pipeline carrying natural gas, crude oil or refined petroleum products was
compromised, resulting in a spill, fire, explosion or other mishap.

COMMENT: Construction is steep-slope areas

Ground disturbance in steep-slope terrain can cause landslides and other types of land
movement. Sudden movement of large amounts of rock, soil and sediment can result in changes
to surface water and groundwater hydrology and water quality and is of concern. Substantial
consideration has been given to this risk category, but the work is in progress, as stated in the
DEIS. Sone basic definitions, concepts and rules for dealing with steep slopes have been
developed, and some field reconnaissance completed, as stated in the DEIS text:

FA5-9

FA5-10
FA5-11

As discussed in section 4.1.2.2, by conducting blasting in accordance with
project-specific Blasting Plan and applicable state and local regulations,
impacts on geologic resources and nearby residences and facilities, as well as
impacts resulting from geologic hazards, would be avoided or adequately
minimized.

Comment noted.

In the unlikely event of a leak, the majority of the methane would escape to
the ground surface and dissipate into the atmosphere. As such, impacts from
pipeline operation are not anticipated. Future maintenance activities on the
pipeline would be conducted in accordance with the FERC Plan and
Procedures and applicable state/commonwealth/local permits regarding
stormwater and erosion and sediment control. Moreover, Atlantic and DETI
would implement an Integrity Management Program, as discussed in section
4.12, to prevent leaks on the system. See also the response to comment FA3-
164.

Federal Agencies/Elected Officials



8y-Z

FEDERAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS

FAS5 — U.S. Department of the Interior — Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance (cont’d)

20170407-5085 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 4/6/2017 5:05:00 PM

“The decision making and pipeline construction through areas of steep slopes is being
investigated as of this version of the DEIS. Some desktop anabysis, aerial recommaissance, and
ground reconnaissance have been completed by Geosynirec Consuliants, Inc. [Geosyntec], 2016)
under the heading “Geohazard Analvsis Program. Atlantic and DTT are developing a Best in
Class Steep Slope Management Program (BIC Team) to incorporate the results of the
Geohazard Analysis Program into the project design and engineering and fo address issues of
landslide potential and susceptibility.

“Field reconmaissance and workshops are underway with subject maiter experts (o
Jurther identify, assess, and mitigate slope instability hazards. The BIC Teant is considering, but
has not currently adopted, specific screening criteria for slopes that would be identified for site-
specific requirements for construction and restoration.

FAS5-12 The criteria stated m the DEIS appear reasonable, but the risk evaluation and planning
should be conpleted and documented m the final EIS before construction begmns i steep-slope
areas. Smular comments were submilled by FERC.

COMMENT: Streamflow to protect aquatic species

FA5-13 Scetion 4.6.2.3 ("North Carolina™, pp. 4-182 to 4-238, various sub hcadings: a number
of "Sensitlive Aquatic Species Endangered Habitats" might be impacted by the proposed actions.
he IDHIS states that the companics will monitor six rivers and other potentially impacted
walerbodies by measuwring water withdrawals based on USGS data. The ollowing is
representative of the wording of the six instances:  "Atlantic and IDTT would monitor water levels
durmg withdrawals for hydrostatic testing and HDDs and e¢nsure that they do not exceed 25
percent of the waterbody's discharge (as measured at the nearestupstream USGS
streamgage)." We suggest (hat the authors of the DEIS explicitly state what levels are proposed
to be used as bascline discharge volumes (e.g., 25% of what?). If there are any comments, please
contact J. Michacl Norris (mnorrisieé usgs. gov).

Sincerely,

< <—-—”——;

Zy

Lindy Nekon
Regional Environmental Officer

ec: Mark Bennett, Center Director, USGS Virginia -Wesl Virginia Water Science Center
Tric Strom, Center Director, South Atlantic Water Science Center

FA5-12
FA5-13

Comment noted.

The referenced text has been revised.
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€0 STy

Fd I« YA UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
g & REGION Ili
%, 5" ) 1650 Arch Street
A Philadelf Z;nns, 19103-2029
R 06 2017

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., Deputy Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Re:  Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement; North
Carolina, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and West Virginia; December 2016 (FERC Docket No. CP15-554-
000, CP15-554-001, CP15-555-000: CEQ#20160325)

Dear Deputy Secretary Davis:

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean
Air Act, the EPA has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Atlantic Coast
Pipeline (ACP) and Supply Header Project (SHP) as proposed by Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC
(Atlantic) and Dominion Transmission, Inc. (Dominion). Atlantic and Dominion request authorization
to construct and operate 641.3 miles of natural gas transmission pipeline and associated facilities, three
new natural gas-fired compressor stations. and four modified existing compressor stations. The projects
would provide about 1.44 billion cubic feet per day of natural gas to electric generation, distribution and
end use markets in Virginia and North Carolina. In addition, Atlantic and Piedmont Natural Gas Co..
Inc. (Piedmont) request authorization to allow Atlantic to lease capacity on Piedmont’s existing pipeline
distribution system in North Carolina for use by Atlantic.

EPA appreciates the coordination done by FERC with federal agencies. and efforts made to
incorporate suggestions from scoping and during development of the draft EIS. EPA is a cooperating
agency for this DEIS and this comment letter jointly reflects the review and comments of EPA Regions
3 and 4. Our staffs have worked closely on this matter and we appreciate that FERC staff have regularly
requested additional clarification and assistance.

This letter provides recommendations we believe would strengthen FERC’s EIS as it is finalized,
in the areas of geology and soils, streams and wetlands. and groundwater and drinking water protection,
More detail on these recommendations, and additional suggestions to tighten the analysis in the final EIS
are provided in the enclosed technical comments. EPA rates the environmental impacts associated with
the preferred alternative as “Environmental Concerns™ and the DEIS information as “Insufficient™ under
its DEIS rating scheme. See, www.epa.gov/nepa/environmental-impact-statement-rating-system-criteria
We look forward to discussing our comments with you and answering any questions you may have.
EPA recognizes national energy needs and is committed to energy development and distribution while
assuring environmental and human health protection.
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We stand ready to assist FERC in addressing these and other issues that public comments may
raise. in our cooperating agency role. Please contact Jeff Lapp. Associate Director at (215) 814-2717 or
lapp.jeffery@epa.gov. or the staff contact for this project Ms. Barbara Okorn at (215) 814-3330 or
okorn.barbara@epa.gov.

Sipcgrely,

" g 73
JO\ n R.LP([m](oné t“/“ =

Division Director
Environmental Assessment and Innovation Division

Enclosure (1) Technical Comments
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Enclosure-Technical Comments
Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

1) Geology and Soils

T'he DEIS indicates that challenging geologic conditions are likely to be encountered during
project construction. We recommend that the final EIS provide additional risk and risk mitigation
information on this issue. Given that blasting, in combination with steep slopes, sensitive karst
topography, and active or abandoned mines and quarries, has the potential to result in adverse impacts,
we recommend efforts be made to complete relevant ground reconnaissance surveys prior to release of
the final EIS. EPA also recommends evaluating the potential effects of these geologic hazards,
including mining-related subsidence, landslides and flash flooding, on pipeline construction and
operation.

EPA believes it is especially important to evaluate potential impacts in high risk areas. This
would include evaluating locations with high susceptibility to landslides and determining their proximity
to streams. To aid in identification and evaluation of karst hazards, we recommend the Virginia
Division of Conservation and Recreation’s “Karst Assessment Standard Practice” be used by Atlantic
and Dominion investigators.

Similarly, we recommend that the final EIS describe the nature and extent of potential blasting
impacts on local residents, drinking water wells, springs, wetlands, local hydrology, and other resources
of special concern, as appropriate. We also recommend the practicability of monitoring be considered in
hydrologically sensitive arcas, such as karst terrain, to determine if wells have been affected, given the
potential for alterations to flow paths and transmissivity. Practicable geohazard mitigation developed in
coordination with the U.S. Forest Service may also warrant consideration in appropriate areas outside of
forest lands.

EPA appreciates the special consideration that crossing karst streams and terrain has received in
the DEIS. In light of the DEIS, which indicates over 50 percent of karst hazards throughout the 71 miles
of karst terrain crossed are identified as “high risk,” we recommend the FEIS consider ecological risks
to karst systems, and risk mitigation that includes avoidance measures. This would provide an
appropriate NEPA “hard look™ at issues related to the current DEIS conclusion that karst blasting and
other construction activities would result in only temporary, insignificant impacts.

Finally, 152.7 miles of ACP route and 34 miles of SHP route were identified as areas with shallow
bedrock based on the Soil Survey Geographic Database data. We recommend, to the extent practicable,
that the area be surveyed for heavy metals, radioactive materials, and acid producing rocks with the
potential for contamination of nearby water sources. This information could be used to implement best
practices and limit potential impacts to groundwater.

FAG-1
FAG-2
FA6-3

FA6-4

Comment noted.
Comment noted.

Sections 4.1.2.3 and 4.3.1.7 of the EIS characterize karst conditions in the
project area, including sinkholes and springs, respectively. These sections
describe the potential impacts that construction and operation of the project
could have on these resources, describe the specific construction procedures
and mitigation measures that Atlantic and DETI would implement to avoid
and minimize impacts, and explain why impacts would not be significant.
Sections 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4 discuss system alternatives, route alternatives, and
route variations, respectively, including alternatives that would avoid or
reduce project siting in karst areas.

Significant levels of heavy metals and radioactive materials have not been
identified as a concern along ACP and SHP. Areas containing potentially
acid-producing rock have been identified through review of available
geologic map and state-specific data sources. During construction, the Els
would be trained to identify acid-producing rocks and acid rock drainage and
implement appropriate measures as identified by Atlantic and DETI to
minimize or avoid the production of acid rock drainage.

Federal Agencies/Elected Officials
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2) Wetlands, Streams and Forests

The EIS reports 79.5 miles of pipeline will pass through wetlands. Construction of the ACP and
SHP project would temporarily result in impacts to about 786.2 acres of wetlands (17.7 acres in West
Virginia, 1.1 in Pennsylvania, 316.1 in Virginia, and 451.3 in North Carolina). The continued operation
of the pipeline would impact about 248.3 acres of wetlands by permanent conversion (3.5 acres in West
Virginia, 0.2 in Pennsylvania, 88.5 in Virginia, and 156.1 in North Carolina). The ACP and SHP
facilities would cross 1,989 waterbodies (851 perennial, 779 intermittent, 248 ephemeral, 64
canals/diches, and 47 open water ponds/reservoirs). Permanent impacts from fill placed in wetlands
totals 9.1 acres along the ACP and 0.5-acre along the SHP. Temporary workspace requested along the
ACP route (1,272 acres) may add to this total, and water withdrawals may impact wetland and stream
habitat.

EPA recommends that the final EIS complete ongoing wetland and stream surveys, and consider
practicable avoidance and mitigation to incorporate into the project design and construction. We would
be happy to assist you with this matter. Although wetland impacts in the DEIS are classified by system
type, this classification does not provide details regarding the wetland quality or identify unique,
difficult-to-mitigate wetland systems such as cypress gum swamps, vernal pools, bog, fen, or
groundwater seeps, would be impacted. EPA recommends that specific information regarding high
quality and unique wetland types be included, to the extent practicable, in the final EIS, so that
appropriate mitigation can be considered.

Some aquatic resources are crossed using the open-cut method. As indicated in the DEIS, each
open-cut crossing adversely affects aquatic resources. The Neuse River and Rocky Swamp crossing is
of particular concern due and the location at a wide point in the floodplain. As described in the DEIS,
using the dry-ditch method results in potential impacts to species and habitat, bank stabilization, and
downstream aquatic resources. In addition, the proposed Neuse River crossing location will impact a
large amount of bottomland hardwood wetlands, which could be substantially avoided with an
alternative crossing location. We recommend the final EIS consider practicable alternative crossing
locations for the Neuse River. More generally, the final EIS could be strengthened by describing
whether and how the number of water crossings were minimized.

The DEIS acknowledges impacts by the proposed projects to forest resources and quantifies
losses for construction and operation. The quantification indicates large impacts to forest resources
(6,100 acres of deciduous, coniferous and mixed forest during construction and approximately 3 424
acres during operation). Studies to consider these impacts are ongoing and include a fragmentation
study; Construction, Operational and Maintenance Plan; Migratory Bird Plan; Restoration and
Rehabilitation Plan; Karst Mitigation Plan; geotechnical studies; and coordination with the U.S. Forest
Service and other agencies. We recommend, to the greatest extent possible, inclusion of these studies,
rare and endangered species studies, and a summary disclosure of the impacts to, and practicable
mitigation for, watersheds, ecosystems, and ecosystem services in the final EIS.

Significant wetland, stream, and forest resources will be impacted by the proposal. An ACP and
MVP collocation alternative is presented as a major route alternative in the DEIS. The DEIS concludes
that the ACP and MVP collocation alternative offers some environmental advantages, including

2

FAG-5

FAG-6

FAG-7

Section 4.3.3.3 of the EIS has been updated to include additional information
on cypress gum swamp impacts. Impacts on these and other sensitive
wetlands would be avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated through the
USACE’s section 404 and 401 review and permit process.

Due to the results of sensitive species surveys and through agency
consultation, we find the crossing of Rocky Swamp acceptable. The Neuse
River would be crossed by the cofferdam method. We have recommended
that the Neuse River be crossed by an HDD should a hydrofracture study
indicate a low potential for an inadvertent release at this crossing.

The final EIS has been updated to include these plans, studies, and agency
coordination.
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avoidance of the Monongahela National Forest (NF) and George Washington NF, reduced crossings of
the Appalachian National Scenic Trail and the Blue Ridge Parkway from two to one. and reduced
construction within sensitive karst topography. However, FERC did not recommend the collocation
option in light of constructability issues, and insufficient space. We recommend that the option of
collocating minor portions of the route be considered as well, given the entire MVP route does not
appear to have constructability concerns. We are working with FERC on collocation opportunities at the
Neuse River Crossing in North Carolina. Success at this crossing may open other collocation
opportunities.

3) Groundwater and Drinking Water Protection

The pipeline’s proposed path has the potential to impact public and private drinking water
supplies. We recommend the final EIS provide as complete a list as practicable of public and private
supply wells and springs within the project area, and describe practicable avoidance and minimization
measures to protect groundwater resources, especially in the Lyndhurst Area. We suggest that the final
EIS describe efforts to minimize overall drinking water impacts through avoidance of Groundwater
Assessment Areas (GAAs) and Wellhead Protection Area (WHPAS), and reducing proximity to WHPAs
and wells. Upgraded construction could be required in areas where the final pipeline crosses WHPAs.

We support FERC’s recommendation that the applicants complete field surveys for wells and
springs within 150 feet of the construction workspace and within 500 feet of the construction workspace
in karst terrain. We recommend inclusion of this information in the final EIS. In addition, we support
FERC'’s recommendation that for wells and springs within 500 feet of identified contaminated soil or
groundwater sites, Atlantic and Dominion should complete preconstruction and post-construction water
quality tests, with landowner permission, and analyze for contaminants of concern from the potential
source. We recommend describing the parameters for monitoring in the final EIS. We also recommend
describing any communications strategy the applicants may be implementing for purposes of informing
private well owners regarding potential impacts on their water supply. The final EIS could also discuss
the practicability of pre- and post- construction well testing, where appropriate, in addition to
preconstruction and post-construction walter quality testing as ACP has proposed.

The DEIS mentions the Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Plan to minimize
potential groundwater impacts resulting from a spill during major earth disturbance activities. However,
also of concern for contaminating drinking water are aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) containing
potentially hazardous materials. During major earth disturbance activities, these ASTs could pose the
risk of hazardous waste spills and cause serious threats to both groundwater and surface water drinking
water resources. We recommend FERC encourage Atlantic and Dominion, as appropriate, to work with
the West Virginia Department of Health and Human Resources and to survey the existing ASTs in
Virginia that may be affected by major earth disturbances from the projects, and include this information
in the final EIS. In West Virginia, AST information may be readily available from the Department of
Environmental Protection and/or the Bureau for Public Health. We recommend ACP and Dominion
notify AST owners when major earth disturbances will occur and develop a spill detection and response
plan for hazardous materials ASTs.

FAG-8
FAB-9
FA6-10
FA6-11
FA6-12

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.

Comment noted.
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Based on the information provided by state agencies, ten surface water intakes are located within
three miles of the ACP, and eight source water protection watersheds would be crossed, three of which
are in Zones of Critical Concern. Table 4.3.2-4 lists the surface water intake facilities within three miles
and water protection areas crossed by the projects. We recommend that the final EIS describe activities
that will be implemented to minimize the impact on surface water intakes and source water protection
areas. Source Water Protection Plans contain valuable information and should be consulted when
considering construction impacts and mitigation. We recommend FERC encourage Atlantic, as
appropriate, to establish communication protocols with state agencies and public water utilities
regarding construction activities and timelines near the surface water intakes and source water protection
areas.

Please consider the following additional specific comments on the DEIS on the topics of water
use and water designations:

* Pages 4-107-111: Hydrostatic tests would require 83.7 million gallons of water (sce table 4.3.2-
9) and 3.4 million gallons of water would be required for dust control. We recommend
providing the proposed or potential sources of water used for hydrostatic tests and dust control,
anticipated quantities of water to be appropriated from each source, and practicable measures
that could be implemented to ensure water sources and aquatic biota are not adversely affected
by the appropriation activity.

¢ In Pennsylvania, the SHP facilities would cross streams with Cold Water Fisheries (CWF) and
High Quality (HQ) designations, and streams with trout stocking designations. EPA encourages
ACP and Dominion to consider reasonable route deviations to stream sections listed as CWF
and HQ. A proposed access road crosses the upper reaches of Slaty Fork, a Tier 3 stream.
Upgraded construction may be appropriate for high quality stream arca crossings.

e While the number of waterbodies has been reduced, the ACP would still cross 17 waterbodies
listed on the National Rivers Inventory (NRI). EPA encourages ACP and Dominion to consider
reasonable route deviations to stream sections not listed in the NRI, and upgraded construction
for high quality stream area crossings.

4

Cumulative Impacts

EPA recommends that additional analysis of cumulative impacts be provided in the final EIS.
The DEIS considers the impacts of other projects in the action area using HUC 10 watersheds crossed
by the proposed project. However, the DEIS analysis considers all 73 HUC 10 watersheds in the
aggregate, concluding for example that the projects will have 0.1 percent of the surface water impacts to
more than 8.2 million acres across 73 HUC 10 watersheds. This analysis could be strengthened by
performing a cumulative impact assessment at the individual watershed scale, i.c., by individual HUC.
This would also complement the analysis of groundwater at a state scale, and the DEIS conclusions that
cumulative effects on groundwater would be less than significant.

[n addition, we recommend the final EIS cumulative impact analysis consider two additional
categories of impacts -- stream crossings and water withdrawals -- as these will likely have more impact
to surface waters than acres disturbed. Other discussed environmental variables that may influence
cumulative impacts at a watershed level include miles of impaired streams, occurrence of rare or at-risk

4

FAG-13

FAG-14

FAB-15
FA6-16
FAG-17

We acknowledge and encourage Atlantic to continue coordination with state
and public utilities.

We have recommended in the final EIS that this information be filed with the
Secretary, for review and written approval of the Director of OEP.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other
applicable requirements. The EIS is consistent with FERC style, formatting,
and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives and different types of
impacts, including cumulative impacts. Further, the cumulative impacts
section is consistent with the analysis conducted by FERC for other similar
projects in the area such as the MVP Project.
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species, and number of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System outfalls in the HUC. This
information would sharpen the disclosure of cumulative impacts and appropriate consideration of
mitigation,

Below is an example of a methodology used to assess the cumulative impact of stream crossings.
The methodology assessed the number of stream crossings per HUC10 for the ACP and FERC-
jurisdictional natural gas pipeline projects (MVP, WB XPress, Rover, Mountaineer XPress, and Leach
XPress ). The following tables provide a list of the most highly impacted HUCs.

Table 1: HUC 10’s with highest number of cumulative stream crossings
HUC 10 { Name # of stream crossings
1| 503020104 | Headwaters Middle Island Creek 58
2| 208020201 | Calfpasture River i 51
3| 503020102 | Fishing Creek 35
4| 301020112 | Mill Creek-Nottoway River 33
. 5| 208020707 | Deep Creek B2
Table 2: HUC 12’s with the highest number of cumulative stream crossings |
# of Stream |
HUC 12 Name ) | Crossings
Deep Creek-Southern Branch
1 | 20802080203 Elizabeth River 31
2130102011206 Round Gut-Nottoway River 26
3 1 20700050703 Inch Branch-Back Creek , 19
| 4 | 50302010402 Buckeye Creek 19
5 | 20802020104 Hamilton Branch 15
| 6| 20802070701 | Little Creek-Deep Creek 15
7130102010501 | Butterwood Creek \ 15

This type of assessment, coupled with known attributes of watersheds, would indicate areas of
special concern, such as Inch Branch-Back Creek and the Headwaters Middle Island Creek. which are
impaired for benthic macroinvertebrates and have high numbers of stream crossings. Some of these
headwaters also are critical for downstream Federally-listed endangered freshwater mussels, such as the
snuffbox and clubshell. These areas could potentially be avoided through minor route modifications.
where practicable.

Federal Agencies/Elected Officials



1S-Z

FEDERAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS

FAT7 — U.S. Department of the Interior — National Park Service

20170407-5227 FERC PDF {(Unofficial) 4/7/2017 2:47:06 PM

United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Custom House, Room 244
200 Chestnut Strect
Philadelphia, Penmsylvania 19106-2904

April 7.2017

9043.1
ER 16/0733

Honorable Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Trederal Energy Regulatory Commission
B8Y First Street NE

Washington, D.C. 20426

Re:  Comments on the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline
{ACP) and Supply Header Project; FERC Dockets CP15-554 and CP15-555

The National Park Service (NPS) has reviewed the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s
(FERCY Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DELS) for the proposed Atlantie Coast Pipeline
Project (ACP) and Supply Header Project (SHP) as proposed by Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC
(Atlantic) and Dominion Transmission, Ine. (DTT). Atlantic and DTT request authorization to
construct and operate a total of 641.3 miles of natural gas transmission pipeline and associated
facilities, three new natural gas-fired compressor stations, and modify four existing compressor
stations. The projects would provide approximately 1.44 billion cubic feet per dav of natural gas
in Virginia and North Carolina, The NPPS
previously filed seoping comments on the ACP Project in April 2015,

lo electric generation, distribution, and end use markets

The NPS has worked with the applicant from the very beginning of the FERC pre-filing process
to understand the project details and potential impacts to NPS units and program lands. We
greatly appreciate the efTorts of the applicant to respond to our requests quickly and efficiently,
and their willingness to engage in discussions of potential changes in project details. We believe
it has resulted in a better project, and has certainly enhanced our ability to review the proposal.

The following are NPS observations on items the Final EIS could address or elanfy. Overall, as

" The cooperating agencies for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project (ACP) and Supply Header Project (SHP) are the
U.S.D.AL Farest Service, the US, Army Corps of Engi the U5, Emvi tal Protection Agency, the U5,
Fish and Wildlife Service — Great Dismal Swamp National Wildlife Refuge, the West Virginia Department of
Environmental Protection and the West Virginia Division of Natral Resources.
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we detail below, our main focus is with the effect Forest Service Land and Resource
Management Plan amendments may have long-term to the Appalachian National Scenic Trail

(ANST, or Trail). We look forward to continued discussion with all stakeholders.

The NPS is not a cooperating agency to the FERC DEIS. and is completing required compliance
activities separately [or the proposed crossing of the Blue Ridge Parkway. The NPS anticipates
all agency processes will meet the FERC schedule, and notes our completion date on the FAST-
41 federal dashboard is well ahead of other federal agencies.

The NPS also requests consulting party status under the National Historic Preservation Act
(WHPA), as we discuss in more detail below. The NPS offers the following comments on the
DEIS.

I The Appalachian National Scenic Trail

The Appalachian National Scenic Trail (ANST, or Trail) is a 2,190-mile continuous footpath that
traverses scenic. wooded, pastoral, wild. and culturally resonant lands ot the Appalachian
Mountains between Katahdin in Maine and Springer Mountain in Georgia. It was conceived in
1921, built by a consortium of agencies and private citizens, and opened as a continuous trail in

1937.

Congress designated the Appalachian Trail a National Scenic Trail in 1968 as one ol two initial
components of the National Trails System. The NPS is charged under the National Trails System
Act (16 U.S.C. 1241, 1244(a)) with administration of the ANST as a unit of the NPS. The NPS§
utilizes authorities applicable to both the national park system and national trails system in
carrying out its administrative and management responsibilities for the Trail. In addition to
recognition of the ANST as a nationally significant recreational resource, the NPS has found the
Trail ehigible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NHRP) and is in the process

of evaluating the ANST for formal listing in the NRHP.

The Trail is protected along more than 99% of its course by federal or state ownership of the land
or by rights-of-way. This protected corridor is managed under a Cooperative Management
System as set forth in the 1981 Comprehensive Plan for the Protection, Management,
Development, and Use of the Appalachian National Scenic Trail. This plan is supplemented by
Appalachian Trail club local management plans and agreements between the cooperative
management partners including the NPS, the U.S. Forest Service. the Appalachian Trail

Conservancy (ATC), 14 states, and 31 maintaining clubs. The success of the cooperative
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FA7-1

FAT7-2

FAT7-3

management system in managing and protecting the ANST relies heavily on the assistance of

numerous volunteers.

Unit of the National Park Service

A description of this unique cooperative management system for the ANST is included in the
introduction on page 1-9 of the DEIS. Recognizing that this partnership system is complex, we
note that the statement that, “FS-acquired lands, even those acquired specifically for the
protection of the ANST under the authority of the NTSA, are not considered to be a part of the
ANST as a unit of the National Park system,” is not accurate. The ANST is one of three national
trails administered by the NPS that are considered to be units of the National Park System. The
250,000 acres of the ANST’s protected corridor (a swath of land averaging about 1,000 feet in
width around the 2,190-mile-long Trail treadway) makes it one of the largest units of the
National Park System in the eastern United States. This protected corridor is the direct result of
the 30-plus-year land acquisition and protection program of the NPS, USDA Forest Service (FS),
Appalachian Trail Conservancy (ATC), and a number of states, supported primarily by federal
Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) appropriations. The NPS administers the entire
ANST and as such considers the entire Trail corridor to be a part of the ANST park unit.

Proposed Crossing of the ANST

As proposed, the pipeline will cross the ANST in Augusta and Nelson County, Virginia. At this
location, the Trail footpath is located on U.S. Forest Service lands and the ANST protected
corridor spans both the George Washington National Forest (GWNF) and Blue Ridge Parkway.
The proposed method of construction uses the horizontal directional drill (HDD) method with
the entry/exit points on private land approximately 2,800 feet south of and 1,300 feet north of the
ANST footpath. In the event the HDD crossing fails after a second attempt, the use of the direct
pipe method is proposed as a contingency for crossing the Trail. The contingency entry/exit
points are approximately 1,000 feet south of and 400 feet north of the ANST footpath. Both
points are on private land, but the direct pipe exit workspace is on/near the FS boundary.

It is our understanding that these two proposed methods for crossing the ANST (HDD and direct
pipe) would not require any motorized access across or on the Trail or any rerouting of hikers
during construction. If this is incorrect, please clarify and consult with NPS, ATC and the Old
Dominion Appalachian Trail Club to further outline a plan to address hiker safety for any
proposed crossing of the ANST. Even though the proposed HDD and contingency entry/exit
points are physically separated from the Trail footpath, the noise associated with either operation

FAT7-1
FAT7-2

FAT7-3

Section 1.2.2.1 has been revised to clarify the management of the ANST.

The commentor’s assessment regarding the HDD and direct pipe methods is
correct.

FERC encourages the NPS to provide comments directly to Atlantic regarding
Atlantic’s proposed crossing methods and site-specific crossing plans. Please
also note that we have recommended that, prior to construction, Atlantic file
with the Secretary a final site-specific crossing plan and alternative direct pipe
crossing plan for the ANST and BRP that have been reviewed and approved
by the GWNF and NPS.
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(cont’d)

FA7-4

could attract Trail hikers. NPS would also like to discuss measures to ensure hikers cannot

access the job site, risking their, and/or worker safety.

Crossing Methods and Construction Sequence

As noted above, ACP proposes a HDD crossing well under the ANST and the Blue Ridge
Parkway, with multiple attempts at constructing the pipeline via the HDD method should the first
attempt fail. A direct pipe contingency plan is also proposed and evaluated as a fallback
alternative should HDD construction fail. Another alternative and accompanying analysis would
be needed if the HDD and contingency failed. Should this happen, the NPS supports the Forest
Service position that no construction would take place on National Forest System (NFS) lands
until the HDD or contingency crossing is successful. “Note that the F'S would not allow any
construction activities to occur on its lands until the HDD or contingency crossing of the BRP
[Blue Ridge Parkway] and ANST is completed.” DEIS at ES-5. “The FS has informed us that
should a SUP be issued for ACP, the authorization would include a provision that states no
construction activities would be allowed to commence on NFS lands until the proposed HDD
crossing or contingency crossing of the BRP and ANST is successfully completed.” DEIS at 2-
47.

This course of action, should the evaluated alternatives fail, would provide for examination of a
full range of alternatives to complete the crossing of the Blue Ridge Parkway and the ANST in
another location than is currently proposed. If construction proceeded ahead of the HDD or
contingency construction, the most likely alternative to be proposed would include open trench
construction, possible blasting, and/or auger and bore construction in the current pathway. As
noted above, additional NEPA analysis would be required by FERC, the cooperating agencies
and the Blue Ridge Parkway. The project as currently proposed would be approved under a
Categorical Exclusion on the Blue Ridge Parkway; different construction methods might
necessitate preparation of an Environmental Assessment by the Parkway and the potential for

delay in the project timeline.

Visual Impact Assessment

The NPS has been pleased with the efforts of the applicant to respond to our requests for analysis
of visual impacts, in particular the addition of a number of Key Observations Points (KOPs),
especially after the major route change and the need to evaluate impacts to additional areas.
Overall, the NPS agrees with most of the conclusions in the visual impact assessment. The NPS

offers the following comments on the visual impact assessment portion of the DEIS.

FA7-4

Comments noted. We also note that in a letter dated April 4, 2017 (see
comment letter FA1l), the FS stated that Atlantic has filed adequate
documentation for the FS to assess the feasibility of the BRP/ANST HDD and
contingency proposals, and the FS would not prohibit concurrent construction
at other spreads on NFS lands before the completion of the BRP/ANST
crossing.
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The DEIS states that Atlantic would avoid effects on the ANST by using the HDD method for
construction (DEIS at 4-419: Linear Resources; and DEIS at 4-421: Table 4.10.1-2). While this

is true to a large extent, the ACP Project could result in some long-term effects to the Trail

setting due to the visibility of the cleared right-of-way on the landscape as viewed from the Trail.

Based on our review of the draft EIS and revised Visual Impact Assessment (VIA), it appears
that the ACP cleared right-of-way could result in visual impacts at several key vistas on the
ANST. These are described in more detail below. Some standard mitigation measures are
proposed in the draft EIS such as a Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan, but clearing in intact
forested areas will still result in substantial visual impacts from certain vantage points. The NPS
requests consideration of additional avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures to further
reduce visual impacts from the three viewpoints on the ANST discussed below to help ensure

protection of this nationally significant resource for this and future generations.

The revised VIA at 111-112 states that the ACP corridor would be clearly visible from KOPs
ANST 05 (Cedar Cliffs), ANST 06 (Little Ravens Roost), ANST 8a and 8b (Three Ridges
Overlook). At Cedar Cliffs and Little Ravens Roost, the right-of-way would be clearly visible
and project-related changes in color, line, texture, and other characteristics considered in the
SMS would be apparent to the viewer, as indicated in the assessment. While these changes
would not dominate the view (also indicated in the assessment), the visual impact here could be
more substantial than most of the other ANST KOPs. At both Cedar Cliffs and Little Ravens
Roost, but particularly at Little Ravens Roost, project-related changes could draw attention and
act as a focal point in the view, along with the mountain ridge and greater valley view (the other

two predominant focal points in the view).

U.S. Forest Service Land and Resource Manag Plan A di

The DEIS is intended to fulfill the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements for
FERC and for each of the cooperating agencies, and is therefore the Forest Service’s EIS for this
proposed project. The NPS provides the following comments on the Forest Service’s proposed

Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) amendments.

The DEIS states, “the National Forest Management Act of 1976 requires that proposed projects,
including third-party proposals subject to permits or rights-of-way, be consistent with the
LRMPs of the administrative unit where the project would occur. Because of the continuous
linear nature of the pipeline route, it was not possible to be fully consistent with the LRMPs in
all locations across federal lands. The FS determined that if the Special Use Permit (SUP) would
be approved for the proposed route crossing the MNF and GWNF, the LRMPs would require
amendments. On the MNF, the type of amendment would be a “project-specific amendment,”

5

FAT7-5

Section 4.8.9.2 has been revised to state the NPS’ request for consideration of
additional avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures to further
reduce visual impacts from the three viewpoints on the ANST to help ensure
protection of the ANST for future generations.

Section 4.8.9.2 provides a description of each KOP at the ANST, and visual
impacts.
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FAT7-7

FA7-8

which would apply only to the construction and operation of this pipeline. On the GWNF,
project-specific amendments would also be required along with a “plan level amendment,”
which would change land allocations. If the FS determines to issue a SUP to Atlantic for ACP,
the GWNF LRMP would be amended to reallocate land to the Management Prescription 5C—
Designated Utility Corridors from several existing management prescriptions. These
amendments would not change FS requirements for other projects or authorize any other
actions.” DEIS at ES-5. This passage provides the framework to understanding potential impacts
to the ANST.

One proposed amendment on the George Washington National Forest (GWNF) would impact the
ANST.

Proposed Amendment 3 states, “the GWNF Forest Plan is amended to allow ACP to cross the
ANST in Augusta County, Virginia.” DEIS at 4-360, Table 4.8.9-10. This table also lists
Standard 4A-025: “Locate new public utilities and rights-of-way in areas of this Rx area where
major impacts already exist. Limit linear utilities and rights-of-way to a single crossing of the Rx
area per project.”” As this is not a plan level amendment, the NPS interprets it as a one-time

approval for the ACP to cross in this location.

The DEIS also states, “for Proposed Amendment 3, there are no direct effects evidenced by
ground disturbance associated with the pipeline crossing the ANST. However, there could be
indirect effects associated with the issuance of a special use permit that involves the ANST.
These could include impacts from future maintenance needs. There may be additional project-
specific amendments needed, depending on pending survey results and additional information
requests.” DEIS at 4-361.

There are likely no direct effects as long as the HDD or contingency construction methods prove
successful. The NPS requests additional information regarding the nature and scope of expected
future maintenance needs in the vicinity of the ANST, as well as proposed methods to avoid or
mitigate them. The NPS also requests more information on the additional project specific

amendments that might be needed.

The DEIS discusses the Construction, Operation and Maintenance (COM) Plan that the Forest
Service is reviewing with the possibility of additional required measures to promote
conformance with the respective Forest Plans. The NPS requests the opportunity to review and
comment on the Forest Service-revised COM Plan as it appears it may be a vehicle to address
some the NPS concerns about the impacts of the proposed and potential Forest Plan
amendments. The NPS is interested in further discussions with the applicant and the Forest

6

FAT7-6

FAT-7

FA7-8

FS response: There are no anticipated maintenance needs that would affect
ground disturbance within the ANST corridor on NFS lands since the pipeline
would be underground.

FS response: There are no additional project-specific amendments to the
LRMP associated with the ANST.

FS response: The comment is noted. The FS intends to engage the NPS as
the COM Plan is refined.
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Service to explore standards or potential amendments that might reduce the likelihood of adverse
impacts to the ANST.

Cumulative Impacts

The DEIS addresses cumulative impacts to the ANST as follows, “The greatest visual impact of
ACP and SHP, combined with the other projects listed in table W-1 in appendix W, would be
primarily from the conversion of forest land to scrub-shrub or herbaceous vegetation types.
Permanent visual impacts would also be present where permanent structures (e.g., compressor
stations, houses, buildings, guardrails) would remain. Whereas these permanent visual impacts
may be locally noticed, generally they would not be inconsistent with the existing visual
character of the area. However, in selected areas such as views from the ANST to the pipeline
right-of-way and at the ANST crossing in the GWNF, the potential for visual impact is
elevated and thus may be mitigated further by the appropriate regulatory agency.” DEIS at 4-504
(emphasis added).

The DEIS continues, “Users of the trail may be more sensitive to the impacts associated with the
projects given its management as a remote area that is relatively unencumbered by manmade
features. However, use of the HDD method (ACP) and bore method (MVP) would not
significantly change the foreground views experienced by hikers at the ANST crossings.
Following construction, views of the new pipeline corridors would be visible to hikers along the
ANST at multiple locations as discussed in the Visual Impacts Analysis conducted for each
project. Limiting the permanent right-of-way to 53.5 feet and adhering to the restoration and
right-of-way maintenance measures outlined in Atlantic’s and DTI’s Plan, Procedures,
Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan, and COM Plan on federal lands would reduce the impacts
associated with the projects.” DEIS at 4-504.

The NPS agrees that the potential for cumulative visual impacts from ACP and other projects is
elevated for the ANST. This is due to various factors: 1) the geographic scope of influence that
could contribute to cumulative visual impacts on the Trail would be larger compared to the scope
described in the DEIS given the Trail viewshed; and 2) the timeframe that could result in
cumulative impacts on the ANST is longer than the 18 months used in the DEIS for ACP, given
the forest clearing and ongoing maintenance required within the Trail viewshed. As such, and
given the national significance of the Trail, and as a distinct unit of the National Park System, the
NPS believes treating the ANST as a separate resource when analyzing cumulative impacts is

warranted.

FAT7-9

See the response to comment FA6-17.
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FA7-9
(cont’d)

FAT7-10

The NPS agrees that many of the restoration and right-of-way maintenance measures would help
to reduce impacts. As we detail elsewhere in these comments, we look forward to further
discussion with the Forest Service (the “appropriate regulatory agency”) and the applicant.

Cultural Resources and Ce under National Historic Preservation Act Section 106

The NPS has not been consulted under Section 106 on potential effects of this undertaking on the
ANST. Given our responsibility as administrator of the ANST, the NPS has a demonstrated
interest in undertakings that may impact the Trail. This interest includes undertakings that occur
on or near areas of the ANST owned or managed by other agencies such as the Forest Service.
Views, vistas, and viewpoints are directly associated with the ANST’s significance as a
recreational resource, reflecting both its original design intent as a skyline trail and contributing
to the visitor experience by providing some of the most satisfying and exhilarating moments of a
hike. The setting surrounding the Trail corridor is vital to an ANST segment’s ability to convey
its historical associations under National Register Criterion A in the areas of Recreation and
Conservation.

The NPS formally requests consulting party status under Section 106 of the NHPA on the ACP
project. Specifically, we are interested in discussing potential ways to further minimize or
mitigate impacts such as utilizing a narrowed or feathered edge right-of-way corridor or other
vegetation management approaches that could lessen the visual impacts and loss of natural
character on the Trail. We also encourage FERC to invite the NPS to consult on future proposed
undertakings that may impact the ANST so the NPS can have early input on avoiding effects to
the Trail and its setting or character. The NPS looks forward to continued discussion of required

Section 106 compliance.

II. Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Sites

The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) State and Local Assistance Program is
managed by the NPS. This is a partnership program that provides matching grants to States, and
through States to local governments and tribes to plan, acquire, or develop public outdoor
recreation areas and facilities. The purpose of the LWCF Act (54 U.S.C. 200305 et seq.) was to
preserve and develop an outdoor recreation estate with high quality and quantity of outdoor
recreation opportunities for public use and enjoyment in perpetuity. This protection extends to
the entire park or recreation area benefitting from the grant, not just the footprint of the
developed or acquired area. If outdoor recreational needs change the act provides a means to
convert property to non-recreational purposes with approval from the Secretary of the Interior
(delegated to NPS) as long as certain criteria are met. The Atlantic Coast Pipeline alignment

8

FAT7-10

Section 4.10.3 has been revised to accept the NPS’ request to be a consulting

party for ACP.
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FA7-11

FA7-12

crosses over two sites in West Virginia that received LWCT assistance: Seneca State Forest and
Lewis Wetzel Wildlife Management Area. The responsibility for compliance with the provisions
of the Act rests with the State. The State in turn consults with the NPS for guidance and to sort
oul details of the proposal; therefore. NPS concurrence is needed for both Seneca State Forest
and the Lewis Wetzel Wildlife Management Area. This is incorrectly stated in the DEIS and the
WPS asks that this be revised in the Final EIS (FEIS). DEIS at 1-12.

Seneca State Forest

Based on the information provided in various communications from July 2016, December 2016
(DEIS). and March 2017 for Seneca State Forest, the NPS concurs with the State of West
Virginia that the implementation of the project will not result in a permanent loss of recreational
use and opportunity at Seneca State Forest. IF the license agreement does not convey control or
tenure to Dominion, then a conversion is not triggered (see March 2017 communication). Please
address LWCF in the license as outlined in the 2008 LWCF State Assistance Program Manual
Chapter 8.1D.

The materials submitted have demeonstrated that despite the change in appearance, public outdoor
recreation can still occur within the pipeline alignment. The NPS will continue to work: closely
with the State of West Virginia to maintain the quality recreational experiences existing currently

in Sencea State Forest,

Further, the removal of LWCF protections along the pipeline alignment would establish a non-
recreation corridor that bisects the park, potentially opening the possibility for greater threats to

outdoor recreational resources and opportunities at Seneca State Forest in the future.

For the Seneca State Forest, the DEIS indicates that a LWCF conversion will be triggered
because the project results in permanent changes to recreation, namely the Allegheny ‘Trail and
the park viewshed. DEIS at 4-316. However, based on our understanding of the proposal, we do
not concur with this finding and suggest revising this text in the Final EIS.

The DEIS indicates that narrowed right-of-way locations will be identified through Seneca State
Forest. DEIS at 4-317. Please advise the NPS if those have been identified and where we can
find these new alignment widths. Tt would be beneficial to know what factors help determine if' a
narrower construction corridor can be used. DEIS at 4-310. The DEIS also mentions that a site-
specific relocation plan will be created for the Allegheny Trail. DEIS at 4-317 and DEIS at 5-51.

Please provide this plan to NPS headquarters for review,

FA7-11

FA7-12

Section 1.2.2.6 has been revised to clarify the management of the Seneca State
Forest and Lewis Wetzel WMA.

Section 4.8.5.1, Seneca State Forest, has been updated to include the NPS’
comments regarding conversion. Note that discussions regarding potentially
reducing the construction workspace on the Seneca State Forest are still
ongoing between Atlantic and the Forest. We have recommended in the final
EIS that Atlantic identify these locations prior to construction.

Regarding the Allegheny Trail crossing, refer to the supplemental information
filing provided by Atlantic to FERC on March 23, 2017, and appendix J of
the final EIS. FERC encourages the NPS to provide comments directly to
Atlantic regarding the Allegheny Trail crossing.
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Lewis Wetzel Wildlife Management Area

When the DEIS was released for public comment, the document was not clear about the LWCF
implications at the Lewis Wetzel Wildlife Management Area (Lewis Wetzel WMA). As with
Seneca State Forest, the impacts to recreation are again the focus for LWCF. Once the NPS
clearly understands the SHP impacts and the steps that will be taken to maintain the guality of
recreation, the NPS can advise the State of West Virginia the options available to move forward
while complying with the requirements of the Act. 'The DEIS provides insufficient information
about the following:

= if there are any above-ground infrastructure components proposed for the Supply Header
Project (SIII'), such as measurement and regulation stations, mainline valves, above
ground pipe, compressor stations, ete., that could permanently impact recreation by
removing areas from public access through the use of fencing or other access control
structures;

= the legal instrument Dominion will use to construct and maintain the SHP: and

= the time frame associated with work through the Lewis Wetzel WMA.

DEIS Page Specific Comments

DEIS at 4-316: Please avoid suggesting Seneca State Forest is “administered” by the NPS. We
recommend the following text: ‘Based on correspondence with the WVDNR. ACP would cross
Senecca State Forest lands managed by the West Virginia Department of Forestry. In 1966, West
Virgmia accepted a federal grant from the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) to assist
with the purchase of a portion of Seneca State Forest. As the recipient of the federal LWCF
grant, the State of West Virginia is obligated by contract under the LWCF grant agreement to
ensure that the State Forest would remain in public outdoor recreation use in perpetuity unless
otherwise approved by the Secretary of the Interior (delegated to the National Park Service), only
if he/she finds it to be in accord with an existing Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation
Plans: and as necessary to assure the substitution of other recreation properties of at least equal
fair market value and of reasonably equivalent usefulness and location (36 CFR 59) (LWCF,
2008)."

10

FAT7-13

FA7-14

Section 4.8.5.1, Lewis Wetzel WMA, has been revised to clarify that no
permanent aboveground facilities associated with SHP would be installed on
the WMA. Atlantic and DETI would use the authority granted to it by the
FERC and other applicable federal, state, and local permits and
authorizations, should the project be approved.

As listed in table 2.4-1, construction across the Lewis Wetzel WMA is
proposed to occur between April 2018 and the fourth quarter of 2019.
However, because construction cannot proceed without FERC and other
applicable federal, state, and local permits, this schedule is subject to change.

FERC encourages the NPS to provide comments directly to DETI regarding
the Lewis Wetzel WMA crossing.

Section 4.8.5.1, Seneca State Forest, has been revised to reflect the
recommended edits.
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We appreciate elforts o consider and address NPS concerns regarding the proposed pipeline.
Thank vou for the opportunity to provide comments. If vou have anv questions or need
additional information, please contact Bert Frost, NPS Acting Deputy Direclor at
bert_frostianps.gov or (202) 208-3818.

Sineerely,

Bhg—

Lindy Nelson
Regional Environmental Officer

ce: NPS, Mary Krueger and Alexa Veits
SOL. Ann Navaro
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USD United States Forest Monongahela National Forest 200 Sycamore Street
=== Department of Service Elkins, WV 26241
_ Agriculturc 304-636-1800

File Code:  1900; 2700
Date:  April 18, 2017

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St., N.E., Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Dear Ms. Bose:

Subject: Width of the Permanent Right-of-Way and Revised Special Use Permit
Application
COEP/DG2E/Gas 4
Atlantic Coast Pipeline, L1.C
Docket Nos. CP15-554-001 and -001

The Forest Service clarifies the width of the permanent right-of-way (RO'W) for the proposed
Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project (ACP Project) and requests a revised application for the special
use permit (SUP) from Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC (ACP). The proposed ACP Project would
affect approximately 20 miles of National Forest System (NIS) lands on the Monongahela
National Forest (MNF) and George Washington National Forest (GWNF).

ACP’s revised SUP application (SF-299) dated June 16, 2016, reflects a 75-foot-wide ROW on
the MNF and GWNF. In an information request issued on June 13, 2016, the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) tequested that ACP agree to the ROW width allowed by the
Mineral Leasing Act (ML A} which specifies that 4 ROW on federal lands should be no more
than 50 feet plus the diameter of the pipe. For the ACP Project, the maximum allowable ROW
width would thus be 50 feet plus 42 inches, or 53,5 feet, In ACP’s respense to FERC filed on
July 1, 2016, ACP agreed to comply with the MLA for a perinanent ROW easement of no more
than 53.5 feet on NFS lands.

In the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) issued by FERC on

December 30, 2016, the description of the ROW width on NFS lands is based on MLA language
desctibing the maximum allowable ROW width of 53.5 feet. Also in the Draft EIS, FERC
recomunends a 50-foot-wide ROW on non-NFS lands and states a #50-foot-wids permanent
right-of-way is sufficient to safely and efficiently operate large diameter natural gas pipelines.”

..
Caring for the Land and Serving People Prinied an Recycled Papar w2
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FA8-1

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

The Forest Service clarifies that, if the proposed ACP Project is approved, the ROW would be
50-foot-wide on NFS lands, consistent with the width recommended by FERC elsewhere along
the proposed route. The Forest Service requests that FERC revise the Final EIS accordingly.
ACP must submit to the Forest Service a revised SF-299 reflecting a 50-foot-wide ROW on the
MXNF and GWNF.

For questions, please contact Jennifer Adams, Special Project Coordinator, at (340) 265-5114 or
by email at jenniferpadams(@fs.fed.us.

Sincerely,

o i

Forest Supervisor

co: Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC

FA8-1

Comment noted.

The final EIS has been revised to reflect Atlantic’s

commitment to maintain a 50-foot-wide corridor during operation of the AP-

1 mainline.
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FA9-1

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
300 Westgate Center Drive
Hadley, MA 01035-9589

APR 0 & 2097
In Reply Refer To:

FWS/R5/WSFR

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., Deputy Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
‘Washington, DC 20426

Re:  Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC, Dominion Transmission, Inc., and
Piedmont Natura! Gas Company, Inc.
Docket Nos. CP15-554-000, CP15-554-001, CP15-555-000, and CP15-556-000

Dear Mr. Davis:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Division of Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration (WSFR)
has reviewed the current Draft Environmental [mpact Statement (DEIS) for the Atlantic Coast
Pipeline and Supply Header Project (ACP) (Docket Nos. CP15-554-000, CP15-554-001, and
CP15-555-000 FERC/EIS-0274D) and offer the following comments.

Section 4.5.2.3 of the DEIS describes that the ACP is proposed to cross approximately 1.3 miles
of the James River Wildlife Management Area (JRWMA) owned and managed by Virginia
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (BGIF) in Nelson County, Virginia. Section 4.8.5.2
notes concems raised by DGIF related to jeopardizing future funding from WSFR as a result of
ACP impacts. We recommend that the final EIS more accurately describe the Federal nexus on
the JRWMA and associated regulatory requirements including the following:

1. Two parcels within the JRWMA were acquired with Federal funds from the Pittman~
Robertson Wildlife Restoration Program (PR Wildlife Restoration Program) (Grants W-50-
L-I and W-85-L-3), and revenue from the sale of hunting and fishing licenses (license
revenue). Requirements for use and disposal of lands acquired with license revenue and PR
Wildlife Restoration Program funds are described in 50 CFR Part 80 Administrative
Requitements, Pittman-Robertson Wildlife Restoration and Dingell-Jehnson Sport Fish
Restoration Acts.

FA9-1

Section 4.8.5.2 has been updated to include information provided by the FWS
regarding the James River WMA.
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FA9 - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (cont’d)

FA9-1 2. DGIF and WSFR have jointly determined (see attached letters) that, as proposed, the

(cont’d) construction and operation of the ACP route will result in interference of the authorized
purposes of the PR Wildlife Restoration Program. Such interference, if not remedied, can
jeopardize DGIF’s eligibility for future grant funding under this program (50 CFR 80.21, 50
CFR 80.135, 50 CFR 80.136). In Fiscal Year 2017, this funding totaled $13,854,774.
Remedies include 1) re-routing the ACP to avoid the JRWMA, or 2) replacing the affected
property with another property that is at least of equal economic value and has fish, wildlife
and public use benefits consistent with the purposes of the original grant.

We recommend that the attached letters further detailing WSFR and DGIF communications on
the ACP and potential impacts to the JRWMA be included in the administrative record for the
final Environmental Impact Statement.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS. If you have any questions regarding
these comments, please contact me at 413-253-8501, or by e-mail at colleen_seulley@fws.gov.

Sincerely,

£2¢ Colteen Scul
Chief, Division of Wildk
and Sport Fish Restoration

Attachments
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This attachment to comment letter FA9 has been reviewed by FERC staff and
the information incorporated into the EIS as applicable.

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

Molly J. Ward Bob Duncan
Secretary of Natural Resourees Department of Game and Inland Fisheries Exscutive Director
June 7, 2016
Colleen Sculley

Chlef, Division of Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service — Region V

300 Westgate Center Drive

Hadley, MA 01035-9589

RE:  Atlantic Coast Fipeline
JRWMA crossing
ESSLog# 34825
FERC# CP15-554-000

Dear Ms, Sculley,

This letter is in regard to the Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC (Atlantic) proposed crossing of
our James River Wildlife Management Area (JRWMA), associated with the development and
operation of the proposed Atlantic Coast Pipeline. As we documented in our electronic submitial
10 your office on February 4 of this year, this WMA was purchased with a combination of
Pittman-Rebertson (PR} Wildlife Restoration funds and state hunting and fishing license dollars
under the following grants from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service:

Jomes River WMA: PR Grant W-50-L-1 (578.33 acres)
PR Grant W-85-L.-3 {541.63 acres)

As we previously have discussed, Atlantic proposes to permanently instail a 42-inch-
diameter natural gas transmission pipeline across the James River WMA in Melson County.
Atlantic praposes a 125-foot-wide construction corridor and a 75-foor-wide permanently
maintained corridor across the WMA,, In addition, the applicant anticipates use and
improvement of sccess roads and equipment laydown areas. Project narratives, Rescurce
Reports, and other documents associsted with Atlantic's application to the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission {FERC) are available on the Dominion Resources, Inc. (Dominion)
website at www.dom.com/ACPipeiine and at FERC's website,

In several communications and meetings with Atlantic, Dominion, and the applicant's
consultants, we have recommended that the pipefine corridor bg re-routed along the northeast
boundary of the WMA, sirnilar to that depicted in the attached map. Location of the pipeline
corridor in the southern section of the WM A, where most of our habitat management and
recreational activities occur is likely to result in a significant interruption of those activities.

7870 Villa Park Drive, Ste 400, P.O. Box %0778, Henrico, VA 232280773
{804) 367-1000 (V/TDD) Equal Opy ity Emph Prog and Facilities
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Colleen Scutley
June 7, 2016
Page2

Despite our recommendations, the currently proposed rauie (Rev10a} largely corresponds
with previous iterations of the route, expanding somewhat on use of existing roads for
construction access, and including newly-proposed improvement and use of an existing road
within our waterfowl/shorebird management unit. In this regard, we note that this section of
the WMA is managed for wetland habitats and may be more vulnerable to adverse impacts
associated with road improvemeni and high-level use than are other habitats generaily found in
the WMA. It also appears that the proposed access road now continues past the waterfowl
management unit to our boat ramp on the James River, Assuming Atlantic plans to use our
boat ramps and/or the associated parking lot during construction and maintenance of the
pipeline, we must consider the adverse impacts this will have upon recreational and emergency
access 10 the James River from this boat ramp.

The most recent alignment also depicts the James River HDD exit pit as being located
within the James River floodplain, to the east of the CSX railroad, rather than on higher
elevations to the west of the raitroad where it previously had been lacated. We note that this
new HDD exit pit location is within areas that have been known to flood and that are more
sensitive to human activitics than the previous HDD exit pit location.

Final construction details and schedules, mitigatory scenarios, and Right-Of-Way
agreements are yet to be developed for this project. Nonetheless, we have evaluated the
potential impacts to wildlifz and habitats, to our constituents’ recreational uses of these lands
and wildlife resources, and to our management activities on JRWMA, to determine whether
this project would temporarily or permanently interfere with the documented purposes of these
lands, and of the license funds and federal grants used to purchase them. Rather than develop a
subjective narrative of these impacts, we offer the attached spreadsheet as a qualitative
assessment of impacts {ikely to cecur on the JRWMA as a result of construction and operation
of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline,

We acknowledge that Atantic and their consultants continue to work cooperatively
with us to discuss ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate for adverse impacts upon wildlife
resources, habitats, management activities, and recreational uses of the James River WMA.
We further agree that potentia) exists, through substantial mitigatory actions, for accrual of
significant long-term benefits to our Department, 10 our constituents” recreational uses of the
WMA, to our management of the property, and to the Commonweaith's wildlife resources.
‘We have posed numerous questions to Atlantic regarding the pipeline’s potential impacts upon
the WMA; these and their responses are attached to this letter as supplemental information for
your consideration, Despite the cooperation of the applicant and their consultants, however,
‘we must opine that the proposed project would unavoidably interfere, at least temporarily, with
the purposes for which the JRWMA was acquired. We also note our understanding that,
should a FERC licenss be issned for this project, the subject right-of-way across our lands
could be granted by FERC through eminent domain.
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Colleen Sculley
June 7, 2016
Page 3

Because of the potential impacts of a concurrent determination by USFWS on our
eligibility to receive Pittman-Rebertson Wildlife Restoration grant funds, we request your review
of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline project proposal, a USFWS determination with regard to our
evaluation, and your guidance in resolving this significant issue. Thank you for consideration of
this request, and please contact me or Duvid Whitehurst, Divector, Bureau of Wildlife Resources,
at 804-367-4335 if we cun be of further assistance.

Sincerely,

Raobert W, Duncan
Executive Director

RWD/RTF
Enclosures

CC:  The Honorable Molly J. Ward
Robert Bisha, Deminion
David Whitehurst, VDGIF
Ray Fernald, VDGIF

B0l Jowee
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" United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
300 Westgate Center Drive
Hadley, MA 01035-9589
In Reply Refer To:
FWS/RegionS/WSFR JUN 21 10%

Robert W. Duncan, Executive Director

Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
P.O. Box 90778

Henrico, Virginia 23228

Dear Mr. Duncan:

We are responding to your letter dated June 7, 2016, regarding the propesed Atlantic Coast Pipeline —
James River Wildlife Management Area crossing praject (ACP project}, and supporting documentation
provided. As your letter notes, the ACP project is proposed to cross two parceis within the James River
Wildlife Management Area (JRWMA) that were acquired with Federal funds from the Pittman-Robertson
Wildlife Restoration Program (PR Wildlife Restoration Program) (Grants W-50-L-1 and W-85-L-3), and
revenue from the sale of hunting and fishing licenses (license revenue). These grants identify authorized
purposes of the acquisition to be hebitat protection for wildlife and public outdoor recreation including
hunting, fishing, boating, and water recreation, In addition, the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
(DGIF) uses PR Wildlifis Restoration Program funds and license revenue for annual operation and
maintenance of its wildlife management area system including the IRWMA (Grant W-48-D) and the
“Midway” Boat Access Site at the JRWMA {Grant F-107-D}.

Your letter and supporting documentation note that the Virginia Department of Game and Inland
Fisheries (DGIF) has determined that the ACP project, as proposed, would interfere with the authorized
purpose as identified in the original grant decumnents. Specifically, you have noted that the ACP project
would “unavoidably interfere, at least tempotarily, with the purposes for which the JRWMA was
acquired”. You also provided a qualitative assessment of impacts to the JRWMA likely to occur from
construction and operation of the ACP project. This assessment indicates that during pipeline
construction interference to the public's ability to access portions of the JRWMA for hunting, fishing,
wildlife watching, and boating will occur. The assessment also notes high probability of impacts to
wildlife populations, wildlife habitat utilization, and undesirable habitat conversion during constructien,
operation, and maintenance of the pipeline, and that these impacts are “long-term issues of concen”™. In
light of this assessment and supporting documentation provided, we concur that the ACF project would
interfere with the authorized grant purposes, and we conclude that such interference would oceur both
during and post-construction.

Requirements for the acquisition, use and disposal of lands acquired and maintained with PR Wildlife
Restoration Program funds and license revenue are codified in Federal regulation at 50 CFR. Part 80.
Under these regulations, a state fish and wildlife agency must use grant-acquired real property for its
authorized purpose. 1f a state fish and wildlife agency allows a use that interferes with this purpose, the

i

This attachment to comment letter FA9 has been reviewed by FERC staff and
the information incorporated into the EIS as applicable.
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Robert W. Duncan

agency must fully restore the property to its purpose. 1f such purpose can’t be fully restored, it must
replace, using non-Federal funds, the real property with replacement propeny of equal cconomic value
and with fish, wildlife, and public-use beaefits consistent with the original purpose. 1f suitable
replacement property is nol acquired within 3 years, the state may be declared ingligible to participate it
the PR Wildlife Restoration Program (50 CFR 80.135). For your reference. in Fiscal Year 2016, DGIF
received $12,399.343 in PR Wildlife Restoration Grant funds.

1Fa state fish and wildlife agency uses real property acquired with license revenue and PR Wildlife
Restoration funds for purposes other than management of fish and wildlife-relaed resourees, then the
Director of the Service may declare the State in diversion and ineligible to participate in the PR-Wildlife
Restoration Program until such diversion is resolved efther by the state fishk and wildlife agency repaining
“management control” and restoring the property to its original cendition, or acquiring adequate
replacement property (50 CFR 80.21, 80.22, 30.136).

We appreeiate the opporiunity 1o comment on the ACP project and your agency”s assessment of its
potential impact. Your letter also requested our guidance in resolving this significant issue. As we have
communicated with you previously on other projecis, our regulations do not contemplate or instruct the
Service to provide up-front assistance 1o state {ish and wikilife agencies in allowing activities that
interfere with authorized purposes. In the few circumstances that we are aware of where States have lost
management cantrol, allowed interfering activilies and had to replace property, the process to locate. fund
and acquire suilable replacement property has been very labor and time intensive. We strongly advise
state fish and wildlile agencies of the importance of maintaining management control of real property
acquired with grant funds and/or license revenue, ensuring real property is used for its authorized purpose
and nol allowing activities that intevfere with grant purposes. Taking these steps will help ensure an
agency's ongeing eligibility (o participate in the PR Wildlife Restoration Program. In the case of the
proposed ACP project, these steps could be achieved by a realignment to avoid the JRWMA.

If you have questions or would like to discuss this mauer in more detail, please don’t hesitate to contact
nte at 413-253-8501, ar by email at colleen_sculley@fws.gov.

Sincerely,

Colleen ESallon

Colleen Sculley, Chief
Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

West Virginia Field Office
694 Beverly Pike
Elkins, West Virginia 26241

March 30, 2017

Mr. Nathaniel Davis

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

Re:  Comments on Atlantic Coast and Supply Header Pipeline Project Draft Environmental
Impact Statement; Docket Numbers CP15-554-000, CP15-554-001, CP15-555-000

Dear Mr. Davis:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) appreciates the opportunity to review and comment
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC’s
(Atlantic) proposed Atlantic Coast Pipeline project. These comments are provided pursuant to
the Endangered Species Act (ESA, 87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U. S. C. 1531 ef seq.).

The Service’s North Carolina Field Office, Virginia Field Office, and West Virginia Field Office
have each reviewed the DEIS and comments from each office are provided in the attached
document. For questions, please contact the appropriate field office contact at the following:

John Ellis Sumalee Hoskin Liz Stout

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Raleigh Field Office Virginia Field Office West Virginia Field Office
551 Pylon Drive 6669 Short Lane 694 Beverly Pike

Raleigh, NC 27606 Gloucester, VA 23061 Elkins, WV 26241

919- 856-4520 804-824-2410 304-636-6586
John_Ellis@fws.gov Sumalee_Hoskin@fws.gov Elizabeth_Stout@fws.gov

The Service looks forward to continued close coordination with you and the applicant on the
proposed Atlantic Coast Pipeline project.

Sincerely,

@; oz

John E. Schmidt
Field Supervisor

Federal Agencies/Elected Officials
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FA10-1

FA10-2

FA10-3
FA10-4

FA10-5

FA10-6

FA10-7
FA10-8

FA10-9
FA10-10
FA10-11

FA10-12

FA10-13
FA10-14
FA10-15
FA10-16
FA10-17
FA10-18

FA10-19

FA10-20
FA10-21
FA10-22
FA10-23
FA10-24

USFWS Comments on the December DEIS

Comment Namber Page Number FParagraph Number Comment Anthor

1 ES4 1 WVFD

] ESS 2 VAFO

3 ES4 3 WVFD, VAFD

4 ES6 5 VAFO

t ES-7 1 WAFD, VAFD, NCFO wy

£ ES-10 1 WVFO, NCFO
7 ES-10 2 WVFD, VAFD, NCFO
Ed ES-14 Final bulbet

9 1-Tandier 1-10 All

10 119 1 WVFD, VAFO
11 229 Table 2.3.1-2 VAFO, NCFO
12 235 3 KNCFO

13 237 2 VAFO

14 139 HDD constraction methods NCFO

15 139 Table 2.3.3-1 VAFO

16 241 3 NCFQ

17 248 3 KCFO

18 4-13 1 WAVFD

19 4-14 Muliple

0 4-1%8 Bullets 3 and 9 WVFD, VAFO
21 418 Bullet % WVFD, VAFO
22 4-1 Bullet 10 WVFD

23 428 2 WVFD

u 4853 2 NOFG

Comment

Tt is moted that Virginin kerst protection personnel will be consubed, please
clasify if this will be done for all karst cromings no mater the state or if this ic
Just for Virgimin? It i prefomred that the smne covrdinaton work fov all kst sva
on the line no matter the state.

Explain how you know “the patestial for ACP and SHP to initinte or be nffected
by damaging kacst conditions woald be adequately minim ized” whea Lirtle
Valkey Bath Cousty hasn’t be sarveyed? Additionally, VA-DCR was't
conrulted shout Cochran's Cuve ot the time this document ws written.

Small whorled pogonia will absa be adverscly affected by the project, ns
described in the most recent draft of the BA received on Jasuwry 17, 2017,

We cannot concar 38 this time that the praject is ot likely ta adversely affect the
Tumes spinymussel, Missel surveys i Cowpasture and Mill Crecks have not
been completed and this information i accesiary to make o not lkely to
abveratly affect determination. Also, hinve sediment analyces boen completed for
Mill Crock? Please provide the status of the hubitst imssemuent or survey for MP
111.4 for Colfpnsture River, HIMD is not proposed o ol of these croasings.

The Service contimies

Burveye b b0 initiating
formal comsailtation. However, if sirveys are not completed, the analysis can be
complted bused on the nssumption of species presence. Additionsl mformation
peline conrimstion, access road mprovemen ation of

iz of smaller strewnsAiutisies in sensitive

Does “lotg derm o persment” refer o the pemament ROW only or o botl the
pemsanent and tomporwry inspacts from the clessing of forest for construction”
Even the “temporary™ dismrtssce in forested ssexs will be loag-tems because
thess forest tands will take decades to retum to their former stide om the aeaof
the ROW allowed to resum to it's former stace,

The Service supports the recommendation of o S0t pemsanent ROW by FERC,

The Service contisues to recommend that all requested presence/ahsence
samrveys for federully listed species be comphted pricr 1o the completion of the
ESA conmbMution process. However, if marveys re not completed. the analysis
o be completed based oo the assumption of species presence,

USFWS WVFO, NCFD should be meluded.

Flease, clarify if the additional spoil generated from a wider treach will resuli in
@ 150ft ROW instead of the 125t construction ROW for these arems.

Table 2.3 1-2 lists the ATWS associated with the HDD of ||I! Little Eiver is
within 286 of a wetluvd The L itthe River in this area contaiss Tar spinymussel
nd Dwarf Wodgemussel, Please provide sdditional information about this
ATWS snd mensares being undertiken to svoid impacting these species. Plense
werily nome of the ol A’ are bocabed sdpwent o sensilive walerbodics.

If the mmnicipal waber has ackditives sach as chlarine/chboromine or if ACF adds
algicides to test water, it shosld not be released into surface walers unless it is
safie for sensitive species inchiding amphibians and aquatic iverteheases. Crten
timses festime @ done on common specics that are aflen boas sensitive.

We recommend s 100 setback for ATWS from sensitive waierbodies (e.g with
Foderal heted spocies or specicn under evaluation for potential Hstmg)

IF guidewires are being used i navigable waters, will they be subject to Corpa or
Coant Uuard permite?

Flease, double chieck tha this table of HDD crossimgs is up to date. [t appears to
e missmg Mays Creek, AP-1, 1845

see comment on 223

The Service hns requested tha third party Esvircamental Inspectors familio
weith rare, thresdened, s endangered squatic species be peesent when wark i
occuming in saslive water bodies.

" literature review identified 10 cave entramces within the KRA. bt based on
lc.uuxnnh\ BOE Were |k|vrn|l|«. to receive drainag n the 300-feot wide
s 1o suppont this chim either within the text or
i hem surveys are completed on the remaining
1" of arcas, the details of &ow rvey efforts should be added to this metion.

Does "high rish” mean a fesbare conmects 1o undergronmd fralureswalaways?
Defime hagh rask 2 per the explmation in the GeoConcepts (2016) report,
Should alss contuct Federal msource agencics.

Fusther define "6 mch void™; does this mean 6 inch wide or deep?

Discharge of hydrostatic water shoubd be avoided in karst nreas

IF & slip occurs i i peacts or coubd impact & resource (n strews, weibuwd, plut,
«te.], the spproprinte agency(iea) should be sorified

Additional messures should be utilized in watersheds containing mre,
ihreatened. or endugored specics

FA10-1

FA10-2

FA10-3

FA10-4

FA10-5

FA10-6

FA10-7
FA10-8

FA10-9

FA10-10

Comment noted. The appropriate federal and state agency would be
consulted.

While some information was still pending at the time of issuance of the draft
EIS, the lack of this final information does not deprive the public of a
meaningful opportunity to comment on a substantial adverse environmental
effect of the projects or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such effect. The
EIS includes sufficient detail to enable the reader to understand and consider
the issues raised by the proposed projects and addresses a reasonable range of
alternatives. We also require that final surveys be completed and approved,
and any additional mitigation measure that may be required because of those
studies be implemented.

Section 4.7.1.17 has been updated to reflect our determination that ACP is
likely to adversely affect small whorled pogonia due to potential indirect
impacts from sedimentation on individuals adjacent to the construction
workspace.

In section 4.7.1.15, we recommend that Atlantic assume presence of the James
spinymussel in Mill Creek and implement the enhanced conservation
measures described in section 4.7.1. Section 4.7.1 recommends a condition
that would require the construction of the projects not begin until the
completion of all outstanding biological surveys and FERC’s completion of
section 7 consultation with the FWS. We will re-evaluate our determinations
of effect for these species upon receipt on pending survey results and finalized
conservation measures.

Comment noted. Section 4.7 has been updated with survey status provided
by Atlantic and DETI on May 8, 2017. Section 4.7.1 includes a
recommendation that prior to construction of the projects Atlantic and DETI
complete all outstanding biological surveys and wait for FERC’s completion
of section 7 consultation with the FWS. Section 4.7.1 has also been updated
with enhanced conservation measures for special status species. Additional
information regarding construction, access roads, communication towers, and
stream/tributary crossings has been updated throughout section 4.7, and will
be updated further pending receipt of more information from Atlantic and
DETI.

The referenced text has been revised to clarify that impacts on forested lands
from construction and operation would be long-term to permanent.

Comment noted.

Comment noted. Section 4.7 has been updated with survey status provided
by Atlantic and DETI on May 8, 2017. Section 4.7.1 includes a
recommendation that prior to construction of the projects Atlantic and DETI
complete all outstanding biological surveys and wait for FERC’s completion
of section 7 consultation with the FWS. Section 4.7.1 has also been updated
with enhanced conservation measures for special status species.

Section 1.2.2.4 has been revised to include the FWS, West Virginia Field
Office, Virginia Field Office, and North Carolina Field Office.

The construction rights-of-way as presented in table 2.2.2-1 for the AP-1
mainline would be 125 feet wide in non-agricultural areas and 150 feet wide

Federal Agencies/Elected Officials
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FA10-25 |
FA10-26 | .,
FA10-27 | ¥
FA10-28 ‘

18
FA10-29 ‘
FA10-30 |

30
FA10-31 |

3
FA10-32 |
FA10-33 | =
FA10-34 |*
FA10-35 | 3s
FA10-36 |
FA10-37

37
FA10-38

3%
FA10-39
FA10-40 ‘

40
FA10-41 |
FA10-42
FA10-43 | .,
FAL10-44 | .
FA10-45 | *
FA10-46

46
FAL0-47 | ,,
FA10-48 |

453
A4-85

4-101

4103
4104

4-106
4-106

4-108

4108

4-108

4-108

4-111

4:181

4-165
4-171

4-175

4-181

-201

Bullet 4
Blasting

Table 4.3 2.3

Table 4.3.2-7
Baullet |

1

3

Table 4,5.2.9

Table 4.5 210

i1

bold section
table 4,6.1-1 NC v water

4
1

Table 4.7.1-1

WVHED

WVFO
NUFO,

NCFO

NOFO

VAFO

VAFD

WYFO,

NCFQ
NCFO,

WYFO,

WNFD,

NCFO

VAFO

VAFD,

VAFO

NCFO

NOFO,

NCFQ
NCFQ

NCFQ

VAFO

VAFO

WVFO

|, VAFO

WYFQ

L NCFOQ

, NCFO

WVFO

WYFO, VAFD

Atlentic and DTI should adhere to their mizigation procedures. "Closely adhere”
inaplies they will deviate or not follow through with the plm,

Clarify if "opened conduits deveboped in karst sonrnin ® refers to con duits alrendy
exiting or opened due 1o the projects stivities,

In-strenm blasting should be dome i the dry

Plense, provide o list of the 13 waserbedies that are within proposed contractcr
ward sites, With ooy 5-foot bafTer, exten sve stormvater and erogion control
menarys will be meeded m all locations. None of these eites should be allowed
in semsitive witersheds.

Please provide information regarding why the Neuse River croming i= 1o be an
apen cul versus HOD. This waterbody contains several rre rpecies which the
Service has been petitioned If Bsted hefore or diring cansimiction, there
will be o need o reinitiate wonsultation to determing if there are ways
to wvoid Empacting these species. The best way to avoid impacting them would
likely he comiducting an HIOD af thia crossing,

"Atlontic end DT would locate ATWS of bonst 50 feet from stream benks, ™ We
recommend a 100-foof eethack for ATWS from senstive walerbodies (e.2. with
feddernl listed species or species under evaduation for potential listing)

Plense, confinm this table i3 up-to-date. This teble docs not nppear to include all
HDD crossing, inchuding Mayo Creek - Bas m analysis been conducied at this
<o ?

Tiefime ar chaify whit "sdequately contiimed” mems

Delete the second sentence. This would be consistent with what & stated on
puge 110 pargraph 5.

Tn-streian blasting should be dome i the sy

Water bring discharged should occur in a locition that gnaratees it will retum
10 the source waterbody to prevest spread of invasive species.

Water withdrawal and discharge location table would be more helpful if it stated
Al souree body and e body of water neaseet (o the dischange location.

In waters with known or poteatial federally listed or under review species, our
standhrd recommendation 15 a | millmeter screen and imtake velocity that does
ot exceed 028 fet per second sd tha the project will not withdesw more than
10%% of metandancous flow.

If the municipal water has additives such as chlorine/chloromime or if ACP sdds
algicides to test water it should not be released o surface waters unbess it is
e for seasitive species mehuding muphibians and squatic nvediaies. Ofien
times tostmg 1 done oo common spocies thal are offen ke sonaitive,

“This tahle appesrs 1o he ot-of-date. See table 2 6-1 in deaft BA, dated
An importand change is the removal of Cowpastare and Notlowary Rivers,
we fully mpport, Calfpastare River needs further evalustion due to pendi
nuissel s ent. T the 9/29/2016 Mu PO, BOCESE Wi TESIT
ahbreviated sarvey is planned i 2016/2017. Calfpastare River is in the histeric
rnge of James spisymusasl.

Per 127117 deat B, Atbeatic snd DTT will not use water fiom semsitive
watcrhodacs for HDD, bydrostatic testing, dast control waler or for restoration
md revegetation stiviies. We fully support this stabement

This table appesss 1o be out-of-date. Sec table 2.6-2 in draft BA, dated 12717
We recommend TOYE in sensitive waters with listed species or species under
evabustian for potential liai
Table 2.3.1-2 menivacd 8 lisde n alitional woskegiae i
being withia 28 fi from o wetland forthe Lintle River crossing. Listle River
contming Dt wedk 1 and Tar Spiny The FERC ide
saulditional imformation reganing how close the space will be 1 the Litlle River,
Furthermore, the should explain how this fits isto its effects

determ ination for these nwa species,

The Service is working with ACT to develop 0 mitigntica plon for impacts to
migraioey hinds

When the fregmeniation salysiz is completed. please foraamd it io he USFWS
field offices and the State ngencies for review.

Temove Pigfish as it wouldt be found in the project area.

 profection gromnd beds und
. ity. Plense identify

theee watecbodits. Alse p 4-92 only mentions | cithodic groand bed so please
ke them consistent
‘The most recent Freshwater Mussel Guidelines develapsd by the Service and
VDOIF was last updated on 62272015
Until recommended presence shsence surveys have been completed, the Service
conn o eencur with 4 o effect determination

FA10-10
(cont’d)

FA10-11

FA10-12

FA10-13

FA10-14

FA10-15

FA10-16
FA10-17

FA10-18

FA10-19
FA10-20

FA10-21
FA10-22
FA10-23
FA10-24

FA10-25
FA10-26
FA10-27

FA10-28

in agricultural areas, which would be required to accommodate additional
spoil generated from the wider trench.

The referenced ATWS would be located approximately 360 feet from the
Little River. Atlantic would implement sediment and erosion control measures
to reduce potential impacts associated with the use of ATWS for the Little River
HDD.

Section 4.7.1 has been updated to include conservation measures related to
water sources for hydrostatic testing.

Section 4.7.1 has been updated with conservation measures related to ATWS
setbacks.

Permitting requirements related to HDD guidewires would be determined by
the USACE. Section 1.4 of the EIS provides a discussion of the major
permits, authorizations, and consultations that are applicable for ACP and
SHP.

Table 2.3.3-1 has been revised to include Atlantic’s currently proposed
HDDs.

See the response to FA10-11.

Comment noted. Section 2.5.1 describes the environmental training program
that would be implemented by Atlantic and DETI prior to construction.

Analysis was completed by review of 1 meter LIDAR (see revised section
4.1.2.3). In addition, the final EIS text as well as tables 4.1.2-2 and 4.1.2-3
have been updated to reflect current survey progress.

Definition of high risk has been added to table 4.1.2-3.

Bulleted text has been modified to include consultation with appropriate
federal agency.

“in depth” has been added to the referenced section in bulleted text.
Comment noted.
Agreed. Section 4.1.4.2 has been revised to address this comment.

Section 4.7.1 has been updated with enhanced conservation measures related
to crossings at waterbodies containing special status species.

Section 4.3.1.7 revised to remove the word “closely.”
Section 4.3.1.7 revised to clarify open conduits.

