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Southgate Project 
Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

INTRODUCTION 

Between the issuance of the Notice of Availability (NOA) for the draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) on July 26, 2019, and the close of the comment period on September 16, 
2019, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) received approximately 98 individual 
written letters commenting on the draft EIS, including 3 letters from federal agencies, 3 letters 
from state agencies; 1 letter from state representatives; 2 letters from a local government agencies 
and officials; 5 letters from Native American tribes; 33 letters from companies and organizations 
(including submittals that combined letters from different organizations/individuals under one 
accession number); and 51 letters from individuals.  In addition, we held 3 public comment 
sessions during the draft EIS comment period, which provided interested parties with an 
opportunity to present verbal comments on our analysis of the environmental impacts of the Project 
as described in the draft EIS. A total of 49 verbal comments and 16 written comments were provide 
at the sessions.  We also received several (14) comment letters filed after the close of the official 
comment period, which we have considered and included in the analysis to the extent possible1. 

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

 FA: Federal agencies and elected officials 

 NAT: Native American Tribes 

 EO: Elected Officials 

 SA: State/Commonwealth agencies 

 TA: Town/City agencies 

 CO: Companies and Organizations 

 IND: Individuals 

Appendix I.1 includes an index of comments on the draft EIS, including the FERC 
accession number, agency/organization/name of the commenter, date the comments were filed, 
and a comment code. Appendix I.2 provides our responses to the majority of comments that were 
filed utilizing general comment codes, which are defined as follows: 

 GEN: General comments 

 ALT: Alternatives 

                                                                 

1  Note that our response to comment includes some comments filed after the end of the official comment 
period. 
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 GEO: Geology 

 SOIL: Soils 

 GW: Groundwater 

 SURF: Surface Waters 

 WET: Wetlands 

 WILD: Wildlife 

 AQU: Aquatic Resources 

 SOCIO: Socioeconomics 

 CULT: Cultural Resources 

 AIR: Air Quality 

 NOISE: Noise 

 SAFE: Reliability and Safety 

 CI: Cumulative Impacts 

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

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

Some comments were addressed via a “side-by-side” approach due to the complexity or 
scope of the comments, or for which our responses in appendix I.2 did not apply. These additional 
comments are addressed individually in appendix I.3. Most of the comment letters addressed via 
the side-by-side approach also contained attachments and appendices that were not direct 
comments on the draft EIS or the Project. These attachments have not been included in this final 
EIS appendix, but can be found on the FERC eLibrary filed under the applicable 
accession numbers.  
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Appendix I.1 
Index of Commenters on the Southgate Draft EIS 

Letter 
Code Commenter Name/Affiliation 

Accession 
Number Comment Code(s) 

Federal Agencies 

FA-1 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 20190913-5090 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

FA-2 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 20190916-5160 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

Elected Officials 

EO-1 State Rep. Riddell and Ross 20190916-5090 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

State Agencies 

SA-1 NC Economic Development 
Association 

20190826-0031 GEN-3 

SA-2 Virginia DEQ 20190911-5102 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

SA-4 North Carolina DEQ 20190916-5167 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

SA-5 NC Wildlife Resource Commission 20190916-5189 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

SA-6 NC Dept. of Natural and Cultural 
Resources 

20190930-0238 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

Town/City Agencies and Elected Officials  

TA-1 Town of Carrboro of Alderman 20190916-5034 GEN-6, CI-2, SURF-1, SOCIO-1, 
GEN-2 

TA-2 City of Burlington 20190916-5076 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

Native American Tribes  

NAT-1 Catawba Tribe - Caitlin Rogers 20190815-5093 CULT-8 

NAT-2 Sappony Tribe 20190917-5006 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

NAT-3 Sappony Tribe 20190917-5009 Same letter as NAT-2 

NAT-4 Monacan Indian Nation 20190917-5014 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

NAT-5 Sappony Tribe 20190917-5018 Same letter as NAT-2 

NAT-6 Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 20190918-5064 CULT-6 

NAT-7 Monacan Indian Nation 20191112-5077 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 
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Appendix I.1 
Index of Commenters on the Southgate Draft EIS 

Letter 
Code Commenter Name/Affiliation 

Accession 
Number Comment Code(s) 

NAT-8 Sappony Tribe 20191212-5122 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

Companies and Organizations   

CO-1 Virginia Petroleum Council 20190821-5131 GEN-3 

CO-2 Virginia Foundation for Research and 
Economic Education 

20190904-0100 GEN-3 

CO-3 VA Oil and Gas Association 20190906-0006 GEN-3 

CO-4 Teamsters National Pipeline Labor 
Management Trust 

20190909-0027 GEN-3 

CO-5 NC Chamber 20190910-0025 GEN-3 

CO-6 Mountain Valley Pipeline 20190913-5134 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

CO-7 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense 
League 

20190916-5022 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

CO-8 Friends of the Shenandoah 20190916-5024 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

CO-9 Good Stewards of Rockingham 20190916-5030 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

CO-10 Dan River Basin Association 20190916-5035 ALT-2, GEN-2,  GEN-6 

CO-11 Food & Water Watch 20190916-5043 CI-1 

CO-12 Sierra Club 20190916-5054 GEN-1, GEN-6, SAFE-1, GEN-2, 
CI-1, GW-1 

CO-13 VA chamber of commerce 20190916-5069 GEN-3 

CO-14 Southern Environmental Law Center 20190916-5074 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

CO-15 Sierra Club 20190916-5084 GW-1, GEN-1, GEN-4, GEN-6, 
CI-1  

CO-16 Food & Water Watch 20190916-5105 GEN-1, SURF-1, GEN-6 

CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense 
League 

20190916-5106 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

CO-18 Consumer Energy Alliance 20190916-5128, 
20190923-0030 

GEN-3 

CO-19 Pipeliner’s Union 20190916-0010 GEN-3 

CO-20 Protect Our Water Heritage Rights 20190916-5143 GEN-6 

CO-21 Chesapeake Climate Action Network 20190916-5147 GEN-2, GEN-4, GEN-6, CI-1 
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Appendix I.1 
Index of Commenters on the Southgate Draft EIS 

Letter 
Code Commenter Name/Affiliation 

Accession 
Number Comment Code(s) 

CO-22 Haw River Assembly 20190916-5155 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

CO-23 Institute for Policy Integrity - NYU 20190916-5158 CI-1 

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates 20190916-5161 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

CO-25 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense 
League 

20190917-5178 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

CO-26 Appalachian Voices 20190917-5007 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

CO-27 Atlantic Coast Pipeline 20190916-5191 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

CO-28 Appalachian Voices 20190917-5010 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

CO-29 Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line 
Corporation 

20190918-5032 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

CO-30 VA Forest Conservation Partnership 20190809-5084 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

CO-31 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense 
League 

20191016-5100 GEN-8 

CO-32 Consumer Energy Alliance 20190916-5128, 
20190923-0030 

GEN-3 

CO-33 Eden Chamber of Commerce  20190906-3055 GEN-3 

CO-34 Jorge Aguilar - Food & Water Watch 20190923-4001 CI-1, CI-3, GEN-4 

CO-35 Chatham Resident 20190906-3055 GEN-2, SOCIO-1 

CO-36 Rachel Velez: Clean Water for NC 20190923-4002 GW-1, SURF-1, GEN-6 

CO-37 Mr. Joyner: Danville Historical Society 20190923-4001 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

CO-38 Sonja Ingram: Preservation Virginia 20190923-4001 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

CO-39 Deep Creek Church & Cemetery 20190906-3055 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

CO-40 NC Economic Development 
Association 

20190826-0031 GEN-3 

CO-41 Public Service Company of North 
Carolina 

20191017-5115 GEN-3 
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Appendix I.1 
Index of Commenters on the Southgate Draft EIS 

Letter 
Code Commenter Name/Affiliation 

Accession 
Number Comment Code(s) 

Individuals 

IND-1 Katie Whitehead 20190808-5029 GEN-5 

IND-2 Mark Stevens 20190812-5003 ALT-1 

IND-3 Janak Patel 20190814-5005 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

IND-4 David Hill 20190816-5054 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

IND-5 Mary E D Ryan 20190820-5065 GEN-1 

IND-6 Denise DerGarabedian 20190821-5035 GEN-2, GEN-1, CULT-1, GEO-2, 
GEO-3 

IND-7 Cheryl Garrity 20190821-5041 GEN-1, GW-1, ALT-1, SOCIO-2, 
LU-2 

IND-8 Eleanor M Amidon 20190823-5141 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

IND-9 Eleanor M Amidon 20190823-5142 GEN-6, CI-1, ALT-2, SURF-2 

IND-10 Joshua Lobe 20190826-5001 GEN-1, AIR-1, GEN-7 

IND-11 Angela Herbin 20190826-5003 GEN-2, LU-1, LU-5, SAFE-1 

IND-12 Jeanne Eichinger 20190826-5025 SURF-7, SAFE-1, SURF-2 

IND-13 Lori Thorn 20190826-0032 GEN-6, GEN-7, SAFE-2, SOCIO-
1, GEN-2 

IND-14 John Runkle 20190828-5094 GEN-2 

IND-15 David Naylor 20190827-0013 SAFE-1, SAFE-2, GEN-2, 
SOCIO-1, LU-1 

IND-16 John Heise & Lori Dyer 20190830-5013 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

IND-17 Lewise Busch 20190904-0099 CI-2 

IND-18 Wayne Kirkpatrick 20190910-5005  GEN-1, GEN-7,  GEN-2 

IND-19 Katie Whitehead 20190910-5007 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

IND-20 Beth Kreydatus 20190912-5000 GEN-1, GEN-6  

IND-21 Larry Shambley 20190912-5090 ALT-3 

IND-21a Larry Shambley 20190912-5100 ALT-3 

IND-22 Jean Robinson 20190912-5093 GEN-1, GEN-2, GEN-4, GEN-6 
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Appendix I.1 
Index of Commenters on the Southgate Draft EIS 

Letter 
Code Commenter Name/Affiliation 

Accession 
Number Comment Code(s) 

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

IND-24 DeNeika Barnard 20190916-5000 GEN-1 

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

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

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

IND-28 Maury Johnson 20190916-5031 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

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

IND-30 Christopher Lish 20190916-5029 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

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

IND-32 Fred Lehman 20190916-5130 GEN-2 

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

IND-34 Lisa Glassco 20190917-5000 GEN-1 

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

IND-36 Katie Whitehead 20190916-5190 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

IND-37 Jeannie Ambrose 20190917-0006 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

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

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

IND-41 Katie Whitehead 20191118-5029 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

IND-42 T Butler 20190906-3055 GEN-6 

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

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

IND-45 Herman Johnson 20190906-3055 GEN-7 

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

IND-47 Owen Ray McKenzie Jr 20190906-3055 LU-1 
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Appendix I.1 
Index of Commenters on the Southgate Draft EIS 

Letter 
Code Commenter Name/Affiliation 

Accession 
Number Comment Code(s) 

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

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

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

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

IND-52 Ann Rogers 20190923-4001 GEN-12 

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

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

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

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

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

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

IND-59 Graham Rex 20190906-3055 GEN-1 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

IND-70 Robert Pollok 20190923-4001 LU-5 

I.1-8

20200214-3010 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 02/14/2020



 

Appendix I.1 
Index of Commenters on the Southgate Draft EIS 

Letter 
Code Commenter Name/Affiliation 

Accession 
Number Comment Code(s) 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

IND-88 John Heise & Lori Dyer 20190906-3055 Appendix I.3 Side by Side 
Responses 

IND-89 Aimee Tilley 20190923-4000 GEN-1, SURF-1, GEN-6, SAFE-
1, CULT-4, SOIL-1, SOCIO-2, 
GEN-7 
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Appendix I.1 
Index of Commenters on the Southgate Draft EIS 

Letter 
Code Commenter Name/Affiliation 

Accession 
Number Comment Code(s) 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

IND-99 Patricia Taylor 20190906-3055 GEN-2, GEN-6, ALT-2, ALT-4, 
GEN-10 
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Appendix I.2 

General Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

Comment Code Comment Summary Response 

General Comments 

GEN-1 Comments expressing general opposition to 
the Project and non-specific concerns about 
environmental impacts (e.g., statements of 
general concern for impacts on wetlands or 
wildlife; air quality impacts; safety; 
statements that quoted text from the draft 
EIS but provided no additional comments). 

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

GEN-2 Comments that the need of the Project has 
not been established and that the Project 
would not benefit local areas crossed by the 
route.  Additionally, commenters contend 
that the Project would not be consistent with 
North Carolina’s renewable energy 
initiative.   

The Commission will consider the need for 
the Project and may address these comments 
in any Order it issues.   
FERC environmental staff reviews 
applications for interstate natural gas 
pipeline projects in accordance with an 
applicant’s stated objective(s) to disclose the 
environmental impacts of a proposal, to 
inform the decision makers, and, in 
accordance with NEPA, evaluate reasonable 
alternatives to a project. 

GEN-3 Comments in support of the Project, 
including comments related to the need for 
the Project, economic benefits, the proposed 
route, and the potential for the Project to 
meet regional energy goals.  

Comments noted. 
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Appendix I.2 

General Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

Comment Code Comment Summary Response 

GEN-4 Numerous comments concerning the 
adequacy of the draft EIS; the EIS was 
“flawed” and “inadequate”, our conclusions 
in the EIS are not appropriate or correct, and 
the scope of the environmental analysis was 
too limited.  Commenters contend that our 
analysis and conclusions in the draft EIS are 
not adequate because Mountain Valley has 
not yet provided certain environmental data 
and due to lack of information, the Mountain 
Valley Pipeline Southgate project does not 
comply with NEPA.  

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

GEN-5 Comments that there was insufficient time to 
review the draft EIS and associated 
information and requests to extend the draft 
EIS comment period.  Commenters noted 
that there was a substantial amount of 
information missing from the EIS that the 
public did not have a chance to comment on.  

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

GEN-6 Comments related to the performance of 
erosion control devices and Mountain Valley 
contractors during the construction of the 
Mountain Valley Pipeline Project.  We also 
received comments stating that the draft EIS 
fails to adequately analyze impacts because 
it unreasonably relies on minimization and 
mitigation measures that have previously 
been ineffective. 

Each proposal reviewed by the Commission 
is considered on its own merits irrespective 
of other projects.  FERC’s professional 
judgement, based on decades of experiences 
on hundreds of projects is that the Plan and 
Procedures are sufficient to minimize 
impacts to resources.  See revised section 
1.3 of the EIS for a more detailed response 
to these concerns.   
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Appendix I.2 

General Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

Comment Code Comment Summary Response 

GEN-7 Many commenters provided general 
comments regarding their opposition to the 
use of eminent domain for the Project and 
Mountain Valleys land acquisition methods. 

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

GEN-8 Comments that Project has been segmented 
from the environmental review of the 
Mountain Valley Pipeline Project.  

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

GEN-9 Commenters stated that the reliance on 
mitigation measures to conclude that the 
project will cause no significant impacts is 
inadequate because many of the mitigation 
measures proposed are unspecified.  
Commenters noted that in many instances in 
the draft EIS we instruct Mountain Valley to 
come up with mitigation measures that are 
currently not defined; and that mitigation 
cannot prevent significant impacts on 
environmental resources. 

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

GEN-10 One commenter noted that there was a lack 
of government oversight, allowing pipelines 
to be installed without permits and a 
disregard to Endangered Species Act. 

Applicants cannot begin construction of the 
Project until all state, federal, and local 
permits are received including completion of 
consultation under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act. Federal agency 
compliance for the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) Section 7 is described in section 4.7.1 
of the EIS.   
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GEN-11 Commenters suggested that state permit 
requirements and recommendations should 
be adhered to by the applicant and included 
in the EIS. 

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

GEN-12 One commenter voiced concerns that the 
description of the project in Mountain 
Valley’s application does not match the 
description provided in the draft EIS.  

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

Alternatives 

ALT-1 Comments regarding the inadequacy of the 
alternatives analysis, the limited range of 
alternatives considered, and a lack of 
analysis of the No Action Alternative.   

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

ALT-2 Commenters stated that the alternatives 
analysis in the EIS needs to consider 
renewable energy options and an assessment 
of non-gas energy alternatives and/or energy 
conservation or efficiency.   

The Project would transport natural gas.  As 
explained in the introduction to section 3.0, 
because renewable energy sources and 
energy conservation alternatives are 
alternatives to natural gas consumption, but 
not natural gas transportation, they do not 
meet the Project purpose and were not 
analyzed in our alternatives analysis. 
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ALT-3 Several landowners affected by the Project 
requested alternative routes to avoid their 
properties and expressed concerns regarding 
the alignment of the route and access roads 
on their property. 

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

ALT-4 Some commenters expressed concerns that 
Mountain Valley did not fully consider the 
co-location of the alignment with Transco 
and other public rights-of-way or 
transportation corridors. 

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

Geology 

GEO-1 Comments concerning the potential of the 
construction of the pipeline to encounter and 
disturb uranium deposits.   

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

GEO-2 We received comments that blasting of 
bedrock increases danger of landslides. 
Commenters requested a landslide 
mitigation plan. 

See section 4.1.4.6 of the EIS for updated 
information regarding blasting.  Blasting 
would follow the procedures in Mountain 
Valley’s General Blasting Plan, and would 
be limited in depth, width, and length to 
minimize disturbances.  Mountain Valley 
would additionally implement control 
measures within their Landslide Mitigation 
Report during construction and operation to 
minimize landslides and potential associated 
impacts. 
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GEO-3 Commenters expressed concern regarding 
the presence of caves and sinkholes that the 
pipeline would cross and the potential for 
blasting to cause sinkhole formation. 

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

Soils 

SOIL-1 Commenters expressed concern regarding 
dust control during construction. 

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

SOIL-2 A few commenters expressed concern about 
how soil compaction would be abated. 

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

Groundwater 

GW-1 Comments related to groundwater impacts 
and impacts on private wells.  Commenters 
expressed concerns that the locations of 
wells are unknown and that blasting and 
heavy equipment can damage infrastructure, 
such as wells, underground utilities, and 
septic systems. 

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

Surface Water 

SURF-1 Comments regarding impacts of the project 
on surface waters, including concerns 
regarding impacts on water quality.   

Section 4.3.2 of the EIS discusses the 
Project’s impacts on surface water resources 
and describes measures that Mountain 
Valley would implement to reduce potential 
impacts. 
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SURF-2 Commenters expressed concerns regarding 
the increase of erosion and transport of 
sediment into streams from the removal of 
vegetation and disturbance of stream banks. 

Impacts on surface waters and erosion 
control measures are discussed in sections 
2.4, 2.7, and 4.3.2 of the EIS.  Mountain 
Valley would adhere to its Plan and 
Procedures, and E&SCP to minimize the 
amount of sediment leaving the immediate 
area affected by construction.  The Plan and 
Procedures contain requirements for erosion 
and sediment control during the construction 
and restoration of the Project. The Plan and 
Procedures also contain performance based 
standards that seek to contain soils within 
the limits of disturbance. As a standard 
construction practice, the Project would 
establish a 50-foot-wide wetland and 
waterbody buffer with erosion and sediment 
control devices. The buffer would not be 
grubbed during the initial right-of-way 
clearing and grubbing sequence. These 
buffers would remain undisturbed (aside 
from hand felling trees) until the pipeline 
crossing is ready to be installed. 
See also response GEN-6. 

SURF-3 Commenters expressed concern about 
impacts on the Jordan Lake Watershed and 
that the Project is not adhering to Jordan 
Lake Rules. 

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

SURF-4 Several commenters argued that the draft 
EIS did not appropriately assess the full 
scope of downstream impacts. Some 
commenters contend that the three-mile 
downstream distance used in the draft EIS 
does not adequately access water quality 
impacts since many contaminants can travel 
longer distances. 

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

SURF-5 Commenters expressed concerns regarding 
the impact of hydrostatic test water 
discharges on surface waters 

Measures regarding hydrostatic test water 
discharge are provided in section 4.3.2.7 of 
the EIS and VII.D.1 of Mountain Valley’s 
Procedures. 
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SURF-6 Several commenters contend that Mountain 
Valley has not fully identified sources of 
water for use during construction.  

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

SURF-7 Commenters expressed concern regarding 
construction in floodplains, including the 
safety of the public and workers during 
flood events that could occur during 
construction.  In addition, commenters 
expressed concerns that the volume and 
velocity of water from flooding will increase 
with less buffer protection due to un-
vegetated riparian areas and compacted soils 
from heavy machinery.  

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

SURF-8 Commenters contend that Mountain Valley 
has not provided the feasibility studies for 
trenchless crossings of waterways, such as 
Deep Creek. 

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

SURF-9 Commenters noted the potential for spills 
and leaks to occur, and that Mountain Valley 
should employ measures to prevent spills of 
fuels or lubricants into state waters. 

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

Wetland 

WET-1 A commenter expressed concerns regarding 
impacts on wetlands, specifically noting 
some proposed workspaces were located 
within 50 feet of a wetland. 

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

VEG-1 Many commenters expressed concern about 
deforestation and forest fragmentation, 
including permanent loss of forested areas.   

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

VEG-2 Commenters expressed concerns about the 
Project potentially causing the spread of 
invasive species.  

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

Wildlife 

WILD-1 Commenters expressed concerns regarding 
temporal and direct impacts on wildlife and 
habitat.  

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

WILD-2 Commenters expressed concerns regarding 
impacts on migratory birds and avoidance of 
clearing and construction activities within 
migratory bird nesting season. 

Section 4.6.3.2 of the EIS discuss impacts 
on migratory birds.  

WILD-3 Commenters expressed concern about how 
the draft EIS characterized downstream 
impacts on aquatic species. Commenters did 
not agree with the draft EIS analysis, which 
mentioned species may migrate away from 
wildlife-threatening impacts caused by the 
construction. 

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

Threatened and Endangered Species 

T&E-1 We received comments that observed bald 
eagles within the Project area were not noted 
in the draft EIS. 

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

T&E-2 Commenters stated that FERC has not 
provided sufficient information in the draft 
EIS for the public to assess the actual 
impacts to listed species, or to assess the not 
likely to adversely affect determination that 
was made for these species. 

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

T&E-3 Commenters expressed concerns that 
pipeline construction would harm numerous 
species and their habitats, including the 
Roanoke logperch, James spineymussel, 
Atlantic pigtoe and smooth coneflower.  

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

Land use 
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LU-1 Commenters expressed concerns regarding 
the pipeline easement and its impact on 
current land use and future residential 
development. Commenters are concerned 
that construction will render land unusable 
for farming, habitation, or other uses.  
Several landowners expressed concern about 
not being able to cross the pipeline 
easement, which would cutoff usable land. 
Some landowners are also concerned that 
Mountain Valley will not replace fences 
removed for construction.  

Impacts on land use are discussed in section 
4.8 of the EIS.  Most commonly, cultivated 
properties go back into cultivation following 
construction and so, the easement does not 
affect the resumption of farming. 
 A 50-foot-wide permanent right-of-way 
would be maintained by Mountain Valley.  
While structures would not be permitted 
within the permanent right-of-way, they 
would be permitted in all areas used for the 
temporary construction workspace.  
Mountain Valley stated that they would 
work with landowners to maintain access to 
cultivated agricultural portions of their 
property and would provide access across 
the right-of-way at the request of the 
landowner.  Mountain Valley would work 
with landowners to replace and return 
features of their property that needed to be 
removed for construction, including fences 
for livestock.    

LU-2 Commenters expressed concern about 
impacts on public use of recreational parks, 
trails, and rivers, including the Mountains-
to-Sea Trail and a proposed trail in 
Alamance County. 

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

LU-3 General comments regarding the visual 
impact of the newly cleared sections of the 
easement on the public and landowners. 

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

LU-4 Landowners commented that the pipeline 
would impact residential septic systems.  

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

LU-5 Comments regarding the impact of the 
pipeline easement on agricultural production 
during and after construction. Landowner 
commented on the short-term and long-term 
impacts of easements within traditional and 
other unique (truffle farm and seed farm) 
agricultural crops. Some landowners believe 
that installation of the pipeline will change 
the composition of the soil, which will 
impact crops. 

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

Socioeconomics 

SOCIO-1 Several commenters expressed concern that 
the pipeline would lead to decreased 
property values, which would have a 
negative economic effect on their futures. 

As discussed in section 4.9.5 of the EIS, 
based on our review of numerous studies, 
there is no conclusive evidence that indicates 
that the presence of a pipeline would 
significantly impact the value of a property. 
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SOCIO-2 Commenters expressed concerns that the 
pipeline would impact tourism in the region. 

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

SOCIO-3 Commenters expressed concerns regarding 
mental health impacts of the Project, as well 
as eco-psychology, eco-therapy, and terra-
psychology not being considered in the draft 
EIS. 

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

SOCIO-4 Commenters expressed that there was a lack 
of analysis regarding impacts to 
environmental justice communities, 
particularly those located near the Lambert 
Compressor Station. 

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

SOCIO-5 Commenters expressed concern regarding 
impacts of pipeline construction on personal 
safety. Commenters would like to see a plan 
from local law enforcement to defuse 
situations that may occur, including protests. 

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

SOCIO-6 To pay for cleanup of spills or accidents 
along the pipeline, commenters believe that 
utility rates will increase, which will have a 
greater impact on low income populations. 

Mountain Valley is responsible for the 
cleanup of spills and accidents during 
pipeline construction and operation. 
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SOCIO-7 Several commenters mentioned that the draft 
EIS did not account for social services that 
will be provided to out of town workers and 
did not account for non-standard 
socioeconomic effects, such as the loss in 
ecosystem services that is currently provided 
by air, water, forest, and other natural 
resources.   

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

SOCIO-8 Commenters contend that the draft EIS 
inflates economic benefits and understates 
its adverse impacts. They further state that 
the EIS analysis uses the entire states of 
North Carolina and Virginia as its impact 
area, instead of a more appropriate region. 
Commenters disagreed with the use of 
INPLAN. 

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

Cultural 

CULT-1 Several commenters stated that the surveys 
are not yet complete; and that contend not 
all resources have been identified, and 
impacts to cultural resources have not been 
adequately addressed. Commenters also 
stated that the draft EIS does not provide 
information on the findings of the 
archeological sites identified and note that 
there are sites that have been previously 
identified but were not included in the draft 
EIS.  Some commenters contend that the 
impacts to tribes were not considered, and 
FERC as the federal lead should have 
reached out to the tribes, not Mountain 
Valley.  Some commenters believe Section 
106 has not been completed properly 

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

CULT-2 A letter was received from North Carolina 
SHPO stating the draft EIS has been 
reviewed and addresses previous comments. 
They concur with the revised Plan for 
Unanticipated Discoveries of Historic 
Properties and Human Remains. Changes in 
the revised archeological report and 
addendum will need to be reflected in Table 
4.10-11. 

