
August 22, 2025 
 
Michael J. Mussomeli, PWS  
Environmental Specialist II 
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 
1111 East Main Street, Suite 1400 
Richmond, VA 23228 
 
RE: Supplemental Response to Virginia Department of Environmental Quality  

Comment Letter 2 Addendum (July 15, 2025) 
Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC – MVP Southgate Amendment Project 
Joint Permit Application No. 25-0752 
 

Dear Mr. Mussomeli: 

Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC (“Mountain Valley”) submits this response to the Virginia 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) Comment Letter 2 Addendum dated 15 July 2025 
regarding the Joint Permit Application (JPA) for the MVP Southgate Amendment Project 
(“Amendment Project”). This response supplements the letter submitted to DEQ on 8 August 2025. 

DEQ’s comment letter lists eight streams that are crossed by the Amendment Project and the 
Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Company’s (“Transco”) Southeast Supply Enhancement Project 
(SSEP). Mountain Valley has proposed to use the conventional bore crossing method for each of 
these stream crossings, whereas Transco has proposed to use the dry ditch, open cut crossing 
method. The letter requests that Mountain Valley provide supplemental information to reconcile 
the apparent inconsistency between the two projects.  

In response to DEQ’s request, Mountain Valley conferred with Transco’s SSEP project team 
regarding each of the eight listed crossings. Through this discussion, Mountain Valley identified 
relevant site-specific circumstances that appear to account for the differences in proposed crossing 
methods. As DEQ is aware, the applications for both projects present similar-looking analyses of 
alternative crossing methods. However, there are significant differences in the analyses. Most 
noticeably, there are material factual differences in the pipe size, construction methods, costs, and 
site-specific conditions. There also appear to be differences in the criteria each project chose to 
factor into their analysis and the relative weight given to each criterion. These differences are likely 
attributable to each project team’s past experience constructing other pipelines and the reasonable 
variation in the professional judgement of the projects’ respective engineers. 

Based on a conscientious reevaluation of the eight crossings in light of the discussion with the 
SSEP project team, Mountain Valley has reaffirmed its prior conclusion that it is practicable for 
the Amendment Project to avoid instream impacts to each of the eight crossings by using the 
conventional bore crossing method. Furthermore, Mountain Valley has not identified any 
information that suggests that these trenchless crossings cannot be completed in a safe and 
responsible manner.  

To respond to DEQ’s request, Mountain Valley identifies certain differences in facts, experience, 
and professional judgment between the Amendment Project and SSEP that account for the 



different crossing method decisions reached by each party for the eight streams. For the purposes 
of this exercise, Mountain Valley has taken the factual statements and opinions presented in the 
SSEP application at face value. Neither Mountain Valley’s reaffirmation of its crossing method 
decisions nor its references to the SSEP’s crossing methods should be construed as implying 
anything about SSEP’s methodology or conclusions. Stated plainly, Mountain Valley has no 
position or opinion on SSEP’s chosen crossing methods.  

I.  Feasibility of Using Conventional Boring Method under Expected Conditions  

Mountain Valley has extensive experience successfully completing conventional bores under 
various conditions. For the Mainline Project completed in 2024, Mountain Valley successfully 
completed 89 trenchless crossings under aquatic resources in Virginia.1 Of that number, 23 
trenchless crossings were completed in Pittsylvania County with subsurface conditions similar to 
what Mountain Valley expects to encounter during construction of the Amendment Project. Based 
on the experience on the Mainline project and other projects, Mountain Valley has no reservations 
about completing conventional bores at any of the trenchless crossings proposed in the JPA. 

The summary below generally describes the process Mountain Valley employed to complete 
trenchless crossing in Pittsylvania County for the Mainline project. The same practices will be 
employed for construction of the trenchless crossings for the Amendment Project.  