Section 4.7.1 has been updated with enhanced conservation measures related
blasting. Atlantic has committed to blasting in the dry-ditch crossing area.

The list of waterbodies located within contractor and pipe yards is provided
in appendix K. We acknowledge stormwater and erosion control measures
would be required, and that Atlantic would be required to comply with state
and federal stormwater requirements.

Federal Agencies/Elected Officials
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FA10-49

49 4-201 Teble 4.7.1-1 VAFD
FAlO_SO 0 4-201 Tablk 4.7.1-1 VAFO
FA10-51 |, a0t . .
FA10-52
FA10-53 LF] 1-20% Tahle 4,7,0-3 VAFD
FA10-54 |- : wyro
FA10-55 |« aa1a s —
FA10-56

6 4-215 2 VAFD
FA10-57 | =7 4218 6 NCFo
FA10-58

5 4-133 6 WVFO
FA10—59 | 9 4-235 2 WVFO
FA10-60 | ) N

&0 4-136 1 WVEO
FA10-61

61 4-237 5 VAFD
FA10-62

62 4-138 1
FA10-63

63 4247 Multiple WVFQ, VAFO
FA10-64

(3} 4-193 bullet 1 NCFO
FA10-65 |# 4328 table 1.5.5-3 NCFO
FA10_66 66 4-33TR4-328  tables . NCFO
FA10_67 | & 4-342 O M8 WNECAl NN LOWCrs NCFO

68 4-502 Multiple
FA10-68 | N
FA10-69 - ' o
FA10-70

) 56 7 WVFO, NCFO
EA10-71 |™ 57 1 NCFO

In adeition 1 the comm ent abave, the deafl BA, dated 127717 mdicates likely to
adversely allect for small whoeled pagonin We cmot contur with s ncd 1k ely
to adverscly offect on the Jumea spimymussel until recomm ended
presence/absence surveys in the Cowpasture and Calipasture Rivers and Mill
Creek have been completsid These crossings are not HDD.

Russty patched bumble bes has been federally lised endagered as of Masch 21,
2017
Will the project follaw buming regulatians for sates? Tuming during dry
menthe coubd be m cantlict.

Tndlissa b sre ko 1o accus in Wetzel County. West Vinginia They have
been poaitively detected in mukiple ncoustic surveys in recent years following
the original capture of u pregnant female in 2011,

This table nppears to be out-of-date, See table 5.4.2-1 in drft BA. dated 127717,
There ase known Iadiana bat hibemacula within & mikes of the ACT

Please provide citaticns for the "sumerous examples” of Indinna bt roosts neor
distirhance

MLEB were captured ot one site and ncourtically detected ot 3 cther sites, not
ome albier st

In nddition to the two bulleted items listed, the 4{d} mle also prohibits the
incidental take that occurs within a hibemaculum . This may include disnurbiag
or disrapting hibernating intfividunls when they are presend as well s the
physical or other alteration of the hibemscslum®s entrance or covironment when
bate are not present if the result of the activity will impadr essential bebavioral
patters, icluding sheliering,

The Service recommends that Longleaf Pine be replanted in sreas where it i
removed.

Inchude Hackers Creek i this discussion, A population of chsbshell exists in
Hickers Cres ewis Coundy, West Virginia and sccess s for the project
are within the viciniy of ackers Creek.

The snuffbox is knowm in McEloy Creek, not clubshell

Green floster iz knows throughout the Greenbrier walershed and may occur in
nther high quality sireams that are not sabely the Greenbrier river, Plesse revise
ta note wadersheds.

"I additien, the FWS has expressed concern with regard to sediment-laden
discharge water, or sedanentation from nearky access roads, that could drain
nto waterbodies occupied by the mussels. We recomnvend i section 4.7.1 that
Aflantic complete s

analysie of these potential impacts for all federally prosected aquatic species™
Note bt this sedinent smalysis may extend ihe sction mea downstrean o the
waderbody and thal muersel habisat wye should b, ducted in
these areas if there sre document accumences of federnlly histed aquatic species
m these walerbodies.

"It Atlastic aad DT] document federnlly Ested mussels in the waterbody, aveid
using the accers rond i in-dream activities cannot be mveided.” Crossing 3
waerbody with & sovess road necessitates in-stremm ctivity wnless  bridge is

WV, NCTO, VAFD abrondy present, Mease, revise this seatence.

As written, this section leads the reader to helieve thar not all surveys have heen
completed for plants. Please clarify o this & comect. Addtionally, small whorlzd
atfect not oot likely to ndversely affect.

pogonin should be a likely to ndvers
Tn streams aml their i iries contuining thresened and endingered species. no
grubbimg shoald ecour within 50 ft of the stream from Neovember 15-Apeil 1.
These 12 digit HU Cs were provided ta ACE on December 1, 2016,

Chimge Frehing River 1o Fishmg Creek

Crasing methods shauld be consistest.

Communiction towers shoald utilize bind friendly lihting and wroid using gay
wires.

Please provide a table summing the species mpacted by the project and specific

WVEQ, VAFO, NCFO effects to those species from the project in additicn to the text provided

In arcns where varimees ace needed in regards to typical wetlnd construction,

did FERC verify that no R1E species are present in any adjacent streams,

“While about 160 acres of open vegelation types”. . this & confising, Does this
that e is the mamtuined sirip g construction? If so, it v

5 cantly more than 160 ncres for the project, Plense, double-check

wht i meant here and bave it revised 1o be mere clear

In areas where Longhead Pine i removed, it should be replisited.

FA10-29

FA10-30

FA10-31

FA10-32

FA10-33

FA10-34
FA10-35

FA10-36

FA10-37

FA10-38

FA10-39

FA10-40

FA10-41
FA10-42
FA10-43
FA10-44

FA10-45
FA10-46

FA10-47

We have recommended that the Neuse River be crossed by an HDD should a
hydrofracture study indicate a low potential for an inadvertent release at this
crossing.

Section 4.7.1 has been updated with conservation measures related to ATWS
setbacks.

Table 4.3.2-7 has been updated to indicate that Mayo Creek would also be
crossed by the James River HDD. The hydrofracture risk is low.

If an inadvertent return occurs, containment would be determined on a case-
by-case basis.

Section 5 provides the conclusions of our analysis in section 4. We will not
delete our analysis in section 4.

See response to comment FA10-27.

Discharges would be directed to upland locations and would not reach
receiving waters.

The table identifies water sources. Discharges would be directed to upland
locations and would not reach receiving waters.

Section 4.7.1 has been updated with conservation measures related to water
withdrawals. We recommend in section 4.7.1 that Atlantic and DETI not
exceed more than 10 percent instantaneous flow during water withdrawal at
ESA waterbodies.

Section 4.7.1 has been updated with conservation measures related to
additives in municipal water sources.

The table has been updated to reflect information that was filed after the draft
EIS was issued.

That statement filed by Atlantic and DETI is inaccurate. As stated in the
section 4.3.2.7 and as presented in appendix K, Atlantic and DETI propose to
withdraw water from sensitive waterbodies. As such, we recommend
conservation measures in section 4.7.1 to reduce or avoid impacts on sensitive
species during water withdrawal in ESA waterbodies.

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.

Section 4.5.3 has been updated with Atlantic’s and DETI’s Migratory Bird
Plan (see table 2.3.1-1) filed with the FERC on May 5, 2017.

Table 4.6.1-1 has been updated to remove pigfish.

Section 4.6.1 and appendix K have been updated to reflect the waterbodies
that are located within the vicinity of aboveground facilities. Refer to
appendix K for a complete list of waterbodies affected by both pipeline and
aboveground facility components.

This citation and reference has been updated throughout the final EIS.

Federal Agencies/Elected Officials
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WVEO, NCFO, VAT

WVFO. VAFO

VAFL, WV O

NCFO, WVFO

In line with other agencies, mchading the USFS, the WVDNE, aad the VDGLF,

the 1/SFWS ia concerned ahawt the forest fragnenation thas will result from this
wml The Excrease of cdlge habieet and elim mafion of lange cen
orest inderice mpecies and species th
oogy. The el’l'rn: of this rlnn ge in hah "

rpocics from

pete TRE species s alher sensitive core foreat pecies for
ces, among ofher potential effects,

Small whorled pogonia should be added to the list of species that will be lkely
1o be adversely affected by the project.

The Service stranghy sgrees that some lang term cnmulative mpacts will accur

vm e lanal and wpsland Gorested vepulation wnl weociated wikllife habsials. We

wanld also de 1o add that depending on maistenuce of the cormdor and coatral
g long term cumulative mpsets coald ooeur to the agaatic

e continues to recommend that thind purty Fnvironmenta
Inspecters bo in waterbodics with sen sitive specios.

The Serviee recognizes, as do meny of our natural resource partners, there are
likely areas along the pipeline where avoidan
mensures (AMM) for a g r resorce may conflice wi mendations
for ancher. To facilitsde nderstanding of where such ¢ may oeear,
we recommend the applicunt create an envircnmental constrainls map tit
identifies the AMNIs that have heen recommentied for ench pipeline ceg
We recommend that the mag be enganized by county and be provided to all the
natural resource agen for review. Where there are identified contlicts
Ietwoen recommenda v maii sl resource spencies will work together (o
pricritize the AMMs for cach County snd provide tha mfprmation io the
applicant aad permitting agencies.

The latest draft BA 7. 2007, inchsdes many changes and thus is
mcomsisgent with the ke DELS. Comments weis nol gives i
regards to every change rln: Im been made s ACT and FWE are still working
through drais,

FA10-48

FA10-49
FA10-50

FA10-51

FA10-52

FA10-53

FA10-54

FA10-55

FA10-56

FA10-57

FA10-58

FA10-59

FA10-60

FA10-61

Comment noted. In the introduction in section 4.7.1 and throughout the
discussion we note that the we will re-evaluate our determination for these
species upon receipt on pending survey results and finalized conservation
measures.

See response to comment FA10-4.

Table 4.7.1-1 and section 4.7.1.16 have been updated to reflect the rusty
patched bumble bee’s new status under the ESA.

Sections 4.7.1.1 through 4.7.1.4 have been updated to include a reference to
Atlantic’s and DETI’s Fire Prevention and Suppression Plan and Open
Burning Plan (see table 2.3.1-1) that incorporate applicable state burning
regulations.

Section 4.7.1.3 has been updated to include this information.

Table 4.7.1-5 has been updated with the known Indiana bat hibernacula
located within 5 miles of ACP provided in the January 27, 2017 Applicant-
Prepared draft BA.

This sentence has been removed and additional information from cited
sources has been included in section 4.7.1.3.

Updated acoustic and mist-net survey data for the Indiana bat are provided in
table 4.7.1-4.

Comment noted. As discussed in the updated section 4.7.1.4, we will now
proceed under standard consultation for the northern long-eared bat.

Comment noted. Long-leaf pine and wiregrass communities were identified
in two potential foraging habitat locations for red-cockaded woodpecker in
Cumberland County between AP-1 MPs 156.5 and 156.9; no nesting sites
were located within 0.5 mile of these locations. Atlantic does not plan to
replace these two areas of long-leaf pine and wiregrass communities.

Section 4.7.1.15 and appendix K have been updated to indicate the presence
of clubshell mussels in Hacker’s Creek, West Virginia.

Section 4.7.1.15 and appendix K have been updated to indicate the presence
of snuffbox mussel (not clubshell mussel) in McElroy Creek.

Section 4.7.1.15 has been updated to note that the green floater mussel is
known throughout the Greenbrier watershed.

Section 4.6.4 provides a detailed discussion of the potential impacts on
aquatic resources associated with increased sedimentation from the
construction and use of access roads, and runoff from the adjacent
construction workspace. Section 4.6.4 also describes the mitigation measures
that Atlantic and DETI would incorporate to minimize these impacts,
including the use of compost filter socks at the edges of the construction
workspace and access roads within 300 feet of ESA sensitive waterbodies,
implementation of sediment and erosion control measures on access roads
identified in the field as having significant erosion potential within 0.25 mile
of ESA sensitive waterbodies, and construction in accordance with state

Federal Agencies/Elected Officials
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FA10-62

FA10-63

FA10-64

FA10-65
FA10-66
FA10-67

FA10-68

FA10-69
FA10-70
FA10-71
FA10-72

FA10-73

NPDES permits. Atlantic and DETI would also implement the enhanced
conservation measures at ESA sensitive waterbodies as described in appendix
K. We have recommended that Atlantic and DETI implement these enhanced
conservation measures at the waterbodies where ESA-listed, proposed, or
under review species were documented during ACP or SHP surveys, and
where presence is assumed based on agency data, in addition to perennial
tributaries to these designated waterbodies within 1 mile where construction
activities are also proposed (see section 4.7.1) to address potential
downstream impacts.

As discussed in sections 2.2.5 and 4.6.4, approximately 81 percent of the
proposed access roads are existing roads that can accommodate construction
traffic without modification or improvement; therefore, the majority of access
roads would not require in-stream activity.

Section 4.7 has been updated with survey status provided by Atlantic and
DETI on May 8, 2017; surveys for ESA-listed plants are not complete.

Section 4.7.1 includes Atlantic’s commitment to avoid grubbing within 50
feet of ESA sensitive waterbodies from November 15-April 1. These
waterbodies are indicated in appendix K and include waterbodies where ESA-
listed, proposed, or under review species were documented during surveys or
where presence is assumed based on agency data. We have also
recommended that these measures be applied in perennial tributaries within 1
mile of these designated waterbodies where construction activities are also
proposed (see appendix K)

Table 4.8.5-3 has been revised to reflect the commentor’s edit.
Comment noted.

Atlantic’s and DETI’s Migratory Bird Plan (see table 2.3.1-1) and section
4.5.3.5 have been updated to include a discussion of the potential impacts
associated with proposed communication towers on migratory birds, and the
conservation measures that Atlantic and DETI would implement to mitigate
those impacts. Atlantic has committed to not using guy wires for new tower
and construction support, and for towers more than 199 feet tall, would use
low intensity lighting with minimum number, minimum intensity, and
minimum number of flashes per minute allowable by the FAA.

Refer to table 4.7.1-1, appendix R, and appendix S for a list of ESA-listed,
proposed, and under review species; FS-managed species; and state-listed and
special concern species.

We have reviewed the workspace requests and find them acceptable.
The referenced text has been revised for clarification.
See response to comment FA10-57.

Comment noted. Section 4.5.6 provides an updated forest fragmentation
analysis based on data sets recommended by the WVDNR.

See response to comment FA10-3.

FA10-74

FA10-75

FA10-76

FA10-77

Comment noted. As described in section 4.7.1, Atlantic and DETI have
committed to implementing measures, such as installation of OHV barriers,
to deter OHV access along the pipeline right-of-way and access roads. At key
crossing locations, such as ESA sensitive waterbodies, site-specific OHV
blocking measures would be developed in consultation with the land-
managing agencies and adjacent private landowners, as appropriate.

In non-HDD waterbodies, Atlantic and DETI would remove aquatic species
at ESA sensitive waterbodies according to the FWS and state mussel
relocation protocols, Atlantic’s Virginia Fish Relocation Plan and North
Carolina Revised Fish and Other Aquatic Taxa Collection and Relocation
Protocol for Instream Construction Activities (see table 2.3.1-1). In addition,
as described in section 2.5, Atlantic and DETI would employ Els and FERC
third-party monitors that would be onsite during construction activities and
would have stop work authority.

We agree. Section 2.4 has been revised to include a recommended condition
that Atlantic and DETI file with the Secretary detailed environmental
constraints maps, by county, illustrating the updated avoidance and
minimization measures identified by the resource agencies, including TOYR,
and that Atlantic and DETI have committed to along the ACP and SHP routes.

Comment noted. Section 4.7.1 has been updated with the information
provided in the 1/27/17 Applicant-Prepared draft BA, and additional
consultation between the FERC, FWS, and NOAA Fisheries.
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USD United States Forest Monongahela National Forest
S

200 Sycamore Street

Department of Service Elkins, WV 26241
Agriculture 304-636-1800
File Code:  1900; 2700
Date:  April 4, 2017

Kimberly D. Bose, Scerefary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St., N.E., Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426
Dear Ms. Bose:
Subject: Forest Service’s Review of the Primary and Contingency Proposal for Crossing

the Appalachian National Scenic Trail and Blue Ridge Parkway

OEP/DG2E/Gas 4
Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC
Docket No. CP15-334-000 and CP15-334-001

The Forest Service provides comments on the primary and contingency proposals submitted by
Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC (ACP) for the crossing of the Appalachian National Scenic Trail

(ASNT) and Blue Ridge Parkway (BRP) by the proposed Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project (ACP
Project). ACP proposes horizontal directional drilting (HDD) as the primary method and direct

pipe installation (DPI) as the contingency method for the ANST-BRP crossing.

The Forest Service has reviewed successive versions of ACP’s proposal for HDD and DPL filed
with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission on May 13, August 1, und Augusl 4, 2016, as
well as the HDD design report filed with FERC on January 10, 2017, ACP’s filings contain
sufficient information to assess the feasibility of the proposals. Based on the Forest Service's
review, the HDD would be feasible at the proposed location and the DPT would be a feasible
contingency option. The Forest Service has no further questions or requests for information

regarding the HDD and DPI methods for the ANST-BRP crossing.

FA11-1 The Forest Service had informed ACP, by letter dated January 19, 2016 and filed with FERC en
January 21, 2016, that any special use permit (SUP} issued to ACP may be conditioned to require
the successful completion of the HDD prior to constructing any other spreads on National Forest
System (NF3) lands, given that detailed proposals had not been submitted as of the date of the
January 2016 letter. Because ACP subsequently filed adequate documentation for the Forest
Service 10 assess the feasibility of the primary and contingency proposals, and based on our
independent assessment that the proposals are feasible, such a condition in the SUP would no
longer be necessary. Thus, the Torest Service would not prohibit concurrent construction at
ather spreads on NFS lands before the completion of the ANST-BRP crossing.

@ Caring for the Land and Serving Peaple

Prioted on Recveled Paper ﬁ

FA1l-1

Comment noted. Section 2.4 has been revised to remove the condition related
to completion of the BRP/ANST HDD or contingency crossing prior to the
start of construction on NFS lands.

Federal Agencies/Elected Officials
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Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 2

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on ACP Project documents. For
questions or additional information, please contacl Jenniler Adams, Special Proieet Coordinator,
by phone at (540) 265-5114 or by email at jenniferpadams/@fs.fed.us.

Sincerely,

]

¢ /

f'ﬂ,r ] A ‘—r
L/_.é/ ‘ 00/() (i
CLY[fE THOMPSON I
Forest Supervisor

cc: Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC

Federal Agencies/Elected Officials
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NAT1-1

NAT1-2
NAT1-3

NAT1-4

NAT1-5

20170222-4001 FERC PDF (Uncffiecial) 02/22/2017

From: Loma Owendine-Taylor

To: Anthony Rana

Subject: FERC rmeeting in Fayettevile, NC
Date: Monday, February 20, 2017 1:41:24 P¥
Hello Tony,

As we met briefly at the FERC meeting in Favetteville, NC a follow up is required. It was
mentioned that the manner which the FERC comment was held was not an actually "Hearing".

Might I ask will one follow up after this one. Did not like this new practice in place as it
seemed as if a secret process was being achieved. And makes me wonder if comments made
will be used to protect what was obvious that the People of North Carolina do not want this
pipeline in our state. Of course I do not want it entering for an EIS has not been seen as well
an archeological study with STP (shovel test pits). Crawling on hands is not sufficient
enough.

It is sad that Duke Energy has contaminated water ways with the coal ash spills and now we
are being asked to endure a ACPL. Tribes live up and down this territory and [ would have to
ask if they have been invited to any of the consultation concemns. The Lumbee are Federally
Recognized and Congress set this and then denied the fundings, but they did not remove the
status as Federal. And they have not been asked 1o make comment as this pipeline enters right
into the Lumbee Aboriginal Territory. The fracking and lines placed were provided in a
"eminent domain" takeover as the stories are told. Or should I get into the stories of Tort
Brags General not wanting into his territory so he used his government authority and moved
the pipeline into Indian lands. T hear money was shared, but the money can not be found for
the construction of the train track.

Yes. | am upset and it seems that all the Section 106 'I'ribal Preservation Laws have been
passed aside. The largest problem of this pipeline is that one spill will harm the Aquifers that
we as Indigenous Coastal People know to be the breathing lungs of the Turtle Island. This is
not right and if vou would share the link to make comment I would greatly appreciate.
Sincerely,

LK

Lora Kay Oxendine-Taylor

"Certain things catch vour eye but pursue only those that capture the heart.”

Native Author Unknown

NAT1-1

NAT1-2

NAT1-3
NAT1-4

NAT1-5

In no public notice issued by the FERC notifying stakeholders of scoping or
draft EIS comment meetings and sessions was the meeting referred to as a
“hearing.” The format of the scoping and draft EIS comment meetings and
sessions was consistent with FERC’s most recent public outreach efforts.

A copy of the draft EIS was sent to about 9,800 parties on the environmental
mailing list and was available for viewing via the FERC’s eLibrary
(Accession No. 20161230-4000).

Surveys for archaeological resources are protected by law and not available
for public review. Specific agency personnel (e.g., State Historic Preservation
Office) are responsible for the review of cultural resources survey reports.

Comment noted.

We asked Atlantic to reach out to the Lumbee Tribe and other North Carolina
tribes. Sections 4.10.4, 4.10.5, and 4.10.7 have been revised to include
discussions of Atlantic’s consultations with additional Native American
tribes.

Section 4.3 includes our analysis of impacts on aquifers.

Native American Tribes Comments
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NAT2-1

NAT2-2

Teresa R Pollak, Madison Heights, VA.
January 21, 2017

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E.

Washington, DC 20426

RE: Atlantic Coast Pipeline, Docket #CP15-554-000 George Washington National Forest and
Monongahela National Forest

Dear Ms. Bose,

This intent of this letter is to inform you and your organization that the council, and the people
they represent, of the Monacan Indian Nation stand in strong opposition to the proposed
construction of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline through the George Washington National Forest and
Monongahela National Forest. Being a concerned party and united by our Nations mission, we
do not approve of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline construction route or amendments that would lend
to further destruction of our cherished resources and ancestral remains. We firmly reject the
proposals being presented and will not tolerate further exploitation of our ancestral lands to
accommodate this unnecessary pipeline project.

To further expand upon the issues that have been presented to our Nation, we have determined
that any changes in the current Land and Resource Management Plans (LRMPs) will allow the
Atlantic Coast Pipeline to exceed the established Forest Service water and soils standards. The
Forest Service water and soils standards were created with conscious intent to preserve the
lands for safe, public use and to prevent corporate encroachment that could adversely impact
the environment and associative archaeological resources. The standards, as they are
currently documented, preserve our undiscovered ancestral remains by preventing the
destructive encroachment. To alter or amend the Land and Resource Management Plans
(LRMPs) would imply a desire by your organization to erode and destroy our ancestral remains.

We do not approve of the destructive encroachment being presented by the Atlantic Coast
Pipeline project nor any proposed amendments to Land and Resource Management Plans
(LRMPs) that would accommodate this destruction of the environment and, via proxy, our
ancestral remains

NAT2-1
NAT2-2

FS response: The opposition to the project is noted.

FS response: The FS continues to work with Atlantic to incorporate design
features, mitigation measures, and monitoring procedures to minimize the
effects on national forest resources, as described in the COM Plan, appendix
G and/or the FS SUP, if issued. Atlantic has conducted cultural resource
surveys of areas that would be impacted by the project. The results of the
surveys and disclosure of effects are described in section 4.10.6 of the EIS.

Native American Tribes Comments
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NAT2 - Monacan Indian Nation (cont’d)

Monacan Indian Nation Tribal Council

Approved:

CC:

Governor Terry McAuliffe

Senator Mark Warner

Senator Tim Kaine

Congressman Robert Hurt
Congressman Bob Goodlatte
Virginia Senator Thomas A. Garrett
Virginia Senator Creigh Deeds
Virginia Delegate Ben Cline
Virginia Delegate Matt Fariss
Carter Reid, Senior Vice President, Dominion Resources, Inc.

Roger Kirchen, Virginia Department of Historic Resources

Native American Tribes Comments
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NAT3-1

Coharie Intra-Tribal Council, Inc.

7351 North U.S. 421 Hwy. Phone (910) 564-4906
Clinton, N.C. 28328 \ (910) 564-6909
‘ Fax (910) 564-2701

[ ‘

March 29, 2017

Nathaniel . Davis, Sr., Deputy Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

RE: Docket Nos. CP15-554-000, CP15-554-001, CP15-555-000, CP15-556
Comments on the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project DEIS

Dear Deputy Secretary Davis:

On behalf of the Coharie Tribe, we submit these comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) for
the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP). The Coharie Tribe is recognized by the state of North
Carolina and consists of approximately 2,700 members.

These comments address the following key issues:

e Neither FERC nor Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC (Atlantic) and Dominion
Transmission, Inc. (DTI) has adequately engaged the Coharie Tribal Government
throughout the pre-filing and DEIS preparation process.

« The DEIS does not adequately provide a plan to provide notice to the Coharie Tribal
Government in the event of discovery of archeological or burial sites.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this project.

Singerely,

Mr. Greg Jacobs; Tribal Administrator
greg jacobs53@yahoo.com
Coharie Tribe

Coharie Tribe of pson & Harnett Counti

NAT3-1

See the response to comment NAT1-4.

Native American Tribes Comments
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NAT4-1

Dr. B. Ogletree Richardson

Chief 39021 Hwy 561 - P.O. Box 99
Hollister, North Carolina 27844
Sl Phone: (252) 586-4017 - Fax: (252) 586-3918
’ Email: info@haliwa-saponi.com

Tribal Council

Rev. Michael Richardson, Chair
Alfred Richardson, Vice-Chair
Ladonnn E. Richardson, Secretary
Charles Richardson, Jr., Treasurer
Roena Danicl

Earl Evans

Dudley Lynch, Sr.

Norman R. Richardson
LaDenna D, Richardson

Haliwa-Saponi Indian Tribe

April 4,2017

Mr. Nathaniel Davis, Sr.

Deputy Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 204026

RE:  Docket Nos CP15-554-000, CP15-001, CP15-555-000, CP15-556 Comments on the
Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project DEIS

Dear Deputy Secretary Davis:

On behalf of the Tribal Council of the Haliwa-Saponi Indian Tribe, please find
attached, comments concerning the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) issued by
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) with regards to the Atlantic Coast
Pipeline (ACP).

While the current territory of our Indian tribe encompasses portions of Halifax,
Warren, Franklin and Nash counties of North Carolina that thankfully, are not currently
included in the proposed path of the project, the project path proposed is expected to
transverse some of the areas that our ancestors have lived and resided since first sustained
contact with European cultures. Therefore, we have cultural and religious concerns with
regard to the current proposed project route.

Additionally, the residual impact of an operational pipeline such as that proposed
would potentially pose negative impacts the environmental quality of our current territories.
To summarize, our additional attached comments reflect the following concerns with regards
to the DEIS:

-Neither FERC, nor ACP applicants (Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC and Dominion
Transmission, Inc.) have adequately engaged the tribal government of the Haliwa-Saponi
Indian Tribe throughout the pre-filing and DEIS preparation process;

-The DEIS does not adequately provide for the inclusion of the Haliwa-Saponi Indian
Tribe as a stakeholder for emergency preparedness purposes;

Archable D, Lynch, [11
Tribal Administrator

NAT4-1

See the responses to comments NAT4-3 through NAT4-6, below.

Native American Tribes Comments
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-The DEIS does not provide an adequate plan for providing notices to the Haliwa-
Saponi Indian Tribe with regards to cultural and archeological resources and inadvertent
discovery of ancestors of our Tribe;

-The DEIS raises concerns about the impact to the environment, including, but not
limited to water resources on tribal lands.

By way of this correspondence, the Haliwa-Saponi Indian Tribe is specifically
requesting consultation with FERC as a consulting Indian tribe, as well as inclusion as a
signatory and consulting party to any potential Memorandum or other programmatic
agreement with regards to mitigation of adverse impacts of the ACP. In order to begin the
process of initiation of meaningful tribal consultation, please contact our Tribal
Administrator, Archie Lynch, at the information below, as he is our designated primary point
of contact in regards to consultation on this matter.

Mr. Archie Lynch, Tribal Administrator
Haliwa-Saponi Indian Tribe

PO Box 99

Hollister, NC 27844

(252) 586-4017, extension 222
alynch(@haliwa-saponi.com

The content of this letter, and its attachments, have been authorized for submission to
you for and on behalf of the tribal government of the Haliwa-Saponi Indian Tribe. Thank
you for the opportunity to provide comments on this project. Should you have any additional
questions, again, please feel free to contact Archie Lynch at the information above.

Sincerely,

%W(W acdior?
Dr. Brucie Ogletree Richardson
Chief

[ A
Mehodl X hondor
Rev. Michael Richardson
Tribal Council Chair

) :
Qoehie Zopn_
Mr. Archie Lynch
Tribal Administrator

cc: The Honorable Roy Cooper, Governor, State of North Carolina
The Honorable G.K. Butterfield, 1* District, United States Congress
The Honorable Richard Burr, NC Senator, United States Senate
The Honorable Thom Tillis, NC Senator, United States Senate

NAT4-2

See the response to comment NAT1-4.
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L Neither FERC nor Dominion has adequately engaged the Haliwa-Saponi Tribal
Government throughout the pre-filing and DEIS preparation process.

FERC’s stated purpose for its “pre-filing” process is to “encourage early involvement of
interested stakeholders, facilitate interagency cooperation, and identify and resolve
environmental issues before an application is filed.”" In 2014, Atlantic and DTI requested to start
the pre-filing process for the project and began to develop a public participation plan, contact
landowners, and hold open houses.? In 2015, FERC sent its “Notice of Intent to Prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement” (NOI) to 6,613 parties, held public scoping meeting, and
participated in “open houses, interagency meetings, conference calls, and. . site visits.””

However, neither FERC nor Dominion has engaged the Haliwa-Saponi Tribal
Government in a way that acknowledges its status as a tribal government. The tribe was not
contacted during any of the pre-filing outreach, did not receive the NOI, and only received a
notice of the DEIS.*

Additionally, FERC acknowledges that a disproportionate percentage of minority and
low-income residents will be affected by the project’s siting.® (“In North Carolina, minorities
comprise 30.3 percent of the total population. The percentage of minorities in the North Carolina
census tracts within 1 mile of ACP ranges from 12.5 to 95.5 percent. In 13 of the 42 census
tracts, the minority population is meaningfully greater than that of the county in which it is
located. ... In North Carolina, 17.6 percent of all persons live below the poverty level. Twenty-
seven of the 42 census tracts in North Carolina within a 1-mile radius of ACP facilities have a
higher percentage of persons living below poverty-level when compared to the state.”) However,
FERC concludes that “there is no evidence that ACP or SHP would cause a disproportionate
share of high and adverse environmental or socioeconomic impacts on any racial, ethnic, or
socioeconomic group.”®

We find this conclusion to be unconvincing considering that the Haliwa-Saponi Tribal
Government has not been engaged with at all throughout the pre-filing and DEIS process. Ata
minimumm, we ask that accurate contact information be added to the distribution list for all future
communications and solicitations for comment relating to this project:

Mailing Address:
PO Box 99
Hollister, NC 27844

Points of Contact:
Archie Lynch, Tribal Administrator
alynch@haliwa-saponi.com

! Draft EIS at ES-2.

fd at1-12to-13.

I

4 Id. at Appendix A, A-7.
SId at4-412 to -13.
td at 4-413.

NAT4-3

See the response to comment NAT1-4. Section 4.9.9 includes our updated
analysis of impacts on environmental justice communities.
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11. The DEIS does not adequately include the Haliwa-Saponi Tribal Government as a
stakeholder for emergency preparedness purposes.

The Department of Transpertation’s minimum standards requires Atlantic to establish an
emergency plan “that includes procedures to minimize the hazards in a natural gas pipeline
emergency” and directs Atlantic to “establish [] and maintain [] communications with local fire,
police, and public officials, and coordinate[e} emergency response.”’ As part of that plan, the
DEIS states that Atlantic and DTI will “meet with Local Emergency Planning Committees,
which include fire departments, police departments, and public officials” and “work with these
committees to communicate the specifics about the pipeline facilities in the area and the need for
emergency response including community notification in the event of an incident.® The DEIS
envisions that this engagement would continue “periodically” and that “Local Emergency
Planning Committee personnel would be involved in any operator-simulated emergency
exercises and post-exercise critiques, if conducted.”™

In order to adequately represent affected communities and meet DOT’s minimum
requirements, the Haliwa-Saponi Tribal Government requests to be included as a stakeholder on
the Local Emergency Planning Committee and added to any communications relating to
emergency preparedness. As part of this process, we would like to also receive direct information
about how to best prepare for a pipeline emergency, whether this information comes from FERC
or from Atlantic or DTT as part of their emergency plan.

11L. The DEIS does not adequately provide a plan to provide notice to the Haliwa-Saponi
Tribal Government in the event of discovery of archeological or burial sites.

The Haliwa-Saponi Tribal Government requests to receive the same notifications
regarding archeological concerns that other tribes have been afforded. The Haliwa-Saponi are
located in Halifax County and Warren County, where ten sites have been identified as
archeological and historic cultural resources in the ACP’s area of potential effects.'® Similar to
the requests of the Catawba Indian Nation, the Haliwa-Sapeni Tribal Government would like to
be notified if artifacts or remains are encountered during the ground disturbing phase of
construction.!” We also request to be netified immediately in the event of an unanticipated
discovery during construction, as the Delaware Nation requested.'? The Haliwa-Saponi takes
Atlantic at its word that it “will continue to consult with tribes who are interested in the projects
and ensure they get the information they request™ and expects Atlantic to fulfill this commitment
by adding Haliwa-Saponi Tribal Government contact information to Atlantic’s consultation list
and sharing requested information.'

71d. at4-475.

5 1d at4-478,

1

19 1d. at 4-428 to -29.
" id at4-435.

" 1d.

g

NAT4-4

NAT4-5

As described in section 4.12.1 of the EIS, DOT regulations require that
Atlantic and DETI establish and maintain a liaison with appropriate fire,
police, and public officials and to coordinate mutual assistance and ensure
that these services have the equipment and training necessary to respond to
any emergencies related to ACP and SHP. Atlantic and DETI would
communicate with emergency responders on an annual basis. Atlantic and
DETI would also establish a continuing education program to enable
customers, the public, government officials, and those engaged in excavation
activities to recognize a natural gas pipeline emergency and report it to
appropriate public officials.

Sections 4.10.4 and 4.10.7 have been revised regarding tribal contact
following unanticipated discoveries.

Native American Tribes Comments
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Consistent with FERC’s directive that Atlantic and the North Carolina State Historic
Preservation Office assist stakeholders with obtaining privileged archacological information, we
would also like a copy of the North Carolina Unanticipated Discovery Plan—which is not
available in the DEIS—so that we can learn Atlantic’s plan for handling unanticipated
discoveries during the ground disturbing phase or construction.'® Tf remains or archeological
discoveries are identified during construction, access to the Unanticipated Discovery Plan would
help the Haliwa-Saponi understand Atlantic’s procedure to ensure archeological and historic
cultural resources are protected and preserved.

IV. The DEIS raises concerns about water quality for bodies of water on tribal land,
including the Roanoke River, Fishing Creek, Little Fishing Creek, Tar River, Sapony
Creek, Stoney Creek, and Quankey Creek.

Construction and operation of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (“ACP”) could create a number
of hazards and impacts to waterways on which the Haliwa-Saponi depend for traditional cultural,
spiritual, commercial, subsistence, and aesthetic reasons. The Tribe maintains important spiritual
connections to the rivers, creeks and adjacent lands of their ancestral territories, but additionally
relies on the fish and other riparian wildlife of these waters for both subsistence and commercial
activity. Moreover, members of the Haliwa-Saponi ultimately derive their drinking water from
sources or watersheds crossed by the ACP.

While the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS} does identify and discuss
certain impacts to varying degrees, the Tribe ultimately believes the DEIS does not fully address
the possible harms to numerous waterways in Eastern North Carolina. In particular, the Tribe
raises special concern about the potential impacts to and insufficient coverage within the DEIS
for Roanoke River, Fishing Creek, Little Fishing Creek, Tar River, Sapony Creek, Stoney Creek,
and Quankey Creek. The ACP would cross each of these waterbodics (see 4-91), along with
countless unmamed tributaries which feed directly into their waters (see Appendix K-1).

Each of the waterbody-crossing methods that would be employed—Horizontal
Directional Drilling (HDD), Dry Crossing, and Open-cut crossings—are associated with various
hazards that would impact aquatic stocks in the short term and leave the potential to impair some
species on a longer scale. With HDD, inadvertent return flows of drilling mud can cause
substantial erosion and sedimentation of the water body. (4-189). Atlantic plans to employ this
technique on the Roanoke River, Fishing Creek, and the Tar River (Appendix K-1). The dry-
crossing methods risks a number of effects, including higher sedimentation and turbidity
downstream, destruction of aquatic habitat cover, introduction of pollutants through spills on the
bed, trapping fish and other animals in the water intakes of the pump, and increased erosion
downstream (4-190). Atlantic proposes to cross Little Fishing Creck, Sapony Creck, Stoney
Creek, and Quankey Creek in this way (Appendix K-1). The third approach, wet, open-cut
installation involves digging a trench within the flowing waterbody without diverting the stream,
then backfilling the trench and restoring the banks as quickly as possible (4-192). This has been
teserved as an alternative for several of the above-mentioned waterways.

" Id. at 4-434.

NAT4-6

We do not anticipate the impacts would be greater than those discussed in the

EIS.
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NAT4-6 Finally, Atlantic has proposed to use explosive blasting within 1000 feet of Fishing
(cont’d) Creek, and within the stream bed itself of Quankey Creek (Appendix K-1}. Additionally, the
construction plan would allow Atlantic to conduct blasting adjacent to or in-stream of numerous
unnamed tributaries of the Roanoke River (see Appendix K-1), which could result in
sedimentation and contamination of those waters, negatively impacting water quality and aquatic
life.

The Haliwa-Saponi are concerned with the foregoing risks to waters and the life they
support. While the DEIS does discuss these risks, the tribe is concerned that there has not been
enough attention paid to mitigating these impacts specifically, and how to mitigate them if they
are more extensive than documented in the DEIS.

Native American Tribes Comments
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NATS5-1

Triangle Mative American Society
P.O. Box 26841

Raleigh, NC 27611

April 6, 2017

Mr. Nathaniel Davis, Sr.

Deputy Secretary

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

Dear Deputy Secretary Davis:

On behalf of Triangle Mative American Society (TNAS), please find comments below
concerning the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) issued by the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) with regards to the Atlantic Coast Fipeline (ACP)
in North Carolina.

TNAS North Carolina American Indians have historical and cultural connections to the
proposed path of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline project. The proposed project path is
expected to transverse the Fall Line of North Carolina and many major rivers and streams,
the areas where our ancestors have lived and resided for thousands of years before the
first sustained contact with European cultures. Water informs the history of the American
Indians of North Carolina at every major juncture and with the land exposes the lost
stories of our journeys. Our stories are contained within the artifacts and the environment
you encounter building the pipeline, and represent a lost patrimony to Native American

people,

The residual impact of an operational pipeline such as that proposed would potentially
pose negative impacts on our Cultural Resources, and on the environmental quality of
our tribal homelands. The destruction of our cultural heritage and resources would have
grave consequences, and we want to be partners in your efforts to protect those
resources.

MNorth Carolina tribes, tribal members and tribal governments, along the pipeline path and
downstream from pipeline construction have not received adequate consultation and
engagement from FERC, the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and other partners involved in the
pre-filing and DEIS preparation process for the pipeline project.

The ACP "Plan for the Unanticipated Discovery of Historic Properties or Human Remains
during Construction in North Carolina” is inadequate, and does not properly inform or
protect the Cultural Resources of the American Indians along the pipeline project.

NAT5-1

See the responses to comments NAT1-4 and NAT4-5.
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NAT5-2

NAT5-3

1 — We request that you fully consult with the North Carolina American Indian tribes
affected by the pipeline and include them in any appropriate cultural reports, activities
and decisions regarding the pipeline.

2 - We request the inclusion of an Archaeologist, North Carolina cultural consultant at
the construction site during the surveying and staking, and at the clearing and grading
activities to identify archaeological and historical resources if they are unearthed during
construction.

2 — We request to be notified in the event of the discovery of American Indian
archaeological sites during the ground disturbing phase of construction.

3 - We request your commitment and active involvement in saving and protecting our
cultural patrimony and the stories unearthed by the Atlantic Coast Pipeline.

Sincerely,

Danny Bell

Triangle Native American Society

Wake, Johnston, Orange, Chatham Counties
North Carolina

NAT5-2

NAT5-3

Currently, archaeological monitors are not required during construction.
Atlantic’s and DETI’s Els, and our third-party compliance monitors, would
receive training in cultural resources recognition prior to construction. In
addition, Atlantic and DETI would implement the measures in their
Unanticipated Discovery Plans during project activities in the event cultural
resources are discovered during construction.

Comment noted.
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L.
HARVEY GODWIN JR. 6984 Highway 711 West
TRIBAL CHAIRMAN Post Office Box 2709
Pembroke, NC 28372
910.521.7861

ORIGINAL

OFFICE OF THE TRIBAL CHAIRMAN
LUMBEE TRIBE OF NORTH CAROLINA

March 16, 2017

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E.

Washington, DC 20426

RE:  Request for Consultation with Federally-Recognized Indian Tribe
Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC/Dominion Resources et al.
Docket Nos. CP15-554-000; CP15-555-000; CP15-556-000

Dear Ms. Bose:

NAT6-1 The Lumbee Tribe of North Carolina is bringing its concerns to you about the Commission’s
failure to consult with us about an action which will potentially adversely impact our
people, our economy, and our land. The proposed Atlantic Coast Pipeline ("ACP") will be
constructed and operated in Robeson County, North Carolina, home to many of our tribal
members. ’ ' ’

In its review of the application of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline LLC/Dominion Resources et al.
for authorization to construct, own and operate the ACP and related infrastructure, the
Commission is required to consult with federally-recognized Indian Tribes. The Lumbee
Indians are a federally-recognized tribe through the Act Relating to the Lumbee Indians of
North Carolina. Public Law 570, Chapter 375 (June 7, 1956). As such, the Commission is
required to consult with the Lumbee, but has failed to do so.

The Commission rule at 18 CFR 2.1c provides the policy rationale for consultation, "high-
level meetings to discuss” tribal concerns. Subsection (e) states: "The Commission, in
keeping with its trust responsibility, will assure that tribal concerns and interests are
considered whenever the Commission's actions or decisions have the potential to adversely
affect Indian tribes or Indian trust resources.”

The Commission's Policy Statement on Consultation with Indian Tribes in Commission
Proceedings provides clear guidance on the necessity for consultation and procedures for
doing so. Order No. 635, Docket No. P003-4-000.

NAT6-1

See the response to comment NAT1-4.
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NAT6-1 | The Lumbee Tribe of NC therefore requests that representatives from the Commissions, as

(cont’d) | well as those from the ACP LLC, promptly contact us to set up high-level meetings to
discuss the concerns of our tribal members and the impacts of the ACP on their families,
property, economy, and the natural environment.

Thank you for your prompt consideration.

Sincerely, .
dJ’ 3
( Harvey Godwin, Jr.

Chairman

Mr. Bobby Oxendine
Speaker, Lumbee Tribal Council

cc: Atlantic Coast Pipeline LLC/Dominion Resources et al.

Native American Tribes Comments
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6984 Highway 711 West
Post Office Box 2709
Pembroke, NC 28372
910.521.7861

HARVEY GODWIN JR.
Tribal Chairman

OFFICE OF THE TRIBAL CHAIRMAN
LUMBEE TRIBE OF NORTH CAROLINA

March 29, 2017

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., Deputy Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

RE:  Docket Nos. CP15-554-000, CP15-554-001, CP15-555-000, CP15-556
Comments on the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project DEIS

Dear Deputy Secretary Davis:

On behalf of the Lumbee Tribe of North Carolina, we submit these comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC) for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC (ACP). The Lumbee Tribe of North Carolina (Lumbee) is
recognized by the state of North Carolina and consists of more than 55,000 members, who reside
primarily in Robeson, Hoke, Cumberland and Scotland counties.

These comments address the following key issues:

s FERC, Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC (ACP), nor Dominion Transmission, Inc. (DTI) have
adequately engaged the Lumbee throughout the pre-filing and DEIS preparation process.

* The DEIS does not adequately include the Lumbee as a stakeholder for emergency
preparedness purposes.

= The DEIS does not adequately provide a plan to provide notice to the Lumbee Tribe of NC in
the event of discovery of archeological or burial sites.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this project.

Sincerely,

(et 4
Mr. Harvey Godwin, Tribal CHairman
hgodwin@lumbeetribe.com
Lumbee Tribe of North Carolina

\}J\_c,d,o, P oo
Dr. Freda Porter, Tribal Administrator
fporter@lumbeetribe.com
Lumbee Tribe of North Carolina

Native American Tribes Comments
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NAT7-1 I. Neither FERC nor Dominion has adeq ly engaged the Lumbee Tribal Government
throughout the pre-filing and DEIS preparation process.

FERC's stated purpose for its "pre-filing” process is to “encourage early involvement of
interested stakeholders, facilitate interagency cooperation, and identify and resolve environmental
issues before an application is filed.”! In 2014, ACP and DTI requested to start the pre-filing process
for the project and began to develop a public participation plan, contact landowners, and hold open
houses.2 In 2015, FERC sent its “Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement”
(NOI) to 6,613 parties, held public scoping meeting, and participated in "open houses, interagency
meetings, conference calls, and.. site visits."3

However, neither FERC nor DTI has engaged the Lumbee Tribal Government in a way that
acknowledges its status as a tribal government. The tribe was not contacted during any of the pre-
filing outreach, did not receive the NOI, and only received a notice of the DEIS. Further, the DEIS
was distributed only to a "Paula” Brooks.* This person is not the sitting chair of the tribe and does
not even correctly reference the previous Lumbee Tribal Chairman—the correct name is Paul
Brooks.

Additionally, FERC acknowledges that a disproportionate percentage of minority and low-
income residents will be affected by the project’s siting.s (“In North Carolina, minorities comprise
30.5 percent of the total population. The percentage of minorities in the North Carolina census
tracts within 1 mile of ACP ranges from 12.5 to 95.5 percent. In 13 of the 42 census tracts, the
minority population is meaningfully greater than that of the county in which it is located.... In North
Carolina, 17.6 percent of all persons live below the poverty level. Twenty-seven of the 42 census
tracts in North Carolina within a 1-mile radius of ACP facilities have a higher percentage of persons
living below poverty-level when compared to the state.”) However, FERC concludes that “there is
no evidence that ACP or SHP would cause a disproportionate share of high and adverse
environmental or socioeconomic impacts on any racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic group.”®

We find this conclusion to be unconvincing considering that the Lumbee Tribal Government
has not been engaged with throughout the pre-filing and DEIS process. The 1956 Lumbee Act
acknowledges the tribe as Federally Recognized, and we are sending a separate letter explaining
why that acknowledgment requires tribal consultation with us under NEPA implementing
regulations. In the interim, at a minimum, we ask that accurate contact information be added to the
distribution list for all future communications and solicitations for comment relating to this project:

Mailing Address:
PO Box 2709
Pembroke, NC 28372

Points of Contact:

| —F
! Draft ELS at ES-2.
2id. at 1-12 to -13.
3 1d.

* id. at Appendix A, A-7.
® Jd. at4-412 to -13.
© jd at4-413.

NAT7-1

See the response to comment NAT4-3. Section 4.9.9 includes our analysis of
impacts on environmental justice communities.
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hgodwin@lumbeetribe.com

Lumbee Tribe of North Carolina

Dr. Freda Porter, Tribal Administrator
fporter@lumbeetribe.com
Lumbee Tribe of North Carolina

NAT7-2 | II. The DEIS does not adequately include the Lumbee Tribal Government as a stakeholder
for emergency preparedness purposes.

The Department of Transportation’s (DOT) minimum standards requires ACP and DTI to
establish an emergency plan “that includes procedures to minimize the hazards in a natural gas
pipeline emergency” and directs the companies to “establish[] and maintain[] communications with
local fire, police, and public officials, and coordinat[e] emergency response.”” As part of that plan,
the DEIS states that ACP and DTI will “meet with Local Emergency Planning Committees, which
include fire departments, police departments, and public officials” and "work with these
committees to communicate the specifics about the pipeline facilities in the area and the need for
emergency response including community notification in the event of an incident® The DEIS
envisions that this engagement would continue “periodically” and that “Local Emergency Planning
Committee personnel would be involved in any operator-simulated emergency exercises and post-
exercise critiques, if conducted.”

In order to adequately represent affected communities and meet DOT's minimum
requirements, the Lumbee Tribal Government requests to be included as a stakeholder on the Local
Emergency Planning Committee and added to any communications relating to emergency
preparedness. As part of this process, we would also like to receive direct information about how
to best prepare for a pipeline emergency, whether this information comes from FERC or from ACP
or DTI as part of their emergency plan.

NAT7-3 IlI. The DEIS does not adequately provide a plan to provide notice to the Lumbee Tribal
Government in the event of discovery of archeological or burial sites.

The Lumbee Tribal Government requests to receive the same notifications regarding
archeological concerns that other tribes have been afforded. The Lumbee are located in
Cumberland, Hoke, Robeson, and Scotland counties, where a total of twenty-seven sites have been
identified as archeological and historic cultural resources in the ACP's area of potential effects.’®
Similar to the requests of the Catawba Indian Nation, the Lumbee Tribal Government would like to
be notified if artifacts or remains are encountered during the ground disturbing phase of
construction.ll We also request to be notified immediately in the event of an unanticipated
discovery during construction, as the Delaware Nation requested.i2 The Lumbee takes ACP at its
word that it “will continue to consult with tribes who are interested in the projects and ensure they
get the information they request” and expects Atlantic to fulfill this commitment by adding Lumbee
Tribal Government contact information to Atlantic’s consultation list and sharing requested
information.13

7 Id. at 4-475.

® 1d. at 4-478.

’Id.

" Jd_at 4-428 to -30.
"' 1d. at 4-435.

12 .'d.

13 .,a:

NAT7-2
NAT7-3

See the response to comment NAT4-4.

See the response to comment NAT1-4.
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NAT7-3
(cont’d)

Consistent with FERC'’s directive that Atlantic and the North Carolina State Historic Preservation
Office assist stakeholders with obtaining privileged archaeological information, we would also like
a copy of the North Carolina Unanticipated Discovery Plan—which is not available in the DEIS—so
that we can learn Atlantic’s plan for handling unanticipated discoveries during the ground
disturbing phase or construction.!* If remains or archeological discoveries are identified during
construction, access to the Unanticipated Discovery Plan would help the Lumbee understand ACP’s
procedure to ensure archeological and historic cultural resources are protected and preserved.

"4 1d. at 4-434.
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Molly Joseph Ward
Secrewrry of Nemral Resources

Clyde E. Cristman
Director

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND RECREATION

Rochelle Altholz

Depury Divector of

Acfministrotion aned Flo

David © 1)m|l.||':
Depuay

Soil el ater ¢
cansd D &;cu

Thomas L. Smith

Deputy Direcior of Cperations

SAl-1

January 30, 2017

Kimberly D. Bose, Scerctary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 L'irst Street, NI

Washington, DC 20426

Re: DCR Comments on “Dominion Transmission, Inc., Atlantic Coast Pipeline 2016 Handsom-Gum Powerline
and Emporia Powerline Bog Hydrologic Study Plan™

Dear Ms. Bose:

Per a request from Dominion Transmission, Inc. (IXTT), the Virginia Department of Conservation and Reercation-
Division of Natural Heritage (DCR) has reviewed the proposed Atlantic Coast Pipeline Hydrologic Study Plan for
the Handsom-CGum Powerline and Emporia Powerline Bog Conservation Sites 2016 Field Secason prepared by
VHB and would like to offer the following comments and associated questions:

+ DCR recommends avoidance of impacts to documented natural heritage resources associated with the
Handsom-Gum Powerline Conservation Site and the Emporia Powerline Bog Conservation Site during
ficld investigations. As necessary, test pits should be filled with an appropriately thick layer of benseal,
as well as the excavated soil, in order to avoid hydrological alteration,

« DCR supports the delineation of the full extent of the wetlands and watersheds at both sites within and
adjacent to the proposed pipeling right-ol-way lo accuralely estimate a water budget through desklop
analysis and field investigations.

+ DCR recommends using the same type of monitoring well/ picrometer at all the monitoring points to
reduce equipment variabili y in water level readings which can vary as much as 6-12 inches.
» Do the water level monitors require an aboveground data logger be used in addition to the
belowground monitoring equipment to calibrate the data?

+ DCR recommends the menitoring be conducted year around for a better understanding of the hydrology
of the wetlands at the sites instead of just monitoring in November and December. It is stated in the
proposed hydrologic study plan on page 4 “any monitaring wells or piezometers installed for this study
will be left onsite for future monitoring events to occur™.

* DCR recommends monitoring wells should be placed at dillerent depths to accurately quantily the
hydrological charactenistics of the wetlands at the two sites.

o What is the rationale for the proposed depth of the monitoring wells?

600 East Main Street, 24 Floor | Richmond, Virginia 23219 | 804-786-6124

State Parks « Soil and Water Conservation « Owtdear Recreation Planning
Namral Heritage » Dam Safety and Floodplain Management = Land Conservation

SAl-1

Information regarding the planned hydrologic study for the Handsom-Gum
and Emporia Powerline Bog Conservation Site has been incorporated into

section 4.4.2.2.
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SAl-1 o If aperched water table exists, piezometers may need to be placed above and below the

(cont’d) impermeable clay layer.
o Are three monitoring wells adequate?

= Ifthe soils are identified as clay, the readings may be skewed by shrink/swell characteristics impacting
the accuracy of the monitoring well readings especially in the surmmer months

DCE appreciated the opportunity to comment on the proposed hydrology study. Please note, a follow up
conference call to discuss DCR? s cormments for the hydrology plan washeld with DCE, Dominion, ERM and
VHE on January 19, 2017
Bincerely,
£ r ?’ ; i
&Km ra
3. Eene’ Hypes
Froject Review Coordinator
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REPRESENTATIVE BOBBIE RICHARDSON COMMITTEES:

7TH DISTRICT

FEDE, COMMERCE AND JOB DEVELOPMENT, VICE-CHAIR
REG ULAfURf{' }]7 C TERG Xeprorriamions
0N PRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE
'AND NATURAL & ECONOMIC RESOURCES
EDUCATION K-12
ELECTIONS
JUDICIARY IV

OFFICE: 1217 LEGISLATIVE BUILDING
16 W. JONES STREET Mis
RALEIGH, NC 27601-1096

PHONE: (919) 715-3032

FAX: (919) 754-3334

EMAIL:  bobble.richardson@ncleg.net

DISTRICT. FRANKLIN & NASH COUNTIES

Feb. 8, 2017

Kimberly Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St., NE

Washington, DC 20426

Re: Docket #CP15-554
Dear Ms. Bose,

SA2-1 | am asking for a favorable consideration of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project during the permitting
process with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). I endorse this request because it will
mean cleaner energy sources for the area as well as jobs for my constituents. it will mean energy
alternatives for businesses so that they might grow and create more jobs. Two metropolitan areas in my
district are public power communities that have witnessed a lack of economic growth because potential
employers did not favor the high cost of electricity.

| hope FERC will look favorably upon the Atlantic Coast Pipeliﬁe Project because of its positive impact on
the lives of my constituents.

Sincerely,

Rep. Bobbie Richardson

SA2-1

Comment noted.
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.l WEST I. e

VIRGINIA

The Culture Center
1900 Kanawha Blvd., E.
Charleston, WV 25305-0300

Randall Reid-Smith, Cc

Phone 304.558.0220 » www.wvculture.org
Fax 304.558.2779 ¢ TDD 304.558.3562

LECQ/AA Employer

Division of

Culture and History

January 30, 2017 BITF 17 B w9

Mr. Nathaniel J. Davis Sr.

Deputy Secretary

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

RE:  Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project
FERC Docket Nos.: CP15-554-000, CP15-554-001, and CP15-555-000
FERC/EIS-0274D

FR#: 15-171-MULTI-23 (ACP) and 15-99-MULTI-6 (SHP)

Dear Mr. Davis:

We have reviewed the Draft Envir tal Impact St t (DEIS) that the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) submitted for the aforementioned project to determine potential effects
to cultural resources. As required by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as
amended, and its implementing regulations, 36 CFR 800: “Protection of Historic Properties,” we submit
our comments.

SA3-1 1t is our opinion the submitted DEIS adequately describes the ongoing consultation efforts between
FERC, Atlantic Coast Pipeline, Dominion Transmission, and our office regarding the undertaking’s
potential to affect cultural and historic resources. We look forward to reviewing additional and/or
supplemental reports for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project. We will provide
additional comments upon receipt of that documentation.

We appreciate the opportunity to be of service. If you have questions regarding our comments or the
Section 106 process, please contact Lora A. Lamarre-DeMott, Senior Archaeologist, or Mitchell K.
Schaefer, Structural Historian, at (304) 558-0240.

Sincgyely, AN

/Susan M. Pierce
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

SMP/MKS

SA3-1

Comment noted.
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SA4-1

SA4

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1401 EAST BROAD STREET
RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23219 2000
Charles A. Kilpatrick, P.E.
Conmmssioner

March 6, 2017

Nathaniel J. Davis, 5r.

Deputy Secretary

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

Deputy Secretary Davis —

The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) offers these comments in response to the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission’s (FERC) January 9, 2017 issuance of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP} and Supply Header Project (SHP) as proposed by
Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC (Atlantic) and Dominion Transmission, Inc. (DTI), respectively.

The DEIS indicates that Atlantic and DTI propose to install pipeline infrastructure under existing roads in
accordance with any applicable crossing permits and applicable laws and regulations. Affected
roadways would either experience temporary closures with traffic detoured or would remain open
throughout construction with the pipeline boring beneath the roadway. Additionally, Atlantic and DTI
propose to use existing public and private roads to gain access to the pipeline rights of-way and
aboveground facilities to the fullest extent possible, and would also construct and use new access roads
where access is needed and roads do not currently exist. Where necessary, Atlantic and DTl would
improve unsuitable dirt and gravel roads through widening and/or grading, installing or replacing
culverts, or clearing overhanging vegetation or tree limbs. Widening would generally involve increasing
the width of the road up to 25 feet. After construction, Atlantic and DTl would remove access road
improvements and restore improved roads to their preconstruction condition unless the landowner or
land-managing agency requests that the improvements be left in place, or the roads would be utilized
for continuing operational access to the pipeline right-of-way or aboveground facilities.

VDOT respectfully requests that FERC include in the Final EIS and the Record of Decision the following:

1. acommitment for Atlantic and DTI to document the existing conditions of affected roadways,
pavement conditions, and drainage structures in Virginia prior to construction and to provide
this documentation to VDOT; and

2. acommitment for Atlantic and DTI to monitor and report conditions throughout construction
and for a period of two years following construction completion; and

VirginiaDOT.org
WE KEEP VIRGINIA MOVING

SA4-1

Section 4.9.6 has been revised to acknowledge ongoing communications and
commitments between Atlantic and VDOT regarding these comments and

conditions.
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SA4-1
(cont’d)

SA4-2

Page 2
March 6, 2017

3. aclear commitment for Atlantic and DTI to restore roadway features to pre-construction
conditions or better,

In addition to the above request VDOT would also ask that FERC consider the following general
comments as you execute the project following the conclusion of NEPA,

1. Any work that occurs within VDOT right-of-way or easements or impacts vehicular traffic
operations on VDOT highways will be required to comply with the Land Use Permit Regulations
(24VAC30-151) and all current VDOT specifications and standards, including the Virginia Work
Area Protection Manual.

2. Detailed plans for all work within the right-of-way will need to be submitted and approved by
VDOT prior to land use permit issuance.

3. Adetailed traffic g t plan, encompassing how traffic will be managed or detoured
during highway improvements for handling construction traffic and during pipeline installation
across highways should be provided as part of the FERC EIS or required to be provided prior or
concurrently with detailed plans for work within the highway right-of-way.

4. Any parallel installations of pipeline in highway right-of-way should be located as close to the
edge of the right-of-way as possible.

5. Experlence in some districts with the movement of heavy loads has shown that construction
traffic in the winter may have an inordinate destructive impact compared to such traffic in
warmer seasons, Movement of heavy loads or equipment (construction traffic) should occur
mostly in the normal construction season. If construction Is on-going in the winter, such traffic
should be limited as much as practicable during cold weather.

6. Entrances along roadways impacted by pipeline construction should remain open as much as
practicable. If closures are necessary, negotiation with the entrance owners and provision of
alternate access or other accommodations will have to be provided as part of the project.

7. Crossings of limited access highway right-of-way should be made as close as possible to
perpendicular to the right-of-way and will require additional approvals.

8. Crossings of state highways should, when practicable, be made without open-cutting the
pavement.

We trust you find these comments informative and ask that you reach out to Mr. Robert Hofrichter at
804-786-0780 should you have questions or need additional clarification.

Sincerely,

P&

Charles A, Kilpatrick, P.E.
Commissioner

[ Angel Deem, VDOT
Robert Hoirichter, VDOT

SA4-2

See the response to comment SA4-1.
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DivisioN oF NATURAL RESOURCES

Wildlife Resources Section

Operations Center
P.O. Box 67
Elkins, West Virginia 26241-3235

Telephone (304) 6370245

Fax (304) 637-0250
Jim Justice Stephen S. McDaniel
Governor Directar

April 6, 2017

Kimberly D). Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First 8t. N.E., Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Subject: Comments — Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project Draft
Environmental Impact Statement
Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC and Dominion Transmission. Inc.
Docket CP15-554, CP15-555

Dear Ms. Bose:

The West Virginia Division of Natural Resources, Wildlife Resources Section (WRS) has
received the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and appreciates the opportunity to review and provide comments on these two
associated projects. We have provided comments relating to wildlife, fisheries and public lands
in West Virginia.

For questions, please contact Clifford Brown, Environmental Resources Specialist, by
phone (304) 637-0245 or email Clifford. [ Browni@wv_gov,

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments
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SA5 — West Virginia Division of Natural Resources — Wildlife Resources Section (cont’d)

DEIS Comments Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project, WVDNR, April &, 2017

Comment | Comment Page &
# Author fsection Paragraph Camment
Operation of SHP and ACP are praposed to have” long term ko permanent effects’ to 3324 acres of
upland forest. Itis not clear if this is based on a 50° or 75 foot ROW or if it includes other above ground
disturbance of forested areas [new access roads, etc.). ‘On page 4-150, paragraph 3, there is deemed
10 be 3800 acres of "permanent impacts”, In addition, the directimpacts in the revised forest
fragmentation analysis (February 24, 2017 Supplement] only totals 2792 acres. These differences
should be explained. Summary information eoncerning im pacts to farested areas should ba presented
1| W/DNR ES-10 1 far each state
SA5-2 | 2| wvDNR | E510 2 WVDNR_WRS supports the FERC propased 50 foot permanent ROW
SA5_3 | 3 | WVDNR ES-10 [ The current migratory bird plan revision does not include HEA analysis for review
SA5'4 Because farest f will have "signifi impacts" to and wildlife,
mitigation for unavoidable impacts should be provided. The HEA process is a vetted and broadly
4| wyDnR | E511 3 utilized method for analysis of habitat loss and replacement.
In addition to the NPS requirement for replacement of outdoor recreation oppartunity, because
WVDHNR holds title to Seneca State Forest, a license agreement to establish pertinent compensation
and mitigation will be necessary with W¥DNR. The West Virginia Division of lorestry will be
5 | WVDNR 113 4 cor for the timber value on Seneca State [orest
SA5'6 | 6 | WADNR 4-18 bullet 10 | Hydrostatic test water should not be discharged in karst areas
SA5_7 WWDNR WRS should be cantacted within 48 haurs if a slip or landslide occurs on Lewis Wetzel WMA or
Seneca State Forest. WVDNR WRS and WWDEP shauld be contacted it slips or landslides couldimpact a
7 | WADNR 4-28 2 stream or wetland.
SA5-8 Blasting of stream crassings in YW\ may require notification of WVDNR WRS fisheries staff per the
& | WVDNR 4-85 4 Office of Land and Streams Stream Activity Application conditions
The im pacts te forests from fragmentation should be summarized for each State. The inconsistency of
9 | WVDNR 4150 E] the amount of impacted forest as presented in the ES (ES 10) should be resolved.

SA5-1
SA5-2
SA5-3

SA5-4

SA5-5
SA5-6
SA5-7

SA5-8
SA5-9

The referenced text has been revised.
Comment noted.

HEA are a means to determine the amount of compensatory restoration
required to provide services that are equivalent to the interim loss of natural
resource services following an injury. HEAs are used by the FWS as one of
many conservation measures that may be used to mitigate impacts on
migratory birds and threatened and endangered species; it is important to note
that HEAs are a voluntary measure. Atlantic and DETI will no longer be
conducting an HEA with the FWS for ACP or SHP.

Although we agree that compensatory mitigation is one way to offset the
impacts resulting from forest loss and fragmentation, there are other measures
described in sections 4.4.6 and 4.5.6 that would reduce fragmentation and
edge effects. Additional measures would also be applied on NFS lands as
discussed in sections 4.4.8 and 4.5.9. Atlantic is required to obtain the
necessary permits and authorizations required to construct and operate the
project. As such, to the extent the state has regulatory authority and
permitting jurisdiction for these features, Atlantic would consult with the
WVDNR. The WVDNR would have the opportunity to review Atlantic’s
proposed crossings during the permitting process and, if necessary, identify
additional mitigation measures beyond those proposed.

Section 1.2.2.6 has been revised to reflect the commentor’s statements.
Comment noted.

Comment noted. The referenced section has been revised to include
contacting appropriate state agencies.

Comment noted.

The referenced section has been updated with the revised interior forest
fragmentation analysis by state.

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments
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SA5 - West Virginia Division of Natural Resources — Wildlife Resources Section (cont’d)

SA5-10

SA5-11

SA5-12
SA5-13

SA5-14

SA5-15
SA5-16

SA5-17

SA5-18

SA5-19

SA5-20

The revised forest fragmentation analysis {February 24, 2017 Supplement) does nat seem 10 includs
above graund disturbance outside the ROWY [new access roads, etc, } and is nat consistent with the
evaluation of the forested buffer rac {c.) and the indirect impacts as
presented on page 4166, P2, Rather the * buffer zan=" description in this revision is more consistant

bulletl,  with a severed core forestarea, Avisual representation (mapsj would be helpful in evaluating
a.. cand  proposed impscts to interior farest, Proposed mitigation far unavoidable impacts to interior forest
10 | WVDRR 4 165 o habitatand asseriated wildlifc species should be provided in the analysis
The candy darter aceurs in the Greenbrier River watershed and currently has "under review" status by
11 [ WVDNR 4-176 4 FWS, are imperiled from hybridization with the variegate darter and should be included in this section
12 [ WVDNR 4177 2 Stream reference should be Right Fork Middle Fork River
1o date, WYLHR WRS has not had an appartunity to review an evaluation of potential impacts to Big
Spring Fork and continue ta recommend an alternative to Big Spring Fork as a water saurce for
13 [ WVDNR 4177 bullet 1 hydrostatic testing
In addition to review by USFWS, burning in WA should follow guidance and regulations established by
14 | WVDNR 4-204 4 WVDOF
15 [ wvbnR 4-233 4 Hackers Creek, Lewis Counly, WY vontains clubshell
Green floater should be noted as occurring in the Greenbrier River watershed, not just the Greenbrier
16 [ WVDNR 4-23G6 4 River.
a. South Fark Fishing Creek would be crassed by TL-G35, not AP-2, and the MP does not seem to
correspond with the access road. Further clarification will necessary to complete consultation with
WYDNR WRS, b. Additional consultation with WVDNR WRS and discussion of conservation measures
17 | WVDNR 4-257 bulletl  to protect green Hoater mussels will be necessary regarding water withdrawal and blasting.
Update Lo the
Migratory Bird
Plan, January The Forest Fragmentation Table (Table 4.3-1) has been remaved from this version. HFA analysis has
18 [ WVDNR 27,2017 sLill not been provided fur review
Timber removal from Lewis Wetzel WMA and Seneca State Forest will be part of separate license
agreements reguired by WVONR through the OFfice of Land and Streams, Guidance provided in West
Virginia Silvicultural Best Management Practices for Contralling Sail Erosion and Sedimentation from
Timber Logging Cperadions are to be followed, a5 well as conditions outlined in State Code, §19-1B. For
Remaval Plan instance logs and slash should not be yarded across waterbodies not just perennial streams, as
19 [ WWDNR Rev.1 outlined in Section 10.1 General Mitigation Measuras,
Fire
Prevention
and
Suppression Seneca State Forest - WVDNR holds Title to Seneca State Forest, the West Virginia Division of Forestry
Plan, and 'WVDNR State Parks and Forests Section both have administrative responsibilities on State Farests.
Updated, Rev. Public Supply Neader Project will alsa cross North Bend Rail Trail and Atlantic Coast Pipeline will cross the
20 | WYDNR 1 Lands Greenbrier River Trail
Restoration
and
Rehabilitation
Plan.
Appendix B, F-
21 [ WAYDHR 49 1 Susan Navis is an emplayed by NRCS not WDNR

SA5-10

SA5-11
SA5-12

SA5-13

SA5-14

SA5-15
SA5-16
SA5-17

SA5-18

SA5-19
SA5-20

The referenced section has been updated with the revised interior forest
fragmentation analysis by state.

The referenced section has been revised.

This section has been removed for consistency; refer to appendix S-1 for
information on the cheat minnow.

Atlantic has committed to no longer use Big Spring Fork or the unnamed
tributaries to Big Spring Fork for water withdrawal, and would adhere to the
trout TOYR for any instream activities. The referenced text has been revised
accordingly.

Sections 4.7.1.1, 4.7.1.2, 4.7.1.3, and 4.7.1.4 have been revised to include a
reference to Atlantic’s and DETI’s Open Burning Plan, which follows the
state and federal regulations, and includes protocols for coordinating with
state and federal forests.

Section 4.1.17.1 has been updated to include this information.
Section 4.1.17.1 has been updated to include this information.

Section 4.7.4 and appendix K include a recommendation for DETI to
coordinate with the WVDNR to determine whether mussel surveys are needed
at the South Fork Fishing Creek permanent access road crossing (TL-635 MP
33.5).

Water withdrawal is no longer proposed at the Greenbrier River. We
recommend in section 4.7.1 and appendix K that Atlantic implement the
FWS’ enhanced conservations measures for ESA sensitive waterbodies,
including the Greenbrier River. This would include preparing and submitted
a site-specific blasting plan to the FWS and appropriate state agency for
review and concurrence 30 days prior to initiating instream activities, as
described in section 4.7.1.

Section 4.5.6 includes a discussion of interior forest fragmentation. The link
to the updated version of the Migratory Bird Plan is provided in table 2.3.1-1.

Section 4.8.5.1 has been revised to include the commentor’s statements.

The WVDNR’s comments related to Atlantic’s and DETI’s construction plans
are noted.

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments
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SA6 — North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality

The Department of Environmental Quality has reviewed the proposal for the referenced project. Based

on the information provided, several of our divisions have and offer rec {ations which
will help in preparing the final Envire I Impact
One of the main issues is that the Draft Envi | Impact Stats t {DEIS) daes not adequately

address secondary and cumulative impacts. In addition, DEQ recommends that the environmental
justice report be re-evaluated to include other criteria among certain communities. Finally, DEQ

rec ds that the following State Recognized Tribes be Ited with to determine the religious or
cultural significance to historic properties that could be impacted by the project: Haliwa-Saponi,
Coharie, and Lumbee. DEQ req that our rec dations be considered and that necessary

adjustments be made to the DEIS to
your review.

the ¢ Our detailed comments are attached for

The Department appreciates the opportunity to assist the applicant and provide guidance for their
e

Attachments

Stute of Nowth Caroling | Environmental Ouality
217 Wesl Jones Streel | 1601 Mail Service Center | Raleigh. Norh Caroling 27689- 1601
16 777 R0

ROY COOPER
MICHAEL 5. RE
Suw
Environmental
Curality

MEMORANDUM

To: Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., Deputy Secretary
Federal Energy Regt.ﬂator\f Commission

il ~

FROM: Sheila Holman, Assistant Secretary for the Environment
NC Department of Environmental Quality

RE: Draft Envi al Impact St - Atlantic Coast Pipeline
Proposed project is the construction and installation of approximately 194 miles of
underground 3&-inch outside diameter natural gas transmission pipeline and one
Compressor Station to serves natural gas to customers in North Carolina.
Northampton, Halifax, Nash, Wilson, Johnston, Sampson, Cumberland, and Robeson
Counties

Date: April 5, 2017

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments
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SA6 — North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (cont’d)
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ROY COOPER
MICHAEL 5. REGAN

S. JAY ZIMMERMAN

April 3,2017

TO: Lyn Hardison, Envi tal Assistance Coordinator, NC DEQ

FROM: David Wainwright, DWE SEPA Coordinator ’u)@"J

SUBIJECT:  Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Northampton, Halifax, Nash, Wilson, Johnston, Sampson. Cumberland. and Robeson Counties
NCDEQ #1678

Various Division of Water Resources staff have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DELS) submitted by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) on behalf of Atlantic Coast
Pipeline. LLC and Dominion Transmission, Inc. for the proposed Atlantic Coast Pipeline ( ACL) and Supply
Header Project (SHP). The project would construet an underground pipeline of nearly 600 miles in length
spanning West Virginia, Virginia, and North Carolina. In North Carolina, the project would span
approximately 194 miles in Northampton, Halifax. Nash, Wilson, Johnston, Cumberland, and Robeson
Counties, Below are comments submitted by DWR staff regarding the proposed project.

Raleigh Regional Office:

SA6-1 e Aproject that disturbs 1 acre or greater is required to secure an erosion and sedimentation
control plan and must comply with construction stormwater permit conditions { NCGO 10000}

«  Footprint of this project biseets several river basins. mcluding River Basins that have Riparian
Buller rules. (Neuse River and Tar-Pamlico River Basin have riparian bufler the apply to
intermittent, perennial streams, ponds and lakes).

*  Proper management and disposal of drilling fluid will be necessary such that illegal discharges
of waste do not oceur.

o Discharges of drilling fluids are not deemed permitted (authorized) and can casily cause surface
water standard viclations. Proper disposal, spill prevention plans, spill prevention response
plans and proper notification of spill events (frack-out) to the DWRs Regional Offices should
oceur if spills are encountered.

*  Report spills within 24 hours to the Raleigh Regional Office at (919) 791-4200 (Northampton,
Halifax, Nash, Wilson, and Johnston Counties) or the Fayetteville Regional Office (910) 433-
3300 (Sampson, Cumberland, and Robeson Counties)

Fayetteville Regional Office:

+  [f existing water lines will be relocated during construction. plans for the water line relocation must
be submitted to the Division of Water Resources, Public water Supply Section, 1634 Mail Service

—>"Nothing Compares —_.

SAG6-1

The comments related to the NCDEQ, Division of Water Resources
permitting requirements are noted.

A list of major environmental permits, approvals, and consultations that are
applicable for ACP and SHP is provided in table 1.4-1. As discussed in
section 1.4, Atlantic and DETI would be responsible for obtaining all
applicable permits and approvals required to construct and operate ACP and
SHP, regardless of whether they appear in this table.

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments
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SA6-1
(cont’d)
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Center, Raleigh, NC 27699-1634. For more information, contact the Public Water Supply Section at
{919)707-9100.

Abandonment of any wells, if required must be in accordance with Title 15A. Subchapter 2C.0100.

Water Supply Planning Section:

Per General Statute 143-215.22H. any withdrawals of 100,000 gallons per day or more of water
from the surface or groundwaters of the State or who transfers 100,000 gallons per day or more of
water from one river basin to another shall register the withdrawal or fer with the C issi

A person registering a water withdrawal or transfer must provide the maximum daily amount of the
water withdrawal or transfer expressed in thousands of gallons per day: the monthly average
wilhdrawal or transfer expressed in thousands of gallons per day: the location of the points of
withdrawal and discharge and the capacity of each facility used to make the withdrawal or transfer;
and the monthly average discharge expressed in thousands of gallons per day.

Based on the information provided in the DEIS, it is believed that the 100,000 gallons per day
withdrawal may be exceeded during hydrostatic testing and other activities associated with the
construction of the pipeline, If this is to be the case, please notify the Division of Water Resources
al the appropriate lime,

NPDES Complex Permitting Section:

Per 15A NCAC 02H .0106, flushing and hydrostatic testing waler associated with ulility
distribution systems are deemed permitted unless the discharge resulls in water quality violations, It
1s indicated in the DEIS that water quality samples will be taken in conjunction with hydrostatic
testing., If water quality vielations occur as a result of discharges, please notily the Division so
further actions can be discussed.

Basin Planning Branch:

Section 4.3.2.7, page 4-107, of the Drall Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) discusses waler
withdrawals and water storage for hydrostatic testing, dust control and horizontal directional
drilling (HDD) construction. The locations for construction of temporary water storage facilities are
ncluded on the topographic maps in Appendix B and in Table 4.3.2-8, The DEIS states that
withdrawals during low flow conditions would be avoided: however, given the time of year
restrictions (TOYR) proposed to avoid fish spawning scasons, construction of river erossings would
coincide with typical low flow months, i.e., August to October,

Pages 4-193 and -194 of the DEIS state the following:

“Atlantic and DTI would also apply for the appropriate water appropriation and discharge
permits prior to construction. The permits would detail discharge timing, volume, and
locations, Atlantic and DTI would ensure water withdrawal would not affect federally listed

I by using methods o minimize impi Le i t and moniloring water
levels: water withdrawals would not exeeed 25 percent of the waterbody’s discharge (as
measured at the nearest upstream USGS gauging station).™

Page 4-111 of the DEIS states the following:

“Prior to construction, Atlantic and DTI should file with the Seeretary. for the review and
wrillen approval of the Director o OEP, proposed or potential sources of water used [or
dust control, anticipated quantities of water to be appropriated from each source. and the
measures that would be implemented to ensure water sources and aquatic biota are not
adversely affected by the appropriation activity.”