The EIS was revised to reflect comments on 
reports we received from the NCSHPO, in 
letters dated July 1 and 22, 2019.  
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CULT-3 One commenter requested realignment to 
avoid impacts to Little Cherrystone 
Property. This site includes a Native 
American burial ground. The commenter 
stated that since it is within the LOD, the 
public will not be able to monitor the site to 
make sure access is restricted. 

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

CULT-4 A comment was received noting that the 
Deep Creek Church and Cemetery is located 
close to the proposed route. They requested 
avoidance, compensation for impacts, and to 
return the site to preconstruction conditions 

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

CULT-5 Commenters noted the Mountain View 
historic 1890s home, located in the Chatham 
Historic District on Route 20 is located 
within the proposed route. It is within the 
proposed route and will be impacted by the 
project 

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

CULT-6 The Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma stated the 
project is outside of their area of interest. 
Comments are deferred to other Tribes that 
have been contacted. 

Comment noted. 

CULT-7 A commenter stated there are undocumented 
graves in Ossipee in Altamahaw. Locations 
passed down through oral tradition of 
Occaneechi Band of the Saponi Nation.   

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

CULT-8 The Catawba requested to be notified if 
Native American artifacts and/or human 
remains are located during the ground 
disturbance phase of this project.  

Comment noted. 

Air 

AIR-1 Commenters expressed concerns regarding 
the Project-related emissions impact on the 
region’s air quality. 

Air emission impacts and mitigation 
measures are discussed in section 4.11.1.7. 
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AIR-2 Commenters were concerned regarding 
impacts on health resulting from operation 
of the Lambert Compressor Station.  Some 
commenters requested we study the impacts 
on more vulnerable populations 
(environmental justice populations) that are 
near the Lambert Compressor Station.  

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

Noise 

NOISE – 1 Comments regarding noise and light impacts 
on humans and wildlife resulting from 
construction and operation of the pipeline 
and compressor station.  

As described in Section 4.11.2.3, noise from 
construction and operation of the project, 
including the Lambert Compressor Station 
would meet FERC requirements.  Effects 
from chronic noise may vary by species as 
described in section 4.6.1.1. Mountain 
Valley would employ noise mitigation 
measures at the Lambert Compressor Station 
and the noise levels that wildlife would be 
exposed to beyond the compressor station 
property boundary would vary based on the 
distance from the facility.   
See section 4.6.1.1 for a discussion of 
lighting techniques to minimize impacts to 
wildlife.  
Lighting impacts on people are discussed in 
section 4.8.6.2, the Lambert Compressor 
Station would be surrounded by trees on 
three sides, shielding it from public view.  
The vegetative screening would also shield 
the Lambert Compressor Station from 
nearby residences, thereby minimizing 
effects from light.  

Safety 

SAFE-1 Commenters expressed concern regarding 
potential incidents along the pipeline and 
compressor station facilities, including 
impacts of natural gas leaks.  Commenters 
also expressed concern regarding the 
potential for leaks to ignite and subsequent 
impacts on nearby residences, communities, 
and the environment. 

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

SAFE-2 Concerns were expressed from commenters 
about how local resources and communities 
are not equipped to handle an emergency 
response.  

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

I.2-14

20200214-3010 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 02/14/2020



Appendix I.2 

General Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

Comment Code Comment Summary Response 

SAFE-3 Commenters expressed concerned about 
public safety during construction. Including 
safety of construction workers. Several 
commenters mentioned equipment turnovers 
from past projects. 

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

SAFE-4 A commenter expressed concern regarding 
possible accidents in less densely populated 
areas due to thinner pipeline walls. 

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

Cumulative Impacts 

CI-1 Commenters expressed concerns related to 
climate change, including contentions that 
the Project will contribute to climate change, 
sea level rise, and extreme weather events, 
and subsequently impact other 
environmental resources, commercial 
economies, climate refugees, etc. 
Commenters stated that the EIS failed to 
adequately utilize available methodologies 
(Social Cost of Carbon) to assess the 
Project’s climate impact and expressed 
concern that our failure to address the 
importance and consequences of GHG 
emissions undermined several aspects of the 
overall Project environmental analysis. In 
addition, commenters contend we did not 
adequately estimate upstream and 
downstream GHG emissions that would 
result from the Project.  Commenters also 
contend that the climate change analysis in 
the EIS should include GHG emissions from 
loss of trees and vegetation and burning of 
brush associated with the Project. 

An analysis of the Project’s impacts on 
climate change is discussed in section 
4.13.2.9.  
The social cost of carbon tool is intended for 
estimating the climate costs and benefits of 
rulemakings and policy alternatives. The 
tool cannot predict the actual environmental 
impacts of a project on climate change. It 
can only present a monetized global value 
for the economic costs of climate change 
and was not considered adequate for the 
purposes of this EIS.  
The evaluation of upstream and downstream 
GHG emissions it outside of the scope of 
this EIS.  
Section 4.5.4.3 provides an updated 
discussion of interior forest impacts; and 
section 4.13 discusses cumulative impacts 
on forested areas.  
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Appendix I.2 

General Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

Comment Code Comment Summary Response 

CI-2 A few commenters contend that there are 
increased climate change risks from gas 
sourced from shale formations, as well as 
stating that methane is initially a more 
potent GHG than CO2 after release into the 
atmosphere.  Several commenters expressed 
concern that the project facilities would leak 
methane, contributing to GHGs, and that 
these leaks were not accounted for in the 
analysis of Project impacts on climate 
change.   

As described in section 4.11.1.2, our use of 
carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e) is 
consistent with the methods for 
characterizing methane in greenhouse gas 
estimates, allowing a common standard for 
comparison across projects.  As discussed in 
section 4.3.1.5, Mountain Valley would 
regularly monitor the pipeline for signs of 
leaks.  Similarly, as discussed in 
section 4.11.1.5 Mountain Valley would 
comply with all applicable leak detection 
and repair requirements, including the use of 
optical gas imaging to conduct leak surveys. 

CI-3 Many commenters stated that the cumulative 
impact analysis was inadequate, including a 
limited analysis of cumulative impacts on 
forested wetlands, waterbodies, land use, 
and other aspects of the human and natural 
environment.  

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

CI-4 Several commenters expressed concern 
regarding the cumulative impacts on air 
quality and human health from three 
compressor stations located in close 
proximity. 

An analysis of the cumulative impacts on air 
quality, including nearby compressor 
stations, is discussed in section 4.13.2.9 of 
the EIS.  Air quality impacts on public 
health are discussed in section 4.11.1.7.   
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

FA-1 United States Environmental Protection Agency
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

FA-1 United States Environmental Protection Agency

FA-1a See response GEN-2 in appendix I.2. 

FA-1b

See section 3.4.2 of the EIS for discussion of minor route 
alternatives. The western portion of this alternative was not 
preferred due to proximity to residences, terrain, and 
crossings of surface water features and major wetland 
systems. The eastern portion of this route was considered and 
is described under the Haw River Alternative. We concluded 
that these alternatives do not offer a significant environmental 
advantage when compared to the proposed route. 
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

FA-1 United States Environmental Protection Agency

FA-1c
Comment noted. All consultations would be complete and 
federal permits would be obtained by Mountain Valley prior 
to construction.

FA-1d

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

FA-1e

Water used for hydrostatic testing would be discharged into 
upland areas through appropriate energy dissipation devices.  
Any chemical laden water association with cleaning methods 
would not be discharged to the ground but instead hauled 
away and disposed of at an approved waste facility.  
Mountain Valley would conduct sampling to ensure that 
discharges meet regulatory thresholds.  All drilling fluid 
would be hauled away and disposed of at an approved and 
properly permitted waste facility.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

FA-1 United States Environmental Protection Agency

FA-1f
Comment noted. Class thickness is designated by DOT. HDD 
is discussed in section 4.1.4.9. 

FA-1g Comment noted.  Section 4.4.2 of the EIS describes PFO 
impacts as long term.

FA-1h A cumulative impacts analysis of the Southgate project can be 
found in section 4.13 of the EIS. 
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

FA-1 United States Environmental Protection Agency

FA-1i See response SURF-4 in appendix I.2.  

FA-1j

A description of existing wetland resources in the Project area 
is provided in section 4.4.1 of the FEIS.  See response SA-2a-
10 regarding the completion of surveys.

The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ 
guidelines, and other applicable requirements.   In addition 
Mountain Valley would be required to comply with all federal 
and federally-delegated permits as identified in table 1.4-1, 
including the Section 404 CWA permit.  The Compensatory 
Mitigation Plan would be subject to review and approval by 
the District Engineer for the COE for the Norfolk District in 
Virginia and Wilmington District in North Carolina. 

FA-1k

Section 4.3.2 describes the effects of the Projects on surface 
waterbodies.  We recognize that in-stream construction would 
cause temporary and localized impacts on surface water.  
However, based on the construction techniques and Mountain 
Valley’s commitment to the Plan. Procedures, and their 
E&SCP we do not anticipate long-term or significant impacts 
on surface water resources as a result of construction or 
operation of the Project

FA-1l Comment noted. See revised section 4.9.8. 
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

FA-1 United States Environmental Protection Agency

FA-1m

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

FA-1n

Comments noted. Forest fragmentation is discussed in section 
4.5.4.3. Disposal of vegetative debris is discussed in section 
4.5.4.1. Greenhouse gas emissions are discussed in section 
4.11.1.7.

FA-1o Comment noted. See revised section 4.1.4.6.

FA-1p Mountain Valley has indicated that they will consider clean 
diesel technologies and strategies for the project. 
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

FA-1 United States Environmental Protection Agency

FA-1q

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

I.3-7

2
0
2
0
0
2
1
4
-
3
0
1
0
 
F
E
R
C
 
P
D
F
 
(
U
n
o
f
f
i
c
i
a
l
)
 
0
2
/
1
4
/
2
0
2
0



Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

FA-2 United States Fish and Wildlife Service
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

FA-2 United States Fish and Wildlife Service

FA-2a

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

FA-2b See response SURF-8 in appendix I.2. See also appendix B.5 
for the proposed crossing method of each stream.

FA-2c

Mountain Valley's E&SC Plans would be designed to meet 
Virginia and North Carolina standards for erosion and 
sediment control. These plans would be reviewed by the 
VADEQ and the NCDEQ. See response GEN-6 in appendix 
I.2 for further response. See section 2.0 of the EIS for
discussion of project construction including erosion and
sediment controls. Mountain Valley also has agreed to
participate in FERC's third party monitoring program, in
which a FERC representative would be on site monitoring
construction activities.

FA-2d

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

FA-2e Comment noted.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

FA-2 United States Fish and Wildlife Service
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

EO-1 State Representatives 

EO-1a Section 4.12 of the EIS discusses safety concerns.
EO-1b Section 4.8 of the EIS discusses property rights.

EO-1c

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

EO-1d Comment noted.

EO-1e Comment noted.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

EO-1 State Representatives 

EO-1f

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

EO-1g

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

EO-1h

Mountain Valley would follow all mitigation and restoration 
measures as outlined in the Plan and Procedures, including 
those requiring Mountain Valley to return all areas to 
preconstruction conditions.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2a-1

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

SA-2a-2

FERC standards include identification of public surface water 
intakes that are within 3 miles of Project workspaces. We 
have used the 3-mile standard for many years and are not 
aware of any instance in which a greater distance was 
necessary.  State agencies may enforce their own regulations 
and requirements under any state authorizations and/or 
permits that Mountain Valley would need to obtain for the 
Southgate Project.  See response to SA-2a-1 above. 

SA-2a-3

Measures regarding hydrostatic test water discharge are 
provided in section 4.3.2.7 of the EIS and VII.D.1 of 
Mountain Valley' Procedures. Mountain Valley would be 
required to comply with state regulations in order to meet state 
authorization and permitting requirements (See response to 
SA-2a-1 and SA-2a-2 above).
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2a-4 Mountain Valley agreed to be compliant with DOF 
recommendations. See section 4.5.4.1 for further discussion. 

SA-2a-5

Waterbody crossing are discussed in sections 2.4.2.1 and 
4.3.2.2 of the EIS. Wetlands are discussed in section 2.4.2.2 
and 4.4.1 of the EIS.  In addition Mountain Valley would 
adhere to its Procedures, which limit the construction right-of-
way to 75 feet in wetlands (unless specific locations are 
approved by FERC). Mountain Valley has reduced 
construction workspace to 75 feet at waterbody crossings 
where feasible. 

SA-2a-6

Mountain Valley would follow measures outlined in its Plan 
and Procedures, which address the identification and marking 
of Project workspaces and sensitive resources. Plan III. A.1 
and IV.A.1; Procedures V.B.3.f.

SA-2a-7 Waterbody restoration is discussed in sections 2.4.2.1 of the 
EIS and V.C. of Mountain Valley's Procedures.

SA-2a-8 Wetland restoration methods are discussed in section 2.4.2.2 
and VI.C. of Mountain Valley's Plan.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2a-9 Waterbody crossing methods are discussed in sections 2.4.2.1 
of the EIS and section V.B. of Mountain Valley's Procedures.

SA-2a-10

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

SA-2a-11
Mountain Valley has indicated that they would file with 
FERC and VADEQ such proposed or final compensatory 
mitigation plans.

SA-2a-12
Mountain Valley has indicated that they would file with 
FERC and VADEQ revisions or updates to crossing 
methodologies for surface waters in Virginia.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2a-13
Waterbody crossing are discussed in sections 2.4.2.1 and 
4.3.2.2 of the EIS. In addition Mountain Valley would adhere 
to its Plan and Procedures. 

SA-2a-14

Based on recommendations from VADGIF, Mountain Valley 
has committed to adhere to the Virginia warm water fisheries 
construction window (i.e., no in-water construction between 
April 15 and July 15).  Section 4.3.2.4 has been updated with 
this information.

SA-2a-15

Mountain Valley has stated that they would comply with the 
design requirements of the VA E&S Handbook, Third 
Edition, 1992, for the creation of the state approved erosion 
and sedimentation control plans.

SA-2a-16
Mountain Valley would follow measures outlined in its Plan, 
Procedures, E&SC Plan, SPCC Plan, and Unanticipated 
Discovery of Contamination Plan. 

SA-2a-17 Mountain Valley has stated that no concrete will be actively 
cured on the right-of-way.

SA-2a-18

Mountain Valley’s Plan does not allow the use of  herbicides 
within 100 feet of a wetland or waterbody except as allowed 
by the appropriate land management or state agency. As part 
of Mountain Valley’s Exotic and Invasive Plant Species 
Control Plan, If specified for use by federal or state agencies 
near streams or wetlands, the Project will utilize herbicide 
applications approved for aquatic use.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2a-19 Comment noted. See response SA-2a-1.

SA-2a-20

Mountain Valley has stated that as a standard construction 
practice, the Project will establish a 50' wetland and 
waterbody buffer with erosion and sediment control devices. 
The buffer will not be grubbed during the initial right-of-way 
clearing and grubbing sequence. These buffers will remain 
undisturbed (aside from hand felling trees) until the pipeline 
crossing is ready to be installed in the ephemeral, intermittent, 
or perennial stream.  The state may request notifications or 
additional information from Mountain Valley under state 
permitting requirements (see response to SA-2a).

SA-2a-21

Mountain Valley would adhere to its Procedures, which limit 
the construction right-of-way to 75 feet in wetlands (unless 
specific locations are approved by FERC). Mountain Valley 
has reduced construction workspace to 75 feet at waterbody 
crossings where feasible. The state may request additional 
restriction from Mountain Valley under state permitting 
requirements

SA-2a-22

In accordance with Mountain Valley's Procedures, fuel will 
not be stored within 100 feet of wetlands or waterbodies 
during construction with the exception of pumps and HDD 
equipment where secondary containment would be used.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2a-23

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

SA-2a-24 See response SA-2a-1

SA-2a-25 Comment noted. See response SA-2a-16

SA-2a-26
Mountain Valley's SPCC Plan outlines the handling of waste 
during construction. All waste would be disposed of at an 
approved off-site facility.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2a-27
Comment noted. The state may request notifications or 
additional information from Mountain Valley under state 
permitting requirements (see response to SA-2a-1).

SA-2a-28

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

SA-2a-29 Comment noted.

SA-2a-30 See response SA-2a-1. 

SA-2a-31 See response SA-2a-1.

SA-2b-1 Section 2.1.1 discuss the collocation of the Project with 
existing utility easements which is currently at 49 percent. 
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SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2b-2

Interior forests, habitat fragmentation, and impact to wildlife 
are discussed in detail in section 4.5.4.3 and 4.6.1.1of the EIS.

SA-2b-3 See response SA-2a-1 and SA-2a-10. 

SA-2b-4 A revised table 2.1-2 has been included in section 2.1.1.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2c-1 See section 4.11.1 of the EIS for the discussion of revised  air 
modeling results. 

SA-2c-2

The nearest public-use airport to the Project route in Virginia 
is the Virginia Tech-Montgomery Executive Airport. At its 
closest point, the Project route is approximately 26,000 feet 
(approximately 4.9 miles) from the airport and approximately 
30 feet lower in elevation.

SA-2c-3 Crossing of foreign utilities is discussed in section 2.4.2.5 of 
the EIS. See response SA-2a-10. Surface water intakes are 
discussed in section 4.3.2.1.

SA-2c-4 Mountain Valley has filed documentation indicating they are 
coordinating with local floodplain administrators. 
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SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2c-5 Comment noted.

SA-2c-6

Section 2.4.2 of the EIS has been updated to discuss measures 
Mountain Valley would implement for reuse, recycling, and 
pollution prevention. 
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SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2c-7 Section 4.7.7.6 pf the EIS provides discussion of these 
species.

SA-2c-8

Survey results for Piedmont Barbara’s-buttons, Downy phlox 
and American bluehearts were submitted to VADCR in 
October 2019; these results are summarized in section 4.7.7.6 
of the FEIS.

SA-2c-9

See section 4.7.7 of the FEIS for summaries of other 
completed rare, threatened and endangered species surveys; 
Mountain Valley submitted 2018 and 2019 bat portal survey 
results to VADGIF in October 2019.

SA-2c-10

Mountain Valley consulted VADGIF and VADCR regarding 
all state-listed threatened and endangered species potentially 
present in the Project area and coordinated with the applicable 
Virginia agency for all state-listed species surveys that were 
conducted. 

SA-2c-11
See response SA-2a-23.
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SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2c-12 See response SA-2a-23. 

SA-2c-13 See response SA-2a-23.

SA-2c-14 See response SA-2a-23.

SA-2c-15 See response SA-2a-23.

SA-2c-16

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

SA-2c-17
All projects in the geographic scope of analysis considered for 
cumulative impacts are listed in Appendix F.2, including any 
relevant VADOT projects. 
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SA-2c-18
Comment noted. Mountain Valley has stated it would 
incorporate all VADOT recommendations into its Traffic and 
Transportation Management Plan.

SA-2c-19 See comment SA-2a-1.

SA-2c-20 Mountain Valley has adjusted access road TA-PI-035 so that 
it is no longer located on the conservation easement.

SA-2c-22 see response SA-2c-20.
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SA-2c-23
Sections 4.8.5, 4.2.7, and 4.3.1.5 provide discussion regarding 
the evaluation of hazardous waste and potential contamination 
sites. All of the sites listed were reviewed.

SA-2c-24 See response SA-2c-6.

SA-2c-25 See response SA-2a-1.
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SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2c-26 See response SA-2a-10.

SA-2c-27 See response SA-2a-1.

SA-2c-28
Section 4.6.3.4 provides discussion regarding bald eagles. 
Mountain Valley has committed to following the 
recommended actions.

SA-2c-29

Comment noted.  Mountain Valley’s coordination with FWS 
and DGIF regarding impacts to migratory birds, colonial 
nesting birds, and eagles is discussed in section 4.6.3 of the 
EIS. 
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SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2d-1 See response SA-2a-1.

SA-2d-2

Mountain Valley would continue to work with VADEQ on 
seed mix development to incorporate native and pollinator 
species for right-of-way stabilization which would be included 
in the Project-specific E&SC Plan to be reviewed and 
approved by Virginia agencies.
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SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2d-2

HDD feasibility and geotechnical investigations, including 
soil analyses, are discussed in section 4.1.4.9 of the EIS.  
Mountain Valley’s HDD Contingency Plan and drilling fluid 
and inadvertent return management are also discussed in this 
section.  

SA-2d-4

See response SA-2a-23.  Also, see 4.3.2.6  of the EIS for a 
discussion of hydrostatic test water sources and sections 
4.3.2.7 and 4.6.5.3 for a discussion of the impacts and 
mitigation for water withdrawal from surface waters, 
including the Dan River.  Mountain Valley would need to 
consult with and obtain approval from the USFWS for any 
withdrawal from a waterbody containing federally listed 
species.  

SA-2d-5
Measures regarding hydrostatic test water discharge are 
provided in section 4.3.2.7 of the EIS and VII.D.1 of the 
Procedures

SA-2d-6

Mountain Valley has committed to minimizing impacts on 
forest land and continues to coordinate with VDCR on tree 
clearing mitigation prior to clearing trees. Mountain Valley 
would follow measures outlined in its Exotic and Invasive 
Plant Species Control Plan.
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SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2d-7

As discussed in section 4.11.1.7, any open burning would be 
conducted on a site-specific basis, and in accordance 
Mountain Valley’s Fire Prevention and Suppression Plana and 
Virginia regulations. This would include burning only in 
approved burn areas and during appropriate weather 
conditions to avoid any impacts on nearby residences, and 
complying with the open burning prohibition in Virginia from 
May 1 through September 30.

SA-2d-8 Mountain Valley would follow measures outlined in its Exotic 
and Invasive Plant Species Control Plan.

SA-2d-9 See response SA-2d-2.

SA-2d-10 See response SA-2d-2

SA-2d-11

Mountain Valley would monitor for invasive species for two 
years following construction and maintain the restored area in 
accordance with its Exotic and Invasive Plant Species Control 
Plan.
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SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2d-12

As stated in Mountain Valley's Plan, Routine vegetation 
mowing or clearing over the full width of the permanent right-
of-way in uplands shall not be done more frequently than 
every 3 years. However, to facilitate periodic corrosion/leak 
surveys, a corridor not exceeding 10 feet in width centered on 
the pipeline may be cleared at a
frequency necessary to maintain the 10-foot corridor in an 
herbaceous state. In no case shall routine vegetation mowing 
or clearing occur during the migratory bird nesting season 
between April 1 and October 14 of any year
unless specifically approved in writing by the responsible land 
management agency or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

SA-2d-13 See response SA-2a-1.

SA-2d-14 Mountain Valley would follow measures in it HDD 
Contingency Plan.

SA-2d-15

Mountain Valley has completed aquatic surveys and filed 
reports with the appropriate agencies.  See section 4.6.5 of the 
EIS for a discussion of impacts and mitigation for aquatic 
species, including Mountain Valley's proposed species 
relocations during in-water work. 

SA-2d-16

Waterbody crossing are discussed in sections 2.4.2.1 and 
4.3.2.2 of the EIS. In addition Mountain Valley would adhere 
to its Procedures to minimize impacts during waterbody 
crossings.
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SA-2d-17 See discussion in section 4.6.5.1 of the EIS.

SA-2d-18
Mountain Valley would adhere to measures in its General 
Blasting Plan and comply with all reporting and notification 
requirements.

SA-2d-19 No areas of karst have been identified.
SA-2d-20 No trout stream are crossed by the Project.

SA-2d-21
Section 4.6 of the EIS has been updated to include a list of the 
VADGIF recommendation which Mountain Valley has agreed 
to follow.

SA-2d-22
Waterbody crossings would be completed in accordance with 
Mountain Valley’s Procedures and measures required in other 
federal or state issued permits.

SA-2d-23

Section 4.6.5.2 of the EIS includes this information and 
specifies that Mountain Valley would relocate fishes and 
freshwater mussels present in the waterbody crossing 
construction area under the d direction of qualified, 
professional biologists in possession of applicable federal 
and/or state permits.
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SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2d-24

See response SA-2a-23.

SA-2d-24

See response SA-2a-23.
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SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2d-25

See response SA-2a-23.

SA-2d-26

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

SA-2d-27 Comment noted.

SA-2d-28 Comment noted.
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SA-2 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

SA-2d-29 Section 4.6.5.3 of the EIS has been revised with this 
information.

SA-2e-1
Mountain Valley has revised it Exotic and Invasive Plant 
Species Control Plan to include all species on the DCR 
Invasive Species List. 

SA-2e-2 Mountain Valley has included an inventory in their revised 
report.

SA-2f-1 Comment noted. This revision has been made to the EIS.

SA-2f-2 Comment noted. This revision has been made to the EIS.
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SA-4 North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality

SA-4a
Comment noted.
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SA-4b

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

SA-4c

See response ALT-1 in appendix I.2. Because renewable 
energy sources and energy consetbation are not natural gas 
transportation alerternative, and therefore, do not meet the 
purpose and need of the Project, they were not considered in 
our alternatives analysis. 
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SA-4 North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality

SA-4c

See response ALT-1 in appendix I.2.
Because renewable energy sources and energy conservation 
are not natural gas transportation alternatives, and therefore, 
do not meet the purpose and need of the Project, they were not 
considered in our alternatives analysis.I.3-38
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SA-4 North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality

SA-4c

See response ALT-1 in appendix I.2. Because renewable 
energy sources and energy consetbation are not natural gas 
transportation alerternative, and therefore, do not meet the 
purpose and need of the Project, they were not considered in 
our alternatives analysis. 

SA-4d Comment noted.

I.3-39

2
0
2
0
0
2
1
4
-
3
0
1
0
 
F
E
R
C
 
P
D
F
 
(
U
n
o
f
f
i
c
i
a
l
)
 
0
2
/
1
4
/
2
0
2
0



Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

SA-4 North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality

SA-4e
See response CI-1 in Appendix I.2.I.3-40
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SA-4 North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality

SA-4f

As discussed in section 4.9.8, while there are several low 
income and minority populations crossed by the pipeline 
route, we conclude that they would not be disproportionately 
affected by the pipeline or the compressor station.  Section 
4.9.8 has been updated to include an analysis of linguistically 
isolated populations and an analysis on the educational 
attainment of the population.  Section 4.9.8 has also been 
updated to include several maps of the Project and all census 
blocks crossed by the pipeline route, including those that 
contain Environmental Justice communities.  The 
Environmental Justice analysis conducted in the EIS includes 
a more thorough analysis than can be conducted using 
EJScreen; therefore, EJSCREEN was not used. I.3-41
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SA-4 North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality

SA-4g

As discussed in section 1.1 of this EIS, The Commission 
bases its decisions on financing, rates, market demand, gas 
supply, environmental impact, and other issues concerning a 
proposed project. A discussion of potential rate increases due 
to the Project is outside the scope of the EIS.  I.3-42
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SA-4 North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality

SA-4g cont See response SA-4g.
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SA-4 North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality

SA-4h

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

SA-4i See response GEN-2 in appendix I.2.
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SA-4j

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

SA-4k

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

SA-4l

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

SA-4m
Mountain Valley would follow measures outlined in its Plan 
and Procedures, which address the identification and marking 
of Project workspaces and sensitive resources.