As described in the JPA, the conventional bore method (also called auger bore) requires excavation 
of launching and receiving pits located in workspace in uplands on each side of the feature being 
crossed.2 Conventional boring’s principal advantage over many other boring technologies is that the 
drill pipe is installed as the boring is advanced and the line pipe is installed immediately behind the 
bore pipe once the boring is completed, leaving no unsupported hole that could potentially collapse. 
Additionally, the void annulus around the pipe is no larger than one inch, which provides limited 
space through which water can flow or the ground can settle. Because the borehole is continuously 
supported by steel pipe throughout the process and there is very little annular space around the pipe, 
the risk of bore collapse is minimal.  

Overall, the geology along the Amendment Project route is comparable to that encountered in 
Pittsylvania County on the Mainline project.3 Primarily, it consists of loams and sandy loams, with 
progressively more gravel and stone content near the North Carolina border. For the Mainline 
project, Mountain Valley’s construction crew obtained useful information on the subsurface 
conditions by excavation of the trench approaching each trenchless crossing. Additional detailed 
information on the subsurface geology was recorded by excavation of bore pits on each side of the 
resource. Because the bore pits were excavated to the depth of the bore near the stream bank or 
wetland boundary, the construction crew was able to directly observe the subsurface conditions on 

 
1 The 15 July 2025 letter referred to two trenchless crossings on the Mainline project that were “later found to be 
impracticable.” With the first crossing, Stream S-D11, boulders up to four feet in diameter were encountered during 
excavation of the bore pit. For Stream S-A20, Mountain Valley had to shift the bore pit to avoid another resource. As 
a result of the shift, the bore depth became impracticable. Mountain Valley did not attempt to bore either stream. In 
both cases, a minor permit modification was approved by DEQ and the Corps to change the crossings to the open cut 
method.  
2 Refer to JPA § 5.1.1.1.3. 
3 This assertion is based on Mountain Valley’s review of Natural Resources Conservation Service soil data and 
geotechnical report submitted to VDEQ for SSEP. 



each side of the resource. 

Information obtained from excavating the trench and bore pit was used to select the tools that 
would best perform the job. The trenchless crossing construction crews had a range of specialized 
cutting heads available for each bored crossing. Specialized cutting heads are available for a 
variety of subsurface conditions, such as clays, sand, and hard rock conditions. Where sand and 
high groundwater levels are anticipated, the crew typically would use a full-face cutting head that 
has small openings to limit the rate of spoil transfer through bore head. Spoil and any water are 
transported back to the launching pit by the auger in a controlled manner.  

Excavation of the trench and bore pits also informs the construction crew as to the level and rate 
of groundwater flow expected at the location and time of the crossing. Like the choice of a cutting 
head, the crew uses this information to select an appropriate dewatering system. In most cases, the 
decision is simply to determine the appropriately sized pump for the task. When necessary, well 
pointing systems were employed to deal with free water along the bore path. Well pointing 
involves drilling a few small diameter wells around the excavation area, connecting them to a 
manifold attached to a pump, and running the pump to temporarily draw down the groundwater 
immediately around the excavation. This process can ensure that infiltration is reduced to a 
negligible level.  

Where groundwater levels are near the ground surface, the hydrostatic head of the groundwater 
will be relatively greater at the depth of the pipe. Based on similar conditions encountered on the 
Mainline project, the groundwater pressure associated with a high groundwater table will not be 
so great that it cannot be managed effectively with pumps or, in rare cases, well pointing.  

In summary, where groundwater was encountered on the Mainline project, standard pump 
dewatering systems and, in rare cases, well pointing were employed with a high degree of success. 
Various cutting heads for the auger boring machines were available to deal with different 
subsurface conditions, also with success. For the Amendment Project, Mountain Valley will be 
prepared with a similar selection of boring equipment and dewatering systems to address the 
expected conditions.  