—>*Nothing Compares ~_-
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SA6-2

SA6-3

SA6-4

SA6-5
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DWR recommends that, irrespective of timing and location, water withdrawals from all

surface waters occur in such a manner that 85 percent of flow is maintained downstream
of the point of withdrawal at all times, with the exception that withdrawals cease when a
downstream ow equivalent to the 20 percentile (i.e., 80 percent of lows exceed) cannot

be maintained. For ungauged locations, the applicant should establish temporary, rated

stall gauges to determine in-flow.

The FERC’s May 2013 Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigarion Procedures
(“Procedures™) defines "major waterbody™ as all waterbodies greater than 100 feet wide at the
water's edge at the time of crossing, “minor waterbody™ as those less than or equal to 10 feet wide,
and “intermediate™ as all those in between. Section 4.3.2 of the DEIS provides the same
dimensions, however, without a temporal component.

It is unclear how the determination of the class of cach waterbody is established in the DEIS
because, by definition in the Procedures, it is the distance between the edges at the time of crossing.
1t is unelear if in the DELS the width is based on the ordinary high water mark (OHWM). OITWM
would be a more protective and inclusive designation. The designation of waterbodies by either the
distance between wetted edges or OHWM, and the associated level of protection afforded. is
somewhat arbitrary.

DWR recommends a more protective classification approach would be the cross-sectional
area of the channel at OHWNM, which takes into account the channel profile and the
convevance of water, sedi t and cont ts during construction. For example, a *LU-
shaped” channel’s width would remain constant with increasing flow even though the wetted
area increases.

Page 4-102 of the DEIS recommends quantitative modeling for turbidity and sedimentation
associated with the wet open-cut crossing of the Neusc River. Tt also recommends the same for all
other major waterbodies crossed via wet open-cut.

DWR rec ds that the rec ded q itative leling be extended to other
waterbodies subjected to wet open-cut not designated as "major’’, such as those with a cross-
sectional area of a yet to be determined conveyance and also to those tributaries that
dischar ge into state-designated exceptional value waters; waterbodies that provide habitat for
federally listed threatened or endangered species, state-listed or species of special concern; or
waterbodies designated as public water supplies.

Page 20 of FERC’s Procedures states the following:

"Do not discharge into state-designated cxceptional value waters, waterbodies which fsic}
provide habitat for federally listed thr 1 or endangered species, or t lesignated
as public water supplies, unless appropriate federal, state, and local permitting agencies grant
written permission.”

.
Wl e

However, page 4-108 of the DEIS states that “{tJest water may also be discharged back to the same
source from which it was obtained, which would climinate the translocation of invasive aquatic
speeies that may be present.”

DWR requests that the procedure for the discharge of test water to the surface waters,
whether or not it is the source, be clarified. Also, the discharge should be filtered to an extent
such that any invasive aquatic species are eliminated from reintroduction.

~—>*Nothing Compares ~_

SA6-2
SA6-3
SAG-4
SA6-5

See response to comment SA6-1.
See response to comment SA6-1.
See response to comment SAG-1.

Authorization to discharge back to a receiving water would be determined and
authorized through the state permit process; therefore, we cannot clarify this
further until the state permit is issued.

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments
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401 and Bufler Permilting Branch:

+ Permanent impacts to perennial streams in excess of 130 linear feet and wetlands in excess of 1 acre
must be mitigated. Mitigation for impacts to Class WL wetlands and Class C perennial streams
must be conducted within the same river basin and physiographic provinee when
practical. Mitigation for impacts to Class ORW, HQW, WS-1 and WS-II perennial streams and
wetlands contiguous to waters with the afe ioned classifications must be completed within the
same river sub-basin when practical and, for wetlands, using the same wetland type.

< Mitigation through payment Lo a private mitigation bank or the Division of Mitigation
Services, when mitigation is unavailable from a private mitigation bank. is preferred over
individual project mitigation (including permitiee responsible mitigation) unless it can be
demonstrated that these types of mitigation are not practical. Mitigation siles approved by
the US Army Corps of Engi shall be d 1o be istent with the Division's

miligalion requirements.

«  Mitigation is required for impacts other than perpendicular crossings in Zone 1 of riparian buffers
and perpendicular crossings that disturb greater than 40 linear feet but equal to or less than 130
linear feet of riparian buffer with a maintenance corridor greater than 10 feet in width, Mitigation
must be provided in accordance with the consolidated buffer mitigation rule (15A NCAC
02B .0295), which outlines the areas of mitigation required on zonal and locational mitigation
ratios. Mitigation may be satisfied through a payment to a private mitigation bank or the Division
of Mitigation Services, when mitigation is unavailable from a private mitigation bank. or through
permiltee responsible mitigation. Item (1) of the consolidated buller mitigation rule generally
requires 3 steps for applicants who want to pursue permilt ponsible mitigation by
restoration/enhancement(n) and or alternative mitigation(o). These steps are outlined below and are
required as part of the application to ensure the mitigation proposal meets the requirements of the
rule:

(1} Obtain a mitigation determination issued by DWR. (i.e. site viability letter and stream
determinations)

(2) Submit a mitigation proposal to DWR that includes a commitment Lo provide...
a.  Perpetual conservation easement or similar preservation mechanism
b. Non wasting endowment/surety

¢.  Financial assurance (must be sufficient for project implementation and monitoring/
maintenance). This is in addition to an endowment.

d. Diffuse flow plan
€. Credit and debit ledger to DWR at regular intervals once credits are established
(3) Submit a mitigation plan to DWR for written approval that contains the following
a.  Map of proposed mitigation site
b. Vegetation Plan that meets the criteria in the rule
Grading Plan (where applicable)
d.  Schedule for impl tati

¢. Monitoring Plan

—>"Nothing Compares —_.

State of North Carolin,
512 N, Salishury Street

SA6-6

See response to comment SA6-1.
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The analysis and information provided only includes direct effects from the proposed project. The
analysis, however, does not include any potential indireet or sceondary effects of the proposed
project. According, to CEQ guidance', by definition, cumulative effects must be evaluated along
with the direct and indirect effects.

It is clearly stated in the DEIS the purpose of the project is to “connect growing demand areas in
Virginia and North Carolina,” and that there are “long-term precedent agreements for 96 percent of
the project capacity to six specific customers.”™ Additionally, it is also stated that “the majority of
the natural gas consumption will continue increasing due to population growth, industrial
consumption, and electric power generation.” The Powering the Future literature published as part
of praject awarencss states that “The Atlantic Coast Pipeline project... will vield thousands of jobs

and billions in economic impact and tax revenue across West Virginia, Virginia and North
Carolina” and “The Atlantic Coast Pipeline. with nearly a third of its infrastructure in the state
[MNorth Carolina], will spur economic activity and consumer savings.” Other information provided
to the Department indicate that 73 percent of the available product allocated for electric generation
(76 percent of the 1.5 befid) would be provided to Piedmont Natural Gas, Public Service North
Carolina, and Duke Energy — all of which operate primarily in North Carolina. All of these
statements strongly indicate that considerable growth will be occurring in North Carolina as a direct
result of this project. It is believed that the “population growth, industrial consumption, and lectrie
generation™ would likely not oceur to the expected extent, or not occur nearly as fast, if at all.
should this project not be implemented. These effects — the increased industry, housing, and
associated infrastructure - would not oceur without this project. Therefore, these alleets are indirect

SA6-7

The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other
applicable requirements. The EIS is consistent with FERC style, formatting,
and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives and different types of
impacts, including cumulative impacts for a linear “corridor-type”
project. Indirect effects to the extent known were considered in the
cumulative impacts analysis. With regards to additional infrastructure,
economic impacts, and population growth, etc., while these could be
considered reasonably foreseeable, the timing, location, and extent of these
factors is highly speculative. For example, the existing infrastructure may be
able to accommodate with little to no modification (and impact on the
environment) the new and increased access to energy realized by the
project. Further, where these growth areas might occur, and how much
additional growth relative to what infrastructure already exists is not known
in enough detail to speculate what environmental impacts may result.

As explained in section 4.13, FERC considers in its cumulative impacts
analysis projects of comparable magnitude, projects that would occur during
the same general timeframe as the proposed project (regardless of size), and
projects that affect similar resources within the same defined geographic area
of scope. We do not deny that a pipeline project such as the ACP and SHP
could have an indirect or secondary impact later in time. However, when and

LTT-Z

or secondary affects resulting from the proposed project and, again. by CEQ definition, must be
addressed in the environmental analysis on the project.

if these additional activities or projects occur, they would be the result of
many factors, not just the pipeline project, and would be subject to an
environmental review by the federal, state, or local agency permitting their
activity when they are identified as needed.

Wongidering Cumuplative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act, Council on Environmental Quality, January
1997, page 1.

We appreciate you allowing the Division the opportunity you review and comment on the proposed project.
Should you have any questions or need any additional information. please do not hesitate to contact me at
David. Wainwrighti@nedenr.gov or 919-707-9045.

cc: Danny Smith, DWER, Raleigh Regional Office
John Barr. DWR, Water Supply Planning Branch
Julie Grzyb, DWR, NPDES Complex Permitting Section
Fred Tarver, DWR. Basin Planning Branch
Jennifer Burdette, 401 and Butfer Permitting Branch
Karen Higgins, 401 and Butfer Permitting Branch
Linda Culpepper, DWER. Deputy Director
Jay Zimmerman, DWR, Director

="Nothing Compares —_.

arolina | Environments

Street | 1611 Mad Service
9197075
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SA6-8

SA6-9

North Carolina

Environmental Department of

Memo

From: Sarah Rice, Title VI and Envir tal Justice Coordinat
Date: April 3, 2017

Re: Response to Comments Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply
Header Project - Draft Environmental Impact Statement -

Environmental Justice

Quality Environmental Quality

NCDEQ recognizes the portion, 4.9.9 Environmental Justice, of the DEIS that contains the
Environmental Justice Report pertaining to Morth Carolina.

Minority Communities

It was noted in the DEIS, that in NC, minorities comprise 30.5 percent of the total population
and ranged from 12.5 to 85.5 percent within 1 mile of the proposed ACP. Seventean percent
of all persons live below the poverty levelin NC along the anticipated ACP track. Twenty-seven
of the 42 census tracts within a 1 mile radius of the ACP facilities have a higher percentage of
persons living below poverty when compared to the State. NEPA requires the consideration of
area compostion, consideration of data relevant to public health and industry for cumulative
exposure, interrelated cultural, social, occupational historical, or economic factors, public

participation, ingful ity rep tation, and ftribal representation. The NEPA
process also requires translation of crucial public documents, notices, and hearings for limited
English speaking i During di ions with Dominion on Friday April 32017, is was

clear, their consultant used EPA's EJ SCREEN to screen demographics within a one-mile
radius of the proposed pipeline. NCDEQ would recommend Dominion to re-evaluate their
reportand take into consideration age and the potential for older illiterate citizens among certain
communities.

Tribal Communities.

In the: section 4.10.4 Tribal Consultation, federally recognized tribes were consulted regarding
their religious or cultural signifi e to historic properties that could be impacted by ACP and
SHP. The ACP is proposed to go through State Recognized Tribal lands. Lumbee territory in
Robeson County will be the most affected of the State recognized tribes. The Lumbee
community has been identified as a NC Ernvironmental Justice community by the
Envirenmental Protection Agency. Dominion created a report plan for unanticipated
discoveries. The Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC should include tribal contacts for the Haliwa-
Saponi, Coharie, Lumbee, and Greg Richardson (Executive Director) of the Commission of
Indian Affairs.

SAG-8

SA6-9

We believe the methodology used in our environmental justice assessment,
which looked at census tract data for census tracts within 1 mile of the pipeline
centerline and all aboveground facilities, is adequate to address NEPA and
EO 12898.

Sections 4.10.4, 4.10.5, and 4.10.7 have been updated with additional
discussion of the referenced tribes.

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments
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SA6-10 The comments related to the NCDEQ), Division of Energy, Mineral, and Land
T —_— Resources permitting requirements are noted. See also the response to

v comment SAG-1.

MICHAEL S. REGAN

! v
Energy, Mineral & TRACY D,-.\. 15

March 30,2017

MEMORANDUM:

TO: Lyn Hardison, Environmental Assistance and SEPA Coordinator
FROM: Toby Vinson, Chief of Program Operations, DEMLR

RE: ACP DEIS Review - DEQ#1678

SA6-10 Division of Energy, Mineral, and Land Resources - As this project will disturb greater than 1 acre of
land, the owner/responsible party will be required to meet all aspects of compliance with the NC
Sedimentation Pollution Control Act and the associated NPDES NCG 010000 Construction
Stormwater Permit and associated Stormwater laws which includes but are not limited to
submitting an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan and receive approval which will also
automatically grant coverage under the NCG 010000 permit. This project will be inspected for
compliance with these State Laws, Approvals and Permits until the project is completed and found
to be adequately, permanently stabilized by inspection staff of DEMLR. Average processing time for
plan review and Approval is 30 days. Plan Review fees include $65 per acre or part of an acre of
disturbed area. DEMLR contacts for plan review and inspectionare: Fayetteville Regional Office -
Tim LaBounty - 910-433-3300 and Raleigh Regional Office - Thad Valentine - 919-791-4200,

Current Status in DEMLR is as follows: Our Fayetteville Regional Office received an Erosion and
Sedimentatoin Control Plan (ESCP) submittal on March 10, 2017, ACP representatives are working
on resubmitting their Financial Ownership and Responsibility Form (FORF) which we are expecting
to receive near term, so the 30-day review clock has not technically started yet. We have
performed a preliminary fcursory review with RRO and have identified some ESCP
plan/detail/spec. related items that will need to be clarified. RRO and FRO plan to continue this
regional team approach throughout the project with the goal of providing uniform response(s) and
coordination ettorts. Regional Statt will plan is to continue with the standard review once we
receive the revised/satisfactory FORF.

State of North Carolna | Environmental Quality | Energy, Mineral and Land
512 M. Salisbury Street | 1612 Mail Service Ce Ieigh. North Caroling

919 707 92

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments
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ROY COOPER

MICHAEL S. REGAN

MICHAEL SCOTT

Waste Management vl
ENVIRONMENTA

April 4, 2017

Memorandum to: Lyn Hardison
Environmental Assistance and SEPA Coordinator, DEACS

Irom: Ellen Lorscheider, Solid Waste Section Chief
Subject: Review Comments on the Draft EIS for Atlantic Coast Pipeline

Staft have completed a review of the draft EIS documents, initially via word search and then
more thorough reading of those specific areas. Based on what we’ve reviewed, and how we
normally handle NEPA/SEPA reviews, the Section does not see any waste related adverse effects
to the surrounding communities in NC, The document address the proper management of wastes
generated from the various aspecits of the project. including drilling muds within the documents.
One thing we've not reviewed and do not believe they inguired about in producing the EIS draft
is our recorded sites database to determine if recorded illegal dump sites are located within any
of the project boundaries. However, they should be able to see those if they did any actual deed
research of the properties they intend to cross.

For further inquiries, please contact me at ellenlorscheider@ncdenr.gov or (919) 707 8245 or
alternately contact jason.watkins/@nedenr.gov or (336) 776-9674.

Ec: Michael Scott, NCDEQ Division of Waste Management Director
Jason Watkins, Solid Waste Section Field Operations Branch Supervisor
Ed Mussler, Solid Waste Section Permitting Branch Supervisor

State of North C
wnes Street

ental Quality | Waste Management

niter | Raleigh, Ne arclina 27699-1646

915 0T 8200

SA6-11

Comment noted.
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ROY COOPER

MICHAEL 5. REGAN

MICHAEL SCOTT

Wasre Management

March 30, 2017

To: Michael Scott, Director
Division of Waste Management

From:  Bill Hunneke, Eastem Region Compliance Supervisor,
Compliance Branch, Hazardous Waste Section

Subject: Hazardous Waste Section Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Atlantic
Coast Pipeline, LLC Dominion Transmission, Inc. and Atlantic and Piedmont Gas Co., Inc.
Counties impacted include: Northampton, Halifax, Nash, Wilson, Johnston, Sampson,
Cumberland, and Robeson). Project Number: 1678,

The Hazardous Waste Section (HWS) has reviewed the Draft Enviro | Impact Stat t for the
Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC Domimon Transmission, Inc. and Atlantic and Piedmont Gas Co., Inc. -
purpose of the ACP is to deliver up to 1.5 billion cubic feet per day of natural gas to customers in Virginia
and North Carolina.

SA6-12 Any hazardous waste generated from the demclition, construction, operation, maintenance, ancd/or
remediation (¢.g. excavated soil) from any proposed project must be managed in accordance with the North
Carolina Hazardous Waste Rules. The demolition, construction, operation, maintenance, and remediation
activities conducted will most likely generate a solid waste, and a determination must be made whether it
is a hazardous waste. If a project site generates more than 220 pounds of hazardous waste in a calendar
month, the HW'S must be notified, and the site must comply with the small quantity generator requirements,
It a project site generates more than 2200 pounds of hazardous waste in a calendar month, the HWS must
be notified, and the facility must comply with the large quantity generator requirements.

Should any questions arise, please contact me at 252-364-8977.

Kind regards,

LA ke

William Hurmeke
Eastem Region Compliance Supervisor

SA6-12

Comment noted. Atlantic would be responsible for complying with the
applicable regulations and acquiring the appropriate permits associated with
the removal of hazardous wastes generated by construction and operation of
the project.

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments
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COMMENTS FROM FAYETTEVILLE REGIONAL OFFICE:

PROJECT DEQ 1678

ATLANTIC COAST PIPELINE DRAFT EIS DUE

03-30-2017

DIVISION

INITIALS

NO
COMMENT

COMMENTS

DATE
REVIEW

AlR
QUALITY

GWR

ANY OPEN BURNING ASSOCIATED WITH SUBJECT
PROPOSAL MUST BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH 15A
NCAC 02D .1900.

03/13/17

DWR
WOQROS

JTA

H0IWATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION COMPLIANCE
WITII TIIE T15A 021 .0500.

ABANDONMENT OF ANY WELLS IN ACCORDANCE
WITH TITLE 15A SUBCHAPTER 2C.0100

PERMIT TO DISCIHARGE INTO SURFACE WATERS.

03/24'17

DWR PWS

HLC

IF EXISTING WATER LINES WILL BE RELOCATED
DURING CONSTRUCTION, PLANS FOR THE WATER
LINE RELOCATION MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THL
DIVISION OF WATER RESOURCES/PUBLIC WATER
SUPPLY SECTION AT 1634 MAIL SERVICE CENTER,
RALEIGH, NC 27699-1634. FOR MORE INFORMATION.
CONTACT THE PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY SECTION
(219)707-9100.

3/24/2017

DEMLR

LHB

PLANS MUST BE SUBMITTED AND APPROVED 30
DAYS PRIOR TO ANY LAND DISTURBING
ACTIVITIES. PLAN REVIEWER FOR ROBESON,
CUMBERLAND, SAMPSON - JODI PACE. EL
INSPECTORS AS FOLLOWS: ROBESON AND
SAMPSON-NICK MILLS, CUMBERLAND — MELISSA
JOYNER AND REBECCA HERSEY

3/15/2017

WM UST

KEC

I HAVE REVIEWED THE ABOVE-MENTIONED
PROJECT AND FROM THE FIGURES PROVIDED,
MULTIPLE UST RELEASE INCIDENTS ARE POSSIBLE
IN THE PROJECT AREA. DUE TO THE SCALE OF THE
FIGURES PROVIDED I CANNOT LOCATE EXACTLY
WHERE THE INCIDENTS ARE IN RELATIONSHIP TO
THE PROPOSED WORK TO BE CONDUCTED. PLEASE
HAVE PETITIONER REFER TO OUR WEBSITE AT
HTTP://DEQNC.GOV/ABOUT/DIVISIONS WASTE-
MANAGEMENT/WASTE-MANAGEMENT-RULES-
DATA'WASTE-MANAGEMENT-GIS-MAPS/RUST-MAP
TO VIEW REGIONAL UST INCIDENTS PLOTTED ON
GOOGLE EARTH TO REFINE THEIR SEARCIH.
SPECIFICS CAN BE REQUESTED OF THE
APPROPRIATE REGIONAL OFFICE AT THAT TIME.

31617

SA6-13

The comments related permitting requirements from the NCDEQ,
Fayetteville and Raleigh Regional Offices are noted. See also the response to
comment SAG-1.
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State of North Carolina Department of Environmental Cuality
INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROJECT COMMENTS
Reviewing Regional Office: Raleigh
Project Number: 1678 [###%] Due Date: 3/30/2017
County: NASH,
After review of this project it has been determined that the DEQ permit({s) and/or approvals indicated may need to be cbtained in order for this
project to comply with North Caralina Law. Questions regarding these permits should be addressed to the Regional Office indicated on the
reverse of the form. All applications, infermation and guicelines relative to these plans and permits are available from the same Regional Office.
Normal Process
PERMITS SPECIAL AFPLICATION PROCEDURES or REQUIREMENTS Time ;
[statutory time
limit)
Permit & operata . . .

[ | trestment acilties, non standard sewer system | APPACPST =0 dars e e consenon oot o 30 days
extensions & sewer systems that donot application technical c\‘)nfalen:a wsual. ) {50 days)
discharge into state surface waters,

Permit to corstruct & operate, sewer
extensions involving gravity sewers, pump Fast-Track Permitting program consists of the submittal of an 04d

[ | stations and force mains discharging into a application and an engineer's certification that the project meets all il
sewear collection applicable State rules and Civision Minimum Design Criteria. (n/A)
system
MPDES - permit to discharge into surface water Application 150 days before begins activity. On-site inspaction. Pre-

] and/or parmit =] and P usual. Additionally, obtain parmit to construct 90-120 days

faciliti to stat facilty-granted after NPDES. Reply time, 20 days nN/a)
surface waters, after receipt of plans or issue of NPDES permit-whichever is later,

O | water Use Permit Pre-applicaticn technical conference usually necessary. 3?"":,:‘;5

Complete application must be received and permit issued prior to the
- - i of a gr itoring well located on property not 7 days
O | wellConstruction Permit owned by the applicant, and for a large capacity (>100,000 gallons per (25 days)
day) water supphy well.
Application copy must be served on each adjacent riparian property
al N owner. On-site i Pre- e wsual. Filling may 55 days
[ | Dredge and Fill permit require Exsement to Fill from N.C. Department of Administration and {50 days)
Federal Dredge and Fill Permit.
Permit tocorstruct & operate Air Pollution .l\ppicatu:_.ﬂ must be ’”"f"md andpermit received .pr.mr te .
B | Abatement facilities andfor Emission Sources as construction and unerallun_oftlm source. HFa permit is required 50 days
in an area without local zoning, then there are additional
per 15 A NCAC (20,0100 thru 20.0300) raquiraments and timalines (20,0113).
Any open burning associsted with subject )

B | proposal must be in compliance with 15 A NCAC NfA $ :“-"‘
20,1900 190 daye)
Cermalition or renovations of structures Please Note - The Health Hazards Control Unit (HHCU) of the N.C.
containing asbestos material must be in Department of Health and Human Sarvices, must be notified of plans to

) compliance with 15 A NCAC 20,1110 {a] {1} demalish a building, including residences for commercial or industrial B0 days
which requires notificaticn and removal prior te | expansion, even if no asbestos is present in the building. (30 days)
demalition. Contact Asbestos Control Group
919-707-5950
The Sedimentation Pollution Control Act of 1573 must be properly addressed for any land disturbing activity. An erosion &
sedimentation control plan will be required if one or more acres are to be disturbed. Plan must be filed with and approved

[ | by applicable Regional Office {Land Quality Section) at least 30 days before beginning activity. A NPDES Construction 20 days
Stormwater permit (NCGO10000) is also usually issued should design features meet minimum requirements. A fea of 365 (20 days)
for the first acre or any part of an acre. An express review option is available with additional fees.

Sadimentation and erosion controd must be addressed in accordance with NCDOT s approved program. Particular (20 days)

[ | attertion should be given to design and installation of appropriate perimeter sediment trapping devices as well as stable
Stormwater conveyances and outlets.

Sadimentation and erosion control must be addressed in accordance with Local Government’s approved program Based on Local
|:| Particular attantion should be given to design and i f approp [= trapping devices as well Program
a3 stable Stormwater conveyances and outlets. e

0 Complance with 154 NCAL 2H 0126 - NPDES Storrmwater Fragran which rags thrae types of 30-60 days
Municipal Separate Storm Sewsr System & Construction activities that disturb 21 acre. 190 days )
Compliance with 154 NCAC 2H 1000 -5 F Programs regulate sit and post- 45 days

[ | construction stormwater runchf control. Arees subject to thess permit programs include 2| 20 coastal counties, and (90 days)
warious other counties and throughaout the state.

DEQ INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROJECT Form Pagelcofd
January 2017/Ibh
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State of North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality
INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROJECT COMMENTS
Reviewing Regional Office: Raleigh
Project Mumber: 1678-[## Due Date: 3/30/2017
County: NASH
Normal Process
PERMITS SPECIAL AFPLICATION PROCEDURES or REQUIREMENTS Time
(statutary time
limit)
Oresite inspection usual. Surety bond filed with DEQ Bond amount
O | Mining Permit wvaries with type mine and number of acres of affected land. Affected 20 days
e area greater than one acre must be permitted. The appropriate bond (60 days)
miust ba received bafore the parmit can be issued.
If permit required, application 60 days before begin construction.
Applicant must hire N.C. qual fied engineer to: prepare plans, inspact
and cartify fon is according to DEG approved
. plans. May also require 2 permit under mosquito control program. And 30 days
Dam Safety Permit
o m ¥ Ferm a 404 permit from Corps of Engineers. An inspection of site is necessary (50 days)
to verity Hazard Class ification. A mlnlmum tee of $200.00 must
th ion, An ing fee based on a
percentage of the total project cost will be required upon ¢
[ | oil Refining Facilities NfA i’g J,f:o duys
File surety bond of 55,000 with DEQ running to State of NC conditional 10 days
Permit to drill exploratory ol or gas well that any well opened by drill operator shall upan abandonment, be ¥
O ry gas ny pei ope: poi WA
plugged according to DEQ rules and
X Application filed with DEQ at least 10 days prior to issue of permit. 10 days
[ [ Geaphysical Explaration permit Application by letter. Ho standard applicatice form, s
Application fee basad on structure size is charged. Must include 15:20 day;
[ | state Lakes Construction Permit descriptions & drawings of structure & proof of ownarship of riparian /A :
progerty
Compliance with the T134 02H 0500 Certifications are required &0 days
O | 401 watar Quality Certification ion or op of facilities will result in 2 (130 d: )
discharge into navigable water as described in 33 CFR part 223. v
Compliance with Catawha, Goose Creek, Jordan Lake, Randleman, Tar Pamlico or Neuse Riparian Buffer Rules s requ-led.
Butfer reg http://deg.ne gov/about/divisions fwater- urces/watar-resources- parmits
|
Eranch/401 wetlands-butter-permits /401 riparian-butter-protection ram
Mutriant Offset: Loading requiramants for nitrogen and phosphorus in the Neuse and Tar-Pamiica River basing, and intha
Jordan and Falls Lake watersheds, as part of the nutrient ies in th DWR nutrient offset
O | information:
bt p://deq. ne. gov/about/divisions /water-resources/planning/nonpoint-source-man agement/nut rient-offset- nformation
75 da
[ | cama Permit for MAOR development $250.00 - $475.00 few must accompany application “50(‘:;]
22 da
[ | cama Permit for MINOR development $100.00 fee must accompany application (25 duﬁl
= Abandonment of amy wells, if required must be in accordance with Title 154, Subchapter 2C.0100.
otification of the proper regional office is rphan’ E anks are discovered during
= Notification of the iansl office i if "orphan” und ] tanks (USTS)are d ed duris
any ion operati
Plans and specifications for the construction, exparsion, or alteration of & public water system must be approved by the
Civision of Water Resources/Public Water Supply Section prior to the award of a contract or the inttistion of construction
[ | as per 154 NCAC 18C 0200 at. seq,, Plans and specifizations should be submitted to 1634 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, 30 days
No(th Carolina 276991634, All public water supply systems must comply with state and faderal drinking water mentoring
For mare information, contact the Public Water Supply Sacticn, (919) 707-9100.
If existing water lines will be relocated during the corstruction, plans for the water line relocation must be submitted 1o
the Division of Water Resources/Public Water Supply Saction at 1634 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, Morth Caroling 27699 30 days
1634. For mere informaticn, contact the Public Water Supply Section, (919) 707-9100.
Plans and specifications for the construction, exparsion, or alteration of the water system must be approved
|_| through the dalagated plan approval authority. Flease contact tham at for furthar information.
DEQ INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROJECT Form Page2cfd
January 2017/Ibh
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State of North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality
INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROJECT COMMENTS

Reviewing Regional Office: Raleigh

Project Mumber: 1678-

Other Comments (attach additional pages as necessary, being certain to comment authority)

Due Date: 3/30/2017

County: NASH

Divisien

Initials

Ne
comment

Comments

Date
Review

Dag

DoM

O

The RRO has receive a permit application for the compressor station in
North Hampton Co. The apllication is currently on hold.

3/24/17

DWR-WQRDS
{Aquifer & Surface)

D5 &RB

O

Atlantic Coast Pipeline — Northampton, Halifax, Nash, Wilson, Johnston,
Sampson, Cumberland, and Robeson Counties.

- A project that disturbs 1 acre or greater is required to secure an erosion
and sedimentation control plan and must comply with construction
stormwater permit canditions (NCGO10000)

Footprint of this project bisects several river basins, including River Basin
that have Riparian Buffer rules. (Neuse River and Tar-Pamlico
River Basin have riparian buffer the apply to Intermittent, perennial
streams, ponds and lakes).

-If wetland, riparian buffers or stream impacts are proposed, this project
will need to comply with/secure a 404 permit from the USACE, obtain a 401
Water Quality Certfication autherization and a riparian buffer
authorization, as appropriate.

-Proper management and disposal of drilling fluid will be necessary, such
that illegal discharges waste do not occur.

~Discharges of drilling fluids are not deemed permitted (authorized) and can
easily cause surface water standard violations. Proper disposal, spill

P ion plans, spill p i plans and proper notification of
spill events [frac out] to the DWRs Regional Offices should occur if spills are
encountered.

Report spills within 24 hours to the Raleigh Regional Office at (919) 791
4200 (Northampton, Halifax, Nash, Wilson, and lohnston Counties or the
Fayetteville Reglonal Office (910) 433-3300 [ Sampson, Cumberland, and
Robesan Counties)

. Telephone Regicnal Office within 24 hours of first knowledge’ (If
after hours, Emergency Management) (800]-858-0368) &

3/16/17
3/29/17

DWR-PWS

See last checked box above.

3/29/17

DEMLR (L(L & 5W)

3/27/17

DW= UST

Motification of proper regional office also requested if petroleum-
© d soil or Is discovered during excavation/drilling
activities,

3/29/17

Other Comments

a Asheville Regional Office

REGIONAL OFFICES

Questions regarding these permits should be addressed to the Regional Office marked below.

2080 U.S. 70 Highway

Swannanoa, NC 28778-2211

Phone: B28-295-4500
Fax: 828-299-7042

[ Raleigh Regional Office
3200 Barrett Drive,
Raleigh, NC 27609
Phone: 919-791-4200
Fax:919-571-4718

a Fayetteville Regional Office O Mooresville Regional Office

2325 Green Street, Suite 714,
Fayetteville, NC 28301-5043
Phone: 910-433-3300

Fax: 910-485-0707

Phone: 704-662-1689
Fax: T04-663-6040

610 East Center Avenue, Suite 301,
Mooresville, NC 28115

[0  washington Regional Office [0  wilmington Regional Dffice

243 Washington Square Mall,
Washington, NC 27889
Phone: 252-946-6481

Fax: 252-975-3716

Phone: 910-795-7215
Fax: 910-250-2004

DEQ INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROJECT Form Page3cfd

January 2017/Ibh

127 Cardinal Drive Ext.,
‘Wilmington, NC 28405
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|:| Winston-Salem Regional Office
450 Hanes Mill Road, Suite 300,
Winston-Salem, NC 27105
Phone: 336-776-9800
Fax: 336-776-9797

DEQ INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROJECT Form
January 2017/Ibh

Page 4 of 4
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Rorth Carolina Seneral Assembly
House of Lepreen tatives
INTATIVE JCHN D. SZOKA
State Legislanve Builbing
Baleigh, 2 27601 -1096

April 4, 2017

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Nathaniel I. Davis, Sr., Deputy Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
288 First Street, N.E.

Washington, DC 20426

Dear Ms. Bose and Mr. Davis, Sr.,

SUBJECT: Comment on Draft Envi tal Impact$ for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC,
Dominion Transmissions, Inc. and Atlantic and Piedmont natural Gas Co., Inc. {Docket Nos.
CP15-554-000,-001; CP15-555-000; and CP15-556-000).

FERC made notice on May 3, 2016 of the Fayetteville Major Route Maodification (Cumberland County,
North Carolina) to the Atlantic Coast Pipeline {ACP). This major route modification was, in my opinion, a
very reasonable madification that minimized impacts on private property owners and the environment.

Within the northern end of Cumberland County there is still a segment of the pipeline that travels
generally southwest from the vicinity of the Town of Falcon to a connection point with a NCNG existing
pipeline to the west of the Town of Wade. The proposed ACP route then travels back to the Progress
Energy Carolinas (PEC) 500 kilowatt electric transmission line easement and continues southward. {See
attached map.)

Since the Fayetteville Major Route Modification was made | have asked both Duke Energy and Dominion
why this interconnection site (point 3 on the map) was maintained at that location. Why was not the
whole route for this section of the ACP moved east to the PEC t ission line t? No one in
either company could answer my question. After several telephone conversations and meetings with
company officials at the state legislative building in Raleigh, | met Bruce McKay, a senior engineer from
Dominion on the ground in the Town of Wade. We drove over a portion of the proposed pipeline site.
Afterwards we met at the town hall and | asked him again, why was not the ACP moved over to the PEC

transmission line easement and the interconnection point moved? He had no answer.

The decision for this small portion of the ACP seems to be that the interconnection point with the NCNG
pipeline (west of Wade at paint 3) was made before FERC made the Fayetteville Major Route
Modification. Prior to the Fayetteville Major Route Modification, this interconnection point made sense,
| have personally visited this site. There are no improvements to the site at this ime. As it now stands, |
know of no rational justification why the interconnection point cannot be moved to the east to point 2
on the map.

My request of FERC is to reroute the current route of the ACP directly from point 1 to point 4, shown on
the accompanying map; the current route runs from point 1 to point 2 to point 3 to point 4. This would

We believe the proposed route is environmentally acceptable and meets the
purpose and need of the project.

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments
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maove the interconnection point with the NCNG existing pipeline currently at point 3 over to point 2 in
the vicinity of the existing PEC transmission line easement. My reasons are as follows:

1. Meither Duke Energy nor Dominion can state any reason why the interconnect point with the
existing NCNG pipeline is located where it currently is. Neither Duke Energy nor Dominion can
state any reason why the interconnect point could not be moved further to the east in the
vicinity of the PEC electric transmission line. | believe that the interconnect point is planned at
its current location solely because it made sense before the Fayetteville Major Route
Modification was made. Now, there is no supporting logic in keeping the interconnect point
there as it could easily be moved less than 1.5 miles to the east.

2. Rerouting this small portion of the pipeline prevents the pipeline from boring beneath 1-95
twice. The importance of 1-95 as a major nerth-south interstate highway cannot be overstated.
Rerouting also prevents this small portion of the pipeline from boring underneath a major rail
line twice. This rail line not only carries a high volume of commercial rail traffic but is a major
north-south AMTRACK route.

3. The number of homeowners whose property would be impacted would be significantly less than
maintaining the current route.

a. | have personally drivenfwalked the entire route and there are a surprising number of
homes in this mostly rural area. The current route is very close to a substantial number
of those homes which causes the homeowners a great deal of concern.  Moving the
route would significantly minimize the number of impacted homecwners.

b. Of significant note is that if the current route is maintained, the small Town of Wade will
be adversely impacted. The route now runs through a planned housing subdivision
within the city limits. If the pipeline remains routed through the planned subdivision
the number of houses built will ke substantially fewer than what is planned. This will
adversely impact property taxes collected by the Town of Wade.

4. The area around the Town of Wade is a mixture of farmland and forest. There is one major
creek, under which the pipeline would be bored that is fairly deep; from the lip of the ground
that overlooks the creek | estimate about 30 vertical feet. While that is not significant in and of
itself, it is significant because of the drainage pattern around the Town of Wade. Because of
Hurricane Matthew last year, the topography and the creek itself was changed. | have
personally seen hundred year old massive trees that were ripped out of the banks and major
portions of the creek banks washed out at the exact point where the ACP must be bored under,
or alternatively, go over this creek. | have lived in Cumberland County for twenty-three (23)
years and have seen many Hurricanes rip through the area. | am not an expert at routing
pipelines nor am | a hydrologist; however, what | saw gives me pause. If the pipeline were
rerouted as | suggest, major damage to the pipeline in the future could be avoided.

| believe that this small change to the route is in the best interest of the people in and around the Town
of Wade, the safety of the public and the environment, Thank you for your consideration of my request,

o

epresentative John D. Szoka
MNarth Carolina House of Representatives
45" District, Cumberland County

Sincerely,

105/bbs
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Street address: 629 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219

Molly Joseph Ward Mailing address: P.O. Box 1105, Richmond, Virginia 23218 David K. Paylor
Secretary of Natural Resources www_deq. virginia.gov Director
{B04) 698-4000
1-8(H0-592-5482
April 6, 2017

Mr. Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., Deputy Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First Street NE, Room 1A

Washington, DC 20426

RE: Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project (Docket Nos. CP15-554-
000, CP15-554-001, CP15-555-000 and CP15-556-000; FERC/EIS-0274D;
OEP/DG2E/Gas Branch 4; DEQ 16-248F).

Dear Deputy Secretary Davis:

The Commonwealth of Virginia has completed its review of the draft environmental
impact statement (DEIS) for the portions of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP) Project in
Virginia. The Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) is responsible for
coordinating Virginia’s review of federal environmental documents prepared pursuant to
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and responding to appropriate federal
officials on behalf of the Commonwealth. This letter, including attachments, is the
Commonwealth of Virginia’s response to the December 30, 2016 public notice, issued
by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) for the ACP
DEIS.

The comments from Virginia’s agency reviewers primarily focus on recommending
measures to mitigate potential environmental impacts. In general, participants in the
Commonwealth’s review support the recommendations in the DEIS to coordinate with
government agencies, adhere to protective construction measures, and mitigate for
unavoidable impacts. These statements are discussed in the detailed comments from
reviewers in Attachment B.

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments
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Coordinated Review

As part of the Commonwealth’s review, DEQ requested comments from state agencies,
localities and planning district commissions. DEQ notified reviewers of the availability of
the DEIS and additional information submitted to the FERC docket by Atlantic Coast
Pipeline, LLC (Atlantic or ACP, LLC} on January 10, January 19, January 20, January
27 and February 9, 2017. Reviewers aiso had an opportunity to review files of the route
suitable for use in Geographic Information System software that were provided by
Atlantic. The comments that were submitted as part of this review are attached and
organized as follows:

« Attachment A: Recommendations for the FEIS, Plans and Procedures
e Attachment B: Detailed comments from reviewers

Attachment A includes more than 100 recommendations that are based on a summation
of comments from participating agencies and a locality. This summary highlights
priorities derived from submitted comments and is not meant to substitute the totality of
the individual comments in Attachment B. The Commenwealth recommends that FERC
consider every comment, correction or recommendation detailed in Attachment B that
FERC did not already address during the consideration of Attachment A.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have questions, please do not hesitate
to contact me at bettina.sullivan@deq.virginia.gov or (804) 698-4204.

[

Bettina Sullivan, Manager
Environmental Impact Review and Long Range
Priorities Program

Sincerely,

Enclosures

ec:  Kevin Bowman, FERC
Amy Ewing, DGIF
Keith Tignor, VDACS
Robbie Rhur, DCR
Jason Bulluck, DCR
Drew Hammond, VDH
Susan Douglas, VDH
Roger Kirchen, DHR
David Spears, DMME
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Greg Evans, DOF

Tony Watkinson, VMRC

Randy Owen, VMRC

Elizabeth Jordan, VDOT

Rusty Harrington, DOAV

Scott Denny, DOAV

Martha Little, VOF

Bruce Sterling, VDEM

Colonel W. Steven Flaherty, VSP
Jennifer Mitchell, DRPT

Roberta Lambert, Highland County
Ashton N. Harrison, Bath County

Timothy Fitzgerald, Augusta County
Stephen A. Carter, Nelson County
Rebecca Carter, Buckingham County
Vivian Seay Giles, Cumberland County
Wade Bartlett, Prince Edward County
Ronald E. Roark, Nottoway County

W. Kevin Massengill, Dinwiddie County
Charlette T. Woolridge, Brunswick County
K. David Whittingham, Greensville County
Michael W. Johnson, Southampton County
Patrick Roberts, City of Suffolk

Tim Howlett, City of Chesapeake

Michael G. Hamp I, City of Waynesboro
Stephen F. Owen, City of Staunton

Russ Pace, City of Franklin

Brian Thrower, City of Emporia

Joseph F. Morrissette, Town of Burkeville
Cindy Morris, Town of Farmville

Philip Vannoorbeeck, Town of Blackstone
Bonnie Riedesel, Central Shenandeah PDC
Chip Boyles, Thomas Jefferson PDC
Mary S. Hickman, Commonwealth Regional
Gail P. Moody, Southside PDC

Ben McFarlane, Hampton Roads PDC
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

food 29 East Main Strect, Fichmond, Virginia 23219
Molly Joseph Ward - .0, Box 1105, Richmond, Virginia 23218 Dud B Pagler
Secretary of Hataral Resources www.deqvirginia.gov Crrector

(404 6354000
1-300-592- 432

ATTACHMENT A: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, PLANS AND PROCEDURES

The recommendations within this attachment are organized as follows:

» Partl: Section 5.2 of the Final Environmental mpact Statement
o New Recommendations for Section 5.2
o Maodifications to Existing Recommendations in Section 5.2
» Part |l Recommendations for Other Sections of the FEIS, Plans and Procedures

o Route Changes and Variations
= Conservation Sites

= Gardner Spring
= Surface Waters
= Water Supply
= Wildlife Resources
= Karst Features
o Recommendations for Preconstruction Planning. Surveys and Studies
Wetlands and Surface Waters
Soil and Slope Stabilization
Karst Resources
Wildlife Resources
Contaminated Soil, Sediment and Groundwater
Recreational and Scenic Resources
Water Withdrawals
Geologic and Mineral Resources and Mines
Acid-Producing Rock and Soils
Pollution Prevention
Aviation
Water Supplies and Drinking Water Sources
Shapefiles
Waste Database Search
Plant and Wildlife Surveys and Special Status and State-Sensitive
Resources
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Transportation System

Mitigation Measures for Construction and Maintenance Activities

Wetlands and Surface Waters

Hydrostatic Testing

Stream Crossings

Forest Resources

Wildlife Resources

Government-Funded Best Management Practices
Open Burning and Fugitive Dust

Aviation

Water Supplies

Polychlorinated Biphenyl (FCB) Contamination
Flood Hazard Area

Conservation Sites

Transportation System

Recommendations for Specific Plans

Spill Prevention Controls and Countermeasures

Migratory Bird Conservation Plan

Invasive Plant Species Management Plan

Plans for the Management of Waste and Contaminated Soil,
Sediment and Groundwater

Plan for Discovery of Unanticipated Paleontological Resources
Blasting Plan

Karst Terrain Assessment Construction, Monitoring and Mitigation
Plan

Karst Survey Report

Traffic and Transportation Management Plan

Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation Procedures
Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan

Site-Specific Horizontal Directional Drill Plans

Timber Removal Plan

Contaminated Media Plan

Protected Snake Conservation Plan

Non-Mative Invasive Plant Species Management Plan within the
Draft Construction, Operation and Maintenance Plans

Errors and Clarification Needs in the DEIS

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments
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Part I: Section 5.2 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement

The Commonwealth of Virginia recommends that the Federal Energy Regulatory

5.2 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and that if the Commission

measures. To the extent practicable, the Commonwealth recommends that the U.S.
decisions under its jurisdiction.
1) New Recommendations for Section 5.2
documented and recognized by FERC as significant in its analysis, the
Commonwealth of Virginia recommends that FERC include in Section 5.2 a

LLC) to coordinate with Virginia’s natural resource agencies and applicable

-

SA8-2 b
Soil Mitigation Plan and implement horizontal directional drilling (HDD) to the

Environmental Quality (DEQ) cautions that exposing these soils to the

atmosphere through open trenching operations could result in acidic runoff,
potentially resulting in environmental impacts. The plan should address how

ACP route.

important to minimizing potential water quality impacts from the ACP Project.
Proper stormwater management and ESC design, implementation, and

Commission (FERC or Commission) include the following recommendations in Section

approves the construction and operation of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP) Project, it
condition the order on adherence to these recommendations. If FERC does not include
these recommendations in Section 5.2, then the Commonwealth recommends that they
be incorporated in appropriate sections of the FEIS, plans and procedures as mitigation

Forest Service also consider these recommendations to the degree that they relate to

SA8-1 a) Recommendation: Given the adverse impact to forested cores that has been

recommendation that directs the Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC (Atlantic or ACP,

federal agencies on an acceptable mitigation plan to offset and compensate for
the significant forestland impacts in Virginia, including direct and indirect loses
and fragmentation effects. Failing to account for indirect impacts of the ACP to
forests would gravely underestimate the extent to which the project will impact
Virginia’s forests. For additional evidence to support the recommendation, see
comments from the Commonwealth’s natural resource agencies in Attachment B.

Recommendation: Include a requirement directing ACP, LLC to develop an Acid

maximum extent practicable in areas containing acid soils. The Department of

these areas will be managed, the disposition of acid soils, and details regarding
proper storage and disposal practices. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B
for a list of the milepost locations where acid sulfate soils are present along the

SA8-3 In addition to acid sulfate soils, the project includes other areas of special interest
such as karst, steep slopes, and slide prone areas. DEQ considers stormwater
management and erosion and sediment control (ESC) measures to be critically

SA8-1

SA8-2

SA8-3

Section 4.6.5 has been updated with the new interior forest habitat
fragmentation analysis based on the current version of the pipeline route.
Note that because approximately 80 percent of the access roads proposed for
ACP would be existing access roads, the direct interior forest loss provided in
section 4.6.5 is less than that provided by the VDEQ in its February 16, 2017
“Impacts of the Proposed Atlantic Coast Pipeline on Virginia’s Forests and
Mitigation Recommendations,” as this analysis appears to have included all
access roads.

Interior forest habitat is not generally protected as a sensitive resource in the
ACP project area, although there may be specific interior vegetation
community types that are protected as described in section 4.4. HEAs are a
means to determine the amount of compensatory restoration required to
provide services that are equivalent to the interim loss of natural resource
services following an injury. HEAs are used by the FWS as one of many
conservation measures that may be used to mitigate impacts to migratory birds
and threatened and endangered species; it is important to note that HEAs are
a voluntary measure. Although we agree that compensatory mitigation is one
way to offset the impacts resulting from forest loss and fragmentation, there
are other measures described in sections 4.4.6 and 4.5.6 that would reduce
fragmentation and edge effects. Additional measures would be applied on
NFS lands as discussed in sections 4.4.8 and 4.5.9. Atlantic is required to
obtain the necessary permits and authorizations required to construct and
operate the project. As such, to the extent the state has regulatory authority
and permitting jurisdiction for these features, Atlantic would consult with the
VDEQ. The VDEQ would have the opportunity to review Atlantic’s
proposed crossings during the permitting process and, if necessary, identify
additional mitigation measures beyond those proposed.

Recommendation noted. Section 4.1.4.4 includes a discussion of acid
producing rock and soils, including measures that Atlantic would implement
to reduce potential impacts. See also the responses to comment SA8-3 and
related comment SA8-141 in attachment B of your letter.

Atlantic is required to obtain the necessary permits and authorizations
required to construct and operate the project. As such, to the extent the state
has regulatory authority and permitting jurisdiction for these features, Atlantic
would consult with the appropriate Commonwealth of Virginia agency. The
Commonwealth of Virginia would have the opportunity to review Atlantic’s
proposed crossings during the permitting process and, if necessary, identify
additional mitigation measures beyond those proposed.

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments
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c)

d

=

e)

monitoring will be paramount in protecting these resources. The ESC procedures
contained in the DEIS are not representative of the full scope of Virginia's
requirements for stormwater and ESC. DEQ has required Atlantic to submit site-
specific ESC plans to be reviewed and approved prior to land-disturbing activity.
These ESC plans will be expected to meet and exceed Virginia's requirements,
particularly in areas of special interest. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.

Recommendation: Add a recommendation to direct Atlantic to conduct pre-
impact characterizations of proposed stream and wetland crossings to include
sufficient evidence that the system will be able to maintain its original functions
indefinitely after restoration. DEQ is concerned that the proposed temporary
impacts could result in a permanent alteration of the impacted systems post
construction. Pre-impact characterizations should include stream surveys and
subsurface investigations at temporary stream and wetland impact areas to
establish the feasibility of restoring the systems post-construction and hydrologic
assessments, including piezometers, to establish pre-impact hydrologic
conditions at temporary wetland impact areas. See the DEQ comments in
Attachment B.

Recommendation: Include a requirement that directs ACP, LLC to develop a
comprehensive Water Quality Monitoring Plan that describes how water quality
monitoring will be conducted before, during, and up to five years after project
construction. The plan should focus on identifying an appropriate number of
monitoring locations above and below where open trench crossing or HDD are
used in critical areas such as wild/stocked trout streams, endangered/threatened
species waters, public water supplies, total maximum daily load (TMDL)
watersheds, Tier 3 streams, areas near acidic soils, and streams with high
Virginia Stream Condition Index (VSCI) scores. The plan should consider real-
time temperature, dissolved oxygen, and turbidity monitoring (such as that done
in Virginia by the U.S. Geological Survey), which could allow the public and all
agencies involved to access the data real-time. Additionally, the plan should
include a collection of macroinvertebrates, fish, and habitat data, using DEQ-
approved methods above and below identified crossings during the project, and
the collection should be done yearly for 5 years after completion of the project.
ACP, LLC should also update other plans detailing post-construction monitoring,
restoration, and rehabilitation to include this requirement, as applicable. See the
DEQ comments in Attachment B.

Recommendation: Add a requirement directing Atlantic to manage water
withdrawals for hydrostatic testing so that no more than 10 percent of the
instantaneous flow rate from the channel is removed, the intake screen openings
do not exceed 1 millimeter, and the screen face intake velocities are not greater
than 0.25 feet per second to avoid an adverse effect or impairment. Water

SA8-4
SA8-5
SA8-6

See the response to comment SA8-3.
See the response to comment SA8-3.

We concur that water withdrawal rates should be managed and expect that
water use would be addressed through each state water use permit process.
See also the response to comment SA8-3.
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withdrawals for hydrostatic testing of water-tight containers, pipeline, and vessels
from non-tidal waters are excluded from a permit under Virginia Water Protection
Permit Program regulations (9 VAC 25-210-310.A.6) regardless of the volume
withdrawn. However, 9 VAC 25-210-310.B allows the State Water Control Board
to require a permit if the withdrawal is found to cause an impairment, adversely
affect beneficial uses, or violate water quality standards.

Recommendation: Add a requirement that prior to construction, Atlantic will
conduct dye tracing studies wherever the ACP crosses karst terrain, if prior dye
tracing information does not exist or is insufficient for that area. Dye traces within
the general project area have shown connections of karst features to springs and
wells as far away as 7 miles for areas northwest of the Staunton/Pulaski/North
Mountain Fault system (e.g., the Ridge and Valley). Dye trace studies should
occur after final route approval but prior to construction. Atlantic should
coordinate with the Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR), DEQ,
Department of Mines, Minerals and Energy (DMME) and the U.S. Geological
Survey to determine which areas in the Great Valley are appropriate for dye trace
studies (e.g. Cochran’s Cave area in Augusta County). Dye trace studies will be
beneficial to determining the subterranean flow of water entering karst features
and notifying potentially impacted stakeholders in the case of a release. Atlantic
should add DCR to the list of agencies reviewing and commenting on karst-
related issues. See the DCR comments in Attachment B for additional
information.

2) Modifications to Existing Recommendations in Section 5.2

a)

b

-

c)

d

=

Recommendation 5: Require Atlantic to provide information on new route
realignments or facility relocations, including staging areas, contractor yards, new
access roads, and other areas that have not been previously identified in filings
to DEQ and other entities responsible for permitting.

Recommendation 6(a): Incorporate the recommended mitigation measures in
Attachments A and B into the referenced Implementation Plans.

Recommendations 8 and 24: Require Atlantic to provide DEQ with updated
status reports, plans, and site-specific crossing plans for major waterbody
crossings. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.

Recommendation 28: Direct Atlantic to consult with the Virginia Department of
Forestry (DOF) regarding recommended mitigation measures and seed mixtures
for any forested area that may be adjacent to or near DOF state forest and/or
easement properties. See the DOF comments in Attachment B.

SA8-7

SA8-8

SA8-9
SA8-10
SA8-11

Comment noted. Section 4.1.2.3 has been revised to recommend that Atlantic
provide the results of a fracture trace/lineament analysis, along with
evaluation of existing dye trace study results, prior to construction.

As discussed in section 1.4, Atlantic and DETI would be responsible for
obtaining all permits and approvals required to construct and operate ACP
and SHP. Further, as would be required in recommended Environmental
Condition No. 5, each request for facility project changes would require a
statement whether any cultural resources or federally threatened or
endangered species would be affected, which would include proof that the
necessary state and federal consultations have been completed regarding those
resources.

See the response to comment SA8-3.
See the response to comment SA8-3.

See the response to comment SA8-3.

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments



8€T-Z

STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS

SAS8 - Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (cont’d)

SA8-12

SA8-13

SA8-14

20170406-5489 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 4/6/2017 3:02:35 PM

FERC ACP DEIS
DEQ 16-248F
Attachment A

Page 6

Part ll: Recommendations for Other Sections of the FEIS, Plans and Procedures

The Commonwealth of Virginia encourages FERC to incorporate the following
recommendations into appropriate sections of the FEIS, plans, and procedures. To the
extent practicable, the Commonwealth recommends that the U.S. Forest Service also
consider these recommendations to the degree that they relate to decisions under its
jurisdiction.

1) Route Changes and Variations

a)

b)

<)

Conservation Sites

i) Recommendation: Avoid the Cochran’s Cave Conservation Site entirely or
follow DCR’s recommendations in Attachment B for the protection of this very
sensitive area.

ii) Recommendation: Avoid the Spruce Creek Tributary Conservation Site and
the Emporia Powerline Bog Conservation Site. See the DCR comments in
Attachment B.

iii) Recommendation: Avoid all other DCR-designated conservation sites. See
DCR comments in Attachment B.

iv) Recommendation: Reroute the pipeline so that it is at least 300 meters from
a tiger salamander breeding pond within the Lyndhurst Ponds Conservation
Site and follow DCR’s recommendations to protect this species. See DCR
comments in Attachment B.

Gardner Spring

i) Recommendation: Consider the concerns raised by the City of Staunton
when evaluating route adjustments in the Gardner Spring recharge area. See
the City of Staunton comments in Attachment B.

Surface Waters
i) Recommendation: Evaluate recommendations from DEQ on the proposed

reroutes and alignment adjustments, including co-location of utilities, that
DEQ provided by milepost. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.

SA8-12

SA8-13
SA8-14

Comments noted. See also the responses to comments SA8-177 and SA8-
191.

See the responses to comment letter LAS.

See the responses to comments SA8-124 through SA8-126.
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SA8-15 Comment noted. We do not believe the contractor yard would affect
Hamilton Branch. See also the response to comment SA8-145.
SA8-16 See section 4.5.6 for an updated discussion of interior forest fragmentation.
FERC ACP DEIS
DEQ 16.548F See also the responses to comments SA8-213 and SA8-207.
Attach A
P:ZZ;] . SA8-17 Comment noted. See also the response to related comment SA8-171 in
attachment B of your letter.
d) Water Supply SA8-18 See the response to related comment SA8-111 in attachment B of your letter.
SA8-15 i) Recommendation: Consider moving the staging area/construction site away SA8-19 Comment noted. See also the response to related comment SA8-114 in
from the sinking portion of Hamilton Branch which may have a direct attachment B of your letter.

connection to the municipal water supply for the Town of Deerfield. See the
DEQ comments in Attachment B.

e) Wildlife Resources

SA8-16 i) Recommendation: Consider the long-term impacts of forest fragmentation
and minimize them to the greatest extent possible by co-locating the pipeline
within already-disturbed utility corridors and early successional habitats. See
the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF) comments in
Attachment B.

ii) Recommendation: Modify the pipeline route to avoid impacts upon suitable
habitat for timber rattlesnakes, state-listed endangered canebrake
rattlesnakes, especially canebrake rattlesnakes in eastern Virginia, and
scarlet kingshakes. See the DGIF comments in Attachment B.

f) Karst Features
SA8-17 i) Recommendation: Avoid impacts to karst features to the maximum extent

practicable and monitor resurgent springs in Highland County. See the DCR
comments in Attachment B.

2) Recommendations for Preconstruction Planning, Surveys and Studies
a) Wetlands and Surface Waters

SA8-18 i) Recommendation: Include an inventory of the location of private ponds
relative to the pipeline and road network. Locate road and pipeline crossings
down gradient of private ponds to the maximum extent possible and develop
enhanced ESC measures to protect ponds from secondary impacts of
construction where route adjustments are not possible. See the DEQ
comments in Attachment B.

SA8-19 ii) Recommendation: Provide details regarding the material to be used and
installation methods for all temporary culverts and temporary fill in
waterbodies and wetlands for permanent and temporary access roads,
including methods proposed to stabilize fill material. Include a detailed
analysis of all alternatives relative to the use of culverts and temporary fill,

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments
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SA8-20 Comment noted. See also the response to related comment SA8-112 in
attachment B of your letter.
SA8-21 Comment noted. See also the response to related comment SA8-113 in
R S attachment B of your letter.
Attachment A
Page 8 SA8-22 See the response to comment SA8-3. See also the response to related
) ) comment SA8-120 in attachment B of your letter.
SA8-19 such as relocations and bridges, to reduce both permanent and temporary
(cont’d) waterbody impacts. Discuss and identify the location of fill sources, as SA8-23 See the response to related comment SA8-133 in attachment B of your letter.
obtaining fill may cause additional impacts. See the DEQ comments in
Attachment B. SA8-24 See the response to comment SA8-3. See also the response to related
comment SA8-181 in attachment B of your letter.
SA8-20 iii) Recommendation: Consider HDD, if practicable, at crossings of sensitive
waters since the method would not result in impacts to streams and is SA8-25 See the response to comment SA8-3. See also the response to related
considered an avoidance measure. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B. comment SA8-218 in attachment B of your letter.
SA8-21 iv) Recommendation: Consider DEQ recommendations to protect surface water

resources, including increasing the number of temporary access roads where
possible and using a more robust method of determining stream type. See the
DEQ comments in Attachment B.

Recommendation: Conduct pre- and post-construction monitoring of benthic
assemblages, relative bed stability, and riparian forest cover for segments of
the pipeline that cross applicable total maximum daily load (TMDL)
watersheds, Class V and VI waters, threatened and endangered species
waters, and benthic impairments. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B
for location-specific details and additional recommendations for TMDL
watersheds, benthic impairments, Class V Stocked Trout Streams, Class VI
Wild Trout Streams, Threatened and Endangered Species Waters, and other
impairments.

SA8-22 v

-

SA8-23 vi) Recommendation: Clarify that all stream crossings, including those
associated with cathodic protection systems, will adhere to established
Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation Procedures. See the
DEQ comments in Attachment B.

SA8-24 vii) Recommendation: Provide additional information on how the 10-foot-wide
corridor centered over the pipeline within wetlands would be maintained in a
herbaceous state due to the potential for impacts to DCR powerline bog
conservation sites. Follow DCR’s recommendations for maintaining the
corridor and manage pipeline and transmission right-of-ways as one unit
within the Handsom-Gum Powerline, Emporia Powerline Bog and Branchville
Powerline Conservation Sites. See the DCR comments in Attachment B.

b) Soil and Slope Stabilization
SA8-25 i) Recommendation: Consider DGIF’s comments and follow its

recommendations to protect sensitive biological and hydrogeological features
as provided to Atlantic in a February 7, 2017 letter, which is attached to the

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments
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DGIF comments in Attachment B.
c) Karst Resources

i) Recommendation: Follow DCR’s recommendations to address the impacts if
a failure occurs and there is a discharge to karst waters, potentially resulting
in impacts to subsurface habitat, drinking water, and surface streams fed by
karst springs. See the DCR comments in Attachment B.

ii) Recommendation: Consider that effects to wells and springs could
potentially extend outside of the current 500-foot karst investigation buffer
since blasting has the potential to include permanent alteration of
groundwater flow patterns and yields of wells and springs. See the DEQ
comments in Attachment B.

iiil Recommendation: Ensure the protection of karst structures, the wildlife
species they support, and the waters they contain. See the DGIF comments

in Attachment B.
d) Wildlife Resources

i) Recommendation: Update preconstruction requirements to include a
recommendation for a mussel survey regarding the proposed location for
crossing the Cowpasture River, which has been designated a Threatened and
Endangered Species Water due to the presence of federally listed
endangered James spinymussels. See the DGIF comments in Attachment B.
The DGIF comments include the following recommendations:

e Perform a mussel survey and relocation from 100 meters upstream
through 400 meters downstream of impact areas in the Cowpasture River.
This survey should be performed by a qualified, permitted biologist,
preferably no more than six months prior to the start of construction.

e Ensure that all survey and relocation activities adhere to draft guidance for
freshwater mussels in Virginia (attached to DGIF’s detailed comments in
Attachment B).

s Coordinate any relocations with DGIF.

e Coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) prior to
relocating federally listed species.

e Submit survey results to DGIF. Upon review of the results, DGIF will make
final recommendations regarding the protection of listed species known

from the area.

SA8-26
SA8-27
SA8-28

SA8-29

See the response to related comment SA8-174 in attachment B of your letter.
See the response to related comment SA8-144 in attachment B of your letter.

Comment noted. See also the response to related comment SA8-214 in
attachment B of your letter.

See the response to related comment SA8-196 in attachment B of your letter.
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o Adhere to a time-of-year restriction of May 15 through July 31 on all
instream work.

e See DGIF comments in Attachment B for an alternative photographic
habitat assessment.

ii) Recommendation: Assess all newly proposed areas of disturbance for their
suitability to support any of the listed species known from the area per DGIF’s
previous comments to FERC and Atlantic, and report the results to DGIF. See
the DGIF comments in Attachment B.

iiij Recommendation: Adhere to DGIF’s recommendations regarding instream
work best management practices (BMPs) and ways to minimize the impacts
of linear utility development on wildlife and their habitats as described in the
agency’s February 7, 2017 letter to Atlantic. See the DGIF comments in
Attachment B for a copy of the letter.

iv) Recommendation: Adhere to all of DGIF's time-of-year restrictions that are
detailed in the DGIF comments and attachments in Attachment B.

v) Recommendation: Incorporate the following recommendations to protect
wildlife resources (see the DGIF comments in Attachment B for additional
information):

e Coordinate with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Fisheries Service regarding the protection of Atlantic sturgeon and
consider additional time-of-year restrictions.

s Follow DGIF’s guidance on the Roanoke logperch and provide
clarifications as requested by DGIF:

o Follow an instream work time-of-year restriction from March 15 through
June 30 of any year in the Nottoway River drainage and at the site of
any instream work within 1-mile upstream of these waters.

o Provide results of the on-site assessment performed in 2016 at UNT
Nottoway River 1 Access Road and UNT Nottoway 2.

o Adhere to the remainder of DGIF’s recommendations regarding the
Roanoke logperch in its attached comments.

o Adhere to the Fish Relocation Plan developed cooperatively between
FWS, DGIF, and Atlantic.

o Adhere to typical instream work BMPs, including adherence to erosion
and sediment controls and the Fish Relocation Plan, to protect the
Orangefin madtom.

e Coordinate with DGIF, FWS, and DCR regarding survey and protective
recommendations for the Madison Cave isopod.

SA8-30

SA8-31

SA8-32

SA8-33

Section 4.7.1 includes our recommendation that Atlantic complete all
outstanding biological surveys prior to beginning construction. Table 4.7.1-
1 provides a summary of survey completion for each species.

Comment noted. See also the response to related comment SA8-217 in
attachment B of your letter.

See the responses to related comments SA8-196 through SA8-211 in
attachment B of your letter.

See the response to related comment SA8-197 through SA8-200 in attachment
B of your letter.
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s Follow DGIF's recommendations to protect freshwater mussels:

o Follow DGIF’s recommendations made in the February 7, 2017 letter
to Atlantic regarding Threatened and Endangered Species Waters as
well as associated freshwater mussels.

o Adhere to recommendations for assessments and surveys related to
the presence of mussels at the crossing of the Cowpasture River,
James River, Appomattox River, Nottoway River, Sturgeon Creek,
Meherrin River and their perennial tributaries.

o Continue to coordinate with DGIF and FWS regarding the survey of the
Jackson River for freshwater mussels.

o Adhere to previously recommended time-of-year restrictions for
instream work to protect mussels known from designated Threatened
and Endangered Species Waters and instream work at sites within 1
mile upstream, whether or not listed mussels were found during
surveys. Update Appendix K1 to reflect the commitment from Atlantic
to adhere to this time-of-year restriction.

o Coordinate with DGIF and FWS to determine if additional surveys need
to occur prior to construction since negative surveys are only valid for
two years.

s Follow DGIF's recommendations to protect listed salamanders:

o Evaluate wetlands proposed to be impacted by pipeline construction,
operation, maintenance, and within the documented range of listed
salamanders for habitat suitability. Protect wetlands with suitable
habitat and an upland buffer of 300 meters around the wetland or pond
from project impacts.

o Assess any wetlands located in Augusta or Nelson counties for
suitable eastern tiger salamander habitat that are newly proposed for
impacts or were not accessible during 2016, and survey any suitable
wetlands following previously provided protocols. Survey wetlands in
2017 that were determined to provide suitable habitat in 2016 but that
were not occupied.

o Conduct additional habitat surveys to confirm lack of presence of
ambystomid salamander in wetlands and ponds.

o Assess any wetlands located in the City of Suffolk for suitable Mabee’s
salamander habitat that are newly proposed for impacts or were not
accessible during 2016, and survey any suitable wetlands following
previously provided protocols.

e Follow DGIF’'s recommendations to protect listed bats:

o Consider DGIF’'s comments and follow its recommendations related to
acoustic and mist-net surveys of federally- and state-listed bats as
conveyed in DGIF’s February 7, 2017 letter to Atlantic.

SA8-34

See the responses to related comments SA8-201 through SA8-209 in
attachment B of your letter.
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o Avoid impacts upon all previously-known and newly documented
hibernacula, roost sites, and roost trees, and adhere to federal
guidelines for their protection.

o Coordinate with DGIF regarding any unavoidable impacts located
within half a mile of such resources for state-listed bats only.

o Asses any new lands and habitats now within the project scope
following previously used protocols.

o Adhere to DGIF’s Best Management Practices for Conservation of
Little Brown Bats and Tri-colored Bats, and coordinate with DGIF and
FWS on potential impacts.

Follow DGIF’s recommendations to protect listed small mammals:

o Consider comments and follow recommendations on completed habitat
assessments and small mammal surveys provided in DGIF’s February
7, 2017 letter to Atlantic.

o Avoid impacts upon areas that have been identified from previous
assessments and surveys as suitable habitat for listed small mammals.

o Continue to coordinate with DGIF regarding small mammals as
surveys and assessments continue in 2017, on lands not accessible
during 2016, and on lands that are newly within the project scope.

Follow DGIF’'s recommendations to protect listed birds:

o Protect state-listed threatened loggerhead shrikes and adhere to time-
of-year restrictions from April 1 through July 31 of any year for ground
clearing and tree removal in Highland, Bath, or Augusta counties and
within the Rockfish Valley Region of Nelson County.

o Consider and follow recommendations on surveys for loggerhead
shrikes provided in DGIF's February 7, 2017 letter to Atlantic.

o Update the DEIS to include information about loggerhead shrikes,
DGIF’s recommendations regarding their protection, survey results,
and Atlantic’'s commitment to adhere to time-of-year restrictions.

o Assess habitat for state-listed threatened peregrine falcons along the
pipeline route for nests or nesting habitat during already planned aerial
surveys.

o Coordinate with DGIF if significant bridge or near-bridge disturbance in
eastern Virginia becomes part of the project to protect nesting
peregrine falcons on such structures.

o Continue to coordinate with FWS regarding red-cockaded
woodpeckers.

Follow DGIF’s recommendations to protect Bald and Golden eagles:

o Continue coordination with FWS regarding potential impacts upon bald
and golden eagles under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
and adhere to Virginia’s Bald eagle management guidelines.

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments
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¢ Follow DGIF's recommendations to protect listed snakes and other
shakes:

o Implement long-term vegetation management along the pipeline
corridor in areas known to support canebrake rattlesnakes that is
consistent with conservation measures for the species.

o Adhere to the Protected Snake Conservation Plan.

« Follow DGIF's recommendations to protect trout streams:

o Adhere to a time-of-year restriction from October 1 through March 31
of any year in waters known to support brook trout and/or brown trout
for waters identified in DGIF’s February 7, 2017 letter.

o Adhere to a time-of-year restriction from March 15 through May 15 of
any year in waters known to support rainbow trout for waters identified
in DGIF’s February 7, 2017 letter.

o Confirm that Atlantic will adhere to the DGIF time-of-year restrictions
and update Appendix K1 to reflect this commitment.

o Adhere to DGIF recommendations to ensure avoidance or
minimization of conflicts with the stocking and angling activities in the
stocked streams identified in DGIF’s February 7, 2017 letter.

e Follow DGIF's recommendations to protect anadromous fish use areas:

o Adhere to a time-of-year restriction from February 15 through June 30
of any year for instream work to protect fish migration and spawning in
designated Confirmed and Potential Anadromous Fish Use Areas and
their tributaries or instream work within 1 mile upstream of these areas
as listed in DGIF’s February 7, 2017 letter.

o Clarify Atlantic’'s commitment to adhere to time-of-year restrictions to
protect anadromous fish use areas due to conflicting information in the
DEIS and Appendix K1.

e) Contaminated Soil, Sediment and Groundwater

i) Recommendation: Ensure that the Environmental Inspectors (Els) complete
more specific training, use proper field equipment for contamination analyses,
and contact the appropriate regulating agency. Update the Contaminated
Media Plan with this recommendation. See the DEQ comments in Attachment
B.

f) Recreational and Scenic Resources
i) Recommendation: Include coordination with the DCR Division of Planning

and Recreational Resources on mitigation of impacts to the Great Eastern
Trail, Appalachian National Scenic Trail, James River Heritage Trail, East

Coast Greenway and the Beaches to Bluegrass trails. See the DCR

SA8-35

SA8-36

Atlantic is required to obtain the necessary permits and authorizations
required to construct and operate the project. As such, to the extent the state
has regulatory authority and permitting jurisdiction for these features, Atlantic
would consult with the appropriate Commonwealth of Virginia agency. The
Commonwealth of Virginia would have the opportunity to review Atlantic’s
proposed crossings during the permitting process and, if necessary, identify
additional mitigation measures beyond that proposed. Nonetheless, the final
EIS has been updated to recommend that Atlantic and DETI consult with the
VDEQ regarding the Contaminated Media Plan prior to construction. See
also the response to related comment SA8-154 in attachment B of your letter.

See the responses to related comments SA8-166 and SA8-167 in attachment
B of your letter. Atlantic is required to obtain the necessary permits and
authorizations required to construct and operate the project. As such, to the
extent the state has regulatory authority and permitting jurisdiction for these
features, Atlantic would consult with the VDCR. The VDCR would have the
opportunity to review Atlantic’s proposed crossings during the permitting
process and, if necessary, identify additional mitigation measures beyond
those proposed.
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SA8-37 See the response to related comment SA8-142 in attachment B of your letter.

SA8-38 See the response to related comment SA8-142 in attachment B of your letter.

FERC ACP DEIS SA8-39 See the response to related comment SA8-142 in attachment B of your letter.
EE;;‘JE::EAF SA8-40 See the response to related comment SA8-142 in attachment B of your letter.
SA8-36 comments in Attachment B for additional information. SA8-41 See the response to related comment SA8-142 in attachment B of your letter.
(cont’d) SA8-42 See the response to related comment SA8-212 in attachment B of your letter.

ii) Recommendation: Coordinate with local governments to explore the
possibility of creating water access sites at water crossings that correspond
with established water trails, and use native plants species to restore areas
along the proposed route. See DCR comments in Attachment B.

g) Water Withdrawals

SA8-37 i) Recommendation: Identify steps that Atlantic and its contractors will take
during the hydrostatic testing to meet the requirements to avoid an adverse
effect or impairment as stated in Item 1(e) in Part 1 of these comments under
recommendations for Section 5.2. See also DEQ comments in Attachment B.

SA8-38 ii) Recommendation: Add a requirement that Atlantic or its contractors notify
the DEQ Office of Water Supply (OWS) of the locations and dates of
withdrawals for hydrostatic testing at least 60 days prior to the proposed
withdrawals for guidance on any restrictions due to low flow or drought
conditions. See DEQ comments in Attachment B.

SA8-39 iii) Recommendation: Withdraw water for hydrostatic testing during periods of
higher streamflow (as compared to the proposed August through October
timeframe, which is typically the lowest flow period for all stream channels),
and provide an assessment of the river flows where withdrawals are proposed
that includes a discussion of how the withdrawals will affect flows, particularly
during low flow or drought conditions. See DEQ comments in Attachment B.

SA8-40 iv) Recommendation: Assess whether water withdrawals may affect
downstream water users, particularly during low flow periods, including but
not limited to the water users identified in DEQ’s comments in Attachment B.

~

Recommendation: Include an acknowledgement that if direct withdrawals
from groundwater or surface water sources are needed for hydrostatic testing
that exceed 10,000 gallons during any single day, Atlantic must comply with
the requirements of 9 VAC 25-200 Virginia Water Withdrawal Registration
and Reporting and provide a discussion of what steps Atlantic and its
contractors will take during the withdrawals to ensure that these requirements
are met. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.

SA8-41 v

SA8-42 vi) Recommendation: Ensure that all intakes are fitted with a 1 millimeter mesh
screen, intake velocities do not exceed 0.25 fps, and no more than 25 percent
of stream input is withdrawn to protect resident aquatic species from
impingement and entrainment. Continue to coordinate with DGIF and FWS
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h)

Y]

regarding proposed water use during pipeline construction to ensure
avoidance or minimization of impacts upon native systems. See the DGIF
comments in Attachment B.

vii) Recommendation: Avoid introductions of non-native aquatic invasive
species during water withdrawals and develop and use an aquatic invasive
species management plan. See the DGIF comments in Attachment B.

viii) Recommendation: Coordinate with facilities that have existing groundwater
withdrawals regarding construction, pipeline-related water withdrawals, and
other activities that may affect them. See a map in the DEQ comments in
Attachment B.

Geologic and Mineral Resources and Mines

i) Recommendation: Consider comments and follow recommendations from
the DMME regarding analysis on bedrock and surficial geology. See the
DMME comments in Attachment B.

ii) Recommendation: Update mineral resources to include sand and gravel
sites, abandoned non-fuel mineral resource sites, abandoned mine sites, and
abandoned fuel mineral resources. See the DMME comments in Attachment
B.

iii) Recommendation: Evaluate the potential of subsidence of all mineral
resource sites, including but not limited to mining pits and shafts. See the
DMME comments in Attachment B.

Acid-Producing Rock and Soils

i) Recommendation: Evaluate the significant potential for encountering acid-
producing minerals such as pyrite in the Andersonville Mining District in
Buckingham County. See the DMME comments in Attachment B.

Pollution Prevention

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

* Consider the development of an effective Environmental Management
System (EMS). An effective EMS will ensure that Atlantic is committed to
complying with environmental regulations, reducing risk, minimizing

SA8-43
SA8-44

SA8-45
SA8-46

SA8-47
SA8-48
SA8-49

See the response to related comment SA8-212 in attachment B of your letter.

See also the responses to comment SA8-3 and related comment SA8-143 in
attachment B of your letter.

See the response to related comment SA8-220 in attachment B of your letter.

See the responses to related comments SA8-221 and SA8-222 in attachment
B of your letter.

See the response to related comment SA8-223 in attachment B of your letter.
See the response to related comment SA8-224 in attachment B of your letter.

Supply chain management analysis of the applicant’s Environmental
Management System as it relates to recycling of materials, etc. is outside the
scope of this EIS. See also the response to related comment SA8-164 in
attachment B of your letter.
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SA8-50 Comment noted. See the responses to comment SA8-3 and related comment
SA8-228 in attachment B of your letter.
SA8-51 Comment noted. See the responses to comment SA8-3, comment letter LA5,
R S and related comments SA8-239 and SA8-140 in attachment B of your letter.
Attachment A
Page 16
SA8-49 environmental impacts, setting environmental goals, and achieving
(cont’d) improvements in its environmental performance. DEQ offers EMS

development assistance and recognizes facilities with effective Environmental
Management Systems through its Virginia Environmental Excellence Program
(VEEP). VEEP provides recognition, annual permit fee discounts, and the
possibility for alternative compliance methods.

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

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

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

« Integrate pollution prevention techniques into maintenance and operation.