SA-4n

Section 2.4.1.3 of the EIS has been updated with details 
regarding rock disposal. In areas where the rock/stone is to 
remain, included in landowner approval is acknowledgement 
that additional erosion and sediment control may be needed, 
as well as permanent stormwater management, to be handled 
in Post-Construction/Restoration Plans.  Unless specifically 
allowed through additional state and Federal permitting, no 
impacts to aquatic resources will occur through the placement 
of excess rock.
If during construction rock is encountered in steep 
topographic areas, the rock will be relocated via truck to a 
stable area with more favorable slope conditions. 
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SA-4 North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality

SA-4o

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

SA-4p

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

SA-4q

See response to SA-4n.

SA-4r

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

SA-4s See response SA-4r and SA-4o.
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SA-4 North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality

SA-4t

Discussion of foreign utility lines crossed by the Project is 
provided in section 2.4.2.5.  Septic systems and water lines 
identified to date and associated mitigation measures are 
discussed in section 4.8.3.1.  

SA-4u
Section 4.1.4.6 and Mountain Valley's General Blasting Plan 
provide information on blasting procedures that will be 
followed by Mountain Valley during construction.

SA-4v See response SA-4n.

SA-4w See response SA-4r.

SA-4x

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

SA-4y
Section 4.3.2.6 of the FEIS. All drilling fluid would be 
disposed of at an approved facility or recycled in an approved 
manner in accordance with the HDD Contingency Plan.

SA-4z Comment noted.
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SA-4 North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality

SA-4aa

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

SA-4aa. 
Cont.

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

SA-4bb

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

SA-4cc

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

SA-4dd
See section 1.4.7 in the EIS (MVP must satisfy all federal 
permits).  Applicants cannot begin construction of the Project 
until all state, federal, and local permits are received

SA-4ee Section 4.3.2.3 of the EIS discusses impaired waterbodies.

SA-4ff

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

SA-4gg See response SA-4x.
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SA-5 North Carolina Wildlife resources Commission

I.3-50
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SA-5 North Carolina Wildlife resources Commission

SA-5a The noted discrepancies have been revised in the EIS.

SA-5b

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

SA-5c The Commission will consider the need for the Project and 
may address these comments in any Order it issues.
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SA-5 North Carolina Wildlife resources Commission

SA-5d
As described in 4.4.3 of the EIS, Mountain Valley’s 
Procedures specify that all extra work areas should be set 
back at least 50 feet from wetlands.  Mountain Valley has 
requested modifications to their Procedures at specific 
locations within 50 feet of a wetland boundary.  Appendix 
B.3 provides the locations where Mountain Valley proposes
less than a 50-foot setback from a wetland and the site-
specific rationale for the requested modification from
Mountain Valley’s Procedures. We have reviewed these
ATWS locations and find them acceptable. The current
alignment sheets  identify the location of all workspaces and
the delineated wetlands and waterbodies.

SA-5e

The current alignment sheets  identify the location of all 
workspaces and the delineated wetlands and waterbodies. 
Alignment sheet are available on the FERC eLibrary using 
docket number CP19-14 and accession number 20191220-
5298.

SA-5f

Mountain Valley has stated they would evaluate the use of 
erosion control devices with plastic or metal mesh 
reinforcement to determine if alternative devices could be 
installed in certain terrestrial sensitive areas.  Mountain 
Valley has requested additional information from the 
NCWRC for specific habitat types along the right-of-way as 
candidates for wildlife friendly alternatives.

SA-5g The noted discrepancies have been revised in the EIS.

SA-5h Section 4.3.2.2 of  the EIS has been  updated to include this 
information. 
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SA-5 North Carolina Wildlife resources Commission

SA-5i
Aquatic species surveys were completed in 2019 and no state- 
or federal-listed mussel species were observed.  Mussel 
survey results were submitted to NCWRC in October 2019.

SA-5j

As a standard construction practice, the Project will establish 
a 50' wetland and waterbody buffer with erosion and sediment 
control devices. The buffer will not be grubbed during the 
initial right-of-way clearing and grubbing sequence. These 
buffers will remain undisturbed (aside from hand felling trees) 
until the pipeline crossing is ready to be installed in the 
ephemeral, intermittent, or perennial stream. 

SA-5k Comment noted. See response SA-5i.

SA-5l
Waterbody crossing methods are described in Section 2.4.2.1 
of the EIS.  We have updated appendix B-5 to note the Open-
Cuts crossings will be Dry-Ditch crossings.

SA-5m Comment noted.

SA-5n

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

SA-5o

Mountain Valley has stated it would conduct spot eradications 
of exotic or invasive species that are found within the right-of-
way in numbers substantially greater than those existing pre-
construction, regardless of adjacent conditions.
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SA-5 North Carolina Wildlife resources Commission

SA-5p See comment SA-5d.

SA-5q Comment noted.

SA-5r

Mountain Valley would continue to work with NCDEQ and 
NCWRC on seed mix development to incorporate native and 
pollinator species for right-of-way stabilization which would 
be included in the Project-specific E&SC Plan to be reviewed 
and approved by North Carolina agencies.

SA-5s

Section 4.5.4.3 and 4.6.1.1 of the EIS have been updated with 
additional information provided by Mountain Valley in 
response to an environmental information request regarding 
impacts on interior forest. 

SA-5t

Interior forests, habitat fragmentation, and impact to wildlife 
are discussed in detail in section 4.5.4.3 and 4.6.1.1of the EIS. 
Mountain Valley continues to work with Virginia and North 
Carolina agencies to address forest fragmentation concerns. 

SA-5u
Comment noted.
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SA-5 North Carolina Wildlife resources Commission

SA-5v See response SA-5s ad SA-5t.

SA-5w Section 4.6.2 has been updated with this change.

SA-5x Section 4.6.3.1 has been updated with these changes.

SA-5y

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

SA-5z

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

SA-5aa Comment noted.
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SA-5 North Carolina Wildlife resources Commission

SA-5ab

Section 4.6.5.3 of the EIS has been updated with  information 
regarding water sources for the Project and surface water 
withdrawals. Mountain Valley has agreed to adhere to these 
recommendations.

SA-5ac Aquatic species surveys were completed in 2019 and no state- 
or federally-listed mussel species were observed.

SA-5ad Table 4.7-2 has been updated in the EIS to include this 
information. 

SA-5ae Section 4.7.7.1 of the EIS has been updated with this 
information. 

SA-5af
The text in the EIS has been edited slightly to read that no 
known  roost trees are present

SA-5ag

As noted in section 4.6.3.2, Mountain Valley would attempt 
to refrain from construction-related vegetation clearing 
between March 15 and August 15 in Virginia and between 
April 1 and August 31 in North Carolina.

SA-5ah See response SA-5ah.

SA-5ai Comment noted.

SA-5aj See response SA-2d-23.
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SA-5 North Carolina Wildlife resources Commission

SA-5ak

The footnotes in appendix B-5 have been revised to clarify 
that waterbodies with a crossing width of 0 and crossing 
method of N/A would not crossed by the pipeline, but are 
located within Project workspaces. 

SA-5al Additional justification was provided by Mountain Valley and 
incorporated into appendix B.8.
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SA-6 North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources 

SA-6a Comment noted.

SA-6b Comment noted

SA-6c Table 4.10-11 has been updated in the EIS.

SA-6d Comment noted.
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TA-2 City of Burlington

TA-2a

See section 3.4.2.6 of the EIS.  We evaluated the requested 
alternative and determined that it would not provide a 
significant environmental advantage due to the fact that the 
alternative route would cross through an area that is heavily 
residential and would be within 25 feet of several residences.  
Due to the residential nature of the proposed alternative, we 
conclude that it does not offer a significant advantage to the 
proposed Southgate route. Section 4.1.4.9 of the EIS provides 
information regarding the HDD crossing, potential impacts on 
the Stony Creek Reservoir, and Mountain Valley's mitigation 
measures to minimize impacts.   Based on our review, we 
conclude that subsurface conditions identified by the 
geotechnical studies would not render the HDDs infeasible.  
We conclude that potential impacts from HDD construction 
and potential inadvertent releases would not be significant.
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TA-2 City of Burlington

TA-2a

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

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

TA-2c

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

TA-2d
As noted in section 4.6.3.4, there are no currently documented 
bald eagle nests within 0.5 mile of the Project footprint. 
Mountain Valley would conduct pre-construction surveys for 
bald eagles and file results of the surveys with FERC.I.3-61
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NAT-2 Sappony Tribe

NAT-2a

Section 4.10.3.1 of the EIS briefly summarizes the Pre-
Contact, Post-Contact, and linguistic affiliations of the 
Sappony Tribe.  Our description was accurate and based on 
appropriate anthropological and ethnohistorical references.  
The EIS text states that the Sappony probably spoke a dialect 
within the Siouan-Catawaban language family (Woodard et al. 
2017).   The Late Woodland and Protohistoric cultural 
traditions of southern Virginia and northern North Carolina 
are characterized by archaeologists as the Dan River and 
Saratown Phases (Eastman 1999).  John Lederer visited the 
Sappony in 1670 (Briceland, 1987). 

NAT-2b

See response to NAT-2a.  With regard to Sappony trade 
relations with the Saura, the EIS text states that the 
Occaneechi Path trade route connected tribes in Virginia to 
tribes in North Carolina.  Comments regarding Mountain 
Valley’s cultural resources reports is not relevant to our 
descriptions in the EIS.  The EIS accounts for anthropological 
scholarship, and in fact cites Hantman 2018.
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NAT-2 Sappony Tribe

NA-2b See above NA-2b comment response
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NAT-2 Sappony Tribe

NA-2b See above NA-2b comment response
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NAT-2 Sappony Tribe

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

NAT-2c
See response NAT-2b.
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NAT-2 Sappony Tribe

NAT-2d
See response NAT-2b.
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NAT-2 Sappony Tribe

NAT-2e
See response GEN-1 in appendix I.2. Impacts on water 
resources is discussed in Section 4.3 of the EIS; vegetation in 
4.5, and wildlife in 4.6

NAT-2f See response SAFE-1 in appendix I.2.

NAT-2g See response GEN-6 in appendix I.2.

NAT-2h See response SAFE-1 in appendix I.2.

NAT-2i See response GEN-1 in appendix I.2.

NAT-2j

See response GEN-6 in appendix I.2. To ensure compliance 
with these standards, Mountain Valley has agreed to a FERC 
third-party monitoring program. FERC Compliance Monitors 
would inspect the project daily to ensure compliance during 
all phases of construction and restoration. If the Project is 
determined to be out of compliance, Mountain Valley would 
be required to remedy the situation as soon as possible. 
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NAT-4 Monancan Nation

NAT-4a

Section 4.10.3.1 of the EIS briefly summarizes the Pre-
Contact, Post-Contact, and linguistic affiliations of the 
Monacan Indian Nation.  Our description are accurate and 
based on appropriate anthropological and ethnohistorical 
references.  The EIS addresses previous letters filed by the 
Monacan Indian Nation in Section 4.10.1.2.
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NAT-4 Monancan Nation

NAT-4b

Section 4.10.3.1 of the EIS provides information from sources 
recommended by the Monacan Indian Nation.  There is no 
conclusion in the Cultural Context.  Instead, we discuss 
potential Project impacts on the Monacan Indian Nation in 
Section 4.10.1.2.  Archeological sites that may be important to 
the Nation are mentioned in Section 4.10.3.3.  The Nation’s 
comments regarding Mountain Valley’s cultural resources 
reports is not relevant to the EIS; nor does the EIS contain an 
“Ethnographic Analysis.”  The quote that: “The Monacan and 
Manahoac had no demonstrated linguistic affiliation with the 
Siouian language family, but did have political and trade 
associations with the Tutelo, Sapponi, and Occaneechi” is 
taken from Woodard et al., 2017, a source recommended by 
the Monacan Indian Nation in its July 1, 2019 letter to the 
FERC.  Further, Section 4.10.2.1 of the EIS acknowledged 
that the Monacan occupied the piedmont region of Virginia at 
contact.
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NAT-4 Monancan Nation

NAT-4b See above NAT-4b comment responseI.3-70
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NAT-4 Monancan Nation

NAT-4b See above NAT-4b comment response

NAT-4c

Comments noted.  Section 4.10.3.1 provides a short 
description of Cultural Context, which is intended only as a 
brief summary and introduction, to address these issues.  The 
EIS acknowledges that the pipeline route would cross historic 
Monacan territory, and that the Nation has an interest in 
potential project impacts on cultural resources.
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NAT-4 Monancan Nation

NAT-4d

In Section 4.10.1.2 we discuss correspondence from the 
Monacan Indian Nation, including the July 2019 letter. The 
Nation’s comment about Mountain Valley’s cultural resources 
reports is not relevant to the EIS.  However, Mountain Valley 
has stated that its contractor reviewed the sources 
recommended by the Nation.  The results of archaeological 
surveys are detailed in Section 4.10.3.3.  Mountain Valley 
stated that it has provided the Monacan Nation with copies of 
all cultural resources investigations reports.  Site 31RK141 
(Sugar Loaf Mound) was not identified in the area of potential 
effect (APE), so it will not be affected by the Project.
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NAT-4 Monancan Nation

NAT-4e
See response GEN-1 in appendix I.2. Impacts on water 
resources is discussed in Section 4.3 of the EIS; vegetation in 
4.5, and wildlife in 4.6.

NAT-4f See response SAFE-1 in appendix I.2.

NAT-4g
See response GEN-6 in appendix I.2.

NAT-4h See response SAFE-1 in appendix I.2.

NAT-4i
See response GEN-1 in appendix I.2.
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NAT-4 Monancan Nation

NAT-4j In Section 4.10 of the EIS we state the following: “Cultural 
resources are locations of human activity, occupation, or use.  
According to the FERC’s Office of Energy Projects 
‘Guidelines for Reporting on Cultural Resources 
Investigations for National Gas Projects’ (July 2017), ‘cultural 
resources include any prehistoric or historic archaeological 
site, district, object, cultural feature, building or structure, 
cultural landscape, or traditional cultural property.’  Although 
‘cultural resources’ are not defined in 36 CFR 800, it is a 
‘term-of-art’ in the field of historic preservation and 
archaeological research.  Indian tribes believe that cultural 
resources could include natural resources, such as plants and 
animals of traditional importance to tribes, and topographic 
features and view sheds that may be sacred.”   Impacts on 
forest are discussed in section 4.5 of the EIS.  Forest and 
vegetation clearing plans are discussed in section 2.4.1.2 of 
the EIS. Threatened and endangered species are discussed in 
Section 4.7 of the EIS.

NAT-4k See response GEN-6 in appendix I.2.
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NAT-7 Monacan Indian Nation

NAT-7a

The EIS discusses historic properties important to the 
Monacan Indian Nation.  It acknowledges that cultural 
resources investigations for the Project are currently 
incomplete, and makes recommendations to finish the process 
of complying with Section 106 of the NHPA prior to the 
Commission allowing construction to begin.  In Section 
4.10.1.2 of the EIS we discuss correspondence from the 
Monacan Indian Nation, including the July 2019 letter.

NAT-7b The Nation’s comment about Mountain Valley’s cultural 
resources reports is not relevant to the EIS. 

NAT-7c Mountain Valley has stated that its contractor reviewed the 
sources recommended by the Nation. 

NAT-7d We would not require this information.

NAT-7e
Mountain Valley stated that it has provided the Monacan 
Indian Nation with copies of all cultural resources 
investigations reports. 
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NAT-7 Monacan Indian Nation

NAT-7f
The State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPO) of Virginia 
and North Carolina have accepted Mountain Valley’s historic 
architectural survey reports without requiring deed research.

NAT-7g
Site 31RK141 (Sugar Loaf Mound) was not identified in the 
area of potential effect (APE), so it will not be affected by the 
Project. 

NAT-7h
Mountain Valley indicated that it has contacted the Monacan 
Indian Nation on numerous occasions (see table 4.10-3 in the 
EIS).

NAT-7i Our responses to comments from the Monacan Indian Nation 
on the Southgate draft EIS are contained in the final EIS.

NAT-7j

See response NAT-4d.
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NAT-7 Monacan Indian Nation

NAT-7k

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

NAT-7l
Impacts on cultural resources and mitigation measures for 
affected historic properties are detailed in Section 4.10 of the 
EIS.

NAT-7m

There are no failures in our consultations process.  As 
previously noted, Mountain Valley stated that it has provided 
the Monacan Indian Nation with copies of all cultural 
resources investigations reports, including treatment plans that 
recommended archaeological data recovery.  The Virginia 
SHPO accepted Mountain Valley's cultural resources 
investigations reports.  Our scholarship on Monacan history is 
not poor, as we utilized sources recommended by the Nation. 
Vegetation is described in Section 4.5 of the EIS.  Our draft 
Programmatic Agreement for the Southgate Project, provided 
to the Monacan Nation on January 8, 2020, includes a 
stipulation that Mountain Valley request that landowners 
donate artifacts to repositories found acceptable by the 
signatories.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

NAT-8 Sappony Tribe

NAT-8a

Impacts on cultural resources and mitigation measures for 
affected historic properties are detailed in Section 4.10 of the 
EIS.  We acknowledge that cultural resources investigations 
for the Project are currently incomplete, and we make a 
recommendation to finish the process of complying with 
Section 106 of the NHPA prior to the Commission allowing 
construction to begin. In Section 4.10.1.2 of the EIS we 
discuss correspondence from the Sappony Tribe, including the 
July 2019 letter. 

NAT-8b

The Tribe’s comment about Mountain Valleys' cultural 
resources reports is not relevant to the EIS.  Section 4.10.3.1 
of our EIS discusses historical relationships between the 
Sappony and Monacan.

NAT-8c The Tribe’s comment about Mountain Valleys' cultural 
resources reports is not relevant to the EIS. 

NAT-8d We would not require this information.

NAT-8e Relations between the Sappony and Saura are briefly 
mentioned in Section 4.10.3.1 of our EIS.

NAT-8f Mountain Valley indicated that it provided the Tribe with 
copies of all cultural resources investigations reports. 
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

NAT-8 Sappony Tribe

NAT-8g
The SHPOs of Virginia and North Carolina have accepted 
Mountain Valley’s historic architectural survey reports 
without requiring deed research.

NAT-8h Mountain Valley indicated that it has contacted the Tribe 
Nation on numerous occasions (see table 4.10-3 in the EIS).

NAT-8i
Section 4.10.3.1 provides brief information on Eastern Siouan 
tribal history.  The comments of the Sappony Nation on the 
DEIS are addressed in this FEIS.

NAT-8j Comments noted. See response NAT-2a.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

NAT-8 Sappony Tribe

NAT-8k
Impacts on cultural resources and mitigation measures for 
affected historic properties are detailed in Section 4.10 of the 
EIS. Vegetation is described in Section 4.5 of the EIS.

NAT-8l

There have been no failures in the FERC’s consultation 
process.  As documented in Section 4.10.1.2 of the EIS, the 
FERC staff consulted on a government-to-government basis 
with Indian tribes, in accordance with Part 800.2(c)(3).  
However, the Sappony Tribe does not qualify as an “Indian 
tribe” defined by Part 800.16(m).  Mountain Valley indicated 
that it provided the Sappony Tribe with copies of all cultural 
resources investigations reports, including a treatment plan 
that recommended archaeological data recovery.  The Virginia 
SHPO accepted Mountain Valley cultural resources 
investigations reports.  Our scholarship on Tribal history is 
not poor; however, the Cultural Context in Section 4.10.3.1 of 
the EIS is very brief.  Vegetation is described in Section 4.5 of 
the EIS.  Our responses to the Sappony Tribe comments on 
the draft EIS can be found in this final EIS.

NAT-8m

Comments noted.  However, we do not intend to expand the 
Cultural Context in the EIS.  The Treatment Plan for site 
31RK259 was accepted by the North Carolina SHPO on 
November 18, 2019.  Since the Sappony Tribe is an 
intervener, FERC staff is constrained by ex-parte rules.  
Typically, staff does not meet with Native American 
organizations that are not federally-recognized Indian tribes.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table 

MVP Southgate Project Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement - September 13, 2019 
Section Page Draft Environment Impact Statement 

(DEIS) Language 
Mountain Valley DEIS Comment Response to 
FERC 

FERC Response 

ES ES-4 "As described in the Project’s Water Resources 
Identification and Testing Plan, Mountain Valley 
would offer pre-construction and post- 
construction water quality testing for water 
supply wells located within 150 feet of Project 
workspaces. We are recommending that prior to 
construction Mountain Valley provide additional 
information on private water wells or springs, 
including the well’s or springs’ status, use, 
distance from construction workspace, and any 
proposed measures to minimize or avoid impacts 
on the private water wells or springs." 

Mountain Valley would like to clarify that as stated 
in the Project's Water Resources Identification and 
Testing Plan, Mountain Valley will conduct pre-
construction testing of all private wells located 
within 150 feet construction workspace. The Project 
will conduct post- construction tests if requested by 
a landowner who had a pre-construction test. 

CO-6A - Mountain Valley confirmed in their December 
16, 2019 response that they would offer pre- and post-
construction quality and yield testing for all water wells 
and water supply springs located within 150 feet of 
construction workspaces.  If a landowner does not allow 
the Project to conduct pre-testing then post-testing will 
not occur as in such case there would no baseline data by 
which to measure post-construction water quality. 
Mountain Valley would offer this testing to the landowner 
in accordance with the procedures outlined in Mountain 
Valley’s Water Resources Identification and Testing Plan 

1.0 1-1 “Mountain Valley is a joint venture between 
affiliates of EQT Midstream Partners, LP; 
NextEra Energy US Gas Assets, LLC; WGL 
Midstream, Inc.; RGC Midstream, LLC; and 
Con Edison Gas Midstream, LLC. Southgate 
Project facilities would be operated by an 
affiliate of the EQT Corporation.” 

Mountain Valley requests an update to the footnote 
on page 1-1: "MVP Southgate is a joint venture 
among affiliates of EQM Midstream Partners, LP; 
NextEra Energy Inc.; AltaGas Ltd. and RGC 
Resources, Inc. MVP Southgate Project facilities 
would be operated by an affiliate of EQM Midstream 
Partners, LP. 

CO-6b - Comment noted. The EIS has been updated with 
this information. 

1.4 1-13 Table 1.4-1 Major Environmental 
Permits, Licenses, Approvals, and 
Consultations Applicable to the 
Southgate Project; State of North 
Carolina NCDEQ-Division of Water 
Resources 

Application was denied on procedural grounds until 
a preferred route was identified by the FERC, at 
which time Mountain Valley was instructed it could 
reapply for the Joint Permit Application under 
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act; Isolated/non-
404 wetland and water permit. 

CO-6c- Comment noted. Table 1.4-1 has been updated. 

2.1.1 2-3 "The pipeline has been designed to transport 375 
million MMcf/d of natural gas. The maximum 
allowable operating pressure (MAOP) for the new 
pipeline would be about 1,440 pounds per square 
inch gauge (psig). For 39 miles (52.5 percent) of 
the route, the Project would be collocated with 
existing utility corridors and rights-of-way (see 
table 2.1-2)." 

Mountain Valley would like to clarify that the H-
605 pipeline's MAOP would be 1,480 psig, while 
the H-650 pipeline's MAOP would be 1,440 psig. 

CO-6d – Comment noted. The EIS has been updated with 
this information. 

2.4.1.6 2-18 "Mountain Valley has indicated that after for 
hydrostatic testing would be obtained from two 
municipal water sources." 

Mountain Valley would like to clarify that surface 
water sources such as the Dan River are now being 
proposed as primary hydrostatic test water sources. 
Mountain Valley intends to file updates to Table 
2.3-7 "Proposed Hydrostatic Test Water Use 

CO-6e – Section 2.4.1.6, 4.3.2.6, and 4.6.5.3 of the EIS 
have been updated with information regarding water 
sources for the Project and surface water withdrawals.   
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Summary," in a supplemental filing to be filed with 
FERC in October 2019. 

2.4.1.3 2-16 "The trench would be dug at least 12 inches wider 
than the diameter of the pipeline and excavated to 
a depth of 5.5 feet to 9 feet in order to provide 
sufficient cover over the pipeline in accordance 
with DOT standards in 49 CFR 192.327 (see table 
2.4-1). There would generally be36 inches of 
cover over the top of the pipeline in deep soils 
and 18 inches of cover in areas of consolidated 
rock. At waterbody crossings, the pipe would be 
more deeply buried; with a minimum of 4 feet of 
cover at navigable waterways and a minimum of 
2 feet of cover at waterbodies with consolidated 
rock." 

Mountain Valley would like to clarify that the 
trench would provide sufficient cover over the 
pipeline in accordance with United States 
Department of Transportation standards in 49 CFR 
192.327, as noted in Table 2.4-1 of the DEIS. The 
depths provided in the DEIS may be specific to 
topography, soil composition, and pipe diameter 
and may not be true across the entire project 
alignment. 

CO-6f - Comment noted. The EIS has been updated with 
this information. 

4.1.4.2 4-7 Table 4.1-1 Surficial Geology Crossed by the 
Southgate Project 

Mountain Valley requests that Table 4.1-1 in the 
DEIS be replaced with Table 6.3 that was included 
in the report “Earthquake and Active Fault Hazard 
Analyses” filed with RR6, Appendix 6F on 
November 6, 2018. Mountain Valley has 
determined this table to be a more accurate 
summary of faults and zones located in the relative 
Project vicinity. 

CO-6g – Comment noted. Table 4.1-1 has been updated. 

4.3.2.4, 
4.6 

4-38,
4-81

"All waterbodies crossed by the Project are 
designated warm water fisheries.  The FERC 
requires all in-stream work, except the installation 
and removal of equipment bridges, be completed 
in warm water fisheries between June 1 and 
November 30 unless expressly permitted or 
further restricted by an appropriate federal or 
state agency in writing. In response to a FERC 
environmental information request regarding 
adherence to in water construction windows, 
Mountain Valley responded that based on 
correspondence with Virginia and North Carolina 
state agencies no construction windows were 
anticipated except possibly for mussels.  
However, Mountain Valley has not provided any 
written correspondence from the VADGIF and 
NCWRC regarding any timing restrictions on 
waterbodies containing warm water fisheries. 
Though aquatic surveys have determined that 
protected fish and mussel species are not present 
in streams in Virginia, consultation with the 

Mountain Valley would like to clarify that no time 
of year restrictions have been provided from the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 
Mountain Valley intends to adhere to the Virginia 
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) 
warm water fishery restrictions (April 15-July 15). 
Based on consultation with North Carolina Wildlife 
Resource Commission, no timing restrictions are 
required for warm water fisheries crossed in North 
Carolina. Mountain Valley will request an 
alternative measure from FERC's Procedures 
(Section V.B.1.b.) as part of the supplemental filing 
to be filed with FERC in October 2019. Agency 
correspondence from VDGIF and NCWRC are 
included in Attachment 1a. 