II.  Evaluation of the Eight Crossings Identified in DEQ Comment Letter 2 Addendum 

Mountain Valley selected crossing methods on a site-by-site basis based on a comprehensive 
evaluation of site-specific conditions. This technically complex process involved consideration of 
numerous site conditions and the exercise of professional judgment by Mountain Valley’s 
engineers, construction staff, and consultants. This process cannot be reduced to a one-size-fits-all 
list of weighted criteria or a decision tree that could be applied to each crossing to determine the 
crossing method.  

The JPA describes the general and common criteria that have a bearing on the selection of a 
crossing method (Section 5.1.1). The last criterion listed in the JPA, Unique or Site-Specific 
Circumstances (Section 5.1.1.2.7), accounts for the fact that the professional judgment of 
engineers, pipeline construction specialists, and other expert consultants is necessary to weigh and 
resolve potentially conflicting considerations presented by the other criteria and to incorporate 
site-specific information that may have a bearing on whether a particular crossing method is 
practicable at any given location. The importance of these considerations makes it inappropriate 
to apply other criteria mechanistically. 



As explained in the JPA, Mountain Valley’s engineering and construction staff (in consultation 
with other subject-matter experts as appropriate) considered each individual crossing on a site-
specific basis and evaluated the full array of factors that bear on the practicability of reducing or 
avoiding impacts to the aquatic environment based on the individual characteristics of each site.4 
This site-specific analysis generally does not give dispositive weight to any one factor, but rather 
considers all factors that bear on the evaluation. The results of that analysis were summarized in 
Table 12, along with relevant data that had a bearing on the consideration of the criteria identified 
in the JPA.   

DEQ’s comment letter appears to suggest that geotechnical data was the sole—or at least the 
determinative—difference between Mountain Valley and Transco’s crossing method decisions for 
the eight crossings referenced in the letter. To be clear, Mountain Valley’s crossing method 
alternatives analysis included careful consideration of available geological information about the 
Amendment Project route, as supplemented by its experience on the Mainline project.5 However, 
geotechnical information is one factor among many that must be weighed to determine when it is 
impracticable to avoid a stream or wetland impact by use of a trenchless crossing method.  

Mountain Valley reevaluated the crossing method analysis for each of the eight crossings 
referenced in DEQ’s comment letter based on discussions with the SSEP project team. Viewed 
through the lens of experience gained under similar conditions for the Mainline project, Mountain 
Valley’s engineering and construction staff concluded that the information did not warrant a 
change in any of the Amendment Project’s proposed crossings. However, it was readily apparent 
in discussions with the SSEP project team that the geotechnical information was not the sole or 
determinative factor leading to the different crossing methods. Other site- and project-specific 
factors likely would have produced the same outcomes even if the geotechnical information were 
excluded from consideration. The results of Mountain Valley’s reevaluation of the crossings at 
issue are summarized in the following section.6  

A. S-A002/A003: Unnamed tributary (UNT) of Little Cherrystone Creek (SSEP 
Crossing VA-E-73) 

According to SSEP’s Virginia Water Protection (VWP) permit application,7 completing a 
conventional bore at this location would require a bore pit 35 feet deep and a bore length of 344 

 
4 Refer to JPA § 5.1.1.4, including footnote 68. 
5 “As a practical matter, Mountain Valley’s engineers do not generally propose trenchless crossings in areas with 
known geotechnical conditions that present an unacceptable risk to the success of the crossing.” JPA § 5.1.1.2.6. 
6 Mountain Valley has made a good faith effort to fully respond to the questions presented in DEQ’s comment letter. 
For the sake of the permitting record, however, please take note of Mountain Valley’s objection to the relevance of 
the information requested in the comment letter and provided in this response. Mountain Valley took care to prepare 
an application that avoids and minimizes impacts to the maximum extent practicable, as required by 9VAC25-210-
80(B)(1)(g). Mountain Valley is not aware of any authority or precedent for requiring an applicant to demonstrate it 
is practicable to avoid impacts to an aquatic resource the applicant is not requesting approval to impact. In this 
situation, the general prohibition on impacting a stream or wetland without a VWP permit applies. Va. Code § 62.1-
44.15:20(a). In other words, the applicant’s duty is to refrain from impacting aquatic resources that are not identified 
as impacts in the application and subsequently authorized by the permit.  
7 Except where otherwise noted, all references to SSEP’s permit application relate to “Attachment 19: Pipeline 
Installation Alternatives Analysis” in the Joint Permit Application received by DEQ on June 6, 2025 (JPA No. 25-
1277). For the purposes of this analysis, Mountain Valley assumes the factual statements in SSEP’s permit application 
to be correct.  