¢ Encourage supply chain partners to implement pollution prevention,
sustainability, and environmental management systems.

* Coordinate with the DEQ Office of Pollution Prevention for additional
information and technical assistance relating to pollution prevention
techniques and EMS.

k) Aviation

SA8-50 i) Recommendation: Coordinate with any private airfield land owner that may
be impacted by the proposed project route. See the Virginia Department of
Aviation (DOAV) comments in Attachment B for additional information.

1) Water Supplies and Drinking Water Sources

SA8-51 i) Recommendation: Follow recommendations from the Virginia Department of
Health (VDH) to protect drinking water sources (groundwater wells, springs,
and surface water intakes), conduct a survey of onsite sewage systems and
private wells in relation to the pipeline route to determine potential impacts,
and coordinate with the VDH Office of Environmental Health Services. See
the VDH comments in Attachment B.

i) Recommendation: Follow DEQ's recommendations for the water well and
spring testing program that include but are not limited to notification of DEQ
when a groundwater impact has been reported or suspected and submittal to
DEQ of a final georeferenced compilation of well and spring sampling results.
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See the DEQ comments in Attachment B for additional recommendations.

iii) Recommendation: Conduct a detailed analysis of potential impacts to
Gardner Spring and its recharge area, develop a mitigation plan, and report
on the findings. Consider comments from the City of Staunton in Attachment
B when developing the mitigation plan.

iv) Recommendation: Consider DEQ’s recommendations in Attachment B as
they relate to the use of water supply wells as a depth to water reference in
the coastal plain.

m) Shapefiles

i) Recommendation: Provide shapefiles to the DCR Division of Natural
Heritage and DGIF as changes occur to the project footprint, including but not
limited to, the right-of-way, access roads, and associated infrastructure
(including proposed cellular towers). See DCR and DGIF comments in
Attachment B.

ii) Recommendation: Submit a shapefile of the Wavyleaf grass location and
additional details regarding the population. See DCR comments in
Attachment B.

n) Waste Database Search

i) Recommendation: Evaluate the identified waste sites in the DEQ comments
in Attachment B that may impact project activity.

o) Plant and Wildlife Surveys and Special Status and State-Sensitive
Resources

i) Recommendation: Coordinate with DCR regarding state-sensitive species
and submit survey results to DCR for review. See the DCR comments in
Attachment B.

ii) Recommendation: Avoid and reduce impacts to rare, threatened and
endangered species from water withdrawals and discharge locations through
identification of alternatives and implementation of conservation measures.
See the DCR comments in Attachment B.

iii) Recommendation: Complete all required and recommended plant and
wildlife surveys and biological assessments prior to construction and provide

SA8-52

SA8-53
SA8-54
SA8-55

SA8-56

The most recent and reliable GIS data of the project are available from
Atlantic, not FERC.

See the response to related comment SA8-151 in attachment B of your letter.
See the response to related comment SA8-179 in attachment B of your letter.

Section 4.7.1 includes our recommendations for Atlantic and DETI to analyze
alternatives and conservation measures for withdrawals from and discharges
into ESA sensitive waterbodies. See also the response to related comment
SA8-184 in attachment B of your letter.

Section 4.7.1 includes our recommendation that Atlantic complete all
outstanding biological surveys and that FERC complete any necessary section
7 consultation with the FWS prior to Atlantic beginning construction.
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DCR with copies of all surveys that DCR requested in Attachment B.

iv) Recommendation: Reduce the temporary construction right-of-way to 75
feet and the permanent right-of-way to 50 feet in known maternity or roost
sites as indicated in the Virginia Bat Survey. See DCR comments in
Attachment B.

\J

~

Recommendation: Follow DCR’s recommendations regarding Table S-2 of
the Virginia List and Species of Greatest Conservation Need with Potential to
Ocecur in the Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project area and respond to requests for
additional clarification. See the DCR comments in Attachment B.

vi) Recommendation: Consider DCR’s suggestions regarding the classification
of vegetation communities in Appendix Q. See the DCR comments in

Attachment B.

vii) Recommendation: Incorporate edits to wildlife survey reports and conduct
new surveys as suggested by DCR in its comments in Attachment B.

p) Transportation System

i) Recommendation: Document the existing conditions of affected roadways,
pavement conditions, and drainage structures in Virginia and provide the
documentation to the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT). See
VDOT comments in Attachment B.

3) Mitigation Measures for Construction and Maintenance Activities
a) Wetlands and Surface Waters

i) Recommendation: Include temporary wetland impact soil handling
requirements as detailed in the DEQ comments in Attachment B. During
trench excavation in all wetlands, both saturated or unsaturated, segregate
the upper 12 inches of the soil profile as “wetland topsoil” from the underlying
subsoil, store the wetland topsoil in a soil stockpile separate from other soil
materials, and upon closing the trench, use the wetland topsoil to fill the upper
12-inches of the trench to reconstruct the wetland soil profile. Restore
temporarily disturbed wetland areas to pre-existing conditions within 30 days
of completing work at each respective temporary impact area, including
reestablishing preconstruction elevations and contours with topsoil from the
impact area and planting or seeding with appropriate wetland vegetation
according to pre-disturbance cover type until the disturbed sites are
permanently stabilized.

SA8-57

SA8-58
SA8-59
SA8-60

SA8-61

SA8-62

Atlantic and DETI would only maintain a 50-foot-wide permanent right-of-
way along both ACP and SHP. No tree clearing would be conducted within
150 feet of active maternity roost trees at any time, if maternity roosts are
identified in 2017 surveys. See also the response to related comment SA8-
191 in attachment B of your letter.

See the response to related comment SA8-194 in attachment B of your letter.
See the response to related comment SA8-195 in attachment B of your letter.

Sections 4.6 and 4.7 have been updated to include this information. See also
the response to related comment SA8-191 in attachment B of your letter.

See the responses to comment SA4-1 and related comment SA8-244 in
attachment B of your letter.

Recommendation noted. See also the response to related comment SA8-110
in attachment B of your letter.
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ii) Recommendation: Apply precautions identified in Chapter 9 of the Draft
Construction, Operations and Maintenance Plan to protect sediment TMDL
watersheds, public water supply waters, Class V and VI waters, sensitive
fisheries, Threatened and Endangered Species Waters, critical habitat, and
waters with benthic impairments both on and off U.S. Forest Service lands.
See specific proposed precautions listed in the DEQ comments in Attachment

iiij Recommendation: Include final wetland mitigation plans for all proposed
temporary and permanent tidal wetland impacts in the final EIS for
consideration by the Virginia Marine Resources Commission (VMRC). See
the VMRC comments in Attachment B.

iv) Recommendation: Implement measures identified in the Invasive Plant
Species Management Plan to minimize the potential introduction of the
invasive comment reed, Phragmites australis, for all wetland crossing sites
except for site wChr002. See the VMRC comments in Attachment B.

b) Hydrostatic Testing

i) Recommendation: Implement BMPs to ensure that hydrostatic tests do not
impact natural heritage resources. See DCR comments in Attachment B.

c) Stream Crossings

i) Recommendation: Incorporate the following VMRC recommendations, which
are standard instream permit conditions, for jurisdictional stream crossings as
set forth in the VMRC comments in Attachment B:

e A "frac-out" contingency plan must be provided for any crossings utilizing
the directional drill method to address potential frac-outs or related spills
associated with any directional drilling activities. In an effort to 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 in writing.

e The instream construction activities shall be accomplished during low flow
periods utilizing dam and pump, flume around, or within cofferdams
constructed of nonerodible materials in such a manner that no more than
half the width of the waterway is obstructed at any point in time. All areas

of state-owned bottom and adjacent lands disturbed by this activity shall

SA8-63

SA8-64

SA8-65

SA8-66
SA8-67

Comment noted. See also the response to related comment SA8-135 in
attachment B of your letter.

Comment noted. See also the response to related comment SA8-250 in
attachment B of your letter.

Comment noted. See also the response to related comment SA8-250 in
attachment B of your letter.

See the response to related comment SA8-184 in attachment B of your letter.

See the response to related comment SA8-248 in attachment B of your letter.
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SA8-69 Comments noted. See the responses to comment SA8-3, and related comment
SA8-118 in attachment B of your letter.
FERC ACP DEIS
DEQ 16-245F SA8-70 See the responses to comment SA8-3, and related comments SA8-128, SA8-
Page 20 129, and SA8-134 in attachment B of your letter.
SA8-67 be restored to their original contours and natural conditions within thirty SA8-71 Comment noted. See also the response to related comment SA8-130 in
(cont’d) (30) days from the date of completion of the authorized work. All excess attachment B of your letter.

materials shall be removed to an upland site and contained in such a
manner to prevent its reentry into state waters.

« Erosion and sediment control measures shall be in conformance with the
1992 Third Edition of the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook
and shall be employed throughout construction.

o Ifit is determined that blasting is necessary at any of the crossings, DGIF
shall be notified @ minimum of 48 hours in advance of the blasting.

e DCR shall be contacted for any stream crossings where karst landscape
features are encountered during installation.

o DGIF shall be contacted for any work in trout waters to avoid conflicts with
trout stocking activities.

SA8-68 ii) Recommendation: Include a table citing DGIF’s recommendations at each
VMRC non-tidal jurisdictional stream crossing and a statement from Atlantic
that the applicant intends to follow the recommendations. See the VMRC
comments in Attachment B.

SA8-69 iii) Recommendation: Follow recommendations from DEQ provided in
Attachment B for specific milepost crossings of the Jackson River,
Calfpasture River, South River, James River, Appomattox River, Flat Creek,
Nottoway River and tributaries, Meherrin River, Blackwater River, Western
Branch Nansemond River, Nansemond River and Southern Branch Elizabeth
River.

SA8-70 iv) Recommendation: Take all efforts to minimally contact the benthos (railcar
flatbeds, bottomless culverts, etc.), place spoil a minimum of 10 feet away
from the water’'s edge or in areas with sediment barriers, and locate additional
temporary workspace at least 100 feet away from the water’s edge in
sediment TMDL watersheds, public water supply waters, Class V and VI
waters, sensitive fisheries, threatened and endangered species waters,
critical habitat, and waters with benthic impairments. See the DEQ comments
in Attachment B for additional details.

SA8-71 v) Recommendation: Nighttime work on stream crossings should be minimized
so that proper inspection, spills, and water quality issues can be resolved
promptly. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.
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d) Forest Resources

i) Recommendation: Incorporate the following recommendations to mitigate
the impacts of forest fragmentation on biodiversity provided in the DOF
comments in Attachment B:

o Keep right-of-way clearing to the minimum width necessary to prevent
interference from trees and other vegetation.

o Establish herbaceous species and shrubs or some low-growing trees that
are considered desirable ground cover and valuable wildlife habitat along
the right-of-way in the project’s vegetation management and revegetation
plan.

« Maintain a scrub habitat, dominated by low growing, bushy vegetation and
young trees, which is preferable to mowing in forest habitats. It can
provide quality habitat for wildlife species that are dependent on early
successional habitat (birds, reptiles, and amphibians).

ii) Recommendation: Incorporate the following best management activities to
protect forest resources provided in the DOF comments in Attachment B:

* Restore contours to pre-construction conditions and control erosion until
re-vegetation stabilizes the disturbed areas.

« Restore vegetation to native species and protect the natural functions of
the pre-construction ecosystem.

s Use machinery where feasible that when combined (example: earth mover
and cart) weigh less than 10 tons per axle. Research has shown that this
will help alleviate compaction to the top 6-8 inches of soil where it can be
more easily addressed. Combination vehicles weighing more than 10 tons
can create compaction as deep as 3 feet which is very difficult to mitigate.

¢ Minimize traffic lanes for transporting cleared timber from the site.

e Follow Forestry BMPs for water quality as outlined by DOF’s Voluntary
BMP Guidelines publication for all harvesting operations.

e Stock pile soil away from trees that are to remain standing. Piling soil at a
tree stem can kill the root system of the tree. Soil stockpiles should be
covered, as well, to prevent soil erosion and fugitive dust.

« Retain existing groupings and/or clusters of trees and natural vegetation
on the sites of the support facilities, where feasible, to provide aesthetic
and environmental benefits, as well as reducing future open space
maintenance costs.

SA8-72
SA8-73

See the response to related comment SA8-236 in attachment B of your letter.

See the response to related comment SA8-234 in attachment B of your letter.
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e) Wildlife Resources

i) Recommendation: Adhere to all of DGIF’s time-of-year restrictions that are
detailed in the DGIF comments and attachments in Attachment B.

f) Government-Funded Best Management Practices

i) Recommendation: Ensure that any impacted BMPs along the route (see
map and the DCR comments in Attachment B) are reinstalled or relocated,
and reestablish ground cover vegetation. Examples include livestock fences
and stream crossings re-erected, watering systems relocated, cover crops
reimbursed to the farmers, and disturbed areas re-vegetated.

ii) Recommendation: For segments of the ACP that cross TMDL
Implementation Planning (IP) watersheds, where implementation has already
occurred, incorporate a requirement that ACP, LLC replace BMPs such as
livestock exclusion and riparian buffers if they need to be destroyed or
allocate funds to replace the BMPs nearby (see the DEQ comments in
Attachment B for details). This recommendation includes, but may not be
limited to, the following IP watersheds:

e One watershed of the Chowan River Watershed (Beaver Pond Creek
watershed) IP

e Three watersheds of the Flat, Nibbs, Deep, and West Creeks (Flat Creek,
West Creek, and Deep Creek) IP

e Three watersheds of the Middle River Watershed (Upper Middle River,
Lower Middle River, and Moffett Creek) IP

e Two watersheds of the Rockfish River Watershed (South Fork Rockfish
River and Lower Rockfish River) IP

e Three watersheds of the Slate River and Rock Island Creek TMDL (North
River, Lower Slate River, Upper Slate River watershed) IP

 Two watersheds of the South River Watershed and Christians Creek
(Christians Creek and Lower South River) IP

e One watershed of the Spring Creek, Briery Creek, Bush River, Little
Sandy River and Saylers Creek (Saylers Creek) IP

e One watershed of the Tye River, Hat Creek, Rucker Run and Piney River
(Rucker Run) IP

e One watershed of the Willis River Watershed (Willis River) IP

iii) Recommendation: Coordinate with the DCR Division of Planning and
Recreational Resources and Nottoway County regarding potential impacts to

SA8-74

SA8-75

SA8-76

SA8-77

See the responses to related comments SA8-197 through SA8-209 in
attachment B of your letter.

Atlantic would adhere to the FERC’s Plan and Procedures, as well as the
measures identified in Atlantic’s Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan, during
and after construction. During construction, erosion control devices would be
required to be maintained and would be inspected by Els and compliance
monitors to promote control of sedimentation. Also, Atlantic would be
required to restore all disturbed areas following construction unless otherwise
requested by the landowner or land-managing agency. See also the response
to related comment SA8-168 in attachment B of your letter.

See the responses to comment SA8-3 and related comment SA8-119 in
attachment B of your letter.

See the response to related comment SA8-165 in attachment B of your letter.
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attachment B of your letter.

SA8-79 See the response to related comment SA8-152 in attachment B of your letter.
FERC ACP DEIS
DEQ 16-245F SA8-80 Section 4.11.1 includes our analysis on air quality and states that Atlantic and
Page 23 DETI would comply with all applicable air quality permitting requirements,
) _ as well as any open burning and fugitive dust regulations. See also the
SA8-T7 Nottoway Lake, which was acquired pursuant to the Land and Water response to related comment SA8-162 in attachment B of your letter.

(cont’d) Conservation Fund Act. See DCR comments in Attachment B.
SA8-81 The comments related to FAA permitting requirements are noted. See the

SA8-78 Iv) Recommendation: Continue to coordinate with DGIF to resolve issues responses to comments SA8-3 and SA6-1, and related comment SA8-228 in
related to the crossing of the James River Wildlife Management Area, a public
attachment B of your letter.

resource that was purchased with federal grant funds from FWS. If the project
interferes even temporarily with the use of the land for the purposes SA8-82 Comment noted. See also the response to related comment SA8-122 in
established pursuant to the federal grant, DGIF’s current and future funding attachment B of vour letter
from these grants may be in jeopardy. you '

SA8-83 Comment noted. See also the response to related comment SA8-146 in

9) Open Burning and Fugitive Dust attachment B of your letter.

SA8-79 i) Recommendation: Include requirements that open burning will be allowed
only in accordance with 9 VAC 20-81-95 of the Virginia Solid Waste
Management Regulations (VSWMR), and localities should be consulted since
they may have additional open burning restrictions. See the DEQ comments
in Attachment B.

SA8-80 ii) Recommendation: Include requirements that construction activities are
subject to the Air Pollution Control Regulations regarding open burning (9
VAC 5-130 et seq.) and fugitive dust (9 VAC 5-50-60 et seq.) and that the
project would be subject to any applicable existing source regulations related
to the cities of Suffolk and Chesapeake, which are part of a volatile organic
compound (VOC) and nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions control area. See the
DEQ comments in Attachment B.

h) Aviation

SA8-81 i) Recommendation: Submit Form 7460-1 to the Federal Aviation
Administration for any portion of the project that is proposed to be constructed
within 20,000 linear feet of a public-use or military airport to determine if the
project constitutes a hazard to air navigation. See the DOAV comments in
Attachment B.

i) Water Supplies

SA8-82 i) Recommendation: Implement heightened erosion and sediment control
practices for segments of the pipeline that cross public water supplies. See
the DEQ comments in Attachment B for specific location information.

SA8-83 ii) Recommendation: Closely monitor construction activities in Augusta County
where the pipeline’s route passes karst areas in proximity to several
significant springs and municipal water supply wells, including Gardner Spring
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— City of Staunton, Town of Churchville Wells — Augusta County Service
Authority, Lyndhurst Augusta County Service Authority. See the DEQ
comments in Attachment B. Consider concerns raised by the City of Staunton
in its comments within Attachment B when monitoring construction activities
in the Gardner Spring recharge area.

j) Polychlorinated Biphenyl (PCB) Contamination

i) Recommendation: Ensure that either hydroseeding and muich tackifiers are
not used within 100 feet of a waterbody classified as having a PCB TMDL, or
ensure that the tackifier is tested for PCB content prior to application for
segments of the pipeline that cross PCB TMDL regions, including Lewis
Creek headwaters in the Shenandoah River PCB TMDL area, middle James
River near Buckingham, Meherrin River near Emporia, Nansemond River
near Suffolk, and the Elizabeth River in Chesapeake. See the DEQ
comments in Attachment B.

k) Flood Hazard Area
i) Recommendation: Follow DCR’s recommendations regarding potential
impacts to special flood hazard areas, and coordinate with the locality if the
floodplain will be modified. See the DCR comments in Attachment B.
I) Conservation Sites
i) Recommendation: Continue coordination with DCR regarding the Handsom-
Gum Powerline, Branchville Powerline, and Emporia Powerline Bog
Conservation Sites. See the DCR comments in Attachment B.
m) Transportation System
i) Recommendation: Monitor and report conditions throughout construction

and for a period of two years following construction completion and restore
roadway features to preconstruction conditions or better. See the VDOT

comments in Attachment B.
4) Recommendations for Specific Plans
a) Spill Prevention Controls and Countermeasures (SPCC)
i) Recommendation: Update appropriate plans to include the results of dye

tracing investigations performed in karst areas in the event that contaminants
enter a karst feature, and incorporate DCR’s recommendations for monitoring

SA8-84

SA8-85

SA8-86
SA8-87

SA8-88

See the responses to comment SA8-3 and related comment SA8-123 in
attachment B of your letter.

See the responses to comment SA8-3 and related comment SA8-168a in
attachment B of your letter.

See the response to related comment SA8-177 in attachment B of your letter.

See the response to related comment SA8-244 and SA4-1 in attachment B of
your letter. See the response to comment SA4-1.

See the response to related comment SA8-174 in attachment B of your letter.
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high risk springs and other karst features. See the DCR comments in
Attachment B.

ii) Recommendation: Update the SPCC with correct information, including
replacing existing contact information with the Virginia Department of
Emergency Management 24-hour notification number. As stated in DEQ’s
comments in Attachment B, provide clarifications that include, but are not
limited to, the statutory requirement that notifications of an oil spill are to
occur immediately upon learning of the discharge.

b) Migratory Bird Conservation Plan

i) Recommendation: Update the Migratory Bird Conservation Plan to include
the recommendations from DGIF (as stated in the comments in Attachment
B) that include, but are not limited to, the following:

e Adhere to time-of-year restrictions from March 15 through August 31 of
any year for tree removal and ground clearing activities to protect nesting
migratory birds.

e Provide DGIF a map for review of the great blue heron colony
documented from Suffolk (ROOK-ACT-02) and any other colonies located
within a quarter mile of the project areas.

« Follow DGIF's recommendations included in its February 7, 2017 letter to

Atlantic, which is included in Attachment B.
c) Invasive Plant Species Management Plan

i) Recommendation: Update the Invasive Plant Species Management Plan
with the following mitigation recommendations from state agencies (see the
DOF comments in Attachment B for additional information):

o Consider the likely response of invasive species or target species when
prescribing activities that result in soil disturbance or increased sunlight.

o During construction and follow-on maintenance activities, take steps to
guard against construction vehicles inadvertently bringing into forest
interiors invasive and/or non-native plant species from other locations.
Weed seed and fungal spores can be transported in the mud or dirt on
vehicles. Prior to moving equipment onto and off of an activity area,
scrape or brush soil and debris from exterior surfaces, to the extent
practical, to minimize the movement of invasive plants, pests, and
diseases to non-infested areas. Another option is to wash vehicles before

they enter a weed-free area or when they leave an infested area. The

SA8-89

SA8-90

SA8-91

See the responses to related comments SA8-104, SA8-159, and SA8-161 in
attachment B of your letter.

Comment noted. See also the response to related comment SA8-211 in
attachment B of your letter.

See the responses to related comments SA8-235 and SA8-215 in attachment
B of your letter.
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emphasis of the cleaning should be in the wheels, wheel wells, bumpers,
and undercarriage of the vehicle where most mud and dirt collects.

« If seeding or planting is necessary to minimize the threat of highly
damaging invasive species from spreading, use native seed or non-
invasive cover plants for revegetation.

ii) Recommendation: Update the Invasive Plant Species Management Plan
with the information and recommendations provided to Atlantic in DGIF’s
February 7, 2017, which is included in Attachment B.

d) Plans for the Management of Waste and Contaminated Soil, Sediment and
Groundwater

i) Recommendation: Include a Waste and Debris Management Plan. The plan
should address how all excess material and debris will be managed in
accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations.
See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.

e) Plan for Discovery of Unanticipated Paleontological Resources

i) Recommendation: Update the Plan for Discovery of Unanticipated
Paleontological Resources to consider the potential for encountering Tertiary
or Quaternary vertebrate and plant fossils in unconsolidated (non-bedrock)
deposits west of the Blue Ridge in Virginia. See the DMME comments in
Attachment B.

f) Blasting Plan

i) Recommendation: Update the blasting plan to reflect notification of DGIF
prior to blasting. See the DGIF and VMRC comments in Attachment B.

g) Karst Terrain Assessment Construction, Monitoring and Mitigation Plan
i) Recommendation: Update the plan with DCR’s recommendations to address
the impacts of mitigation if there were to be an accidental discharge to karst
waters and continue to coordinate with interested state agencies. See the
DCR comments in Attachment B.

h) Karst Survey Report

i) Recommendation: Conduct karst hydrological delineations of the area in the
report in order to identify karst waters at risk if a release or discharge were to

occur from activities associated with pipeline construction. See the DCR

SA8-92

SA8-93

SA8-94

SA8-95
SA8-96

See the responses to comment SA8-3 and related comment SA8-153 in
attachment B of your letter.

Section 4.1.5 has been revised to include a recommendation that Atlantic and
DETI file a Plan for Discovery of Unanticipated Paleontological Resources.
See also the response to related comment SA8-227 in attachment B of your
letter.

See the responses to related comments SA8-248 and SA8-201 in attachment
B of your letter.

See the response to related comment SA8-174 in attachment B of your letter.

Comment noted. See also the response to related comment SA8-175 in
attachment B of your letter.
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comments in Attachment B.

ii) Recommendation: Provide technical clarification to the report as requested
by DCR. See the DCR comments in Attachment B.

i) Traffic and Transportation Management Plan

i) Recommendation: Incorporate recommendations from VDOT on appropriate
requirements, entrances and crossings, pipeline installation, plans, permits
and coordination. Consider district-specific comments when updating the
plan. See the VDOT comments in Attachment B.

j) Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation Procedures

i) Recommendation: Ensure that the wetland mitigation plan meets DEQ’s
regulatory requirement of compensation for permanent conversion impacts to
wetlands. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.

ii) Recommendation: Ensure that project-specific procedures specify how the
upstream and downstream dams should be removed in both the open cut and
dry ditch methods, and address how dam removal will limit sediment
introduction to waterways and limit scour when flow is restored. See the DEQ
comments in Attachment B.

k) Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan

i) Recommendation: Update the plan to include monitoring of water quality
and riparian habitat. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.

ii) Recommendation: Consider DCR’s recommendations regarding seed mixes
(general and specific milepost comments), soil compaction, topsoil stockpiles,
maintenance methods, and requests for detailed plans for monitoring of
restoration success. See the DCR comments in Attachment B.

iiij Recommendation: Incorporate the West Virginia Department of Forestry’'s
recommended mitigation measures into the plan and apply the measures to
Virginia. Follow Virginia DOF measures where appropriate. See the DOF

comments in Attachment B.
I) Site-Specific Horizontal Directional Drill Plans

i) Recommendation: Follow DEQ’s recommendations for the HDD plan and
profile at Reeds Gap that include but are not limited to the development of a

SA8-97

SA8-98

SA8-99

SA8-100

SA8-101

SA8-102

See the responses to comment SA4-1 and related comment SA8-245 in
attachment B of your letter.

Comment noted. See also the responses to related comments SA8-117 and
SA8-127 in attachment B of your letter.

See the responses to comment SA8-3 and related comment SA8-131 in
attachment B of your letter.

Comment noted. See also the response to related comment SA8-192 in
attachment B of your letter.

See the responses to comment SA8-3 and related comment SA8-229 in
attachment B of your letter.

Comment noted. See also the response to related comment SA8-147 in
attachment B of your letter.
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contingency plan to protect groundwater resources. See the DEQ comments
in Attachment B for specific recommendations.

m) Timber Removal Plan
i) Recommendation: Add a requirement that all slash, chips, and debris be
managed in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and
regulations, and consider the DEQ recommendation regarding training. See
the DEQ comments in Attachment B.
n) Contaminated Media Plan
i) Recommendation: Follow DEQ’s recommendations for testing of
contaminated media and contamination that is found to be a health or safety
hazard. See the DEQ comments in Attachment B.
o) Protected Snake Conservation Plan
i) Recommendation: Consider DCR’s recommendations regarding the
Protected Snake Conservation Plan. See the DCR comments in Attachment
B.

p) Non-Native Invasive Plant Species Management Plan within the Draft
Construction, Operations and Maintenance Plans

i) Recommendation: Follow DCR’s suggestions on the Non-Native Invasive
Plant Species Management Plan. See the DCR comments in Attachment B.

Errors and Clarification Needs in the DEIS

a) Recommendation: Include in the FEIS corrected information and requested
clarifications as identified by DGIF, DCR, DEQ, and DMME in Attachment B.

SA8-103

SA8-104

SA8-105
SA8-106
SA8-107

The final EIS has been updated to reflect the VDEQ’s recommended additions
to the Timber Removal Plan. See also the response to related comment SA8-
152 in attachment B of your letter.

The Contaminated Media Plan states that training of company and contractor
personnel would focus on, among other things, applicable permit conditions.
Should contaminated media be encountered, Atlantic would notify the
appropriate regulatory agency and would not place material back into the area
unless authorized to do so in writing.

Atlantic is required to obtain the necessary permits and authorizations
required to construct and operate the project. As such, to the extent the state
has regulatory authority, the VDCR would have the opportunity to review
Atlantic’s proposed plans during the permitting process and, if necessary,
identify additional mitigation measures beyond those proposed.

Section 4.8.7 of the final EIS has been updated to recommend that Atlantic
and DETI consult with the VDEQ regarding the Contaminated Media Plan
prior to construction.

See also the response to related comment SA8-154 in attachment B of your
letter.

See the response to related comment SA8-191 in attachment B of your letter.
See the response to related comment SA8-193 in attachment B of your letter.

Comment noted.
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Streef address: 629 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219
Molly Joseph Ward Mailing address: P.O. Box 1103, Richmond, Virginia 23218 David K. Paylor
Secretary of Matural Resources WA ,ng virginia.gov Director

(B04) 698-4000
1-800-592-5482

ATTACHMENT B: DETAILED COMMENTS FROM REVIEWERS

Detailed comments submitted by reviewers are included in this attachment. When
applicable, the comments were included in previous sections of this response. As stated
previously, the Commonwealth recommends that FERC consider every comment,
correction, or recommendation detailed in Attachment B that FERC did not already
address during the consideration of Attachment A. To the extent practicable, the
Commonwealth recommends that the U.S. Forest Service also consider these
recommendations to the degree that they relate to decisions under its jurisdiction.
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Impacts of the proposed Atlantic Coast Pipeline
on Virginia’s Forests and Mitigation Recommendations
February 16, 2017

Loss of interior forests is specifically addressed in Section 4.5.6 Habitat Fragmentation and Edge
Effects, where significant adverse impacts are acknowledged to forested cores in excess of 35
acres in size. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS} focuses on the specific
potential impacts of fragmentation due to edge effects and references actions that may be
carried out to minimize or reduce those edge effects; collocating with existing forest-
fragmenting corridors, restrictive timing of disturbances to decrease impact to habitats and
planting shrubs along the new forest edge in an attempt to soften/decrease the degree of edge
disturbance. While these activities may reduce some local edge effects, they are not presented
as mitigation for landscape level fragmentation effects due to loss of interior forest conditions
in existing forest cores. Repeated fragmentation of the landscape results in progressively small
cores with cancomitant diminished values and functions. The FERC recommends the
develcpment of a fragmentation analysis for the entirety of the Atlantic Ceast Pipeline (ACP)
project, pointing to the use of the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation’s (DCR)
Virginia Natural Landscape {VaNLA) for the Virginia portion of the ACP project. See DEIS at page
4-165, a. ii. The Commonwealth’s natural resource agencies, including DCR, the Department of
Forestry (DCF), and the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF), concur with this
recommendation, and produced the following analysis of direct and indirect impacts to upland
forests as well as initial long-term and landscape-level mitigation recommendations to address

those impacts to interior forests in the ACP project area.

Background and Need

To the extent that direct and indirect impacts to upland forests from the ACP cannct be
avoided, they should be mitigated. Forests are ecologically and economically beneficial to the
Commonwealth, and approximately 16,000 acres per year have been lost in the period between
2000 and 2010. This represents an area about equal in size to the city of Charlottesville,

Virginia. The current alternative for the Virginia segment of the ACP (Rev 11a, as of December
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2016) intersects some of the largest blocks of unfragmented forest in Virginia. This analysis of
fragmentation impacts was conducted just prior to the release of Rev 11a, and thus uses

Rev10a.

Conserving forest cover and improving forest productivity is critical for maintaining functioning
forest ecosystems and the Commonwealth’s robust forest industry. Virginia's forests provide a
range of important benefits including forest products, recreational opportunities, wildlife
habitat, aesthetic values, and protections for air and water quality. Forests contribute the
lowest nutrient and sediment loadings to Virginia’s waterways of any type of land cover. In
addition, forests are the best land cover for intercepting precipitation required for the recharge
of groundwater aquifers. Forests also sequester carbon dioxide and preduce oxygen. Large
scale forest conversion activities, such as those imposed by a pipeline and associated
infrastructure, reduce the area and ability of forests to provide these services, via loss of forests
in the project footprint and fragmentation of intact forest expanses. For the purposes of this
document and the analysis described herein, the project footprint is defined as the limit of

direct disturbance during pipeline construction.
Fragmentation

Unfragmented, large patches of forest contribute greater ecological benefits than the same
total area of forest distributed among smaller patches. Larger forested patches exhibit
increased resource availability to support a greater richness (i.e. number) of plant and animal
species populations and of greater genetic diversity than those in smaller patches. In general,
biodiversity approximately doubles with every tenfold increase in habitat area. Species
populations and natural communities in larger forested cores are more resilient to various
landscape-level disturbances (Didham 2010). When forest cover is fragmented, biodiversity
and habitat value for forest interior species diminishes. Large patches also insulate species from
“edge effects” that adversely affect their ability to survive and reproduce. For example, forest-
dwelling migratory songbird populations in large forest blocks experience less brood parasitism,
nest-cavity competition, and nest predation than those in fragmented forests with more edge
habitat. Fragmentation also impacts the forest’s ability to prevent erosion, retain soil, harbor

pollinators that are important for agricultural lands, remove carbon from the air and store it
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within trees, slow and absorb runoff so groundwater is recharged, absorb solar energy keeping
local areas cooler, and provide protection from storm and flood damage. For these reasons,
the Commonwealth’s natural resource agencies have looked beyend the currently forested
areas of the ACP project footprint (i.e. direct forest losses) to measure the indirect impacts of
forest fragmentation so that mitigation can also address significant indirect losses and thus the

full ACP forest impact.
Ildentifying Direct and Indirect Impacts

Direct impacts are defined as “those impacts caused by the proposed action that occur at the
same time and place” and indirect impacts are “caused or induced by the action but occur later
in time or are removed in distance” {DEQ, 2013). Therefore, this analysis assesses not only the
footprint of the pipeline route that would be converted from forest to non-forest (direct
impact}, but aiso the extent to which the functions and values of the remaining forest are

diminished due to fragmentation (indirect impact). Within the forest context:

s Direct impacts consist of loss of forest cover within the project footprint, and the
associated losses of forest-dwelling species habitat; ecosystem services
pertaining to filtration and recharge of groundwater and clean air; economic
losses of forest products; and loss of forest area for recreational uses. In our
approach, direct impact forest loss was quantified and addressed anywhere that
the proposed route intersected a forest patch with more than 10 acres of
interior (defined below}.

* [ndirect impacts include significant alteration of the conditions in the forest
surrounding the directly impacted area and the separation of previously unified
patches of habitat. In our approach, indirect impacts were only assessed where
the project footprint would traverse patches of forest habitat containing at least
100 acres of intact, interior forest. Interior is defined as the area of a forest
patch minus the 100-meter transition zone around its perimeter within which
edge effects diminish forest values. This 100-acre interior forest area criterion is

also the basis for the designation of a forest core in the VaNLA, which we used to
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quantify impacts to forests (discussed later). Indirect impacts were not assessed
in the smaller non-core forest blocks because these areas were assumed to be
already fragmented. Accounting for indirect impacts is also the practice of the
USFWS when accounting for impacts of pipeline projects on migratory bird
habitat to account for fragmentation impacts on the surrounding forest (Gosse

2016).

Failing to account for indirect impacts of the ACP to forests would gravely underestimate the
extent to which the project would affect Virginia's forest habitat. Long linear disturbances (e.g.
pipelines) have the potential to ribbon through the forested landscape creating extensive and
degrading edge effects in what was previously interior forest habitat. The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency’s Office of Sustainable Communities released a report, “Our Built and
Natural Environments: A Technical Review of the Interactions Among Land Use, Transportation
and Environmental Quality”* (USEPA 2013), noting that impacts'caused by fragmentation
extend far into the interior of the remaining forest. The report cites a study of the fragmenting
impact of a Massachusetts suburban highway that found that while the road-effect zone tends
to be asymmetric and variable, in general it extended more than 328 feet (100 meters) and

some effects occurred more than 0.62 miles (1 kilometer) from the road.

Indirect impacts significantly degrade forest ecosystems, as is evidenced in a very large body of
peer reviewed research. Haddad et al (2015), synthesized fragmentation experiments
spanning multiple habitats and scales, five continents, and 35 years, concluding that habitat
fragmentation reduces biodiversity by as much as 75% and impairs key ecosystem functions by
decreasing biomass and altering nutrient cycles. Across the experiments surveyed, effects were

greatest in the smallest and most isolated fragments, and increased over time.

The Virginia Natural Landscape Assessment (VaNLA)
We calculated impacts of direct and indirect forest loss using the VaNLA (Bulluck et al. 2007},
which identifies, classifies, and ranks all existing “ecclogical cores” (2100-interior-acre forest

patches) and smaller non-core (10-9S-interior-acre) habitat fragments in Virginia based on

* The impact of the long, linear footprint of roads is analogous to that of pipelines and is therefore relevant to this
case.
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several key indicators of ecological functions of forests. The VaNLA was designed to facilitate
conservation of significant forests that protect biodiversity and provide essential ecosystem
services, and has been used by various Virginia state agencies, local governments, federal
agencies, Planning District Commissions, universities and conservation non-profit organizations
for land and species conservation as well as local and regional planning. Moreover, the VaNLA
has received repeated recognition outside the Virginia border as an exemplary landscape level

assessment of ecological integrity of forests.

The VaNLA methodology builds on pioneering work done by the Chesapeake Bay Program’s
Resource Lands Assessment, Maryland’s Green Infrastructure Assessment, and the Delmarva
Conservation Corridor Initiative, and is accepted by the scientific community. This approach is
based upon thousands of scientific studies on the effects of fragmentation on species

populations, natural communities and ecosystem function and services (Didham 2010).

In short, the VaNLA consists of a statewide spatial dataset of all remaining intact forest habitat
or “ecological cores” with at least 100 acres of interior (Bulluck et al. 2007). These cores are
attributed with over 50 variables pertaining to a variety of environmental and natural resource
values, and statistically analyzed to assess their ecclogical value relative to the surrounding
landscape based on key variables including core size and isolation; topographic variability;
depth of interior; length of interior streams; wetland habitats; rare species habitats; presence
of exemplary natural communities; and availability of habitat for Species of Greatest
Conservation Need (SGCN), identified in the Virginia State Wildlife Action Plan. This results in
an ecological integrity score for each core, ranging from 1-Outstanding to 5-General

Significance.

In general, larger, more biologically diverse cores are assigned higher ecological integrity scores.
Scores are also higher if the core or habitat fragment is part of a larger complex of natural
lands, when it is known to provide significant species habitat, and/or when cores, via extensive
inclusion of forested streams and wetlands, contribute to water quality enhancement. The
VaNLA, as a statewide assessment of all remaining forested cores based upon these key
indicators of ecological values, is most appropriate and the best available statewide dataset for

addressing the impacts of landscape level impacts to forest values in Virginia.
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Methodology to Assess Direct and Indirect impacts

The following summarizes how we analyzed the VaNLA forested cores intersected by the ACP
Rev 10a alignment, access roads, pipeyards/laydown yards, and staging areas were analyzed to

calculate acres of direct and indirect impacts to forests.

Direct impact acres were calculated simply as the forested areas of the construction footprint

of the pipeline alignment and associated disturbances to forests, using the VaNLA.

Indirect impact acres (i.e. diminished integrity caused by fragmentation) were calculated

through an in-depth spatial analysis as discussed in more detail below.

Addressing indirect impacts with the VaNLA

The VaNLA enables the quantification of indirect impacts pertaining to three fragmentation
effects: increased edge effects, creation of smaller fragments from once larger forest cores, and

reduced size of original forest cores (Didham 2010).

increased edge effects: Edge effects result from the creation of non-forest within what
was previously forest habitat and may decrease the amount of interior. Forest edges have
greater exposure to wind and longer and more intense exposure to sunlight, which means that
plant and animal species within newly created edges experience hotter and drier conditions to
which they may not be adapted. Edges resulting from long linear disturbances facilitate the
spread of non-native and invasive species, because the disturbed areas alongside roads or
within a transmission right-of-way (ROW) provide long corridors of uninterrupted habitat in
which weeds can thrive with little competition from woody plants (EPA 2013). The modified
habitat within the forest edge is vulnerable to changes in species composition and structure, as
plants and animals that can out-compete interior forest-dependent species gain access through
the newly created ROW. New pests and pathogens, invasive plant species and predators are
thus introduced to the forest communities, disrupting the ecological function of the forest, at

least 100 meters into the adjacent forested area (Graham 2002).

Creation of forest fragments from cores: Transecting intact forest with pipelines, roads,

or transmission ROW can result in patches that no longer contain the minimum area of interior
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forest habitat to qualify as cores. The VaNLA methodoclogy sets the minimum size for a viable
forest core to 100 acres of interior (Bulluck et al. 2007). Similar assessments have used 250
acres as the minimum size criterion (SWCA 2010). New smaller patches behave more like edge
habitat and may become population sinks to which species are drawn but within which they
cannot reproduce successfully due to predation or lack of critical resources (Robinson and

Wilcove 1994).

Reduced size of forest cores: Ensuring that the forest patches remaining on the
landscape meet the established minimum size criterion does not avoid fragmentation impacts.
Even smaller interior forest patches exhibit decreased resource availability, lower species
richness, lower genetic diversity, and thus, less capacity for species populations to adapt to
various natural and human-induced changes on the landscape. Thus, when edge effects
permeate a landscape, creating relatively smaller forest patches, the compounding negative

indirect impacts to forests are exacerbated (Didham 2010, Haddad et al 2015).

Quantifying Indirect Impacts with the VaNLA

We quantified the indirect impacts to forests (i.e., fragmentation effects) via use of the VaNLA
to calculate a Core Integrity Impact. The Core Integrity Impact calculation allowed us to
transiate the three effects of fragmentation - edge effects, creation of non-core forest patches,
and resulting cores of reduced size and ecological integrity — to area in acres. The Core Integrity
Impact was calculated using both a Fragmentation Factor and Depth Factor, each of which is

discussed in more detail below.

For purposes of illustration and description we use the term “parent core” to refer to a forest
core in its current, pre-impact condition. The parent core represents the baseline condition
that is permanently degraded by the habitat loss and fragmentation imposed by the ACP. In
order to estimate the degree of degradation of the parent core, we used the size and shape
statistics of the (pre-impact} parent core to quantify the increase in edge effects and creation of
smaller cores and non-core forest fragments. Edge effect is commonly quantified and

expressed by the ratic of interior forest area to the perimeter of each core {i.e. IA/P ratio).
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These statistics enable calculation of a Fragmentation Factor for every intersected core, which

helps to calculate the Core Integrity Impact for each core.

Figure 1 provides a representative example that illustrates the Fragmentation Factor calculation
of the overall Core Integrity Impact for a single core. All area calculations were conducted in
square meters to retain precision, and later converted to acres. Interior area is the area of the
parent core minus the 100 meter transition zone to existing non-forest vegetation cover. In this
exampie, when the parent core is intersected by the pipeline, two smaller cores (upper right
and lower right lobes) are created, as well as two-non-core fragments, which are considered
lost and no longer meet the criterion for 100 acres of intact interior. The fragmented core
interior area is the sum of all the remaining areas meeting the 100-acres of intact interior
criterion. The before-impact perimeter is the overall perimeter of the parent core and the
after-impact perimeter is the cumulative perimeter all the resulting fragments. The IA/P ratio is

calculated by dividing the interior area by the perimeter for each core.

The Fragmentation Factor quantifies the degree to which the proposed pipeline route changes
the size and shape of a core, thereby diminishing the ecological integrity of the core. Itis
calculated by taking the inverse of the relative proportion of change in the 1A/P ratio, brought
about by the fragmenting pipeline feature. By relying on the change in these size and shape
statistics, the Fragmentation Factor measures a relative loss, in area, of the indirect loss of
forest values due to edge effects and the creation of smaller cores and non-core fragments.
Note that these calculations do not address the footprint of the pipeline itself {i.e. the direct
impacts), which is accounted for in the calculation of direct impacts and represents 92 acres in

the example.
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Fipure 1. Cabculation of the Fragmentation Facter Varlabde In the Core Inteprity impact

Fragmentation Factor

1—( 1,481/ 2,035 ) =0.27

The Fragmentatien Factor does nat address the degree to which a pre-impact core i= divided
Into srnaller cores. For example, indirect iImpacts to a forested core, due to the nature of edge
effects, are considered dess wivere a distunbance is located dasen Lo the perighary of Lhe
wriginal purent core. Inother words, impacts W Lee outer portions of a core have ralativeby less
drdtrimantal impacts an she original core dua to the fact that deeper interior conditions are
retamad in the resulting parent core, Conwversehy, impacts to deeger areas of a core have
relathvely greater indirect Impacts to a pre-impact core by leaving a smaller remaining cores.
Therefere, a Depth Factor wias calculated o address the lacation of the gipeline within o cone

and the resulting depth of penetration.

Using L00-meter inward buffers of the outmost pre-imgact parent core perimeter, the
maxirmum depth of every cove was caloulated via measurement to the most canteal ring. In the
reprasenbative example provided in Figure 3, the makimum core depth is 3400moeters.
Likewiss, the depth of penctration of the pipeline was alsa measiered @z tha daepest point of
senatration; 3,100 meters in the Figure 7 example. Tha Depth Factor was then calculated as

the proportion of overall depth that is penetrated by the pipeline, and thus represents the
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depth of intenar conditions where edre effects would gocur and interier forest conditcns

waui be kost.

Figure 3. Calculstion of the Bepth Factor Wariable in the Core Integrity Imaaet

Depth Factar

Dapith of Panatration  Maod mum Ceplh =
2,100 f 3,400 = 0.62

Note the Influence of the location of the pigeline within a core. Impacts to outer depth bands

result i a smaller Depth Factor, thereby also decreasing the Core Inteprity Inpact

Aftar calculating hath the Fragmentation Facgor and the Nepth Factor, wa apefied these
calculatlons to deternyine the indirest e pact t2 @ach forest core, akko krowin ac the Core

Integrity Impact, using the fellowing eguation:
Corg Intrgrty Impaect = Parent Care Sire jacres| < Fragm eatation Fackor e Depthe Foctor =

fuppying Lhis farmula 1 e example previded in Flgures Land £ the Core Integrity Inpacl

would be caloulaied in acres ai:

P00 acras w027 x (.67 = 4,182 arres
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The total impacts include hoth the direct impacts from the construction footprint of the
pipeline and the indirect impacts calculated through the Core Integrity Impact formula. As such,

the total impacts to the core are provided through the following summation:
Total Impact = Direct Impacts + Core Integrity Impact

Therefore, per the example provided in Figures 1 and 2, the total impact would be calculated in

acres as:
92 acres + 4,182 acres = 4,274 acres
Results

Overall, the ACP Rev 10a alignment, access roads, pipeyards/laydown yards, and staging areas
intersect 203 features in the VaNLA representing 145 forested cores and 58 non-core habitat

fragments (Table 1).
Table 1. Summary of Cores and Non-core fragments impacted by the ACP

VaNLA features Number

intersected intersected

C1 core

C2 core

C3 core

C4 care

C5core
Total cores

Non-core forest

Total VaNLA

features

The total impact (i.e. Direct + Indirect) was calculated for each of the 145 cores intersected by

the Rev 10a alignment and associated infrastructure footprint of the ACP. Additional direct
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impacts were calculated for the 58 non-core forest patches intersected by the pipeline
alignment, but these non-core forests were excluded from calculations of indirect impacts
because these non-core patches do not meet the ecological core criteria of 100 interior acres.
Direct and indirect impacts were also separated based on the ecological integrity scores of the
intersected cores; C1-Outstanding and C2-Very High ranked cores were treated separately than
cores ranked (3, C4 and C5. Based on the higher ecological value of C1 and C2 cores, we felt
this separation to be necessary in order to allow mitigaticn ratios and mitigation activities to
account for the fact that some forest cores would receive disproportionately greater impacts.
In other words, mitigation measures for a core of highest ecological integrity should be greater
to attempt to sufficiently address the loss in ecological values to that exceptional forest core.
Table 2 summarizes the acres of impact anticipated with the ACP Rev 10a alignment and

asscciated supporting infrastructure areas.

Table 2. Summary of Forest Impacts

Direct Indirect

1,072 19,945
2,099 24,282
ore Forest Bl 252 n/a

3,423 44,227

Though the pipeline ROW and associated access roads and construction areas have a very
narrow footprint (i.e. the direct impact area}, the indirect effects extend 100 meters beyond
both sides of the project footprint into the surrounding forest (Graham 2002) to impact

additional areas of the parent core. The ratic of direct to indirect impacts is a function of: 1)
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the length of edge created and the area of core forest converted to non-core forest
(fragmentation factor), and 2) the amount of fragmentation of large intact cores {depth factor).
The ratio of direct to indirect impacts is large in this specific case because the proposed
construction right of way deeply penetrates many large forest cores with high ecological
integrity. If the project avoided deeply penetrating large intact forest cores, a commensurately

smaller ratio of direct to indirect impacts would result, as indirect impacts would also be less.

Proposed Mitigation Practices

As discussed previously, to the extent that direct and indirect impacts to the Cemmonwealth's
forests may not be avoided, they must be mitigated. The Commonwealth’s natural resource
agencies, representing a breadth of expertise in the ecological, environmental and economic
values of upland forests, suggest three activities to address direct and indirect impacts to
forests: afforestation, avoided deforestation, and forest enhancement. We agree with the
FERC's recommendation to develop a fragmentation analysis for the entirety of the ACP project
area, and we believe that these three activities should be utilized in analyzing and quantifying

the scale of mitigation.

In addition, and as discussed in more detail in the sections below, the mitigation plan should
include mitigation ratios that are developed for each of the three mitigation activities. A
different ratio of mitigation acres to impact acres should be identified for each mitigation
activity to ensure that an ACP forest mitigation program results in effective conservation
benefits. Also, separate mitigation ratios should be developed to specifically account for the
impacts to C1 and C2 cores; C3, C4 and C5 cores; and non-core forest blocks intersected by the
pipeline and associated infrastructure. In general, factors to consider in the assignment of
ratios should include the time lag between the impact and the restoration of ecosystem
services through the mitigation activity, the risk of failure, the difference between what is lost
and what is replaced, the ability to offset the full suite of negative impacts occurring at the
project site, and the extent to which the respective mitigation activity results in no net loss of

forest habitat.

SA8-108

See the response to comment SA8-1.
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The following summarizes each of the three recommended mitigation activities and provides

additional detail regarding considerations in the development of mitigation ratios.

Afforestation [Restoration]

This mitigation activity consists of converting open land to forest by planting native trees
appropriate for the ecoregion in which the impact being mitigated for occurred. This activity
offsets the forest conversion that occurs in the project footprint by creating additional
forestland. The planted acres would have to be protected from conversion to any other land
use in perpetuity. The USFWS recommends this as the primary mitigation activity for pipeline
impacts (Gosse 2016), and habitat restoration is an analogous activity that is accepted for
mitigation of wetland impacts. The Virginia Department of Forestry expects that it will be
difficult to meet all the mitigation acres needed to compensate for impacts from the ACP
through this activity alone, and has therefore recommended that a portion of the mitigation
need be achieved through other activities pursuant to the federal Council en Environmental
Quality (CEQ) National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) guidelines (40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) 1508.20). Due to the difficulty in finding suitable acres for this mitigation

activity, we recommend that this activity only be applied to direct impacts.

In developing mitigation ratios for this activity, we recommend following the rationale of
Virginia’s wetland mitigation program whose guiding principal is to achieve “no net loss” of
wetlands in Virginia. As such, the total acreage of mitigation activities from afforestation
{forest restoration/replacement) should exceed the direct impact acreage. In addition, the
ratios must account for the risk of failure inherent within any restoration/afforestation project.
The ratios also must account for the time lag, which is significant, between mitigation put on
the ground (acreage of planted trees) and a mature forest with its intact ecological functions
that is similar to what is lost. Finally, we recommend that the ratios should be larger for those
impacted habitats that have the highest pre-impact ecological integrity (i.e., those ranked C1

and C2).

Avoided Deforestation [Preservation]
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This mitigation activity consists of permanently protecting forestland from conversion to other
land uses, This activity offsets ROW clearing and fragmentation impacts by ensuring that other
nearby forestland that could otherwise be at risk of conversion will be maintained in forestland
in perpetuity. As with afforestation acres, this mitigation activity requires that a perpetually
protective instrument overlay the mitigation acreage. These protected forest acres remain as
forest, although harvesting timber may be allowed as long as the harvested area is allowed to
regrow as forest or is replanted. We recommend that this mitigation activity be applied to both
direct and indirect impacts associated with pipeline construction and long-term corridor

maintenance.

In developing mitigation ratios for this activity, we again recommend following Virginia’s
wetland mitigation principle of achieving “no net loss.” While this activity is analogous to
preservation in the wetland mitigation realm, it does not result in no net loss of forest. As such,
the ratios for this activity should be greater than those for afforestation to account for the fact
that avoided deforestation results in permanent protection from conversion of already forested
habitats and does not add “new forest” on the landscape. As with the afforestation mitigation
activity ratios, the ratios for this activity should be larger for those impacted habitats that have
the highest pre-impact ecological integrity.

Finally, because we recommend that avoided deforestation be applied to both direct and
indirect impacts, the ratios should reflect the differences between these impacts. The ratios for
indirect impacts should be smaller than for direct impacts in recognition of the fact that while
indirect impacts result in conversion of habitat from ccre habitat to edge habitat, the woody

structure and some of its ecological function may remain, although in a diminished state.

Forest Habitat Improvement [Enhancement]

This mitigation activity consists of implementing appropriate silvicultural practices that result in
the improvement of ecological functions of forests on public and private lands. This mitigation
activity offsets fragmentation impacts by increasing the ecological integrity of nearby forests.
As such, we recommend that this mitigation activity only be applied to the indirect effects upon

core forests. The forest improvement achieved should persist for a “significant period of time”
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or until the lift in ecological value is sustainable with little or no management. This is analogous
to wetland enhancement in the wetland mitigation realm. As with afforestation and avoided
deforestation mitigation activities, this mitigation activity requires that a perpetually protective

instrument overlay the mitigation acreage.

In developing mitigation ratios for this activity, we recommend that the ratios for forest habitat
improvement activities should be smaller than those developed for avoided deforestation. The
rationale behind this is that the risk of failure with these types of projects is relatively small,
they appropriately compensate for forested habitat degradation associated with fragmentation
(indirect effects), and there are likely many opportunities to generate habitat lift in this way
across the Commonwealth. As with the prior mitigation activities, we recommend that the
ratios for this activity should be larger for those impacted habitats that have the highest pre-
impact ecological integrity.
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DEQ CONSOLIDATED PROGRAM COMMENTS ~ March 3, 2017

Atlantic Coast Pipeline — DEIS

Virginia Water Protection (VWP) — Wetlands

DEQ recognizes that there will be state and federal permitting requirements related to wetland and
stream crossing activities associated with the ACP project which are in addition to the Environmental
Impact Statement process. Our comments are based on reviewing current GIS mapping overlain with the
proposed ACP alignment submitted as of January, 2017, as well as the map sheets and other material in
the DEIS.

Recommendations:

DEQ is concerned that the proposed temporary impacts could result in a permanent alteration of the
impacted systems post construction. The final EIS should include a requirement for Pre-impact
characterizations of proposed stream and wetland crossings which go beyond the normal jurisdictional
determination requirements to include sufficient evidence that the system will be able to maintain its
original functions indefinitely after restoration. Pre-impact characterizations should include stream
surveys, subsurface investigations at temporary stream and wetland impact areas to establish the
feasibility of restoring the systems post construction and hydrologic assessments, including piezometers,
to establish pre-impact hydrologic conditions at temporary wetland impact areas.

Section 2.3.3, Wetland Crossings - During trench excavation in all wetlands, saturated or unsaturated,
segregate the upper 12-inches of the soil profile within wetlands as “wetland topsoil” from the
underlying subsoil, store the wetland topsoil in a soil stockpile separate from other soil materials, and
upen closing the trench, use the wetland topsoil to fill the upper 12-inches of the trench to reconstruct
the wetland soil profile. Restore temporarily disturbed wetland areas to pre-existing conditions within
30 days of completing work at each respective temporary impact area, which shall include reestablishing
preconstruction elevations and contours with topsoil from the impact area and planting or seeding with
appropriate wetland vegetation according to pre-disturbance cover type until disturbed sites are
permanently stabilized.

Section 4.3.2, Surface Water Resources, Page 4-87 - The final EIS should inventory locations of private
ponds relative to pipe and road network similar to other surface water resources. Recommend locating
the road and pipe crossings down gradient of private pends to the maximum extent possible and
developing enhanced erosion and sediment control (ESC) measures to protect ponds from secondary
impacts of construction where route alignments are not possible.

4.3.2.6 General Impacts and Mitigation, Page 4-100 - DEIS states “Waterbodies would be crossed using
the open cut, flume, dam and pump, HDD, and cofferdam methods, which are described in detail in
section 2.3.3.1. The specific construction method proposed for each waterbody crossing is listed in
appendix K. Crossing methods for each waterbody were selected based on the topography, soil
conditions, subsurface geology, and the width and depth of the waterbody.” Since HDD would result in
no impacts to streams and is considered an avoidance measure, recommend considering HDD, if
practicable, at crossings of sensitive waters, e.g., trout waters, high quality streams, T&E waters, etc.

SA8-109
SA8-110
SA8-111
SA8-112

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Ponds were inventoried and have been included in our analysis in section 4.3.

Comment noted.
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Additional Information or Clariffcation Needed:

4.3.2 Existing Surface Water Resources, Page 4-92 — Access roads cross surface waters 490 times, with
455 of these crossings being permanent. Many of the impacts to streams are associated with access
roads. Use of temporary access roads where possible is preferable to permanent access roads.

Section 4.3.2, Surface Water Resources - The final EIS should provide details regarding materials to be
used and installation methods for all temporary culverts and temporary fill in waterbodies and wetlands
for permanent and temporary access roads, including methods proposed to stabilize fill material. ACP
should include a detailed analysis of all aiternatives to the use of culverts and temporary fill, such as
refocations and bridges, to reduce both permanent and temporary waterbody impacts.

Section 4.3.2, Surface Water Resources — Discuss and identify the location of fill sources needed for
permanent and temporary stream crossings, ATWS, yards, etc., as obtaining fill may cause additional
project environmental impacts including additional land disturbance, tree removal, stream impact, and
wetland impact.

4.3.2 Surface Water Resources, Page 4-91 - The DEIS states, “Major waterbodies are those that are
greater than 100 feet wide, intermediate waterbodies are greater than 10 feet wide but less than or
equal to 100 feet wide, and minor waterbodies are those that are less than or equal to 10 feet

wide.” DEQ notes that many spring-fed perennial stream systems within the mountainous regien are
often significantly less than 10’ at the ordinary high water mark (OHWM). DEQ recommends the final EIS
identify stream type using a more robust method than width at OHWM.

4.3.3.8 Wetland Mitigation, Page 4-125 — The DEIS states that mitigation plans have not been

finalized. Please note that DEQ's regulation requires compensation at a 1:1 compensation to impact
ratio for permanent conversion impacts to wetlands. DEQ notes that approximately 98% of 219 acres of
the reported PFO impacts are conversion impacts, though it is unclear what portion will be permanent.

Comments for Specific Crossings

91.5  This Jackson River crossing will use a dam/pump around and cofferdam. Recommend
conducting work during low flow conditions to the maximum extent practicable. Due to a
complete blockage of the river during work, ensure strict adherence to all recommended Time
of Year Restrictions (TOYR's).

111.4 This Calfpasture River crossing will use a dam/pump around and cofferdam. Recommend
conducting work during low flow conditions to the maximum extent practicable.

112.2  This Calfpasture River crossing will use a dam/pump around and flumes. Recommend
conducting work during low flow conditions to the maximum extent practicable.

148.6 This South River crossing runs for 385’ through an area indicated as PFO wetlands, resulting in
0.5 acre temporary impacts and 0.3 acre permanent conversion impacts. The crossing is also
located immediately downstream from the confluence of an unnamed perennial tributary of the

SA8-113
SA8-114
SA8-115
SA8-116
SA8-117
SA8-118

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comments noted. See the response to comment SA8-3.
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South River. Recommend evaluating the practicability and potential environmental benefit of
crossing the South River further to the east and downstream of the confluence.

This James River crossing will use HDD. The associated HDD Rig-side Workspace on the east
bank of the James River extends east for approximately 200’ into a PFO wetland, resulting in
approximately 0.8 acre of temporary impacts. Recommend evaluating the practicability of
shifting or reconfiguring the geometry of the workspace to reduce temporary impacts to the
PFO wetland. Due to clearing and staging activities adjacent to the river, and the potential for an
inadvertent release of drilling mud, ensure strict adherence to all recommended Time of Year
Restrictions (TOYR's).

This Appomattox River crossing will use only cofferdams. Recommend conducting work during
low flow conditions to the maximum extent practicable. Ensure that the materials and design of
the cofferdam are sufficient to withstand unanticipated high flows. Recommend staging the
construction of the cofferdams so that no more than 50% of the river is blocked at any time.
Ensure strict adherence to all recommended Time of Year Restrictions (TOYR's).

This Flat Creek crossing occurs at a reach of stream that runs parallel with the pipeline’s
alignment, resulting in 0.3 acre of temporary impacts to PEM wetlands associated with Flat
Creek. Recommend evzluating the practicability of shifting the alignment slightly north to cross
Flat Creek on a perpendicular to reduce wetland impacts.

This Nottoway River crossing will use only cofferdams. Recommend conducting work during low
flow conditions to the maximum extent practicable. Ensure that the materials and design of the
cofferdam are sufficient to withstand unanticipated high flows. Recommend staging the
construction of the cofferdams so that no more than 50% of the river is blocked at any time.
Ensure strict adherence to all recommended Time of Year Restrictions (TOYR’s).

This Meherrin River crossing will use cofferdams and open cuts. Recommend conducting work
during low flow conditions to the maximum extent practicable. Ensure that the materials and
design of the cofferdam are sufficient to withstand unanticipated high flows. Recommend
staging the construction of the cofferdams so that no more than 50% of the river is blocked at
any time. Ensure strict adherence to all recommended Time of Year Restrictions (TOYR's).

The streams crossed within this range all drain into the Nottoway River. Ensure strict adherence
to all recommended Time of Year Restrictions (TOYR’s) at all jurisdictional crossings within this
range.

This Nottoway River crossing will use HDD. Due to clearing and staging activities adjacent to the
river, and the potential for an inadvertent release of drilling mud, ensure strict adherence to all
recommended Time of Year Restrictions (TOYR’s).

The streams crossed within this range all drain into the Blackwater River. Ensure strict
adherence to all recommended Time of Year Restrictions (TOYR’s) at all jurisdictional crossings
within this range.
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38,6  This Blackwater River crossing will use HDD. Due to clearing and staging activities adjacent to
the river, and the potential for an inadvertent release of drilling mud, ensure strict adherence to
all recommended Time of Year Restrictions {TOYR's).

63.6  This Western Branch Nansemond River crossing will use HDD. Due to clearing and staging
activities adjacent to the river, and the potential for an inadvertent release of drilling mud,
ensure strict adherence to all recommended Time of Year Restrictions (TOYR's).

64.4  This Nansemand River crossing will use HDD. Due to clearing and staging activities adjacent to
the river, and the potential for an inadvertent release of drilling mud, ensure strict adherence to
all recommended Time of Year Restrictions (TOYR's}.

81.8  This Southern Branch Elizabeth River crossing will use HDD. Due to the potential for an
inadvertent release of drilling mud, ensure strict adherence to all recommended Time of Year
Restrictions (TOYR's).

Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment
TMDL Recommendations:

For segments of the ACP that cross TMDL Implementation Planning (IP) watersheds, where
implementation has already occurred, destruction of BMPs such as livestock exclusion and riparian
buffers need to be replaced or have funds allocated to replace the BMPs nearby. This would include, but
may not be limited to the following IP watersheds:
* One watershed of the “Chowan River Watershed {Beaver Pond Creek watershed) IP”, AP-1:
MP 255 to0 259.7
* Three watersheds of the “Flat, Nibbs, Deep, and West Creeks (Flat Creek, West Creek, and
Deep Creek) IP”, AP-1: MP 226.9 to 247.4
» Three watersheds of the “Middle River Watershed {Upper Middle River, Lower Middle River,
and Moffett Creek) IP”, AP-1: MP 118.1 to 136.6
® Two watersheds of the “Rockfish River Watershed (South Fork Rockfish River and Lower
Rockfish River) IP”, AP-1: MP 158.2 to 167.9
e Three watersheds of the “Slate River and Rock Island Creek TMDL {North River, Lower Slate
River, Upper Slate River watershed} IP”, AP-1: MP 188.6 to 213.5
* Two watersheds of the “South River Watershed and Christians Creelk (Christians Creek and
Lower South River) IP”, AP-1: MP 137.8 to 158.3
e One watershed of the “Spring Creek, Briery Creek, Bush River, Little Sandy River and Saylers
Creek (Saylers Creek) IP”, AP-1: MP 222.6 to 227
e One watershed of the “Tye River, Hat Creek, Rucker Run and Piney River (Rucker Run) IP”,
AP-1: MP 177.4t0 178
« One watershed of the “Willis River Watershed (Willis River) IP”, AP-1: MP 202.4 to 213.5

For segments of the ACP that ¢ross applicable TMDL watersheds, Class V and VI waters, threatened
and endangered species waters, and benthic impairments the following recommendations apply:
e Pre and post construction monitoring of benthic assemblages, Relative Bed Stability, and
riparian forest cover should be monitored. In-stream monitoring may not be necessary if

SA8-119
SA8-120

Comment noted. See the response to comment SA8-3.

Comment noted. See the response to comment SA8-3.
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streams are not flowing during crossing. This is similar to what is recommended in
recommendation number 44 on page 5-36 of section 5.2 of the DEIS for Laurel Run in the
GWNF.

e Monitoring as suggested above could be used to support the language on page 4-97 section
4.3.2.5 where it states that impairments are not anticipated to be exacerbated in the long-
term by the construction or operation of the projects and that there may be a short term,
minor increase in temperature in the immediate vicinity and downstream of the crossing due
to clearing of riparian vegetation, including through permanent right-of-way maintenance,
but that it is expected to be minimal.

® On page 4-106 section 4.3.2.6 it states that “The majority of the impairments are related to
parameters that are not typically influenced by construction activities or pipeline
operations...construction activities would be temporary and short-term in nature and are not
anticipated to further any of the listed impairments.” This may not be the case for benthic
impairments where it could further impact them. Therefore manitaring should be
considered.

Applicable TMDL watersheds include:

® The Jackson River Watershed - Total Phosphorus and Total Nitrogen TMDLs, AP-1: MP 84 to
93.7 For segments of the ACP crossing the Jackson River TMDL watershed, please note that
high nutrient concentrations have been observed in the Jackson River, and appear to be
resulting in significant periphyton growth which may impact the benthic macroinvertebrates
present in the river.

e The Lewis Creek Watershed — Sediment, Lead and PAH TMDLs, AP-1: MP 136.6 to 137.8. The
TMDL study prescribes a 57.04% reduction in sediment loadings, which will necessitate
heightened erosion and sediment control during land disturbing activities in this watershed

e Middle River and Upper South River Watersheds - Sediment, Phosphorus, Mercury TMDLs;
Christians Creek watershed, Moffett Creek watershed, Middle River watershed, AP-1: MP
118.1to 145. The TMDL study prescribes a 25.9% reduction in sediment loadings, which will
necessitate during land disturbing activities in this watershed.

* The James River Watershed portion of the Chesapeake Bay TMDL — Sediment, Nitrogen and
Phosphorus, AP-1: MP 53 to MP 82.6. For segments of the ACP crossing the Chesapeake Bay
TMDL tributaries, heightened erosion and sediment control practices should be
implemented.

Benthic impairments crossed by the ACP include:

e Horsepen Creek {VAC-H21R_HOX01A08), AP-1: MP 201.1 to 201.2
s Christians Creek (VAV-B14R_CST02A00), AP-1: MP 142.5 to 145.6
e Back Creek (VAV-B31R_BCKO1A00), AP-1: MP 153.6 to 153.7

*  Mills Creek (VAV-B31R_MLSO1A02, AP-1: MP 152.8 to 152.9

Class V, Stocked Trout Streams crossed by ACP include:

*  Mill Creek (VAV-130R_MITO2A10},AP-1: MP 103 to 103.1
* Folly Mills Creek {VAV-B14R_FMCO2A10), AP-1: MP 139.1 t0 13.92
s Jackson River (VAV-101R_JKSO2A00), AP-1: MP 91.4 to 91.5
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Class VI Wild Trout Streams crossed by ACP include:

Th

‘White Oak Run (VAV-B11R_WTKO01A02), AP-1: MP 120.1 to 120.2

Orebank Creek (VAV-B31R_ORE0Q1A02), AP-1: MP 153.4 to 153.5

Townsend Draft Tributary (VAV-I02R_XREC1A02), AP-1: MP 85 to 85.1

Lick Draft (VAV-I02R_XSAQ1A02), AP-1: MP 85.3 to 85.4

Back Creek X-Trib {(VAV-102R_XXB02A04), AP-1: MP 88.4 to 88.5

Laurel Run (VAV-114R_LAAO1AO2), AP-1: MP 94 to 94.1

Ramseys Draft (VAV-129R_RAMO1AQ0), AP-1: MP 113.4 10 113.5 & 114410 114.5
Stony Run (VAV-101R_ZZZ02A10), AP-1: MP 90.8 t0 90.9

Rockfish River South Fork (VAV-H15R_RFS02A10), AP-1: MP 158.9 to 159

Spruce Creek (VAV-H15R_SPCO1A10), AP-1: MP 162.4 t0 162.5

X-tribs ta South Fork Back Creek (VAV-B31R_XSBO1A10), AP-1: MP 157.2 t0 157.3 & 157.5to
157.6

and End ed Species waters, those fostering threatened and endangered species and

critical habitat, crossed by the ACP include:

AP-1: MP 57.8 to 97.9: Cowpasture River (VAV-I14R_CWP02A04)

AP-1: MP 260.7 to 260.8: Nottoway River (VAC-K16R_NTWO01A02)

AP-1: MP 253.6 to 253.7: Butterwood Creek (VAP-K20R_BTRO2AO06)

AP-3: MP 267.4: Wagua Creek (VAP-K17R_WAQO3A16). The crossing is immediately
downstream from a Critical Habitat (T & E Species) see tahle 4.4.2-1 of Volume 1-EIS

For segments of the ACP that cross other impairments, measures should be employed instream and
offstream to minimize suspension and mobilization sediment and nutrients. These impairments include:

Woody Creek which is impaired for E.coli and Dissolved Oxygen, but is fully supporting for
Benthic Macroinvertebrates and wildlife use (VAP-J11R_WDYO1A00), AP1: MP 240.6.
Fontaine Creek which is fully supporting for Aquatic life but is impaired for recreation use due
to E.coli impairment and is also impaired for fish consumpticn due to Mercury in Fish Tissue
(VAP-K11R_FONOA4AOO}, AP1: MP299.6.

An expanse of streams with numerous crossings between AP3: MP 36.3 to 46.3, a portion of
the Nottoway River at AP1: MP 32.6, a portion of the Meherrin at MP 124, and a portion of
the Blackwater River at MP 38.6. Waters impaired for low dissolved oxygen include a portion
of Tarrara Creek crossed at MP 17.8, and the same portion of the Blackwater River impaired
for mercury that is crossed at MP 38.6. Lastly, a portion of Eley Swamp, which is impaired for
pH that is crossed at MP 57.6.

For segments of the ACP that cross Public Water Supplies {PWS) or associated tributaries warrant
heightened erosion and sediment control practices. Applicable PWS include:

Middle River at AP-1 -MP 130.4, the ACP crossing is 3.39 miles downstream of the City of
Staunton’s intake

Lake Prince between, AP-3 MP 61 t0 61.1

One tributary to Speights Run, AP-3 MP 53.3 to 53

6
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Comment noted. We have taken these impairments into consideration even
though appendix K may not list these impairments.

Comment noted.
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* Two tributaries to Cahoon Creek, AP3- MP 55.3 to 55.4 and MP 56.1 to 56.2

s The Meherrin River (VAP-KO8K_MHNO1C00), MP 286.3 and 286.8 and 287. Upstream from
the crossing, the Meherrin is impaired for E.coli and pH, and downstream from the crossing is
Emporia Lake (Meherrin Reservoir) which is impaired for Mercury in Fish Tissue.

e Two crossings of Western Branch Reservoir. However, a GIS analysis indicated it will likely
crass or come in close proximity to a third branch of the Western Branch Reservoir between
AP3:MP 62.9 - 63, which is ~ 170 ft wide.

For segments of the ACP that cross PCB TMDL regions, hydroseeding and mulch tackifiers should not be
used within 100 feet of the applicable water body or the tackifier should tested/researched for PCB
content prior to application. The regions include Lewis Creek headwaters in the Shenandoah River PCB
TMDL, the middle James River near Buckingham, the Meherrin River near Emporia, the Nansemond
River near Suffolk, and the Elizabeth River in Chesapeake.

Route Alternatives Analysis for the proposed pip route {. 11b Centerline]

This section pertains to the January 19, 2017 docket filings of new route adjustments.

e The ACP alignment crosses two channels that are unnamed tributaries of Butterwood Creek
(VAP-K20R_ZZZ01A14), AP1: MP 249.5 to 249.7. Suggest re-evaluating the alignment here to
reduce the number of crossings from two crossings to one. If the pipeline was moved slightly
south then it would reduce from two crossings to one crossing of UNT to Butterwood Creek.

Main ACP (AP-1)

® The alternative route resuits in a potentially negligible to improved outcome for the following
areas:

e MP52.5-152.7: no change in length; moves farther away from Tiger Salamander habitat

e MP96.7-98.1: change from 2.36 miles to 2.01 miles = 0.35 mile reduction

®»  MP114.2 - 115.3: change from 1.62 miles to 1.48 miles = .14 mile reduction

e MP125.1-125.4: change from 0.03 miles to 0.05 miles = 0.02 mile increase

®* MP 157.0 — 157.4: change from 0.42 miles to 0.58 miles = 0.16 mile increase; the longer
route avoids significant amounts of forest corridor loss by taking advantage of existing
openings

» MP170.1-170.8: change from 0.78 miles to 0.99 miles = 0.21 mife increase; change doesn’t
appear to affect resources aiding water quality protecticn

¢ MP 292.8-293.4: no change in length

e The alternative route results in a potentially negative outcome for the following areas:

*  MP 153.3 — 154.0: minimal change in length; moved the pipeline route to a river segment
that will lose more riparian buffer

 MP 240.4 - 240.8: no significant mileage change; new route crosses over multiple channels
instead of one and is alsc relocated into a small forested wetland { approximately 0.5-1.0
acres may have been drained between 2009 and 2011per historic aerial imagery)

SA8-123
SA8-124

SA8-125

Comment noted. See the response to comment SA8-3.

Section 3.4.4 has been added to address the referenced stream crossings, and
we recommend in this section that Atlantic incorporate the Butterwood Creek
Route Variation into its final route for the ACP.

Comment noted.
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Eastern Spur of ACP (AP-3)

The alternative route results in a potentially negligible to improved outcome for the following
areas:

MP 59.0 - 59.4: change from 0.40 miles tc 0.45 miles = .05 mile increase; no significant
water quality protective resources impacted

MP 65.0 = 65.4: change from 0.39 miles to 0.40 miles = 0.01 mile increase; moves route out
and farther away from wetlands and riparian buffer for an unnamed tributary of the
Nansemond River

MP 68.4 — 71.8: no significant mileage change

Mileposts 76.0 — 76.7: change from 0.60 miles to 0.67 miles = 0.07 mile increase; minimal
change in impact to resources

The alternative route results in a potentially negative outcome for the foilowing areas:

MP 71.35 to 71.6: The proposed new route from AP-3 MP 71.35 to 71.6 puts the ACP closer
to East Ditch and will not allow for a vegetated buffer between the construction right of way
and a feeder ditch to Lake Drummond. Either a new adjustment should be made, or it should
be moved north to allow for at least 35 feet of ripariaﬁ buffer. East Ditch which drains to Lake
Drummand, a Tier |ll Exception Water, and warrant heightened erosion and sediment control
practices.

The proposed pipeline route (Revision 11b Centerline) crosses the headwaters of the Lewis
Creek watershed approximately 1.75 miles upstream of a ten-mile segment {305k ID# VAV-
B12R_LEW01A00) impaired for PCBs in fish tissue as well as a benthic and E. colf
impairments, AP-1 between MP 136.5 and 137.8. While there are no documented PCB
sources aleng the proposed centerling, a minor route adjustment could reroute the pipeline
construction outside of this headwater, reducing the risk of additional sediment entering the
stream, potentially exacerbating the benthic impairment. Approximate alternative routes
proposed in Figure 1 would avoid the impaired watershed entirely.

Figure 1. Alternative routes analyzed by DEQ that would bypass the Lewis Creek Watershed.

SA8-126

Comment noted. We believe the current route near the Great Dismal Swamp
National Wildlife Refuge is acceptable.
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The valloe rouls emaing clsest w Lhe watershed boumndaries and ados 0.8 mikes (o the
pipzline: project. The viclet saute follews a straigater path as it bypasses the Lewis Creek
watershed. L adds 048 miles to the pipzline.

The pipaline route cosses the lames [eer between Milepasts 184.6 and 184.E, a segrnent
fimpaired for PCAS and Mercury in fish tssua). The route apaears diract and near
perperdicular 10 the rivern, minimizing disturbanoe to the riparian buffers on either sde. No
knosn PCR sources will he disturhed incthis crossing.

The proposed constructinn route crasses the Wsharrin River batwesn Mileposts 286,3 ang
1865, approsia lely 4.5 miles unstream of a 2F-mike segment impa red for PCBs and
fdarcury In fish tissan, as wel g far poor disseed coygen. The proposed crossing appears
tiract and will mmimize disturbance. Mo known PCB sources will be disturbed in the
carstraction of this crassing,

The pepesing crosses a small tribatary at Milepost 63,6 and a majar section of the Mansamond
Mever betwaen Mileposts 64,3 and 64 8. The main stem of the river and the tributary are
impaired for PORS In fish fisswe, as well a5 Enteracaccus, fecal codform bacteria, dissolved
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attermative route will decrease the pipeline by approximately 2005 miles, ard reduce the loss
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Recommendations:

Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation Procedures - The “Procedures” do not
state how the upstream and dewnstream dams should be removed in both of the open cut
dry ditch methods {dam and pump and flume method). Precautions should be made to show
that dam removal will limit sediment introduction to waterways, and to limit scour when
flow is restored.