CO-6h - Based on recommendations from VADGIF, 
Mountain Valley has committed to adhere to the Virginia 
warm water fisheries construction window (i.e., no in-
water construction between April 15 and July 15); based 
on the results of Mountain Valley’s aquatic surveys in the 
waterbodies of North Carolina, which did not document 
any state-listed aquatic species, NCWRC has stated it 
would not require any in-water construction date 
restrictions. 
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VADGIF is currently ongoing. Consultation with 
NCWRC and aquatic surveys in North Carolina 
are still pending, including streams that are 
proposed to be crossed via conventional bore or 
HDD methods.  Additional details of specific 
fisheries and agency consultation are addressed in 
section 4.7.  Absent any waivers from or further 
restrictions on in-waterworks timing from 
VADGIF and NCWRC, Mountain Valley is 
required to follow the warm water fisheries 
timing window in its Procedures (June 1 through 
November 30)." 

4.5.4.1 4.63 "Once construction is complete, Mountain Valley 
would monitor and control occurrences of 
noxious and invasive weed species throughout 
restoration and for 2 years following restoration 
in locations along the route where infestations 
were not identified prior to construction." 

Mountain Valley would like to clarify that it will 
monitor and control occurrences of noxious and 
invasive weed species until FERC deems 
restoration is complete. Mountain Valley will 
submit a revised Exotic and Invasive Species 
Control Plan to be filed with FERC in October 
2019. 

CO-6i – Section 4.5.4.1 has been updated to note that 
Mountain Valley would monitor the right-of-way for 2 
years post-construction. Mountain Valley’s updated 
EIPSCP was filed in October 2019. 

4.6.1.1 4-70 "To increase the speed and success of 
restoration of wildlife habitat, Mountain Valley 
would implement right-of-way restoration 
measures contained in FERC’s Plan and 
Mountain Valley’s Procedures, E&SC Plan, and 
solicit guidance from the USDA NRCS, 
VADCR, and NCWRC to restore the pipeline 
corridor using native seed mixes specific to the 
Project locations." 

Mountain Valley will continue to consult with 
agencies to develop and refine seed mixes that 
contain as many native and naturalized species as 
possible to ensure the right-of-way is stabilized and 
restored. 

CO-6j – Comment noted. Section 4.6.1 notes that 
Mountain Valley will continue to consult with agencies 
regarding seed mixes. 

4.6.3.2 4-75 "The FWS recommended that Mountain Valley 
avoid clearing from March 15 - August 15 in 
Virginia and from April 1 - August 31 in North 
Carolina." 

As stated in RR3, the Southgate Project intends to 
clear trees outside of peak Migratory Bird Species of 
Concern (MBSC) breeding season. Should a 
significant delay to the start of construction occur, 
then incidental take may occur; however, as 
explained by the U.S. Department of the Interior in 
M- 37050, issued December 22, 2017, the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) does not prohibit
incidental take. If this situation occurs, the Project
will consult with USFWS and NCWRC to determine
appropriate voluntary conservation measures to
minimize impacts to the greatest extent practicable.

CO-6k - Section 4.6.3.2 of the EIS provides discussion 
on migratory birds. 
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While the nesting season is generally considered 
April 1 to August 31, the majority (eight of 12) of 
Project MBSC do not begin nesting until May. 

4.7.1 4-88 Table 4.7-1 Federal Endangered, Threatened, or 
Other Special Status Species Known to Occur or 
Potentially Occurring in the Southgate Project 
Area 

Table 4.7-1 omits Schweinitz’s sunflower, a 
federally listed endangered species endemic to North 
Carolina. This species was added on November 20, 
2018 to the renewed species list from the USFWS. 
Following conversation with the USFWS Raleigh 
office, no surveys are required for this species. 
Agency correspondence of this communication on 
December 12, 2018 is included in Attachment 1a. 

CO-6l - Footnote a/ in table 4.7-1 notes that Schweinitz’s 
sunflower is one of the nine species listed  by federal and 
state agencies as potentially being present in the Project 
counties; however, the species are not known to occur in 
the portions of the counties that would be crossed by the 
Project and they are therefore not listed in the table 

4.7.5.1 4-92 "Correspondence with the FWS indicated small 
whorled pogonia might be present within the 
Project area in Rockingham and Alamance 
Counties and recommended that Mountain Valley 
conduct surveys for the species (FWS, 2018c, 
2018d). If small whorled pogonia occurs in the 
Project right-of-way, it could be vulnerable to 
removal during clearing and grading, or trampling 
and crushing by foot traffic or movement of 
heavy machinery." 

The DEIS indicates that small whorled pogonia is 
vulnerable to sedimentation and run-off in the 
vicinity of the right-of-way. Mountain Valley 
would like to clarify that this is an upland species 
that is not likely to be impacted by run-off. 

CO-6m – As noted in section 4.7.5.1, clearing and 
grading in upland areas could potentially cause 
sedimentation and run-off impacts to upland plants. 

4.7.5.1 4-93 "Mountain Valley conducted field surveys for 
small whorled pogonia in 2018, but surveys 
were conducted outside of the optimal survey 
window for the plant." 

Mountain Valley would like to clarify that the small 
whorled pogonia surveys took place in 2018 from 
July 21-27, August 23, August 28-31, and 
September 4-6. Surveys during 2019 occurred on 
June 17-22 and August 6, 8, 9, 12, 14 and 17. 
Additional surveys are anticipated during 
September 2019. The optimal survey window for 
small whorled pogonia is mid-May to early July; 
however, habitat surveys can be performed outside 
of this survey window. No species have been 
identified to date. 

Co-6n - Comment noted. Clarification regarding the 
dates and locations that surveys were conducted in 2018 
and 2019 and are planned for 2020 has been included in 
the EIS. 

4.7.5.1 4-93 "Right-of-way clearing could also adversely 
affect smooth coneflower habitat by altering light 
exposure or hydrology or by increasing 
sedimentation and runoff in the vicinity of the 
right-of-way." 

Mountain Valley would like to clarify that the 
smooth coneflower actually prefers open woods, 
roadsides, clear-cuts, and utility rights-of-ways, etc. 
Because of this, clearing is likely to not to adversely 
affect potential habitat for smooth coneflower. 

CO-6o - As noted in section 4.7.5.1, clearing and grading 
in the habitats preferred by the smooth coneflower could 
potentially cause sedimentation and run-off impacts. 

4.7.5.2 4-93 "Mountain Valley conducted field surveys for 
smooth coneflower and its habitat in 2018; 
however, Mountain Valley was not able to survey 
all areas with potentially suitable habitat due to a 
lack of land access. Therefore, Mountain Valley 

Mountain Valley would like to clarify that surveys 
for smooth coneflower are being conducted 
throughout the summer and early fall months. 
Smooth coneflower surveys took place in 2018 from 
July 21-27, August 23, August 28-31, and September 

CO-6p - See response CO-6p - 
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plans to complete surveys for smooth coneflower 
in June of 2019." 

4-6. Surveys during 2019 occurred to date on June
17-22 and August 6, 8, 9, 12, 14 and 17. Additional
surveys are anticipated during September 2019.  The
optimal survey window for smooth coneflower is late
May to October. No species have been identified to
date.

4.7.7.4 4-97 "Three state-listed mussel species, in addition to 
the five federally listed species discussed in 
section 4.7.4, potentially occur in the Project 
area." 

The statement on Page 4-97 (Section 4.7.7.4) of the 
DEIS that five federally listed mussel species are 
discussed in section 4.7.4 is incorrect. Section 4.7.4 
discusses four mussel species of which only one is 
federally listed. James spinymussel (Pleurobema 
collina ) is federally Endangered, the Green Floater 
(Lasmigona subviridis ) and Yellow Lampmussel 
(Lampsilis cariosa ) are federal species of concern, 
and the Atlantic Pigtoe (Fusconaia masoni ) is 
proposed for listing as Threatened. “Species of 
concern” is an informal term and does not signify 
federal listing, and species proposed for listing 
cannot be defined as “listed” until the determination 
process is complete. 

CO-6q - Comment noted. Section 4.7.7.4 in the FEIS 
has been revised. 

4.7.7.4 4-97 "Mountain Valley conducted surveys in 
Rockingham and Alamance Counties for 
crayfish in 2019 in conjunction with its mussel 
surveys but has not filed the results of the 
surveys to date." 

The DEIS states that Mountain Valley conducted 
surveys in Rockingham and Alamance Counties for 
crayfish in 2019 in conjunction with its mussel 
surveys but has not filed the results of the surveys to 
date. Mountain Valley would like to clarify that this 
sentence implies that crayfish surveys were 
conducted for both species of crayfish; however, 
only Carolina Ladle crayfish surveys were completed 
in conjunction with mussel surveys. 

CO-6r - Comment noted. Section 4.7.7.4 in the EIS has 
been revised.   

4.13.2.9 4-629 Climate Change See Attachment 1b CO-6s - As described in section 4.11.1.2, our use of 
carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e) is consistent with the 
methods for characterizing methane in greenhouse gas 
estimates, allowing a common standard for comparison 
across projects.  

5.1.3 5-4 “The river crossing would take 3 to 7 days to 
complete” 

Mountain Valley would like to clarify, as stated, in 
its Environmental Information Request Response 
dated February 13, 2019, the crossing of the Sandy 
River could take approximately 5- 10 days. This 
timeframe is approximate and is dependent on field 
conditions, weather, and access. 

CO-6t – Comment noted. Sections 5.1.3 and 4.8.4.1 have 
been updated in the EIS 
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-7 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-7a
The discussion of uranium in Section 4.1.4.8 has been 
updated.

CO-7b See response CO-7a.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-7 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-7c

See section 4.1.4.8 for a discussion on Uranium in the Project 
area. According to the Uranium Mining in Virginia: Scientific, 
Technical, Environmental, Human Health and Safety and 
Regulatory Aspects of Uranium Mining and Processing in 
Virginia (2012), the Judy Byrd Mountain may be within an 
area associated with Triassic aged sedimentary rocks that have 
the potential to contain occurrences of uranium based on 
generalized geologic stratigraphy. Sedimentary rocks in this 
area may contain uranium concentrations of 70 - 140 parts per 
million (ppm). Uranium concentrations of this size are not 
considered economically viable due to the lower uranium 
grades present in comparison to similar geologic deposits that 
exist globally. The National Geochemical database indicates 
that two rock samples were collected from a site located 
approximately 3,300 feet from Judy Byrd Mountain. The 
average uranium concentration from the rocks samples 
collected was approximately 4.65 ppm. In comparison the 
global average uranium concentration of granite is 4.8 ppm. 
Furthermore, the Mountain Valley Project pipeline easement 
is located approximately 640 feet from the location of Judy 
Byrd Mountain. The construction practices utilized in pipeline 
installation limit trenching activities to a depth of 7 feet below 
land surface. The shallow excavation depth further limits the 
possibility of encountering rock materials that may contain 
uranium concentrations.

CO-7d See response CO-7a.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-7 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-7e

See section 4.1.4.8 for a discussion on Uranium in the Project 
area.  The Uranium Mining in Virginia: Scientific, Technical, 
Environmental, Human Health and Safety and Regulatory 
Aspects of Uranium Mining and Processing in Virginia (2012) 
study indicates that the only economically viable uranium 
deposit within both the Chatham fault zone and the state of 
Virginia occurs within the Cole Hills property. The Chatham 
fault zone is associated with Triassic aged sedimentary rocks 
that have the potential to contain uranium concentrations 
based on g+C1eneralized geologic stratigraphy. However, the 
uranium concentrations of these sedimentary rocks range from 
approximately 70 ppm to 140 ppm and are not considered an 
economically viable resource when compared to similar 
geologic deposits that exist globally.

CO-7f

As discussed in section 4.1.4.8, concentrations of uranium in 
soil the Project area in Pittsylvania County, Virginia are 
comparable to concentration in environmental media in the 
conterminous U.S. and concentrations of uranium in 
groundwater is significantly lower than U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency maximum contaminant levels.  Significant 
impacts on human health and the environment are not 
anticipated during construction and operation of the Project.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-8 Friends of the Central Shenandoah

CO-8a See response GEN-4 in appendix I.2.

CO-8b

See response GEN-2 in appendix I.2. 

CO-8c
We concluded in Section 3.2 that the No Action Alternative 
does not meet the Project objective and is not likely to provide 
a significant environmental advantage. 
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-8 Friends of the Central Shenandoah

CO-8d See section 3.3.2.1 of the EIS for discussion of the Transco 
Alternative.

CO-8e See response GEN-4 in appendix I.2.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-9 Good Stewards of Rockingham

CO-9a See response GEN-6 in appendix I.2.

CO-9b
See response GEN-2 in appendix I.2.
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CO-9 Good Stewards of Rockingham

CO-9c See section 4.8.6.1 of the EIS for a discussion of visual 
impacts.

CO-9d See response LU-1 in appendix I.2.

CO-9e
See section 4.8.4 of the EIS for a discussion on impacts on 
recreation.

CO-9f See response WET-1 in appendix I.2.
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CO-9 Good Stewards of Rockingham

CO-9g See section 4.6 of the EIS for further discussion.

CO-9h See section 4.6.3.2 of the EIS for a discussion on migratory 
birds.

CO-9i See section 4.6 of the EIS for a discussion of these areas.

CO-9j

See section 4.7 of the EIS for a discussion of impacts to listed 
species. Federal agency compliance for the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) Section 7 is described in section 4.7.1 of 
the EIS. 

CO-9k See response WILD-3 in appendix I.2.

I.3-93

2
0
2
0
0
2
1
4
-
3
0
1
0
 
F
E
R
C
 
P
D
F
 
(
U
n
o
f
f
i
c
i
a
l
)
 
0
2
/
1
4
/
2
0
2
0



Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-9 Good Stewards of Rockingham

CO-9l
Impacts to tourism are discussed in section 4.9.6 of the EIS.

CO-9m

See section 4.9.8 for discussion of impacts on Environmental 
Justice communities. See section 4.8.4 for discussion on 
recreation areas.

CO-9n Air quality impacts are discussed in section 4.11.1.7. 

CO-9o See response CI-4 in appendix I.2.
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CO-9 Good Stewards of Rockingham

CO-9p See response SAFE-1 in appendix I.2.

CO-9q

Cumulative impacts to forested wetlands and habitats were 
evaluated in sections 4.13.2.3 and 4.13.2.4.  Cumulative 
impacts to streams and other waterbodies were evaluated in 
section 4.13.2.2.  Our analysis in section 4.13 is consistent is 
consistent with FERC style, formatting, and policy regarding 
NEPA evaluation of cumulative impacts.

CO-9r See response GEN-9 in appendix I-2.

CO-9s
See response SURF-8 in appendix I.2. As discussed in section 
4.6.5 of the EIS, Mountain Valley has provided  aquatic 
species surveys results. 
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CO-9 Good Stewards of Rockingham

CO-9t See response SURF-6 in appendix I.2.

CO-9u See response GEN-4 in appendix I.2.

I.3-96

2
0
2
0
0
2
1
4
-
3
0
1
0
 
F
E
R
C
 
P
D
F
 
(
U
n
o
f
f
i
c
i
a
l
)
 
0
2
/
1
4
/
2
0
2
0



Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-14 Southern Environmental Law Center

CO-14a See response GEN-1 in appendix I.2.    
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CO-14 Southern Environmental Law Center

CO-14b
See response GEN-4 in appendix I.2, as well as additional 
comments below.

CO-14c

The Project’s purpose and how it relates to alternatives is 
addressed in the introduction to section 3.0. As stated in the 
EIS, the FERC reviews proposals developed by other entities. 
However, the FERC does not plan, design, build, or operate 
natural gas infrastructure. Accordingly, the project proponent 
is the source for identifying the purpose for developing and 
constructing a project. The Commission cannot simply ignore 
a project’s purpose and substitute an alternative purpose for it 
that a commenter deems more suitable. As stated in section 
1.1, the purpose of the Southgate Project is to is to meet the 
specific requests for natural gas transportation service of its 
anchor shipper, Dominion Energy, a local natural gas 
distribution company.   Alternatives that do not achieve this 
purpose cannot be considered as feasible or reasonable 
alternatives to the Project. Also see responses ALT-1 and 
ALT-2 in appendix I.2.
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CO-14 Southern Environmental Law Center

CO-14d

See responses GEN-4  and T&E-1 in appendix I-2. 
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CO-14 Southern Environmental Law Center

CO-14d See above CO-14d comment response
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CO-14 Southern Environmental Law Center

CO-14d See above CO-14d comment response I.3-101
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CO-14 Southern Environmental Law Center

CO-14e

Environmental justice communities are discussed in section 
4.9.8 of the EIS. 

CO-14f

Air quality impacts are discussed in detail in section 4.11.1.7 
of the EIS. Air quality impacts on environmental justice 
communities are discussed in section 4.9.8 of the EIS.  A 
cumulative air quality impact analysis can be found in section 
4.13 of the EIS. Also see response AIR-2 in appendix I.2.I.3-102
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CO-14 Southern Environmental Law Center

CO-14g

Section 4.3.2 and 4.4.2 discusses measures that Mountain 
Valley would implement to reduce potential impacts on 
surface waters and wetlands crossed by the Project. We 
reviewed all wetland and waterbody crossings and the 
proposed crossing method. We conclude in the EIS that 
implementation of Mountain Valley's collocation routing, 
workspace design, and construction methods would avoid 
impacts on wetlands and waterbodies to the extent practicable, 
and constructing the Project in accordance with Mountain 
Valley's Procedures and other plans, impacts would be 
minimized, and most impacts would be minor and temporary 
or short-term.
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CO-14 Southern Environmental Law Center

CO-14g See above CO-14g comment response

CO-14h See response CI-1 in appendix I.2.

CO-14i

The Chatham Park development is located approximately 25 
miles southeast of the project, and is considered outside of the 
Southgate Project’s geographic scope for  cumulative impacts. 
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CO-14 Southern Environmental Law Center

CO-14i See above CO-14i comment response

CO-14j

The assessment of cumulative impacts is dependent upon 
readily available information.  When there is uncertainty 
concerning the impacts of other projects, staff uses its 
experience to reduce this uncertainty and communicates this 
uncertainty to decision makers and the public.  It is reasonable 
to assume that other projects would be subject to permit 
requirements including environmental impact minimization 
and mitigation measures.  
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CO-14 Southern Environmental Law Center

CO-14j See above CO-14 comment response 

CO-14j See response GEN-4 in appendix I.2.
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CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

I.3-107
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CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-17a

See response GEN-4 in Appendix I.2.
Our analysis is based on the best available survey and 
publically available data. Mountain Valley has completed 
geotechnical studies for the Dan River and Stony Creek HDD. 
Mountain Valley has also completed surveys for aquatic 
species and has submitted reports to FERC, USFWS, and state 
agencies. At the time of the final EIS, limited surveys are still 
pending for bat portals, federal and state listed plant species, 
and wetlands. Mountain Valley would be required to submit 
the results of these remaining surveys to FERC and the 
appropriate agencies prior to approval for construction.
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CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-17b

Our recommendations will become conditions of the 
Commission Order. Mountain Valley would be required to 
satisfy all of the conditions of the Order prior to approval to 
begin construction.  

CO-17c See response GEN-4 in appendix I.2.

CO-17d See response GEN-5 in appendix I.2.

CO-17e See response GEN-8 in appendix I.2.
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CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-17e See above CO-17e comment responseI.3-110
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CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

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

CO-17f

See response GEN-2 in Appendix I.2.
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CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-17f See above CO-17f comment responseI.3-112
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CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-17f See above CO-17f comment responseI.3-113
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CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-17g

Comment noted.  These comments are outside the scope of the 
environmental analysis.  However, as discussed in section 1.1 
of this EIS, the Commission bases its decisions on financing, 
rates, market demand, gas supply, environmental impact, and 
other issues concerning a proposed project.
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CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-17g See above CO-17g comment responseI.3-115
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CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-17g See above CO-17g comment response

I.3-116
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CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-17g See above CO-17g comment responseI.3-117
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CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-17h As noted in section 2.8, the Southgate Project is not able or 
designed to export natural gas.   
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CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-17i

In section 4.10.4 of the DEIS, we acknowledge that the entire 
pipeline route has not yet been completely inventoried for 
cultural resources, and recommend that the Commission Order 
authorizing the Project contain an environmental condition 
that construction may not begin until after all archaeological 
surveys have been completed and reviewed, and we have 
completed the process of compliance with the NHPA.
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CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-17j An analysis of the cumulative impacts on air quality, including 
nearby compressor stations, is discussed in section 4.13.2.9 of 
the EIS.  Air quality impacts on public health are discussed in 
section 4.11.1.7.  
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CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-17j See above CO-17j comment response
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CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-17j See above CO-17j comment response

I.3-122

2
0
2
0
0
2
1
4
-
3
0
1
0
 
F
E
R
C
 
P
D
F
 
(
U
n
o
f
f
i
c
i
a
l
)
 
0
2
/
1
4
/
2
0
2
0



Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-17j See above CO-17j comment response
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CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-17k

As discussed in section 4.11.1.7, any open burning would be 
conducted on a site-specific basis, and in accordance 
Mountain Valley’s Fire Prevention and Suppression Plan and 
Virginia and North Carolina regulations (9VAC5-130; 15A 
NCAC 02D.1900). This would include burning only in 
approved burn areas and during appropriate weather 
conditions to avoid any impacts on nearby residences, and 
complying with the open burning prohibition in Virginia from 
May 1 through September 30.

CO-17l See response SAFE-1 in appendix I.2.

CO-17l See response GEN-6 in appendix I.2.
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CO-17 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-17n See response T&E-2 in appendix I.2.

CO-17o
See section 4.11.2.3 for a revised discussion of noise levels 
due to 24-hour construction at the Lambert Compressor 
Station.

CO-17p See section 4.9.5 of the EIS for a discussion or property 
values.      

CO-17q
We concluded in Section 3.2 that the No Action Alternative 
does not meet the Project objective and is not likely to provide 
a significant environmental advantage.
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CO-22 Haw River Assembly

CO-22a
See response GW-1 in appendix I.2.

CO-22b See response SURF-2 in appendix I.2.

CO-22c Section 4.3.2.4 of the EIS discusses the Jordan Lake Riparian 
Buffer.
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CO-22 Haw River Assembly

CO-22d See response GEN-6 in appendix I.2.

CO-22e See response CO-22c.  

CO-22f See response SA-2a-2 in appendix I.3. See also response 
SURF-4 in appendix I.2.

CO-22g Appendix B.5 provides the proposed crossing method for 
each waterbody. 

CO-22h see response GEN-6 in appendix I.2.

CO-22i See section 4.3.2.2 and 4.3.2.7 for discussion of impacts from 
HDD and conventional bore crossings.

CO-22j See section 4.3.2.4 for discussion of the Stony Creek 
Reservoir crossing.

CO-22k Section 4.3.2.2 has been updated with information regarding 
the Deep Creek crossing.

CO-22l See response CO-22c.  

CO-22m See section 4.3.23 for a discussion of impaired waterbodies.

CO-22n See response CO-22c.  

CO-22o See response SURF-7 in appendix I.2. 

I.3-127

2
0
2
0
0
2
1
4
-
3
0
1
0
 
F
E
R
C
 
P
D
F
 
(
U
n
o
f
f
i
c
i
a
l
)
 
0
2
/
1
4
/
2
0
2
0



Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-22 Haw River Assembly

CO-22p

See section 4.12.2.2 for discussion of cumulative impacts on 
water resources.

CO-22q See response CO-22k.

CO-22r See response CO-22m.

CO-22s

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

CO-22t See response WET-1 in appendix I.2.

CO-22u

FERC continues to work with FWS and state agencies. 
Consultation with the FWS is required by Section 7 of the 
ESA. Federal agency compliance for the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA) Section 7 is described in section 4.7.1 of the EIS. 
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CO-22 Haw River Assembly

CO-22v
An assessment of the social services provided to our of town 
workers is beyond scope of EIS. A socioeconomics analysis is 
provided in section 4.9 of EIS

CO-22w

See response CI-1 in appendix I.2. 
Also, see response to GEN-6 and SURF-2 in appendix I.2.   
There would be a minimal increase in impervious surfaces as 
a result of the Project as most areas would be  revegetated 
after construction is complete.

CO-22x See response GEN-4, SURF-8, and CULT-1 in appendix I.2. 
As discussed in section 4.6.5 of the EIS, Mountain Valley has 
provided  aquatic species surveys results. 
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CO-22 Haw River Assembly

CO-22y See response T&E-2 in appendix I.2.

CO-22z Comment noted. See responses above.
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Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24a
As noted in Section 3.0, FERC identified and evaluated 
reasonable alternatives to the Project. Reasonable 
alternatives would meet the Project’s stated purpose.  
See also responses GEN-2 and ALT-1 in appendix I.2; 
and response to CO-14c in appendix I.3.
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CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

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

Co-24a See above CO-24a comment response
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Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24b See response GEN-2 in appendix I.2.  
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Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24b See above CO-24b comment response
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Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24c See response GEN-8 in appendix I.2.

CO-24d Cumulative impacts are discussed in section 4.13 of the 
EIS.
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Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24e See response GEN-8 in appendix I.2.

CO-24f See response CI-1 and CI-3 in appendix I-2.
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CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24g
See response CI-1 in appendix I.2.
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Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24g See above CO-24g comment response. 
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CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

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

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

CO-24g See above CO-24g comment response
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Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

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

CO-24h See response CI-1 in appendix I.2
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CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24h See above CO-24h comment response
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Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24h See above CO-24h comment response
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Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24h See above CO-24h comment response
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Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

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

CO-24i See response GEN-9 in appendix I.2

I.3-147

2
0
2
0
0
2
1
4
-
3
0
1
0
 
F
E
R
C
 
P
D
F
 
(
U
n
o
f
f
i
c
i
a
l
)
 
0
2
/
1
4
/
2
0
2
0



Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24j See response GEN-6 in appendix I.2.
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Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO024j See above CO-24j comment responseI.3-149
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Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24j See above CO-24j comment response
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Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24j See above CO-24j comment responseI.3-151

2
0
2
0
0
2
1
4
-
3
0
1
0
 
F
E
R
C
 
P
D
F
 
(
U
n
o
f
f
i
c
i
a
l
)
 
0
2
/
1
4
/
2
0
2
0



Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24j See above CO-24j comment response

CO-24k

See response GEN-4 and T&E-2 in appendix I.2. A 
majority of species surveys have been completed by 
Mountain Valley and section 4.7 of the EIS has been 
updated with this information. Our analysis of impacts to 
T&E species has been updated; however, survey data did 
not alter our determinations in section 4.7.1. Federal 
agency compliance for the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) Section 7, including concurrence of 
determinations of effect by the FWS, would be required 
as described in section 4.7.1 of the EIS
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Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24k See above CO-24k comment response
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Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24k See above CO-24k comment response
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Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24k See above CO-24k comment response

I.3-155

2
0
2
0
0
2
1
4
-
3
0
1
0
 
F
E
R
C
 
P
D
F
 
(
U
n
o
f
f
i
c
i
a
l
)
 
0
2
/
1
4
/
2
0
2
0



Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24k See above CO-24k comment response
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Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24k See above CO-24k
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Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24k See above CO-24k comment response

I.3-158

2
0
2
0
0
2
1
4
-
3
0
1
0
 
F
E
R
C
 
P
D
F
 
(
U
n
o
f
f
i
c
i
a
l
)
 
0
2
/
1
4
/
2
0
2
0



Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24k See above CO-24k comment response
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Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24k See above CO-24k comment response
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Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24k See above CO-24k comment response
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Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24l

Section 4.9 provides a discussion of socioeconomic 
impacts. See responses SOCIO-8, SOCIO-7, and CI-1 in 
appendix I.2. The cost to ratepayers is outside of the 
scope of this EIS. The commission will consider rates 
and may address this in any Order it issues for the 
Project. 