feet. In contrast, Mountain Valley’s nearby crossing of the stream requires a maximum bore pit 
depth of 20 feet and a crossing length of 284 feet. Additionally, it appears that a bore pit in SSEP’s 
alignment may intersect the existing Transco pipeline, which Mountain Valley would consider to 
present a material risk of subsidence.  

For the reasons outlined above, Mountain Valley likely would have found a conventional bore to 
be impracticable under the factual circumstances presented in the SSEP permit application. 
Conversely, assuming the geological conditions at the Amendment Project’s nearby crossing are 
the same as presented in the SSEP permit application, the professional judgment of Mountain 
Valley’s engineering and construction staff is that the conditions, when considered in concert with 
all other relevant factors, would not change Mountain Valley’s proposed crossing method. 
Accordingly, the respective crossing method determinations for Streams S-A002 and S-A003 do 
not appear to be materially inconsistent.  

B. S-A008: Cherrystone Creek (SSEP Crossing VA-E-69) 

Notwithstanding that the projects’ respective crossing points are adjacent to each other, they 
present material different factual circumstances. Both projects consolidated Cherrystone Creek 
with a nearby wetland (W-A001) on the northeast bank of the creek into a single crossing for 
purposes of the alternatives analysis. Mountain Valley did so because there is insufficient space 
between the resources to site a bore pit, and we presume the SSEP project team did so for the same 
reason. The combined width of these two features is relatively narrower at the Amendment 
Project’s crossing point. This allowed Mountain Valley to design a 172-foot conventional bore 
that avoids impacts to Cherrystone Creek and the wetland. At the SSEP crossing point, a bore 
length substantially in excess of 300 feet would be necessary to span both resources.8  

If Mountain Valley were to evaluate a crossing of Cherrystone Creek within SSEP’s alignment, 
we likely would have found a conventional bore to be impracticable due to the crossing distance. 
However, Mountain Valley would have to consider other factors that weigh against an open cut 
crossing of the creek. As explained in the JPA, Mountain Valley encountered challenges on the 
Mainline project open-cutting streams greater than two feet deep within the limited confines of a 
75-foot right-of-way.9 The space was found to be insufficient for diversion structures and pumps 
necessary to manage higher water volumes in some cases.10 Additionally, Mountain Valley’s 
experience indicates the challenges and risks of managing high flows from unexpected storm 

 
8 Transco’s permit application appears to state that a 250-foot bore length would be sufficient to complete this crossing. 
Upon closer review, the SSEP application is not inconsistent with Mountain Valley’s conclusion that a bore crossing 
in the SSEP alignment would exceed 300 feet. The Crossing Method Rationale in Transco’s Conventional Bore 
Suitability Analysis clarifies that SSEP team evaluated this crossing in two iterations: (1) a bore that spans Cherrystone 
Creek alone; and (2) a bore that spans both resources. The 250-foot crossing length noted in the Conventional Bore 
Suitability Analysis table appears to reflect the distance required to span Cherrystone Creek alone, but not both 
resources. This length is consistent with a concept drawing for a hypothetical bore at this location in Attachment 18, 
which shows a 250-foot bore spanning Cherrystone Creek, but with a bore pit that extends into the adjacent wetland. 
If the bore pit were moved to the far side of the wetland, the distance would be substantially longer than 300 feet. 
Furthermore, SSEP’s concept drawing for this crossing is consistent with Mountain Valley’s conclusion that there is 
insufficient space between the two resources to site a bore pit.  
9 Refer to Mountain Valley JPA § 5.1.1.2.4. 
10 Mountain Valley does not know if it would be feasible to complete an open cut crossing of Cherrystone Creek 
within a 75-foot construction workspace. This determination would need to be based on a site-specific evaluation, 
which Mountain Valley has not conducted. 