Section 2.3.3.1, Page 2-37 - States that waterbodies wili be cressed with temporary bridges
that include clean rock fill over culverts, timber mats supported by flumes, railcar flatbeds,
flexi float apparatuses, or other types of spans. In sediment TMDL watersheds, PWS waters,
Class V and VI waters, sensitive fisheries/T&E waters/critical habitat, and benthic
impairments all efforts should be made to minimally contact the benthos (e.g., railcar
flatbeds, bottomless culverts, etc.)

Section 2.3.3.1, Page 2-37 - States that trench spoil from waterbody crossings would be
placed on the banks above the high water mark for use during backfilling. In sediment TMDL
watersheds, PWS waters, Class V and VI waters, sensitive fisheries/T&E waters/critical
habitat, and benthic impairments spoil should be placed a minimum of 10 feet away from the
water’s edge or in additional extra work areas with sediment barriers to prevent the flow of
spoil or silt-laden water into any waterbody. This is based on section 9.4.2.4 of Appendix G
(Construction, Operations, and Maintenance Plans), which is established for NFS lands.
Section 2.4, Page 2-44 - States “Work would be conducted during daylight hours, except at
stream crossings, final tie-in welds, and where the pipe is being installed using the HDD or
bore methods...” All efforts should be made to minimize the night time work on stream
crossings so that proper inspection and spill/water quality issues can be best observed.
Section 2.5.6 “Post-Construction Monitoring”, Page 2-51 - Does not have any water quality
monitoring recommendations. And in the Restoration and Rehabilitation Pian [Rev 4 —
1/10/17] on page 29 Section 8.1 “Monitoring” says nothing about water quality or riparian
habitat which should be considered for monitoring.

Section 4.3.2.2, Page 4-89 - States that some of the major waterbedy crossing design
specifications and crossing locations have changed since the most recent site-specific
drawings were submitted, and site-specific constructicn and restoration measures have not
been incorporated into the plans. Accordingly, FERC recommends that Atlantic file with the
Secretary for review the updated plans, VADEQ recommends that Atlantic also share those
site-specific plans with VADEQ for review and comment.

Section 4.3.2.2, Page 4-92 - Discusses the stream crossings by Cathodic Protection Systems
and notes that they will likely be done with the flume or dam and pump dry crossing method
if flow is present in the ephemeral or intermittent streams. There is no mention of following
the “Procedures.” These stream crossings should follow the “Procedures”

Appendix G — Draft Construction, Operations, and Maintenance Plans — August 2016
(applies to NFS lands) - Page 20 (G-30) in section 2.1.9 it states “ATWS will be required on
both sides of waterbody crossings to stage construction equipment, fabricate the pipeline,
and store construction materials. Except as authorized by the FERC and the AO, the ATWS
will be located at least 100 feet away from the water’s edge at each waterbody on NFS
lands.” This is also recommended in sediment TMDL watersheds, Class V and VI waters,
sensitive fisheries/T&E waters/critical habitat, and benthic impairments that are in and out of
NFS lands.
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SA8-134

Comment noted.
Comment noted. See the response to comment SA8-3.
Comment noted. See the response to comment SA8-3.
Comment noted.
Comment noted. See the response to comment SA8-3.
Comment noted.

Atlantic and DETI would be required to implement the Procedures for all
jurisdictional facilities, including cathodic protection facilities.

We believe 50 feet is an acceptable setback, and increasing setbacks beyond
50 feet may results in soil loss, compaction impacts, and increase stream
crossing timeframes.

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments



06T-Z

STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS

SAS8 - Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (cont’d)

SA8-135

SA8-136

SA8-137

SA8-138

SA8-139

20170406-5489 FERC PDF {Unofficial) 4/6/2017 3:02:35 PM

Stream and Wetland Crossing Procedures - Chapter 9 addresses waterbody crossings in
National Forest lands. The same precautions shouid also be applied to waters in sediment
TMDL watersheds, Class V and VI waters, sensitive fisheries/T&E waters/critical habitat, and
benthic impairments. Particularly those items listed in section 9.4.2 with emphasis on 9.4.2.3,
9.4.2.5, 9.4.2.8,9.4.3,9.4.4, 9.4.2.8 as these are the most specifically enhanced compared
to the “Procedures.”

Corrections:

On page 4-97 section 4.3.2.5 it states that the 303(d) list used was the 2012, the 2014 303(d)
list should be used. The DEIS also lists the impairments crossed on this page but missed: Total
Phosphorus (VAT-G14L_NWB02A08), Enterococcus (VAT-G13E_NANO3AOS; VAT-
G13E_WBNO1AQ6), Aquatic Plants (Macrophytes) (VAT-G13E_NANO3AQ6; VAT-
G13E_WBNO1AQ6; VAT-G13E_ZZZ01A00), Dioxin (including 2,3,7,8-TCDD) (VAT-
G15E_SBE02A06)
On page 4-97 in section 4.3.2.5 it discusses public surface water intakes and water protection
areas by considering 3 miles up from the intake being the cutoff. In Virginia we use a 5 mile
upstream cutoff to designate the Public Water Supply (PWS) Use (9VAC25-260-390 through
9VAC25-260-540).

Table 4.3.2-4 corrections:

The Rockfish River PWS water is not actually crossed as that PWS intake exists on a small
tributary to the Rockfish River and not 3 miles (or 5) downstream of the crossed waters

The 7 waters crossed by the pipe including Cohoon Creek and Eley Swamp Tributary to Lake
Cohoon, and a number of unnamed tributaries are PWS waters draining to the City of
Portsmouth PWS intake. Crossings include between: AP-3 MP 55.3 & 55.4, AP-3 MP 56.1 &
56.2, AP-3 MP 56.2 8 56.3, AP-3 MP 56.4 & 56.5, AP-3 MP 56.7 & 56.8, AP-3 MP 57.5 & 57.6,
AP-3 MP 57.8 & 58.1 (3 crossings)

The crossing of the Middle River PWS segment that drains to the City of Staunton’s PWS
intake should be included with the crossing of lennings Branch (VAV-B11R_JENO1AQD) at AP-
1MP129.2

The unnamed tributary (VAT-G14R_ZZZ01A00) that drains to Lake Prince where the City of
Norfolk PWS intake is should be included with Lake Prince since it is crossed at AP-3 MP 59.4
The unnamed tributary (VAT-G14R_ZZZ01A00) that drains to the Western Branch Reservoir
where the City of Norfolk PWS intake is should be included with the Western Branch
Reservoir since it is crossed between AP-3 MP 62.7 & 62.8

Spatial Data - AP1: 255.3-255.7: Pipeline is intersecting an intermittent stream twice that
drains to Butterwood Creek; it is not shown in the waterbody crossing layer.

Water Quality Monitoring Plan

The scope of this plan does not address water quality monitoring comprehensively for the project. The
final or supplemental EIS should include a requirement for a comprehensive Water Quality Monitoring
Plan that describes how water quality monitoring will be conducted before, during project construction
and up to five years after construction is completed. The Plan should focus on identifying an
appropriate number of menitoring lecations above and below where open trench crossing or HDD are
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Comment noted.

We acknowledge that the 2014 report is available and have added the listed
impairments to the EIS.

Comment noted.

Section 4.3.2.5 has been updated to identify the proximity of the City of
Portsmouth intake. We acknowledge that additional waterbodies may flow to
public intakes, but note the downstream distance is greater than 3 miles from
the pipeline crossing location.

Comment noted. We expect that monitoring would be a part of the
appropriate state authorization.
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used in critical areas such as wild/stocked trout streams, endangered/threatened species waters, public
water supply, TMDL watersheds, Tier 3 streams, areas near acidic soils and streams with high Virginia
Stream Condition Index (VSCI) scores. The Plan should consider real-time temperature, dissolved
oxygen and turbidity monitoring (such as that done in VA by USGS) which could allow the public and all
agencies involved to access the data real-time. Additionally, collection of macroinvertebrates, fish, and
habitat data using VDEQ methods above and below identified crossings during the project and yearly for
5 years after completion of the project.

Stormwater - Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC)

DEQ considers stormwater management and ESC measures to be critically important to minimizing
potential water guality impacts from the ACP project. The ACP project includes areas of special interest
such as karst, steep slopes, slide prone areas and acid sulfate soils. Proper stormwater management
and ESC design, implementation and monitoring will be paramount in protecting these resources.

The ESC procedures contained in the DEIS are not representative of the full scope of Virginia‘s
requirements for stormwater and ESC. DEQ has required submission of site specific ESC plans to be
reviewed and approved prior to land disturbing activity. These ESC plans will be expected to meet and
exceed Virginia's requirements particularly in areas of special interest.

Recommendation:

e The final EIS should include a requirement for an Acid Soil Mitigation Plan. DEQ cautions that
exposing these soils to the atmosphere through open trenching operations could result in acidic
runoff and make revegetation difficult. DEQ recommends HDD to the maximum extent
practicable in these areas. The Plan should address how these areas will be managed, the
disposition of acid soils and details regarding proper storage and disposal practices.

* Presence of acid sulfate soils along the Atlantic Coast Pipeline project:

Main Line
Areas with sulfides documented in literature, however the risk is unknown:

Mileposts 123.7-124.0, 140.5-141.4, 142.0-143.2, 155.5-155.8, 156.5-157.0, 157.2-158.7, 161.0-
161.9, 175.0-177.1, 180.8-181.3, 200.8-203.6

Moderate-high risk: PPA 10-60 Mg CaC0O3/1000 Mg: Mileposts 87.1-87.4, 90.9-92.1, 97.4-98.0,
101.7-102.2, 103.6-105.2, 108.3-110.5, 114.9-115.4, 122.6-122.9

Lateral
Areas with sulfides documented in literature, however the risk is unknown:

Mileposts 13.5-17.6, 18.2-19.5, 28.3-32.2, 64.2-64.8, 81.7-81.9
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Comment noted. See the response to comment SA8-3.

Recommendation noted. Section 4.1.4.4 includes a discussion of acid
producing rock and soils, including measures that Atlantic would implement
to reduce potential impacts. See also the response to comment SA8-3.
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Moderate-high risk: PPA 10-60 Mg CaC03/1000 Mg: Mileposts 55.2-55.6, 55.8-56.5, 57.4-58.1,
60.5-61.3, 61.9-62.7

Low-Moderate risk: PPA <10 Mg CaC03/1000 Mg and %S <0.5: Mileposts 34.3-38.1, 38.5-39.3,
65.0-66.5, 69.9-71.5, 72.6-73.5

Water Use for Hydrostatic Testing and Dust Control
Recommendations:

e Water Withdrawals for Hydrostatic Testing of water tight containers, pipelines, and vessels from
non-tidal waters are excluded from a permit under VWP regulations (9VAC25-210-310.A.6)
regardless of the volume withdrawn. However, 9VAC25-210-310.B allows the Board to require a
permit if the withdrawal is found to cause an impairment, adversely affect beneficial uses, or
violate water quality standards.

» To avoid an adverse effect or impairment, the withdrawals for hydrostatic testing should be
managed so that:

o No more than 10% of the instantaneous flow rate from the channel is removed;

o The intake screens shall be designed so that screen openings are not larger than 1 millimeter
and;

o The screen face intake velocities are not greater than 0.25 feet per second.

* Provide a discussion in the EIS of what steps Dominion and its contractors will take during the
hydrostatic testing to meet the requirements listed above.

e Recommend that ACP or its contractors notify DEQ-OWS prior (within 60 days) to the
withdrawals for hydrostatic testing to make DEQ-OWS aware of when and where withdrawals
are to occur and advise the contractors of any restrictions due to low flow or drought conditions
in the area.

e EIS states that Dominion would withdraw water for hydrostatic testing generally between
August and Qctober. Since this period coincides with the typically lowest flow period for nearly
all stream channels, DEQ recommends that Dominion adjust this timing to coincide with higher
streamflow periods if possible.

« Provide an assessment in the EIS of the river flows where withdrawals for hydrostatic testing are
proposed with a discussion of how the withdrawals will affect flows, particularly during low flow
or drought conditions.

«  Explain if any water withdrawals may affect downstream water users, particularly during low
flow periods. Below is a list of the known withdrawals downstream of the hydrostatic testing
withdrawals:

o Spread 3A 2.8 Back Creek (MP 87.2) Dominion Bath County Facility downstream

Spread 5 3.2 Jennings Branch (MP 129.2) Staunton Water withdrawal, Gardner Spring

Spread 6 6.5 Appomattox River (MP 220.8) Chesdin Lake is downstream

Spread 6 8.5 James River (MP 184.7) DGIF Wildlife Management downstream

0000

Spread 11 0.1 Western Branch Reservoir (MP 62.4) Lake Prince and Reservoir
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Section 4.3.2.7 discusses water use, and states that Atlantic and DETI would
comply with each state’s withdrawal and discharge permit requirements.
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Comment noted. See also the response to comment SA8-3.

The water use and quality portion of section 4.3.1.7 has been revised to
incorporate this and similar comments.
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Environmental Analysis — Water Resources (section 4.3 pdf 247-269/ 742):

Consideration should be given to moving the staging area / construction site (Facility CY GWNF-6 Spr
04-A) further north and away from the sinking portion of Hamilton Branch that is believed to have a
direct connection to the municipal water supply for the Town of Deerfield.

The pipeline’s route through Augusta County karst passes in proximity to several significant springs
and municipal supply wells including Gardner Spring — City of Staunton, Town of Churchville Wells -
ACSA, Lyndhurst— ACSA. ACP should monitor construction activities closely in these areas to
minimize any potential impacts.

Appendix H HDD Plans — H3 Site Specific Horizontal Directional Drill Plans (Vol 2, Appendix H3 pdf

222/ 276): The HDD plan and profile at Reeds Gap illustrates the location and depths of a horizontal
directional drilling borehole in highly foliated Catoctin Formation through the crest of the Blue
Ridge. Although test drilling in the area indicates the presence of solid rock near the entrance and
exit of the borehole, there is potential to drill through transmissive fractures and intercept
groundwater moving along strike through separations along foliation, and through joints and fault
related fractures. The diameter, depth, and length of the boring is sufficient to potentially intercept
groundwater from multiple and distinct fractured rock groundwater flow systems with hydraulic
heads in excess of the HDD ingress and egress elevations.

A contingency plan should be in place to address the potential for the introduction of a significant
quantity of groundwater into the HDD borehole in case transmissive fractures are encountered
during drilling. The plan should describe how the borehole will be de-watered and where removed
groundwater will be routed and discharged for the duration of construction.

Resource Report 2 —Water Use and Quality (Table 2.1.1-1, pdf 12/ 165): Reported values for range

of depth to aquifer and range in well yield for Piedmont and Blue Ridge Crystalline Rock Aquifers are
not accurate in this table. There are many aquifers {transmissive fractures) below 300 feet in the
Piedmont and Blue Ridge. Well yields of <1gpm to >100gpm are fairly common and frequently well
outside the listed range of 15 to 30 gpm. Recommend additional literature search to provide more
realistic numbers.

Review of Atlantic Coast Pipeline Water Well and Spring Testing Program:

The water well and spring testing program should document water well sampling methodology,
quality control procedures, and sampling frequency that will be used in Virginia. The plan should
include notification of DEQ when a groundwater impact has been reported or suspected.

A final, georeferenced compilation of well and spring sampling results should be provided ta DEQ's
Groundwater Characterization Program.

Please clarify if well yield testing will be performed and if so provide details on procedures.

Bedrock wells within 200 feet of blasting activities should be monitored for any significant shifts in
static water-level and/ or turbidity before and after blasting occurs. Yield and water chemistry
should be re-evaluated if sudden changes in water level or turbidity occur that can’t be attributed to
recent precipitation.
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Comment noted. We have concluded that the contractor yard would not affect
Hamilton Branch.

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Recommendation noted.
Comments noted.

Comments noted.
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s (ACP Recharge Elevations Map): In order for water supply wells to be used as a meaningful depth
to water reference in the coastal plain, groundwater elevations should be restricted to using only
shallow wells screened in the uppermost unconfined surficial aquifer. Well Tract # 26-013-A039
appears to show a water level elevation of 83.8 Ft below sea level, indicating that it is likely
completed in a confined aquifer that is not in communication with the surficial aquifer.

* Sampling of supply wells in the coastal plain should be constrained to wells open to the uppermost
unconfined aquifer. Wells completed in the confined aquifer systems of the coastal plain are
extremely unlikely to be impacted by pipeline activities.

Land and Waste

The DEIS indicates that solid and hazardous waste issues were addressed and that a search of Federal
and State environmental databases was conducted. DEQ staff with Geographical Information Systems
and other tools canducted a 1.0 mile radius search of CERCLA sites, Federal Facilities and RCRA
Corrective Action databases in addition to & 0.5 mile radius search of hazardous waste, solid waste,
Virginia Remediation Program and petroleum databases for sites along the entire project corridor in
Virginia. Staff identified one hundred twenty sites within the search parameters which may impact the

project activity.

RCRA Corrective Action Facilities — one within 1.0 mile proximity to the project corridor
e« VADOD03178126, Royster Co., 100 Pratt Street, Chesapeake, VA 23324

CERCLA Sites — two within 1.0 mile proximity to the project corridor

= VAD002352151, Eppinger & Russell Co. Inc., 4010 Buell Street Money Point, Chesapeake, VA
23324. Not on the NPL.
« VAND00306937, Money Point Creosote Site, 4010 Buell Street, Chesapeake, VA 23324, Not on
the NPL.
Hazardous Waste— twenty-three within 0.5 mile proximity to the project corridor

s VAR00511287, Certified Auto Body Collision Repair, 1350 Lee Jackson Highway, Staunton, VA
24402, Small Quantity Generator (SQG)

e VADO17573445, Hershey Chocolate USA, Route 608, Stuarts Draft, VA 24477. SQG

e VAD010031284, Hollister Inc. Plant, Route 608, Stuarts Draft, VA 24477. SQG

e VAD046977187, Nibco Stuarts Draft Div., Route 909 Johnson Street, Stuarts Draft, VA 24477.
SQG

® VAR000016147, Target Distribution Center TO560, 345 Mount Vernon Road, Stuarts Draft, VA
24477, SQG

s VAD981108798, Atlantic Pole & Piling — Virginia, 21366 General Thomas Highway, Newsoms, VA
23874. Large Quantity Generator (LQG)

e VAD121829337, Automatic Transmission Exch, 270 Wilroy Road, Suffolk, VA 23434, SQG

»  VARO0530444, Lake Gaston Water Treatment, 5416 West Military Highway, Chesapeake, VA
23321.5QG

« VAD175358068, Vanwin Coatings Inc., 2601-A Trade Street, Chesapeake, VA 23323.5QG

= VAR000502476, 7-11 #32868, 2700 Yadkin Road, Chesapeake, VA 23323. SQG
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Table 4.3.1-3 has been revised with supplemental data provided by Atlantic.
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VARD00524967, CVS Pharmacy #10013, 2981 South Military Highway, Chesapeake, VA 23323,
LQG

VADO087337820, Astro Pak Corporation, 1624 Steel Street, Chesapeake, VA 23323. LQG
VADB6294493, Chesapeake Energy Center, 2701 Vepco Street, Chesapeake, VA 23323. 5QG
VAD988192167, Chesapeake LNG Plant, 2700 Vepco Street, Chesapeake, VA 23320. SQG
VAD988227385, Case Power & Equipment, 4550-A Bainbridge Boulevard, Chesapeake, VA
23327.5Q6

VAQ000309138, Virginia Natural Gas, 2500 South Military Highway, Chesapeake, VA 23320. SQG
VAD988215703, Fast Fare Inc. T/A Crown VA-520, 4317 Bainbridge Boulevard, Portlock, VA
23324.5Q6

VADO00737346, Safety-Kleen Systems Inc., 4545 Bainbridge Boulevard, Chesapeake, VA 23320.
LQG/ Treatment Storage Disposal Facility (TSDF)

VAR000524967, CVS Pharmacy #10013, 2981 S. Military Highway, Chesapeake, VA 23323. LQG
VAD988198511, Amoco #60522-Tanks, 2155 Military Highway, Chesapeake, VA 23320. SQG
VA0000605493, Chesapeake Fire Station #2, 1205 Freeman Street, Chesapeake, VA 23324. SQG
VAR000013383, Marine and Industrial Coatings, LLC, 3925 S. Military Highway, Chesapeake, VA
23321. 506G

VAR000521237, Precon Marine, Inc., 1401 Precon Drive, Suite 102, Chesapeake, VA 23320. SQG

The above information related to hazardous wastes, RCRA/CERCLA sites can be accessed from

EPA’s websites at https://www3.epa.gov/enviro/,

https://rcrainfopreprod.epa.gov/rerainfoweb/action/main-menu/view and
https://www.epa.gov/superfund

Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS) — two within 1.0 mile proximity to the project corridor

St. Julien’s Creek Annex, Magazine Road, Chesapeake, VA 23323. NPL.
Fort Pickett, Darvills Road, Blackstone, VA 23824. Not on NPL.

Solid Waste — eleven within 0.5 mile proximity to the project corridor ()

SWP 585, Augusta Regional Landfill, 749 Christian Creek Road, Staunton, VA 24401. Active
Sanitary Landfill

SWP 021, Jolivue Landfill, 749 Christian Creek Road, Stauntcn, VA 24401, Post closure Unit #17.
Closed Sanitary Landfill

SWP 021, Jolivue Landfill, 749 Christian Creek Road, Staunton, VA 24401, Post closure Unit #1.
Closed Sanitary Landfill

SWP 484, SPSA-Boykins Transfer Station, 18449 General Thomas Highway, Boykins, VA 23827,
Active Transfer Station

PBR 596, Military Highway Recycling Center MRF, 5300 West Military Highway, Chesapeake, VA
23321. Active Material Recovery Facility

SWP440, Dominion - Chesapeake Energy Center, 2701 Vepco Street, Chesapeake, VA 23323.
Inactive Industrial Landfill

SWP481, Dominion - Chesapeake Energy Center, 2701 Vepco Street, Chesapeake, VA 23323.
Closed Industrial Landfill - Not Constructed
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* SWP 474, Atlantic Aggregate Recyclers, 2501 South Military Highway, Chesapeake, VA 23324.
Closed Inert Landfill

* PBR 619, Select Recycling Waste Services, Inc., 1500 Steel Street, Chesapeake, VA 23323, Active
Material Recovery Facility

e PBR 554, Tidewater Green Corporation, 1500 Steel Street, Chesapeake, VA 23323. Clean Closed

* PBR 078, Safety-Kleen Systems Incorporated, 4545 Bainbridge Boulevard, Chesapeake, VA
23323. Clean Closed

Virginia Remediation Program (VRP) — four within 0.5 mile proximity to the project corridor

* VRP00278, GE Tidewater Service Center, 2601 Trade Street, Chesapeake, VA 23323. Industry

* VRPO0186, Norfolk Steel, 1500 Steel Street, Chesapeake, VA 23323.

e IndustryVRP0O0470, Chesapeake Propane Two-Acre Site, 2516 Military Highway, Chesapeake, VA
23320. Land Disposal

o VRPOO386, Steuart Investment Company Site (aka Borden Smith Douglas), 1316 Smith Douglas
Road, Chesapeake, VA 23320. Industry

Petroleum Releases — within 0.5 mile proximity to the project corridor

Augusta County

e PC#19891789, Michael's Country Store, Star Route 8 Box 101, West Augusta, VA 24485, Release
Date: 06/23/1989. Status: Closed.

e PC#19930071, White Way Lunch, 2175 Hankey Mountain Highway, Churchville, VA 24421.
Release Date: 07/08/1992. Status: Closed.

e PC#19964813, Sentry Food Mart #29, 313 Springfield Lane, Staunton, VA 24401. Release Date:
02/02/1996, Status: Closed.PC#19985057, Sentry Food Mart #29, 313 Springfield Lane,
Staunton, VA 24401. Release Date: 10/29/1997. Status: Closed.,

e PC#20056015, Sentry Food Mart #29, 313 Springfield Lane, Staunton, VA 24401. Release Date:
02/25/2005. Status: Closed.

e PC#20066015, Sentry Food Mart #29, 313 Springfield Lane, Staunton, VA 24401. Release Date:
08/10/2005. Status: Closed.

e PC#20076159, Pantry #3713, 313 Springfield Lane, Staunton, VA 24401. Release Date:
06/14/2007. Status: Closed.

s PC#20116067, Pantry #3713, 313 Springfield Lane, Staunton, VA 24401. Release Date:
01/05/2011. Status: Closed.

= PC#20126085, Pantry #3713, 313 Springfield Lane, Staunton, VA 24401. Release Date:
01/24/2012. Status: Closed.

e PC#19964876, Eastover Farm, Route 722, Churchville, VA 24421. Release Date: 06/17/1996.
Status: Closed.

e PC#19975086, Deerfield Community Center, Route 600, Deerfield, VA 24432, Release Date:
01/16/1997. Status: Closed.

e PCH20006133, Deerfield Grocery, Box 209, Deerfield, VA 24432. Release Date: 03.27/2000.
Status: Closed.
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PC#20016149, Zastowny Farm, Guthrie Road, Staunton, VA 24401. Release Date: 03/22/2001.
Status: Closed.

PCH#20046088, Darrell Via Residence, 330 Wayne Avenue, Stuarts Draft, VA 24477, Release Date:

01/06/2004. Status: Closed.

PC#20086057, Hoecker Property, 319 Wayne Avenue, Stuarts Draft, VA 24477. Release Date:
12/21/2007. Status: Closed.

PCH20116075, Mckee Foods-Stuarts Draft, 272 Patton Farms Road, Stuarts Draft, VA 24477.
Release Date: 01/28/2011. Status: Closed.

PC#20126014, Deno’s Food Mart 9, 383 White Hill Road, Mint Spring, VA 24463. Release Date:
08/18/2011. Status: Closed.

PC#20126045, Starkey Residence, 2120 Tinkling Spring Road, Stuarts Draft, VA 24477. Release
Date: 11/03/2011. Status: Ciosed

PC#20136014, Gladys Washington Residence, 370 Mill Creek Lane, Stuarts Draft, VA 24477.
Release Date: 08/30/2012. Status: Closed.

Staunton City

PC#19995181, Days Inn — Staunton, 372 White Hill Road, Staunton, VA 24401. Release Date:
02/24/19909. Status: Closed.

PCi#20006125, Forsythe Rental Property, Route 10 Box 466C, Staunton, VA 24401. Release Date:
03/15/2000. Status: Closed.

PCH20006138, Tuttle Property, Route 10, Staunton, VA 24401. Release Date: 04/03/2000.
Status: Closed.

Nelson County

PC#20036137, Graves Grocery, 1779 Rockfish Valley Highway, Nellysford, VA 22958. Release
Date: 06/02/2003. Status: Closed.
PC#20086081, Graves Grocery, 1779 Rockfish Valley Highway, Nellysford, VA 22958, Release
Date: 02/22/2008. Status: Closed.
PC#20156110, Graves Grocery, 177% Rockfish Valley Highway, Nellysford, VA 22958. Release
Date: 03/10/2015. Status: Closed.
PC#20056068, Janice Hopkins Residence, 165 Fitchfield Lane, Nellysford, VA 22958, Release
Date: 11/29/2004. Status: Closed.

07/20/2005. Status: Closed.

PC#20086078, Ridge Crest Baptist Church, 14654 Thomas Nelson Highway, Lovingston, VA
22949. Release Date: 02/19/2008. Status: Closed.

PC#20126116. Wintergreen Grocers, 2184 Rockfish Valley Highway, Nellysford, VA 22958,
Release Date: 04/04/2012. Status: Closed

Buckingham County

PC#19984358, VDOT Andersonville Area HQ, Route 640 and 638, Andersonville, VA 23911.
Release Date: 04/28/1998. Status: Closed.
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PC#20097151, Betty Brown Property, 5943 South James Madison Highway, Buckingham, VA
23901. Release Date: 06/25/2009. Status: Closed.

PC#20132011, Charles Fernandez, 1105 Old Curdsville Road, Farmville, VA 23901, Release Date:

07/17/2012. Status: Closed.

Cumberland County

PC#20097091, Jimmie Morris Property, 83 Raines Tavern Road, Farmville, VA 23901. Release
Date: 12/11/2008. Status: Closed.

PCH20102251, George Snead Property, 1240 Plank Road, Farmville, VA 23901. Release Date:
05/25/2010. Status: Closed.

PC#20132255, Larry Skweres Residence, 74 Raines Tavern Road, Farmville, VA 23901. Release
Date: 02/26/2013. Status: Closed.

Nottoway County

PC#20102162, Childress Property, 2733 Indian Oak Road, Crewe, VA 23930. Release Date:
02/24/2010. Status: Closed.

PC#20132029, Arthur Werner Property, 3668 Indian Oak Road, Crewe, VA 23930. 07/25/2012.
Status: Closed.

PC#20142349, Irving J. Arnold Property, 2095 West Creek Road, Crewe, VA 23930. Release Date:

03/20/2014. Status: Closed.

PC#20152351, Walter D. Martin Residence, 1946 Cellar Creek Road, Blackstone, VA 23824.
Release Date: 03/23/2015. Status: Closed.

PCH#20162162, Lanwood Lynch Residence, 1933 Mountain Hall Road, Crewe, VA 23930. Release
Date: 07/30/2015. Status: Closed.

PC#20162398, Jerry Myers Residence, 491 Green Gable Road, Blackstone, VA 23824. Release
Date: 06/28/2016. Status: Closed.

Dinwiddie County

PC#20084130, Marion Hays Coburn Estate Property, 10622 West Ziles Road, Blackstone, VA
23824. Release Date: 08/28/2007. Status: Closed.

PC#20084129, Wallace Mary Lee Residence, 10620 West Ziles Road, Blackstone, VA 23824,
Release Date: 08/28/2007. Status: Closed.

Brunswick County

PC#19953094, Abell Lumber Corporation, Highway 634, Lawrenceville, VA. Release Date:
12/15/1994. Status: Closed.

PC#19953094, Transferred to Library of VA, Highway 634, Lawrenceville, VA 23868. Release
Date: 12/15/1994. Status: Closed.

PC#20024465, Daniel Russell Residence, 4453 Reedy Creek Road, Freeman, VA 23856. Release
Date: 06/20/2002. Status: Closed.
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*  PC#19880505, TWS Grocery, 5234 Skippers Road, Skippers, VA 23879. Release Date:

12/16/1987. Status: Closed.
e PCH#20094373, Rabinson James E. Property, 8319 Skippers Road, Skippers, VA 23879. Release
Date: 03/17/2009. Status: Closed.

Southampton County

e PC#H20005145, Cooke Betty M. Residence, 28229 Grays Shop Road, Newsoms, VA 23874, Release
Date: 12/20/1999. Status: Closed.

City of Suffolk

+ PC#19992300, Holland Volunteer Fire Department, 6666 O’Kelly Drive, Suffolk, VA 23437.
Release Date: 12/09/1998. Status: Closed.

e PCH#20035090, Williamson Callie Residence, 7508 South Quay Road, Suffolk, VA 23437. Release
Date: 02/20/2003. Status: Closed.

e PC#20165090, Williamson Callie Residence, 7508 South Quay Road, Suffolk, VA 23437, Release
Date: 11/12/2015, Status: Closed.

® PC#20135074, Holland Food Mart, 5703 Holland Road, Suffolk, VA 23437, Release Date:
01/28/2013. Status: Closed

« PC#20145170, Knight Residence, 7628 S. Quay Road, Suffolk, VA23437. Release Date:
04/04/2014. Status: Closed.

City of Chesapeake

e PC#19901588, Deep Creek Pharmacy, 622 N. George Washington Highway, Chesapeake, VA
23323. Release Date: 05/11/1990. Status: Closed.

e PC#19901809, Schwerman Trucking Co. of VA, 2956 S. Military Highway, 841 Canal Drive,
Chesapeake, VA 23323. Release Date: 06/20/1990. Status: Closed.

* PC#19920240, Schwerman Trucking Co. of VA, 2956 S. Military Highway, 841 Canal Drive,
Chesapeake, VA 23323. Release Date: 08/02/1991. Status: Closed.

e PC#19910846, Waste Management of Hampton Roads, 3016 Yadkin Road, Chesapeake, VA
23323, Release Date: 12/13/1990. Status: Closed.

e PC#19911464, Alum Plant, 1312 McCloud Road, Chesapeake, VA 23320. Release Date:
04/04/1991. Status: Closed.

e PC#19911804, IMTT = Chesapeake Terminal, 2801 S. Military Highway, Chesapeake, VA 23323.
Release Date: 04/22/1991. Status: Closed.

e PC#19931500, IMTT — Chesapeake Terminal, 2801 S. Military Highway, Chesapeake, VA 23323.
Release Date: 02/04/1993. Status: Closed.

* PC#20065038, IMTT — Chesapeake Terminal, 2801 S. Military Highway, Chesapeake, VA 23323.
Release Date: 09/19/2005. Status: Closed.

= PC#19921198, Chesapeake Liquid Natural Gas Station, Vepco Street, Chesapeake, VA 23323,
Release Date: 11/15/1991. Status: Closed.
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PC#19921184, Mid Atlantic Repair Inc., 2601 Trade Street, Chesapeake, VA 23323. Release Date:
01/03/1992. Status: Closed.

PC#19921741, Chesapeake Energy Center, 2701 Vepco Street, Chesapeake, VA 23323. Release
Date: 03/20/1992. Status: Closed.

PC#19931091, Chesapeake Energy Center, 2701 Vepco Street, Chesapeake, VA 23323. Release
Date: 12/01/1992. Status: Closed.

PC#19931477, Chesapeake Energy Center, 2701 Vepco Street, Chesapeake, VA 23323. Rel

Date: 02/03/1993. Status: Closed.

PC#19931476, Chesapeake Energy Center, 2701 Vepco Street, Chesapeake, VA 23323, Release
Date: 02/03/1993. Status: Closed.

PC#19940611, Chesapeake Energy Center, 2701 Vepco Street, Chesapeake, VA 23323. Release
Date: 10/11/1993. Status: Closed.

PC#19944554, Chesapeake Energy Center, 2701 Vepco Street, Chesapeake, VA 23323. Release
Date: 06/28/1994. Status: Closed.

PC#20015047, Chesapeake Energy Center, 2701 Vepco Street, Chesapeake, VA 23323, Release
Date: 10/27/2000. Status: Open.

PC#15930307, Crown VA 520, 4317 Bainbridge Boulevard, Chesapeake, VA 23324, Release Date:
08/14/1992. Status: Closed.

PC#19940447, Crown VA 520, 4317 Bainbridge Boulevard, Chesapeake, VA 23324. Release Date:
09/13/1993. Status: Closed.

PC#20005235, Crown VA 520, 4317 Bainbridge Boulevard, Chesapeake, VA 23324. Release Date:
05/24/2000. Status: Closed.

PC#20035035, Crown VA 520, 4317 Bainbridge Boulevard, Chesapeake, VA 23324. Release Date:
10/12/2002. Status: Closed.

PC#19932101, Rennie’s Shell #633, 3013 S. Military Highway, 841 Canal Drive, Chesapeake, VA
23323, Release Date: 04/22/1993. Status: Closed.

PC#19943196, Short Property, 2952Military Highway, Chesapeake, VA 23323. Release Date:
03/30/1994. Status: Closed.

PC#19930539, 7-Eleven Store 1016-20291, 841 Canal Drive, Chesapeake, VA 23323. Release
Date: 08/25/1994. Status: Closed.

PC#20055130, 7 Eleven 20291, 841 Canal Drive, Chesapeake, VA 23323. Release Date:
02/10/2005. Status: Closed.

PC#19940630, Deep Creek Pumping Station, 1221 Shell Road, 841 Canal Drive, Chesapeake, VA
23323. Release Date: 10/13/1993. Status: Closed.

PC#19940817, Cundiff Residence, 620 Rock Drive, Chesapeake, VA 23323, Release Date:
11/12/1993. Status: Closed.

PC#19943378, Murry Residence, 217 Jarvis Road, Chesapeake, VA 23323. Release Date:
04/12/1994. Status: Closed.

PC#19952259, Miller Residence, 3455 Gallberry Road, Chesapeake, VA 23323. Release Date:
10/11/1994. Status: Closed.

PC#19962217, Box USA Group, 723 Fenway Avenue, Chesapeake, VA 23323, Release Date:
08/02/1995. Status: Closed.

PC#19962333, Sentry Food Mart #4, 5191 West Military Highway, Chesapeake, VA 23321.
Release Date: 02/01/1996. Status: Closed.

PC#20125058, Pantry Site 3698 dba Kangaroo, 5191 West Military Highway, Chesapeake, VA
23321. Release Date: 10/11/2011. Status: Closed.

23

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments



¢0¢-Z2

STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS

SAS8 - Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (cont’d)

SA8-151
(cont’d)

SA8-152

20170406~

5489 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 4/6/2017 3:02:35 BM

e PC#19982408, Smith Douglas Plant Former, 1316 Smith Douglas Road, Chesapeake, VA 23324.
Release Date: 06/17/1998. Status: Closed.

e PC#19992240, Tri-Port Terminals, 1324 McCloud Road, Chesapeake, VA 23320, Rel Date:
11/05/1997. Status: Open. (this is the southern portion of property, not addressed by
PC#20165149)

* PCH20165149, Tri-Port Terminals — North of McCloud Road, 1324 McCloud Road, Chesapeake,
VA 23320. Release Date: 11/05/1997. Status: Closed.

* PC#19982273, Watkins Motor Lines, Inc. 2701 Trade Street, Chesapeake, VA 23323. Release
Date: 11/17/1997. Status: Closed.

e PC#20005211, GSB Auto Auctions, 3064 Yadkin Road, Chesapeake, VA 23323. Release Date:
05/03/2000. Status: Closed.

e PCH20025093, Chesapeake City —Sewage Pump Station 22, 1241 Saul Drive, Chesapeake, VA
23320. Release Date: 05/22/2002. Status: Closed.

e PC#20025103, Hampton Roads Airport, 5172 W. Military Highway, Chesapeake, VA 23321.
Release Date: 06/26/2002. Status: Closed.

e PC#20045038, Quest Transport LLC, 4419 Bainbridge Boulevard, Chesapeake, VA 23320. Release
Date: 09/10/2003. Status: Closed.

e PCH#20045044, Sexton Shirley Property — Hurricane Isabeil, 4745 Sunray Avenue, Chesapeake, VA
23321. Release Date: 09/22/2003. Status: Closed.

e PCH20045056, Everett Express Incorporated, 3153 S. Military Highway, Chesapeake, VA 23323.
Release Date: 09/26/2003. Status: Closed.

+ PCH20045160, Mcmillan Mobile Home Park, 4535 Bainbridge Boulevard, Chesapeake, VA 23320.
Release Date: 03/16/2004. Status: Closed.

e PC#20065144, Falcon Avenue Property, SE Intersection Falcon Avenue and Rte. 460,
Chesapeake, VA 23320. Release Date: 04/18/2006. Status: Closed.

« PCH20065445, Eva Gardens Property — Stoney Mobile Home Park, 4425 Bainbridge Boulevard,
Chesapeake, VA 23320. Release Date: 04/28/2006. Status: Closed.

s PCH20075007, Old Dominion Container Repair Incorporated, 3004 Yadkin Road, Chesapeake, VA
23323. Release Date: 07/25/2006. Status: Closed.

s PC#20135004, Khol Property, 501 Hopewell Drive, Chesapeake, VA 23323, Release Date:
0723/2012. Status: Closed.

e PC#20145152, OneSteel Recycling Inc., 2649 S. Military Highway, Chesapeake, VA 23323.
Release Date: 02/03/2014. Status: Closed.

e PC#20145151, Chesapeake Public Works Operations Complex, 3316 S. Military Highway,
Chesapeake, VA 23323. Release Date: 03/10/2014. Status: Closed.

e PC#20175199, Bluebird Homes Property, 114 Lake Street, Chesapeake, VA 23322. Release Date:
01/27/2017. Status: Open.

Recommendations:

e Section 4.8, Volume 1 - Land Use, Special Interests Area, and Visual Resources, 4.8.1.1 Forest
Land, Timber Removal Plan - It is recommended that all slash, chips and debris shall be managed
in accordance with all applicable Federal, State, and local laws and regulations. Additionally,
open burning in Virginia is only allowed in accordance with SVAC20-81-95 of the Virginia Solid
Waste Management Regulations (VSWMR). Localities may have additional open burning
restrictions that should be consulted.
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The final EIS has been updated to reflect the VDEQ’s recommended additions
to the Timber Removal Plan.
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Section 5.0, Volume 1 - Conclusions and Recommendations & 5.1.8 Land Use, Special interests
Area, and Visual Resources - it is recommended to include a waste and debris management
implementation plan {to be developed by Atlantic/DTI) alongside with other plans listed in this
section.

Section 5.0 of the Contaminated Media Plan lists the Environmental Inspectors (Els) roles and
responsibilities as defined by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (FERCs) Upland and
Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (Plan). In addition to the roles and
responsibilities described in FERCs Plan, it is recommended that Els includes a more specific
training and proper field equipment for analyses of soil, sediment and groundwater
contamination. If soil, sediment or groundwater contamination is found, Atlantic and/or DTI
should contact the appropriate regulating agency.

Section 6.0 of the Contaminated Media Plan: It is recommended that all potentially
contaminated soil is managed in accordance with all applicable Federal, State, and local laws
and regulations. Additional recommendations for managing contaminated media would be to
initially test representative soil and groundwater samples for the expected contaminant class
based on the current or previous source. A phase | assessment of past land use of the
contaminated area discovered would allow testing for the appropriate analysts.

Section 7.0 of the Contaminated Media Plan: it is recommended to address situations where
contamination found to be a health or safety hazard. The area shall be evacuated until trained
personal are on-site in addition to specifically identifying the appropriate Federal, State or local
agency (ies) to contact.

In addition to the Contaminated Media Plan, it is recommended for Atlantic/DT! to develop a
waste and debris management plan for utilizing all excess material and debris in accordance
with all applicable Federal, State, and local laws and regulations.

Draft Open Burning Plan -Localities may have open burning restrictions, permits, etc. that
should be consulted.

Section 3.0, Timber Removal Plan- Training states that training to be conducted as listed in the
FERCs Plan. It is recommended that the training be more detailed and related to each location in
accordance with all applicable Federal, State and local laws and regulations pertaining to the
removal of timber.

Section 9.1 General Requirements under Planned Timber Removal Operations references
management of timber, slash, and stumps. it is recommended that all timber, slash, and stumps
are managed in accordance with all applicable Federal, State, and local laws and regulations.
Localities should be consulted as they have open burning restrictions.

Volume 2 part 5 Appendix G (page/38/G48) of the Construction, Operations, and Maintenance
Plan applying to the national forest service lands references “Atlantic’s Waste Management
Plan.” This Waste Management Plan has not yet been filed with FERC as informed by a DTI
representative.

Section 3.6.10 - It is recommended that the Els have more specific training and proper field
equipment for contamination analyses of soil, sediment and groundwater than currently listed
in FERCs Plan. If soil, sediment or groundwater contamination is found, Atiantic and/or DTI
should contact the appropriate regulating agencylies).
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See the response to comment SA8-3.
See the response to comment SA8-104.

The final EIS has been updated to reflect the VDEQ’s recommended additions
to the Timber Removal Plan.

The final EIS has been updated to reflect the VDEQ’s recommended additions
to the Timber Removal Plan.

Comment noted.

See the response to comment SA8-104.
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Corrections

Section 6.0, C. of the Contaminated Media Plan, The Virginia Department of Emergency
Management reporting numbers for the 24-hour in-state calls is 1-804-674-2400 and the 24
hours, out-of-state calls is 1-800-642-3074.

Volume 1 Section 4.0 Environmental Analysis, 4.3 Water Resources, 4.3.1.6 Contaminated
Groundwater: In addition to the summary of sites on Table 4.3.1-3 (the Table) lists
Contaminated Site, Landfills, and Leaking Underground Storage Tanks Near the ACP, Section 4.8
Land Use, Special Interests Area, and Visual Resources, 4.8.7 Contaminated Sites, Section 5.0
Conclusions and Recommendations, 5.1.3.1

Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan

Comment: SPCC Plan p.2 —Section 4.0.A. See text below. The statutory requirements for

”

making notifications in the event of an oil spill are “immediately upon learning of the discharge”.

The language below suggests a process that may result in a delay in reporting.

On page 7 Section 5.0.C it says “Concrete coating activities and washout activities will not be
performed within 100 feet of wetlands, waterbodies, or springs, or within 300 feet of karst
features unless the location is an existing industrial site designated for such use.” Additionaily,
when close to a waterbody, containment structures should be placed around the area in order
to minimize potential for runoff

Spill Coordinator — Each Contractor will appoint a Spill Coordinator who will be responsible for
coordinating Contractor Work Crews for spill cleanup, conducting site investigations, and
completing spill reports. The Spill Coordinator will report spills to 2n Environmental Inspector
(E1) 2, who will initiate the spill reporting process (see Section 7.0). The Spill Coordinator will be
responsible for completing a Spill Report Form (Attachment A) within 24 hours of the
occurrence of a spill, regardless of the size of the spill.

The Preventive Measures in section 5.0 are textbook comprehensive and likely will be hard to
achieve consistently in the field.

Section 5.0.A.1.g., page 3- The 300 foot distance from karst areas for hazardous materials will
require extensive subsurface geologic data to maintain compliance in all instances.

Section 5.0.A.1.]., page 4 - This should state immediate reporting to DEQ, EPA and others. The
language below suggests a process that may result in a delay in reporting.

Section 7.C.3.a and b., page 8. These oil spill reporting requirement do not specify a timeframe
for reporting. These reporting requirements should clearly indicate that spills should be
reported “immediately upon learning of the discharge”. The cited sections of Virginia water
control law specify that spillers must notify the “director or coordinator of emergency
services....for the political subdivision in which the discharge occurs and any other political
subdivision reasonably expected to the affected by the discharge, and the appropriate federal
authorities...”. This is not addressed in the spill reporting section of the plan.

Air
Construction: Construction activities associated with the ACP project in Virginia are subject to
the Air Pollution Control Regulations regarding such activities including open burning (9 VAC 5-

130 et seq.} and fugitive dust (9 VAC 5 -50-60 et seq.). The project sponsor should ensure that
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See the response to comment SA8-104.
Comment noted.
The comments related to Atlantic’s SPCC Plan are noted.

See the response to comment SA8-80.
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construction activities comply with these and any other applicable state regulations. While not
required, additional mitigation of construction related air pollutants could be achieved through
the use of cleaner construction and related equipment.

Permitting: A new stationary source compressor station in Buckingham County is included in
this project. As such an air quality permit will be required for this source. DEQ air permitting
staff have met with the project sponsor and it appears that a minor new source review permit
will be needed for this facility.

Operations: A portion of this project goes through Suffolk and Chesapeake Cities which are part
of a VOC and NOx emissions control area and therefore would be subject to any applicable
existing source regulations related to its control area status.

GHG Considerations: Concerns have been expressed regarding the GHG implications of this
project, especially in terms of methane emissions from extraction, transmission, and
combustion of the natural gas involved. Since the natural gas that will be transported by this
pipeline is not being produced in Virginia, the Commonwealth has ne control over this aspect of
the project. However, the EPA has recently promulgated federal regulations that cover the
extraction and transmission activities of the natural gas industry to reduce methane

emissions. Furthermore, the project sponsor will implement a pipeline management and
monitering program that should limit the methane emissions from leakage. Finally, the end use
of natural gas in the power generation sector is now subject to state and federal GHG permitting
requirements, and to pending NSPS/ESPS for electric generation facilities. A prime example of
this is the recent permit issued by DEQ to the Dominion Greensville Power Station that
contained the most stringent CO2 emission rate limitation in the Country.

27

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments



90¢-Z

STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS

SAS8 - Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (cont’d)

SA8-163

20170406-5489 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 4/6/2017 3:02:35 BM

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Strect address: 629 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219

Maolly Jeseph Ward Muailing address: P.O. Box 1105, Richmond, Virginia 23218 David K. Paylor
Secrctary of Matwral Resources www.deq virginia.gov Direclor
{804) 698-4000
1-800-592-3482
May 16, 2016

Ms. Elizabeth Hester

Environmental Specialist

Dominton Transmission Inc.

5000 Dominion Boulevard

Glen Allen, Virginia 23060-3308

Subject: Dominion Transmission Inc. (DTI) - Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project

Dear Ms. Hester:

The Virginia Department of Envirenmental Quality (DEQ) is reviewing DTI's 2016 Annual
Standards and Specifications for Erosion & Sediment Control and Stormwater Management. As
you know, the proposed Atlantic Coast Pipeline project that will transect the Commonwealth will be
covered under these Annual Standards and Specifications. Due to the scope of this project, DEQ is
requiring a number of conditions in addition to those established under your Annual Standards and
Specifications.

The specific requirements for this project are as follows:

1. Tn addition to DTI's internal review process, an individual project-specific plan is required
to be submitted for DEQ review and approval,

2. The project-specific plan, DEQ approval, and supporting documents must be
posted on DT1’s website for public view,

3. Inspecticn reports conducted by DTI as well as complaint logs and complaint
responses must be submitted to DEQ, and

4. As authorized under the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Contrel Law and the Stormwater
Management Act, DTI is required to pay DEQ to cover the costs incurred from hiring
additional technical expertise to assist DEQ in plan review and compliance
activities.

SA8-163

The comments related to the VDEQ, Office of Water Permits permitting
requirements are noted. See also the response to SA6-1.
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Should you have any questions or would like to discuss further, please contact me at
(804) 698-4285 or frederick.cunninghami@deq.virginia.gov,

Sincerely,

a2 /.

Frederick K. Cunningham
Director, Office of Water Permits

[H Melanie Davenport, DEQ
Benjamin Leach, DEQ
Larry Gavan, DEQ
Hannah Zegler, DEQ

Page 2

This letter is intended to provide information on what information DEQ belicves is needed in order to
fully evaluate your Annual Standards and Specifications and is not a final determinaticn or case decision under
the Administrative Process Act. In the event that discussions with staff do not lead to a satisfactory resolution of the
contents of this letter, you may elect to participate in DEQ's Process for Early Dispute Resolution. For further
information on the Process for Early Dispute Resolution, please see Agency Policy Statement No. 8-2005 posted on the

Department’s website under “Programs”, “Water™, “Permitting & Compliance” at the following address:

hitp:fiwyw.deg.virginia.gov/Portals/0/DEQ/Ente ‘Guidance/process%20for%20early%20di:

ution%620n08_2005.pdf,

Oresol
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(v
COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Street address: 629 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219

Meailing address: P.O. Box 1105, Richmond, Virginia 23218 David K. Paylor

Molly Joseph Ward

Secretary of Natural Resources www.deq.virginia.gov Director
(804) 698-4000
1-800-592-5482

MEMORANDUM
To: Julia Wellman, DEQ Office of Environmental Impact Review
From: Meghann Quinn, DEQ Office of Pollution Prevention

Date: February 28, 2017
Subject: DEQ #16-248F, Atlantic Coast Pipeline

DEQ advocates that principles of pollution prevention and sustainability be used in all projects as
well as during operations. Effective siting, planning, and on-site Best Management Practices
(BMPs) will help to ensure that environmental impacts are minimized. Pollution prevention and
sustainability techniques can be included in decisions related to materials, design and operational
procedures that will facilitate the reduction of environmental wastes at the source.

SA8-164 | We have several recommendations that may be helpful:

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

— Consider reuse and recycling opportunities when evaluating waste handling, including
mulching of brush and timber and water reuse opportunities,

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

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

— Integrate pollution prevention techniques into maintenance and operation.

SA8-164

The comments related to the VDEQ, Office of Pollution Prevention
permitting requirements are noted. See also the responses to comments SA6-
1 and SA8-49.
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SA8-164 — Encourage supply chain partners to implement pollution prevention, sustainability, and
(cont’d) environmental management systems.

DEQ’s Office of Pollution Prevention provides information and technical assistance relating to
pollution prevention technigues and EMS. If interested, please contact Meghann Quinn, (804)
698-4021.
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Rochelle Altholz
Deputy Directar of
Administration and Finance

Molly Joseph Ward
Secretary of Naniral Resources

David C. Dowling
Deputy Director of
Soil and Water Conservation

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA aral Dam Safety

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND RECREATION

Clyde E. Cristman
Director

Thomas L. Smith
Deputy Directer of Operations

NDU

DATE: March 31, 2017

TO: Julia Wellman, DEQ

FROM: Roberta Rhur, Environmental Impact Review Coordinator
SUBJECT: DEQ 16-248F, ATLANTIC COAST PIPELINE DRAFT EIS
Division of Planning and Recreati ources

The Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR), Division of Planning and Recreational Resources
(PRR), develops the Virginia Outdoors Plan (VOP) and coordinates a broad range of recreational and
environmental programs throughout Virginia, These include the Virginia Scenic Rivers program; Trails,
Greenways, and Blueways; Virginia State Park Master Planning and State Park Design and Construction.

We have reviewed the proposed project and the latest proposed alignment. Section 4 addresses most
concerns regarding the resources previously submitted FERC in a letter dated June 2016. We have the
following comments regarding potential impacts to the LWCF property known as Nottoway Lake.

According to the information currently in our files, Nottoway Lake (51-00232) is protected in perpetuity by
section 6(f) (3) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act. Section 6 (f) (3) of the Land & Water
Conservation Fund Act states that: “No property acquired or developed with assistance under this section
shall without approval of the Secretary [of the Interior] be converted to other than public outdoor
recreation uses”. The LWCF program takes into account that in certain instances there is no alternative to
converting a portion of a LWCF property. In those extreme cases where there is no feasible alternative, a
conversion of use process must be initiated with DCR for approval from the National Park Service. In short,
the conversion of use process requires that a suitable piece of replacement property be found before a
conversion occurs at a LWCF protected site, “Suitable” means equivalent in fair market value and can serve
as a viable public outdoor recreation area without reliance upon adjoining or additional areas. Information
about the conversion of use process is outlined on the DCR website at

http:/ /www.dcr.virginia.gov/recreational planning/Ilwcfconuse.shtml. Conversion of use processes must

be initiated with DCR by the governmental body that owns the property. In this case, Nottoway County and

Synthia Waymack of DCR, synthia.waymack@dcr.virgini.gov.

Additionally, the project will be impacting the following statewide trails (reference VA code 10.1-204): The
Great Eastern Trail, the Appalachian National Scenic Trail, the James River Heritage Trail, the East Coast
Greenway and the Beaches to Bluegrass Trail. Potential mitigation projects could address gaps in the four
developing trail systems; please contact Jennifer Wampler for more information at
Jennifer.wampler@dcr.virginia.gov. We recommend coordination with the National Park Service and the
U.S. Forest Service regarding impacts to the Appalachian National Scenic Trail.

600 East Main Street, 24™ Floor | Richmond, Virginia 23219 | 804-786-6124

State Parks = Soil and Water Conservation « Qutdoor Recreation Planning
Natural Heritage » Dam Safety and Fioodplain Management » Land Conservation

SA8-165

SA8-166

Based on consultations with and a map provided by the VDCR’s LWCF and
RTP Administrator, ACP would be over 1.5 miles from lands funded by the
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act at Nottoway Lake.

Section 4.8.5 has been updated to include discussions of planned state trails
identified by the commentor.
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We have done a desk top gap analysis of known water access sites along three established water trails that
the proposed pipeline crosses: the Meherrin River, Nottoway River, and the James River. Water access is a
key feature to create a vibrant recreaticn experience and a top need according to the 2013 VOP. Therefore,
we suggest that the project proponent coordinate with local governments to explore the possibility of
creating water access sites at water crossings that correspond with established water trails.

We also recommend that native plant species be used to restore areas cleared along the proposed route.

Division of Soil & Water servation

We recommend that any BMPs impacted by the pipeline be reinstalled or relocated, e.g. livestock fences
and stream crossings re-erected, watering systems relocated, cover crops reimbursed to the farmers,
disturbed areas re-vegetated, etc. One impact that cannot be fully mitigated for will be the loss of trees in
planted buffers, which if cost shared would be from combined federal/state contributions. Since these
cannot be replanted near a buried pipeline, there will be some degree of permanent impact. Ground cover
vegetation however should be reestablished.

Division of Dam Safety and Floodplain Management

A project in a community’s special floed hazard area (SFHA), as determined by the flood insurance rate
map (FIRM) that is provided by FEMA, must comply with the community’s floodplain ordinance. If the
pipeline will be underground in the SFHA, the original contours restored, and all structures associated with
the pipeline are outside of the SFHA, the project should have no effect on the floodplains in these
communities. If the fleodplain will be modified, coordination with the locality is advised.

Division of Natural Heritage

The Department of Conservation and Recreation’s Division of Natural Heritage's (DCR-DNH) mission is
conserving Virginia's biodiversity through inventory, protection, and stewardship. Natural heritage
resources are defined as the habitat of rare, threatened, or endangered plant and animal species, unique or
exemplary natural communities, and significant geologic formations.

DCR-DNH previously provided comments on the Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project under FERC Docket PF15-
6-000 on June 5, 2015 (Accession number 20150605-5037) and September 4, 2015 (Accession number
20150904-5192); and under FERC Docket CP15-554-000 on October 9, 2015 {Accession number
20151009-5088), December 15, 2015 (Accession number 20151215-5207), June 9, 2016 (Accession
number 20160609-5237), July 27, 2016 (Accession number 20160727-5064), and January 30, 2017
(Accession number 20170130-5221).

DCR-DNH offers the following comments on the Atlantic Coast Pipeline Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS), associated documents and the updated pipeline footprint. DCR-DNH considers the
pipeline footprint to include the construction right-of -way, access roads, and associated infrastructure.

Section 4,0 Environmental Analysis

4.1 Geology

From DEIS, Page 4-6, paragraph 1, bullet 3- “Contact landowners to determine the location of private water
wells and water supply springs within 150 feet {500 feet in karst terrain) of approved construction
workspaces, including near locations where blasting may be required. Pending landowner permission,
preconstruction well testing would be conducted to evaluate water quality and yield. In the event that
construction has adversely affected the water quality and/or yield of a well, Atiantic and DTI would conduct
post-construction testing and provide an alternative water source or a mutually agreeable solution.”

2

SA8-167
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SA8-168a

See the response to comment SA8-3.

Restoration and revegetation procedures are discussed throughout sections 2
and 4 of the EIS.

See the response to comment SA8-3.
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Dye traces within the general project area have shown connections of karst features to springs and wells as
far as 7 miles away. For areas northwest of the Staunton/Pulaski/North Mountain Fault system (e.g. the
Ridge and Valiey), dye tracing studies should be performed wherever both 1) the ACP crosses karst terrain
AND 2) prior dye tracing information does not exist or is insufficient. Fortunately, extensive dye tracing
has been done along several areas crossed by the ACP. Dye tracing southeast of the Staunton-Pulaski-
North Mountain fault system (in the Great Valley) is difficult to perform and can produce misleading
results. Professional discretion on the part of ACP's consultants, in consultation with agency expertise from
DCR-DNH, VDEQ, VDMME and the USGS, should be used to determine which areas in the Great Valley are
appropriate for dye trace studies (e.g. Cochran’s Cave area in Augusta County). Further discussion on this is
under comment on Appendix-Karst Terrain Assessment Construction, Monitoring, and Mitigation
Plan, filed 1/27 /2017, FERC Accession number 20170127-5202 below.

4.1.2.3 Karst Geology

Page 4-10, paragraph (item) 2 - Should note that globally significant cave systems are located in the
“Folded Appalachian Subsection of the Valley and Ridge province”. Most significantly, these include
the caves of Burnsville Cove, with ~ 100km of mapped subterranean passages. Items 1 and 3
provide more description than item 2, making it appear that item 2 (the Ridge and Valley) is less
significant in terms of caves and karst development.

Page 4-14, Highland County - Please note that DCR-DNH did not comment on the Valley Center area
(Dever Spring, et cetera) because we do not currently have designated significant caves or
documented cave biota in the area; however it is sensitive from a karst perspective. DCR-DNH’s
involvement in the area to date has been performance of dye trace studies showing the recharge
area of several springs. DCR-DNH recommends avoidance of karst features to the maximum extent
practicable and monitoring of resurgence springs.

Page 4-15, Cochran’s Cave - There was a miscommunication in regards to the Biodiversity Rank (B-
Rank) of Cochran’s Cave. Only the state-listed tricolored bat (Perimyotis subflavus,
G2G3/S1S3/NL/LE) is known to be associated with this cave. The B-rank is 4t order globally, not
first order, placing it as moderately significant from a biodiversity perspective. However, additional
recent biological inventory resulted in collection of cave obligate pseudoscorpicns that are likely to
be very rare globally, increasing the sites B-rank. Although the cave stream is fed by upwelling
water in the rear of the cave, the federally threatened Madison Cave isopod (Antrolana lira,
G2G4/S2/LT/LT) has not been documented from the cave. A relatively common species, Price’s
cave isopod (Caecidotea pricei, G5/53/NL/NL) has been cellected from the cave stream. Cochran’s
cave is a state designated significant cave under the Virginia Cave Protection Act 0f 1979,

Page 4-17, BCR-DNH recommends the addition of dye trace studies, after final approval but prior te
construction, as necessary to determine the subterranean flow of water entering karst features
proximal to the project ROW or construction reads. In the case of a release (i.e. discharge of
sediment or contaminant to a karst feature), potentially impacted stakeholders can be informed in a
timely manner and spill recovery equipment can be deployed at appropriate location(s.) Atthe
time of the DEIS preparation, all springs and wells potentially impacted by the ACP in karst had not

been identified.

SA8-169

SA8-170

SA8-171
SA8-172
SA8-173

Comment noted. Section 4.1.2.3 has been revised to recommend that Atlantic
provide the results of a fracture trace/lineament analysis, along with
evaluation of existing dye trace study results, prior to construction.

Comment noted. Section 4.1.2.3 has been revised to add emphasis to the
significance of caves within the Folded Appalachian Subsection of the Valley
and Ridge Province.

Comment noted.
Comment noted. The referenced text has been revised accordingly.

Recommendation noted. Dye trace studies would be considered after
completion of the fracture trace/lineament analysis and evaluation of existing
dye trace study results. See also the response to comment SA8-169.
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Appendix-Karst Terrain Assessment Construction, Monitoring, and Mitigation Plan, filed
1/27/2017, FERC Accession number 20170127-5202

DCR-DNH makes the following recommendations to address the impacts of mitigation if a failure occurs
and there is a discharge to karst waters, potentially impacting subsurface habitat, drinking water, and
surface streams fed by karst springs.

In Karst Survey Report Revision 1, prepared by Geoconcepts Engineering for ACP and dated February
21, 2017, Geoconcepts staff presents the result of karst surveys of the 71.3 miles of the proposed ACP
alignment at the time crossing karst terrain. Of the 71.3 miles, 62.3 miles were reviewed in the field.
The other 9 miles had not been covered yet due to denial of property access. Part of the field review
included designation of high risk karst features within or inferred to receive drainage from the 300°
wide construction corridor.

High risk features associated with temporary construction facilities such as access roads and layout
yards should also be identified and treated in the same manner, as these areas are just as likely to cause
problems during construction. High risk features identified during the field survey of the remaining 9
miles, or in any subsequent adjustments to the preferred corridor, should also be included and treated in
the same manner.

DCR believes it is imperative that the watershed identity — the spring or springs to which these features
drain — be determined so that in the event of a contaminant release during construction or operation,
appropriate notification of stakeholders and deployment of recovery and mitigation apparatus may occur
in a timely manner. While the avoidance and mitigation measures proposed by Dominion ACP should
drastically reduce the likelihood of any such release, mistakes happen, especially on a project of this
scale. Too many times on other projects in karst areas around the wotld, the watershed identity of
sensitive features has only been discovered when contaminants arrive at a spring or well. By that point,
it is very late in the game to start recovery and notification procedures,

It should be noted that the results of these hydrological delineations should not affect routing of the
pipeline corridor, but rather are performed for the purpose of determining features potentially impacted
by the selected corridor. Delineation of subterranean flows is necessary if the countermeasures portion
of the SPCC Plan, cited page 19 of the Karst Mitigation Plan, is to be effective in karst areas.

The primary way the watershed identity of karst features is determined is through dye tracing methods
connecting features to downstream waters, mainly springs and cave streams. It is recommended that this
technique be used, where applicable, to establish the watershed identity of the sensitive (high risk) karst
features identified by Geoconcepts. For several areas along the ACP, this work has been done
previously and VA DCR will provide existing dye trace information to Dominion and to Geoconcepts
Engineering so that receptors of any potential contaminant releases in those areas can be identified.
Geoconcepts has already performed successful dye trace studies pursuant to the ACP in the Cochrans
Cave area of Augusta County, VA.

DCR is willing to work with Dominion, Geoconcepts Engineering, and representatives of VA-DEQ to

design the dye tracing study appropriate for the portions of karst crossed by the ACP in Virginia. DEQ
and DCR staff recognize that dye tracing will not work in some areas, and for these areas other criteria
for determining potentially impacted waters will be used, as outlined in the next paragraph.

SA8-174

See response to comment SA8-173. We expect that issues regarding spring
monitoring for determining compliance with the SPCC Plan would be
reviewed and conditioned in the appropriate state permit.
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At risk springs are those likely te be impacted by a release from a section of the ACP project
construction area. These will be identified by dye tracing methods where appropriate. In karst areas
characterized by more diffuse flow systems, such as portions of the Shenandoah Valley, such springs
can be identified by a combination of proximity to the construction area, the local geological setting, and
most importantly hydrochemical and hydrophysical characteristics from synoptic sampling. The most
important of these characteristics are temperature response and electrical conductivity response to
precipitation events. In particular, low conductivity springs (<~400 microsiemens per centimeter) that
show a pronounced reduction in conductivity after precipitation events are at the most at risk. Springs
that do not show either temperature or electrical conductivity responses to precipitation are deep
circulating features producing water from a wide recharge area that has been underground for years to
decades, and are as such are unlikely to be impacted significantly by any discharge from the project
area. Responsive springs in proximity to the project construction area and with a clear geological
connection are those most likely to be at risk in areas where dye tracing is impractical.

Virginia DEQ has already provided Geoconcepts Engineering with access to its spring database in areas
crossed by the ACP corridor.

Spring monitoring is recommended for high risk springs, the subset of at risk springs that serve as
water supplies for human consumption, or that serve as significant inputs to surface streams and water
bodies that support rare, threatened, or endangered species or healthy waters. DCR recommends
monitoring high risk springs prior to and during construction. In discussion with DEQ staff, DCR-DNH
karst protection staff concurs that these high risk springs should ideally be monitored continuously for
turbidity, conductance, and temperature in addition to periodically sampled for hydrocarbons before and
during pipeline construction, Establishing the normal range of spring responses for these parameters will
be key to determining if E&SC and Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan
measures employed during and after pipeline construction are protective of groundwater and the surface
waters to which it discharges.

Karst Survey Report, Revision 1, filed 2-24-2017

DCR recommends analysis of the karst hydrology of the area in the report. Karst hydrological
delineations are necessary in order to identify karst waters at risk were a release or discharge to
occur from the pipeline work area to karst features. See discussion above regarding the Karst
Terrain Assessment Construction, Monitoring, and Mitigation Plan.

® DCR concurs with the risk assessment methodology outlined in the Karst Resource Report.

» Karst field review needs to be completed for the remaining 9 miles of the 300’ wide project
corridor, as well as for Jayout yards and temporary construction roads, areas where erosicn,
sedimentation, and contaminant releases are equally likely to occur.

= DCR reconunends also citing Holsinger, J. R., 1975, Descriptions of Virginia Caves: Virginia Division
of Mineral Resources Bulletin 85, 450 p. as a source included in the review of existing karst features
locations within a % mile wide KRA. The Virginia Speleological Survey (VSS) database contains
most of this information.

® Onpage 5, DCR recommends that rather than specifying parallel and/or perpendicular fractures, it
is more accurate to say that enlarged joints occur in every orientation from parallel to
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Comments noted.
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perpendicular to strike, with a preponderance of fractures occurring either subparallel or nearly
perpendicular to strike.

* On page 5, DCR recommends adding that cover collapse sinkholes are the type most likely to occur
in response to land disturbance such as grading, stormwater discharge, discharge of hydrostatic
test water, et cetera to this section.

» DCRrecommends changing the title of “The Folded Appalachians” to “The Allegheny Highlands
Section” or "Ridge and Valley Section” throughout the report.

Appendix - Cochran’s Cave Conservation Area and Moffett Lake Investigation Update, filed
1/27/2017, FERC Accession number 20170127-5202

DCR-DNH supports the ongoing efforts by GeoConcepts to characterize the karst geolegy and hydrelogy
within the Cochran’s Conservation Site. Conservation sites are tools for representing key areas of the
landscape that warrant further review for possible conservation action because of the natural heritage
resources and habitat they support. Conservation sites are polygons built around one or more rare plant,
animal, or natural community designed to include the element and, where possible, its assaciated habitat,
and buffer or other adjacent land thought necessary for the element’s conservation, Conservation sites are
given a biodiversity significance ranking based on the rarity, quality, and number of element occurrences
they contain; on a scale of 1-5, 1 being most significant. Cochran’s Conservation Site has been given a
biodiversity significance ranking of B4, which represents a site of moderate significance. DCR-DNH
continues to recommend the avoidance of the Cochran’s Conservation Site entirely, the investigations
underway and ongoing adjustments to the details of the alignment have severely reduced the likelihood of
a significant impact to the cave or its assaciated biclogical and hydrological resources. The presence of
onsite, authorized karst specialists during the construction phase of the pipeline through this very sensitive
area is absolutely essential to ensure safe construction.

4.4 Vegetation :

From DEIS, Page 4-131 - “The proposed pipeline crosses the Spruce Creek Tributary Conservation site
between AP-1 MPs 162.1 and 162.6. The conservation site was established by the DCR-DNH to protect a central
Appalachian low-elevation acidic seepage swamp, While the currently proposed route does not cross the
seepage swamp, the route crosses the protection buffer, or canservation site, around the swamp.”

DCR continues to recommend avoidance of the Spruce Creek Tributary Conservation Site.

On page 4-135, it is stated that of the 13 conservaticn sites crossed by the pipeline, DCR-DNH
recommended that only 3 sites be avoided: Handsom-Gum Powerline, Branchville Powerline, and Emporia
Powerline Bog Conservation Sites. According to the Rev 11a alignment and subsequent centerline
modifications filed with FERC (Rev11b) on January 19, 2017, 18 Conservations Sites and 4 Stream
Conservation Units (SCUs) are intersected by the pipeline footprint. This discrepancy is due to multiple
pipeline route adjustments since FERC began compiling information for the DEIS and the creation of 2 new
conservation sites (NFS Road Site and Gum} and 1 new SCU (Cowpasture River-Rt. 678) in 2016 by DCR-
DNH due to updated information about natural heritage resources. SCUs identify stream reaches that
contain aquatic natural heritage resources, including 2 miles upstream and 1 mile downstream of
decumented occurrences, and all tributaries within this reach.

The statement on page 4-135 that 13 sites are crossed and DCR-DNH recommends avoidance of only three
is incorrect. DCR-DNH continues to recommend aveidance of all conservation sites and SCUs.

SA8-176
SA8-177

Comments noted.

The referenced text in section 4.4.2.2 has been revised.
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In regards to the Handsom-Gum Powerline, Branchville Powerline, and Emporia Powerline Bog
Conservation Sites, DCR-DNH continues to coordinate with Atlantic in regards to potential impacts to these
conservation sites and has not provided cencurrence with the proposed minimization measures at these
three conservation sites.

A hydrology study is proposed for the Handsom-Gum Powerline and Emporia Powerline Bog conservations
sites to determine if the construction of the proposed pipeline will impact the wetland systems which
support the rare plant species at these sites. Itis stated that habitat for these rare plant species will be
created by co-locations at both the Handsom-Gum Powerline and Branchville Powerline conservation sites.
While the expansion of mowed area of the existing right of way may be expanded slightly, the pipeline
construction may also be adversely impactful due to soil compaction from construction staging or other
needs necessitating the use of heavy machinery in the existing rare plant habitats at both Branchville
Powerline and Handsom-Gum Powerline conservation sites.

At the Emporia Powerline Bog conservation site, based on the alignment modifications filed with FERC en
January 19, 2017 the pipeline has been moved to the north of the wetland beg. While this re-route may
lessen the impacts to the rare plants and a hydrology study is proposed to determine the impacts to the
wetland system from the construction of the pipeline, DCR-DNH continues to recommend aveidance of
Emporia Bog Powerline Conservation Site. DCR-DNH requests coordination with Atlantic prior to
construction at the Handsom-Gum Powerline, Emporia Powerline Bog, and Branchville Powerline
Conservation Sites. As discussions are currently on-geing about avoidance and minimization of impacts at
these sites, DCR-DNH recommends any additional comments and recommendations be included by Atlantic
as part of the FERC certification. During construction, a DCR-DNH botanist is available for consultation on
site to ensure recommendations are implemented by the contractor.

4.4.4 Noxious Weeds and Other Invasive Plants

On 4-143 Wavyleaf grass is mentioned, but no specifics are given of its location. Also, lists of
invasive species encountered, including designated federal noxious weeds, does not include
Wavyleaf grass. For clarification purposes, DCR-DNH requests the Wavyleaf grass location via
shapefile if possible as well as details of population. The subsequent conflicting information
indicates the plants may have been found either in North Carolina or in southeastern Virginia.

4.7.4 State-Sensitive Species

On page 4-261 -Surveys were conducted for the Allegheny woodrat (Neoterma magister), southern
rock vole (Microtus chrotorrhinus carolinensis), southern water shrew (Sorex palustris punctulatus),
and American water shrew (Sorex palustris) (refer to table S-2 in appendix S). Surveys are pending
at 9.6 miles of survey corridor on both the GWNF and private lands, and are anticipated to be
completed in June 2017. DCR-DNH requests surveys upon completion.

4,7.4.2 Virginia

On page 4-260- As of November 2016, approximately 55.9 miles have not been surveyed for
biological resources in Virginia; these surveys are expected to be completed in 2017. DCR-
DNH requests copies of the 2017 surveys upon completion.

Cave Invertebrates

On page 4-264, the DEIS states "discussions regarding potential impacts to karst and species
habitat are ongoing with the FERC, FWS, FS, WVDNR, and VDGIF”. DCR-DNH appreciates the
continued coordination of karst information and requests to be added as one of the agencies
reviewing and commenting on karst related issues.

SA8-178

SA8-179

Based on the Attachment A to Atlantic’s Non-Native Invasive Species
Management Plan (see table 2.3.1-1), wavyleaf basketgrass was observed in
Johnston County, North Carolina. The VDCR-DNH may request shapefiles
of the invasive plants directly from Atlantic.

The VDCR-DNH may request 2017 survey reports on Virginia species
directly from the applicant. The discussion on cave invertebrates in sections
45.2.4 and 4.7.4.2 has been updated to include correspondence from the
VDCR-DNH regarding karst terrain.
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Section 5.0 Conclusions and Recommendation:

5.1 Conclusions of Environmental Analysis

5.1.1 Geologic Resources

DCR-DNH strongly recommends addition of a provision to perform, where absent or insufficient,
dye trace studies to delineate contributing areas to karst waters potentially impacted by ACP
construction and operation. This should be performed in close coordination with DCR-DNH's karst
protection staff.

5.1.3.3 Wetlands

On page 5-6, “Additionally, the Atlantic and DTI would mow and maintain a 10-foot-wide corridor
centered over the pipeline within wetlands in an herbaceous state.” DCR-DNH requests additional
information on how the 10 foot wide permanent right-of-way centered over the pipeline
would be maintained in an herbaceous state due to the potential for impacts to DCR
powerline bog conservation sites: Handsom-Gum Powerline, Emporia Powerline Bog and
Branchville Powerline. DCR-DNH rec ds the same g style be applied to the
pipeline right-of-way as with other Dominion transmission line right-of-ways for rare plants.
DCR-DNH also recommends the adjacent pipeline right-of -way and existing transmission
right-of-way should be managed as one unit within the three “bog” conservation sites.

5.1.4 Vegetation

On page 5-7, the DEIS states “ACP and SHP would also impact vegetation communities of special
concern...13 Virginia Natural Heritage Conservation Sites; 2 Virginia SCUs...Of the Virginia Natural
Heritage Conservation Sites crossed, the VDCR recommended that Atlantic aveid the Handsom-Gum,
Branchviile, and Emporia Powerline Bog Conservation Sites to conserve documented natural heritage
resources. Complete avoidance was not considered practicable due to the orientation and size of the
Conservation Sites, but Atlantic proposed aveiding direct impacts to the element occurrences. Further
correspondence with the VDCR is pending and, as such, we have recommended that Atlantic continue
to consult with VDCR on Atlantic’s proposed avoidance and minimization measures at the Handsom-
Gum, Branchville, and Emporia Powerline Bog Conservation Sites, and file correspondence from the
VDCR demonstrating concurrence and/or additional recommendations from the VDCR."As
mentioned above, DCR-DNH reiterates that we rec d avoidance of all vation
sites intersected by the pipeline, not just the 3 powerline bog conservation sites crossed by

the current ACP route.

5.1.5 wildlife

“In addition, Atlantic has the potentiai to have significant adverse impacts on subterranean habitat
and the species associated with this habitat type. The development of karst features could be initiated
by the physical disturbance associated with trenching, blasting, or grading, or by diverting or
discharging water into otherwise stable karst features. In addition, the development of karst features
along the ground surface greatly increases the susceptibility of underlying aquifers te contamination
sources originating at the ground surface. Atlantic’s and DTI’s Karst Mitigation Plan (appendix I)
outlines the measures that would be taken to avoid or minimize these potential impacts; however,
subterranean obligate species are often endemic to only a few known lacations, and are vulnerabie to
changes in hydrological pattern or water quality; therefore, it is possible that impacts associated with
construction activities could have population level effects on these species. Discussions regarding karst
impacts and impacts to wildlife that inhabit these features are ongoing between the FERC, FWS, FS,
WVDNR, and VDGIF.” DCR-DNH appreciates the continued coordination of karst information
and documents and requests to be added as one of the agencies reviewing and commenting
on karst related issues.