I.3-162

2
0
2
0
0
2
1
4
-
3
0
1
0
 
F
E
R
C
 
P
D
F
 
(
U
n
o
f
f
i
c
i
a
l
)
 
0
2
/
1
4
/
2
0
2
0



Appendix I-3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-24 Appalachian Mountain Advocates

CO-24l See above CO-24l comment response

CO-24m See response GEN-4 in appendix I.2.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-25 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-25

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

I.3-164

2
0
2
0
0
2
1
4
-
3
0
1
0
 
F
E
R
C
 
P
D
F
 
(
U
n
o
f
f
i
c
i
a
l
)
 
0
2
/
1
4
/
2
0
2
0



Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-25 Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

CO-25 See above CO-25 comment response
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-26 Appalachian Voices

CO-26a See response GEN-2 in appendix I.2.

CO-26b See response GEN-4 in appendix I.2.

CO-26c See response GEN-6 in appendix I.2.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-26 Appalachian Voices

CO-26d See response SURF-2 in appendix I.2.

CO-26e See response SURF-7 in appendix I.2.

CO-26f See response SA-2A-2 in appendix I.3 and response SURF-4 
in appendix I.2.

CO-26c See response GEN-6 in appendix I.2.

CO-26g Comment noted.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-26 Appalachian Voices

CO-26h See response GEN-9 in appendix I.2.

CO-26i See response SURF-8, SURF-6, and CULT-1 in appendix I.2.
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CO-27 Atlantic Coast Pipeline

CO-27a See revised section 3.3.2.3 for a discussion of the Atlantic 
Coast Pipeline Alternative.
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CO-27 Atlantic Coast Pipeline

CO-27a See response CO-27a above

I.3-170
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CO-27 Atlantic Coast Pipeline

CO-27a See response CO-27a above

I.3-171
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CO-28 Appalachian Voices

CO-28a

See response SURF-2 in appendix I.2.   As indicated in Table 
4.13-2 of the EIS, Project construction would affect no more 
than 0.3 percent of any HUC-10 watershed affected by the 
Project.  Additionally, as described in the EIS, Mountain 
Valley would decompact soils and revegetate areas after 
construction is complete.  Due to the relatively small footprint 
of the Project and due to Mountain Valley's proposed erosion 
control measures, as well as measures to return areas to pre-
construction condition,  we determined that there would not 
likely be a discernable effect on peak storm water discharge. 

CO-28b See response SURF-2 in appendix I.2.
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CO-28 Appalachian Voices

CO-28c

The EIS includes an analysis of all water features affected by 
the Project, including wetlands (Section 4.3 and 4.4 of the 
EIS).  No seeps were found in the Project area.  Mountain 
Valley would follow its Plan and Procedures and E&SCP to 
minimize impacts on sensitive water features and aquatic 
habitat.  The EIS discusses impacts on less mobile species, 
noting that there is a chance that some will be killed.  
However, the footprint of the Project is not large enough to 
have a significant impact on the food chain for the river 
continuum.  Mountain Valley would return all areas to pre-
construction condition thereby allowing aquatic habitats to 
recover shortly after construction.

See response SURF-4 in appendix I.2.

CO-28d Earthquakes and soil liquefaction are discussed in section 
4.1.4 in the EIS. 

CO-28e

Radon can be entrained in fossil fuels and decay into isotopes 
such as Lead-210 and Lead-206, which could form a thin coat 
on the interior of the pipeline. If the replacement or removal 
of portion of the pipeline or equipment should take place 
during maintenance, the pipeline company must comply with 
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) to 
ensure that high levels of contaminants (including lead) are 
not disposed of improperly.  In addition, cleaning "pigs” used 
to remove solid and liquid materials from the pipeline would 
be disposed of properly in compliance with the RCRA and 
state laws.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-29 Transcontinental Gas Pipeline Company, LLC

CO-29a See section 3.3.2.1 of the EIS for a discussion of the Transco 
Pipeline System Alternative.
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CO-29 Transcontinental Gas Pipeline Company, LLC

CO‐29a See response CO-29a above
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

CO-30 Virginia Forest Conservation Group

CO-30a

Section 4.5.4.3 of the EIS discusses impacts related to forest 
fragmentation. This section has been updated with additional 
analysis on forest fragmentation. In addition, Mountain Valley 
has committed to minimizing impacts on forest land and 
continues to coordinate with VADCR on tree clearing 
mitigation prior to clearing trees.
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CO-30 Virginia Forest Conservation Group

CO-30a See response CO-30a above
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CO-30 Virginia Forest Conservation Group

CO-30a See response CO-30a above
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CO-30 Virginia Forest Conservation Group

CO-30a See response CO-30a above
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CO-30 Virginia Forest Conservation Group

CO-30a See response CO-30a above

I.3-180
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CO-37 Mr. Joyner - Danville Historical Society

CO-37a

In an October 18, 2019 filing, Mountain Valley indicated that 
it would provide the Danville Historical Society with copies 
of cultural resources investigations reports covering the 
Project APE in Pittsylvania County, Virginia.

CO-37b

Little Cherrystone Manor/Wooding Cemetery/Site 71-36 is 
mentioned on page 4-166 of the DEIS as a NRHP-listed 
property and listed on table 4.10-9, with the recommendation 
to "avoid or mitigate." In an environmental information 
request issued by the FERC on October 3, 2019 we asked 
Mountain Valley to file either an avoidance plan or a 
treatment plan for Little Cherrystone Manor.  In an October 
18, 2019 filing, Mountain Valley stated it would be filing an 
avoidance plan for Little Cherrystone Manor.
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CO-37 Mr. Joyner - Danville Historical Society

CO-37c

Mountain Valley would be required to comply with all federal 
and federally-delegated permits.  These permits along with 
other state and local permits are identified in table 1.4-1.

CO-37d

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

CO-37e See response CO-37a.
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CO-37 Mr. Joyner - Danville Historical Society

CO-37e See response CO-37a.

CO-37f See above for response in CO-37b.

CO-37g
See response LU-1 in appendix I.2.
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CO-37 Mr. Joyner - Danville Historical Society

CO-37h See response CO-37a.

CO-37i See response T&E-3 in the appendix I.2.
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CO-37 Mr. Joyner - Danville Historical Society

CO-37j

See response LU-1 in appendix I.2. This site is listed in 
appendix E.2 and has been purchased by Mountain Valley for 
use during construction.

CO-37k Response to comments are incorporated into the FEIS.

CO-37l See response GEN-6 in appendix I-1

CO-37m Section 4.3.2 of the EIS discusses the Project’s impacts on 
surface water resources 
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CO-38 Sojna Ingram: Preservation Virginia

CO-38a

In an October 18, 2019 filing, Mountain Valley indicated that 
it would provide Preservation Virginia with copies of cultural 
resources investigations reports covering the Project APE in 
Pittsylvania County, Virginia.

CO-38b

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

CO38c See response CO-25
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CO-38 Sojna Ingram: Preservation Virginia

CO-38c See response CO-25

CO-38d See response CO-37d

CO-38e See response CO-38a.
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CO-39 Deep Creek Church

CO-39a An avoidance plan for the Deep Creek Primitive Baptist 
Church and 
Cemetery was filed by Mountain Valley on October 23, 2019.
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IND-3 Janek Patel

IND-3a
Access roads are discussed in sections 2.3.5 and 4.8.1.4 
of the EIS. At the location off Jimmy Kerr Road, Truby 
Drive is an existing paved road and no improvements 
are anticipated. Limited and temporary noise and traffic 
impacts may result from the use of this access road 
during construction.

IND-3b
Section 2.0 details the construction methods of the 
Project. Alignment sheets showing the construction plan 
in this area are available on the FERC elibrary using 
accession number 20191220-5298. 

IND-3c Truby Drive would be used by Mountain Valley to 
access temporary access road TA-AL-188.

IND-3d Traffic impacts and management are discussed in 
section 4.9.4 of the EIS.  

IND-3e
Noise impacts are discussed in section 4.11.2.3 of the 
EIS. There would be limited, temporary noise impact to 
hotel as the use of nearby roadways are likely, but the 
use would be temporary and limited to a few days as the 
work is accomplished in a given area and then moves 
elsewhere. Any work outside the hours of 7am to 7pm, 
or sunrise to sunset in non-residential areas, other than 
low noise generating activities would require approval 
from FERC.
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IND-4 David Hill

IND-4a Comment noted.

IND-4b

Section 4.3.2 of the EIS discusses surface waters, 
watersheds, and floodplains. Section 4.3.2.7 of the EIS 
discusses Mountain Valley's impacts of blasting and the 
mitigation efforts needed if there are negative effects in 
the project area. Section 4.1.4.4 of the EIS discusses the 
potential of landslides occurring with project operations 
and how Mountain Valley will minimize the chances of 
a landslide occurring. 

IND-4c
Section 4.3.1 includes a detailed discussion of the 
potential impacts that construction and operation of the 
Project could have on groundwater resources, including 
aquifers.

IND-4d See response SURF-7 in appendix I.2.
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IND-4 David Hill

IND-4e

Mountain Valley’s Plan does not allow the use of 
herbicides within 100 feet of a wetland or waterbody 
except as allowed by the appropriate land management 
or state agency. As part of Mountain Valley’s Exotic 
and Invasive Plant Species Control Plan , If specified 
for use by federal or state agencies near streams or 
wetlands, the Project will utilize herbicide applications 
approved for aquatic use.

IND-4f

Fusion bonded epoxy (FBE) coatings have been in use 
for over 50 years and have been the subject of numerous 
scientific studies. Epoxy coatings have undergone 
NSF/ANSI 61 toxicological review process and been 
certified for use in applications that bring them into 
contact with drinking water. Therefore, FBE coatings do 
not present a risk to human health, including when the 
pipe coating is exposed to groundwater that may serve 
as a source of drinking water.

IND-4g See response SOCIO-1 in appendix I.2.

IND-4h See response SAFE-3 in appendix I.2.

IND-4i See response GEN-6 in appendix I.2.

I.3-191

2
0
2
0
0
2
1
4
-
3
0
1
0
 
F
E
R
C
 
P
D
F
 
(
U
n
o
f
f
i
c
i
a
l
)
 
0
2
/
1
4
/
2
0
2
0



Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

IND-4 David Hill
IND-4j See response ALT-1 in appendix I.2.

IND-4k

The evaluation of the market for fracked natural gas, 
including induced production, is outside of the scope of 
the EIS.  Those activities are regulated by individual 
states. Section 4.11 of the EIS discusses methane 
emissions.  See response CI-1 in appendix I.2 regarding 
climate change.

IND-4l See response GEN-1 in appendix I-2.
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IND-8 Eleanor Amidon

IND-8a See section 4.1.4.9 of the EIS, which has been updated 
with additional information.

IND-8b
See sections 2.4.2.1, 4.1.4.9, 4.3.2.2, and 4.3.2.7 for 
further discussion on HDD crossing methods, impacts, 
and mitigation.

IND-8c See section 4.1.4.9 of the EIS, which has been updated 
with additional information.

IND-8d See section 4.1.4.9 of the EIS, which has been updated 
with additional information.
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IND-8 Eleanor Amidon

IND-8e

See section 4.1.4.8 of the EIS. We consulted the USGS 
NURE database, which contains the results of sediment 
and water sampling, and other resources including 
USGS soil geochemistry data and information obtained 
from the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services.

IND-8f

See section 4.1.4.8 of the EIS. We describe the existing 
conditions relative to concentrations of uranium in soils, 
sediment, bedrock, and groundwater that may be 
disturbed, as well as the behavior of and mobility of 
uranium in the environment.
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IND-16
IND-88 Heise and Dyer

IND-16a

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

IND-16b See response IND-4k in appendix I.3.   
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IND-16
IND-88 Heise and Dyer

IND-16c
Section 4.11.1.5 includes discussion of potential 
emissions of the Lambert Compressor Station, including 
fugitives from incidental leaks. 

IND-16d

The evaluation of upstream and downstream markets 
and consumption impacts is outside the scope of this 
EIS. As appropriate, issues outside the scope of an EIS 
may be addressed in any Order the Commission may 
issue.

IND-16e
See response CI-1 in appendix I.2. Emissions are 
discussed in section 4.11.1.5 and climate change is 
discussed in section 4.13.2.9
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IND-16
IND-88 Heise and Dyer

IND-16f
 Mountain Valley has committed to minimizing impacts 
on forest land and continues to  coordinate with VDCR 
on tree clearing mitigation prior to clearing trees

IND-16g See section 2.8 of the EIS
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IND-16
IND-88 Heise and Dyer

IND-16g See above IND-16 comment response 
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IND‐19 Katie Whitehead

IND-19a See responses GEN-2 and GEN-4 in appendix I.2.
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IND‐19 Katie Whitehead

IND-19b See response GEN-2 in appendix I.2. 

IND-19c See response ALT-1 in appendix I.2.

IND-19d See response ALT-2 in appendix I.2.
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IND‐19 Katie Whitehead

IND-19e See response ALT-1 in appendix I.2.

IND-19f See section 3.3.2.1 of the EIS for an analysis of the 
Transco Alternative.
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IND‐19 Katie Whitehead

IND-19f See above IND-19f comment response
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IND-28 Maury Johnson

IND-28a
Section 4.10 of the EIS provides a detailed discussion of 
archaeological surveys and resources identified for the 
Project. 

IND-28b Comment noted.
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IND-28 Maury Johnson

IND-28c

Impacts to streams are discussed in section 4.3.2; forest 
impacts are discussed in Section 4.5 and 4.8.1; and 
farmland impacts are discussed in section 4.8.1. The 
Project's climate change impacts are discussed in section 
4.13.2.9.

IND-28d See response GEN-6 in appendix I.2.

IND-28e

Section 4.3.2 describes the effects of the Projects on 
surface waterbodies.  We recognize that in-stream 
construction would cause temporary and localized 
impacts on surface water.

IND-28f As stated in section 4.1.4.5, no karst features (e.g., 
caves, sinkholes) were identified.  

IND-28g See response SURF-7 in appendix I.2.
IND-28h See response GEO-2 in appendix I.2.

IND-28i See response GEN-6 in appendix I.2.

IND-28j
See responses SURF-1, SURF-2, and SURF-3 in 
appendix I.2.

IND-28k See response SURF-7 in appendix I.2. 
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IND-28 Maury Johnson

IND-28l See response GW-1 in appendix I.2.

IND-28m See response GEN-6 in appendix I.2.

IND-28n See response WET-1 in appendix I.2.

IND-28o Section 4.5 of the EIS discusses impacts to forests and 
other vegetation types. 

IND-28p
Federal agency compliance for the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA) Section 7 is described in section 4.7.1 of the 
EIS.

IND-28q Section 4.6.3.2 of the EIS discusses impacts on 
migratory birds.

IND-28r See response IND-28p

IND-28s Visual impacts are discussed in section 4.8.4 of the EIS. 
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IND-28 Maury Johnson

IND-28t See response LU-1 in appendix I.2. 

IND-28u Impacts on recreational and special use lands are 
discussed in section 4.8.4 of the EIS

IND-28v

See section 4.9.1 of the EIS for discussion of 
employment. See also responses SOCIO-1, SOCIO-2, 
and SOCIO-8 in appendix I.2.  

IND-28w See response CULT-1 in appendix I.2.

IND-28x See response AIR-2 and CI-4 in appendix I.2. 
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IND-28 Maury Johnson

IND-28y See response SAFE-1 in appendix I.2.

IND-28z See response CI-1 in appendix I.2.

IND-28aa See response GEN-9 in appendix I.2.

IND-28bb See response GEN-4 in appendix I.2.
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IND-30 Christopher Lish

IND-30a See responses GEN-2 and GEN-4 in appendix I.2.

IND-30b

Section 4.3.1 of the EIS includes a detailed discussion 
of the potential impacts water supply wells.  The EIS 
discusses blasting and associated impacts in section 
4.3.1.2. Mountain Valley would adhere to its General 
Blasting Plan to minimize impacts from blasting. 

IND-30c See response GEN-2 in appendix I.2.

IND-30d See response GEN-7 in appendix I.2.
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IND-30 Christopher Lish

IND-30e See responses SURF-2 in appendix I.2.

IND-30f See response GEN-6 in appendix I.2.

IND-30g See response SURF-2 and SURF-7 in appendix I.2.
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IND-30 Christopher Lish

IND-30h
See response SURF-4 in appendix I.2 and SA-2a-2 in 
appendix I.3. See also section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS for 
discussion of public water supply intakes.

IND-30i See response GEN-6 in appendix I.2.

IND-30j See response GEN-4 and GEN-9 in appendix I.2.
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IND-30 Christopher Lish

IND-30k See response GEN-9 in appendix I.2.

IND-30l

Mountain Valley provided feasibility studies and 
crossing plans for each of the waterbodies to be crossed 
by HDD or conventional bore.  We have updated 
section 4.3.2.2 of the EIS with this information.

IND-30m See response SURF-6 in appendix I.2.     
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IND-36 Katie Whitehead

IND-36a

The most recent information regarding the proposed 
Project design and layout is available from the FERC 
eLibrary using accession numbers 20191023-5022 and 
current alignment sheets are available using accession 
number 20191220-5298.

IND-36b See section 3.3.2.1 of the EIS for an analysis of the 
Transco Alternative.

IND-36c

The existing pipeline right-of-way may or may not be 
defined on any given parcel. In some circumstances, the 
right-of-way is defined off the exact location of a 
specific pipeline per the easement with the landowner 
and additionally, the maintained right-of-way that is 
visible on the alignment sheets and in the field may not 
represent the actual width of the easement.  Mountain 
Valley is utilizing the best available information to route 
the pipeline, providing 50 feet of spacing from the 
estimated location of the closest Williams pipeline and 
the centerline of the pipeline easement, which is an 
Interstate Natural Gas Association of America (INGAA) 
standard for parallel facilities.  Mountain Valley 
continues to coordinate with Williams on the location of 
its pipelines and extent of its easements and anticipates 
that line locating will take place prior to the start of 
construction. 

IND-36d
In its application and as described in the final EIS, 
Mountain Valley has adequately justified the need for 
proposed construction workspace.   
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

IND-36 Katie Whitehead

IND-36e

Section 4.8.1.1 discusses impacts to silviculture lands.  
The section has been updated to clarify that this would 
include loblolly pines and hardwoods grown for 
production.

IND-36f Comment noted.

IND-36g The EIS has been updated as appropriate.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

IND-37 Jeannie Ambrose

IND-37a See response GEN-2 in appendix I.2.

IND-37b See response GEN-4 in appendix I.2.

IND-37c See response SURF-7 in appendix I.2.
IND-37d See response GEO-2 in appendix I.2.

IND-37e Impacts on soils are discussed in section 4.2.2 of the 
EIS. 
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

IND-37 Jeannie Ambrose

IND-37f Section 4.3.2 describes the effects of the Projects on 
surface waterbodies.  

IND-37g See response SURF-7, GEO-2, and GW-1 in appendix 
I.2.

IND-37h Water sources are addressed in 4.3.2.6 of the EIS.

IND-37i

See response IND-4f in appendix I.3.
EarthGuard Edge pellets contain linear polyacrylamide 
(PAM) which is synthetic soil stabilizer. According to 
the VADEQ Erosion and sediment Control Handbook 
and NCDEQ Erosion and Sediment Control Planning 
and Design Manual, synthetic soil stabilizers are 
identified as an option for use in conjunction with 
mulch as a best management practice for soil 
stabilization. According to the manufacturer, 
EarthGuard Edge is non-toxic, 100 percent 
biodegradable, and meets National Sanitation 
Foundation (NSF) drinking-water standards.

IND-37j
Comment noted.  Mountain Valley would be required to 
acquire all necessary federal permits prior to 
commencing construction.

IND -37k Comment noted. Section 4.4.2 discusses impacts to 
wetlands.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

IND-37 Jeannie Ambrose

IND-37l
Interior forests, habitat fragmentation, and impact to 
wildlife are discussed in detail in section 4.5.4.3 and 
4.6.1.1of the EIS.

IND-37m
As detailed in section 4.5.4.1, Mountain Valley would 
follow measures outlined in its Exotic and Invasive 
Plant Species Control Plan.

IND-37n Impacts and mitigation to wildlife and fisheries are 
described throughout section 4.6 of the EIS. 

IND-37o
See section 4.7 of the EIS for a discussion of impacts to 
listed species. See also response T&E-1, T&E-2, and 
NOISE-1 in appendix I.2.

IND-37p See response LU-1 in appendix I.2.

IND-37q
Socioeconomics are discussed in section 4.9 o f the EIS. 
See also responses SOCIO-1, SOCIO-6, and SOCIO-2 
in appendix I.2.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

IND-37 Jeannie Ambrose

IND-37r
See response CULT-1 in appendix I.2. Section 4.10 of 
the EIS has been updated with additional information 
regarding cultural resource surveys and consultations.

IND-37s See response AIR-2 in appendix I.2.

IND-37t
See section 4.12 of the EIS for discussion on reliability 
and safety. See also SAFE-1, SAFE-2, SAFE-3, and 
GEN-6. 

IND-37u See response CI-1 in appendix I.2.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

IND-37 Jeannie Ambrose

IND-37v See response GEN-9 in appendix I.2.

IND-37w See response GEN-4 in appendix I.2.

IND-37x Section 3.2 discusses the No Action Alternative. See 
also response ALT-2 in appendix I.2. 

IND-37y

The Green Level Community is not crossed by the 
Project.  Air quality impacts on public health are 
discussed in detail in section 4.11.1.7.  Additionally, 
potential air quality impacts on vulnerable populations 
are discussed in section 4.9.8 of the EIS. See the revised 
Socioecomic section 4.9.8 for further information on 
Environmental justice

IND-37z
Climate change and greenhouse gas impacts are 
discussed in section 4.13.2.9.  See also response CI-1 in 
appendix I.2.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

IND-41 Katie Whitehead

IND-41a See response IND-36c.

IND-41b

Mountain Valley was able to make this adjustment due 
to the route, topography, and presence of other 
environmental features specific to this property. 
Mountain Valley has reduced workspace in many other 
locations along the project for multiple reasons, 
including per the request of landowners through 
collaborative negotiations.

Information such as metes as bounds would be included 
in exhibits prepared for the easement package for land 
acquisition.
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Appendix I.3 - Southgate Project Response to Comments Side-by-Side Table

IND-41 Katie Whitehead

IND-41d

See response IND-36c. Alignment sheets note a distance 
of 50 feet between Transco's pipeline and the proposed 
Southgate pipeline. placing separate pipelines from 
differing operators less than 50 feet from one another 
creates safety concerns and operational difficulties. 50 
feet of spacing is the INGAA standard for parallel 
pipeline facilities. Mountain Valley would use 
workspace within the Transco permanent right-of-way 
easement temporarily for spoil storage during 
construction based on arrangements with Transco.
Typical drawings of the Project configuration are 
provided in Appendix B.2 of the EIS. Standard 
distances between utilities have been maintained by 
Mountain Valley as depicted in the Project alignment 
drawings.