events is generally proportional to stream depth. As a result of these countervailing factors, 
Mountain Valley’s engineering and construction staff would need to prepare a detailed site-
specific crossing plan for Cherrystone Creek if the Amendment Project was in the SSEP alignment. 
That would include an evaluation of other trenchless crossing methods (e.g., HDD) and site-
specific measures necessary to safely complete an open cut. Based on a cursory assessment of the 
crossing, there is a reasonable likelihood Mountain Valley would conclude that open-cutting the 
creek—probably accompanied by a request for expanded (>75 feet) workspace—would be the 
least environmentally damaging practicable alternative.  

For the reasons outlined above, Mountain Valley likely would have found a conventional bore to 
be impracticable under the factual circumstances presented in the SSEP permit application. 
Conversely, assuming the geological conditions at the Amendment Project’s adjacent crossing are 
the same as presented in the SSEP permit application, the professional judgment of Mountain 
Valley’s engineering and construction staff is that the conditions, when considered in concert with 
all other relevant factors, would not change Mountain Valley’s proposed crossing method. 
Accordingly, the respective crossing method determinations for Stream S-A008 do not appear to 
be materially inconsistent.  

C. S-A051: UNT of Silver Creek (SSEP Crossing VA-E-39) 

According to SSEP’s VWP permit application, completing a conventional bore at this location 
would require a bore pit 32 feet deep. In contrast, Mountain Valley’s nearby crossing of the stream 
requires a maximum bore pit depth of 18 feet. Additionally, it appears that a bore pit in SSEP’s 
alignment is very close to the existing Transco pipeline, which Mountain Valley would consider 
to present a material risk of subsidence.  

Mountain Valley likely would have found a conventional bore to be impracticable under the factual 
circumstances presented in the SSEP permit application. SSEP’s geotechnical data suggests that 
mixed-face conditions may be present at the depth of SSEP’s potential bore. SSEP’s data may not 
reflect the specific geological conditions at the Amendment Project’s crossing approximately 200 
feet to the southeast, as the relative depths and soil or rock types can vary within that distance. 
Assuming SSEP’s geotechnical data is representative of the Amendment Project’s alignment, the 
mixed face conditions would not be present at the expected depth of Mountain Valley’s bore. 
Nevertheless, the construction crew will have appropriate drilling heads available if mixed-face 
conditions are encountered unexpectedly.  

For the reasons stated above, the professional judgment of Mountain Valley’s engineering and 
construction staff is that the conditions at Stream S-A051, when considered in concert with all 
other relevant factors, would not change Mountain Valley’s proposed crossing method. 
Accordingly, the respective crossing method determinations for Stream S-A051 do not appear to 
be materially inconsistent. 

D. S-B043: Trayner Branch (SSEP Crossing VA-E-26) 

According to SSEP’s VWP permit application, completing a conventional bore at this location 
would require bore pits 28 feet deep. In contrast, Mountain Valley’s nearby crossing of the stream 
requires a maximum bore pit depth of 20 feet. Additionally, it appears that a bore pit in SSEP’s 
alignment may intersect with the existing Transco pipeline, which Mountain Valley would 
consider to present a material risk of subsidence. 