SA8-180
SA8-181

SA8-182
SA8-183

Comment noted.

Comment noted. We expect that any site-specific construction and restoration
measures on conservation easements would be included in easement
agreements. See also the response to comment SA8-3.

The referenced text has been revised.

The discussion on cave invertebrates in sections 4.5.2.4 and 4.7.4.2 has been
updated to include correspondence from the VDCR-DNH on Karst terrain.
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5.1.6 Aquatic Resources

“Atlantic and DTI would ensure that hydrostatic test water appropriations and discharges would not
result in a significant entrainment of fish, loss of habitat, or an adverse impact on water quality.
Discharge would comply with regulatory permit conditions and be controlled to prevent scour and
sedimentation, flooding, or the introduction of foreign or toxic substances into the aquatic system.
Atlantic and DTI would minimize the potential for spills to impact aquatic resources by implementing
the measures contained in their SPCC Plan.” DCR-DNH supports best management practices to
ensure hydrostatic tests do not impact natural heritage resources.

"FERC requests Atlantic and DTI file an analysis that identifies alternative water sources and
discharge locations considered for waterbodies with documented or assumed presence of ESA-listed or
under review species. Atlantic and DTI should alsc detail why the alternatives cannot be utilized, and
define FWS-approved conservation measures that would be implemented to protect ESA-listed and
under review species. Also, Atlantic and DTI should file a list of waterbodies supporting ESA-listed or
under review species (survey-documented and assumed} that would be crossed by or adjacent to
proposed access roads, along with a detailed description of the conservation measures that Atlantic
and DTI would implement to reduce impacts on ESA-listed and under review species from access road
construction and use.” DCR-DNH supports avoiding and reducing impacts to RTE species from
water withdrawal and discharge locations through identification of alternatives and
implementation of conservation measures.

“The Forest Service requested that Atlantic complete a baseline benthic macroinvertebrate survey at
waterbodies crossed by ACP on the GWNF. Two of the streams to be sampled were not surveyed,
including Laurel Run. Therefore, we have recommended that Atlantic perform and file the results of
haseline benthic macroinvertebrate surveys at Laurel Run, as well as comments on the results from the
GWNF." DCR-DNH requests copies of this survey report upen completion.

5.1.7 Special Status Species

“While Atlantic and DTI conducted surveys for several federaily listed species or species under review,
survey access was net available in all cases. In addition, Atiantic and DTI have not provided
conservation measures to address potential impacts to these species in all cases. Therefore, we have
recommended that Atlantic and DTI should not begin construction of the proposed facilities until all
outstanding biological surveys are campleted, the FERC staff have completed any necessary Section 7
consultation with the FWS, and Atlantic and DTI have received written notification from the Director
of OEP that construction and/or use of mitigation (including implementation of conservation
measures] may begin.” DCR-DNH supports construction not beginning until all biological
surveys have been completed, reviewed and consultation carried out with the appropriate
agencies and if appropriate implementation of conservation measures.

“The Virginia Endangered Species Act designates the VDGIF as the agency responsible for managing
Commonwealth fish and wildlife species, and the VDCR-DNH as managing Commonwealth plant and
insect species. Based on survey data provided by Atlantic through November 22, 2016, there are 13
Virginia listed or sensitive fish or wildlife species, and 26 plant species that occur within ACP project
area and may be adversely impacted by project activities. Atlantic and DT! are currently working with
the VDGIF and VDCR-DNH to identify conservation measures for these species.” Under a

M andum of Agr established between the Virginia Department of Agriculture
and Consumer Services (VDACS) and the DCR-DNH, DCR-DNH represents VDACS in comments
regarding potential impacts on state-listed threatened and endangered plant and insect
species. DCR-DNH supports continued coordination with agencies to avoid and minimize
impacts to rare, threatened and endangered resources.

9
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SA8-185

Comment noted. The VDCR-DNH may request 2017 survey reports directly
from Atlantic.

Section 4.7.1 includes our recommendation that Atlantic and DETI complete
all outstanding biological surveys (and that FERC finalizes any necessary
section 7 consultation with the FWS) prior to beginning construction. Each
Applicant would have to receive written notification from the Director of OEP
that construction and/or use of mitigation (including implementation of
conservation measures) could begin.
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“Due to pending survey results, conservation measures, and consultations with the appropriate state
agencies, in particular with regard to bat species and bat hibernacula, subterranean obligate species,
and aquatic species, our determination regarding the overall impacts on state-listed and sensitive
species is Conclusions and Recommendations 5-16 pending. Therefore, we have recommended that
Atlantic file an evaluation of the impacts and species specific conservation measures, developed in
coordination with the applicable federal and state agencies (WVDNR; VDGIF and/or VDCR-DNH; and
NCWRC and/or NDEQ), for several species listed in the EIS where Atlantic has identified potential
impacts and/or where the appropriate agency has requested additional analysis or conservation
measures. Where survey data is still pending, Atlantic should work with the appropriate agencies to
identify the conservation measures that would be implemented if the species and/or suitable habitat
are identified during preconstruction surveys, or where presence has been assumed.” DCR-DNH
supports FERC's recommendation for Atlantic’s continued coordination with state agencies
in regards to potential impacts state-listed and sensitive species.

5.2 FERC Staff's Recommended Mitigation

37. (5-34 and 5-35) Prior to the close of the draft EIS comment period, Atlantic and DTI shall file
with the Secretary a revised fragmentation analysis that includes the following:
a. Analysis based on applicable state and federal agency datasets, including:

i. West Virginia state forest fragmentation data produced by the NRAC at West
Virginia University;
ii. VDCR VaNLA project; and
iii. Consult with the FS, NCWRC, and NCDEQ to determine the appropriate data sets to
use in the MNF, GWNF, and North Caroling, respectively.

b. If GIS databases are not available for the project location, then manual interpretation of
interior forest blocks greater than or equal to 35 acres shall be identified and evaluated for
project impacts;

c. Edge habitat is considered to be 300-foot forested buffer from a corridor/disturbance with
interior forest starting at the point beyond the 300-foot edge buffer;

d. Develop a table for each state and for NFS lands with the following data for each forested
interior tract: type of interior forest (e.g., edge, patch, small core, large core, or ecological
integrity category), county, enter and exit milepost, length crossed (feet), and area affected
directly {interior forest cutting) and indirectly (buffer zone areas of remaining forest
immediately adjacent to one or both sides of the new corridor that would no longer be
classified as interior forest due to the new, project-related disturbances) for both construction
and operation; and

e. Discuss how the creation of forest edge or fragmentation would affect habitat and wildlife,
including potential impacts on federaily listed threatened and endangered species and
migratory birds. Describe measures that Atlantic and DTI will implement to avoid, minimize,
or mitigate impacts on interior/core forest habitat. (Section 4.5.6)

DCR-DNH considers a buffer of the proposed footprint to be an underestimate of the
indirect impacts of this landscape level disturbance to interior forests and the ecological

10
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Comment noted.
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functions and services those forested cores provide DCR, working with other Virginia
state agencies, has developed an analysis of forest fragmentation for the ACP, and
recommended mitigation activities. These activities would more adequately compensate
for the degradation of interior forest and decreased forest values that are not accounted
for via other regulatory requirements (e.g. wetland impacts, impacts to threatened &
endangered species). This analysis will be provided to Atlantic and FERC within the DEIS
comment period to address ferest fragmentation included in the following sections of the
DEIS:

* Appendix H- Forest Fragmentation Analysis-Supplemental Filing January 10,
2017

Executive Summary (ES) pages 10 and 11

4.5.6 Habitat Fragmentation and Edge Effects, Page 4-164 to 4-166

5.1.4 Vegetation, Page 5-7

5.1.5 Wildlife, Page 5-9

5.2 FERC Staff's Recommended Mitigation page 5-34 to 5-35

DCR-DNH supports the following FERC recommendations:

5. (Page 5-28) Atlantic and DTI shall file with the Secretary detailed alignment
maps/sheets and aerial photographs at a scale not smaller than 1:6,000 identifying all route
realignments or facility relocations; staging areas; pipe storage yards; new access roads;
and other areas that would be used or disturbed and have not been previously identified in
filings with the Secretary. Approval for each of these areas must be explicitly requested in
writing, For each area, the request must include a description of the existing land use/cover
type, documentation of Jandowner approval, whether any cultural resources or federally-
listed threatened or endangered species would be affected, and whether any other
environmentally sensitive areas are within or abutting the area. All areas shall be clearly
identified on the maps/sheets/aerial photographs. Each area must be approved in writing
by the Director of OEP before construction in or near that area. Examples of alterations
requiring approval include all route realignments and facility location changes resulting
from:

a, implementation of cultural resources mitigation measures;

b. impl ion of endangered, thr d, or special concern sp
mitigation measures

c. recommendations by state regulatory authorities; and

d. agreements with individual landowners that affect other landowners or could

affect sensitive environmental areas.

15. (5-32) Prior to the close of the draft EIS comment period, Atlantic shall consult with
the VDCR to determine if the route alignment and construction activities would impact the
Cochran’s Cave Conservation Site or Cochran’s Cave No. 2. Atlantic shall file with the
Secretary the result of its consultations with the VDCR along with any project design change
proposals to avoid impacts to these sites. (Section 4.1.2.3)

21. (5-32) Prior to construction, Atlantic shall complete the remaining field surveys for
wells and springs within 150 feet of the construction workspace, and within 500 feet of the
construction workspace in karst terrain, and file the results, including type and locatien,
with the Secretary. (Section 4.3.1.5)

11

SA8-187
SA8-188

Comment noted.

Comment noted.
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22, (5-33) Prior to construction, Atlantic shall consult the appropriate state agencies to
identify additional mitigation procedures to be implemented in the event construction
activities intercept a saturated karst conduit and file with the Secretary the measures that it
will implement to minimize these impacts, for review and written approval of the Director
of OEP. (Section 4.3.1.7)

23. (5-33) For water supply wells and springs wells within 500 feet of identified
contaminated soil or groundwater site, Atlantic and DTI shall complete preconstruction
and post-construction water quality tests, and analyze for contaminants of concern from
the potential source. (Section 4.3.1.7)

30. (5-33) Prior to construction, Atlantic shall continue to consult with the VDCR on
Atlantic’s proposed avoidance and minimization measures at the Handsom-Gum,
Branchville, and Emporia Powerline Bog Conservation Sites, and file with the Secretary any
correspondence demonstrating concurrence and/or additional recommendations from the
VDCR. (Section 4.4.2.2)

34. (5-34) Prior to the close of the draft EIS comment period, Atlantic shall file with the
Secretary, and provide to the FWS, FS, WVDNR, and VDGIF, a revised Karst Mitigation Plan,
developed in coerdination with the appropriate agencies that takes into account unknown
underground features, porosity, and connectivity of these subterranean systems, and the
potential implications to subterranean obligate species. Conservation measures included in
the revised Karst Mitigation Plan shall be designed to appropriately address these potential
impacts. (Section 4.5.2.4)

45, (5-36) Atlantic and DTI shall not begin construction of the proposed facilities until:
a. all outstanding biological surveys are completed;
b. the FERC staff complete any necessary Section 7 consultation with the FWS;
¢. Atlantic and DTI have received written notification from the Director of OEP that
construction and/or use of mitigation (including implementation of conservation
measures) may begin.

ft Biological A. m anuary 2017

Indiana and Northern Long-eared bats
* DCR supports the USFWS recommendation of adhering to a TOYR (Time of Year Restriction) for the
removal of potential roost trees for the Indiana bat (p. 120) and the Northern Long-eared bat (p.
144).

Roanoke Logperch
» DCR supports the use of HDD method to cross the Nottoway River at milepost 32.6. For other
stream crossings including Nottoway River at MP 260.7, Wagua Creek at MP 267.4, and Sturgeon
Creek at MP 272.0, DCR supports the VDGIF TOYR for construction in waters that contain the
Roanoke logperch (p. 154).

Atlantic Pigtoe
s+ DCRrequests a copy of the Atlantic pigtoe survey that documented the Atlantic pigtoe at Nottoway
River (MP 260.7) and at Sturgeon Creek (MP 272.0) according to the information contained on page
171
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Section 4.7.1 includes these measures for Indiana bat, northern long-eared bat,
Roanoke logperch, and freshwater mussels.
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DCR supports the HDD method for the crossing of the James River to be protective of freshwater
mussels.

DCR-DNH requests shapefiles for rare plant locations from 2016 plant surveys. Plant locations are
currently plotted on aerial photos and are difficult to locate on a map due to differences in aerial
photo year, quality, resolution, etc. (e.g. the new location for Ludwigia ravenii) DCR-DNH requests
the results of any 2017 plant surveys.

There is a Valley Doll's-daisy [Boltonia montana, G1G2/S1/NL/LE) occurrence within 80 meters of
the impact footprint and other rare species within 200-400m. This conservation site is intersected
by Rev 11b which was re-routed to avoid the Lyndhurst Pond Conservation Site. According to ACP
correspondence dated March 28, 2017, a survey was conducted in the Campbell and Grove Farm
Ponds Conservation Site in August 2016 to search for Boltonia montana, as well as other target
species including Helenium virginicum and state-listed plants; no sensitive species were identified
during survey.

Please note for rarity ranks for plant species, Atlantic referenced the February 2016 Rare Plant List.
The Rare Plant List was updated in November 2016 and is on the DCR-DNH website at
http://www.dcr.virginia.gov/natural-heritage /document/plantlist17.pdf

Loggerhead Shrike Survey - Negative survey results at all potentially suitable habitat sites. DCR-
DNH supports tree removal occurring outside the Time of Year Restrictions. VDCR-DNH
recommends continued coordination with VDGIF to ensure compliance with protected species
legislation.

Fish and Mussel Survey [on GWNF section of pipeline] - DCR-DNH recommends continued
coordination with USFWS and VDGIF to ensure compliance with protected species legislation.

Virginia Fish Relocation Plan [Roanoke logperch (Percina rex, G1G2/5152/LE/LE) plus all fish of
any species occupying barricaded stream crossing areas]. DCR-DNH recommends adherence to the
relocation protocols provided by VDGIF and USFWS and recommends continued coordination with
these agencies to ensure compliance with protected species legislation.

Small Mammal Survey - Four stream crossing in Highland County were identified as suitable
habitat for Southern water shrew (Sorex palustris punctulatus, G5T3 /5152 /NL/LE), and DCR
recommends continued coordination with VDGIF. According to ACP correspondence dated March
28,2017, Small Mammal Surveys are still ongoing and an updated survey report will be provided in
the summer of 2017. DCR requests copies of the survey report.

Insect Survey in GWNF October 2016 - Due to multiple factual errors in species accounts and
misspellings of scientific names, DCR recommends comparing species names and information to the
“Atlas of rare butterflies, skippers, moths, dragonflies & damselflies of Virginia", available at

http:/ /www.vararespeci ist . DCR supports the mitigation measures planned to minimize
impacts for Maureen's shale stream beetle (Hydraena maureenae, G27/527/NL/NL) including
erosion and sediment control measures, minimizing disturbance to gravel bars along streams, and
using dry stream crossing techniques for construction.
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The VDCR-DNH may request shapefiles and 2017 survey reports directly
from the Applicant. The rare plants listed in appendix S-2 have been updated
based on the November 2016 Rare Plant List, and we have noted the Valley
Doll’s-daisy’s proximity to the proposed ACP construction workspace.

Section 4.7.1 includes our recommendation that Atlantic complete all
outstanding biological surveys (and that FERC finalizes any necessary section
7 consultation with the FWS) prior to beginning construction. The VDCR-
DNH may request 2017 survey reports directly from the Applicant. Section
4.7.1.10 discusses the implementation of the Virginia Fish Relocation Plan
and adherence to relocation protocols as approved by the FWS and VDGIF.
Appendices R and S describe insects occurring both on and off the GWNF in
Virginia, and the Atlas of Rare Butterflies, Skippers, Moths, Dragonflies &
Damselflies of Virginia was used to develop these species accounts. Section
4.5.3 includes a condition requesting a final Migratory Bird Plan prior to
construction that includes TOYR and additional conservation measures
developed in coordination with the FWS, FS, and other appropriate agencies.
Section 4.7.1.3 discusses tree clearing in relation to maternity roost trees. No
tree clearing would be conducted within 150 feet of active maternity roost
trees at any time, if maternity roosts are identified in 2017 surveys.
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Myriapod and Gastropod Report, February 2017- Hoffman’s Cleidognid Millipede (Cleidogona
hoffmani, G3/S2S3/NL/NL), a natural heritage resource tracked by DCR, was documented at 9 sites
during the surveys conducted on the GWNF. These findings may indicate that this species is more
common than previously thought by DCR.

State-Listed Salamander Surveys-

Mabee’s Salamander (Ambystoma mabeei, G4/5152/NL/LT) - Negative surveys at 3 potentially
suitable sites (of 118 total wetlands assessed). As stated in the report, 20 more sites merit
surveys in 2017 pending landewner permission. DCR-DNH requests copies of these surveys
upon completion.

Tiger Salamander (Ambystoma tigrinum, G5/51/NL/LE) - Positive survey at 1 of 5 sites with
potentially suitable habitat {of 59 total wetlands assessed). As stated in the report, 4 more sites
merit surveys in 2017 pending landowner permission, DCR-DNH requests copies of these
surveys upon completion. One tiger salamander larva was captured at a new site SW of
Sherando. The breeding pond (1.3 acres; not shown on USGS topo map but visible in aerial
photos) is within 20 meters of the ROW and less than 40 meters from the centerline. The
pipeline route was previously relocated in this general area to avoid the Lyndhurst Ponds
Conservation Site to the northeast. It appears the line was also moved a short distance to the
west (see map 1 in the report) in the vicinity of this pond to create a larger buffer. Although
the pipeline avoids a direct hit of the pond, terrestrial habitat of adult and juvenile tiger
salamanders will be impacted and fragmented. Tiger salamanders are known to move up to
286 meters from their breeding ponds (average distance in one study was 60 meters; see
summary in R. D. Semlitsch. 1998. Biological delineation of terrestrial buffer zones for pond-
breeding salamanders. Conservation Biology 12: 1113-1119), thus the pipeline will likely
adversely affect the terrestrial habitat of some unknown portion of this newly documented
population.

In addition on Page 9 of the Rare Salamander report - under Section 5.1.1.1 Site wauc103f, it
was stated: “A large pond where Tiger Salamanders have been previously observed
(waua056e/waua056f) occurs approximately 66 meters (216 ft) toward the north end of the
site.” According to ACP cerrespondence dated March 28, 2017, larval tiger salamanders were
identified at the site indicated above (waua056e/waua056f) during ACP salamander surveys in
2015. Larval salamanders were also found at site waua054f in 2015, which is nearby in Augusta
County.

DCR-DNH recommends Atlantic continue coordinaticn with DGIF regarding possible mitigation,
such as a TOYR (perhaps January-July) to avoid impacting the breeding migration of adult tiger
salamanders and dispersal movements of recently metamorphosed juveniles during the year of
construction. The long-term presence of the pipeline ROW after construction may disrupt
future migrations of this population.

DCR-DNH also recommends re-routing the pipeline so that it is at least 300 meters from these
ponds. Reducing the construction width to 75" in the vicinity of these ponds and the permanent
ROW width to 50 would increase the buffer distance slightly and perhaps reduce impacts some.
DCR-DNH recommends limiting woody stump removal to areas directly above the trenchline to
facilitate the re-establishment of woody species by existing root structures. Restricting grading
within the ROW in the vicinity of these ponds to the area directly over the trenchline will also
reduce impacts to tiger salamander terrestrial habitat, including underground burrows.
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In addition, due to a potential new record of tiger salamander larva in Augusta County at the ponds
located south of milepost 153, DCR-DNH recommends a survey for tiger salamander larva at these
ponds in spring of 2017.

Cow Knob Salamander Survey [on GWNF section of latest pipeline route] - Negative survey {some
potential habitat was found but no Cow Knob Salamanders); DCR-DNH has no additional comments.
The pipeline route was previously altered to avoid the range of this species (which it initially
crossed on Shenandoah Mountain).

Protected Snake Conservation Plan - DCR-DNH recommends Atlantic adhere to all of the mitigation
measures recommended by VDGIF.

Updated Migratory Bird Plan August 2016 - Forest fragmentation will occur and new edge habitat
will be created in some areas, impacting forest interior species. DCR-DNH recommends adherence
to all mitigation measures recommended by federal and state agencies. Bald Eagle nests were
documented near the pipeline route. DCR-DNH recommends coordination with USFWS to ensure
compliance with the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.

Virginia Bat Survey Data - If a known maternity or roost site is documented within the ROW or in
the immediate vicinity of the pipeline footprint, DCR-DNH recommends reducing the temporary
construction ROW to 75" and permanent ROW to 50"

George Washington/Menongahela National Forest - Management Indicator Species Report - VDCR-
DNH recommends reducing habitat fragmentation and the creation of new edge habitat impacting
forest interior species.

Virginia Species of Greatest Conservation Need Report -

Table 1, page 3, the "Conservation Measures” listed for Tiger Salamander at the newly
documented site are similar to those in the previous report but also mention possible route
adjustment (boldface added below):

“Surveys completed, species found in one location in Augusta County. Consideration of
route adjustment to avoid impact. Other measures could include Project Procedures;
Reduced temporary construction width (75 feet); ATWS wetland /waterbody buffer (50
feet); Wetland habitat mitigation-Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 Permitting through
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE); General Measures” (see Map 1 in the state-rare
salamander report) The appendix labeled “Conservation Measures for Virginia State-Listed
Species” also mentions “Consideration of route adjustment to avoid impact. DCR-DNH
recommends a route adjustment to avoid impacts to the documented occurrence of the
Tiger salamander.

Table 1, page 6 for Green Floater: “Habitat assessment completed and presence /absence
survey ongoing.” DCR-DNH requests the survey report when available and any other on-
going freshwater mussel surveys. The appendix labeled “Conservation Measures for
Virginia State-Listed Species” also mentions ongoing surveys for the Atlantic Pigtoe, another
rare mussel.

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments
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Appendix - Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan, Rev 4, FERC Accession Number 20170110-5142
filed 1-10-2017

DCR-DNH would like to offer the following recommendations for the resteration and rehabilitation plan
including proposed seed mixes.

DCR-DNH supports not using cool-season grasses to restore ground cover unless on slopes over 15%. This
excludes our coastal plain bogs.

DCR-DNH recommends avoiding soil compaction in adjacent transmission rights of way at the Handsom
Gum Powerline, Branchville Powerline and Emporia Bog Powerline Conservaticn Sites. Any work in these
areas could eliminate species and habitat entirely, particularly given issues of soil compaction in these
sensitive bog sites,

Taopsoil should be stockpiled outside of transmission lines where rare plants occur including in forested
areas at Handsom-Gum Powerline and Branchville Powerline Conservation Sites, if clearing adjacent to the
line, Atlantic needs to segregate topsoil when removing trees. That would increase the chances of creating
habitat for rare species in the adjacent pipeline right-of-way.

DCR-DNH recommends mowing of the pipeline corridor as the preferred right-cf-way maintenance method
over the use of herbicide in these sensitive areas.

DCR-DNH supports not using lime or fertilizer within 100’ of wetlands as stated in document.

DCR-DNH requests detailed plans for monitoring of restoration success in areas that are allowed to
naturally revegetate and areas where plantings or seed mixes are used for restoration. If plans deviate
from the proposed revegetation and monitoring plans included in the draft EIS, DCR-DNH recommends re-
coordination with this office.

Seed Mix Recommendations
e Remove Eryngium yuccifolium from all seed mix lists

e InTable 5.7.5-1, page 15, remove Sporobolus compositus, rare in WV and not viable on most
substrates

* [n Table 5.7.5-2, page 15-16, remove Coreopsis lanceolate, questicnably native to WV

+ InTable 5.7.5-3, remove Andropogon ternarius rare in mountain region and probably not
viable. DCR-DNH recommends Andropogon virginicus or Serghastrum nutans as a substitute.
DCR-DNH recommends doubling the proposed seeding rate and suggests adding Tridens
flavus to the seed mix.

s In Table 5.7.5-4, page 16, remove Coreopsis tinctoria, not native to WV; Remove Coreopsis
ilanceolate, questionably native to WV; Remove Helianthus maximiliani, not native to WV,
Remove Echinacea purpurea, not native to WV; The seeding rate is adequate for flat
topography; however, DCR-DNH recommends increasing the seeding rate within the
mountain physiographic regicn due to steeper terrain and increasing the mass of Monarda
fistulpsa within the seed mix. DCR-DNH also recommends adding Symphytrichum novae-
angliae to the seed mix

SA8-192

The VDCR’s comments related to Atlantic’s and DETI’s construction plans
are noted.
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+ InTable 5.7.5-6, page 17, remove Asclepias tuberosa, cannot tolerate poorly drained sites;
remove Pycnanthemum incanum, cannot tolerate poorly drained sites; remove Bidens
aristosa, questionably native to WV; remove Lupinus perennis, cannot tolerate poorly
drained sites

» InTable 5.7.5-7 and 5.7.5-8, DCR-DNH recommends increasing the seeding rate 50-100%;
however, the amount of Chamaecrista fasciculata should not be increased. DCR-DNH
recommends adding Juncus tenuis to these seed mixes. Juncus tenuis grows in full sun to
partial shade, dry rocky soils to wet saturated soils, has a pH tolerance of 4.5-7.0, tolerates
compaction and is easily grown.

e [nTable 5.7.5-8, page 18, Remove Coreopsis tinctoria, not native to VA; Remove Eryngium
yuccifolium, rare in VA and probably not viable in poorly-drained soils; Remove Helianthus
angustifolius, rare in mountain region and probably not viable

e InTable 5.7.5-10, page 20, Remove Coreopsis tinctoria, not native to VA; Remove Careopsis
lanceolata, questionably native to VA; Remove Helianthus maximiliani, not native to VA;

Remove Echingcea purpurea, not native to VA; Remove Gaillardia pulchelig, not native to VA

* In Table 5.7.5-11, page 20, Remove Sporobolus compositus, rare in VA and not viable on
most substrates

e InTable 5.7.5-14, page 21, Remove Coreopsis tinctoria, not native to VA; Remove Eryngium
yuccifolium, rare in VA and probably not viable in poorly-drained soils
Recommended Seed Mixes by Milepost, Rev 3

e [ntable 2.3,1-1, page 21, remove Sericea lespedeza (Lespedeza cuneata)
e InTable 2.2.1-2, specify which species of Sorghum. Sorghum halepense is an invasive
species.

» Intable 2.2.1-10, page 17, Panicum virgatum is menticned. Panicum virgatum is a tallgrass
prairie and is not ideal for Virginia. There are Southeast varieties available from seed sellers
that would be more appropriate for Virginia.

* InTable 2.2.1-1, page 9, Use all native species mixes 8, 10, and 11 if possible

+ [nTable 2.2.1-2, pages 10-13, Use all native species mixes 103,105,106,109 if possible,

e [n Table 2.2.1-6, page 15, Remove Andropogon ternarius, rare in mountain region and
probably not viable (Andropgon virginicus or Sorghastrum nutans would be a substitute)

e InTable 2.2.1-7, page 15, Remove Coreopsis tinctoria, not native to VA; Remove Coreopsis
lanceolate, questionably native to VA; Remove Helianthus maximiliani, not native to VA;
Remove Echinacea purpurea, not native to VA

e InTable 2.2.1-8, page 16, Remove Coreopsis tinctoria, not native to VA; Remove Eryngium
yuccifolium: rare in VA and probably not viable in poorly-drained soils

17
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+ InTable 2.2.1-9, page 17, Remove Koeleria macrantha, not native to VA

e [nTable 2.2.1-10, page 17, Remove Sporobolus compositus, rare in VA and not viable on
most substrates; Remove Coreopsis tinctoria, not native to VA; Remove Dalea purpurea, not
native to VA; Remove Desmanthus illinoensis, not native to VA; Remove Helianthus
maximiliani, not native to VA

e InTable 2.2.1-11, page 18, Remove Bouteloua curtipendula, not viable on most substrates;
Remove Lotus corniculatus, not native to North America; Remove Desmanthus illinoensis, not
native to VA; Remove Helianthus maximiliani, not native to VA; Remove Coreopsis lanceolate,
questionably native to VA; Remove Bidens aristosa, questionably native to WV; Remove
Pycnanthemum pilosum, not native to VA (DCR-DNH suggests Pycanthemum incanum
instead, which is native to Virginia)

(Supplementary species listed: Buckwheat, Millet, Korean Lespedeza, etc. —- DO NOT USE.)

e InTable 2.2.4-2, page 20, Remove Coreopsis tinctorig, not native to VA; Remove Coreopsis
lanceolate, questionably native to VA; Remove Hefianthus maximiliani, not native to VA;
Remove Echinacea purpurea, not native to VA; Remove Gaillardia puichella, not native to VA

e InTable 2.2.4-3, page 21, Remove Coreopsis tinctoria, not native to VA; Remove Eryngium
yuccifolium, rare in region and prebably not viable in poorly-drained soils

DCR-DNH continues to coordinate with Dominion on the re-vegetation of the right-of-way for the pipeline
including the proposed seed mixtures as plans are updated and modified.

Appendix G, Non-Native Invasive Plant Species Management Plan, within Draft Construction,
Operations, and Maintenance Plans

DCR-DNH supports the implementation of an Invasive Species Management Plan, and the use of the
Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (VDACS) Noxious Weed List.

However, DCR- DNH alsu recommends use ofthe V:rglma Invasive Plant Species List

(http: dflist).The Virginia Invasive Plant Species List
comprises species that are establlshed or may become established in Virginia, cause economic and
ecological harm, and present ongoing management issues. To be included on the list, there must be
demonstrable evidence that a species poses a threat to Virginia's forests, native grasslands, wetlands or
waterways. The Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation’s Invasive Species Assessment
Protocol, approved by the Virginia Invasive Species Working Group, May 2015, was used to conduct a risk
assessment for each listed species. Species were ranked as exhibiting high, medium or low levels of
invasiveness based on their threat to natural communities and native species

The Virginia Invasive Plant Database Tool can be found at htip:// ia.gov/natural-heritage/ip.
The Virginia Invasive Plant Database Tool provides information about invasive species based on a variety
of inputs, such as geographic region, soil moisture and light requirements, VA invasiveness rank, or
common and scientific names.

Please note that special concern exists for the spread of Wavyleaf grass (Oplismenus undulatifolius) during
construction and maintenance of the pipeline and the pipeline right-of-way. It is likely that Wavyleaf grass
exists in the vicinity of the route crossing of the Blue Ridge Parkway and the adjacent George Washington
National Forest lands, Wavyleaf grass has a VA Invasiveness rank of high, can be found in the mountain and
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Section 4.4.4 has been updated to reflect the VDCR-DNH’s concerns
regarding non-native invasive plant species, including wavyleaf basketgrass.
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piedmont regions, and prefers shade and mesic soils. It preduces an abundance of small, sticky seeds which
are readily carried on clothes, shoes, and construction equipment, thus aiding its spread to new sites.
Considering the anticipated soil disturbance and vegetation structure alterations along the long, linear
project footprint which would span mountains te piedmoent to coastal plain, this project has great potential
to promote a range expansion of this aggressive invasive species, invading forests, to dominate and
permanently change understory forest composition and habitat, therefore impacting forest regeneration
throughout the project area. The capability of this species to have this drastic impact is evidenced in parts
of Virginia and Maryland where Wavyleaf grass has invaded in recent years.

DCR-DNH supports sanitization of all construction equipment daily to prevent the spread and introduction
of invasive species. DCR-DNH suggests pre- construction, during construction, and post-construction
monitoring for invasive species with the post-construction monitoring completed after the end of the first
complete growing season following the completion of a project. DCR-DNH recommends that disturbed
areas be inspected for invasive species twice during each growing season for a period of not less than five
years after project completion, and that when observed, invasive species be eradicated as appropriate for
species and setting, per coordination with the DCR-DNH.

Appendix S - Stai cies Table $-2

DCR-DNH provides the following comments on Table S-2 “Virginia Listed and Species of Greatest
Conservation Need With Potential to Occur in the Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project Area” from Appendix S of
the Draft EIS:

s Page S-30 Southeastern myotis should also be listed as documented in the Great Dismal Swamp
Conservation Site

s Page S-31 Eastern small-footed bat should be listed as potential to occur at the Big Levels-Maple
Flats Conservation Site

¢ Page S-31 Little brown bat should be listed as potential to occur at the Burnsville Cove
Conservation Site

e Page S-32 Tri-colored bat should be listed as potential te occur at Burnsville Cove Conservation Site

+ Page S-32 Dismal swamp southeastern shrew is missing from Table S-2 and should be listed as
documented at the Great Dismal Swamp Conservation Site

+ Page $-48 Atlantic pigtoe-should say "documented at Nottoway River-Ft. Pickett SCU and Nottoway
River-Sturgeon Creek-Hardwood Creek SCU’ and the following language- “potential for at
Appomattox River crossing south of Stoddert, potential for at Nottoway River and Sycamore Bend
swamps, potential for at Wingina crossing”. DCR-DNH recommends language be updated to include
all documented and potential locations.

e In October of 2016, the working draft of the table was reviewed and edited by DCR-DNH for
Merjent, a subcontractor for FERC, and was titled “Virginia Listed and Rare Species and Species of
Greatest Conservation Need With Potential to Occur in the Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project Area.” The
title for Table S-2 in the Draft EIS has been changed to “Virginia Listed and Species of Greatest
Conservation Need With Potential to Occur in the Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project Area” removing
the following rare species listed below:

* Barratt's sedge ( Carex barrattii, G4/52/NL/NL)
19
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Appendix S has been revised; note that Dismal swamp southeastern shrew
was not added because it is a State Watch species. Rare plant species that
were not detected during field surveys within the ACP survey corridor were
removed from the list as impacts on these species would not be anticipated.
The VDCR-DNH may request survey shapefile data and reports directly from
Atlantic.  Atlantic is required to obtain the necessary permits and
authorizations required to construct and operate the project. As such, to the
extent the state has regulatory authority and permitting jurisdiction for these
features, Atlantic would consult with the VDCR-DNH. The VDCR-DNH
would have the opportunity to review Atlantic’s proposed crossings during
the permitting process and, if necessary, identify additional mitigation
measures beyond those proposed.
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Crowfoot sedge (Carex crus-corvi, G5/51S2/NL/NL)
Lake-shore sedge (Carex lacustris, G5/S1/NL/NL)

Inflated sedge (Carex vesicaria, G5/5152/NL/NL)

Velvet sedge (Carex vestita, G5/S2/NL/NL)

Millboro leatherflower (Clematis viticaulis, G1/$152/SOC/NL)
Hazel dodder (Cuscuta coryli, G5?/$S2?7/NL/NL)

Plunkett’s flatsedge (Cyperus plukenetii, G5/52/NL/NL)
Pineland tick-trefoil (Desmodium strictum, G4/S2/NL/NL)

Tall cinquefoil (Drymocallis arguta, G5/51/NL/NL)

Dwarf burhead (Echinodorus tenelius, G57/51/NL/NL)
Baldwin’s spikerush (Eleocharis baldwinii, G4G5/S2/NL/NL)
Black-fruit spikerush (Eleocharis melanocarpa, G4 /52 /NL/NL)
Water horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile, G5/51/NL/NL)

Northern St. John’s-wort (Hypericum boreale, G5/52/ NL/NL)
Lesser marsh St. John's-wort (Hypericum tubulosum, G47/S2/NL/NL)
Marsh muhly (Muhlenbergia glomerata, G5/52 /NL/NL)
Sword-leaf phlex (Phlox buckleyi, G2/S2 /SOC/NL)

Torrey’s Mountain-mint (Pycnanthemum torreyi, G2/82? /SOC/NL)
Yellow pitcher plant (Sarracenia flava, G57/51/NL/NL)
Reclining bulrush (Scirpus flaccidifolius, GZ/51/NL/NL)
Elliott’s goldenrod (Solidago latissimifolia, G5/S2/NL/NL)
Freshwater cordgrass (Spartina pectinata, G5/S2/NL/NL)
Dense-flowered camas (Stenanthium densum, G5/51/NL/NL)
Large cranberry (Vaccinium macrocarpon, G4/52 /NL/NL)

SA8-194
(cont’d)
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DCR-DNH would like to know the reason for the title change mentioned above, and the rationale for no
longer considering impacts to these Globally and State rare plants DCR-DNH tracks as natural heritage
resources.

The comments made under Asclepias rubra are repeated as boilerplate language throughout the Species
Table S-2. Potential for impacts are varied in the nature of the conflicts and the species and sites involved
and therefore using this general boilerplate language for many species is not appropriate. DCR-DNH's
overall recommendation is avoidance of impacts to the different natural heritage resources documented
within the pipeline footprint, including associated infrastructure. Below are DCR-DNH's recommendations
providing additional detail for what is documented at each site and then recommendations for avoiding
impacts to each Natural Heritage resource occurrence.

Please note, for the powerline bog species listed in Table S-2, DCR-DNH coordination with Atlantic is on-
going and we continue to recommend avoidance of the conservation sites at Handsom-Gum Powerline,
Branchville Powerline, and Emporia Powerline Bog Conservation Sites. In regard te some additional
species associated with power line wetlands, such as those near Dismal Swamp (Ludwigia pilosa, Xyris
fimbriata, etc), specific comments are made on where they eccur within the line and avoidance
recommendations. Several new resources near the Dismal Swamp will be either directly or indirectly
impacted by the current pipeline alignment.

e Red milkweed (Asclepias rubra, G4G5/S2/NL/NL) - Statements regarding impacts due to
construction “within or adjacent to the right of way” are pertinent for this species at Handsom-Gum
as well as for all species near the pipe trench at other sites. Staging and other activities are taking
place in adjacent acreage may impact documented natural heritage resources. Therefore DCR-DNH
recommends impacts be minimized to the fullest extent possible and all staging of equipment and
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materials be targeted in areas away from the mapped resources. The staging and other use of
construction equipment has potential to impact Handsom-Gum directly despite location of the
pipeline cutside of the transmission line corridor.

Pine barren sandreed (Calamovilfa brevipilis, G4/S1/NL/NL) - As stated in the Table S-2 avoiding
now per line shift by Atlantic.

America willow-herb (Epilobium ciliatum, G5T5/51/NL/NL) - no data provided (no rare plant
survey form).

Virginia sneezeweed (Helenium virginicum, G3/S2 /LT /LE)-2015 Rare Species Sighting Forms and
shapefile to indicate relocated these species at the Lyndhurst Conservation Site. Same for Valley
Doll's-daisy (Boltonia montana, G1G2/S1/NL/LE). According to ACP correspondence dated March
28, 2017, a survey was conducted in the Campbell and Grove Farm Ponds Conservation Site in
August 2016 to search for Boltonia montana, as well as other target species including Helenium
virginicum and state-listed plants; no sensitive species were identified during survey.

Fraser's Marsh St. John's-wort (Hypericum fraseri, G5/52 /NL/NL) -two occurrences (both in Bath
County) One population is found in the corridor on the north side (Map 17), but not on the line
itself. DCR-DNH recommends avoiding the population to eliminate incidental impacts from the
staging of equipment and materials.

Big Gallberry (Hlex coriacea, G5/51/NL/NL)} - DCR-DNH recommends staging of
equipment/materials and clearing of the right-of-way avoid the newly discovered population of Ilex
coriacea located barely south of the actual pipeline (Map 86). DCR-DNH staff botanist requests
further informatfon in regards to the logistics of clearing over a 30ft area rather than the standard
width of impact.

Hairy Seedbox (Ludwigia pilosa, G5/51/NL/NL) - On Map 95, some re-finds of known populations
but also new occurrences for this species, some of which are actually in the path of the pipeline.
This species is also found elsewhere on this map quite close to the pipeline within the corridor.
DCR-DNH staff botanist requests further coordination in regards to avoidance of impacts te the
documented populations within the pipeline corridor and impacts associated with staging of
equipment, materials, etc Due to these issues (particularly on Map 95), DCR-DNH concurs with part
of the language in their standard “Red Milkweed” language: there may be serious, direct impacts to
these resources.

Raven's Seedbox (Ludwigia ravenii, G1G2/S1/NL/NL)- This natural heritage resource is a globally
rare species (G1G2}, and therefore one of the most significant discoveries of the plant surveys
conducted for this project. The population is small, and as with the other extant Virginia
populations, is found in an artificial habitat (ditch). The road the ditch runs along is access road 26-
060-A020.ARZ near MP 53.55. As reported in the rare plant form, “Because the population is
located within a drainage ditch alongside a dirt road, this population could be at risk if upgrades to
the road or drainage system occurs.” DCR-DNH emphasizes the need to avoid impacts to this
population during construction due to road improvements, drainage changes, staging asscciated
with the construction of the pipeline.

Walter's Paspalum (Paspalum dissectum, G47/S2/NL/NL) - On Map 95, DCR-DNH recommends
avoiding impacts within the corridor, close to the actual line. Ludwigia pilosa could receive direct
impacts at this site as well (see above). On Map 99, several colonies of this species are known
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(cont’d) related activities must be avoided. On Map 100, the same applies as cn Map 99.
e Purple Fringeless Orchid {Platanthera peramoena, G5/S1/NL/NL) - The single plant found was

0.5 mile outside of the pipeline corridor therefore DCR-DNH has no comments based on the
information provided.

»  Water-plantain Crowfoot (Ranunculus ambigens, G4/S1/NL/NL) - population is located within

in this area.

and DCR-DNH does not support the transplanting of this sensitive orchid species as it will not
survey reports and mitigation procedures”, mainly because their mitigation procedures are not

cases of direct impacts means that we don’'t know what we could “concur” with at this point. 1
assume that specific discussions will be had for sites with direct impacts to plants.

DCR-DNH recommends avoiding impacts related to pipeline construction including staging of
equipment, etc.

some quite close to the actual pipeline. DCR-DNH recommends avoiding impacts to rare plants
related to pipeline construction and operations.

impacts.

e Eastern big-eared bat (Corynerhinus rafinesquii macrotis, G3G4T3/52/NL/LE) -82 bats were

to ensure compliance with protected species legislation.

+ Tiger Salamander - According to the table, DGIF recommends avoidance of wetlands and a 300

population.
s Barking Treefrog (Hylg gratiosa, G5/52/NL/LT) - Survey/Agency Data - the first sentence says

has confirmed records for this species in both counties.
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SA8-194 within the corridor, close by and barely south of the actual pipeline route. Impacts due to pipeline-

located along a road that apparently will not be used as an access road for pipeline work and is over

pipeline corridor on its north side. Impacts associated with pipeline construction should be avoided
* Yellow Nodding Ladies-tresses (Spiranthes ochroleuca, G4 /52 /NL/NL} - On Map 5, the location of

this new discovery is within the path of the pipeline. Avoidance of this occurrence is recommended

survive. DCR-DNH would like clarification of the statement “Pending GWNF and DCR-DNH review of

spelled out specifically. The boilerplate language use for Asclepias rubra supposedly applies to this
species, but the list of possible impacts, consequences, and lack of specifics that they provide for

+ Fringed Yellow-eyed Grass (Xyris fimbriata, G5/51/NL/NL) -On Map 99, plants are in the corridor

» Tall Yellow-eyed Grass (Xyris platylepis, G5/S2/NL/NL} - On Map 99, plants are in the corridor and

e DCR-DNH recommends rare plant populations ciearly be identified and flagged with orange fencing
in the field prior to construction using GPS based coordinates and shapefiles. For all of documented
natural heritage resources, populations should be closely monitored during construction to avoid

documented at a bridge roost within the construction workspace in Southampton County. These
bats are sensitive to disturbance, noise, etc. DCR recommends continued coordination with VDGIF

meter buffer for this species. The newly discovered population near Sherando is much closer to the
pipeline route (20 m from ROW margin) than this, thus suggesting the need to identity an alternate
route to avoid impacts. Also, sedimentation during construction could fill underground burrows
used as habitat by tiger salamanders. DCR-DNH recommends re-routing the pipeline to avoid this

“Reports for this species in Greensville and Southampton counties are unconfirmed.” DCR-DNH
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+ Mabee’s Salamander - Please note this species doesn’t occur on the GWNF (right column includes
GWNF and DGIF as reviewers of their survey data)

e According to ACP correspondence dated March 28, 2017, no Dwarf waterdog (Necturus punctatus,
G5/8253/NL/NL) surveys were conducted in Virginia. DCR-DNH continues to recommend surveys
for the Dwarf waterdog especially in the Nottoway and Meherrin River drainages.

e Chestnut clearwing moth (Synanthedon castaneae, G3G5/SH/NL/NL) - in the Agency data part of
the table it is stated that the only VA record is from Falls Church (historic). Atlantic didn’t conduct
any surveys for this species, but on page 98 of the ACP Preliminary Draft Biological Evaluation
Report [= Appendix D Biological Evaluation] they state “Use of pheromone baits has confirmed that
the species occurs in several areas in Virginia.” According to ACP correspondence dated March 28,
2017, Virginia should be removed from the sentence and the statement should be revised to read,
“In addition, use of pheromone baits has revealed its occurrence in several areas in Connecticut
(Anagnostakis et al,, 1994) and the southeast (Snow and Eichlin, 1986), including Florida, North
Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia.” Citations for the listed studies are provided below.

Anagnostakis S. L., Welch K. M,, Snow ]. W, Scarborough K., Eichlin. T. D. 1994. The
rediscovery of the clearwing chestnut moth, Synantheden castaneae (Busck)
(Lepidoptera: Sesiidae) in Connecticut. Journal of the New York Entomological
Society, 102: 111-112.

Snow J. W. and Eichlin T. D. 1986. The Rediscovery and Distribution of the Clearwing Moth,
Synanthedon castaneae (Busck) in the Southeastern United States. Journal of
Agricultural Entomology, 3(1): 66-67.

Appendix Q-Vegetati 0| uniti

To determine if impacts will occur to significant communities as identified by DCR-DNH, DCR ecologist
attempted to classify the National Land Cover Database (NLCD) classification units listed in Table Q-1 into
Virginia eccelogical commumty ty'pes usmg "The Natural Commumnes of Virginia C]assnﬁcanon of Ecological
Community Groups” ;
NLCD is a much broader and coarser system than Virginia ecological groups which mcludes the community
types. DCR-DNH classified some of NLCD communities to Virginia community types with high confidence;
however there are several units that cannot be classified based on the information provided. In Table 1
DCR-DNH included a column called “Crosswalk Confidence” (High-Medium-Low) and requests Atlantic
classify the NLCD communities with medium and low confidence using The Natural Communities of
Virginia Classification of Ecological Community Groups document.
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As described in section 4.4.3, impacts on vegetation communities were first
calculated by state vegetation community type, and then crosswalked to the
corresponding NLCD cover type using the Northeast Terrestrial Wildlife
Habitat Classification crosswalk table found in appendix D of Gawler, 2008.
For Virginia, the Terrestrial Habitat Map for Northeast U.S. and Atlantic
Canada (Nature Conservancy, 2015) was used to calculate the state vegetation
impacts, consistent with what is used in the Virginia State Wildlife Action
Plan (2015). Refer to section 4.5.6 for an updated discussion and revised
impacts on interior forest fragmentation.
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Table 1 Vegetation Communities Crossed by the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (DCR-DNH Vegetation Types and
NLCD State Vegetation Community Type)

DCR-DNH VEGETATION TYPE NLCD STATE' TP (CROSEWALK CONFIDENCE
‘cidic Oak - Hickory WoodlandSavanna Deciduges Forest Nortbeastem Inderior Dry-Mesic Oak Forest Low
Bald Cypress - Water Tupelo Browmwater Swamg ‘Woody Wetland i I High
‘Bald Cypress-Tupeda Swamp [od-age stands] ¥ wetlar Aslantic C s Farest High
Bawic Oak - Hickaey Woodland/Savansa Worthesaten Intericr Dey-Mesis Low
ﬁnml.lpndlmlmhsknl Hickory Weodland Grassland | Hedhaceows. (Centeal Appalachioe Alkaline Glage and Weed|and High
Ce '] idic Seepage Swamg Wocdy Wetlasd North-Central Apgatachian AGd Swamp High
Central Betionbuh Type) Herbaceous Emergent Weslands  Lawreatian - Acadian Freshwater Marsh Medium
Certral Apgalachian Shale Barman (Southem Tyge) Mined Fesest Central Appatachian Fine-Oak Rocky Woodland low
Ceatral Apgalachian Shale Bacrens Maed Fosest Central Apgalachian Pine-Oek Recky Weodlsnd Low
Coastal Plain / Duter Predmont Alick: Seepage Swamp [ ercrswalk] [ crosswalk]
Coastal Plain Bottomband Forest {Browswater Low Termace Type) ‘Woody Wetland Amantic Coastal Piain Blackwater | Bavwmwiter Steeam Ploodpleia Forest High
Coastal Plain Degression Wetlands ¥ Coastal Main np Medum
Coastal Plain/Outer Fiedmant Seepage Bog Wetlands Piedmont - Cos Medium
Coastal Piain/Fredmont Boomiand Forest Waody Wetland Piedmant - Coastal Plae Lange River Floodpisin High
Granisi; Flatrock [ crosswali] Ina crosswalk]
Lirte Bluesem - Ingian-Geass Fredmost Praisie [w2 crosswalk] oo crosswalk]
wuﬁyﬂlmﬂeﬂwmm%ﬁl’ﬂhﬁm [ crosswal ] [ w0 crosswalk]
Noa-Rh ion Type) ‘Woody Wetland [« High
Pledmont Upland Dwesnm Swamg {Pin Oak-Swamp White Cak Type) ‘Woody Wetland Peesmont Upland Depression Swang Figh
Piedmont/C Mixed Forest Meciam
Fidge snd Valley Cal . Seartweed Type] Wetlands. Laurentia M High
Shenandash Valley Sinkhole Pord (Typic Type) Herbacsous s Laurentian - Acadi Marih Medium
DCR DNH supports FERC's recommendation on Page ES 11 "that Atlantic and DTI file an updated
ion analysis; consider a 300-foot forested buffer as the impact area; discuss how the creation of

foresr edge or fragmentation would affect habitat and wildlife; and identify the measures that would be

ted to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts on interior/core forest habitat".

In order to provide the most accurate and up-to-date comments on the Atlantic Coast Pipeline project, DCR-
IDNH requests shapefiles as changes occur to the project containing updated project footprint (construction
right-or-way, access roads, and associated infrastructure including proposed cellular towers referenced on

page 4-342).

IAn explanation of species rarity ranks and legal status abbreviations can be found at
http://www.dcr.virginia.gov/natural-heritage /help. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this

draft envir tal impact stat t for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline.
CC: Wil Orndorff, DCR-DNH-Karst

Amy Ewing, VDGIF
Troy Andersen, USFWS
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Modly J. Ward COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA . ,...w.0uncan

Secretary of Natural Resources Department of Gamne and Inland Fisheries Execntive Director

February 24, 2017

Julia Wellman

Environmental Impact Review Coordinator
of Environmental Quality

629 E. Main Street

Richmond, VA 23219

RE:  Atlantic Coast Pipeline
Rev 11b Corridor Review
and Draft EIS Review;
ESSLog# 34825

Ms. Wellman,

In response to your request for comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project, we offer the following new information and

9€¢-Z

updates to our previous comments. Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC (Atlantic) proposes to
construct and operate a natural gas transmission pipeline, and iated lateral pipelines, in
Virginia. As proposed, the project crosses three of VDGIF's four administrative regions,
crosses one of our Wildlife Management Areas (James River WMA), and borders another
WMA (Horsepen). We recently submitted a letter (enclosed, 7 February 2017), to Dominion
that included our review of project corridor Rev 11a, and of survey reports, habitat assessments,
and other recent information submitted to us by Atlantic regarding this project; much of it based
on our recommendations and following our guidelines.

The Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF), as the
Commonwealth's wildlife and freshwater fish management agency, exercises enforcement and
regulatory jurisdiction over those resources, inclusive of state or federally endangered or
threatened species, but excluding listed insects. We are a consulting agency under the Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), and we
provide environmental analysis of projects or permit applications coordinated through the
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), the Virginia Marine Resources
Commission (MRC), the Virginia Department of Transportation (DOT), the Army Corps of
Engineers (ACOE), the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), and other state or
federal agencies. Our role in these procedures is to determine likely impacts upon fish and
wildlife resources and habitat, and to recommend appropriate measures to avoid, reduce or
l for those i

7870 VILLA PARK DRIVE, P.O. BOX 90778, HENRICO, VA 23228-0778
(804) 367-1000 (V/TDD}  Equal Opp ity Emplaoyment, Prog and Facilities FAX (804) 367.9147
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February 24, 2017
Page 2

Rev 11b Review:

We received a shapefile depicting Rev 11b on February 6, 2017. We note that the
DEIS periodically references a Rev 12, which we have not received. Review of the Rev 11b
cortidor confirmed that there are few significant deviations from the corridor alignment that
was proposed in Rev 11a. However, the Rev 11b shapefile that we received only included
the project centerline and mileposts. We were not provided a new coverage depicting
proposed access roads, staging areas, metering staiions, or other facilities. If any changes to
the location or aligniment of such features have been made since Rev 11a, we recommend
that those changes be provided to us for review. The comments herein address only the
Revl11b centerline.

Based on the few changes offered in this route revision, no additional listed species or
designated resources under our jurisdiction were identified as in need of additional
consideration. In fact, in most instanices, the new alignment appears to reduce impacts upon
streams, wetlands, and other natural features. However, the new alignment does result in
impacts upon natural or semi-natural areas which have not yet been assessed for suitability to
support the listed species for which we have previously recommended consideration.

Of particular note is the newly proposed location for the Cowpasture River crossing.
The Cowpasture River has been designated a Threatened and Endangered Species Water due
to the presence of federally Endangered James spinymussels. Therefore, to ensure protection
of James spinymussels, we recommend that a mussel survey and relocation be performed from
100 meters upstream through 400 meters downstream of impacl areas in the Cowpasture River.
This survey should be performed by a qualified, permitted biologist, preferably no more than six
months prior to the start of construction. All survey and relocation activities should adhere to the
attached draft geidance. Any relocations should be coordinated with Brian Watson, VDGIF
Region I Aquatic Resources Biologist (434-525-7522), and no federally listed species should be
relocated without first coordinating with the USFWS (804-6693-6694). In addition, we
recommend a time of year restriction (TOYR) on all instream work of May 15 through July 31 of
any year. Survey results should be made available to Amy Ewing in VDGIF's Headquarters
office in Henrico, and to Brian Watson in VDGIF's Forest Office. Upon review of the results,
we will make final recommendations regarding the protection of listed species known from the
area. All survey reports should reference ESSLog#34823, included in the header of this letter.

If the applicant prefers, they may provide us with good, representative photographs of the
impact area(s) for our review. The photos should clearly depict the size of the stream, the
substrate type, and the banks upstream and downstream of the site. Upon review of the photos,
we may be able to dismiss the need for a mussel survey based on the habitat available on site.
Further, we recommend coordination with the USFWS regarding federally listed species in the
area.

To ensure protection of listed species and designated resources under our jurisdiction,
we recommend that all newly proposed areas of disturbance be assessed for their suitability
to suppert any of the listed species known from the area, per our previous comments,

SA8-196

As discussed in section 4.7.15, Atlantic has assumed presence of the James
spinymussel in the Cowpasture River and would implement the conservation
measures for ESA sensitive waterbodies described in section 4.7.1, including
mussel relocations prior to in-stream construction activities per the
Freshwater Mussel Guidelines (FWS and VDGIF, 2015), and the VDGIF
TOYR from May 15 through July 31.
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February 24, 2017
Page 3

Once such habitat and svitability assessments have been performed and we have had the
opportunity to review those assessments, we will make additional comments regarding the
need for further assessments, surveys, or protective measures to ensure protection of wildlife
resources under our jurisdiction.

DEIS Review Regarding Sensitive Wildlife Species and Resources:

Over the past few months, we have received many survey reports, habitat assessments,
and other documents resulting from biological data collection aleng the proposed pipeline
corridor; many of them based on our recommendations and following our guidelines. We
provided our comments, recommendations, and guidance regarding these studies in the enclosed
letter to Dominion dated February 7, 2017.

We support FERC's determination in the DEIS that construction and operation of the
ACP may affect or be likely to adversely affect Indiana bats, northern long-eared bats, Roanoke
logperch, and Madison Cave isopods. We are not the jurisdictional Virginia agency for
management and protection of plants, so we defer to VDACS and VDCR-DNH regarding the
determination for running buffalo clover. We recommend continued coordination with the
USFWS regarding impacts upon these species. We support FERC’s recommendations to
Atlantic that they provide the information we and other agencies and organizations have
requested prior to the end of the DEIS comment period, We note that we still are awaiting the
results of some surveys and habitat assessments performed late in 2016, the results of biological
data collection proposed for 2017, and results of surveys or assessments covering newly
proposed areas of disturbance depicted in Rev 11b. Until we have been provided this
information for review, we cannot make final determinations regarding likely impacts upon
affected species and resources under our jurisdiction. Based on our review of the DEIS and
recent submittals, however, we offer the following additional information, including updates to
our earlier comments.

Atlantic sturgeon (federal endangered: state endangered):

We currently are finalizing Threatened and Endangered Species Water designations and
protective recommendations for Atlantic sturgeon in Virginia. Until resource designations and
guidance are finalized, we defer to NOAA Fisheries Service regarding protection of Atlantic
sturgeon, We recommend contihued coordination with them, particulatly regarding the
determination in section 4.6.2.2 of the DEIS that adherence to the anadromous fish use area time
of year restriction for water withdrawals from the Elizabeth River is protective of Atlantic
sturgeon. We note that there is evidence of Atlantic sturgeon fali-spawning activity that may
warrant an additional TOYR during that season.

cancke logperch {federal endangered: state endangeied):

We provided specific guidance regarding recently performed and ongoing habitat
assessments for Roanoke logperch in the Nottoway River drainage in our February 7, 2017 letter
io Dominion (enclosed). We recommend adherence to our guidance and that the clarity and
confirmations we requested be provided. As stated in that earlier letter, we support assumption
of presence in the Nottoway River, Waqua Creek, Butterwood Creek, and White Oak Creek. We
recommend adherence to an instream work TOYR from March 15 through June 30 of any year in

SA8-197
SA8-198

FERC is consulting with NOAA Fisheries regarding the Atlantic sturgeon

Section 4.7.1 includes our recommendation that Atlantic complete all
outstanding biological surveys (and that FERC finalizes any necessary section
7 consultation with the FWS) prior to Atlantic beginning construction.
Section 4.7.1.10 discusses the waterbodies where presence of the Roanoke
logperch is assumed, the TOYR for the species, the implementation of the
Virginia Fish Relocation Plan, and adherence to relocation protocols as
approved by the FWS and VDGIF.
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these waters and at the site of any instream work within 1 mile upstream of these waters
(tributaries). We recommend adherence to the Fish Relocation Plan, developed cooperatively
beiween USFWS, VDGIF, and Atlantic. We recommend that the results of the on-site
assessments performed in 2016 at UNT Nottoway River 1 Access Road (AR), UNT Notioway 2,
and UNT Nottoway 2 (AR) be provided to us for review. We recommend that all sites
determined to provide suitable habitat but which were not accessible during 2016 be assessed for
suitability as socn as they become accessible and that the results of that suitability analysis be
provided to us for review. We recommend that any newly proposed areas of instream work in
the Nottoway drainage be assessed for suitability to support Roanoke logperch and that the
assessment be provided to us for review, Upon review of additional reports and information, we
will make additional recommendations regarding protection of Roanoke logperch and the
resources that support them. We recommend coordination with the USFWS regarding potential
impacts upon this species associated with development and operation of the ACP.

Orangefin madtom (state threatened):

This species is native to Virginia's Roanoke River watershed, but it has been introduced
into the James River drainage. Neither do we document this species, which often co-occurs with
Roanoke logperch, to be native to the Nottoway River drainage. Hence, we agree with the
finding in the DEIS that construction and operation of the ACP are likely to adversely impact
only the introduced population of this species in the James River watershed. Therefore, we do
not recommend any protective measures for this fish other than adherence to typical instream
work best management practices (BMPs), including adherence to erosion and sediment controls
and the Fish Relocation Plan.

Madison Cave isopod (federal threatened: state threatened):

We do not document this species from the project area, but we recognize that our data
may not include all known or suitable sites that support this species. Therefore, we support
coordination with us, the USFWS, and VDCR-DNH regarding survey and protective
recommendations for this species. Upon review of any new information regarding this species,
we will make additional comments and recommendations regarding the protection of Madison
Cave isopods.

Freshwater mussels:
‘We received a report in late September 2016 that details the habitat assessments and

surveys performed, per our recommendations and following our guidance, to address concerns
reiated to the protection of listed freshwater mussels and the resources that support them.
Specifically, we recommended consideration of James spinymussels (federal endangered; state
endangered), yellow lance mussels (federal species of concern), Atlantic pigtoe mussels (state
threatened), and green floater mussels (state threatened); all which have been documented from
the project area. Our comments on the surveys and habilat assessments reviewed to date are
included in our enclosed letter to Dominion dated February 7, 2017. We continue to support the
recommendations in that letter regarding Threatened and Endangered Species Waters.

‘We support assumption of listed mussel presence at the crossings of the Cowpasture
River, James River, Appomattox River, Nottoway River, Sturgeon Creek, Meherrin River and

SA8-199
SA8-200
SA8-201

Comment noted.
FERC is consulting with the FWS regarding the Madison Cave isopod.

Appendix K identifies the waterbodies where in-stream or blasting within
1,000 feet of a waterbody may be required. In these waterbodies, the need for
blasting would be determined on a site-specific basis shortly ahead of
construction at that waterbody. For all ESA sensitive waterbodies identified
in appendix K determined to require blasting, a site-specific blasting plan
would be prepared and submitted to the FWS and the appropriate state agency
in accordance with the notification requirements prior to blasting. Atlantic
has committed to conducting blasting within the dry-ditch crossing area and
utilizing matting to minimize noise and vibration. Appendix K also identifies
where Atlantic has committed to TOYR for various mussel species. Pending
survey results, we have recommended in appendix K that Atlantic assume
presence of James spinymussel in Jackson River and apply the VDGIF TOYR
in this waterbody, in addition to the FWS’ enhanced conservation measures
outlined in section 4.7.1.
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their perennial tributaries, as stated in the DEIS. We reiterate that mussel surveys and
relocations at the sites of instream work within any of these waters is recommended and that
work should be performed by a permitted, qualified biologist and in adherence to our guidance
(enclosed). We support efforts proposed for 2017 to perform assessments and/or surveys at the
stream crossing sites that were not accessible during the 2016 survey season or that need to be
considered based on the newly-proposed project alignment depicted in Rev | 1b. We note that
mussel survey and relocation lengths are partially determined by the crossing method. If blasting
is required to cross any stréam known or expected to support listed mussels, we may require
more extensive surveys than are typically recommended for trerched stream crossings. We
recommend that the applicant provide us with the location of any proposed instream blasting so
that we may review each site for potential impacts upon freshwater mussels. We recommend
that the results of any surveys and assessments be provided to us for further review, including the
remaining late-2016 survey reports for proposed crossings of Winningham Creek, Nottoway
River 1, and Cohoon Creek. Upon receipt and review of these surveys and assessments, we will
offer additional comments and recommendations regarding the protection of freshwater mussels
under our jurisdiction.

In our February 7, 2017 letter, we recommended consideration of impacts upon James
spinymussels in Back Creek and the Jackson River, Bath County. Although we have nat
designated these streams as Thr d and Endangered Species Waters, our Malacologist,
Brian Watson, has reason to believe that James spinymussels may occupy these streams
based on their adjacency to occupied sub-watersheds (Butlpasture River/Cowpasture River).
It appears, based on the information included in Appendix K1, that a mussel survey is being
proposed for the crossing of the Jackson River, and that no mussels were found during a
survey performed at Back Creek. We appreciate these efforis and recommend continued
coordination with us and the USFWS regarding the survey of the Jackson River.

We continue to recommend that instream work in designated Threatened and Endangered
Species Waters (waters known to support listed aquatic species) and instream work at sites
within 1 mile upstream of such waters (tributaries) adhere to the previously-recommended time
of year restrictions (TOYR) protective of mussels known from that water, whether listed mussels
were found during surveys at such sites or not. It is important that listed mussels known from
downstream of the work site also be protected from harm, achieved through adherence to TOYR
and typical instream work BMPs. We recommend the table in Appendix X1 of the DEIS be
updated to reflect commitment from Atlantic to adhere to TOYR for instream as described
above, Crossings being performed via Horizontal Directional Drill (HDD) that do not
include any instream work in these waters may not need to adhere to TOYR or mussel
surveys and relocations.

As described in earlier correspondence with the applicant, negative surveys are only valid
for two vears. If the crossing sites surveyed in 2016 do not commence construction before 2018
(two years post-survey), we may recommend additional survey activities at those sites to ensure
colonization of mussels has not occurred in the interim. We recommend coordination with the
USFWS regarding potential impacts upon federally-listed species associated with the
development and operation of the ACP.

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments
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Listed salamanders:

As described in earlier correspondence with the project applicant, both state Endangered
eastern tiger sal ders and state Tt d Mabee’s salamanders are documented from the
project area. To ensure protection of these species and the habitats upon which they depend, we
recommended that wetlands proposed to be impacted by pipeline construction, operation, or
maintenance and within the documented range of these species be evaluated for habitat
suitability for these species. Wetlands deemed suitable should be surveyed for the species, and
occupied wetlands/ponds and an upland buffer of 300 meters around the wetland/pond should be
protected from project impacts. The listed salamander report that we were provided for review
details habitat and sal der survey activities that occurred during the 2016 season.

Habitat assessments and surveys for eastern tiger salamanders were performed, per our
recommendations, at wetlands along the pipeline corridor in Augusta and Nelson counties. Only
one of the four wetlands that were identified as suitable eastern tiger salamander habitat and
accessible for surveys was found to be occupied by eastern tiger salamanders (waua050f).
Because eastern tiger salamanders must have access to wetlands/ponds/vernal pools to breed, and
to the associated uplands in whick: they live the rest of the year, we recommended that waua050f
and an at-least 300 meter upland buffer be aveided. After a site visit to the occupied wetland
with our Herpeiologist, John (J.D.) Kleopfer, and as reflected in Rev 11b, the project corridor
was shifted to the west of pond waua050f and outside of its drainage area. By protecting the
water source for waua050f from impacts and by moving the corridor farther from the ponded
area, as shown in Rev 11b, we are satisfied that significant adverse impacts upon waua050f and
the eastern tiger salamanders that inhabit it have been avoided.

We recommend that any wetlands located in Augusta or Nelson county that are newly
proposed for impacts (based on the Rev 11b atignment) or that were not accessible during 2016,
be assessed for suitable eastern tiger salamander habitat and that any suitable wetlands be
surveyed following the previously-provided protocols. The survey protocols we provided to
Atlantic and their environmental consultants stipulate that two years of surveys are necessary to
confirm lack of ambystomid salamander presence in any given wetland/pond. We recommend
that the wetlands that were determined to provide suitable eastern tiger salamander habitat and
that were surveyed during 2016, but that were not occupied in 2016 (wauc103f, waub103f, and
wnep001f), be surveyed again in 2017 to confirm lack of presence.

Habitat assessments and surveys for Mabee’s salamanders were performed, per our
recommendations, in wetlands along the pipeline corridor in the City of Suffolk in 2016, No
Mabee’s salamanders were documented at the two wetland features (ponds) determined suitable
habitat and accessible for surveys in 2016.

Because two years of surveys are necessary to confirm lack of ambystomid salamander
presence in any given wetland/pond, we recommend that the wetlands determined to be suitable
Mabee’s salamander habitat that were available for surveys in 2016 but were not occupied
{wstic101e and wsuc007¢) be surveyed again during in 2017 to confirm lack of presence. In
addition, we recommend that any wetlands located in the City of Suffolk that are newly proposed
for impacts (based on the Rev 11b alignment) or that were not accessible during 2016 be

SA8-202

Comments noted.
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assessed for suitable Mabee's salamander habitat and that any suitable wetlands be surveyed
following the previously-provided protocols.

We recently received Atlantic’s 2017 Listed Salamander Study Plan for review. We will
coordinate directly with Atlantic and their environmental consultants regarding the suitability of
this plan. Upon review of upcoming surveys and assessments, we will make additional
comments and recommendations regarding the protection of eastem tiger salamanders, Mabee's
salamanders, and the habitats that support them, with regard to development and operation of the
ACP.

Listed Bats:

Based on guidance from VDGIF and the USFWS, Atlantic and their consultants
performed acousuc a.nd mist-net surveys during 20[5 and 2016 to inform our concemns for the
protection of fi lly End d Indiana bats, fe lly End d Virginia bng-camd bats,
federally Threatened northern | long-eared bats, and state Endangemd Rafinesque’s eastern big-
eared bats, all of which are documented from the project area. All surveys followed federal
protocols and were approved and permitted, as necessary. Specific comments regarding these
surveys and assessments are included in our enclosed February 7, 2017 letter to Dominion.

We recommend avoidance of impacts upon all previously-known and newly documented
hibernacula, roost sites, and roost trees and adherence to federal guidelines for their protection.
We recommend coordination with us regarding any unavoidable img located within 0.5 mile
of such resources for state-only listed bats. We recommend that any new lands and habitats now
within the project scope, based on the Rev 11b corridor, be assessed following the protocols
previously used. We continue to recommend adherence to VDGIF's “Best Management
Practices for Conservation of Little Brown Bats and Tri-colored Bats™ and coordination with us
and the USFWS regarding potential imy upon Virginia's bats as surveys continue into 2017.

Listed Small Mammals:

During previous coordination with Atlantic and its en ] ¢ | we
recommended consideration of impacts upon state E.ndangzmd rock voles, state Endangered
American water shrews, and Wildlife Action Plan (WAP) Species of Greatest Conservation
Meed (SGCN) Tier IVa Allegheny woodrats. Accordingly, Atlantic and its environmental
consultants performed habitat assessments and small mammal surveys along the currently
proposed pipeline corridor. Qur comments regarding those surveys and habitat assessments are
included in the enclosed letter to Dominion dated February 7, 2017.

We recommend avoidance of impacts upon areas already identified as suitable listed
small mammal habitat and at which there is evidence 1o support their presence, including latrine
sites. We recommend that the applicant provide us with information regarding the four crossing
sites on streams identified as suitable water shrew habitat and any proposed conservation

to ensure avoid of impacts upon this species, We also recommend continued
coordination with us regarding small mammals as surveys and assessments continue into 2017
and onto lands not accessible during 2016 or which are newly within the project scope.

SA8-203

SA8-204

Section 4.7.1 includes our recommendation that Atlantic complete all
outstanding biological surveys and FERC completes any necessary section 7
consultation with the FWS prior to Atlantic beginning construction. Sections
4711, 4712, 47.1.3, and 4.7.1.4 discuss avoidance and mitigation
measures for federally listed bat species.

Atlantic is required to obtain the necessary permits and authorizations
required to construct and operate the project. As such, to the extent the state
has regulatory authority and permitting jurisdiction for these features, Atlantic
would consult with the VDGIF. The VDGIF would have the opportunity to
review Atlantic’s proposed crossings during the permitting process and, if
necessary, identify additional mitigation measures beyond those proposed.

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments
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Listed Birds:

Based on their occurrence within the ACP project area, we recommended protection of
state Threatened loggerhead shrikes and recommended adherence to a TOYR for ground clearing
and tree removal from April 1 through July 31 of any year for work performed in Highland
County, Bath County, or Augusta County; or within the Rockfish Valley Region of Nelson
County. In their response to our recommendations, Atlantic and their environmental consultants
agreed to adhere to the TOYR in Bath, Highland, and Augusta counties except for the area in
Augasta from project mile poiat (MP) 114.8 — 126. Per our recommendation, surveys for
loggerhead shrikes were performed throughout this area during 2016. Specific comments about
these survey areas and results are included in the February 7* letter to Dominion,

The DEIS does not include any information regarding loggerhead shrikes, our
recommendations regarding their protection, or the results of surveys performed for the species;
nor any indication of Atlantic’s commitment to adhere to the TOYR protective of nesting
loggerhead shrikes. We recommend the DEIS be updated to include this information.

State Threatened peregrine falcons also have been documented from the eastern portion
of the project area, primarily from nest boxes located on bridges. Althongh we do not document
natural peregrine falcon nests (eyries) or nesting habitat along the proposed pipeline corridor, we
did ask Atlantic to assess habitat along the pipeline route for such features during already-
planned aerial surveys. No significant cliff habitat snitable for nesting peregrine falcons was
documented along the pipeline corridor during aerial investigations. Thus, we do not anticipate
this project to result in significant adverse impacts upon peregrine falcons or resources that
support them. IFf significant bridge or near-bridge disturbance in eastern Virginia becomes part
of the project, we recommend additional coordination with us regarding protection of nesting
peregrine falcons on such structures.

Based on known presence of federally Endangered red-cockaded woodpeckers in
southeastern Virginia and North Carolina, habitat assessments and subsequent cavity searches
were performed along the proposed pipeline corridor within areas of known habitat, per USFWS
guidelines. No red-cockaded woodpeckers or suitable cavities were documented from Virginia.
Therefore, we do not anticipate the construction and operation of the ACP to result in adverse
impacts upon red-cockaded woodpeckers, However, we recommend continued coordination
with the USFWS regarding potential impacts upon this species.

Bald and Golden Eagles:

Bald and golden eagles are known from Virginia. Atlantic and its environmental
consultants performed, at the request of the USFWS, aerial surveys for bald eagles and golden
cagles along the proposed pipeline corridor. Both species of eagle were documented in multiple
locations along the corridor. We recommend continue coordination with the USFWS regarding
potential impacts upon baid and golden eagles, protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act, as well as continued adherence to Virginia's bald cagle management guidelines.

SA8-205

SA8-206

Comments noted. Table S-2 of appendix S has been updated with additional
information on the loggerhead shrike.

Comments noted.
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Listed and other snakes:

Timber rattlesnakes, state Endangered canebrake rattlesnakes, and scarlet kingsnakes
have been documented from the project area. We continue to recommend that the pipeline be
routed to avoid impacts upon suitable habitats for these species, particularly canebrake
rattlesnake habitats in southeastern Virginia. We also recommend that long-term vegetation
maragement along the corridor in areas known to support canebrake rattlesnakes be consistent
with conservation measures for the species (previously provided).

We are glad to see that the DEIS includes a commitment from Atlantic to educate
conslruction workers engaging in pipeline construction, operation, or maintenance about snakes,
including being trained in the identification, basic natural history, and legal status of canebrake
rattlesnakes. We support this training and adherence to the Snake Conservation Plan during
construction, operation and maintenance of the ACP,

Trout Streams:

In the DEIS, trout streams in Virginia are either ideatified as “wild brook” streams or
“stockable” streams., We define wild trout streams (Class 1-TIV) as those which naturally
support trout; whether brook, brown, or rainbow trout. Stockable trout streams (Class V -
VIII) are those streams included in our stocking program. Stocking of brook, brown, or
rainbow trout may occur in these streams. Trout and the streams that support them are
ecologically and economically significant resources in Virginia.

To best protect valuable wild trout resources, we recommend that all instream work
oceurring in the waters listed in our February 7, 2017 letter to Dominion and/or their
tributaries (within I mile upstream) adhere to a time of year restriction from October 1
through March 31 of any year in waters known to support brook trout and/or brown trout, and
from March 15 through May 15 of any year in waters known to support rainbow trout. We
recommend confirmation of Atlantic’'s commitment to adhere to the above recommended
TOYR and an updated Appendix K1 to reflect this commitment. We note that water
crossings being accomplished via Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) that do not include
instream work may not need to adhere to the TOYR.

To ensure aveidance or minimization of conflicts with stocking and angling activities
in the stocked streams listed in our February 7, 2017 letter, we understand that Atlantic is
coordinating with Paul Bugas, VDGIF Region IV Aguatic Resources Manager. We support
coordination with him and adherence to his recommendations regarding these resources,

Anadromous Fish Use Areas:

As slated in the DEIS, we recommend that instream work in designated Cenfirmed and
Potential Anadromous Fish Use Areas or instream work within 1 mile upstream of Confirmed
Anadromous Fish Use Areas adhere to TOYR protective of fish migration and spawning. In the
DEIS, it is stated that Atlantic has committed to adhere to the TOYR from February 15 through
June 30 of any year for all instream work in Anadromous Fish Use Arcas and their tributaries
except for the James River. However, Appendix K1 of the DEIS (ACP waterbody crossings),
depicts adherence to a TOYR protective of Anadromous Fish Use Areas, shifted slightly based

SA8-207
SA8-208

SA8-209

Comments noted.

Appendix K has been updated to include Atlantic’s commitment to implement
VDGIF recommended TOYR for wild trout and stockable trout streams, or
FERC recommendations for Atlantic to implement these TOYRs by
waterbody crossing.

Appendix K has been updated to include Atlantic’s commitment to implement
VDGIF recommended TOYR for anadromous fish use areas, or FERC
recommendations for Atlantic to implement these TOYRs by waterbody
crossing.

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments
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on the locaticn of the impacts within the watershed. We request clarification about Atlantic’s
commitment to adhere to TOYR protective of the above resources.

We reiterate that to best protect the important fisheries, all instream work in
Confirmed Anadromous Fish Use Areas and their tributaries and/or within Potential
Anadromous Fish Use Areas (all listed in the July 7, 2017 letter) should adhere to a time of
year restriction (TOYR) from February 15 through June 30 of any year. Crossings being
performed via Horizontal Directional Drill (HDD) that do not include any instream work in
these waters may not need to adhere to the TOYR.