IND-41e

 The spillway is identified as S-E18-4, a surface water 
feature with intermittent flow on the alignments and in 
appendix B.5. This feature would be treated as a surface 
water crossing during construction.
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KEYWORD INDEX 
 

100-year flood zone, 4-44 
303(d), 4-39 
401 Individual Water Quality Certification 

and Buffer Authorization, 1-17, 4-43 
401 Water Quality Certification, 1-14, 1-15, 

1-16, 1-17, 4-43, 4-51, 4-146 
404 of the Clean Water Act, 1-4, 1-5, 1-14, 

1-15, 1-16, 1-17, 4-51, 4-58, 4-243, 5-6 
Aboveground facilities, 2-1, 4-24, 4-25, 4-

249 
Aboveground Facility Alternatives, 3-44 
Absentee Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma, 4-

158 
access road, ES-1, ES-7, ES-8, 2-7, 2-9, 2-

11, 2-15, 2-21, 2-23, 2-28, 3-26, 3-27, 3-
33, 3-41, 4-2, 4-23, 4-24, 4-25, 4-35, 4-44, 
4-51, 4-53, 4-61, 4-65, 4-69, 4-74, 4-77, 
4-78, 4-89, 4-91, 4-106, 4-111, 4-114, 4-
118, 4-119, 4-121, 4-122, 4-125, 4-126, 4-
128, 4-131, 4-136, 4-151, 4-163, 4-164, 4-
167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-172, 4-
173, 4-183, 4-231, 4-233, 4-240, 5-3, 5-
10, 5-16, 5-20 

Ace Speedway, 4-123, 4-126 
addendum report, 4-156, 4-157, 4-168, 4-

172 
addendum survey, 4-169, 4-172 
additional temporary workspace (ATWS), 2-

7, 2-9, 2-10, 2-15, 2-16, 2-21, 2-24, 2-26, 
2-27, 3-26, 4-23, 4-24, 4-25, 4-51, 4-55, 
4-58, 4-61, 4-65, 4-93, 4-112, 4-114, 4-
115, 4-124, 4-125, 4-151, 4-231, 4-233, 5-
6 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP), 1-4, 1-13, 1-18, 4-154, 4-155, 4-
173, 5-11, 5-20 

agency, ES-1, ES-3, ES-5, ES-6, ES-7, ES-
10, 1-1, 1-3, 1-4, 1-5, 1-6, 1-7, 1-8, 1-10, 
1-13, 1-17, 1-18, 1-19, 2-12, 2-13, 2-14, 
2-20, 2-21, 2-24, 2-25, 2-28, 3-2, 4-2, 4-7, 
4-10, 4-23, 4-24, 4-25, 4-26, 4-29, 4-30, 
4-32, 4-43, 4-44, 4-51, 4-52, 4-53, 4-56, 
4-57, 4-59, 4-60, 4-68, 4-69, 4-74, 4-76, 
4-80, 4-91, 4-95, 4-96, 4-97, 4-99, 4-100, 
4-105, 4-120, 4-121, 4-122, 4-127, 4-136, 
4-140, 4-141, 4-154, 4-155, 4-157, 4-158, 
4-160, 4-162, 4-175, 4-176, 4-180, 4-213, 
4-219, 4-224, 4-226, 4-233, 4-236, 4-240, 
4-248, 4-249, 4-254, 4-261, 4-263, 5-1, 5-
5, 5-6, 5-7, 5-9, 5-10, 5-11, 5-17, 5-18 

agricultural land, ES-6, 1-10, 2-21, 2-27, 3-
11, 3-13, 3-16, 3-18, 3-20, 3-22, 3-24, 3-
28, 3-31, 3-33, 3-35, 3-37, 3-39, 3-41, 4-
24, 4-59, 4-61, 4-66, 4-67, 4-69, 4-73, 4-
77, 4-78, 4-116, 4-117, 4-118, 4-128, 4-
131, 4-190, 4-235, 4-240, 5-6, 5-7 

air dispersion modeling, 4-186, 4-187 
air quality, ES-3, ES-8, 1-3, 1-10, 1-17, 2-

16, 4-1, 4-62, 4-142, 4-143, 4-153, 4-174, 
4-175, 4-176, 4-177, 4-181, 4-182, 4-183, 
4-186, 4-188, 4-226, 4-228, 4-234, 4-236, 
4-237, 4-238, 4-251, 4-253, 4-254, 4-255, 
4-256, 5-12 

air quality control region (AQCR), 4-176 
Air quality control region (AQCR), 4-176 
Alamance County Historical Properties 

Commission, 4-162 
Alamance County, North Carolina, 1-2, 2-1, 

3-9, 3-10, 3-11, 4-21, 4-24, 4-36, 4-46, 4-
101, 4-107, 4-108, 4-121, 4-126, 4-133, 4-
134, 4-135, 4-147, 4-156, 4-160, 4-161, 4-
162, 4-163, 4-165, 4-169, 4-171, 4-172, 4-
206, 4-251 

alternative, ES-3, ES-10, 1-3, 1-5, 1-8, 1-9, 
1-11, 2-21, 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 3-5, 3-6, 3-7, 3-
9, 3-10, 3-11, 3-12, 3-13, 3-14, 3-15, 3-16, 
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3-18, 3-19, 3-20, 3-21, 3-22, 3-23, 3-24, 
3-25, 3-26, 3-44, 3-45, 4-25, 4-47, 4-57, 
4-120, 4-208, 5-1, 5-6, 5-14 

Amendment, 1-16, 4-30 
amphibian, ES-6, 4-72, 4-73, 4-74, 4-91, 4-

92, 4-107, 5-7, 5-9 
Analytic Methods for Drinking Water, 4-30 
Appalachian Mountain Advocates, 4-158, 4-

162 
Applicant, 1-14 
application, ES-1, ES-2, 1-1, 1-2, 1-4, 1-5, 

1-6, 1-8, 1-13, 1-14, 1-15, 1-16, 1-17, 1-
18, 2-12, 2-14, 2-16, 2-19, 2-28, 4-1, 4-6, 
4-43, 4-98, 4-155, 4-157, 4-159, 4-172, 4-
186, 4-187, 4-235, 4-236, 4-260, 5-12, 5-
15, 5-16 

aquatic habitat, 4-49, 4-86, 4-93, 4-99, 4-
100, 4-102, 4-247 

aquatic species, ES-5, 4-37, 4-48, 4-86, 4-
87, 4-91, 4-92, 4-94, 4-95, 4-99, 4-100, 4-
102, 4-108, 4-248, 5-4, 5-5, 5-9, 5-20 

aquifer, ES-4, 4-27, 4-28, 4-29, 4-31, 4-32, 
4-241, 5-3 

aquifers, ES-4, 4-27, 4-28, 4-241, 5-3 
archaeological, ES-3, ES-8, 4-154, 4-156, 4-

159, 4-164, 4-165, 4-166, 4-167, 4-168, 4-
169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-173, 4-254, 5-11, 5-
20 

area of potential effect (APE), ES-8, 1-18, 4-
154, 4-155, 4-163, 4-164, 4-166, 4-167, 4-
168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-172, 4-174, 4-
225, 4-227, 4-254, 5-11 

Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP), 3-3, 3-6, 4-
234 

Atlantic pigtoe, 4-97, 4-100, 4-103, 4-105 
avoid, ES-5, ES-8, 1-3, 1-5, 1-9, 2-23, 3-6, 

3-7, 3-13, 3-24, 3-26, 3-27, 3-28, 3-31, 3-
33, 3-35, 3-37, 3-39, 3-41, 3-44, 4-7, 4-18, 
4-29, 4-32, 4-33, 4-36, 4-38, 4-40, 4-42, 
4-50, 4-51, 4-56, 4-58, 4-62, 4-66, 4-80, 

4-82, 4-84, 4-85, 4-90, 4-92, 4-93, 4-95, 
4-99, 4-102, 4-106, 4-107, 4-110, 4-116, 
4-117, 4-120, 4-125, 4-136, 4-142, 4-151, 
4-155, 4-159, 4-160, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 
4-170, 4-171, 4-173, 4-183, 4-246, 4-248, 
5-2, 5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 5-6, 5-8, 5-11, 5-14, 5-
19 

A-weighted decibels (dBA), ES-9, 4-76, 4-
189, 4-190, 4-195, 4-202, 4-203, 4-204, 4-
205, 4-206, 4-207, 4-208, 4-209, 4-210, 4-
211, 4-212, 4-260, 5-12, 5-21 

Back Creek, 4-34, 4-230, 4-232, 4-242 
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 

(BGEPA), 1-6, 1-13, 1-14, 1-16, 4-80, 4-
81, 4-82, 4-96 

bald eagle, 4-81, 4-84, 4-85, 5-8, 5-20 
Banister River, ES-5, 3-26, 4-34, 4-40, 4-41, 

4-45, 4-88, 4-90, 4-101, 4-123, 4-126, 4-
230, 4-231, 4-234, 4-235, 4-236, 4-242, 5-
4 

bat, 4-72, 4-97, 4-98, 4-104, 4-105, 4-106, 
4-110 

bedrock, ES-4, 2-17, 3-10, 3-11, 3-12, 4-3, 
4-5, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-10, 4-11, 4-13, 4-14, 
4-15, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-19, 4-20, 4-21, 
4-24, 4-25, 4-28, 4-29, 4-32, 4-42, 4-50, 
4-76, 4-206, 5-2 

Berry Hill, 3-7, 3-9, 3-10, 4-123, 4-161, 4-
239, 4-245, 4-249, 4-255, 4-259, 5-14 

best management practice (BMP), ES-4, ES-
5, ES-10, 2-13, 4-12, 4-22, 4-24, 4-33, 4-
40, 4-41, 4-42, 4-51, 4-58, 4-90, 4-95, 4-
243, 4-264, 5-3, 5-4, 5-9, 5-13 

Biological Assessment (BA), ES-7, 1-5, 4-
79, 4-96, 5-9 

birds, 4-72, 4-73, 4-75, 4-76, 4-79, 4-80, 4-
81, 4-82, 4-83, 4-84, 4-85, 4-96, 5-8 

birds of conservation concern, 4-80, 4-81, 4-
82 

birds of conservation concern (BCC), 4-80 
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blasting, 1-9, 1-11, 2-17, 4-6, 4-11, 4-12, 4-
13, 4-25, 4-29, 4-31, 4-32, 4-50, 4-76, 4-
84, 4-90, 4-95, 4-128, 4-206, 5-2, 5-19 

blowdown, 2-5, 2-6, 4-129, 4-178, 4-210, 4-
260, 5-13 

Blue Ridge, 4-14 
Bombardier, 3-7, 3-27 
Boyds Creek, 4-42, 4-46, 4-89, 4-101, 4-

102, 4-109, 4-232 
carbon dioxide (CO2), 3-44, 4-62, 4-175, 4-

176, 4-185, 4-263 
carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e), 3-45, 4-

176, 4-178, 4-181, 4-184, 4-185 
carbon monoxide (CO), 4-143, 4-175, 4-

177, 4-178, 4-180, 4-182, 4-183, 4-184, 4-
185, 4-187, 4-256, 4-257 

Cardinal Pipeline, 3-3, 3-5, 3-6, 3-13 
Cascade Creek, ES-5, 2-22, 2-23, 4-34, 4-

37, 4-44, 4-45, 4-88, 4-99, 4-101, 4-109, 
4-230, 4-232, 4-242, 5-4, 5-9 

Caswell County, 2-11, 4-3, 4-21, 4-113, 4-
114, 4-148, 4-170, 4-177 

cathodic protection, ES-1, ES-8, 1-2, 2-1, 2-
6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, 2-12, 2-30, 4-20, 4-23, 4-
63, 4-64, 4-111, 4-114, 4-167, 4-173, 4-
220, 4-221, 4-236, 5-10 

cave, 4-10, 4-97 
cavern, 4-10 
cemetery, 4-157, 4-159, 4-168, 4-169, 4-

170, 4-171 
Certificate of Public Convenience and 

Necessity (Certificate), E-11, 1-1, 1-2, 1-
4, 1-13, 1-14, 3-2, 4-69, 4-213, 5-16 

Challenge Golf Club, 4-124, 4-127 
Cherrystone Creek, 4-34, 4-45, 4-90, 4-230, 

4-231, 4-234, 4-235, 4-236, 4-238, 4-242 
Cheyenne River Sioux, 4-158 

City of Burlington, 3-7, 3-13, 3-24, 3-25, 4-
34, 4-42, 4-160, 5-4 

City of Graham, 3-13, 3-16, 4-124, 4-125, 4-
161, 4-163, 4-165 

Clean Air Act (CAA), 1-13, 1-16, 1-17, 4-
175, 4-176, 4-177, 4-179, 4-180, 4-181, 4-
256 

Clean Water Act (CWA), 1-4, 1-5, 1-13, 1-
14, 1-15, 1-16, 1-17, 4-39, 4-51, 4-56, 4-
58 

climate change, 4-255, 4-260, 4-261, 4-262, 
4-263, 4-264 

Coal Ash Spill, 4-39 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), ES-1, 

ES-9, 1-2, 1-3, 1-4, 1-5, 1-6, 1-13, 1-14, 
1-18, 2-12, 2-18, 2-19, 2-20, 2-26, 2-30, 
4-9, 4-154, 4-155, 4-157, 4-172, 4-175, 4-
176, 4-179, 4-180, 4-181, 4-182, 4-202, 4-
213, 4-215, 4-217, 4-219, 4-225, 4-228, 4-
254, 5-1, 5-13 

Coles Hill, ES-4 
collocation, ES-6, 2-3, 3-1, 3-13, 3-22, 4-43, 

4-61, 4-71, 4-142, 5-7 
colonial nesting birds, 4-84, 4-85, 5-8 
compaction, 2-27, 4-10, 4-19, 4-20, 4-24, 4-

28, 4-49, 4-67, 4-116, 5-2 
compressor station, ES-1, ES-8, 1-2, 2-1, 2-

3, 2-4, 2-5, 2-28, 3-5, 4-78, 4-129, 4-142, 
4-143, 4-151, 4-164, 4-174, 4-176, 4-178, 
4-181, 4-183, 4-185, 4-186, 4-187, 4-188, 
4-202, 4-203, 4-204, 4-209, 4-211, 4-212, 
4-228, 4-234, 4-235, 4-236, 4-249, 4-253, 
4-256, 4-260, 5-12 

concurred, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-171, 5-10 
concurrence, ES-7, 1-5, 4-47, 4-48, 4-95, 4-

96, 4-99, 4-172, 5-5, 5-20 
consultation, ES-7, 1-5, 1-13, 1-14, 1-15, 1-

16, 2-13, 4-24, 4-40, 4-57, 4-69, 4-96, 4-
104, 4-254, 5-4, 5-9, 5-20 
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consulting parties, ES-8, 1-18, 4-155, 4-159, 
4-164, 4-173, 5-11 

contaminated, ES-4, 4-26, 4-31, 4-32, 4-68, 
4-94, 5-3 

contractor yard, 4-130 
conventional bore, ES-7, 2-9, 2-14, 2-22, 2-

23, 2-25, 4-35, 4-36, 4-37, 4-42, 4-50, 4-
89, 4-93, 4-99, 4-102, 4-107, 4-108, 4-
124, 4-126, 4-136, 4-195, 4-202, 4-207, 5-
9 

cooperating agency, ES-1, 1-3, 1-5 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), 

1-2, 1-4, 1-13, 4-141, 4-154, 4-226, 4-233 
crayfish, 4-87, 4-91, 4-92, 4-105, 4-108, 4-

109, 4-110, 5-9 
Critical Area (CA), 4-41 
critical habitat, ES-7, 1-5, 1-17, 3-10, 3-11, 

3-12, 4-96, 4-100, 5-9 
crops, 1-10, 3-10, 3-11, 3-12, 3-14, 3-16, 3-

18, 3-20, 3-22, 3-24, 3-29, 3-31, 3-33, 3-
35, 3-37, 3-39, 3-42, 4-22, 4-23, 4-25, 4-
30, 4-60, 4-61, 4-67, 4-69, 4-111, 4-116, 
4-118, 4-127, 4-142, 4-151, 4-209, 4-218 

cultural attachment, 4-162 
cultural resources, ES-3, ES-8, ES-10, 1-3, 

4-1, 4-154, 4-155, 4-156, 4-157, 4-159, 4-
160, 4-161, 4-162, 4-164, 4-166, 4-168, 4-
172, 4-173, 4-174, 4-226, 4-237, 4-254, 5-
11, 5-16, 5-20, 5-21 

cumulative impact, ES-3, ES-9, ES-10, 1-3, 
1-11, 4-1, 4-225, 4-226, 4-227, 4-228, 4-
229, 4-230, 4-233, 4-234, 4-236, 4-238, 4-
239, 4-240, 4-241, 4-242, 4-243, 4-244, 4-
245, 4-246, 4-247, 4-248, 4-249, 4-250, 4-
251, 4-253, 4-254, 4-255, 4-256, 4-259, 4-
264, 5-13 

Dan River, ES-5, 2-5, 2-7, 2-8, 2-20, 2-22, 
2-23, 3-3, 3-6, 3-9, 3-10, 3-11, 3-12, 4-16, 
4-17, 4-20, 4-21, 4-23, 4-28, 4-34, 4-36, 
4-39, 4-40, 4-44, 4-45, 4-46, 4-47, 4-48, 
4-50, 4-53, 4-56, 4-64, 4-88, 4-94, 4-95, 

4-99, 4-100, 4-101, 4-102, 4-106, 4-109, 
4-113, 4-114, 4-123, 4-125, 4-129, 4-149, 
4-151, 4-161, 4-164, 4-165, 4-169, 4-190, 
4-193, 4-195, 4-196, 4-204, 4-205, 4-206, 
4-207, 4-212, 4-230, 4-231, 4-232, 4-233, 
4-238, 4-242, 4-251, 4-259, 5-2, 5-4, 5-5, 
5-9, 5-10, 5-12, 5-20 

Danville Basin, 4-14, 4-28 
Danville Historical Society, 4-162 
deciduous, 4-73, 4-79, 4-81, 4-82, 4-103, 4-

111, 4-115 
Deep Creek, ES-5, 2-22, 2-23, 4-37, 4-42, 4-

46, 4-89, 4-101, 4-102, 4-109, 5-4, 5-9 
delivery points, ES-1, 1-2, 2-4, 2-7, 3-3, 3-5, 

3-6, 3-44, 5-14 
determined, ES-7, ES-8, 1-5, 1-17, 1-18, 2-

4, 2-16, 2-27, 3-44, 4-1, 4-10, 4-17, 4-18, 
4-23, 4-30, 4-33, 4-36, 4-38, 4-39, 4-44, 
4-46, 4-51, 4-56, 4-57, 4-96, 4-98, 4-100, 
4-103, 4-104, 4-107, 4-119, 4-122, 4-143, 
4-154, 4-166, 4-167, 4-203, 4-214, 4-216, 
4-226, 4-239, 4-240, 4-246, 4-251, 4-256, 
5-1, 5-9, 5-10, 5-11, 5-14 

dewatering, 2-19, 2-23, 4-30, 4-31, 4-48, 4-
50, 4-55, 4-241 

Dominion Energy, ES-1, 1-2, 2-7, 3-6, 3-9, 
3-10, 3-11 

Dominion Energy North Carolina, ES-1, 1-
2, 2-5, 3-5, 3-6 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(draft EIS), ES-3, 1-1, 1-5, 1-11, 2-14, 2-
16, 2-24, 2-25, 2-26, 3-2, 3-5, 3-6, 3-7, 4-
1, 4-13, 4-36, 4-38, 4-44, 4-70, 4-121, 4-
122, 4-136, 4-142, 4-149, 4-151, 4-155, 4-
159, 4-160, 4-162, 4-187, 4-251, 5-10, 5-
15 

Draper Landing, 4-123, 4-125, 4-151, 5-10 
Dry Creek, ES-5, 2-22, 2-23, 4-37, 4-45, 4-

88, 5-4, 5-9 
dry-ditch crossing, ES-5, 2-22, 4-35, 4-36, 

4-91, 4-92, 4-99, 5-4, 5-9 
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Duke Energy, 3-7, 3-13, 3-22, 3-23, 4-39, 4-
237 

dust, ES-4, ES-7, ES-8, 2-19, 4-16, 4-22, 4-
30, 4-39, 4-48, 4-94, 4-99, 4-117, 4-119, 
4-122, 4-126, 4-127, 4-142, 4-143, 4-182, 
4-183, 4-184, 4-185, 4-188, 4-228, 4-234, 
4-251, 4-253, 4-254, 4-255, 5-2, 5-5, 5-12, 
5-20 

Early Mesozoic Basin, 4-27, 4-28 
earthquake, 1-9, 4-7, 4-8, 4-223 
easement, ES-4, 2-5, 2-6, 2-9, 2-30, 3-22, 3-

33, 3-39, 4-6, 4-15, 4-58, 4-62, 4-69, 4-78, 
4-79, 4-94, 4-111, 4-117, 4-118, 4-119, 4-
123, 4-124, 4-125, 4-128, 4-129, 4-131, 4-
136, 4-137, 4-138, 5-1, 5-5, 5-8, 5-9 

easement agreement, 4-62, 4-69, 4-117, 4-
119, 4-137 

East Alamance Quarry, ES-4, 4-6, 4-238, 4-
245, 4-246, 4-249, 5-1 

East Tennessee, ES-1, 1-2, 2-5, 3-3, 3-5, 3-6 
edge, ES-6, 1-9, 4-67, 4-70, 4-71, 4-75, 4-

79, 4-244, 5-6 
electric, 2-6, 3-39, 3-44, 3-45, 4-115, 4-129, 

4-182, 4-186, 4-235, 4-236, 4-263, 5-14 
eligible, ES-8, 1-18, 3-9, 3-11, 3-12, 4-154, 

4-160, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-254, 
5-11 

emergency, ES-7, 1-11, 2-14, 2-21, 2-28, 2-
30, 4-12, 4-26, 4-32, 4-77, 4-117, 4-135, 
4-136, 4-178, 4-210, 4-211, 4-212, 4-217, 
4-218, 4-219, 4-235, 4-250, 5-11, 5-13 

eminent domain, 1-10, 4-119, 4-138, 5-16 
emissions, ES-8, 1-10, 1-16, 3-44, 3-45, 4-

76, 4-78, 4-142, 4-143, 4-174, 4-176, 4-
178, 4-179, 4-180, 4-181, 4-182, 4-183, 4-
184, 4-185, 4-186, 4-187, 4-188, 4-226, 4-
228, 4-235, 4-253, 4-254, 4-255, 4-256, 4-
257, 4-262, 4-263, 5-12, 5-14 

Emmissions & Generation Resource 
Integrated Database (eGRID), 3-44, 3-45 

Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), ES-
6, ES-10, 1-5, 1-13, 1-14, 1-17, 4-80, 4-
95, 4-96, 4-97, 4-100, 4-104, 4-248, 5-9, 
5-20 

energy, ES-1, ES-9, 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 1-4, 1-9, 
1-15, 2-23, 3-2, 3-6, 3-22, 3-44, 4-3, 4-12, 
4-47, 4-50, 4-95, 4-154, 4-188, 4-189, 4-
190, 4-195, 4-223, 4-224, 4-234, 4-237, 4-
241, 4-243, 4-244, 4-245, 4-248, 4-261, 4-
263, 5-13 

Environmental Inspector (EI), 2-17, 2-29, 2-
30, 4-24, 4-48, 4-57 

environmental justice, ES-7, 1-10, 3-9, 4-
132, 4-141, 4-142, 4-143, 4-151, 4-153, 4-
226, 4-229, 4-237, 4-251, 4-253, 5-10 

ephemeral, 4-36, 4-86 
eroision potential, 4-19 
erosion, ES-4, 1-9, 1-12, 2-10, 2-13, 2-17, 2-

20, 2-21, 2-22, 2-27, 2-30, 4-6, 4-13, 4-16, 
4-19, 4-22, 4-25, 4-31, 4-33, 4-34, 4-38, 
4-40, 4-44, 4-49, 4-50, 4-51, 4-55, 4-66, 
4-67, 4-68, 4-90, 4-91, 4-92, 4-95, 4-100, 
4-116, 4-185, 4-238, 4-242, 4-244, 5-1, 5-
2, 5-4, 5-5, 5-6, 5-7, 5-9, 5-16, 5-19, 5-20 

Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 
(E&SCP), ES-4, ES-5, 10, 2-13, 2-21, 2-
27, 2-30, 4-9, 4-14, 4-16, 4-18, 4-19, 4-22, 
4-27, 4-32, 4-34, 4-35, 4-37, 4-38, 4-39, 
4-40, 4-41, 4-42, 4-43, 4-50, 4-51, 4-76, 
4-90, 4-92, 4-94, 4-100, 4-102, 4-109, 5-2, 
5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 5-9 

erosion control, ES-4, 1-12, 2-13, 2-14, 2-
17, 2-20, 2-21, 2-22, 4-19, 4-22, 4-33, 4-
38, 4-44, 4-50, 4-55, 4-68, 4-100, 5-2, 5-4, 
5-20 

Escherichia coli, 4-40 
evergreen, 4-60, 4-73, 4-79, 4-115 
Executive Order, 4-80, 4-140, 4-263 
exotic species, 4-61 
faults, 2-19, 4-7, 4-8 
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Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA), 4-44, 4-45, 4-46 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC), ES-1, ES-2, ES-3, ES-4, ES-5, 
ES-8, ES-9, ES-10, ES-11, 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 
1-4, 1-5, 1-6, 1-7, 1-8, 1-11, 1-12, 1-13, 1-
14, 1-15, 1-16, 1-17, 1-18, 1-19, 2-7, 2-12, 
2-13, 2-14, 2-16, 2-17, 2-20, 2-21, 2-24, 
2-25, 2-28, 2-29, 2-30, 2-31, 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 
3-7, 3-24, 3-26, 3-28, 3-31, 3-35, 3-39, 4-
1, 4-2, 4-6, 4-9, 4-11, 4-12, 4-17, 4-18, 4-
26, 4-29, 4-31, 4-36, 4-37, 4-38, 4-42, 4-
43, 4-52, 4-54, 4-56, 4-67, 4-68, 4-69, 4-
80, 4-90, 4-93, 4-96, 4-98, 4-104, 4-119, 
4-127, 4-137, 4-138, 4-141, 4-151, 4-154, 
4-155, 4-156, 4-157, 4-158, 4-159, 4-160, 
4-161, 4-162, 4-164, 4-165, 4-167, 4-172, 
4-173, 4-187, 4-202, 4-203, 4-204, 4-205, 
4-207, 4-208, 4-209, 4-210, 4-211, 4-212, 
4-213, 4-223, 4-224, 4-234, 4-235, 4-236, 
4-237, 4-239, 4-240, 4-241, 4-242, 4-243, 
4-245, 4-248, 4-253, 4-254, 4-259, 4-260, 
4-263, 5-1, 5-5, 5-7, 5-9, 5-10, 5-11, 5-12, 
5-13, 5-14, 5-16, 5-18, 5-20, 5-21 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 
4-76, 4-203, 4-206 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS), ES-3, ES-7, 1-1, 1-5, 1-12, 1-13, 4-
211 

fire, ES-7, 2-16, 2-28, 2-31, 4-70, 4-134, 4-
135, 4-183, 4-212, 4-217, 4-218, 4-219, 4-
220, 4-222, 4-223, 4-250, 4-262, 5-11 

fish, ES-3, ES-6, 1-5, 2-13, 4-6, 4-36, 4-40, 
4-41, 4-43, 4-49, 4-50, 4-86, 4-87, 4-90, 
4-91, 4-92, 4-93, 4-94, 4-95, 4-99, 4-102, 
4-106, 4-107, 4-110, 4-226, 4-227, 4-246, 
4-247, 5-5, 5-9 

flood, 4-13, 4-50 
floodplain, 1-15, 4-14, 4-44, 4-45, 4-50, 4-

171 
Force Assisted Excavation (FAE), 4-11 
forest, ES-6, ES-10, 1-9, 2-11, 3-24, 3-33, 3-

37, 3-41, 3-44, 4-59, 4-61, 4-62, 4-64, 4-

66, 4-67, 4-69, 4-70, 4-71, 4-73, 4-74, 4-
75, 4-77, 4-78, 4-79, 4-83, 4-94, 4-97, 4-
106, 4-107, 4-111, 4-115, 4-126, 4-129, 4-
190, 4-234, 4-235, 4-236, 4-237, 4-238, 4-
239, 4-244, 4-245, 4-247, 4-264, 5-1, 5-6, 
5-13 

forested, ES-10, 3-9, 3-10, 3-11, 4-52, 4-56, 
4-58, 4-61, 4-64, 4-65, 4-66, 4-72, 4-73, 
4-75, 4-77, 4-79, 4-83, 4-111, 4-114, 4-
243, 4-264, 5-5, 5-13 

freshwater, 1-14, 4-6, 4-86, 4-90, 4-91, 4-92, 
4-101, 4-102, 4-107, 4-108, 4-110, 5-9 

fugitive, ES-4, ES-8, 4-16, 4-182, 4-183, 4-
188, 4-251, 4-253, 4-255, 5-2, 5-12 

game, 4-73, 4-85, 4-86 
General Blasting Plan, 4-12, 4-13, 4-17, 4-

18, 4-33, 4-50, 4-76, 4-95, 4-206, 5-2, 5-
19 

geology, ES-3, ES-4, 1-3, 1-9, 2-27, 4-1, 4-
3, 4-4, 4-5, 4-14, 4-18, 4-59, 4-128 

geotechnical, 4-12, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-219, 
5-2 

global, 4-260, 4-261 
gneiss, 4-3, 4-28 
granite, 4-3, 4-15, 4-16, 4-17 
grassland, 4-73 
gray bat, 4-97 
grazing, 4-60, 4-73, 4-74 
green floater, 4-97, 4-101, 4-103 
Green Level, 3-7, 3-13, 3-18, 3-19, 4-237, 4-