Mountain Valley likely would have found a conventional bore to be impracticable under the factual 
circumstances presented in the SSEP permit application. The SSEP geotechnical data indicate the 
potential for mixed-face conditions somewhere along the bore path. While that does suggest a 
relatively greater degree of difficulty and require additional attention to detail when selecting the 
proper tools, Mountain Valley has relevant recent experience boring through mixed-face 
conditions and transitioning through different rock types in this region. Mountain Valley’s 
construction crew will be prepared with multiple types of cutting heads that can be pulled out and 
changed if subsurface conditions change along the bore path. 

For the reasons stated above, the professional judgment of Mountain Valley’s engineering and 
construction staff is that the conditions at Stream S-B043, when considered in concert with all 
other relevant factors, would not change Mountain Valley’s proposed crossing method. 
Accordingly, the respective crossing method determinations for Stream S-B043 do not appear to 
be materially inconsistent. 

E. S-B030/31: UNTs Trotters Creek (SSEP Crossing VA-E-14) 

According to SSEP’s VWP permit application, completing a conventional bore at this location 
would require a bore pit 26 feet deep. In contrast, Mountain Valley’s nearby crossing of the stream 
requires a maximum bore pit depth of 20 feet. Additionally, it appears that a bore pit in SSEP’s 
alignment may intersect with the existing Transco pipeline, which Mountain Valley would 
consider to present a material risk of subsidence. 

Mountain Valley likely would have found a conventional bore to be impracticable under the factual 
circumstances presented in the SSEP permit application. The SSEP permit application does not 
cite geotechnical conditions as a salient factor in the crossing method determination for these 
streams.11 

For the reasons stated above, the professional judgment of Mountain Valley’s engineering and 
construction staff is that the conditions at Streams S-B030 and S-B031, when considered in concert 
with all other relevant factors, would not change Mountain Valley’s proposed crossing method. 
Accordingly, the respective crossing method determinations for Streams S-B030 and S-B031 do 
not appear to be materially inconsistent.  

F. S-B024/B025: UNTs Dan River (SSEP Crossing VA-E-13) 

According to SSEP’s VWP permit application, completing a conventional bore at this location 
would require a bore pit 28 feet deep. In contrast, Mountain Valley’s nearby crossing of the stream 
requires a maximum bore pit depth of 16 feet. Additionally, it appears that a bore pit in SSEP’s 
alignment may intersect with the existing Transco pipeline, which Mountain Valley would 
consider to present a material risk of subsidence. 

Mountain Valley likely would have found a conventional bore to be impracticable under the factual 
circumstances presented in the SSEP permit application. The SSEP permit application does not 
cite geotechnical conditions as a salient factor in the crossing method determination for these 

 
11 Mountain Valley is not aware of any geotechnical data collected by the SSEP project team for this crossing. If such 
data have been collected, they would not be relevant to the Amendment Project. The respective crossings are 
approximately 950 feet apart and in substantially different terrain. 



streams.12 

For the reasons stated above, the professional judgment of Mountain Valley’s engineering and 
construction staff is that the conditions at Streams S-B024 and S-B025, when considered in concert 
with all other relevant factors, would not change Mountain Valley’s proposed crossing method. 
Accordingly, the respective crossing method determinations for Streams S-B024 and S-B025 do 
not appear to be materially inconsistent.  

G. S-B022: UNT Dan River (SSEP Crossing VA-E-12) 

According to SSEP’s VWP permit application, completing a conventional bore at this location 
would require a bore pit 25 feet deep. In contrast, Mountain Valley’s nearby crossing of the stream 
requires a maximum bore pit depth of 15 feet. Additionally, it appears that a bore pit in SSEP’s 
alignment may intersect with the existing Transco pipeline, which Mountain Valley would 
consider to present a material risk of subsidence. 

Mountain Valley likely would have found a conventional bore to be impracticable under the factual 
circumstances presented in the SSEP permit application. The SSEP permit application does not 
cite geotechnical conditions as a salient factor in the crossing method determination for these 
streams.13 

For the reasons stated above, the professional judgment of Mountain Valley’s engineering and 
construction staff is that the conditions at Stream S-B022, when considered in concert with all 
other relevant factors, would not change Mountain Valley’s proposed crossing method. 
Accordingly, the respective crossing method determinations for Stream S-B022 do not appear to 
be materially inconsistent.  