Crossing of James River Wildlife Management Area:

The ACP is proposed to cross the Department’s James River Wildlife Management
Area, a public resource that was purchased with federal grant funds from the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, located in Nelsen County. If the project interferes even temporarily (e.g.,
during construction) with uses of the land which were established as purposes of those grants,
pipeline construction will jeopardize the Department's future access to these grants, While we
are working closely with Atlantic to resolve this issue to our mutual satisfaction, please be
aware that this issue remains unresolved at this time, and we cannol support the project
crossing of our Wildlife Management Area until this issue is resolved. We support FERC’s
recommendation to continue coordination with us regarding this issue.

Migratory Bird Plan:

We have reviewed the Migratory Bird Plan, developed to satisfy requirements under
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and as requested by the USFWS. We appreciate efforts to
schedule tree removal and ground clearing to avoid impacts upon nesting migratory birds.
We continue to recommend adherence to a TOYR for these activities from March 15 through
August 31 of any year. In addition, we recommend minimization of forest fragmentation

across the Commonwealth. Specific recommendations regarding our review of the Migratory

Bird Plan are included in our February 7, 2017 letter to Dominion. Based on review of the
DEIS and recent conversations with Atlantic’s environmental consultants, we offer the
following updates to relevant sections of our comments on the Migratory Bird Plan.

* Colonial Waterbird Colonies: We document colonial waterbird colonies containing
great blue herons and great cgrets from the project area; some confirmed and new
ones observed during aerial surveys performed along the project route.  We
recommend that the applicant provide to us for review a map of the great blue heron
colony documented from Seffolk (ROOK-ACT-02), and any other colonies located
within 0.25 mile of the project areas. Upon review of this information, we will
provide guidance regarding protection of any active waterbird colonies that may be
impacted by construction, operation, or maintenance of the ACP.

Proposed Water Withdrawals:

Water withdrawals from Virginia's waters are proposed for use during pipeline
construction for a number of purposes included hydrostatic testing, dust suppression, and HDD
activities. We have not had an opportuonity to review all of the specific water withdrawals and

SA8-210
SA8-211
SA8-212

Comment noted.
Comment noted.

Refer to section 4.6.4 for a discussion of impacts of water appropriation and
discharge on aquatic resources, and for a discussion on aquatic invasive
species. We expect that any additional withdrawal requirements would be
included in the appropriate state permits.
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associated instream flow data, but offer the following g | comments regarding water
withdrawal and use associated with development of the ACP.

We support the USFW S recommendation that withdrawals not be made from waters
known to support sensitive aquatic species. To best protect resident aquatic species from
impingement and entrainment associated with water withdrawals, we typically recommend that
all intakes be fitted with a 1mm mesh screen and that intake velocities not exceed 0.25 fps. In
addition, we recommend that no more than 10% instantaneous flow be withdrawn., We see
reference to a restriction on withdrawals to no more than 25% of stream inputs. Based on the
information included in the DEIS, it is difficult for us to determine what, if any, impacts upon
aquatic species the proposed withdrawals may have. We recommend continued coordination
with us and the USFWS regarding proposed water use during pipeline construction to ensure
avoidance or minimization of impacts upon the native systems.

The DEIS makes note of the need to avoid introduction of non-native aquatic invasive
species during water withdrawal and use. We support efforts to avoid introductions and
recommend, as indicated in our February 7, 2017 letier to Dominion {(and below), that an
Aquatic Invasive Species Management Plan be developed for the project.

Forest Frapmentation:

As depicted in the DEIS, significant linear footage of forested habitat will be lost to
early successional habitat. Although conversion from forested habitat to early successional
habitat is not inherently harmful to wildlife, it does require perpetual maintenance and is
likely to result in sigrificant forest fragmentation across the Commonwealth. It is clearly
understood that forest fragmentation results in loss of interior forested habitat, allows
invasive species to colonize, and introduces new predator/prey relationships along the
corridor and within adjacent habitats, As such, forest fragmentation and habitat conversion
may well represent the largest impacts of this project upon wildlife resources across Virginia.
We urge FERC to consider these long-term impacts, and urge the applicant minimize them to
the greatest extent possible by collocating the pipeline within already-disturbed utility
corridors and early successional habitats. VDGIF is represented on the inter-organizational
Virginia Forest Conservation Partnership (VFCP), a group of topic experts who collaborate
on large ultility projects to ensure consideration of significant forest loss across the landscape.
The VFCP developed a novel approach to quantifying fragmentation impacts upon core
forests in the Commonwealth. We support the results of this analysis and recommendations
made by the VFCP regarding ways to avoid, minimize, and mitigate for forest loss across the
Commonwealth,

Karst Plan:

We reviewed the plan and do not have any significant concerns. It describes the
methodology proposed for identifying the location of and describing the type of karst
resources located along the pipeline corridor. Karst habitat is unique and often fragile. We
recommend protection of karst structures, the wildlife species they support, and the waters

SA8-213

SA8-214

Comments noted. See section 4.5.6 for an updated discussion of interior
forest fragmentation.

Comment noted.
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they contain. We recommend continved coordination with VDCR-DNH and other karst
experts, as needed, to ensure identification and protection of these resources.

Invasive Plant Species Management Plan:
We reiterate the comments we provided in our February 7, 2017 letter to Dominion
regarding our review of the subject plan.

Soil and Slope Stabilization:
‘We reiterate the comments we provided in our February 7, 2017 letter to Dominion
regarding our review of the subject plan.

General Information:

We recommend coordination with VDCR-DNH regarding protection of resources that
they track and for which they recommend protection. We also recommend continued
coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and with NOAA Fisheries Service to
ensure protection of federally-listed species known from the project area.

We reiterate the comments we made in our February 7, 2017 letter regarding instream
work BMPs and ways to minimize the impacts of linear utility development on wildlife and
their habitats.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the proposed Atlantic Coast Pipeline. Please contact me or Amy Ewing at 804-
367-0509 if you have any questions or need additional information.

Raymond T, Fernald, Manager
Environmental Programs

RTF/AME
CC:  Angela Navarro, Deputy Secretary of Natural Resources
Kevin Bowman, FERC
David Whitehurst, VDGIF
Greg Evans, VDOF
S. René Hypes, VDCR-DNH
Nikki Rovner, The Nature Conservancy
Sara Throndson, Natural Resources Group
Kristen Lentz, Merjent

SA8-215
SA8-216
SA8-217

Comment noted.
Comment noted.

Comments noted.
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Richard B. Gangle

Dominion Resources Services, Inc.
5000 Dominion Boulevard

Glen Allen, VA 23060

RE:  Atlantic Coast Pipeline
Rev 11a Corridor Review
ESSLog# 34825

Dear Mr. Gangle,

We have reviewed the most recently proposed Atlantic Coast Pipeline project corridor
{Rev| la; received July 19, 2016) and offer the following updates to earlier comments and
recommendations, as well as additional information regarding this project. Atlantic Coast
Pipeline, LLC (Atlantic) proposes to construct and operate a natural gas transmission
pipeline, and associated lateral pipelines, in Virginia. As proposed, the project crosses three
of VDGIF's four administrative regions, crosses one of our Wildlife Management Areas
(James River WMA), and bord her WMA (Horsepen)

The Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF), as the
Commonwealth's wildlife and freshwater fish management agency, exercises enforcement and
regulatory jurisdiction over those resources, inclusive of state or federally endangered or
threatened species, but excluding listed insects. We are a consulting agency under the Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq,), and we
provide environmental analysis of projects or permit applications coordinated through the
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), the Virginia Marine Resources
Commission (MRC), the Virginia Department of Transportation (DOT), the Army Corps of
Engineers (ACOE), the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), and other state or
federal agencies. Our role in these procedures is to determine likely impacts upon fish and
wildlife resources and habitat, and to recommend appropriate measures to avoid, reduce or
compensate for those impacts.

Rev 11a Review:

We received a shapefile depicting Rev 11a, the most recently proposed ACP corridor,
in July 2016. Review of the shapefile confirmed that there are few significant deviations
from the corridor alig that was proposed in Rev 10a, about which we provided

7870 YILLA PARK DRIVE, P.O. BOX %0778, HENRICO, VA 23228-0778
(804) 36T-1000 (V/TDD)  Egual Opportunity Emplopment, Programs and Facilities FAX (804) 367-9147

SA8-218

The VDGIF’s comments to Dominion (Atlantic) are noted.
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comments dated June 1, 2016. Based on the few changes offered in this route revision, no
additional listed species and only a few additional designated resources (see Trout Streams)
under ovr jurisdiction were identified as in need of additional consideration, However, the
new alignment does result in impacts upon natural or semi-natural areas which have not yet
been assessed for svitability to support the listed species for which we have previously
recommended consideration, To ensure protection of listed species and designated resources
under our jurisdiction, we recommend that all newly proposed areas of disturbance be
assessed for their suitability to support any of the listed species known from the area, per our
previous comments. Once such habitat and suitability assessments have been performed and
we have had the opportunity to review those assessments, we will make additional comments
regarding the need for further assessments, surveys, or protective measures to ensure
protection of wildlife resources under our jurisdiction.

Habitat Assessments and Species Surveys:

Over the past few months, we have received survey reports, habilat assessments and other
information regarding biological data collection that has occurred along the proposed pipeline
corridor; much of it based on our recommendations and following our guidelines. We have
reviewed that information and offer the following comments:

Listed salamanders:

During review of earlier iterations of the ACP, we made recommendations regarding
protection of state Endangered eastern tiger salamanders and state Threatened Mabee's
salamanders, both documented from the project area. To ensure protection of these species and
the habitats upon which they depend, we recommended that wetlands proposed to be impacted
by pipeline construction, operation, or maintenance and within the documented range of these
species be evaluated for habitat suitability for these species. Wetlands deemed suitable should
be surveyed for the species, and occupied wetlands/ponds and an upland buffer of 300 meters
around the wetland/pond should be protected from project impacts. The listed salamander report
that we were provided for review details habitat assessment and salamander survey activities that
occurred during the 2016 season.

Habitat assessments and surveys for eastern tiger salamanders were performed, per our
recommendations, at wetlands along the pipeline corrider in Augusta and Nelson counties. Only
one of the four wetlands identified as suitable eastern tiger salamander habitat, and accessible for
surveys, was found to be occupied by eastern tiger salamanders (waua050f). Because eastern
tiger salamanders must have access to suitable wetlands/ponds to breed, and to the associated
uplands in which they live the rest of the year, we recommended that waua050f and an at-least
300 meter upland buffer be avoided, In response to our recommendation and the applicant's
concerns, Atlantic and their environmental consultants met with I.D, Kleopfer, DGIF
Herpetologist, on site at wetland feature waua050f to determine how best to align the project
corridor to protect this pond and the resident eastern tiger salamanders. As reflected in Rev 11a,
the project corridor was shifted to the west of pond waua030f and outside of its drainage area.
We are confident that, by protecting the water source for waua050f from impacts and by moving
the corridor farther from the ponded area, as shown in Rev 11a, significant adverse impacts upon
waua050f and eastern tiger salamanders inhabiting this area have been avoided.
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We note that the survey protocols we provided to Atlantic and their environmental
consultants stipulate that two years of surveys are necessary to confirm lack of ambystomid
salamander presence in any given wetland/pond. Accordingly, we recommend that the wetlands
surveyed in 2016 but not found occupied by ambystomid salamanders (wauc103f, waub103{, and
wnep001f), be resurveyed in 2017. In addition, we recommend that any wetlands in Augusta or
Nelson counties that are newly propesed for impacts (based on the Rev | la alignment) or that
were not accessible during 2016 be assessed for suitable eastern tiger salamander habitat, and
that any suitable wetlands be surveyed following the previously-provided protocols. Upon
review of those surveys and assessments, we will update our recommendations regarding
protection of eastern tiger salamanders associated with development and operation of the ACP.

Habitat assessments and surveys for Mabee's salamanders were performed, per our
recommendations, in wetlands along the pipeline corridor in the City of Suffolk during the 2016
survey season. No Mabee's salamanders were documented at the 2 wetland features (ponds) that
were determined suitable habitat and that were accessible for surveys during 2016,

As noted above, 2 years of survey activity are necessary to confirm lack of ambystomid
salamander presence in any given wetland/pond. We recc d that the wetlands surveyed in
2016 but not found to be occupied by Mabee's salamanders (wsuc101e and wsuc007¢) be
resurveyed in 2017. In addition, we recommend that any wetlands in the City of Suffolk that are
newly proposed for impacts (based on the Rev 11a alignment) or that were not accessible during
2016 be assessed for suitable Mabee’s salamander habitat, and that any suitable wetlands be
surveyed following the previously-provided protocols. Upon review of those surveys and
assessments, we will update cur recommendati garding protection of Mabee’s salamanders

associated with development and operation of the ACP.

Fish and Mussels, George Washington National Forest (GWNF):

In response to a request by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS), habitat assessments for
roughhead shiners, orangefin madtoms, Potomac sculpins, and yellow lance mussels were
performed in streams within the GWNF that were proposed for crossing by the ACP. The July
2016 habitat assessments indicated that none of the ten perennial streams to be crossed by the
ACP within GWNF provide suitable habitat for these species. We will update these comments
as necessary regarding any reported occurrences of listed species within the GWNF that may be
affected by construction, operation, or maintenance of the ACP.

We note that Stream #9 is described as both a “perennial UNT of Jennings Branch” and
as an “UNT of Cowpasture River.” We recommend clarifying which of these designations
accurately represents this stream.

Listed Freshwater Mussels:
‘We received a report in late September 2016 that details the habitat assessments and

surveys performed, per our recommendations and following our goidance, to address concerns
related to protection of listed freshwater mussels and their habitats, Specifically, we
recommended consideration of federally Endangered James spinymussels, federal species of
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concern yellow lance mussels, state Threatened Atlantic pigtoe mussels, and state Threatened
green floater mussels; all which have been documented from the project area.

Based on recommendations from VDGIF and the US Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS), Atlantic’s environmental consultants evaluated all streams proposed to be crossed by
the ACP for freshwater mussel habitat suitability. Where suitable habitat was identified, site
assessments and then abbreviated or full surveys were performed, per our guidelines. USFWS
and VDGIF agreed that sites proposed for crossing via horizontal direction drill (HDD) did not
need further evaluation, as instream impacts would not be incurred at those sites.

There are forty-five proposed crossings of streams with a greater than five mile upstream
drainage, including any resulting from the realignment depicted in Rev 11a. Of these streams,
six are proposed as HDD crossings (James River, Nottoway River 2, Blackwater River, West
Branch Nansemond River, Nansemond River, and South Branch Elizabeth River) and were,
therefore, not further considered. Of the remaining thirty-nine streams, nineteen were not
accessible during 2016; site assessments were performed at six sites; abbreviated surveys were
performed at ten sites; three streams only became accessible late in 2016 (survey results not in
yet); and one stream has undergone an incomplete assessment.

The abbreviated surveys performed in 2016 documented presence of live triangle floaters,
eastern elliptios, and/or creepers at the following four crossing sites, all of which will undergo
mussel relocation efforts in 2017: South River 1, North River, North River Access Road, and
Willis River. We support the proposed mussel relocation efforts proposed in these waters in
2017, assuming they are performed by permitted biologists and follow the previously-provided
mussel survey and relocation guidance, Dead shell material was documented at the Christians
Creek crossing. No relocation efforts are currently proposed within Christians Creek for 2017.
No listed mussels were documented at any of the ten sites that were surveyed in 2016 for which
we have survey results.

We agree that sites determined to not provide suitable habitat, and sites where surveys
were performed but no mussels were found, require no further assessment or surveys to protect
listed mussels from impacts associated with instream work. We continue to recommend that any
instream work in designated Threatened and Endangered Species Waiers (waters known to
support listed aquatic species) and instream work at sites within 1 mile upstream of such waters

(tributaries) adhere to the previously-recommended time of year restrictions (TOYR) protective

of mussels known from that water. Per our June 1, 2016 letter, the following streams and rivers
are located in the project arca and have been designated as Threatened and Endangered Species
Waters due to the presence of one or more listed species, as noted in parentheses:

Nottoway River (Atlantic pigtoe mussels, FESE dwarf wedgemussels)
Sturgeon Creek (Atlantic pigtoe mussels)

Three Creek (Atlantic pigtoe mussels)

Meherrin River (ST green floater mussels, Atlantic pigtoe mussels)
Appomattox River (Atlantic pigioe mussels)

James River (green floater mussels)
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e  Cowpasture River (James spinymussels)

‘We support efforts proposed for 2017 to perform assessments and/or surveys at the
nineteen stream crossing sites that were not accessible during the 2016 survey season or that
need to be considered based on the newly-proposed project alignment depicted in Rev 11a. We
recommend that the results of these surveys and assessments be provided to vs for further
review, along with the remaining 2016 reports from surveys performed late in the season at
Winningham Creek, Nottoway River 1, and Cohoon Creek.. We note that negative surveys are
only valid for two years. If the crossing sites surveyed in 2016 do not commence construction
before 2018 (two years post-survey), we may recommend additional surveys at those sites to
ensure colonization of mussels has not occurred in the interim. We recommend coordination
with the USFWS regarding potential impacts upon federally-listed species associated with the
development and operation of the ACP.

Roancke Logperch:
Based on presence of federally Endangered Roancke logperch in waters proposed to be

crossed by the ACP, VDGIF and the USFWS recommended protection of this species and the
resources that support it within the Nottoway drainage. In response, Atlantic and its
environmental consultants performed desktop habitat assessments of propoesed crossings in the
Nottoway drainage, revealing eleven streams that warranted further investigation. Of these
eleven streams, logperch presence is assumed at three sites: Nottoway River 1, Nottoway River
2, and Waqua Creck. Of the eight other crossing sites determined suitable for Roanoke logperch,
three streams were accessible during 2016 for on-site assessment.

According to the report, of the three accessible sites, only one was determined to provide
suitable Roanoke logperch habitat. We believe this site to be the crossing of Sturgeon Creek;
however, the report is difficult to understand. Table 2, for example, lists Nottoway River 1 and
Waqua Creek as “suitable™ per the in-situ habitat assessment, but at other places in the report
these same crossings were depicted as not assessed on-site because presence would be assumed
at these sites. Also based on Table 2, it appears that in-situ site assessments were performed at
four sites (Nottoway River 1, Waqua Creek, Big Branch, and Sturgeon Creek) even though the
narrative describes only having access to three sites. Atlantic should clarify which streams were
assessed, the outcome of eacj assessment, and which streams are assumed to support Roanoke
logperch. Atlantic also needs to clearly describe the stream crossing method proposed for each
site. For example, cther project documents including the freshwater mussel habitat assessment
and survey report depict the Nottoway River 2 crossing as an HDD. If true, then further site
assessment and adherence to certain protective measures may not be necessary at that site.

Based on documentations of Roanoke logperch and designation as Threatened and
Endangered Species Waters, we support assumption of presence in the Nottoway River, Waqua
Creek, Buiterwood Creek, and White Oak Creek. We recommend adherence to an instream
work TOYR from March 15 through June 30 of any year in these waters and at the site of any
instream work within 1 mile upstream of these waters (tributaries). We recommend adherence to
the Fish Relocation Plan. We recommend that the results of the on-site assessments performed
in 2016 at UNT Nottoway River 1 Access Road (AR), UNT Notloway 2, and UNT Nottoway 2
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(AR) be provided to us for review. We recommend that all sites determined to provide suitable
habitat but which were not accessible during 2016 be assessed for suitability as soon as they
become accessible and that the results of that suitability analysis also be provided to us for
review. Upon review of those reports and information, we will update our recommendations
regarding protection of Roanoke logperch and the resources that support them. We recommend
coordination with the USFWS regarding potential impacts upon this species associated with
development and operation of the ACP.

Listed Bats:
Based on guidance from VDGIF and the USFWS, Atlantic and their consultants

performed acoustic and mist-net surveys during 2015 and 2016 to inform our concerns for the
protection of federally Endangered Indiana bats, federally Endangered Virginia big-eared bats,
federally Threatened northern long-eared bats, and state Endangered Rafinesque's eastern big-
cared bats, all of which are documented from the project area. All surveys followed federal
protocols and were approved and permitied, as necessary.

These surveys documented presence of Rafinesque’s eastern big-eared bats, northern
long-eared bats, Indiana bats, federally Endangered gray bats, eastern small-footed myotis, tri-
colored bats, and little brown bats within the project study area. However, only Rafinesque’s
castern big-eared bats were tagged and followed, allowing for documentation of a roost site on a
bridge over the Meherrin River, and six associated roost trees located in Southampton and
Greensville counties. J.D. Kleopfer, VDGIF Herpetologist and Region | nongame biologist, and
Susan Watson, VDGIF Terrestrial Biologist, visited the bridge during Summer 2016 to verify the
species as state Endangered Rafinesque’s eastern-big-eared bats. In addition, twenty-one
potential hibernacula were identified along the pipeline corridor; however, only three of these
karst features were identified as “suitable” to support bats. These sites were acoustically
surveyed and no bats were documented,

We recommend avoidance of impacts upon all previously-known and newly documented
hibernacula for listed bats. We recommend avoidance of impacts upon all known listed bat roost
sites and roost trees, and adherence to federal guidelines for their protection. We recommend
that any new lands and habitats now within project scope, based on the Rev 11a corridor, be
assessed following the protocols previously used. We recommend that Atlantic and their
environmental consultants consider impacts upon bats recently included as Virginia Wildlife
Action Plan (WAP) Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN) in addition to listed species.
This includes eastern red bats, hoary bats, and silver-haired bats. We recommend adherence to

VDGIF's “Best Management Practices for Conservation of Little Brown Bats and Tri-colored
Bats" and continued coordination with us and the USFWS regarding potential impacts upon
Virginia's bats as surveys continue into 2017, Assuming adh to these dations
and based on the project information we currently have, we have not identified any areas along

the pipeline where we anticipate significant adverse impacts upon bats to occur.

Listed Small Mammals:

During previous coordination with Atlantic and its environmental consultants, we
recommended consideration of impacts upon sate Endangered rock voles, state Endangered
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American water shrews and WAP Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN) Tier [Va
Allegheny woodrats, Accordingly, Atlantic and its environmental consultants performed habitat
and small 1 I surveys along the currently proposed pipeline corridor.

Habitat and latrine sites for Allegheny woodrats were found at two sites: Outcrop at
milepost (MP) 84.0 and Rock Feature at MP 158.1. In addition, four unnamed tributaries of
Warwick Run in Highland County around MP 85 were determined suitable for water shrews. It
appears additional survey work will continue in 2017. We recommend avoidance of impacts
vpon areas already identified as suitable listed small mammal habitat and at which there is
evidence to support their presence. We recommend continued coordination with us as surveys
and assessments continue into 2017 and onto lands not accessible during 2016, or which are
newly within the project scope.

Listed Birds:

Based on their occurrence within the ACP project area, we recommended protection of
state Threatened loggerhead shrikes and recommended adherence to a TOYR for ground clearing
and tree removal from April | throngh July 31 of any year for work performed in Highland
County, Bath County, Augusta County, or within the Rockfish Valley Region of Nelson County.
In their response to our recommendations, Atlantic and their environmental consultants agreed to
adhere to the TOYR in Bath, Highland, and Augusta counties except for the area in Augusta
from project mile point (MP) 114.8 — 126. Per our recommendation, surveys for loggerhead
shrikes were performed throughout this area during 2016.

No shrikes were documented from the area in Augusta County where the applicant
cannot adhere to the TOYR (MP 114.8 ~ 126). A single loggerhead shrike was documented by
project land surveyors, and verified by a knowledgeable biclogist, around MP 88. This is within
the area where the applicant is able to adhere to the protective TOYR, resulting in avoidance of
impacts upon loggerhead shrikes documented from the MP 88 area. There is no mention in the
report of surveys or adherence to the time of year restriction in Rockfish Valley, which we
previously recommended, We recommend follow-up with us regarding protection of loggerhead
shrikes in that region.

We are agreeable to ground clearing and tree removal occurring in Augusta County from
MP 114.8 — 126 during the time of year restriction. We note that negative avian surveys are only
valid for 2 years. If ground clearing and tree removal in this area does not commence prior to the
breeding season 2018 (2 years post-survey), we may recommend additional survey efforts for
loggerhead shrikes in this area. We recommend adherence to the time of year restriction from
April 1 through July 31 of any year for ground clearing and tree removal in Bath County,
Highland County, Augusta County (outside of MP 11408-126), and within the Rockfish Valley
Region of Nelson County.

State Threatened peregrine falcons also have been documented from the eastern portion
of the project area, typically in association with falcons breeding in nest boxes on bridges in
eastern Virginia. These nest boxes were erected as part of a recovery effort for peregrine falcons
in Virginia and are monitored by staff from the Center for Conservation Biology in close
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coordination with VDGIF. Although we do not document natural peregrine falcon nests (eyries)
or nesting habitat along the proposed pipeline corridor, we did ask Atlantic to assess habitat
along the pipeline route for such features during already-planned aerial surveys.

No significant cliff habitat suitable for nesting peregrine falcons was documented from
the pipeline corridor during aerial investigations. As such, we do not anticipate this project to
result in significant adverse impacts upon peregrine falcons or resources that support them,
assuming no significant deviations from the Rev 11a corridor. If new natural habitats are
proposed for impacts associated with pipeline construction or operation, we may recommend that
such areas be assessed for suitable peregrine falcon nesting habitat. If significant bridge or near-
bridge disturbance in eastern Virginia becomes part of the project, we recommend additional
coordination with us regarding protection of nesting peregrine falcons on such structures.

Based on known [ of federally Endangered red-cockaded woodpeckers in
southeastern Virginia and North Carolina, habitat assessments and subsequent cavity searches
were performed along the proposed pipeline corridor within areas of known habitat, per USFWS
guidelines. One suitable cavity was detected in North Carolina, but it was determined not to be
active. No red-cockaded woodpeckers or suitable cavities were documented from Virginia.
Based on this information, we do not anticipate the construction and operation of the ACP to
result in adverse impacts upon red-cockaded woodpeckers. We recommend continued
coordination with the USFWS regarding potential impacts upon this species.

Bald and Gol es:

Bald and golden eagles are known from Virginia. Atlantic and its environmental
consultants performed, at the request of the USFWS, aerial surveys for bald cagles and golden
eagles along the proposed pipeline corridor. Both species of eagle were documented in multiple
locaticns along the corridor. Atlantic is able to avoid impacts upon documented bald eagle nests
in all locations except at two sites; one in the City of Chesapeake, and one in Nottoway County.
It is our understanding that Atlantic will, if they have not already, apply for eagle take permits
with the USFWS and in compliance with Virginia's bald eagle management guidelines. We
support continued coordination with the USFWS regarding potential take of bald eagles,

We understand that Atlantic and its environmental consultants have been working with
Dr. Katzner and other golden eagle experts in the region, We recommend continued
coordination with Dr. Katzner and with VDGIF’s eagle expert, Jeff Cooper, regarding the best
ways to avoid and minimize impacts upon golden eagles, their wintering habitats, and migratory
pathways from disturbance during construction and operation of the ACP,

We note that, in multiple documents, bald eagles are described as being listed in Virginia
or protected by Virginia’s Endangered Species Act. In truth, bald eagles were delisted in
Virginia a number of years ago and only retain protection in Virginia under general wildlife laws
and regulations. However, we recommend continued coordination with the USFWS regarding
potential impacts upon bald and golden eagles, protected by the federal Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act, as well as continued adherence to Virginia’s bald eagle management guidelines.
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SA8-218 | Timber Ratilesnakes:

(cont’d) Timber rattlesnakes have been documented from the project area. We understand that

areas of suitable denning habitat along the pipeline in GWNF in Highland, Bath and Augusta
counties were evaluated and that no rattlesnakes, or evidence of them, were found. During
earlier correspondence with Atlantic and its environmental consultants, we had recommended
that: “construction workers be educated about this snake, how to avoid encounters with it and
how to address accidental encounters when they occur. These snakes should not
purposefully be harmed during any encounters. We recommend coordination with John (JD)
Kleopfer, VDGIF Herpetologist, at 804-829-6703 or John.Kleopfer@dgif.virginia.gov
regarding such education.” We continue to support contractor education and coordination
with JD regarding protection of timber rattlesnakes.

Other Significant Species and Resources:
Canebrake Rattlesnakes:

State Endangered canebrake rattlesnakes have been documented from the cities of
Suffolk, Chesapeake, and Virginia Beach, in addition to areas north of the James River. To best
protect this species, we continue to recommend that the pipeline be routed to avoid impacts upon
suitable canebrake rattlesnake habitats in this region. We also recommend that long-term
vegetation management along the corridor in areas known to support canebrake rattlesnakes be
consistent with conservation measures for the species. Atlantic’s environmental consuitants have
been provided a copy of our currently approved conservation plan for canebrake rattlesnakes
along with the guidance DGIF’s Environmental Services Section staff use when evaluating
potential impacts upon the species. Although the latter discusses “mitigation”, we do not mean
to imply the need for such at this time.

In addition, we recommend that construction workers engaging in pipeline construction,
operation, or maintenance be provided with education about this species including being trained
in the identification, basic natural history, and legal status of canebrake rattlesnakes. This could
be accomplished via an appropriate information sheet distributed to those working on the project
(enciosed). Information also can be found on our website at:

N w.dgif.virpinia. gov/wildlife/species/display.asp?id=030013. If a canebrake rattlesnake
is observed at any time during development or construction of this project, the applicant should
contact VDGIF Terrestrial Biologist/Herpetologist John (JD) Kleopfer (804-829-6580) or our
Headquarters office in Henrico (804-367-8999) so that we may safely capture and relocate the
animal (o a suitable site.

Scarlet Kingsnakes:
‘We recently documented Virginia's second and most northern population of scarlet

kingsnakes from Nelson County. We recommended consideration of impacts upon this
species and its habitat in Nelson County. In response to our request, Atlantic has agreed to
implement an educational program for construction crews to assist them in identifying the
species, teach them how to deal with an unintentional encounter, and inform them regarding
how to minimize disturbance within suitable habitats for the species. In addition, Atlantic
has agreed to notify VDGIF of any reported occurrences of the species. We appreciate
Atlantic’s efforts to conserve this species and its habitat.
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Anadromous Fish Use Areas:
We reiterate our earlier recommendations regarding identification and protection of

Anadromous Fish Resources. As presented in our June 1, 2016 letter, the following streams are
located within the project area and have been designated as confirmed or potential
Anadromous Fish Use Areas. Anadromous Fishes and the waters that support them are both
ecologically and economically significant resources in Virginia.

Confirmed:

o Elizabeth River
Fountains Creek
Meherrin River
Nottoway River
Blackwater River

® o 8 8

Potential:
o Nansemond River
e  Western Branch Elizabeth River
e James River
» Burnett's Mill Creek

To best protect these important fisheries, we recommend that all instream work in the
above-listed confirmed Anadromous Fish Use Areas or their tributaries, or within the above-
listed potential Anadromous Fish Use Arcas, adhere to a time of year restriction from
February 15 through June 30 of any year.

Trout Streams:

We reiterate our earlier recommendaticns regarding identification and protection of Trout
Streams in Virginia. We have updated the list of trout streams included in our recommendations,
based on review of the newest alignment, Rev 11a*:

The following streams are located within the project area and have been designated as
either “stockable” trout streams, indicating their inclusion within our trout stocking program,
or as "wild" trout streams that support naturally reproducing trout populations (species
indicated in parenthesis below). Trout, and the streams that support them, are both
ecologically and economically significant resources in Virginia.

Wild:

Townsend Draft (brook trout)*

Lick Draft (brook trouty*

Bear Hollow (brook trout)*

Erwin Draft (brook trout)*

East Fork Back Creek (brook trout)
North Fork Back Creek (brook trout)
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South Fork Back Creck (brook trout)
Jennings Branch (brook trout)

Mills Creek and its tributary (brook trout)
Orebank Creek (brook trout)

White Oak Draft (brook trout)

Bolar Run (brook trout}

Campbell Creek (brook trout)

Cub Creek (brook trout and brown trout)
Chestnut Lick Hollow (brook trout)
Clayton Mill Creek (brook trout)

Dry Run (braok trout)

Hodges Draft (brook trout)

Jerkemtight Branch (brook trout)

Jackson River (rainbow trout, possibly brook trout)
Laurel Run (brook trout)

Little Mill Creek (brook trout)

Little Stony Creek (brook trout)
Pheasanty Run (rainbow trout}

Ramsey’s Draft (brook trout)

Reuben’s Draft (brook trout)

South Fork Rockfish River (brook trout)
Stony Run (brook trout)

Spruce Creek (brook trout)

Still Run (brook trout)

Stony Creek (brook trout)

Little Valley Run (brook trout)

To best protect these valuable wild trout resources, we recommend that all instream
work within these waters and/or their tributaries adhere to a time of year restriction from
October 1 through March 31 of any year in waters known to support brook trout and/or
brown trout, and from March 15 through May 15 of any year in waters known to support
rainbow trout.

Stockable:

* Barterbrook Branch
Back Creek
North Fork Back Creek
Folly Mills Creek
Mills Creek
Tributary to Tom’s Branch
Tributary to Miils Creek
Mill Creek
South Fork Rockfish River

® 8 8 8 & & 8 @
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s Stony Creek
s Bolshers Run

To ensure avoidance of stocking and/or angling activities during project construction
and long-term operation, we recommend coordination with Paul Bugas, VDGIF Region IV
Aquatics Resources Manager, at 540-248-9360 or Paul. Bugas @dgif.virginia.gov.

Other Resources:

In earlier correspondence with Atlantic and their environmental consultants, we
offered a number of comments regarding other species and resources for which we are
responsible. We reguest additional follow-up on those listed below, about which we have
received no response:

* Back Creek and Jackson River: Although we have not designated these streams as
Threatened and Endangered Species Waters, our Malacologist, Brian Watson,
believes that James spinymussels may occupy these streams based on their adjacency
to occupied sub-watersheds (Bullpasture River / Cowpasture River). Therefore, we
recommend that mussel surveys and relocations be performed, in adherence to our
protocols (previously provided), at crossing sited proposed within these waters.
Further we recommend adherence to an instream work TOYR in these waters from
May 15 through July 31 of any year. We recommend coordination with the USFWS
regarding potential impacts upon this federally-endangered species.

+ Wildlife Action Plan Species of Greatest Conservation Need: In addition to the listed
species and wildlife resources mentioned above, a number of species included as Species
of Greatest Conservation Need are likely to occur, if snitable habitat exists, in and around
the project area. We recommend that the Virginia Wildlife Action Plan (available
through www.bewildvirginia.org) be reviewed to determine what threats are known to
these species, what constitutes suitable habitat for these species, and how to best protect
them and their habitats from harm. In particular, we have discussed with Atlantic and
their agents the need to consider impacts upon the following WAP tiered species: golden-
winged warblers, cerulean warblers, Bachman’s sparrows, and Henslow’s sparrows. In
addition to those species, we recommend consideration of saw-whet owls, black-billed
cuckoos, and Wayne's waiblers.

e Bradley Pond, Augusta County: Bradley Pond is a stocked trout pond that receives
significant use by anglers. It appears the pipeline route crosses the only entrance road
to this pond, We recommend avoidance or minimization of impacts upon public
access (o Bradley Pond, particularly during fishing season.

Crossing of James River Wildlife Management Area:

The ACP is proposed to cross the Department’s James River Wildlife Management
Area in Nelson County, a public resource that was purchased with federal grant funds from the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. If the project interferes even temporarily (e.g., during
construction) with uses of the land that were established as purposes of those grants, pipeline
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construction will jeopardize the Department’s future access to these grants. While we are
working closely with Atlantic to resclve this issue to our mutual satisfaction, please be aware
that this issue remains unresolved at this time, and we cannot support the project crossing of
our Wildlife Management Area until this issue is resolved.

Migratory Bird Plan:

‘We have reviewed the Migratory Bird Plan developed to satisfy requirements under
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and as requested by the USFWS. We appreciate efforts to
schedule tree removal and ground clearing to avoid impacts upon nesting migratory birds.
We continue to recommend adherence 0 a TOYR for these activities from March 15 through
August 31 of any year, In addition, we recommend minimization of forest fragmentation
across the Commonwealth. We call special attention below to avian species and resources
discussed in the Migratory Bird Plan that have not already been mentioned above:

* Colonial Waterbird Colonies: We document colonial waterbird colonies containing
great biue herons and great egrets from the project area; some confirmed and new
ones observed during aerial surveys performed along the project route. We
recommend that all colonial waterbird colonies located within the project area be
identified and mapped, and that the colony and a 500-foot, naturally vegetated buffer
around each colony be left undisturbed. Further, we recommend that any construction
activities within 0.25 miie of a colony adhere to a time of year restriction from
February | through July of any year. Please note that this time of year restriction is an
update from previous recommendations, based on recent information from Ruth
Boettcher, VDGIF Nongame Biologist.

® Golden-winged warblers (WAP SGCN Tier Ia) — We previously recommended
consideration of impacts upon this species along the pipeline route in Bath and Highland
counties. We have not seen any information specific to protection of this species or
habitats that support it. We did not recommend surveys for this species, but it appears
that surveys for this species were performed in West Virginia. We recommend that
habitat assessments, if not surveys, be performed along the pipeline route in Bath and
Highland counties and that such assessments be provided 1o us for further review, We
offer the following information again to assist with decision-makirg: Their breeding
season in Virginia is May 1-July 31. The best survey window is mid-May to mid-June
and a playback sequence is highly recommended to increase detectability. Breeding
habitat description: across their breeding range, goiden-wings are associated with a
number of open, early-successional habitats with herbaceous cover (grasses and forbs),
patchy shrub cover, and scattered trees. In Virginia these may include old fields, lightly-
grazed pastures, regenerating clearcuts or cut-overs, young forests, and shrubby wetlands.
A 2010 study in Highland and Bath counties demonstrated that the birds prefer sites
where >50% of woody cover is spatially clustered or clumped, This woody cover often
includes a low shrub layer such as blackberry. Contributing to the uniqueness of golden-
wing habitat in Virginia is that these shrubby open paiches are embedded within a
forested landscape, at elevations >1500 fi. Breeding habitat occurs within a largely
Forested landscape context.
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o Cerulean warblers (WAP SGCN Tier Ia) — We previously recommended consideration of
impacts upon this species along the pipeline route in Bath, Highland, Augusta, and
Nelson counties. We have not received any information from Atlantic regarding
protection of this species or habitats that support it. We request description of actions to
be taken to protect this species. We offfer the following information again to assist with
decision-making: Their breeding season in Virginia is May — July. The best survey
window is mid-May to end of June. Breeding habitat includes mature deciduous forests
of eastern North America (from http://amjv.org/documents/cerulean guide |-
pg_layout.pdf). Cerulean warblers require heavily forested landscapes for nesting and,
within Appalachian forests, they primarily occur on ridge tops and steep, upper slopes;
though they may also occur in forested riparian habitats. They are generally associated
with oak dominated stands that contain gaps in the forest canopy, that have large
diameter trees (>16 inches dbh), and that have well-developed understory and canopy
layers.

* Additional WAP SGCN avian species we recommend consideration of impacts upon
include: Northern Saw-whet Owl, Black-billed Cuckoo, and Black-throated Green
Warbler (Wayne's Warbler in vicinity of Great Dismal Swamp / Suffolk / Chesapeake).
‘We recommend coordination with us, as needed, regarding protection of these species
and their habitats.

» The following species are not known to breed in or along the proposed pipeline
corridor in Virginia, and are not likely 1o be incidentally encountered along the
corridor. Thus, we recommend removing them from consideration in the Migratory
Bird Plan for Virginia: American oystercaicher, black rail, black skimmer, gull-billed
tern, least tern, Hudsonian godwit, and marbled godwit.

Invasive Plant Species Management Plan:

Atlantic has developed an invasive plant species management plan for the pipeline
corridor that generally describes the equipment washing and decontamination, herbicide use, soil
segregation, and other measures to be implemented. The plan, however, focuses on plants
designated by USDA or the states” Departments of Agriculture as noxious weeds: it does not
significantly address the many other invasive plants recognized by regional (e.g., MAPAIS: the
Mid-Atlantic Panel on Aquatic Invasive Species, and MAIPC: the Mid-Atlantic Invasive Plant
Council) or state (Virginia Invasive Species Workgroup / Department of Conservation and
Recreation / Division of Natural Heritage) authorities. We urge Atlantic te review other
appropriate agency lists and resources to assemble a more complete list of invasive plant species
of concern that may occur in the ACP corridor, The invasive species plan also must address
animal invasive species such as zebra mussels, found near the pipeline corridor in West Virginia,
that potentially could be spread into Virginia on construction equipment, personal vehicles,
personal equipment, or in water used for construction or hydrostatic testing. Atlantic should
consult with the USGS Nonindigenous Aquatic Species resources, MAPAIS, MAIPC, the
Virginia Invasive Species Work Group Advisory Committee, VDGIF, and VDCR-DNH to
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construct the appropriate list of invasive species of concern in Virginia. Atlantic should
carefully review BMPs and standards established by the USFWS, BOR, NOAA Fisheries, and
ACOE (tc name just a few federal agencies with such gridelines), and adopt an appropriate set
of construction, maintenance, monitoring, and inspection/decontamination standards for the
entire pipeline project. When Atlantic adopts a specific set of standards for implementation
project-wide, whether by choosing an appropriate agency standard or standards of Atlantic’s
development, those standards and operational practices should be submitted for public review as
part of the NEPA/FERC project review process. We also note that USFS has stated to FERC
that Atlantic will be responsible for invasive species management on the pipeline corridor across
Forest Service properties for the life of the project; a standard that should also be considered for
JRWMA and all other public or recreational lands, if not for the entire project corridor. We
recognize that specific treatment measures may be determined in the field, or after future surveys
are conducted, but we must feel confident in the foundations of the ACP protocols and BMPs to
presume their acceptability.

Soil and Slope Stabilization:

‘While we recognize the applicant’s experience with pipeline construction and
attendant sediment and erosion controls, and we recognize that some site-specific
construction details are best resolved during post-NEPA permit review, we are nonetheless
concerned regarding potential for serious events including slope failures, instream
sedimentation, washout of fill materials, and compromise or contamination of sensitive
biological or hydrogeological features such as trout streams, Endangered or Threatened
Species Waters, major stream crossings, publically-owned conservation lands, or sensitive
karst resources. Construction accidents, unanticipated geological conditions, or severe
weather can, and have, precipitated catastrophic impacts upon sensitive fish and wildlife
resources in the past: it is the applicant’s responsibility to ensure that they not only are
prepared to minimize adverse environmental impacts under anticipated construction
conditions, but that they have seriously censidered and prepared for “unanticipated” severe
weather or other project conditions that may be encountered. These contingency plans
should be submitted for public review as part of the NEPA/FERC project review process,

We understand the necessity to quickly and effectively revegetate the pipeline
corridor post-ground disturbance. In consideration of that and our comments above, we
recommend use of native plant species, preferably those that are beneficial to pollinators.
We understand such species are being considered for areas south and east of the James River
and with slopes of less than 15%. We recommend consideration of using such plant species
for revegetation of the corridor wherever appropriate, not only along the corridor south and
east of the James River.

General Recommendations:

This project is locaied within 2 miles of a documented occurrence of a state or federal
threatened or endangered plant or insect species and/or other Natural Heritage coordination
species. Therefore, we recommend coordination with VDCR-DNH regarding protection of these
resources. Further, we recommend coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to
ensure protection of federally-listed species known from the project area.
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We recommend conducting any in-stream activities, whether resulting in permanent or
temporary impacts, during low or no-flow conditions, using non-erodible cofferdams or turbidity
curtains to isolate the construction area, blocking no more than 50% of the streamflow at any
given time, stockpiling excavated material in a manner that prevents reentry into the stream,
restoring original streambed and streambank contours, revegetating barren areas with native
vegetation, and implementing strict erosion and sediment control measures. To minimize harm
to the aquatic environment and its residents resulting from use of the Tremie method to install
concrete, installation of grout bags, and traditional pouring of concrete, we recommend that such
activities occur only in the dry, allowing all concrete to harden and cure prior to contact with
open water, Due to future maintenance costs associated with culverts, and the loss of riparian and
aquatic habitats, we prefer that stream crossings be constructed via clear-span bridges. However,
if this is not possible, we recommend countersinking any culverts below the streambed at least 6
inches, or the use of bottomless culverts, to allow passage of aquatic organisms. We also
recommend the installation of floodplain culverts to carry bankfull discharges.

In many instances, we support use of directional drill, aerial crossing, or other methods
that avoid impacts upon streams, wetlands, and other unique natural resources. We understand,
however, that such methods are not practicable in every situation. Due to recent examples of
frac-outs leading to bentonite mud spills resulting from the directional drill method, we
recommend that geotechnical analysis of all proposed sites for directional drills be performed
and closely reviewed to ensure that the sites are suited for such a crossing method. Depending
on the sensitivity of any given stream, we may prefer trenched crossings that adhere to our
instream work recommendations or any recommendations made for the protection of listed
species and/or designated wildlife resources. If a directional drill is the chosen method, we
recommend that a contingency/clean-up plan be developed to address {rac-outs and/or spills that
may occur.

We also recommend that the applicant: avoid and minimize impacts to undisturbed forest,
wetlands, and streams to the fullest extent practicable; maintain naturally vegetated buffers of at
least 100 feet in width around wetlands and on both sides of perennial and intermittent streams,
where practicable; and, implement and maintain appropriale erosion and sediment controls
throughout project construction and site restoration. We emphasize that maintaining effective
erosion and sediment control during construction, and achieving soil stability after construction,
will be particularly difficult in areas along the route that have steep slopes and significant
topography. 'We are happy to work with the applicant to develop project-specific measures as
necessary to minimize project impacts upon the Commonwealth’s wildlife resources.

Tt is clear, simply based on the project scope, that significant linear footage of forested
habitat will be lost to early successional habitat. Although conversion from forested habitat
to early successional habitat is not always harmful to wildlife, it does require perpetual
maintenance and is likely to result in significant forest fragmentation across the
Commonwealth. Forest fragmentation results in loss of interior forested habitat, allows
invasive species to colonize, and introduces new predator/prey relationships along the
corridor and within adjacent habitats. We urge the applicant to consider these long-term
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impacts and to minimize them to the greatest extent possible by collocating the pipeline
within already-disturbed utility corridors and early successional habitats. VDGIF is
represented on the inter-organizational Virginia Forest Conservation Partnership (VFCP), a
group of specialists collaborating on review of large vtility projects to ensure consideration of
significant forest losses across the landscape. We support recommendations made by the
VFCP regarding ways to avoid, minimize, and mitigate for forest loss across the
Commonwealth,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on this proposed natural gas pipeline.
We look forward to receiving updated project maps, project documents, and permit applicutions
as they become available. Upon receipt of such information, we will provide additional
comments and recommendations as appropriate. Please contact me or Amy Ewing at 804-367-
0509 if you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

Raymond T. Fernald, Manager
Environmental Programs

RTF/AME
CC:  Angela Navarro, Deputy Secretary of Natural Resources
Kimberly Bose, Secretary, FERC
David Whitehurst, VDGIF
Greg Evans, VDOF
S. Rend Hypes, VDCR-DNH
Nikki Rovner, The Nature Conservancy
Sara Throndson, Natural Resources Group
Kristen Lentz, Merjent
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FRESHWATER MUSSEL GUIDELINES FOR

VIRGINIA
Virginia Field Office Virginia Dept. of Game and Inland Fisheries
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 4010 West Broad Street
6669 Short Lane P.O. Box 11104
Gloucester, VA 23061 Richmond, VA 23230
804-693-6694 804-367-1000

Last Updated: 6-22-15

DRAFT

LIST OF EN

1 - Federal and State-Listed Species in Virginia

2 - Mussel Survey and Relocation Guidelines in Virginia

3 - Surveyor List for Atlantic Slope Mussels in Virginia

4 - Surveyor List for Upper Tennessee River Basin Mussels in Virginia
5 - Time of Year Restrictions (See Freshwater Mollusks)

6 - Map of Federally-Designated Critical Habitat for Mussels in Virginia

INTRODUCTION

These guidelines are for project applicants and consultants planning certain activities that will
impact rivers, streams, creeks, or other waterways in Virginia. The guidelines provide
recommendations for conducting freshwater mussel surveys and relocations for small
construction projects of short duration involving non-point pollution sources and affecting no
more than 100 linear feet of waterway. Larger projects that impact waters containing State or
federally listed mussels may require additional coordination or permits from the Virginia
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) and/or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS). Coordination with these agencies should always be initiated to ensure compliance with
Federal and State laws.

FWS is responsible for the conservation and management of federally listed freshwater mussel
species. VDGIF is responsible for the conservation and management of a/l freshwater mussel
species throughout Virginia. Ifit is known that federally listed species or critical habitat
(Enclosure 6) are not present within a two-mile radius of a given site, coordination with VDGIF,
but not FWS, is still necessary.

ENERAL ¢ HIST
Freshwater mussels are often prominent in benthic stream communities where, for the most part,

they are sedentary filter-feeders consuming a major portion of the suspended particulate matter.
Therefore, mussel beds act as biological filters by removing inorganic and organic material from
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the water column while improving water quality downstream. Individuals are typicaily long-
lived, with particular species living for more than 50 years, while some individuals may live for
more than 130 years. Because these mussels are long-lived, sedentary filter-feeders, they are
prominent indicators of water quality. Freshwater mussels also serve as an important dictary
component to a variety of animals, including muskrats, otters, raccoons, and some fishes.

During spawning, male mussels release sperm into the water column that females take in through
their gills. The resulting larvae (known as glochidia) may be released by the female into the
water column or packaged to attract fish. These larvae must attach to a fish host to survive.
While attached to the gills of the fish host, development of the glochidia begins. Once
metamorphosis is complete, the juvenile mussel drops off the fish host and continues to develop
on the stream bottom.

Freshwater mussels are generally divided into two reproductive categories known as short-term
(tachytictic) or long-term brooders (bradytictic). Short-term brooders usually spawn and release
glochidia during May through July in Virginia. Long-term brooders usually spawn from August
through September and release glochidia the following April through June.

SURVEYS AND RELOCATIONS

Enclosure 1 is a list of federally endangered, threatened, and candidate mussels and State
endangered and threatened mussels. If a project occurs in an area that may contain suitable
habitat for one of these species, FWS and/or VDGIF may recommend a survey, To determine
which waterways may contain suitable habitat for State or federally-listed species, contact
VDGIF for guidance (804-367-2211 or 2733). Applicants should contact FWS and VDGIF carly
in the planning process to determine whether federally or State-listed species or critical habitat
may be impacted by the project. The effects of a project may include direct impacts from
construction activities as well as downstream impacts from sedimentation and effluent
discharges. If mussels were found during any previous survey/s, however old, coordination with
VDGIF and FWS (where applicable) will be required. Surveys where mussels are not found
{negative surveys) are typically valid for two years, after which another survey should be
performed. Guidelines for freshwater mussel surveys and relocations are found in Enclosure 2.
Surveyor lists are included in Enclosures 3 and 4. If listed mussels are found in or downstream
of a project area, VDGIF and/or FWS are likely to recommend time of year or other restrictions
to reduce impact to the mussels. Time of year restrictions are listed in Enclosure 5. IFFWS
determines that the project “may affect™ a federally listed species or critical habitat, consultation
with FWS will be required.

LAWS AND y TECTING MUSSEL

Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) (87 Stat. 884; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.; 50 CFR Part 17)
Section 7(a)(2) requires Federal agencies to ensure that any action they authorize, fund, or carry
out is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any federally listed threatened or
endangered species, or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat. The
regulations implementing this Act (50 CFR 402) require the Federal agency to review its actions
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at the earliest possible time to determine whether its actions may affect listed species or critical
habitat. If a Federal agency determines that its action “may affect” a listed threatened or
endangered species or critical habitat, the agency is requited to consult with FWS regarding the
degree of impact and measures available to avoid or minimize the adverse cffects.

Section 9 of the ESA makes it illegal for any person subject to the jurisdiction of the United
States to “take” any federally listed endangered or threatened species of fish or wildlife without a
special exemption. “Person” is defined under the ESA to include individuals, corporations,
partnerships, trusts, associations, or any other private entity; local, State, and Federal agencies; or
any other entity subject to the jurisdiction of the United States. Under the ESA, “take™ means to
harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, collect, or to attempt to engage in
any such conduct. Harm is further defined to include significant habitat modification or
degradation that results in death or injury to listed species by significantly impairing essential
behavior patterns such as breeding, feeding, or sheltering. Harass is defined as actions that create
the likelihood of injury to listed species to such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal
behavior patterns which include, but are not limited to, breeding, feeding, or sheltering,

Section 10 establishes an incidental take permit provision for private entities that includes the
development of habitat conservation plans. This provision authorizes FWS, under some
circumstances, to permit the taking of federally listed fish and wildlife if such taking s
"incidental to, and not the purpose of carrying out otherwise lawfiul activities." This process is
also intended to be used to reduce conflicts between listed species and private development and
to provide a framework that would encourage "creative partnerships” between the private sector
and local, state, and Federal agencies in the interest of endangered and threatened species and
habitat conservation. When approved by FWS, this regulatory procedure results in the issuance
of a permit authorizing incidental take, provided such take is mitigated by appropriate
conservation measures for habitat maintenance, enhancement, and protection, coincident with
development.

Virginia Endangered Species Act (29.1-563 - 29.1-570) - This law provides that VDGIF is the
state regulatory authority over federally or state listed endangered or threatened fish and wildlife
in the Commonwealth, defining fish or wildlife as “. . . any member of the animal kingdom,
vertebrate or invertebrate, except for the class Insecta, and includes any part, products, egg, or
the dead body or parls thereof.” It prohibits the taking, transportation, processing, sale, or offer
for sale within the Commonwealth of any fish or wildlife listed as a federally endangered or
threatened species, except as permitted by the Board of Game and Inland Fisheries for
zoological, educational, scientific, or captive propagation for preservation purposes. State-listed
species are provided the same protection per VDGIF Regulation 4 VAC 15-20-130.

The law further authorizes the Board of the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries to
adopt the Federal list of endangered and threatened species, to declare by regulation that species
not listed by the Federal government are endangered or threatened in Virginia, and to prohibit by
regulation the taking, transportation, processing, sale, or offer for sale of those species.
Implementing regulations pursuant to this authority (4 VAC 15-20-130 through 140) further
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define “take” and other terms similarly to the Federal ESA.

Federal Endangered Species Act Cooperative Agreement - Federally listed species are also
protected under VDGIF jurisdiction via a cooperative agreement signed in 1976 with FWS
pursuant to Section 6 of the ESA. This Cooperative Agreement recognizes VDGIF as the
Virginia agency with regulatory and management authority in Virginia over federaily listed or
threatened animals, excluding insects, and provides for Federal/State cooperation regarding the
protection and management of those species.
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Enclosure 1: Federal and State Listed Mussel Species in Virginia

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: Environmental Conservation Online System (ECOS)
(http://ecos.fws.goviecp)

Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries: Special Legal Status Faunal Species in
Virginia
(https://www.dgif. virginia. gov/wp-content/uploads/virginia-threatened-endangered-species.pdf )

Enclosure 2: Mussel Survey and Relocation Guidelines in Virginia
There are four general assessment/survey types including:

A. Land-based review - land-based site visit used to determine whether a water-based
survey (site assessment, abbreviated, or full survey) is warranted. During a land-based
review, the surveyor should look for obvious signs that would negate the need for
additional, water-based surveys. For example, if it can be determined that the water body
is non-perennial and/or contains no potential mussel habitat, it is unlikely that additional
surveys would be needed or recommended by VDGIF or FWS. If it is determined that
suitable habitat is present, the appropriate survey will be recommended. Photographs of
the project site clearly showing instream habitat conditions, as well as a thorough site
description, should be sent to VDGIF and FWS for review in lieu of the site assessment.
If it is determined that suitable habitat is present, the appropriate survey will be
recommended.

B. Site assessment - 20 m upstream / 80 m downstream. A site assessment is recommended
to determine if suitable habitat is present at a project location and may be recommended if
the presence of a listed species is questionable. If suitable habitat is present, the
appropriate survey will be recommended even in the absence of mussels, since the site
assessment does not serve as a substitute for a mussel survey; however, the presence of
freshwater mussels should be documented during the assessment.

C. Abbreviated survey - 100 m upstream / 400 m downstream of project footprint.
D. Full survey - 200 m upstream / 800 m downstream of project footprint.

The assessment/survey type is based on the scope of the project, potential impacts, and known
species distributions. Survey lengths are measured from the project footprint. Swurvey distances
have primarily been developed for projects where physical alteration/disturbance of the stream
is the primary impaci (e.g., bridge repair/replacement, utility line crossings, etc.). Potential
impacts from projects involving activities such as point and non-point source discharges, water
intakes, and mining may require greater survey lengths and different methods.

Project applicants should contract with a qualified mussel surveyor. Enclosures 3 and 4 provide
a list of pre-approved mussel surveyors. If a pre-approved surveyor is not selected, please
provide the proposed surveyor’s qualifications and proposed survey design to FWS and VDGIF a
minimum of 30 days prior to survey initiation. Individuals who take federally listed threatened
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and endangered animals must obtain a permit from VDGIF, prior to surveying. Take is defined
as to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect, or to attempt to
engage in any such conduct. Contact information follows:

Ms. Shirl Dressler

Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
4010 W. Broad Street

P.O.Box 11104

Richmond, Virginia 23230-1104

Phone: (804) 367-6913
CollectionPermits@dgif.virginia.gov

A plan for mussel relocations, including initial surveys, must be presented to VDGIF and FWS
(where applicable) for comment and approval prior to initiation of construction. Failure to
provide a mussel relocation and/or survey plan may affect review and permitting of the project by
VDGIF and FWS.

The recommended time of year to conduct mussel surveys and relocations is April 1 through
October 31. Surveying during the cooler months is discouraged because mussels tend to be
located deeper in the substrate and a greater percentage of the population is subsurface, therefore
making them more difficult to find, particularly rare species. A more specific time frame may be
recommended depending on the target species. A survey conducted outside this time frame
requires VDGIF and Service (where applicable) approval.

Guidelines if federallv-Jisted I

During the initial survey, mussel species within the direct project footprint or within imminent
danger from project impacts may be relocated to suitable habitat unless otherwise directed by
VDGIF. Suitable habitat typically includes an area upstream of project impacts and which also
harbors freshwater mussels. If such an area cannot be found, the surveyor should determine the
location of most suitable habitat. The direct project footprint shall be defined as the area of
potentially disturbed substrate, any zone of heavy equipment operation, plus the distance
downstream that may experience significant sedimentation from construction. If not determined
prior to the relocation, the surveyor is responsible for determining the most suitable relocation
arca, All relocated mussels must be at least partially placed in the substrate, anterior end down.
Project applicants may be required to monitor relocated mussels to determine relocation
success/failure.

Standard mussel relocation protocols are outlined below. These protocols may vary based on
factors such as the scope of the project and the results of the initial mussel survey. If the
relocation protocols vary, VDGIF will clearly outline the appropriate protocols with the project
applicant, It is the project applicant’s responsibility to ensure that the proper relocation protocols
are used and that the contracted mussel surveyor is aware of any modifications to the standard
protocols.

The reach from which mussels are to be relocated will be at least 100 m long including the
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project footprint. The standard protocol is as follows:

® The 1" relocation survey must occur within 30-45 days of instream construction
activities and at least 7 days prior to the 2™ relocation survey.

o The 2™ relocation survey must occur within 30 days of instream construction
activities and at least 7 days after the 1* relocation survey.

e All relocation surveys must include at a minimum, two passes. The target
relocation percentage of the initial number of mussels collected is 80%. If on the
2 pass, more than 20% of the initial number of mussels is collected, continued
passes must be conducted until no more than 20% of the initial number of mussels
is collected on the final pass. The target relocation percentage may be adjusted
higher or lower depending on the species and numbers collected during the initial
survey.

o [Ifa state-listed species is found, continued passes must be conducted until no
listed species are found on the final pass. If repeated passes result in continual
collection of state-listed species, modification of the survey techniques may be
required.

If relocation surveys are not possible due to natural conditions such as high water, contact
VDGIF to arrange contingency plans.

The location of all relocated mussels must be accurately documented (preferably with geographic
coordinates) and reported to VDGIF. All state-listed mussel species must be tagged and
measured for potential future monitoring.

Project applicants may be required to adhere to time of year restrictions for mussel relocations as
directed by VDGIF. If this is the case, for the long-term brooders, relocations can occur from
June 16 though August 14 and October 1 through October 31. For short-term brooders,
relocations can occur from April 1 through May 14 and August 1 through October 31.

All mussel survey and relocation results, including tag and measurement data, must be submitted
to VDGIF for review, prior to instream construction activities, Reviews will be expedited due to
the potential short timeframe between surveys and/or relocations and the start of instream work.
Reports must contain, at a minimum, number of species found, number of individuals per species
and their sizes, and number of individuals tagged.

Guidelines if federally-listed | speci .

Federally-listed mussels must not be relocated during the initial survey. If federally-listed
mussels are found, they must remain exactly where found and all specimens should be photo
documented, if possible. Coordination with FWS and VDGIF must occur to determine future
actions.

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments



[ARAVA

STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS

SAS8 - Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (cont’d)

20170406-548% FERC PDF (Unofficial) 4/6/2017 3:02:35 BM

If it is determined that a project may affect a federally-listed species, FWS will complete a
consultation with the Federal action agency and prepare a biological opinion in accordance with
the Federal Endangered Species Act. The relocation procedures for federally listed mussels will
be specified in FWS’s biological opinion and will be determined on a project-specific basis.

If relocation surveys are not possible due to conditions such as high water, contact FWS and
VDGIF to arrange contingency plans. All listed mussels must be moved to suitable habitat
upstream of any potential project impacts. Mussels may be relocated downstream if habitat
upstream is determined unsuitable by VDGIF and FWS. If not determined prior to the
relocation, the surveyor is responsible for determining the most suitable relocation area. All
relocated mussels must be at least partially placed in the substrate, anterior end down. Project
applicants may be required to monitor relocated mussels to determine relocation success/failure.

The location of all relocated federally-listed mussels must be accurately documented (preferably
with geographic coordinates) and reported to FWS and VDGIF. All federally-listed mussel
species also must be tagged and measured for potential future monitoring,

All mussel survey and relocation results must be submitted to FWS and VDGIF for review, prior
to instream construction activities. Reviews will be expedited due to the potential short
timeframe between surveys and/or relocations and the start of instream work. Reports must
contain, at a minimum; number of species found, number of individuals per species and their
sizes, number of individuals tagged, etc.

Project applicants may be required to adhere to time of year restrictions {Enclosure 5) for mussel
relocations as recommended by FWS and VDGIF. Time of year restrictions will be specified in a
letter or in FWS’s biological opinion.
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Enclosure 3: Surveyor List for Atlantic Slope Mussels in Virginia

Approved Surveyors in Virginia for Atlantic Slope Freshwater Mussels
(http://www . fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/pdffendspecies/Surveyor Lists/PDF%20Format/SU
RVEYOR%20LIST%20-%20Atlantic%20Slope%20Mussels.pdf)

Enclosure 4: Surveyor List for Upper Tennessee River Basin Mussels in Virginia

Approved Surveyors in Virginia for Tennessee River Drainage Freshwater Mussels

(http://www.fws. gov/northeast/virginiafield/pdf/endspecies/Surveyor Lists/PDF%20Format/SU
RVEYOR%20LIST%20-%20TN%20Drainage%20Mussels.pdf

Enclosure 5: Time of Year Restrictions

Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries Time of Year Restrictions (TOYR) Table
-content/uploads/VDGIF-Time-of-Year-Restrictions-

Table.pdf)

Enclosure 6 - Federally-Designated Critical Habitat for Mussels in Virginia

Map of Federally De51g,nated Critical Habltat in Virginia
hi s s/Vi ?appid=foe84e675bal461b8aebalSladeald
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Wellman, Julia (DEQ)

From: Kirchen, Roger (DHR)

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 1:45 PM

To: Wellman, Julia (DEQ)

Subject: RE: NEW PROJECT FERC Atlantic Coast Pipeline DEQ 16-248F

It is DHR's intention to consult directly with FERC pursuant to Section 106 of the Nazional Historic Presarvation Act.

Roger W. Kirchen, Director
Review and Compliance Division
Department of Historic Resources
2801 Kensington Avenue
Richmond, VA 23221

phone. 804-482-6091

fax: 804-367-2391
roger.kirchen@dhr.virginia.gov

From: Wellman, Julia (DEQ)

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 11:55 AM

To: Kirchen, Roger (DHR); Jordan, Elizabeth (VDOT); Sterling, Bruce (VDEM); Flaherty, W. Steven (VSP); Mitchell,
Jennifer (DRPT); hcboard@htcenet.org; harrison@bathcountyva.org; coadmin@co.augusta.va.us;
scarter@nelsoncounty.org; Carter, Rebecca S.; vgiles@cumberlandcounty.virginia.gov; Bartiett, W. W. (Wade); Roark,
Ron; burkevillel@embargmail.com; philipy@townofblackstoneva.com; Massengill, kevin k w; bthrower@ci.emporia.va.us;
citymanager@ci.waynesboro.va.us; Woolridge, Charlette T.; cmorris@farmvilleva.com;
dwhittington@greensvillecountyva.gov; Johnson, Michael W.; thowlett@cityofchesapeake.net; Ireed@suffolkva.us;
rpace@franklinva.com; Riedesel, Bonnie S.; cboyles@tjpdc.org; MHickman@virginiasheartland.org;
bmefarlane@hrpdeva.gov; jmebride@hrpdeva.gov; gmoody@southsidepdc.org; Ware, Tim; Deem, Angel N. (VDOT)
Cec: Sullivan, Bettina (DEQ)

Subject: RE: NEW PROJECT FERC Atlantic Coast Pipeline DEQ 16-248F

Please note that comments on the above-referenced project were due on February 23. If you plan to
comment, please email the comments to me by close of business today.

From: Wellman, Julia (DEQ)
Sent: Tuesday, January 03, 2017 3:57 PM
To: dgif-ESS Projects (DGIF); Tignor, Keith (VDACS); Rhur, Robbie (DCR); odwreview (VDH); Kirchen, Roger (DHR);
Spears, David (DMME); Evans, Gregory (DOF); Watkinson, Tony (MRC); Owen, Randy (MRC); Cromwell, James R.
(VDOT); Jordan, Elizabeth (VDOT); Denny, S. Scott (DOAV); Harrington, Rusty N. (DOAV); impactreview@vofonline.org;
Sterling, Bruce (VDEM); Flaherty, W. Steven (VSP); Mitchell, Jennifer (DRPT); Fowler, Keith (DEQ); Winter, Kyle (DEQ);
Weyland, Janet (DEQ); Weld, Robert (DEQY); Hill, Jason (DEQ); Jones, Emma (DEQ); Ballou, Thomas (DEQ); Breeding,
Robert (DEQ); Cario, Anthony (DEQ); Cunningham, Frederick (DEQ); Dacey, Katy {DEQ); Davis, Dave (DEQ}; Hardwick,
Steven (DEQ); Isenberg, William (DEQ); Kleiner, Joseph (DEQ}; Kudlas, Scott (DEQ); Lackey, Kari (DEQ); Leach,
Benjamin (DEQ); Maynard, Joel (DEQ); Mckercher, Elizabeth (DEQ); Mueller, Sandra (DEQ); OMalley, Nina (DEQ); Quinn,
Meghann (DEQ); Schul, Hannah (DEQ); Thompson, Tamera (DEQ); White, Bradley (DEQ); Zegler, Hannah (DEQ);
Zahradka, Neil (DEQ); 'hcboard@htcnet.org’; harrison@bathcountyva.org'; 'coadmin@co.augusta.va.us';
'scarter@nelsoncounty.org’; ‘bcarter@buckinghamcounty.virginia.gov'; ‘vgiles@cumberlandcounty.virginia.gov'; Bartlett,
W. W, (Wade); Roark, Ron; 'burkevillel@earthlink.net'; ‘philipv@townofblackstoneva.com'; Massengill, kevin k w;
'bthrower@ci.emporia.va.us'; 'citymanager@ci.waynesboro.va.us'; Owen, Stephen F.; Woolridge, Charlette T.;
‘cmorris@farmvilleva.com’; "dwhittington@greensvillecountyva.gov'; Johnson, Michael W.;
‘thowlett@cityofchesapeake.net’; lreed@suffolkva.us'; 'rpace@franklinva.com’; "bonnie@cspdc.org'; 'choyles@tjpde.org’;
'MHickman@virginiasheartland.org'; 'bmcfarlane@hrpdeva.gov'; 'jmcbride@hrpdeva.gov'; 'gmoody@southsidepde.org';
Ware, Tim

1

SA8-219

Comment noted.
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

Department of Mines, Minerals and Energy
Division of Geology and Mineral Resources
Fontaine Research Park
900 Natural Resources Drive, Suite 500
Charlottesville, Virginia 22903
(434) 951-6341
www.dmme. virginia.gov

February 22, 2017

Julia Wellman

Environmental Impact Review Coordinator
Department of Environmental Quality

629 E Main Street

Richmond, VA 23219

Dear Julia,
The Department of Mines, Minerals and Energy DMME) has reviewed the Draft Environmental

Impact Statement for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and has the following comments:

Bedrock and Surficial Geology

The applicant recognizes that karst, landslides, seismicity, and acid forming soil are potential
geologic hazards in the project area. The portions of the route and the geologic formations that are
identified in the report as being at a higher risk for these hazards appear to coincide with available
geologic data reviewed by DMME. Our staff agrees that these are the most important geologic
conditions associated with this project and believes that having hazard-specific plans in place as
proposed will help mitigate impacts related to these conditions.

SA8-220

The applicant has relied on the state geologic map at 1:500,000-scale to a large extent for the
geological analysis of this project, and larger scale maps are not discussed in the geology section
of the report. There is a considerable amount of 1:24,000-scale geologic mapping available along
the proposed route in Virginia, including: Deerfield, Craigsville, Elliott Knob, Stokesville,
Churchville, Greenville, Stuarts Draft, Waynesboro West, Sherando, Howardsville (draft),
Andersonville, Willis Mountain, Farmville (draft), Windsor, Chuckatuck, Bowers Hill, and
Norfolk South 7.5-minute quadrangles. Most of these maps show bedrock geology and surficial
geology to lesser or greater extent, and would be helpful in understanding local geologic
conditions and minimizing impacts during the project. The published 1:100,000-scale map of the
Staunton 30- x 60-minute quadrangle would also be helpful in assessing karst and acid-forming
soil potential in the western part of the Virginia project area where more detailed mapping is not
available. In addition, the U.S. Geological Survey (Carter and others, 2016) has a geologic map
database available for the Blue Ridge Parkway that may be useful for that portion of the project.

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
TDD (800) 828-1120 - Virginia Relay Center

SA8-220

Comment noted.
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The geologic description of the area near Wintergreen (157.8 to 158.7) where sub-surface drilling
is proposed agrees with published mapping. There are two mapped faults that cross in this area,
including a fault that separates basement and cover rocks. Both structures are inferred to be
Paleczoic in age, but could result in more complicated sub-surface conditions in the area to be
drilled.

Mineral Resources

The applicant correctly identifies two active non-fuel mineral resource facilities in the project area vet
states that no active mineral resource facilities are crossed by the ACP. DMME’s records show two
sand and gravel sites in Southampton County within a quarter mile of the ACP:

a) Milepost 31.8: Hunter Darden III Pit (DMME Permit #13792AA)

b) Milepost 12.2: Rogers Quarter Pit (DMME Permit # 13772AA), which has permitted acreage in VA
but influenced area is in NC.

The applicant does not identify twenty abandoned non-fuel mineral resource sites within a quarter mile
of the proposed route of the ACP, including: 7 carbonate (limestone or dolostone) sites, 3 manganese
prospects, 4 clay sample sites, 5 sand and gravel pits, and 1 sandstone prospect.

The proposal fails to identify abandoned mine sites near the proposed ACP route and unmined but
documented prospects within the ACP route in the significant Andersonville Mining District (high-grade
zones of base metal sulfides) in Buckingham County, VA. ).

The applicant does not identify one abandoned fuel mineral resource within a quarter mile of the
preposed route of the ACP, a coal mine adit near Farmville, VA,

Mine Subsidence

The applicant’s proposal includes a thorough discussion of mine subsidence with an appropriate focus
on subsurface coal mines. The potential for subsidence of other mineral resource sites within Virginia is
not identified. The two areas of possible impact being the aforementioned coal adit near Farmville and
abandoned pits and shafts in the Andersonville Mining District between mileposts 200-210.

Acid Producing Rock and Soils

The applicant correctly identifies several rock units in Virginia as formations that have the potential to
generate acid drainage during construction and demonstrates a good understanding of the impact of acid-
producing materiais in pipeline construction. However, the applicant does not identify the significant
potential for encountering acid-producing minerals such as pyrite in the Andersenville Mining District
in Buckingham County, through which the proposed route directly passes.

Seismic Related Hazards

The applicant recognizes that portion of the project area is in an area of increased earthquake
frequency that corresponds with the southwestern part of the Central Virginia Seismic Zone. A
review of our database indicates that approximately 25 historic earthquake epicenters have been
recorded within 10 km or the proposed centerline. The highest estimated magnitude of these
events {s 4.3 and the highest reported intensity was VI

SA8-221

SA8-222

SA8-223

SA8-224
SA8-225

The referenced mines have been incorporated into our analysis in section
41.3.

Section 4.1.3 has been revised to include abandoned mines within 0.25 mile
of the project.

Section 4.1.4.5 has been revised to include potential areas of mine subsidence
in Virginia.
Comment noted.

Section 4.1.4.1 has been revised to recognize the maximum intensity of the
2011 Mineral earthquake.
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SA8-225 | The applicant states that the 2011 Mineral, Virginia earthquake had a maximum intensity of VII,
(cont’d) but some workers (including DMME staff; see Heller and Carter, 2015) have assigned a maximum
intensity of VIII to this event.

SA8-226 | Karst Terrain, Landslides, Slope Stability, and Steep Slopes
The applicant’s identification of karst hazards and proposed mitigation measures as described in
the Karst Mitigation Plan appear adequate.

Debris flows are mentioned in the landslide section of the report as a potential hazard, but it was
not clear in the draft EIS if potential debris flow runout zones, which may be in areas where the
slope is not steep, are being considered as potential landslide hazards. DMME reviewed a
referenced report (Geosyntec, 2016) completed for this project and it does appear that debris-flow
potential was considered as a factor in assessing “hydrotechnical” hazards. This assessment was
ongoing at the time that the report was written. Coarse, unconsolidated colluvium consisting of
large blocks of loose material may pose an additional challenge in areas of steep slopes.

SA8-227 | Pal tological R ces

The applicant identifies the possibility of encountering Paleozoic and Mesozoic fossils but
provides no discussion of the possibility of discovering Tertiary or Quaternary vertebrate and
plant fossils in vnconsolidated (non-bedrock) deposits west of the Blue Ridge in Virginia. Such
sites exist in the Valiey and Ridge province at Saltville, Virginia and the Gray Site in Tennessee,
and have the potential for being discovered during the course of land excavation. The final EIS
should contain a Plan for Discovery of Unanticipated Paleontological Resources that would
consider the potential for encountering such fossils and include steps for their preservation,

Please let me know if you need additional information from DMME.

Sincerely,

A B

David B. Spears
State Geologist and Director
Division of Geology and Mineral Resources

SA8-226
SA8-227

Comment noted.

Section 4.1.5 has been revised to include a recommendation that Atlantic and
DETI file a Plan for Discovery of Unanticipated Paleontological Resources.
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINLIA

Department of Aviation
3702 Guifstream Road
Richmond, Virginia 23250-2422

Randall P. Burdene
Executive Director

January 16, 2017
Ms. Julia Wellman
Environmental Impact Review Coordinator
Department of Environmental Quality
629 E. Main Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
RE: FERC Atlantic Coast Pipeline, DEQ 16-248F

Dear Ms, Wellman:

SA8-228
The preject sponsor should note that a 7460 form must be submitted to the Federal Aviation

potential impacts to the airport and determine if the proposed project constitutes a hazard tc air
navigation.

private alrfleld land owner that may be impacted by the proposed project route.

i you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me at (804) 236-3638,

Sincerely,
7
'S, Scott Denny ,\’"‘

Senior Aviation Plaprder ./
Virginia Departmeu%l"ﬁ Aviation

100 DOAVAS 20170112 DEQ Project # 16-248F Atlantic Coast Figy

V/TDD = (B04) 236-3624
FAX = (804) 236-3635

IS0 9001:2008 Cenified

1S-BAQ Registered

The Virginia Department of Aviation has reviewed the Draft EIS received in your January 3, 2017 e-mall.

Administration for any partion of the proposed project that is proposed to be constructed within 20,000
linear feet of a public-use or military airport. The 7460 form is submitted in order to determine the

Additionally the Department recommends the project spensor coordinate the proposed project with any

SA8-228

See the responses to comments SA6-1, SA8-50, and SA8-81.
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Wellman, Julia (DEQ)

From: Denny, S. Scott (DOAYV)

Sent: Friday, February 03, 2017 8:58 AM

To: Wellman, Julia (DEQ)

Subject: RE: DEQ 16-248F: Atlantic Coast Pipeline New Supplemental Information
Julia:

SA8-228 |The Department has reviewed the supplemental information provided. Staff has no changes to our original

comments. Please let us know if any additional revisions or supplemental information becomes available. Thank you.