245 
greenhouse gas (GHG), 1-10, 3-45, 4-62, 4-

181, 4-255, 4-261, 4-262, 4-263 
groundbed, 2-4 
groundwater, ES-3, ES-4, 1-9, 4-9, 4-10, 4-

15, 4-16, 4-26, 4-27, 4-28, 4-29, 4-30, 4-
31, 4-32, 4-33, 4-47, 4-50, 4-51, 4-56, 4-
127, 4-226, 4-227, 4-234, 4-237, 4-240, 4-
241, 5-2, 5-3 
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H-605, 2-1, 2-3, 2-5, 2-8, 2-11, 2-29, 2-30, 
4-20, 4-23, 4-27, 4-36, 4-45, 4-63, 4-65, 
4-86, 4-112, 4-164 

H650, 4-121 
H-650, 2-1, 2-3, 2-5, 2-8, 2-29, 2-30, 4-20, 

4-23, 4-27, 4-28, 4-36, 4-45, 4-63, 4-65, 
4-86, 4-112 

H-650, 4-164 
habitat fragmentation, 4-70, 4-74, 4-75, 4-

96, 4-246 
hardwood, 4-60, 4-73, 4-81, 4-107, 4-115 
Haw River, ES-2, 1-7, 1-11, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-

8, 3-3, 3-6, 3-7, 3-13, 3-14, 3-15, 3-16, 3-
17, 4-6, 4-21, 4-23, 4-34, 4-43, 4-46, 4-64, 
4-88, 4-89, 4-101, 4-102, 4-108, 4-109, 4-
113, 4-114, 4-124, 4-125, 4-126, 4-129, 4-
161, 4-163, 4-165, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-
190, 4-194, 4-204, 4-205, 4-206, 4-212, 4-
230, 4-232, 4-233, 4-237, 4-242, 5-12 

hazardous, ES-4, 1-10, 2-14, 2-18, 2-19, 4-
10, 4-26, 4-29, 4-31, 4-32, 4-57, 4-73, 4-
94, 4-127, 4-128, 4-143, 4-175, 4-179, 4-
181, 4-182, 4-241, 4-247 

HDD Contingency Plan, ES-5, 10, 4-18, 4-
40, 4-42, 4-48, 4-49, 4-99, 4-100, 4-102, 
4-107, 5-2, 5-4 

herbaceous, ES-6, 2-17, 2-30, 4-1, 4-25, 4-
49, 4-52, 4-53, 4-56, 4-59, 4-60, 4-61, 4-
62, 4-64, 4-66, 4-67, 4-69, 4-70, 4-71, 4-
72, 4-74, 4-77, 4-79, 4-83, 4-93, 4-115, 4-
117, 4-126, 4-244, 5-6, 5-7 

hibernacula, 4-97, 4-98, 4-104 
High Quality Waters (HQW), 4-42 
high-consequence areas (HCA), 4-215, 4-

216 
historic, ES-8, 1-18, 2-15, 3-9, 3-10, 3-11, 3-

12, 3-18, 4-9, 4-31, 4-41, 4-154, 4-155, 4-
156, 4-157, 4-158, 4-159, 4-160, 4-162, 4-
163, 4-164, 4-166, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-
170, 4-171, 4-172, 4-173, 4-174, 4-212, 4-
227, 4-254, 4-264, 5-11, 5-20 

historic architecture, ES-8, 4-156, 4-166, 4-
167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-171, 4-172, 4-254, 5-
11 

historic property, ES-8, 1-18, 2-15, 3-9, 3-
10, 3-11, 3-18, 4-154, 4-155, 4-158, 4-
160, 4-163, 4-164, 4-173, 4-174, 4-227, 4-
254, 4-264, 5-11, 5-20 

Hogans Creek, 4-34, 4-45, 4-88, 4-230, 4-
233, 4-242 

horizontal directional drill (HDD), ES-5, 10, 
1-9, 2-9, 2-13, 2-14, 2-22, 2-23, 2-29, 2-
30, 4-7, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-23, 4-30, 4-35, 
4-36, 4-37, 4-39, 4-40, 4-42, 4-47, 4-48, 
4-49, 4-56, 4-57, 4-65, 4-76, 4-88, 4-89, 
4-90, 4-92, 4-93, 4-99, 4-100, 4-102, 4-
107, 4-108, 4-114, 4-123, 4-125, 4-149, 4-
195, 4-196, 4-197, 4-202, 4-206, 4-207, 4-
228, 4-259, 5-2, 5-4, 5-5, 5-9, 5-10, 5-20 

human remains, 4-172 
hunt, 4-73, 4-78, 4-86, 4-125, 4-139, 4-171 
hydrologic unit, 4-33, 4-34, 4-44, 4-227, 4-

230, 4-231, 4-232, 4-233, 4-234, 4-235, 4-
236, 4-237, 4-238, 4-239, 4-240, 4-241, 4-
242, 4-243, 4-244, 4-245, 4-246, 4-247, 4-
248 

hydrostatic testing, ES-5, 2-14, 2-20, 2-29, 
4-30, 4-39, 4-46, 4-47, 4-48, 4-50, 4-55, 
4-94, 4-99, 4-203, 5-5, 5-20 

Impaired Water, 4-39, 4-40, 5-4 
Important Bird Area (IBA), 4-79, 5-8 
inadvertent return (IR), ES-5, 4-16, 4-17, 4-

18, 4-42, 4-49, 4-99, 4-100, 4-102 
incidental take, 1-6, 4-82, 4-83, 4-98, 5-8 
Indian, ES-8, 1-7, 1-18, 4-7, 4-141, 4-154, 

4-155, 4-157, 4-158, 4-159, 4-160, 4-164, 
4-165, 4-172, 4-173, 4-174, 5-20 

in-stream work, 4-35, 4-43, 5-5 
insurance, 1-10, 4-44, 4-136, 4-138, 4-153, 

5-11 
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interior forest, 1-9, 4-69, 4-70, 4-71, 4-74, 4-
75, 4-83, 4-244, 5-6, 5-8 

intermediate, 4-35, 4-37 
intermittent, 4-35, 4-36, 4-37, 4-50, 4-60, 4-

86, 4-107, 4-183, 4-188, 4-189, 4-202, 4-
203, 4-205, 4-236, 4-242, 4-255, 4-259 

interstate natural gas pipeline, 1-1 
invasive plant, 4-54, 4-61, 4-68, 4-71, 4-245, 

5-7 
invasive species, ES-6, 1-9, 2-27, 4-57, 4-

61, 4-66, 4-67, 4-68, 4-70, 4-245, 5-6 
inventory, ES-8, 4-159, 4-164, 4-166, 4-169, 

4-174, 4-263 
irrigation, 2-27, 4-24, 4-30, 4-116 
isolated find, 4-164, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-

170 
James spinymussel, 4-97, 4-100, 4-103 
Jimmie Kerr Road, 3-7, 3-13, 3-20, 3-21 
Jordan Lake, 1-15, 4-43 
Judy Byrd Mountain, 4-14 
K factor, 4-19, 4-21 
karst, 1-9, 2-27, 4-7, 4-8, 4-10, 4-11, 4-90, 

5-2 
Karst Hazard Assessment, 4-10, 5-2 
Key Word, 3-6, 3-27, 3-41 
Lake Cammack, 3-7, 3-10, 3-11, 5-14 
landslide, ES-10, 1-9, 4-7, 4-9, 4-10, 4-12, 

4-18, 5-2 
Landslide Mitigation Report, 4-9, 4-18, 5-2 
Light Imaging Detection and Ranging 

(LiDAR), 4-9, 4-11 
listed, ES-2, ES-5, ES-7, ES-8, 1-5, 1-14, 1-

15, 1-16, 1-17, 1-18, 2-21, 2-24, 4-2, 4-6, 
4-11, 4-31, 4-33, 4-37, 4-39, 4-40, 4-60, 
4-74, 4-80, 4-82, 4-86, 4-87, 4-89, 4-94, 
4-95, 4-96, 4-97, 4-98, 4-100, 4-101, 4-
102, 4-103, 4-104, 4-106, 4-107, 4-108, 4-

110, 4-124, 4-126, 4-127, 4-154, 4-156, 4-
158, 4-160, 4-161, 4-162, 4-169, 4-177, 4-
178, 4-179, 4-181, 4-185, 4-209, 4-223, 4-
238, 4-239, 4-241, 4-243, 4-246, 4-248, 4-
249, 4-250, 4-251, 4-253, 4-254, 4-262, 4-
264, 5-4, 5-9, 5-11, 5-16 

Little Cherrystone Creek, 4-40, 4-45, 4-90, 
5-4 

livestock, 4-30, 4-60, 4-61, 4-116 
Madren, 3-7, 3-27, 3-39 
mainline valve (MLV), 1-2, 2-1, 2-3, 2-4, 2-

5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, 2-28, 2-31, 3-44, 4-
11, 4-20, 4-21, 4-23, 4-44, 4-53, 4-63, 4-
64, 4-114, 4-118, 4-129, 4-130, 4-133, 4-
167, 4-169, 4-174, 4-218, 4-236, 5-13 

major, ES-5, ES-10, 1-13, 1-15, 1-16, 1-17, 
1-19, 2-21, 3-7, 3-8, 3-9, 3-12, 4-1, 4-13, 
4-27, 4-35, 4-36, 4-37, 4-41, 4-43, 4-59, 
4-96, 4-125, 4-129, 4-137, 4-174, 4-176, 
4-177, 4-178, 4-179, 4-180, 4-212, 4-248, 
4-256, 4-261, 5-4, 5-10, 5-14 

mammal, 4-73 
mammals, 4-72, 4-73, 4-77 
Martin Marietta, 3-7, 4-6, 5-1 
maximum allowable operating pressure 

(MAOP), 2-3, 4-214, 4-215, 4-216, 4-219 
Megawatt (MW), 3-44 
Mercalli (Modified Mercalli Intensity or 

MMI), 4-7 
merchantable timber, 2-16, 4-66, 5-7 
meter station, ES-1, ES-8, 1-2, 2-1, 2-3, 2-4, 

2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-28, 2-31, 3-44, 4-44, 4-
174, 4-184, 4-190, 4-203, 4-204, 4-211, 4-
212, 4-218, 4-249, 4-259, 5-12, 5-13 

meter stations, ES-1, ES-8, 1-2, 2-1, 2-3, 2-
4, 2-6, 2-7, 2-28, 2-31, 3-44, 4-44, 4-174, 
4-190, 4-203, 4-204, 4-211, 4-218, 4-249, 
4-259, 5-12, 5-13 

methane, 4-32, 4-62, 4-175, 4-213 
Mid-Atlantic, 3-3, 4-165 
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Midway Auto Sales, 4-26, 4-31, 4-127, 5-3 
migratory bird, ES-6, 1-5, 1-6, 1-9, 1-17, 1-

18, 2-13, 4-80, 4-81, 4-82, 4-83, 4-95, 4-
247, 5-8, 5-9 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), 1-6, 1-
9, 1-13, 1-14, 1-16, 1-17, 4-80, 4-96 

migratory birds, ES-6, 1-5, 1-6, 1-18, 2-13, 
4-80, 4-83, 4-95, 5-8, 5-9 

minor, ES-3, ES-4, ES-5, ES-7, ES-10, 1-14, 
2-7, 2-18, 3-2, 3-6, 3-7, 3-13, 3-15, 3-17, 
3-19, 3-21, 3-23, 3-26, 3-30, 3-32, 3-34, 
3-36, 3-38, 3-40, 4-2, 4-14, 4-27, 4-31, 4-
33, 4-35, 4-36, 4-37, 4-50, 4-58, 4-62, 4-
77, 4-87, 4-92, 4-117, 4-120, 4-125, 4-
126, 4-130, 4-131, 4-133, 4-139, 4-153, 4-
170, 4-172, 4-185, 4-186, 4-188, 4-225, 4-
238, 4-239, 4-241, 4-242, 4-243, 4-245, 4-
248, 4-253, 4-264, 5-1, 5-2, 5-4, 5-10, 5-
12, 5-14, 5-16 

minor route variation, ES-3, ES-10, 3-7, 5-
14 

mitigation, ES-3, ES-4, ES-5, ES-6, ES-9, 
ES-10, ES-11, 1-3, 1-4, 1-8, 1-12, 2-12, 2-
25, 2-27, 2-29, 3-45, 4-1, 4-2, 4-9, 4-10, 
4-12, 4-13, 4-14, 4-16, 4-18, 4-27, 4-29, 
4-31, 4-32, 4-33, 4-34, 4-35, 4-41, 4-43, 
4-44, 4-48, 4-51, 4-53, 4-56, 4-58, 4-59, 
4-61, 4-62, 4-66, 4-71, 4-73, 4-75, 4-76, 
4-78, 4-79, 4-82, 4-84, 4-85, 4-90, 4-91, 
4-93, 4-94, 4-104, 4-106, 4-110, 4-117, 4-
121, 4-122, 4-124, 4-125, 4-126, 4-127, 4-
142, 4-143, 4-151, 4-153, 4-170, 4-173, 4-
174, 4-182, 4-183, 4-185, 4-186, 4-188, 4-
202, 4-205, 4-206, 4-207, 4-208, 4-209, 4-
212, 4-236, 4-243, 4-247, 4-248, 4-254, 4-
255, 4-256, 4-259, 4-260, 4-264, 5-1, 5-2, 
5-3, 5-5, 5-6, 5-7, 5-9, 5-11, 5-12, 5-13, 5-
14, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-18, 5-20, 5-21 

Monacan Indian Nation, 1-8, 4-158, 4-159, 
4-165, 4-172 

monitoring, ES-11, 2-28, 2-29, 2-30, 4-12, 
4-29, 4-39, 4-47, 4-50, 4-57, 4-61, 4-74, 

4-76, 4-105, 4-116, 4-176, 4-177, 4-179, 
4-180, 4-253, 4-256, 5-6, 5-17 

Moore, 3-7, 3-27, 3-35, 3-36 
Mountain Valley Pipeline, ES-1, ES-2, ES-

3, ES-4, ES-5, ES-6, ES-7, ES-8, ES-9, 
ES-10, ES-11, 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 1-4, 1-5, 1-6, 
1-7, 1-8, 1-12, 1-13, 1-15, 1-16, 1-17, 1-
18, 1-19, 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-9, 2-10, 
2-11, 2-12, 2-13, 2-14, 2-15, 2-16, 2-17, 
2-18, 2-19, 2-20, 2-21, 2-23, 2-24, 2-25, 
2-26, 2-27, 2-28, 2-29, 2-30, 2-31, 3-2, 3-
5, 3-6, 3-7, 3-26, 3-27, 3-28, 3-31, 3-33, 
3-35, 3-37, 3-39, 3-41, 3-45, 4-1, 4-2, 4-6, 
4-7, 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 4-13, 4-14, 4-
16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-19, 4-22, 4-24, 4-25, 4-
26, 4-27, 4-29, 4-30, 4-31, 4-32, 4-33, 4-
34, 4-35, 4-36, 4-37, 4-38, 4-39, 4-40, 4-
41, 4-42, 4-43, 4-44, 4-46, 4-47, 4-48, 4-
49, 4-50, 4-51, 4-52, 4-53, 4-54, 4-56, 4-
57, 4-58, 4-60, 4-61, 4-62, 4-66, 4-67, 4-
68, 4-69, 4-70, 4-71, 4-73, 4-75, 4-76, 4-
77, 4-78, 4-83, 4-84, 4-85, 4-89, 4-90, 4-
91, 4-92, 4-93, 4-94, 4-95, 4-96, 4-98, 4-
99, 4-100, 4-101, 4-102, 4-103, 4-104, 4-
105, 4-106, 4-107, 4-108, 4-109, 4-110, 4-
115, 4-116, 4-117, 4-118, 4-119, 4-120, 4-
121, 4-122, 4-125, 4-126, 4-127, 4-128, 4-
131, 4-132, 4-133, 4-134, 4-135, 4-136, 4-
140, 4-141, 4-142, 4-143, 4-149, 4-151, 4-
153, 4-154, 4-155, 4-156, 4-157, 4-158, 4-
159, 4-160, 4-162, 4-163, 4-164, 4-166, 4-
167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-171, 4-172, 4-173, 4-
179, 4-181, 4-182, 4-183, 4-186, 4-187, 4-
190, 4-195, 4-202, 4-203, 4-204, 4-205, 4-
206, 4-207, 4-208, 4-209, 4-211, 4-212, 4-
215, 4-217, 4-218, 4-219, 4-224, 4-225, 4-
234, 4-236, 4-239, 4-240, 4-241, 4-243, 4-
245, 4-247, 4-249, 4-250, 4-251, 4-254, 4-
255, 4-256, 4-259, 4-260, 4-263, 5-1, 5-2, 
5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 5-6, 5-7, 5-8, 5-9, 5-10, 5-
11, 5-12, 5-13, 5-14, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-
18, 5-19, 5-20, 5-21 

mussel, 1-14, 1-15, 4-36, 4-43, 4-50, 4-86, 
4-88, 4-91, 4-92, 4-93, 4-94, 4-100, 4-101, 
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4-102, 4-107, 4-108, 4-109, 4-110, 5-5, 5-
9 

Nansemond Indian Tribe, 4-158 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

(NAAQS), 4-143, 4-175, 4-176, 4-177, 4-
180, 4-186, 4-187, 4-188, 4-253, 4-256, 4-
257 

National Emissions Standards for Hazardous 
Air Pollutants, 4-179 

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA), ES-1, 10, 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 1-4, 1-5, 
1-8, 1-13, 3-1, 4-141, 4-154, 4-157, 5-14 

National Geochemical Database, 4-15 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), 

ES-8, 11, 1-5, 1-13, 1-15, 1-16, 1-18, 4-
154, 4-155, 4-172, 4-173, 4-174, 4-254, 5-
11 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA), 4-13 

National Park Service (NPS), ES-5, 4-40 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES), 1-14, 1-15, 1-17, 4-35, 
4-37, 4-39, 4-40, 4-43, 4-47, 4-50 

National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP), ES-8, 1-18, 3-9, 3-11, 3-12, 4-
154, 4-155, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-
171, 4-172, 4-227, 4-254, 5-11 

National Wetlands Inventory (NWI), 3-10, 
3-11, 3-12, 3-14, 3-16, 3-18, 3-20, 3-22, 
3-24, 3-29, 3-31, 3-33, 3-35, 3-37, 3-39, 
3-42, 4-51, 4-64 

Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI), ES-5, 
4-40, 4-123, 4-124, 4-125, 5-4 

native seed mixture, 4-68 
natural gas, ES-1, ES-9, 1-1, 1-2, 1-4, 1-8, 

1-9, 1-11, 1-19, 2-1, 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, 2-
7, 2-12, 2-20, 2-30, 2-31, 3-2, 3-3, 3-5, 3-
6, 3-44, 4-3, 4-9, 4-74, 4-137, 4-138, 4-
142, 4-174, 4-178, 4-179, 4-181, 4-186, 4-
212, 4-213, 4-214, 4-215, 4-217, 4-218, 4-

219, 4-222, 4-223, 4-224, 4-225, 4-234, 4-
237, 4-241, 4-254, 4-261, 4-263, 5-13, 5-
14, 5-16 

Natural Gas Act (NGA), ES-1, 1-1, 1-4, 1-
13, 1-19, 2-7, 2-31, 3-2, 4-80, 4-119, 4-
138, 4-154, 5-16 

natural gas pipeline, 1-1, 2-1, 2-12, 2-30, 3-
3, 3-6, 4-9, 4-137, 4-138, 4-142, 4-217, 4-
218, 4-223, 4-224, 5-14 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS), 4-11, 4-19, 4-21, 4-22, 4-23, 4-
24, 4-25, 4-76, 4-78, 5-7 

New Source Performance Standards 
(NSPS), 4-179 

New Source Review, 4-177, 4-180 
New York, 3-3 
Newark Supergroup, 4-14 
Nicholson, 3-7, 3-26, 3-28, 3-29 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 3-44, 3-45, 4-175, 

4-177, 4-187, 4-253, 4-256, 4-257, 4-258 
No Action Alternative, 10, 1-9, 3-1, 3-2, 5-

14 
no adverse effect, 4-158 
no effect, 4-167, 4-171, 4-254 
noise, ES-3, ES-7, ES-8, ES-9, ES-11, 1-3, 

1-11, 2-4, 4-1, 4-75, 4-76, 4-77, 4-78, 4-
82, 4-97, 4-117, 4-119, 4-122, 4-125, 4-
126, 4-127, 4-142, 4-143, 4-174, 4-188, 4-
189, 4-190, 4-191, 4-192, 4-193, 4-194, 4-
195, 4-196, 4-197, 4-198, 4-199, 4-200, 4-
201, 4-202, 4-203, 4-204, 4-205, 4-206, 4-
207, 4-208, 4-209, 4-210, 4-211, 4-212, 4-
226, 4-228, 4-234, 4-235, 4-237, 4-238, 4-
246, 4-251, 4-253, 4-254, 4-259, 4-260, 4-
264, 5-12, 5-21 

noise sensitive area (NSA), ES-8, ES-9, 4-
189, 4-190, 4-195, 4-202, 4-203, 4-204, 4-
205, 4-206, 4-207, 4-208, 4-209, 4-210, 4-
211, 4-212, 4-228, 4-259, 4-260, 5-12, 5-
21 
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Non-governmental Organizations (NGO), 1-
7 

non-jurisdictional facilities, 1-8, 2-7, 4-236, 
4-241, 4-248, 4-249, 4-255, 4-259 

North Carolina, ES-1, ES-2, ES-3, ES-7, 
ES-8, 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 1-7, 1-11, 1-12, 1-14, 
1-15, 1-16, 2-1, 2-3, 2-8, 2-9, 2-10, 2-13, 
3-3, 3-5, 3-6, 3-9, 3-10, 3-13, 3-18, 4-3, 4-
6, 4-20, 4-21, 4-27, 4-28, 4-30, 4-34, 4-36, 
4-39, 4-41, 4-42, 4-43, 4-44, 4-45, 4-46, 
4-47, 4-50, 4-51, 4-53, 4-55, 4-58, 4-60, 
4-61, 4-62, 4-63, 4-64, 4-68, 4-71, 4-72, 
4-75, 4-78, 4-79, 4-80, 4-82, 4-83, 4-84, 
4-85, 4-87, 4-88, 4-91, 4-98, 4-99, 4-100, 
4-101, 4-102, 4-103, 4-104, 4-105, 4-106, 
4-107, 4-108, 4-109, 4-121, 4-123, 4-124, 
4-125, 4-126, 4-130, 4-131, 4-132, 4-133, 
4-134, 4-135, 4-139, 4-140, 4-145, 4-155, 
4-156, 4-157, 4-158, 4-159, 4-160, 4-161, 
4-162, 4-163, 4-164, 4-165, 4-166, 4-167, 
4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-172, 4-173, 4-174, 
4-175, 4-176, 4-177, 4-182, 4-183, 4-202, 
4-206, 4-215, 4-216, 4-218, 4-225, 4-230, 
4-232, 4-234, 4-235, 4-237, 4-238, 4-241, 
4-247, 4-251, 4-255, 4-263, 5-5, 5-6, 5-7, 
5-8, 5-9, 5-20 

North Carolina Department of Natural and 
Cultural Resources (NCDNCR), 1-16, 4-
155, 4-156, 4-157, 4-166, 4-169, 4-170, 4-
171, 4-172 

North Carolina Division of Water 
Resources, 4-34 

North Carolina Forest Legacy Areas, 4-78, 
4-79, 5-8 

North Carolina Museum of Natural 
Sciences, 4-6 

North Carolina Office of State Archaeology 
(NCSOA), 4-166 

North Carolina Office of the State 
Archaeologist (NCOSA), 4-155, 4-166 

Northern long-eared bat, 4-97 

North-South Alternative, 3-7, 3-11, 3-12, 5-
14 

not eligible, ES-8, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-
170, 4-171, 4-172, 4-254, 5-11 

not significant, ES-4, ES-5, ES-6, ES-7, 3-9, 
4-6, 4-27, 4-30, 4-51, 4-83, 4-95, 4-108, 
4-109, 4-110, 4-135, 4-137, 4-168, 4-208, 
4-240, 4-256, 5-1, 5-9, 5-11 

Nottoway Tribe, 4-159 
noxious weeds, ES-6, 4-54, 4-57, 4-61, 4-68, 

4-69, 4-71, 4-86, 5-6, 5-7 
Nutrient Sensitive Waters (NSW), 4-42 
Occaneechi Band of the Saponi Nation, 4-

159 
Office of Energy Projects (OEP), ES-2, 1-2, 

2-20, 4-2, 4-13, 4-29, 4-38, 4-48, 4-104, 
4-154, 4-173, 4-206, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-
19, 5-20, 5-21 

off-road vehicle, 4-136, 4-185 
organic, 4-3, 4-47, 4-49, 4-93 
palustrine emergent (PEM), ES-5, 4-52, 4-

53, 4-54, 4-55, 4-56, 4-61, 4-243, 5-5 
palustrine forested (PFO), ES-5, 4-52, 4-53, 

4-54, 4-55, 4-56, 4-58, 4-243, 5-5 
Palustrine scrub-shrub (PSS), ES-5, 4-52, 4-

53, 4-54, 4-55, 4-56, 4-58, 4-61, 4-243, 5-
5 

peak ground acceleration (PGA), 4-7 
perennial, ES-6, 3-9, 3-11, 3-12, 4-35, 4-36, 

4-52, 4-86, 4-87, 4-90, 4-107, 4-109, 4-
236, 4-242, 4-247, 5-9 

Perkins Mountain, 4-14 
phase, 2-30, 4-75, 4-156, 4-164, 4-165, 4-

167, 4-183, 4-203, 4-212, 5-3 
Piedmont, ES-6, 3-6, 4-3, 4-6, 4-10, 4-14, 4-

27, 4-28, 4-51, 4-59, 4-60, 4-72, 4-78, 4-
79, 4-80, 4-81, 4-85, 4-86, 4-106, 4-108, 
4-110, 4-123, 4-163, 4-165, 4-176, 5-6, 5-
8 
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pig launcher/receiver, 2-4, 4-219 
pipeline, ES-1, ES-4, ES-6, ES-7, ES-8, ES-