H. S-B020: UNT Dan River (SSEP Crossing VA-E-2) 

According to SSEP’s VWP permit application, completing a conventional bore at this location 
would require a bore pit 23 feet deep. In contrast, Mountain Valley’s nearby crossing of the stream 
requires a maximum bore pit depth of 16 feet. Although Mountain Valley does not consider bore 
pit depths less than 24 feet to be presumptively impracticable, the JPA explains that bore depths 
between 20 and 24 feet present “logistical challenges [that] are greatly increased and compounded 
by other site constraints.”14 Additionally, it appears that a bore pit in SSEP’s alignment may 
intersect with the existing Transco pipeline, which Mountain Valley would consider to present a 
material risk of subsidence. 

Due to the challenging depth of the bore pit compounded by the proximity to an existing pipeline, 
Mountain Valley likely would have found a conventional bore to be impracticable under the factual 
circumstances presented in the SSEP permit application. SSEP’s geological data suggest that 
mixed-face conditions may be present at the depth of SSEP’s potential bore. Assuming SSEP’s 

 
12 Mountain Valley is not aware of any geotechnical data collected by the SSEP project team for this crossing. If such 
data have been collected, they would not be relevant to the Amendment Project. The respective crossings are 
approximately 1,250 feet apart and in substantially different terrain. 
13 Mountain Valley is not aware of any geotechnical data collected by the SSEP project team for this crossing. If such 
data have been collected, they would not be relevant to the Amendment Project. The respective crossings are 
approximately 1,150 feet apart and in substantially different terrain. 
14 Mountain Valley JPA § 5.1.1.2.2. 



geotechnical data are representative of the Amendment Project’s alignment, the predominant 
geology at the depth of Mountain Valley’s bore is sandy silt with gravel. Mixed face conditions 
are less likely to be present at the expected depth of Mountain Valley’s bore. Nevertheless, the 
construction crew will have appropriate drilling heads available if mixed-face conditions are 
encountered.  

For the reasons stated above, the professional judgment of Mountain Valley’s engineering and 
construction staff is that the conditions at Stream S-B020, when considered in concert with all 
other relevant factors, would not change Mountain Valley’s proposed crossing method. 
Accordingly, the respective crossing method determinations for Stream S-B020 do not appear to 
be materially inconsistent.  

* * * 

Notwithstanding the differences in the projects, the crossing method decisions are remarkably 
consistent. Of the 101 discrete “crossings” evaluated in the Amendment Project’s JPA, the projects 
independently reached the same crossing method determination on all but eight.15 And when those 
eight crossings are scrutinized, it becomes apparent that the differences are attributable to site-
specific circumstances.  

In conclusion, there do not appear to be any material conflicts in the crossing method 
determinations for the eight crossings referenced in DEQ’s comment letter. Mountain Valley trusts 
that this response adequately addresses the questions presented in the letter. Mountain Valley will 
be available to provide any additional information or clarification that may be required by DEQ. 

 
Regards, 
 
 
 
 
Jeffrey Klinefelter 
Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC 
 
 
Enclosures 
 
 
cc:  Steve Hardwick, DEQ 

Melanie Davenport, DEQ 
Brenda Winn, DEQ 
Steven VanderPloeg, USACE 
Olivia Yu, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
Beth Howell, VMRC 
John Tessier, NextEra Energy 
Cory Chalmers, EQT 

 
15 As explained in the JPA, Mountain Valley grouped stream and wetland features in close proximity (e.g., stream and 
its adjacent wetlands) into a single “crossing” for purposes of the alternatives analysis.   



Lori Ferry, Burns & McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc. 
Christian King, Burns & McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc. 

 