S. Scott Denny
Senior Aviation Pianner
Virginia Department of Aviation

From: Wellman, Julia (DEQ)

Sent: Wednesday, February 01, 2017 3:20 PM

To: dgif-ESS Projects (DGIF); Tignor, Keith (VDACS); Rhur, Robbie (DCR); adwreview (VDH); Kirchen, Roger (DHR);
Spears, David (DMME); Evans, Gregory {DOF); Watkinson, Teny (MRC); Owen, Randy (MRC); Cromwell, James R.
(VDQT); Jordan, Elizabeth (VDOT); Denny, S. Scott (DOAV); Harrington, Rusty N. (DOAV); impactreview@vofonline.org;
Sterling, Bruce (VDEM); Flaherty, W. Steven (VSP); Mitchell, Jennifer (DRPT); hcboard@htenet.org; Harrison, Ashton;
coadmin@co.augusta.va.us; scarter@nelsoncounty.orq; Carter, Rebecca S.; vgiles@cumberlandcounty.virginia.gov;
Bartlett, W. W. (Wade); Roark, Ron; burkevillel @embargmail.com; philipv@townofblackstoneva.com; Massengill, kevin k
w; bthrower@ci.emporia.va.us; citymanager@ci.waynesboro.va.us; Owen, Stephen F.; Woclridge, Charlette T.;
cmorris@farmvyilleva.com; dwhittington@areensvillecountyva.gov; Johnson, Michael W.; thowlett@cityofchesapeake.net;
Ireed@suffolkva.us; rpace@franklinva.com; Riedesel, Bonnie S.; cboyles@tjpdc.org; MHickman@virginiasheartland.org;
bmcfarlane@hrpdcva.gov; imebride@hrpdeva.gov; gmoody@southsidepde.org; Ware, Tim

Cc: Sullivan, Bettina (DEQ)

Subject: DEQ 16-248F: Atlantic Coast Pipeline New Supplemental Information

Dominion has submitted supplemental information on the following topics to the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission:

* Supplemental Information — January 27, 2017

+ Appendix A — Cochran’s Cave Conservation Area Investigation Update

+ Appendix B — Karst Terrain Assessment, Construction, Monitering and Mitigation Plan
« Appendix C — Second Draft of the Construction, Operations, and Maintenance Plan
* Appendix D — Updated Draft Biological Assessment

« Appendix E — Update to the Migratory Bird Plan

» Appendix F — Wetland and Waterbody Delineation Reports

» Appendix G — Archaeological Site Testing Reports

« Appendix H — Agency Correspondence for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline — Public
Appendix I - Agency Correspondence for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline — Privileged

« Appendix J — Agency Correspondence for the Supply Header Project — Public

The documents are available on the FERC docket at

http://elibrary. FERC.goviidmws/file_list. asp?accession num=20170127-5202.
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Bettina K. Ring.

State Forester %

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

Department of Forestry
900 Natural Resources Drive, Suite 800 » Charlottesville, Virginia 22903
(434} 977-6555 » Fax: (434) 296-2369 * www.dof virginia gov

February 23,2017

Memorandum for: Julia Wellman, Environmental Impact Review Office, Department of
Environmental Quality

From: Greg Evans, Mitigation Program Manager o

Subject: Virginia Department of Forestry Comments Pertaining to the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission's (FERC) Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP)} Draft
Environmental Impact (DEIS) Findings and Recommendations

BACKGROUND

The Virginia Department of Forestry (VDOF) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments pertaining
to the above subject project as a participating agency in the Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality’s Environmental Impact Review Process.  VDOF is charged with conserving the
Commonwealth’s forest resources for the use and enjoyment of current and future generations of Virginia
citizens and its recommendations to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) reflect that
charge. VDOF is responsible for assuring that Virginia's forest resources are managed in a sustainable
manner so they remain viable as healthy ecosystems. Key elements of its mission include: improving
torest health, sustaining an adequate supply of raw materials for Virginia’s forest products industry, and
protecting water quality and water supply sources while providing recreational opportunities to the public.
Land conversion activities that impact the forest landscape impact these values.

VDOF protects Virginia’s 15.8 million acres of forest land from degradation due to land use practices,
fire, insects and disease. It manages state lands totaling over 70,000 acres for timber, recreation, walter,
research, wildlife and biodiversity and provides assistance to non-industrial private forest landowners
ihrough professional forestry advice and technical management programs.

VDOF supports the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ) as a participating state
agency in the VDEQ environmental impact review (EIR) process. The VDOTF’s responsibility in
evaluating proposed projects brought before regulatory bodies is to identify the forest resources that may
be impacted; provide assessments; and provide recommendations and comments pertaining to forest
health, conservation, management and mitigation needs aimed at conserving Virginia's forest resources in
keeping with state executive policy and/or as part of the federal consistency determination/certification
process. The VDOF does not represent or advocate for private landowners, or developers before
governmental bodies that approve, permit, license, or construct projects.

Virginia has been losing approximately 16,000 acres of lorestland annually based on a 10 year average of
Forest Inventory Analysis (FIA) data. Urbanization and long, linear infrastructure project development
represent the two biggest factors in the loss of this forestland acreage. The ACP qualifies as a long, linear

Page 1 of 10
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infrastructure project having a landscape level impact for which a comprehensive mitigation plan is
needed.

VDOF will collaborate with VDEQ and Virginia's other natural resource agencies working in association
with FERC and other federal agencies such as USFS and USFWS 10 mitigate this loss. Our goal is to use
a mitigation plan to minimize impacts and/or compensate for unavoidable disturbances or impacts to
forests of the Commonwealth.

In designing and implementing a mitigation program, Virginia adheres to CLQ NEPA guidelines (40
Code of Federal Regulations {CFR) 1508.20). These establish four classes of mitigation: preservation,
avoidance, restoration/afforestation, and enhancement/creation. The intent is to generally avoid forest
conversion through planning, restoration of the forest resource, creating new forests, and/or providing an
in-lieu of payment with the funding used to carry out a mitigation response to compensate for unavoidable
forest loss. Understanding what the forest loss will be therefore, and how and where it will occur if the
preferred route is followed, and what mitigation is planned is very important.

DOF RESPONSE AND REQUESTS PERTAINING TO INDIVIDUAL FERC FINDINGS

1. DOF concurs with the following FERC findings and recommendations noted in Section 5.1
CONCLUSIONS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

5.1.4 Vegetation

Impacts on vegetation from ACP and SHP would range from short-term to permanent due to the
varied amount of time required to reestablish certain community types, as well as the
maintenance of herbaceous and shrub vegetation within the permanent right-of-way and the
conversion of aboveground facility locations and new permanent access roads to non-vegetated
areas.

Construction of ACP and SHP would affect about 7,490 acres of vegetation, including about
6,103 acres of upland forest vegetation (deciduous, coniferous, and mixed). Operation of ACP
and SHP would affect about 4,208 acres of vegetalion, including about 3,424 acres of upland
forest vegetation {deciduous, coniferous, and mixed).

ACP and SHP would also impact vegetation communities of special concern, including areas of
red spruce forest of West Virginia and Virginia; longleaf pine forest and peatland pocosin and
cancbrake communities of North Carolina; 13 Virginia Natural Heritage Conservation Sites; 2
Virginia SCUs; and 13 North Carolina NHNAs.

DOF also supports the FERC staff’s recommendation that the ACP partnership sponsors
continue to consult with the Virginia Department of Conservation (VDCR) and Recreation
on the project’s proposed avoid and minimizati es at the Hand Gum,
Branchville, and Emporia Powerline Bog Conservation Sites, and file correspondence from
the VDCR demonstrating concurrence and/or additional recommendations from the
VDCR.

DOF further agrees with and supports FERC’s findings that:

e The greatest impact on vegetation would be on forested vegetation due to the removal of
approximately 6,800 acres of forested vegetation (includes 3,800 acres of permanent impacts),
fragmentation of interior forest blocks, and contribution to the introduction and/or spread of invasive
species.

« Construction in forest lands would remove the tree canopy over the width of the construction right-of-
way, which would change the structure and local setting of the forest area.

Page2of 10
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¢ The regrowth of trees in the temporary workspaces would take years and possibly decades. Moreover,
the forest land on the permanent right-of-way would be affected by ongoing vegetation maintenance
during operations, which would preclude the re-establishment of trees on the right-of-way.

e Construction of the proposed pipeline facilities would have a long-term to permanent impact on forest
vegetation communities within the construction right-of-way. Maintenance aclivities would result in
permanent conversion of some areas of existing upland forested vegetation to herbaceous or scrub-
shrub vegetation.

VDOF agrees with FERC’s findings that ACP and SHP would also contribute to forest
frag ion h I forest frag ion would occur on such a large, landscape
seale, DOF, as the Virginia state agency having forest management responsibilities for the
Commonwealth’s forests, affirms that even though the projects are collocated for 14 percent of
their routes along existing rights-of-way and in areas prescriptively altered by harvesting
practices as noted by FERC, the fragmentation impact is still extensive and needs to be further
mitigated.

VDOF further requests that the FERC staff recommendation that the ACP Restoration and
Rehabilitation Plan be revised to incorporatc WVDOF recommended mitigation measures and
seed mixes be cxtended as well to Virginia and that the ACP sponsors be asked to incorporate
VDOF recommended measures where appropriate.

5.1.5 Wildlife

FERC concludes that ACP and SHP would impact wildlife species and their habitats. Construction of
ACP and SHP facilities would affect about 7,490 acres of wildlife habitat. Of this, about 3,424 acres of
upland forested habitat and 416 acres of woody wetland habitat would be permanently converted and
maintained in an early successional stage by mowing and periodic tree removal during operations.

VDOF defers to the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries with regard to whether
the FERC staff conclusion that cutting, clearing, and/or removal of existing vegetation within
the construction work area could also adversely impact wildlife but only on a short-term basis.
However, it can concur with the FERC conclusion that the re-establishment of forested habitats
is a long-term problem that could take decades to happen.

FERC further concludes that the primary impact from construction and operation would be on forested
habitats crossed by ACP and SHP, including the removal of approximately 6,800 acres of forested
vegetation (includes 3,800 acres of permanent impacts), fragmentation of interior forest blocks (see
section 4.5.6 of the FERC comments), and contribution to the introduction and/or spread of invasive
species. Fragmentation of forested habitat would make the right-of-way permanently unsuitable for
interior forest species, bul may create new habitat for species that prefer ecological edges.

The FERC report also notes that several state and federal agencies expressed concerns regarding forest
fragmentation and the impacts on interior forest and their associated wildlife species. FERC findings

conclude the following:
¢ Assuming that 31.0 miles of interior forest habitat would be impacted, there could be indirect

impacts on about 2,255 acres of interior forest.

¢ Although the creation of edge habitat could favor some species, it could also increase the risk of
establishment of invasive species, modify microclimate, change vegetation species composition, or
increase risk of nest parasitism.

s While impacts on species inhabiting interior forest blocks 35 acres or greater were analyzed, other
species have minimum interior forest patch areas greater than 35 acres.

Pape 30710
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These findings led FERC staff to make the following recommendations which VDOF concurs with:

e [Although] Atlantic and DT would attempt to minimize these impacts through the implementation of
their construction and restoration plans, in addition to our recommendations; ... due to the length of
time required to recover forested habitat, these impacts would be considered long-term to permanent.

e We have recommended that Atlantic [ACP] and DTI file submit a revised fragmentation analysis that
is based on West Virginia state forest fragmentation data produced by the NRAC at West Virginia
University, VDCR VaNLA project, and data sets recommended from consultations with the TS,
NCWRC, and NCDEQ.

« We have also recommended that edge habitat be considered a 300-foot forested buffer from a
corridor/disturbance with interior forest starting at the point beyond the 300-foot edge buffer; and that
Atlantic [ACP] and DTI discuss how the creation of forest edge or fragmentation would affect habitat
and wildlife, including potential impacts on federally listed threatened and endangered species and
migratory birds, and the measures that would be implemented to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts
on interior/core forest habitat.

VDOF strongly endorses these recommendations, The impact of forest fragmentation on its
forest resources is a major concern to the Commonwealth of Virginia. Forest products
represent Virginia's third largest industry and its forests are major contributors of recreational
and ecosystem services. YDOF has been collaborating with its sister natural resource agencies
in wsing the VDCR VaNLA methodology to assess and quantify the impact of fragmentation
across the entire proposed ACP route, This methodology is being shared with the adjacent
state natural resource agencies and federal agencies such as USFS, USFWS and BLM. [t is
very important to Virginia that the ACP fragmentation analysis incorporate the VaNLA
findings.

VDOF also requests that it be included for reporting purposes where appropriate and concurs with
the following FERC staff recommended mitigation measures to be included as specific conditions in
the Commission's Order if the Commission authorizes ACP and SHP as noted in Section §.2 of the staff
report, The stated rationale for making these recommendations was the staff”s belief that these “measures
would further mitigate the environmental impact associated with construction and operation of the
proposed ACP and SHP.,” VDOF has restricted its comments to only those recommendations pertaining
to non-Federal lands in Virginia unless otherwise noted.

1. Atlantic and DT shall follow the construction procedures and mitigation measures described in its
application and supplements (including responses to staff data requests) and as identified in the
EIS, unless modified by the Order. Atlantic and DT1 must:
a. request any modification to these procedures, measures, or conditions in a filing with the
Secretary;
b. justify each modification relative to site-specific conditions;
¢. explain how that modification provides an equal or greater level of environmental protection
than the original measure; and
d. receive approval in writing from the Director of OEP before using that modification.

2. The Director of OEP has delegated authority to take whatever steps are necessary to ensure the
protection of all environmental resources during construction and operation of ACP and SHP. This
authority shall atlow:
a. the modification of conditions of the Order; and
b. the design and implementation of any additional measures deemed necessary (including stop-
work authority) to assure continued compliance with the intent of the environmental conditions as
Page 4 of 100
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well as the avoidance or mitigation of adverse environmemtal impact resulting from project
construction (and operation).
6. Within 60 days of the acceptance of the Certificate and before construction begins, Atlantic and DTI

shall file their respective Implementation Plans with the Secretary for review and written approval by the
Director of OEP. Atlantic and DTI must file revisions to their plans as schedules change. The plans shall

how Atlantic and DT1 would implement the construction procedures and mitigation measures
described in its application and supplements (including responses to staff data requests),
identified in the EIS, and required by the Order;
how Atlantic and DTI would incorporate these requirements inlo the contract bid documents,
construction contracts {especially penalty clauses and specifications), and constructicn
drawings so that the mitigation required at each site is clear to on-site construction and
inspection personnel;
the number of Els assigned per spread and how the company would ensure that sufficient
personnel are available to implement the environmental mitigation;
the number of company personnel, including Els and contractors, who would receive copies
of the appropriate material;
the location and dates of the envirenmental compliance training and instructions Atlantic and
DTI would give to all personnel involved with construction and restoration (initial and
refresher training as the projects progress and personnel change), with the opportunity for
OEP staff to participate in the training session(s);
the company personnel (if known) and specific portion of Atlantic’s and DTI"s organizations
having responsibility for compliance;
the procedures (including use of contract penalties) Atlantic and DTI would follow if
noncompliance occurs; and
for each discrete facility, a Gantt or PERT chart {or similar project scheduling diagram) and
dates for:
i.  the completion of all required surveys and reports;

ii.  the environmental compliance training of on-site personnel;

iii.  the start of construction; and

iv.  the start and completion of restoration.

7. Atlantic and DT shall employ a team of Els (i.e., two or more or as may be established by the Director
of OEP) per construction spread, The EI(s) shall be:
a.

responsible for monitoring and ensuring compliance with all mitigation measures required by
the Order and other grants, permits, certificates, or other authorizing documents;

responsible for evaluating the construction contractor’s implementation of the environmental
mitigation measures required in the contract (see condition 6 above) and any other
authorizing document;

empowered to order correction of acts that violate the environmental conditions of the Order,
and any other authorizing document;

a full-time position, separate from all other activity inspectors;

responsible for documenting compliance with the environmental conditions of the Order, as
well as any environmental conditions/permit requirements imposed by other federal, state, or
local agencies; and

responsible for maintaining status reports.

Page 5 of 10
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8. Beginning with the filing of the Tmplementation Plans, Atlantic and DTI shall each file updated status
reports with the Secretary on a weekly basis until all construction and restoration activities are complete.
On request, these status reports would also be provided to other federal and state agencies with permitting
responsibilities. Status reports shall include:

a, an ypdate on Atlantic’s and DTT's efforts to obtain the necessary federal authorizations;

b. the construction status of each spread, work planned for the following reporting period, and any
schedule changes for stream crossings or work in other environmentally sensitive areas;

¢. a listing of all problems encountered and each instance of noncompliance observed by the Els
during the reporting period (both for the conditions imposed by the Commission and any
environmental conditions/permit requirements imposed by other federal, state, or local agencies);

d. a deseription of the corrective actions implemented in response to all instances of noncompliance,
and their cost;

e. the effectiveness of all corrective actions implemented;

f. a description of any landowner/resident complaints that may relate to compliance with the
requirements of the Order, and the measures taken to satisfy their concerns; and

2. copies of any correspondence received by Atlantic and DTI from other federal, state, or local
permitting agencies concerning instances of noncompliance, and Atlantic’s and DTI’s responses

13. Atlantic shall not exercise eminent domain authority granted under section 7(h) of the NGA to acquire
a permanent pipeline right-of-way exceeding 50 feet in width. In addition, where Atlantic has obtained a
larger permanent right-of-way width through landowner ncgotiations, routine vegetation mowing and
clearing over the permanent right-of-way shall not exceed 50 feet in width. (Section 2.2.1.1)

20. Prior to the close of the drafl EIS comment period, Atlantic shall file with the Secretary, the plans and
typical drawings, as well as, site-specific designs of representative construction segments to display the
magnitude of the proposed slope modifications (cuts and fills) for the MNF and GWNF as requested by
the FS. (Sections 4.1.6.1 and 4.1.6.2)

28. Prior to construction, Atlantic shall file with the Secretary and the WVDOF a revised Restoration and
Rehabilitation Plan that incorporates recommended mitigation measures and seed mixes for Seneca State
Forest based on consultation with the WVDOF. (Section 4.4.2.1) VDOF requests that Atlantic also be
directed to consult with VDOF regarding r ded mitigation s and seed measures for
any forested areas that may be adjacent to or near VDOF state forest and/or easement properties.

35, Prior to construction, Atlantic shall file with the Secretary, and provide to the FWS for approval,

a revised Migratory Bird Plan, and provide to the FS for approval, a revised COM Plan that identify areas
where Atlantic will construct during the migratory bird season, and identify the additional conservation
measures developed in coordination with the FWS and/or FS, and other appropriate agencies, that it will
implement to minimize impacts on nesting migratory birds in areas where construction during the active-
season cannot be avoided. (Sections 4.5.3.5 and 4.3.9)

36. Prior to construction, Atlantic and DT1 shall file with the Secretary a revised Migratory Bird Plan that
includes appropriate conservation measures developed in coordination with the FWS and the appropriate
state/commonwealth agencies for the following active rookeries with disturbance buffers that overlap
ACP workspace: ROOK-ACT-02 (VA), ROOK-01 (WV), WBC 01 (NC), WBC 02 (NC), WBC 04 (NC),
WBC 05 (NC), WBC 07 (NC), WBC 12 (NC), and WBC 15 (NC). Atlantic shall also coordinate with
VDGIF, WVDNR, and NCWRC to verify that no additional conservation measures would be required for
the NHI and CCB rookeries, and provide copies of agency correspondence related to these discussions.
(Section 4.5.3.5)
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Atlantic is required to obtain the necessary permits and authorizations
required to construct and operate the project. As such, to the extent the state
has regulatory authority and permitting jurisdiction for these features, Atlantic
would consult with the VDOF. The VDOF would have the opportunity to
review Atlantic’s proposed crossings during the permitting process and, if
necessary, identify additional mitigation measures beyond those proposed.
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37. Prior to the close of the draft EIS comment period, Atlantic and DTI shall file with the Secretary a
revised fragmentation analysis that includes the following:

a. Analysis based on applicable state and federal agency datasets, including:

i.  Woest Virginia statc forest fragmentation data produced by the NRAC at West Virginia
University;
it.  VDCR VaNLA project; and
iii.  Consult with the FS, NCWRC, and NCDEQ to determine the appropriate data sets to use in
the MNF, GWNF, and North Carolina, respectively.

b. If GIS databases are not available for the project location, then manual interpretation of interior
forest blocks greater than or egual to 35 acres shall be identified and evaluated for project
impacts;

c. Edge habitat is considered to be 300-foot forested buffer from a corridor/disturbance with interior
[orest starting at the point beyond the 300-foot edge buffer;

d. Develop a table for each state and for NFS lands with the following data for each forested interior
tract: type of interfor forest (e.g., edge, patch, small core, large core, or ecological integrity
category), county, enter and exit milepost, length crossed (feel), and area affected directly
(interior forest cutting) and indirectly (bulfer zone areas of remaining forest immediately adjacent
to one or both sides of the new cortidor that would no longer be classified as interior ferest due o
the new, project-related disturbances) for both construction and operation; and

e. Discuss how the creation of forest edge or fragmentation would affect habitat and wildlife,
including potential impacts on federally listed threatened and endangered species and migratory
birds. Describe measures that Atlantic and DTI will implement to avoid, minimize, or mitigate
impacts on interior/core lorest habitat. (Section 4.5.6)

59. Prior to the close of the draft EIS comment period, Atlantic and DTI shall consult with the FWS and
appropriate agencies to identify the conservation measures that would be implemented to aveid or
minimize impacts on listed plant populations that were documented in 2016, and that may be documented
in the 2017 surveys. Atlantic and DTI shall also file with the Sccretary, and provide to the FWS and
appropriate agencies the final avoidance and minimization plan for these listed plant species. (Section
47.1.15).

60. Prior to the close of the draft EIS comment period, Atlantic shall file with the Secretary and F$
arevised BE that:

d. provides start and end milepost and acreage of impacts on old growth forests according to
the MNF and GWNF old growth forest definition;

65. Prior to the close of the draft EIS comment period, Atlantic shall file with the Secretary a
description of the impacts and species-specific conservation measures, developed in coordination
with the applicable federal and state agencies (WVDNR; VDGIF and/or VDCR; and NCWRC and for
NCDEQ), for the species listed in table 4.7.4-4 where Atlantic has identified potential impacts,
and/or where the appropriate agency has requested additional analysis or conservation measures.
Where survey data is still pending, Atlantic shall work with the appropriate agencies to identify the
conservation measures that it will implement if the species and/or suitahle habitat are identified
during preconstruction surveys, or where presence has been assumned. (Section 4.7.4.6)

67, Prior to construction, Atlantic and DTI shall file with the Secretary, for the review and written
approval of the Director of OEP, finalized Timber Extraction Plans. (Section 4.8.1.1)
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DOF RECOMMENDED ADDITIONAL MITIGATION ACTIONS

DOF concurs with FERC that specific additional mitigation measures are required as conditions to
any authorization issued by the Commission and supports the mitigation measures proposed.
However, DOF observes that the FERC proposed mitigation actions are focused primarily on
preservation and avoidance and to a lesser extent, restoration/afforestation. No specific
enhancement/creation mitigation actions are proposed as envisioned in the CEQ NEPA mitigation
framework guidelines (40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1508.20).

Given the adverse, landscape level impact to forestland that has been documented and
recognized by FERC as significant, long term and therefore permanent in its analysis, DOF
requests that FERC direct ACP sponsors as a condition of it project permit approval to
negotiate with the Commonwealth of Virginia through the Office of the Secretary of Natural
Resources an acceptable enhancement/creation mitigation plan to offset and compensate
for the significant impact to forestland that will result if the ACP goes forward.

In addition, DOF offers the following technical advice, comments and recommendations to FERC to
consider in its on-going review of the ACP project plan:

1. Construction Activities: When a new pipeline is built, there can be temporary impacts
from construction access by cranes and other heavy equipment, construction traffic on
unpaved access roads, and boring for pipeline installation activities. Different machines and
techniques are used to remove trees depending on whether the forests consist of mature
trees, have large quantities of understory trees, or are in sensitive environments such as a
wooded wetland. These machines can range from large whole tree processors which can
cause rutting and compaction of the forest floor to hand clearing with chainsaws in more
sensitive environments. Compacted soil restricts root penetration and nutrient cycling.
Compaction also restricts water movement into soil, resulting in less water available for
plant growth and increased runoff, erosion, and nutrient loss. This can result not only in
diminished forest health but also reduced ability of the forest to fulfill its water quality
improvement functions. DOF recommends activities to minimize construction impacts
including:

* Restoring contours to pre-construction conditions and controlling erosion until re-
vegetation stabilizes the disturbed areas.

+ Restoring vegetation to native species and protecting the natural functions of the
pre-construction ecosystem.

« Using machinery where feasible, that when combined (example: earth mover and
cart) weigh less than 10 tons per axle. Research has shown that this will help
alleviate compaction to the top 6-8 inches of soil where it can be more easily
addressed. Combination vehicles weighing more than 10 tons can create compaction
as deep as 3 feet which is very difficult to mitigate.

¢ Minimizing traffic lanes for transporting cleared timber from the site.

= Following Forestry Best Management Practices (BMPs) for water quality as outlined
by the Virginia Department of Forestry's Voluntary BMP Guidelines publication for
all harvesting operations.

« Stock piling soil away from Ltrees that are to remain standing. Piling soil at a tree
stem can kill the root system of the tree. Soil stockpiles should be covered, as well,
to prevent soil erosion and fugitive dust.

+ Retain existing groupings and/or clusters of trees and natural vegetation on the
sites of the support facilities, where feasible, to provide aesthetic and environmental
benefits, as well as reducing future open space maintenance costs.
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See response to comment SA8-232.

Refer to section 4.4.3 and the FERC’s Plan and Procedures, and Atlantic’s
and DETI’s Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan (appendix F), Timber
Removal Plan, and Fugitive Dust Control and Mitigation Plan (see table 2.3.1-
1), which already include a number of the mitigation measures recommended
by the VDOF, including restoring contours to pre-construction conditions,
temporary and permanent erosion control measures until the site is restored,
inclusion of native species in seed mixes, and measures to reduce soil
compaction. In addition, Atlantic has committed to adhering to Virginia’s
Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook (VDEQ, 1992). Revegetation
measures would be implemented in accordance with the construction and
restoration plans and as required by landowners and land managing agencies.
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Invasive Species Management: While the width of the area of the removed forest within
the ROW may not be great, there may be severe consequences for the species that depend
on the existing non-fragmented habitat. Fragmentation makes interior forest species more
vulnerable to predators, parasites, competition from edge species, and catastrophic events.
Invasive plants can grow prolifically in the cleared-edge habitats of pipeline ROWs and can
spread into the forest interior, limiting the growth of native species. Careful vegetation
management in the ROW can mitigate some of these effects. DOF recommends:

* Considering the likely response of invasive species or target species when
prescribing activities that result in soil disturbance or increased sunlight.

* During construction and follow-on maintenance activities, take steps to guard
against construction vehicles inadvertently bringing into forest interiors invasive
and/or non-native plant species from other locations. Weed seed and fungal spores
can be transported in the mud or dirt on vehicles. Prior to moving equipment onto
and off of an activity area, scrape or brush soil and debris from exterior surfaces, to
the extent practical, to minimize the movement of invasive plants, pests and
diseases to non-infested areas. Another option is to wash vehicles before they enter
a weed-free area or when they leave an infested area. The emphasis of the cleaning
should be in the wheels, wheel wells, bumpers, and undercarriage of the vehicle
where most mud and dirt collects.

« If seeding or planting is necessary to minimize the threat of highly damaging
invasive species from spreading, use native seed or non-invasive cover plants for
revegetation.

Biodiversity Planning: A pipeline ROW can fragment a larger forest block into smaller
tracts that diminish their ability to function as integrated habitat units. As a result, the
continued fragmentation of a forest can cause a permanent reduction in species and
suitable habitat as noted in FERC's findings. The linear nature of pipeline right-of-ways can
impact the predator-prey relationship. Right-of-way vegetation removal or meodification
methods before pipeline construction may also affect vegetation in areas adjacent to the
ROW. Plant communities may be damaged by the removal of tall-growing vegetation.
Physical changes in the habitat caused by ROW vegetation control may adversely affect non-
target vegetation. The growth or viability of plant species within or adjacent to the right-of-
way may be reduced. DOF recommends adopting management practices that mitigate these
potential impacts including:

» Avoiding routes that fragment major forest blocks.

« Keeping ROW clearing to the minimum width necessary to prevent interference
from trees and other vegetation.

* Establishing herbaceous species and shrubs or some low-growing trees that are
considered desirable ground cover and valuable wildlife habitat along the right-
of-way in the project’s vegetation management and revegetation plan.

e Maintaining a scrub habitat, dominated by low growing, bushy vegetation and
young trees is preferable to mowing in forest habitats. It can provide quality
habitat for wildlife species that are dependent on early successional habitat
(birds, reptiles, and amphibians).

This concludes the Virginia Department of Forestry’s comments and recommendations. The DOF is
available to discuss any of the points made in these comments with FERC if that would be helpful.
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Comments noted. Refer to section 4.4.4 and Atlantic’s and DETI’s Non-
Native Invasive Species Management Plan (see table 2.3.1-1) for additional
information on the measures that would be implemented to avoid and control
the spread of invasive species during construction and operation of ACP and
SHP.

See section 4.5.6 for a revised discussion of interior forest fragmentation and
the mitigation measures that would be implemented.
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GE/ge

cc: B. Ring, DOF
R. Farrell, DOF
E. Zimmer, DOF
A, Navarro, SNR
J. Bulluck, DCR
J. Weber, DCR
A. Ewing, DGIF
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RECEIVED

FEB 2 4 2017
DEQ-Ofce of Emiranmental
Smpact Review
CaroLyN W, DutL
Mavor. 116 W, BEVERLEY STREET

P.0. Box 58
DireCt Dial 540.332.3810 STAL}TON.V;\DN‘;O;‘.

FACSIMILE 540.851.4001

February 21, 2017

VIA EMAIL IN PDF AND EXPRESS DELIVERY

Ms. Julia Wellman

Environmental Impact Review Coordinator
Department of Environmental Quality

629 E. Main Street

Richmond, VA 23219

Re: Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project
DEQ #16-248F
Docket Nos. CP15-554-000, CP15-554-001, and CP15-555-000
FERC/EIS-0274D

Dear Ms. Wellman:

SAB-237 | As the Mayor of the City of Staunton, located in the beautiful Shenandoah Valley of
Virginia where we treasure our natural resources, I write to affirm the Staunton City
Council’s objection overall to the Atlantic Coast Pipeline project and lodge a specific
objection based upon the threat to a critical water source for our citizens and for Augusta
County. We submit that both Dominion and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
as evidenced in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), have utterly failed to
account yet for the potentially catastrophic consequences of the project as to the route of
the line that would be unacceptably within the ambit of our water source known as
Gardner Spring. We believe the huge gas pipeline would cut through the recharge area
that is an integral aspect of the Gardner Spring resource that serves both our City and our
neighbors in the County, putting all those who rely upon the water in jeopardy.

Please understand that T do not intend this letter to be exhaustive or even comprehensive
and certainly not a formal brief in support of the City’s position. 1 simply highlight
aspects that even without a highly sophisticated submission beg for immediate pause and
fundamental reconsideration of the DEIS and certainly against any approval. Actually,
we ask that the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ) demonstrate the

SA8-237

See the responses to letter LAS.
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exercise of independent judgment, even against what may be political pressures on your
agency otherwise. and we request the DEQ itself lodge with the TFederal Energy
Regulatory Commission strong objection to the project at least as it relates to our water

supply. Will you?

Our citizens are fortunate that our predecessor leaders of our City had the foresight to
secure for them a vitally important water source referred to as Gardner Spring, which
actually is located in neighboring Augusta County. Gardner Spring benefits residents
both of our City and of Augusta County. The City initially acquired the rights to Gardner
Spring in the 1930s. The precious water from Gardner Spring is processed at our City’s
water plant and then redistributed through pipelines in our City and into Augusta County
to those who depend on it, including individuals and those in important Shenandoah
Valley commerce. Our City has invested millions in not enly our water plant but also
more recently in new water lines that help to serve Augusta County users as well.
Gardner Spring provides a majority of the water for our City residents, being capable of
offering as much as or more than 5 million gallons of raw water per day for treatment by
the City of Staunton, again both for the ultimate benefit of the City and of Augusta
County.

The Gardner Spring resource is incontrovertibly priceless and any chance of it being put
in jeopardy by the Atlantic Coast Pipeline project is actually putting the safety and the
welfare of the City of Staunton and Augusta County and their users at risk. From what
we can discern (and we are not engineers), nothing in Dominion’s submission and
nothing in the DEIS begins to address this critical resource in any meaningful way even
though the DEIS acknowledges generally in section 4.1.2.3 potential underground
damage because of Karst geology that prevails in our region. As the DEIS states, “Karst
terrain is characterized by the presence of sinkholes, caverns, an irregular ‘pinnacled”
bedrock surface, and springs.” Despite seemingly glibly admitting that “[t]hese features
could present a hazard to the pipeline both pre- and post-construction due to cave or
sinkhole collapse, and can also provide direct conduits from the ground surface to the
groundwater, increasing the potential for groundwater contamination,” nowhere is it
obvious that Dominion has been required to have donc and submitted to you or the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission an independent, detailed study and analysis of
the potentially momentous adverse consequences for Gardner Spring, a major and critical
water supply. It is not obvious to us that anything in the “Construction Impacts and
Mitigation™ aspects of the DEIS addresses Gardner Spring or, without specific reference
by name, even anything similar to this uniquely vital water resource for so many who
depend on it daily. If the DEIS includes such a discussion, would vou or the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission point it out for us and our citizens in order that we may
assess it?

We would anticipate that Dominion may attempt to assert that its proposed, huge pipeline
does not go directly into the center of Gardner Spring; however, that contention would be
illusory at best, because the proposed route is sufficiently near Gardner Spring that the
recharge area of Gardner Spring is implicated and quite possibly directly jeopardized,

Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project

DEQ #16-248F

Docket Nos. CP15-554-000, CP15-554-001, and CP15-555-000
FERC/EIS-0274D
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That recharge area is vital, because the bulk of the water that feeds Gardner Spring comes
from an extensive underground aquifer system and network of karst channels that the
DEIS  has wholly failed to acknowledge, much less analyze. Gardner Spring’s
underground paths provide a fairly constant flow, allowing the spring to discharge a
steady, reliable resource of critical water. The water, drawing from a large recharge area,
is fed by precipitation, which enters the ground, and the water is discharged from Gardner
Spring approximately 28 to 45 days later. The recharge contribution area for Gardner
Spring may extend as many as five or more miles from Gardner Spring. Where is that

explicitly mentioned at all in the DEIS?

Based on what we know about a spring water source generally and our own Gardner
Spring, we believe that it is essential that any meaningful analysis of the environmental
impact must be based on a careful, thorough consideration of the recharge area. Spring
recharge areas are, without doubt, recognized to be as vital to the quality of groundwater
resources as the center of the spring itself, perhaps more so in ways that are particularly
pivotal in this instance. The water quality, without a spring recharge area “can be
adversely affected by land uses that allow groundwater contamination to migrate into
underlying aquifers.” Emery & Gardner Groundwater, Inc., Hydrogeologic Investigation
of Gardner Spring (July 2002). Even distant spills can reach Gardner Spring through the
Karst aquifer system, As such, the Gardner Spring recharge arca is highly susceptible to
a wide variety of potential contaminants, and the area should continue to be protected
from land uses that even might threaten the quality of the water.

Let me mention another consideration that is revealing about Dominion and this project
that Dominion is trying to impose, selfishly for profits, on us and others. Several months
ago, a City representative invited Dominion to visit with us and sit down just with our
City Council and discuss the project, being mindful of the potentially calamitous
implications for Gardner Spring. We could not have really imagined that Dominion
would not join us around the table in our Caucus Room. To our surprise and dismay,
Dominion arrogantly refused even the courtesy of a meeting discussion, rebuffing our
request and invitation. That speaks volumes to us and to our City citizens—and should
speak volumes to VDEQ and to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.

VDEQ declares that its mission “is to protect and improve the environment for the well-
being of all Virginians.” You also promise that “DEQ collaborates . . . to enhance the
quality of our environment and to strengthen the role everyone plays in environmental
protection.” Will you collaborate with us and our citizens to protect Gardner Spring?

We hope and trust you are listening, even though we realize that some of Virginia’s
elected officials appear quite a while ago to have been advocating for the Atlantic Coast
Pipeline project even well before the issuance of the DEIS. Despite the political muscle
visited by Dominion and the pressure, will both VDEQ and the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission truly act independently and protect our environment, including
our Gardner Spring?

Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project

DEQ #16-248F

Docket Nos. CP15-554-000, CP15-554-001, and CP15-555-000
FERC/EIS-0274D
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SA8-237 So that you will appreciate perhaps even more the sincerity and consistency of our
(cont’d) objection and advocacy now, I also enclose a copy of our City Council’s resolution
adopted October 23, 2014. As you and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
know, many others also have objected to or taken issue with the project, which will cut
through some of the priceless natural resource treasures in our region and statc. We also
are keenly mindful, as you should be, that the water coming from Staunton and Augusta
County is the headwaters of both the James and Shenandoah rivers and eventually flows
into our state’s capital as well as into our nation’s capital. Our City, beyond the reasons
stated by many others for objection, objects strongly because its critical water resource
now apparently is directly and indirectly implicated by the proposed route reflected in the
DEIS.

We ask you to honor that promise and refuse to permit this pipeline project to proceed,
advocating similarly with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. At the very least,
we urge DEQ and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to insist that Dominion
have independent outside professional engineers and other professionals, undertake and
complete and publish for comment a detailed study regarding the potential implications
for our Gardner Spring water source. Both VDEQ and the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission should mandate that Dominion complete and submit its study for public
exposure and comment before the process proceeds further. Will you or the Federal

Energy Regulatory Commission insist that Dominion do so?

‘We thank you for your time and consideration. We look forward to your and the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission’s response in the near future. Please provide us with
specific responses to our questions and, to use VDEQ’s own words, honor the
commitment to *“protect and improve the environment for the well-being of all
Virginians.” Will you, please de so—through action, not just words, forcin
Dominion to respect vour mission and the critical interests of Staunton and Augusta
County citizens?

Sincerely,

W WAl
Carolyn W. Dull
Mayor

cc: Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Members of the Staunton City Council
Members of the Augusta County Board of Supervisors
Members of the Board of Directors of the Augusta County Service Authority

Enclosure

Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project
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RESOLUTION OF THE
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF STAUNTON, VIRGINTA
IN OPPOSITION TO ATLANTIC COAST PIPELINE

SAB8-237 WHEREAS, Dominion Virginia Power has entered into what the company
(cont’d) describes as a joint venture with three other major U.S. energy companies—Duke
Energy, Piedmont Natural Gas and AGL Resources—to build and own a natural gas
pipeline which will traverse portions of three states, including 11 counties and two cities
in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

WHEREAS, the proposed project will pass in close proximity to a public water
source and boundary of the City; and

WHEREAS, representatives of Dominion Virginia Power, upon the invitation of
City Council of the City of Staunton, Virginia, made a presentation about the project to
Council at its meeting on August 28, 2014, held at Robert E. Lee High School to
accommodate an overflow audience; and

WHEREAS, reflective of the considerable public interest in the project, dozens of
individuals at the meeting, through questions submitted to City Council and comments
made during the public comment period, registered their strong opposition to the project,
as proposed; and

WHEREAS, members of City Council share many of the concerns expressed by
citizens of the City and desire, as a body, to express their opposition to the project.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Staunton,
Virginia, that:

I. Council joins with other localitics in the Commonwealth of Virginia,
including the countics of Augusta and Nelson, in their expressions of concern about and
opposition to the Atlantic Coast Pipeline.

2. Council opposes the construction of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and urges
Dominion Virginia Power and all others involved to reduce reliance on natural gas and to
seek solutions for the 21% century, including conservation and renewable energy such as
solar and wind power, that will satisfy future energy needs without imperiling the natural
bounty and beauty of our region and the health and safety of our citizens.

3. In the event Dominion Virginia Power and its pariners submit an
application for construction of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline to the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (“FERC™), Council, in the strongest possible terms, urges FERC
to withhold approval of the project, on the basis that the natural gas to be transported is
not believed to be required to serve the energy needs of Virginia or North Carolina (a
significant portion of which can be satisfied by conservation and renewable energy
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sources) and, therefore, the pipeline will neither serve the public interest nor satisfy the
legal standard of “public convenience and necessity.”

4, Council respectfully requests that the Governor of Virginia reconsider his
public endorsement of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline, and, after consultation with the City of
Staunton and other localities that would be impacted by the project and consideration of
risks to the environment (including threats to karst environments and water supplies
locally in the Shenandoah Valley, elsewhere in the Commonwealth of Virginia and in the
District of Columbia and the State of Maryland) and the state’s economy (including its
agricultural and tourism sectors), oppose the project.

5. Council respectfully requests that Senator Mark Warner, Senator Tim
Kaine and Congressman Bob Goodlatte join publicly in opposition to the project,
communicate their opposition to FERC and take appropriate action to encourage FERC to
withhold approval of the project.

6. In the event Dominion Virginia Power and its partners elect to proceed
with the construction of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline, and the project is approved by
FERC, Council implores Dominion Virginia Power and its partners to give full
consideration to the use of existing utility and highway corridors for the project, so as to
minimize, to the greatest extent possible, the impacts of construction, maintenance and
operation of the project.

7. Council directs that the Clerk of Council send a copy of this resolution to

Dominion Virginia Power, Senator Mark Warner, Senator Tim Kaine, Congressman Bob
Goodlatte, Governor Terry McAuliffe and Cheryl A. LaFleur, Chairman of FERC.

Adopted this 23* day of October, 2014,

W. dalls

Carolyn W. Dull, Mayor

N

Attest: % # 5 -
inda Little] Clerk of Council
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CAROLYN W. DULL

MAYOR 116 W, BEVERLEY STREET

'E" : P.0O.Box 58

0 - Criy ot i
DiRECT DIAL 540.332.3810 — = STAUNTON, VA 24402
FACSIMILE 540.851.4001 ! I :A ! 'NTO

February 21, 2017

VIA EXPRESS DELIVERY

Mr. Nathaniel J. Davis; Sr.

Street N.E., Room 1A
ington, D.C. 20426

Re: Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project
Docket Nos. CP15-554-000, CP15-554-001, and CP15-555-000
FERC/EIS-0274D

Dear Mr. Davis:

SA8-237 | Enclosed please find a letter (with enclosure) sent this date on behalf of the City of
(cont’d) Staunton, Virginia, to Ms. Julia Wellman, Environmental Impact Review Coordinator of
the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ), with comments made on
behalf of the city concerning the draft envirenmental impact statement for the Atlantic
Coast Pipeline Project. 1 call particular attention to the city’s request that Atlantic Coast
Pipeline, LLC and Dominion Transmission, Inc. be required to complete and submit to
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission or VDEQ an independent, detailed study and
analysis of the potentially momentous adverse consequences of the project for Gardner
Spring, a major and critical water supply of the city.

Sincerely,
W, el

Carolyn W. Dull
Mayor
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Enclosure

ce: Members of the Staunton City Council (w/o enclosure)
Members of the Augusta County Board of Supervisors (wfo enclosure)
Members of the Board of Directors of the Augusta County Service Authority (w/o
enclosure}
Julia Wellman, Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (w/o enclosure)

Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project
Docket Nos. CP15-554-000, CP15-554-001, and CP15-555-000
FERC/EIS-0274D
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Wellman, Julia (DEQ)

From: Green, Charles (VDACS)

Sent: Thursday, January 12, 2017 1i:15 AM

To: Weliman, Julia (DEQ)

Cc: Tignor, Keith (VDACS)

Subject: RE: NEW PROJECT FERC Atlantic Coast Pipeline DEQ 16-248F
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

lulia,

Thank you. In looking over the draft EIS, | am comfortable with the stated impact to prime farmland. As | believe is
highlighted in the draft, the permanent impact on prime farmland is de minimis. While the areas of prime farmland
impacted during construction would be greater, these areas of prime farmland or farmland of statewide importance that
are temporarily impacted and currently in agriculture could return to that use after construction. Construction of
aboveground facilities and permanent access roads would permanently impact 228.2 acres of prime farmland and 213.2
acres of farmland of statewide importance.

Charles Green
Deputy Commissioner
Virginia Department of Agriculture & Consumer Services

From: Wellman, Julia (DEQ)

Sent: Thursday, January 12, 2017 10:47 AM

To: Green, Charles (VDACS)

Cc: Tignor, Keith (VDACS)

Subject: FW: NEW PROJECT FERC Atlantic Coast Pipeline DEQ 16-248F

Mr. Green,

| believe you were on the Secretary’s conference call this morning regarding the pipelines. I'm
forwarding you the request to review the draft EIS and the proposed route shapefiles (which were
provided by Dominion). (Keith is our contact, so | have copied him.) If you need anything regarding
the draft EIS, please feel free to reach out.

Thank you.

Julia Wellman

Environmental Impact Review Coordinator
Department of Environmental Quality

629 E Main Strest

Richmond, VA 23219

(804) 698-4326
Julia.Wellman@deq.virginia.gov

Www deg virginia.goy

**** For program updates and public notices, please subscribe to the OEIR News Feed ™ *

SA8-238

Comment noted.
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Virginia Department of Health Review Comments

Office of Drinking Water

DEQ #16-248F
Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project

The Office of Drinking Water has reviewed the Atlantic Coast Pipeline project. Below are our
comments as they relate to proximity to public drinking water sources (groundwater wells, springs
and surface water intakes). Patential impacts to public water distribution systems or sanitary sewage
collection systems must be verified by the local utifity.

The following public groundwater wells are located within a 1 mile radius of the project site (weils within
a 1,000 foot radius are formatted in bold):

PWSID City/County Waterworks Name Facility Name
2015200 | AUGUSTA DEERFIELD - ACSA DEERFIELD SPRING
2015200 | AUGUSTA DEERFIELD - ACSA DEERFIELD WELL
2015821 | AUGUSTA WHITES WAYSIDE DINER WELL
2125020 | NELSON WINTERGREEN GROCERS WELL
2125026 | NELSON BOLD ROCK CIDERY DRILLED WELL
2125056 | NELSON DEVILS BACKBONE BREWING WELL #1 (EMERGENCY ONLY)
COMPANY
2125398 | NELSON WILD WOLF BREWING COMPANY WELL 1
2125910 | NELSON NCSA - WINTERGREEN WELL 12
2125910 | NELSON NCSA - WINTERGREEN WELL 16
2125920 | NELSON WINTERGREEN - RECEPTION CENTER | DRILLED WELL
3081730 | GREENSVILLE ROLLING ACRES - FOX RUN WELL 1
3175100 | SOUTHAMPTON BOYKINS_BRANCHVILLE SYSTEM WELL NO. 3 (BRANCHVILLE)
3175100 | SOUTHAMPTON BOYKINS_BRANCHVILLE SYSTEM WELL NO. 2 (BOYKINS)
3175100 | SOUTHAMPTON | BOYKINS_BRANCHVILLE SYSTEM WELL NO. 1 (BOYKINS)
3175460 | SOUTHAMPTON | KINGSDALE ARTIS DRILLED WELL
3175461 | SOUTHAMPTON | KINGSDALE MOSELEY DRILLED WELL
3175500 | SOUTHAMPTON | TOWN OF NEWSOMS DRILLED WELL NG. 1
3175500 | SOUTHAMPTON TOWN OF NEWSOMS DRILLED WELL NO. 2
3175720 | SOUTHAMPTON | TURNER TRACT WATER SYSTEM WELL$1
3175720 | SOUTHAMPTON | TURNER TRACT WATER SYSTEM WELL #2 T
3550051 | CHESAPEAKE CiTY OF CHESAPEAKE - NORTHWEST WESTERN BRANCH WELL NO.
RIVER 5§ 1
3550051 | CHESAPEAKE CITY OF CHESAPEAKE _ NORTHWEST | WB #3
RIVER SVS
3550705 | CHESAPEAKE PLANTATION MOBILE HOME PARK WELLNO. 2
3550800 | CHESAPEAKE SUNRAY WATER CO., INC. DRILLED WELL #2
3710100 | NORFOLK NORFOLK, CITY OF WELLNO. 1
'3710100 | NORFOLK NORFOLK, CITY OF WELL NO. 4
3710100 | NORFOLK NORFOLK, CITY OF WELL NO. 2

SA8-239

Comment noted.
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Virginia Department of Health Review Comments

DEQ #16-248F

Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project

3800629 | SUFFOLK FARMER FRANKS DRILLED WELL

3800694 | SUFFOLK PRUDEN CENTER FOR INDUSTRY & WELL
TECHNOLOGY

3800800 | SUFFOLK SPSA REGIONAL LANDFILL-SUFFOLK DRILLED WELL

3800830 | SUFFOLK TIDEWATER AGRI RESEARCH & EXT CTR | DRILLED WELL

5025550 | BRUNSWICK NOTTOWAY ACRES SUBDIVISION WELL NO.3

The following surface water intakes are located within a 5 mile radius of the project site:

PWSID Waterworks Name Facility Name —|
2015575 | SOUTH RIVER SANITARY DISTRICT COLES RUN RESER )
2125650 | NCSA-SCHUYLER JOHNSONS BRANCH

2125910 NCSA - WINTERGREEN 7LAKE MONACAN (ALLEN CREEK) INTAKE
2125910 NCSA - WINTERGREEN STONEY CREEK (PEGGY'S PINCH) JNTAK?
2125910 NCSA - WINTERGREEN VALLEY POND INTAKE

2790600 | STAUNTON, CITY OF NORTH RIVER DAM

2790600 | STAUNTON, CITY OF MIDDLE RIVER

3595250 | EMPORIA, CITY OF MEHERRIN RIVER

3710100 NORFOLK, CITY OF WESTERN BRANCH"

3710100 NORFOLK, CITY OF LAKE PRINCE

3740600 | PORTSMOQUTH, CITY OF LAKE MEADE

3740600 PORTSMOUTH, CITY OF PITCHKETTLE RAW WATER

3740600 PORTSMOUTH, CITY OF LAKE KILBY

3800805 SUFFOLK, CITY OF LONE STAR LAKE

3800805 SUFFOLK, CITY OF CRUMPS MILL POND

5029085 | BUCKINGHAM CC WATER SYSTEM TROUBLESOME CRK

5135160 | CREWE, TOWN OF CRYSTAL LAKE

5147170 FARI\;W\LLE, TOWN OF APPOMATTOX RIVER
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Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project

The project is located within the watershed of the following public surface water scurces (intakes where
the project falls within 5 miles into their watershed are formatted in bald):

PWSID Waterworks Name Facility Name

[ 2043125 | TOWN OF BERRYVILLE SHENANDOAH RIVER
2043634 | MOUNT WEATHER SHENANDOAH RIVER
2163550 | MAURY SERVICE AUTHORITY MAURY RIVER

| 2187406 | FRONT ROYAL, TOWN OF SOUTH FORK SHENANDOAH RIVER
2580100 | COVINGTON, CITY OF JACKSON RIVER
2790600 | STAUNTON, CITY OF MIDCDLE RIVER
3081550 | GCWSA - JARRATT NOTTOWAY RIVER INTAKE
3595250 | EMPORIA, CITY OF MEHERRIN RIVER
3670800 | VIRGINIA-AMERICAN WATER CO APPOMATTOX RIVER
3710100 | NORFOLK, CITY OF NOTTOWAY RIVER
3710100 | NORFOLK, CITY OF WESTERN BRANCH
3710100 | NORFOLK, CITY OF LAKE PRINCE
3740600 | PORTSMOUTH, CITY OF LAKE KILBY
3740600 | PORTSMOUTH, CITY OF LAKE MEADE
3740600 | PORTSMOUTH, CITY OF PITCHKETTLE RAW WATER
4041035 | APPOMATTOX RIVER WATER AUTHORITY LAKE CHESDIN RAW WATER INTAKE
4075735 | JAMES RIVER CORRECTIONAL CTR JAMES RIVER INTAKE
4087125 | HENRICO COUNTY WATER SYSTEM HENRICO RAW WATER INTAKE
4760100 | RICHMOND, CITY OF RAW WATER INTAKE
5680200 | LYNCHBURG, CITY OF JAMES RIVER-COLLEGE HILL
5680200 | LYNCHBURG, CITY OF JAMES RIVER-ABERT
6059501 | FAIRFAX COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY INTAKE (POTOMAC RIVER)
6107300 | LEESBURG, TOWN OF POTOMAC INTAKE

Best Management Practices (BMPs} should be employed on the project site, including Erosion &
Sediment Controls as well as Spill Prevention Controls & Countermeasures.

Care should be taken while transporting materials in and out of the project site, as to prevent impacts to
surface water intakes within 5 miles.

There may be impacts to puhblic drinking water sources due to this project if the mitigation efforts
outlined above are not implemented.

Office of Environmental Health Services, Division of Onsite Sewage and Water Services

See attached memo from Dwayne Roadcap, Division Director, dated January 27, 2017.
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Virginia Department of Health Review Comments

DEQ #16-248F
Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project

Office of Environmental Health Services, Division of Shellfish Sanitation

See attached memo from B. Keith Skiles, Division Director, dated February 3, 2017.

Office of Epidemiology, Division of Environmental Epidemiology

No comments.

Office of Radiological Health

No comments.

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments



€0e-Z

STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS

SAS8 - Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (cont’d)

SA8-240

20170406-5489 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 4/6/2017 3:02:35 BM

January 27, 2017
Memorandum on Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project

To: Drew Hammond, Acting Director, ODW
Arlene Warren, Policy and Planning Specialist

Through: Allen Knapp, Director, OEHS
From: Dwayne Roadcap, Division Director
RE: Comments regarding the Atlantic Coast Pipeline from OEHS

This is in reply to your request for additional comments on the Atlantic Coast Pipeline project as
requested by the Department of Environmental Quality.

Our understanding is that the pipeline’s path and exact location may change and Is not finalized
at this time. Once the pipeline’s path and exact location is known, then records at each local
county health department can be reviewed to determine what records are available with respect
to wells and onsite sewage systems.

In 1990, the Board of Health promulgated the Private Well Regulations (12VACS-630-10 et.
seq.), which establish requirements for the location and construction of private wells in the
Commonwealth. These requirements include minimum separation distances from contaminant
sources and other features contained in section 380 and Table 3.1. You can find a copy of the
Private Well Regulations here. Homeowners in the counties associated with the pipeline could
be using springs, cisterns, hand-dug wells, and drilled wells near the pipeline’s path. These
water systems would likely have varying types of construction and not meet today’s construction
standards or regulations.

Protecting water quality for these property owners is a paramount concern so once the pipeline’s
location is confirmed, OEHS would recommend that a complete sanitary survey along the
pipeline’s path be performed by a team of persons with expertise in geology, hydro-geology,
epidemiology, and public health. QOEHS recommends that a sanitary survey within 1,000 feet on
either side of the pipeline be performed at a minimum to ensure people and properties using local
and regional groundwater and surface water for recreational use or human consumption are
identified and protected. Keep in mind that some wells may be located below the ground surface
and not visible to the eye, which might require a door-by-door assessment in some cases.

In November, 2014, OEHS provided Natural Resources Group (NRG), working on behalf of
ACP, with available electronic information regarding the location of private wells constructed in
the proposed project arca. Please note, only wells permitted since 2003 are included in the
information provided to NRG. Records for private wells constructed prior to 2003 may be
available in hard copy, but many owners are likely to be using water scurces that pre-date

2003. VDH recommends that the project team performing the sanitary survey contact each local
health department in the project area to obtain additional hard copy records to assure appropriate

SA8-240

Comment noted.
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separation distances will be maintained between the proposed pipeline and private wells, springs,
or cisterns scrving nearby properties. You can find contact information for local health
departments at http://www.vdh.virginia.gov/home/local-health-districts .

In additional to private well records, each local health department has records regarding the
location of onsite sewage (septic) systems. In addition to making sure the pipeline does not
impact groundwater and drinking water systems, the project team leading the sanitary survey
project should identify onsite sewage systems near the pipeline’s final path. Property owners
must submit an application to the local health department in which the property is located to
relocate any onsite sewage system impacted by the pipeline’s construction.

The pipeline permitting and approval process should provide numerous options and safeguards to
protect local and regional surface water and aquifers. The pipeline goes pass through karst
topography, which presents specialized concerns. The Atlantic Coast Pipeline will likely have a
42-inch diameter piping system. Burying the pipeline, if necessary, would likely require clearing
wide swaths of brush, digging, boring, drilling, blasting and use of fuels and lubricants for heavy
equipment. These activities can adversely affect karst landscapes or possibly create new
sinkholes depending on site grading and landscaping.

The pipeline project needs to protect public health as follows:

* FERC and/or the Atlantic Coast Pipeline project owners should provide VDH with copies
of permits, plans, and studies performed throughout the project so VDH can stay
informed, review material, and provide informal comments as necessary throughout the
process.

* FERC should provide a mechanism to keep the public and local property owners
informed through public notice and solicitation of public comments (i.e., 30-day
comment period). Holding informational meetings to gather public input on the issues of
water supply and recreational water to assess the impact of the project would be valuable.
VDH should be invited to participate and offer formal comments though the permitting
and application process. Specifically, VDH recommends receiving public comments
related to the following questions:

1. What are the public’s concerns related to the impact of the project on water quality
and quantity of private wells?

2. What are the public’s concerns related to the impact of the project on recreational use
of surface water?

3. What role should VDH play in assuring that public health is protected in regard to
private wells and recreational water use in regard to the project?

4. What safeguards should be in place to protect private wells and recreational water?

5. Are additional legislative safeguards desired to protect human health, drinking water,
or recreational water?

SA8-241

SA8-242

Atlantic is required to obtain the necessary permits and authorizations
required to construct and operate the project. As such, and as mentioned in
the comment, the VDCR would have the opportunity to review Atlantic’s
proposed crossings during the permitting process.

Comments noted.
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» FERC should acknowledge and address public comments received and defend any
decision to issue an approval for the pipeline. VDH stands ready to help ensure VDH’s
comments are adequately addressed.

# The public should be allowed to request a public hearing on the project so that questions
and information can be provided.
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
Department of Health
DIVISION OF SHELLFISH SANITATION
10% Governor Street, Room 614-1
Richmond, VA 23219

Ph: 804-864-7487
Fax: B04-864-T481

MEMORANDUM
DATE: 2/3/2017
TO: Julia H. Wellman

Department of Environmental Quality

FROM: B. Keith Skiles, MPH, Director
Division of Shelifish Sanitation

SUBJECT: Atlantic Coast Pipeline
City / County: Cities of Suffolk and Chesapeake

Waterbody: Nansemond River (Mainsteam & West Branch), Southern Branch Elizabeth River

Type: [ VPDES [ ]VMRC vPa [ vie JPA  w Other: Draft Environmental Impact Staternent

Application / Permit Number: 16-248F

The project will not affect shelifish growing waters.

The project is located in or adjacent to approved shellfish growing waters, however, the activity as
described will not require a change in classification.

The project is located in or adjacent to condemned shellfish growing waters and the activity, as described,
will not cause an increase in the size or type of the existing closure.

The project will affect condemned shelifish waters and will not cause an increase in the size of the total
condemnation. However, a prohibited area (an area from which shellfish relay to approved waters for self-
purification is not allowed) will be required within a portion of the currently condemned area. See comments,

A buffer zone (including a prohibited area) has been previously established in the vicinity of this discharge,
however, the closure will have to be revised. Map attached.

This project will affect approved shellfish waters. If this discharge is approved, a buffer zone (including a
prohibited area) will be established in the vicinity of the discharge. Map attached.

! Other. The December 2016 proposed route of the project will cross condemned ehelifish growing waters in three locations: 1]
Westem Branch 1 d River, and 3] Branch Elizabeth River. The activily, as described,
will nol cause an increase in the size or type of these existing shelifish closures provided the pipeline infrastructure is installed
and ogerated in a safe and prudent manner that is free from the release of any harmful materials into these watersheds.

SA8-243

ADDITIONAL
COMMENTS:
Area # B3, 65 V
ela it

SA8-243

Comment noted. The Western Branch Nansemond River, Nansemond River,
and Southern Branch Elizabeth River are proposed to be crossed utilizing the
HDD method; therefore, no in-stream construction activities are proposed.
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1431 EAST BROAD STREET
RICHIOND, VIRTINA 23219 2000

Charles A. Kilpatrick, PE.
Commssiongs

March 3, 2017

Julia Wellman

Department of Environmental Quality
Office of Environmental Impact Review
5§29 E. Main Street, 6" Floor

Richmond, VA 23219

RE: Atlantic Coast Pipeline {DEQ Project Number 16-248F)
Dear Ms. Wellman -

The Virginia Department of Transportation is providing comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP) and Supply Header Project (SHP) as proposed by
Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC (Atlantic) and Dominion Transmission, Inc. (DTI), respectively. The below
represents the general comments of our agency.

General (Statewide) Comments

SA8-244 1. VDOT requests that FERC include in the Final EIS and the Record of Decision the following:

a. acommitment for Atlantic and DT to document the existing conditions of affected
roadways, p conditions, and drainage structures in Virginia prior to
construction and to provide this documentation to VDOT;

b. acommitment for Atlantic and DT to monitor and report conditions throughout
construction and for a period of two years following construction completion ; and

c. aclear commitment for Atlantic and DTI to restore roadway features to pre-
construction conditions or better.

SA8-245 2. Any work that occurs within VDOT right-of-way or easements or impacts vehicular traffic

operations on VDOT highways will be required to comply with the Land Use Permit Regulations

{24VAC30-151) and all current VDOT specifications and standards, including the Virginia Work

Area Protection Manual.

VirginiaDOT.org
WE KEEP VIRGINIA MOVING

SA8-244
SA8-245

See the response to comment SA4-1.

See the response to comment SA4-2.
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3. Detalled plans for all work within the right-of-way will need ta be submitted and approved by
VDOT prior to land use permit issuance.

4. A detailed traffic management plan, encompassing how traffic will be managed or detoured
during highway impravements for handling construction traffic and during pipeline installation
across highways should be provided as part of the FERC EIS or required to be provided prior or
concurrently with detailed plans for wark within the highway right-of-way.

5. Any parallel instaltations of pipeline in highway right-of-way should be located as close to the
adge of the right-of-way as possible.

6. Experience in some districts with the movement of heavy loads has shown that construction
traffic in the winter may have an tnordinate destructive impact compared to such traffic in
warmer seasons. Movement of heavy loads or equipment (canstruction traffic) should occur
mastly in the normal construction season. If canstruction is on-going in the winter, such traffic
should be limited as much as practicable during cold weather.

7. Entrances along roadways impacted by pipeline construction should remain open as much as
practicable. If closures are necessary, negotiation with the entrance owners and provision of
alternate access or other accommodations wiil have to be provided as part of the praject.

8. Crossings of limited access highway right-of-way should be made as close as possible to
perpendicular to the right-of-way and will require additional approvals.

9. Crossings of state highways should, wher practicable, be made without open-cutting the
pavement.

In addition to the above requests we are also providing the attached additional comments from VDOT
districts impacted by the project. We trust you find these comments informative and ask that you reach
out to Mr. Robert Hofrichter at 804-786-0780 should you have questions or need additional
clarifications.

Rega rds,

Angel Nf sem

Environmental Division Director

T 0
ra't

Attachment

ce: Mr. Rebert Hofrlchter, VDOT
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Attachment
Atlantic Coast Pipeline (DEQ Project Number 16-248F)
Summary of VDOT District-Specific Comments

Staunton District
1, The current pipeline route will impact Highland, Bath, and Augusta Counties within the district.

Lynchburg District

1. The current pipeline route will impact Nelson, Buckingham, Cumberland, and Prince Edward
Counties within the district, for a length of approximately 68.7 miles.

2. The current plan shows a compressor station in Buckingham County near Route 56.

3. There is one active VDOT Secondary Six-Year Plan project that overlaps the planned ACP project
in the district: Route 644 between Route 24 and Route 638 (UPC T18765).

4. Two active projects are relatively close to the ACP route and should be closely monitored during
construction phase for potential conflicts: Route 737 between Route 664 and Route 601 (UPC
T18770) and Route 151 at Route 664 {UPC 109528).

5. There are eight planned repaving and treatment jobs currently scheduled along or near the ACP

route.
a. Route 151 from 0.105 mile North of Route 664 to Route 612 {UPC 109694)
b. Route 722 from Route 56 to Route 645 (UPC 109318)
c. Route 646 from Route 56 to end of hard surface (UPC 109152)
d. Route 626 from Route 56 to Route 743 (UPC 107453)
e. Route 633 from Route 15 to Route 640 (UPC 109151)
f. Route 609 from Route 636 to Route 15 (UPC 107498)
g- Route 633 from Route 15 to Route 640 (UPC 109151}
h. Route 15 from Route 636 to 0.92 mile North of Route 633 (UPC 107925)

Richmend District
1. ACP work may have an impact on the following major highways in Richmond District: -85, I-95,
Route 58, Route 360, and Route 460.
2. The ACP project may have an impact on an active VDOT project: Route 615 in Dinwiddie County
(UPC 106204).

Hampton Roads District
1. The current pipeline route will impact Greensville and Southampton Counties and the Cities of
Suffolk and Chesapeake within the district, for a length of approximately 75.7 miles.
2. The pipeline should coordinate plans with municipal authorities for construction of roadways in
Chesapeake and Suffolk.

SA8-246

Section 4.13.2.5 has been updated to acknowledge the additional roadway
projects identified by the VDOT.
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

Marine Resources Commission
2600 Washington Avenue
Molly Joseph Ward Third Floor John MR, Buit
Searelary of Natural Resonrces Newport News, Virginia 23607 Commissioner

February 22, 2017

Ms. Julia Wellman
Department of Environmental Quality
Office of Environmental Impact Review
629 E. Main Street, 6th Floor
Richmond, VA 23219
Re:  Atlantjc Coast Pipeline and
Supply Header Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
FERC/EIS-0274D
Dear Ms. Wellman:

This will respond to your agency’s request for review of the above-referenced Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC). Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC (Atlantic) and Dominion Transmission, Inc. (DTI), request
authorization to construct and operate a total of 641.3 miles of an interstate natural gas transmission
pipeline, known as the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP) and Supply Header Project (SHP), in Docket
Numbers CP15-554-000, CP15-554-001, and CP15-555-000. The two projects, when considered as
one, propose work in Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Virginia and North Carolina. Together these
projects would provide about 1.44 billion cubic feet per day of natural gas to electric generation,
distribution, and end use markets in Virginia and North Carolina,

As proposed, all work associated with the SHP is restricted 1o West Virginia and Pennsylvania.
As such, all comments to follow will be restricted to.the ACP, which proposes work in West Virginia,
Virginia and North Carolina. In Virginia, the ACP will be constructed within a right-of-way
originating in Highland County and will pass through multiple Counties and beneath multiple
waterways, exiting the Commonwealth in Greensville County.

The Virginia Marine Resources Comumission (Commission), as the custodian of Virginia's
submerged lands, has the proprietary authority and responsibility to issue permits for activities that
take place over, under, through and on all submerged lands throughout the Commonwealth. This
authority is based on the Commonwealth's ownership of submerged lands, as provided for in Chapter
12 of Title 28.2 of the Code of Virginia, and was clarified through an opinion by Gerald L. Baliles,
Atlorney General, on May 3, 1982. This opinion stated, in part, that "(t}he Commission should assume
that all streams above some administratively determined minimum size...." are subject to its
jurisdiction. The Commission has defined the minimum size of non-tidal waterways as those perennial
streams with a drainage area of five (5) square miles or with a mean annual instream flow of five (5)
cubic feet per second. An Agency of the Natural Resources Secretariat

WwWw.inre.virginia.gov
Telephone (757) 247-2200 (757) 247-2292 ¥/TDD Information and Emergency Hotline 1-800-541-4646 V/TDD
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Given these thresholds, VMRC will exert jurisdiction over 92 of the project’s 663 non-tidal
stream crossings in Virginia, based on drainages areas currently identified in the DEIS, and three (3)
tidal streams. The project will additionally impact approximately 67,954 square feet (1.56 acres) of
tidal wetlands in the City of Chesapeake. The Commission is acting as the local wetlands board,
pursuant to Chapter 13 of Title 28.2 of the Code of Virginia, for the proposed project since the City of
Chesapeake has not adopted the madel wetlands ordinance contained within the Virginia Wetlands
Act.

Proposed activities within the non-tidal waterways identified in the DEIS with less than a
five (5) square mile drainage basin, or in adjacent non-tidal wetlands and uplands, do not require
autharization from this agency.

For the jurisdictional stream crossings, appropriate construction methodologies for buried
utilities routinely permitted by the Commission include directional drill, cofferdam construction, dam
and pump or flume-around technology. Since ACP proposes to install the Virginia portion of the
proposed pipeline with the aforementioned construction methodologies and best management
practices, the Comumission currently views this component of the project as consistent with its
Subaqueous Guidelines.

‘We also understand that the applicant has been working with the Department of Game and
Inland Fisheries (NGIF) regarding project specific impacts to freshwater aguatic resources for all
waterbody crossings. As such, the Commission recommends that the FEIS include a table citing the
DGIF recommendations at each of the VMRC non-tidal jurisdictional stream crossings and the
applicant’s intention of following those recommendations.

We recommend that all proposed VMRC jurisdictional stream crossings adhere to the
Commission’s standard instream permit conditions listed below:

(1) A “frac-out” contingency plan must be provided for any crossings utilizing the
directional drill method to address potential frac-outs or related spills associated
with any directional drilling activities. In an effott to minimize adverse impacts to
threatened and endangered fish and mussel species, instream surveys and species
relocations may be required;

(2) No instream construction shall be conducted during any recommended time-of-year
restrictions of any year unless waived by DGIF in writing;

(3) The instream construction activities shall be accomplished during low flow periods
utilizing dam and pump, flume around or within cofferdams construeted of
non-erodible materials in such a manner that no more than half the width of the
walerway is obstructed at any point in time. All areas of State-owned bottom and
adjacent lands disturbed by this activity shall be restored to their original contours
and natural conditions within thirty (30) days from the date of completion of the
authorized work. All excess materials shall be removed to an upland site and
contained in such a manner to prevent ils reentry into State waters;

SA8-247

SA8-248

The list of waterbodies crossed by ACP and SHP, including the referenced
recommendations, is included in appendix K.

Atlantic’s and DETI’s HDD Contingency Plan is provided in appendix H.
Atlantic has committed to implementing the VDGIF TOYR as described in
appendix K; we have had made additional recommendations where
applicable. Appendix K also describes the crossing methods that would be
used, and FERC’s Plan and Procedures describe these methods and
procedures in more detail. Atlantic has committed to adhering to the Virginia
Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook (VDEQ, 1992). Atlantic is required
to obtain the necessary permits and authorizations required to construct and
operate the project. As such, the VRMC would have the opportunity to review
Atlantic’s proposed crossings during the permitting process and, if necessary,
identify additional mitigation measures beyond those proposed.
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(4) Eresion and sediment control measures shall be in conformance with the 1992 Third
Edition of the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook and shall be
employed throughout construction;

(5) If it is determined that blasting is necessary at any of the crossings, DGIF shall be
notificd a minimum of 48 hours in advance of the blasting;

(6) The Department of Conservation and Recreation shali be contacted for any stream
crossings where karst landscape features are encountered during instaliation;

(7) DGIF shall be contacted for any work in trout waters to avoid conflicts with trout
stocking activities,

We also coneur with FERC’s recommendations that, prior to completing any geotechnical
boring beneath streams in karst terrain, Atlantic should consult with VDCR karst protection personnel
regarding each geotechnical boring and follow the Virginia Cave Board’s “Karst Assessment Standard
Practice” for land development when completing borings.

Lastly, for all proposed temporary and permanent tidal wetland impacts, VMRC recommends
that the FEIS contain a copy of the final wetland mitigation plans for consideration by Commission
staff. Additionally, Atlantic and DTI should implement the measures identified in their Jrvasive Plant Species
Management Plan to minimize the potential introduction of the invasive common reed, Phragmites
australis, for all wetland crossing siles except for site wChro002.

Please be advised that the Commission’s final permit action and identification of specifie
permit conditions cannot be finalized until completion of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) documentation and our public interest permit review process.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please feel free to contact me at
(757) 247-2200.

Sincerely,
Randal D. Owen
Environmental Engineer

RDO/Ira

HM

cc: John M. R. Bull, Commissioner
Tony Watkinson, Chief Habitat Management
Ray Fernald, Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
Drt. Matk Tuckenbach, Virginia Institute of Marine Science

SA8-249
SA8-250

Comment noted.

Comment noted.
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Vircinia OuTpoORS
FOUNDATION

March 10, 2017

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

RE: Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC
Atlantic Coast Pipeline
Daocket No. CP15-554-001
VOF comments on the DEIS

Dear Secretary Bose:

The Virginia Outdoors Foundation (VOF) would like to file comments with FERC on the Drafl
Envira | Tmpact Stat t (DEIS) issued on December 30, 2016 and to provide an update on the
VOF Board of Trustees meeting held on February 9", 2017 where Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP) presented
its applications for conversion of open space land on 10 VOF easements.

The DEIS issued by FERC on December 30" addressed the VOF open space easements potentially
impacted by the ACP in several areas. In section 3.4.1 FERC addressed the Spruce Creek Variation, which
would cross an 11" VOF open space easement in Nelson County. The VOF wrote a letter to FERC on
September 6, 2016 stating that crossing this open space easement could impair the significant resources
found on the property including historic sites, scenic protection, open farm land, riparian areas, deciduous
woodlands and diverse wildlife habitat.

In the DEIS, after comprehensive analysis, your staff staled that, “based on the factors discussed above and
information presented in the numerous comment letters filed for these routes, it does not appear that the
Spruce Creek Route Variation would offer a significant environmental advantage when compared to
Atlantic’s proposed route and we do not recommend that it be incorporated as part of the project.” VOF
supports the FERC staff determination and hopes that this recommendation will be incorporated into the
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

Even without the inclusion of this 11" open space easement in Nelson County, the Commonwealth's
protected conserved lands and VOF's open space program would be significantly impacted by this project.
FERC staff made the following statement regarding the crossing of 10 open space easements: “based on a
review of the regulations pertaining to VOF s, it is believed that the project would not be precluded
from establishing an easement for ACP on each VOF easement crossed. Atlantic submitied applications for
each easement for minor conversions and, along with the VOF, agreed to defer VOF consideration of
Atlantic’s conversion applications until after publication of this EIS.”

Executive Office | Morthern Piedmont Region | 33 Garrett St. Ste. 200 | Warrenton, VA 20186 | P: 540.347.7727

www.virginiacutdoorsfoundation.org

SA8-251
SA8-252

Comment noted.

The discussion of VOF conservation easements has been updated based on
information from Atlantic, the VOF, and other appropriate permitting and
regulatory authorities. Also see the responses to comments CO3-1 and

C010-3.
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The VOF has consistently taken the position that construction, maintenance and operation of the interstate
gas transmission line is inconsistent with the open space protections afforded by the subject easements.
Therefore, the construction, operation and maintenance of the ACP will constitute a conversion of the
easement property as outlined in Va. Code § 10.1-1704. VOF has stated on many previous occasions that
the impact is very significant and by no means "minor".

ACP presented its applications for conversion of open space on the 10 VOF easements in Highland, Bath,
Augusta and Nelson Counties af the February 9, 2016 VOF Board of Trustees meeting. The VOF Board of
Trustees (BOT) heard presentations by both the ACP and VOF staff on the applications and the proposed
mitigation for converting open space land. The BOT also heard comments from many landowners,
including landowners directly impacted by the project on VOF easement land. They also heard (rom
various individuals and organizations opposed to and in support of the pipeline.

After listening to all the information presented during the public comment period and by the ACP and VOF
staff, the Board voted to defer a decision on the Atlantic Coast Pipeline applications. Flowever, lo ensure
that FERC has the benefit of the staff’s conclusions and findings, the Board directed the Executive Director
to provide FERC with the VOF staff reports on the ACP conversion applications.

Attached to this filing, you will find the 10 VOF staff reports for the ACP applications. These reports
include a great deal of background information on the VOF easements, as well as the findings of the staff on
the statutory requirements under §10.1-1704 of the Code of Virginia. The appendices of the reports include:
ACP applications for Conversion of Open Space; Correspondences; VOF Baseline Documentation Reports;
VOF Open Space Deeds of Easement; Staff Site Investigation and Analysis; Permanent Impact Profiles;
Open Space Land Act, Section 10.1-1704 Language; County Statements; and reference to comprehensive
Substitute Land Reports titled Hayfields Farm and Rockfish River Parcel.

The final conclusions for each application are found at the end of each staff report. These conclusions
included a number of recommended conditions that should be imposed on any approval of the ACP
applications. Specifically, the conclusions provide:

Ifthe Board of Trustees finds that ACP applications meer the requivements of Section 10.1-1704, staff would
recommend the following conditions:

o Issuance of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (Certificate) by FERC and all other
necessary state and federal permits for the proposed ACP route crossing this easement.

o VOF approval and sign off of final ROW easement permitting only a permanent 50-foot easement for
one 42-inch diameter underground natural gas pipeline and the associated permanent access road
easement. No above-ground structures are permilted within this permanent ROW excep! for above
ground pipeline markers as required by law.

» ACP transfer of fee-simple interest to VOF of the proposed 1,034-acre Hayfields Farm Property and
Rockfish River Parcel as Substitute Land for the converted areas of the open-space easement property.

*  The accepiance of funds from ACP 1o: (i} serve as a Siewardship Fund to support VOF with the

operation and management of the substitute properties, and (i) partially offset VOF s unreimbursed
costs associated with the ACP.

20f3
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s Wriiten requests from both VOF and ACP to FERC to include the above siated requirements as
conditions of the FERC approval,

Additional site specific conditions may be developed with ACP representatives and the current landowner of
the easement property such as minimizing the extent of the permanent easement and construction fooiprini
where feasible, developing pollinator corridors and restoring other natural habitat areas to help preserve
the purpose of the open-space deed of easement.

If a Final EIS is issued for this project, VOF respectfully requests these conditions be included in the Final
EIS as requirements ACP must satisfy. Additionally, if a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity
is issued for this project, VOF respectfully requests these conditions be included in the Certificate as
requirements ACP must satisfy.

VOF appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the DEIS and additional information on VOF’s
own review process. We hope that this will assist FERC in its analysis and preparation of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). Please contact Martha Little at 804-577-3337 or via email at
mlittle@vofonline.org with any questions, comments or concerns.

Respectfully,
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Brett Glymph
Executive Director, VOF

CC [EMAIL ONLY]:

e Molly Plautz, External AfTairs Manager, Federal AfTairs, Dominion Resources Services, Inc.
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