9, ES-10, 1-2, 1-7, 1-9, 1-11, 2-1, 2-3, 2-4, 
2-5, 2-7, 2-9, 2-10, 2-11, 2-12, 2-14, 2-15, 
2-17, 2-18, 2-19, 2-20, 2-21, 2-22, 2-23, 
2-24, 2-25, 2-26, 2-27, 2-29, 2-30, 3-1, 3-
2, 3-3, 3-5, 3-6, 3-7, 3-13, 3-27, 3-28, 3-
44, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 4-
13, 4-14, 4-16, 4-23, 4-25, 4-27, 4-31, 4-
32, 4-35, 4-36, 4-37, 4-38, 4-40, 4-43, 4-
44, 4-46, 4-49, 4-50, 4-51, 4-53, 4-54, 4-
56, 4-58, 4-59, 4-62, 4-65, 4-66, 4-67, 4-
69, 4-70, 4-71, 4-73, 4-76, 4-78, 4-83, 4-
85, 4-86, 4-89, 4-93, 4-94, 4-95, 4-99, 4-
102, 4-111, 4-114, 4-115, 4-116, 4-117, 4-
118, 4-119, 4-120, 4-122, 4-124, 4-128, 4-
129, 4-130, 4-131, 4-132, 4-133, 4-134, 4-
135, 4-136, 4-137, 4-138, 4-142, 4-151, 4-
153, 4-159, 4-162, 4-164, 4-166, 4-167, 4-
168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-172, 4-174, 4-
183, 4-185, 4-188, 4-203, 4-206, 4-208, 4-
212, 4-213, 4-214, 4-215, 4-216, 4-217, 4-
218, 4-219, 4-220, 4-221, 4-222, 4-223, 4-
224, 4-225, 4-228, 4-230, 4-231, 4-232, 4-
233, 4-234, 4-235, 4-236, 4-240, 4-241, 4-
242, 4-245, 4-248, 4-249, 4-253, 4-254, 4-
255, 4-259, 5-1, 5-2, 5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 5-6, 5-
7, 5-10, 5-12, 5-13, 5-16 

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety 
Administration (PHMSA), 2-18, 2-30, 3-
44, 4-213, 4-217, 4-219, 4-220, 4-222, 4-
223 

Pittsylvania County, ES-4, 1-1, 1-2, 2-1, 2-3, 
2-9, 3-9, 3-10, 3-11, 4-3, 4-14, 4-15, 4-16, 
4-24, 4-30, 4-45, 4-84, 4-97, 4-99, 4-101, 
4-106, 4-107, 4-109, 4-110, 4-121, 4-131, 
4-133, 4-134, 4-135, 4-144, 4-160, 4-161, 
4-165, 4-166, 4-168, 4-174, 4-176, 4-202, 
4-211, 4-234, 4-235, 4-251, 5-2 

Pittsylvania County Historical Society, 4-
161 

Pollok, 3-7, 3-27, 3-33, 3-34, 4-117 

pollutant, 1-17, 4-32, 4-39, 4-175, 4-176, 4-
177, 4-178, 4-180, 4-185, 4-186, 4-187, 4-
188, 4-256, 5-12 

polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB), 4-40, 4-47, 
5-4 

potable, ES-4, 4-27, 4-29, 4-30, 5-3 
potential impact radius, 4-215, 4-225 
potentially eligible, ES-8, 3-9, 3-10, 3-11, 3-

18, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-
254, 5-11 

pre-contact, 4-166 
prehistoric, 1-18, 4-154, 4-166, 4-167, 4-

168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171 
Preservation Virginia, 4-161, 4-162 
previously recorded, 4-166, 4-168, 4-169 
prime farmland, 2-27, 4-20, 4-21, 4-22, 4-

23, 4-24, 4-27, 4-116, 4-234, 4-235, 4-
236, 4-237, 4-238, 4-240, 5-2 

Programmatic Agreement (PA), 4-30, 4-44, 
4-53, 4-173, 4-174, 5-11 

Project, ES-1, ES-2, ES-3, ES-4, ES-5, ES-
6, ES-7, ES-8, ES-9, ES-10, ES-11, 1-1, 
1-2, 1-3, 1-4, 1-5, 1-6, 1-7, 1-8, 1-11, 1-
12, 1-13, 1-17, 1-18, 1-19, 2-1, 2-2, 2-3, 
2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-10, 2-11, 2-12, 2-13, 
2-14, 2-15, 2-16, 2-21, 2-22, 2-24, 2-25, 
2-26, 2-27, 2-28, 2-29, 2-30, 2-31, 3-1, 3-
2, 3-3, 3-5, 3-6, 3-7, 3-12, 3-13, 3-26, 3-
27, 3-33, 3-35, 3-41, 3-45, 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, 
4-4, 4-5, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-
13, 4-14, 4-15, 4-16, 4-18, 4-19, 4-20, 4-
21, 4-22, 4-23, 4-24, 4-25, 4-26, 4-27, 4-
28, 4-29, 4-30, 4-31, 4-32, 4-33, 4-34, 4-
35, 4-36, 4-38, 4-39, 4-40, 4-41, 4-42, 4-
43, 4-44, 4-45, 4-46, 4-47, 4-48, 4-50, 4-
51, 4-52, 4-53, 4-54, 4-55, 4-56, 4-57, 4-
58, 4-59, 4-60, 4-61, 4-62, 4-63, 4-65, 4-
67, 4-68, 4-69, 4-70, 4-71, 4-72, 4-73, 4-
74, 4-75, 4-76, 4-77, 4-78, 4-79, 4-80, 4-
81, 4-82, 4-83, 4-84, 4-85, 4-86, 4-87, 4-
88, 4-89, 4-91, 4-93, 4-95, 4-96, 4-97, 4-
98, 4-99, 4-100, 4-101, 4-103, 4-104, 4-
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105, 4-106, 4-107, 4-108, 4-109, 4-110, 4-
111, 4-112, 4-114, 4-115, 4-116, 4-117, 4-
118, 4-119, 4-120, 4-121, 4-122, 4-123, 4-
125, 4-126, 4-127, 4-128, 4-129, 4-131, 4-
132, 4-133, 4-134, 4-135, 4-136, 4-137, 4-
138, 4-139, 4-140, 4-141, 4-142, 4-143, 4-
144, 4-149, 4-150, 4-151, 4-153, 4-154, 4-
155, 4-156, 4-157, 4-158, 4-159, 4-160, 4-
161, 4-162, 4-163, 4-164, 4-166, 4-167, 4-
168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-172, 4-173, 4-
174, 4-176, 4-178, 4-179, 4-180, 4-181, 4-
182, 4-183, 4-184, 4-185, 4-188, 4-190, 4-
195, 4-202, 4-203, 4-206, 4-209, 4-211, 4-
212, 4-213, 4-214, 4-215, 4-216, 4-217, 4-
218, 4-223, 4-224, 4-225, 4-226, 4-227, 4-
228, 4-229, 4-230, 4-231, 4-233, 4-234, 4-
235, 4-236, 4-237, 4-238, 4-239, 4-240, 4-
241, 4-242, 4-243, 4-244, 4-245, 4-246, 4-
247, 4-248, 4-249, 4-250, 4-251, 4-253, 4-
254, 4-255, 4-256, 4-259, 4-260, 4-261, 4-
262, 4-263, 4-264, 5-1, 5-2, 5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 
5-6, 5-7, 5-8, 5-9, 5-10, 5-11, 5-12, 5-13, 
5-14, 5-15, 5-17, 5-18, 5-19, 5-20 

property value, ES-7, 4-136, 4-137, 4-138, 
4-153, 4-229, 4-250, 5-11 

public comments, 3-13, 4-1 
purpose and need, ES-1, 1-2, 1-8 
Purpose and Need, 1-2, 3-2 
Quaternary faults, 4-8 
recommendation, ES-7, ES-8, ES-9, 2-16, 4-

38, 4-84, 4-85, 4-171, 4-259, 5-2, 5-8, 5-9, 
5-12 

recorded, ES-8, 4-8, 4-101, 4-166, 4-167, 4-
172 

recreation, ES-7, 1-3, 2-18, 4-1, 4-41, 4-86, 
4-122, 4-123, 4-124, 4-125, 4-127, 4-134, 
4-138, 4-139, 4-226, 4-228, 4-237, 4-248, 
4-249, 5-9 

relocated, 2-18, 4-91, 4-166, 4-170 
renewable energy, 1-9, 3-2 
reptiles, ES-6, 4-6, 4-72, 4-73, 4-74, 4-91, 4-

92, 5-7, 5-9 

reseeding, 4-25 
residence, ES-6, ES-7, ES-9, 2-17, 2-20, 2-

25, 3-6, 3-9, 3-10, 3-22, 3-27, 3-37, 3-41, 
4-24, 4-27, 4-33, 4-59, 4-62, 4-71, 4-81, 
4-111, 4-112, 4-117, 4-119, 4-120, 4-121, 
4-122, 4-129, 4-130, 4-137, 4-138, 4-190, 
4-195, 4-203, 4-206, 4-207, 4-208, 4-225, 
4-234, 4-239, 4-241, 4-245, 4-246, 4-248, 
4-253, 4-254, 4-259, 4-260, 4-263, 5-6, 5-
9, 5-10, 5-12, 5-13 

restoration, ES-6, 1-12, 2-12, 2-14, 2-15, 2-
17, 2-20, 2-21, 2-22, 2-27, 2-28, 2-30, 4-1, 
4-13, 4-22, 4-25, 4-31, 4-33, 4-50, 4-54, 
4-59, 4-67, 4-68, 4-74, 4-76, 4-78, 4-86, 
4-92, 4-94, 4-121, 4-132, 4-217, 4-239, 4-
240, 4-244, 4-246, 5-3, 5-5, 5-6, 5-7, 5-15, 
5-17, 5-18, 5-19 

revegetation, ES-4, 1-9, 2-22, 2-29, 4-13, 4-
19, 4-20, 4-22, 4-24, 4-25, 4-27, 4-33, 4-
56, 4-57, 4-67, 4-69, 4-116, 4-239, 4-249, 
5-2, 5-6, 5-7, 5-16, 5-20 

riparian, 2-30, 4-36, 4-41, 4-43, 4-49, 4-51, 
4-92, 4-93, 4-94, 4-107, 4-108, 4-109, 4-
126, 5-5 

Roanoke logperch, 4-47, 4-97, 4-99, 4-100, 
4-105, 4-106 

rock, 2-10, 2-17, 2-18, 2-20, 2-21, 2-22, 2-
27, 4-9, 4-11, 4-12, 4-13, 4-14, 4-15, 4-16, 
4-17, 4-18, 4-21, 4-24, 4-25, 4-27, 4-28, 
4-45, 4-88, 4-91, 4-101, 4-109, 4-136, 4-
183, 4-189, 4-214, 5-2, 5-19 

Rockingham County, 2-1, 3-5, 3-6, 4-6, 4-
24, 4-36, 4-39, 4-45, 4-60, 4-99, 4-100, 4-
104, 4-106, 4-107, 4-108, 4-110, 4-121, 4-
131, 4-133, 4-134, 4-135, 4-145, 4-160, 4-
161, 4-162, 4-165, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-
173, 4-174, 4-206, 4-237, 4-251 

Rockingham County Historical Society, 4-
161, 4-162 

roost tree, 4-98, 4-106 
Rosebud Sioux Tribe, 4-158 
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route alternatives, ES-3, 10, 3-1, 3-6, 3-7, 3-
8, 3-9, 3-12, 3-13, 3-15, 3-17, 3-19, 3-21, 
3-23, 3-25, 3-26, 4-56, 5-14 

route variations, 3-1, 3-2, 3-6, 3-7, 3-26, 3-
30, 3-32, 3-34, 3-36, 3-38, 3-40, 5-14 

runoff, 1-12, 2-24, 2-27, 4-9, 4-10, 4-33, 4-
37, 4-48, 4-49, 4-50, 4-51, 4-55, 4-92, 4-
100, 4-102, 4-103, 4-104, 4-109, 4-242, 5-
5 

rutting, 4-55, 4-57 
Safe Drinking Water Act, 4-30 
Safe Drinking Water Information System, 4-

28 
salamander, 4-105, 4-107 
Sandstone, 4-27, 4-28 
Sandy Creek, 3-28, 4-40, 4-45, 4-90, 4-231, 

5-4 
Sandy River, ES-5, 4-35, 4-37, 4-41, 4-45, 

4-88, 4-90, 4-101, 4-123, 4-126, 4-231, 5-
4 

Sappony Tribe, 1-8, 4-158, 4-159 
schist, 4-3, 4-17, 4-28 
scoping meetings, 1-7, 4-141, 4-162 
scour, 2-18, 2-22, 2-23, 4-13, 4-49, 4-50 
Secretary of the Commission (Secretary), 1-

8, 1-16, 2-13, 4-13, 4-29, 4-38, 4-48, 4-57, 
4-69, 4-84, 4-85, 4-104, 4-173, 4-206, 4-
209, 5-15, 5-16, 5-18, 5-19, 5-20, 5-21 

Section 106, 1-5, 1-13, 1-15, 1-16, 1-18, 4-
154, 4-155, 4-174, 4-254, 5-11 

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, 
ES-1, ES-6, 1-1, 1-5, 1-13, 1-14, 1-17, 2-
7, 3-2, 4-96, 4-138, 4-154, 4-248, 5-9, 5-
16 

sedimentation, 2-21, 4-31, 4-38, 4-40, 4-49, 
4-50, 4-91, 4-92, 4-99, 4-100, 4-102, 4-
103, 4-104, 4-107, 4-108, 4-226, 4-227, 4-
242, 4-243, 5-9 

seismicity, 4-7, 4-219 

shale, 4-14, 4-16, 4-207 
Shambley, 3-7, 3-27 
shovel test, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-170 
significant, ES-7, ES-8, ES-9, ES-10, 1-10, 

1-16, 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 3-5, 3-6, 3-7, 3-10, 3-
12, 3-13, 3-16, 3-18, 3-20, 3-22, 3-24, 3-
26, 3-28, 3-31, 3-33, 3-37, 3-39, 3-41, 3-
45, 4-1, 4-7, 4-13, 4-16, 4-18, 4-28, 4-33, 
4-36, 4-39, 4-50, 4-51, 4-59, 4-62, 4-71, 
4-75, 4-80, 4-82, 4-87, 4-91, 4-126, 4-129, 
4-130, 4-131, 4-133, 4-134, 4-137, 4-138, 
4-139, 4-142, 4-143, 4-151, 4-153, 4-178, 
4-183, 4-188, 4-203, 4-204, 4-206, 4-209, 
4-211, 4-212, 4-219, 4-220, 4-221, 4-223, 
4-224, 4-225, 4-226, 4-238, 4-239, 4-241, 
4-243, 4-244, 4-245, 4-246, 4-247, 4-249, 
4-253, 4-254, 4-255, 4-256, 4-260, 4-264, 
5-1, 5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 5-7, 5-10, 5-11, 5-12, 5-
13, 5-14 

sinkhole, 4-10 
slope, 2-13, 2-14, 2-18, 2-21, 2-23, 2-27, 4-

9, 4-11, 4-12, 4-19, 4-21, 4-22, 4-25, 4-87 
slope breaker, 2-13, 2-21, 2-27, 4-9, 4-22 
Small whorled pogonia, 4-60, 4-97, 4-103, 

4-104, 4-106 
Smooth coneflower, 4-60, 4-97, 4-103, 4-

104, 4-106 
Soil Characteristics, 4-20 
soil compaction, 4-27, 4-55, 4-66, 4-116, 5-

6 
soil liquefaction, 4-7, 4-9 
soils, ES-3, ES-4, 1-3, 1-9, 2-17, 2-18, 2-19, 

2-24, 2-27, 2-28, 4-1, 4-9, 4-13, 4-14, 4-
15, 4-16, 4-17, 4-19, 4-21, 4-22, 4-23, 4-
24, 4-25, 4-26, 4-27, 4-32, 4-49, 4-59, 4-
67, 4-103, 4-104, 4-110, 4-116, 4-117, 4-
122, 4-128, 4-226, 4-227, 4-238, 4-240, 4-
244, 4-262, 5-2, 5-3 

solar, 3-2, 3-45, 4-178, 4-179, 4-186, 4-237, 
4-238, 4-240, 4-241, 4-243, 4-244, 4-245, 
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4-248, 4-249, 4-250, 4-251, 4-253, 4-255, 
4-259 

sole source, ES-4, 4-27, 5-3 
Solite Quarry, 4-6 
Source Water Assessment Program 

(SWAP), 4-30 
SPCC Plan, 2-14, 4-26, 4-27, 4-31, 4-32, 4-

94, 4-128, 5-3 
Special Flood Hazard Areas, 4-44 
special-status species, ES-3 
species of concern, ES-7, 4-70, 4-72, 4-80, 

4-82, 4-95, 4-96, 4-101, 4-104, 5-9 
spoil, 2-10, 2-17, 2-22, 2-25, 2-26, 2-27, 4-

73 
spring, ES-4, 3-2, 3-9, 4-10, 4-15, 4-28, 4-

29, 4-32, 4-72, 4-241, 5-3, 5-19 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 

ES-8, 1-7, 4-155, 4-156, 4-164, 4-167, 4-
168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-172, 4-173, 4-
254 

Stony Creek, ES-5, 2-22, 2-23, 3-13, 4-16, 
4-17, 4-18, 4-34, 4-36, 4-42, 4-46, 4-47, 
4-48, 4-89, 4-101, 4-102, 4-109, 4-160, 4-
195, 4-197, 4-206, 4-207, 4-232, 4-259, 5-
2, 5-4, 5-9 

Stony Creek Reservoir, ES-5, 2-22, 2-23, 3-
13, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-34, 4-36, 4-42, 4-
46, 4-47, 4-48, 4-89, 4-101, 4-102, 4-109, 
4-160, 4-195, 4-197, 4-206, 4-207, 4-232, 
4-259, 5-2, 5-4, 5-9 

Strader, 3-7, 3-27, 3-37, 3-38 
subdivision, 4-111, 4-137 
submerged lands, 1-15, 4-90 
subsidence, 2-28, 4-7, 4-8, 4-10, 5-2 
Sulfer dioxide (SO2), 3-44, 3-45, 4-175, 4-

177, 4-178, 4-179, 4-180, 4-182, 4-184, 4-
185, 4-187, 4-256, 4-257 

surface water, ES-3, ES-5, 1-17, 4-15, 4-30, 
4-33, 4-35, 4-39, 4-41, 4-42, 4-43, 4-47, 

4-48, 4-49, 4-50, 4-51, 4-94, 4-108, 4-226, 
4-227, 4-237, 4-238, 4-240, 4-242, 4-243, 
4-246, 4-247, 5-4, 5-5 

survey, 1-14, 1-15, 1-16, 2-14, 2-15, 3-27, 4-
10, 4-43, 4-51, 4-64, 4-69, 4-91, 4-98, 4-
103, 4-104, 4-106, 4-110, 4-156, 4-159, 4-
160, 4-164, 4-166, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-
170, 4-171, 4-172, 4-173, 4-190, 4-195, 4-
209, 4-242, 5-11, 5-15, 5-20, 5-21 

system alternatives, ES-3, 10, 3-1, 3-3, 5-14 
taxes, ES-7, 1-10, 4-139, 4-140, 4-153, 4-

166, 4-250, 4-264, 5-11 
Taylor, 3-7, 3-27, 3-41, 3-42 
testing, ES-4, 1-15, 1-16, 2-19, 2-20, 3-26, 

4-12, 4-29, 4-30, 4-33, 4-47, 4-156, 4-164, 
4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-178, 
4-185, 4-214, 4-215, 4-217, 4-219, 5-3 

third-party monitoring program, 2-30, 4-85, 
5-20 

tie-in, 1-2, 2-20, 2-29, 4-203 
time-of-year restrictions, 4-89, 4-90, 4-99 
topsoil, 2-10, 2-17, 2-19, 2-24, 2-27, 2-28, 

4-24, 4-25, 4-27, 4-54, 4-61, 4-67, 4-68, 
4-120 

Town of Haw River, 3-7, 4-124, 4-161 
traffic, ES-7, ES-10, 1-10, 2-11, 2-17, 2-21, 

2-25, 4-1, 4-24, 4-56, 4-77, 4-103, 4-104, 
4-110, 4-117, 4-122, 4-127, 4-131, 4-134, 
4-135, 4-136, 4-142, 4-151, 4-153, 4-182, 
4-183, 4-189, 4-208, 4-229, 4-246, 4-250, 
4-251, 4-253, 4-255, 5-11 

Trancontinental Gas Pipeline Company, 3-3, 
3-5, 3-6, 4-37, 4-77, 4-106, 4-234, 4-235, 
4-237, 4-249, 4-250, 4-253, 4-256, 4-257, 
4-260 

Transco Road Net Conservation Area, 4-106 
TRC, 4-154, 4-156, 4-157, 4-161, 4-164, 4-

166, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171, 4-
172, 4-173 
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treatment plan, ES-8, 4-172, 4-173, 4-254, 
5-20 

tree canopy, 4-67 
trenchless methods, 4-36, 4-100 
tribal, 1-18, 4-157, 4-158 
tribe, ES-8, 1-7, 1-13, 1-18, 4-154, 4-155, 4-

157, 4-158, 4-159, 4-160, 4-164, 4-165, 4-
173, 4-174, 5-20 

tri-colored bat, 4-106 
trout, 4-43, 4-87, 4-90 
trust responsibility, 4-157 
turbidity, 4-10, 4-18, 4-29, 4-30, 4-31, 4-32, 

4-33, 4-39, 4-42, 4-49, 4-50, 4-55, 4-91, 
4-92, 4-93, 4-99, 4-102, 4-107, 4-108, 4-
226, 4-227, 4-239, 4-241, 4-242, 4-243, 5-
9 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), ES-1, 
ES-6, 1-3, 1-4, 1-5, 1-7, 1-14, 1-17, 4-35, 
4-51, 4-52, 4-56, 4-58, 4-59, 4-155, 4-243, 
5-1, 5-6 

U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), 4-
11 

U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), 1-3, 1-4 
U.S. Department of Interior (DOI), 1-4, 1-6, 

4-155 
U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), 

ES-9, 2-12, 2-18, 2-21, 2-25, 2-26, 2-30, 
4-76, 4-178, 4-181, 4-212, 4-213, 4-215, 
4-216, 4-217, 4-218, 4-219, 4-224, 4-225, 
5-13 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), 1-3, 1-4, 1-11, 1-13, 1-17, 3-13, 3-
16, 3-44, 3-45, 4-13, 4-15, 4-28, 4-30, 4-
31, 4-39, 4-51, 4-59, 4-127, 4-141, 4-155, 
4-175, 4-176, 4-177, 4-178, 4-181, 4-182, 
4-186, 4-187, 4-189, 4-202, 4-228, 4-255, 
4-257, 4-263 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), ES-1, 
ES-5, ES-7, 1-3, 1-5, 1-6, 1-7, 1-14, 1-17, 
2-14, 4-47, 4-48, 4-60, 4-80, 4-82, 4-83, 

4-84, 4-91, 4-95, 4-96, 4-97, 4-98, 4-99, 
4-100, 4-101, 4-102, 4-103, 4-104, 4-248, 
5-1, 5-5, 5-8, 5-9, 5-20 

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), 3-7, 4-3, 4-
6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-14, 4-15, 4-27, 4-28, 4-
33, 4-34, 4-51, 4-92, 4-99, 4-225, 4-238, 
4-242 

unanticipated discovery, ES-4, 4-7, 4-26, 4-
172 

Unanticipated Discovery Plan, ES-4, 2-14, 
4-6, 4-18, 4-26, 4-27, 4-32, 4-128, 4-155, 
4-156, 4-159, 4-172, 5-3 

Unanticipated Discovery Plan for 
Paleontological Resources, 4-6, 4-18 

Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation and 
Maintenance Plan, ES-4, 2-12 

Upper Mattaponi Indian Tribe, 4-158 
uranium, ES-4, 1-9, 4-3, 4-7, 4-14, 4-15, 4-

16, 5-2 
USGS National Seismic Hazard Probability 

Mapping, 4-7 
USGS National Uranium Resource 

Evaluation (NURE), 4-15 
vegetation, ES-3, ES-6, 1-3, 2-13, 2-21, 2-

24, 2-30, 4-1, 4-19, 4-25, 4-31, 4-38, 4-40, 
4-41, 4-42, 4-49, 4-50, 4-51, 4-52, 4-54, 
4-55, 4-56, 4-57, 4-58, 4-59, 4-60, 4-61, 
4-62, 4-66, 4-67, 4-69, 4-70, 4-71, 4-72, 
4-73, 4-74, 4-75, 4-76, 4-81, 4-83, 4-84, 
4-92, 4-93, 4-94, 4-95, 4-100, 4-107, 4-
122, 4-126, 4-127, 4-128, 4-129, 4-164, 4-
202, 4-226, 4-227, 4-234, 4-237, 4-238, 4-
244, 4-245, 4-246, 4-249, 5-6, 5-7, 5-8, 5-
20 

Virginia, ES-1, ES-2, ES-3, ES-5, ES-8, 1-1, 
1-2, 1-3, 1-7, 1-11, 1-12, 1-14, 1-15, 2-1, 
2-3, 2-8, 2-9, 2-10, 2-13, 3-3, 3-5, 3-6, 3-
9, 3-11, 3-45, 4-3, 4-6, 4-8, 4-10, 4-11, 4-
14, 4-15, 4-16, 4-20, 4-27, 4-28, 4-30, 4-
34, 4-35, 4-39, 4-40, 4-41, 4-43, 4-44, 4-
45, 4-47, 4-50, 4-51, 4-53, 4-54, 4-58, 4-
60, 4-61, 4-62, 4-63, 4-68, 4-71, 4-72, 4-

J-16

20200214-3010 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 02/14/2020



 

 

75, 4-78, 4-79, 4-80, 4-81, 4-82, 4-83, 4-
84, 4-85, 4-87, 4-88, 4-89, 4-90, 4-91, 4-
97, 4-98, 4-99, 4-100, 4-101, 4-103, 4-
104, 4-105, 4-106, 4-107, 4-121, 4-123, 4-
125, 4-131, 4-132, 4-133, 4-134, 4-135, 4-
139, 4-140, 4-144, 4-155, 4-156, 4-158, 4-
159, 4-160, 4-161, 4-162, 4-163, 4-164, 4-
165, 4-166, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-172, 4-
173, 4-174, 4-175, 4-176, 4-177, 4-181, 4-
183, 4-186, 4-187, 4-188, 4-202, 4-215, 4-
216, 4-218, 4-225, 4-230, 4-231, 4-232, 4-
234, 4-235, 4-236, 4-238, 4-241, 4-245, 4-
247, 4-249, 4-251, 4-253, 4-255, 4-256, 4-
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