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4-71 4.3.1.1 

FOREST SERVICE COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

MOUNTAIN VALLEY PIPELINE PROJECT 

Comment 

Under Jefferson National Forest: The Forest Archaeologist and LEI have strong concerns involving the increase in looting of cultural 
resources and potential ARP A -NAGPRA violations due to the ease of access created by a pipeline corridor. This corridor would 
create the need for constant monitoring of cultural resources to limit detrimental activity to archaeological resources located within or 
immediately adiacent to the proposed construction corridor. 
DEIS states: "As stated above, the MVP would cross Craig Creek four times." And then goes on to describe modifications, 
specifically, that it would cross only 1 time, but the feasibility study is not complete. This needs to be completed for an accurate 
effects analysis. 
Pages 4-106 and 4-114 state "Within the Jefferson National Forest, the MVP would require 27 waterbody crossings" and lists those in 
table 4.3.2-11, while page 4-175 states "Within the Jefferson National Forest, the MVP would cross nine waterbodies." The difference 
between 27 and 9 is si!!llificant. Please correct the inaccuracy. 
The first two paragraphs under Jefferson NF relate to landslides (natural landslides and project-induced landslides such as cut slope 
failure and fill slope failures). Add a bold "Landslide" subsection title as the first subsection under Jefferson NF. 
The second paragraph states: "Mountain Valley has developed a Landslide Mitigation Plan ... " We have not seen the Landslide 
Mitigation Plan, and it is not included as an Appendix in DEIS. Submit the Landslide Mitigation Plan to Forest Service as soon as 
possible. 
In review of section 4.1.2.9, the Forest Service provided several pages of edits that were to have been incorporated into the DEIS. The 
information provided by the Forest Service assessed 1) potential impacts of project-induced landslides and risks to public safety, 
resources, and infrastructure; 2) potential impact of natural landslides on the pipeline project; and 3) mitigation measures for project-
induced landslide hazards and natural landslide hazards. Those edits should be added to or addressed specifically in the Landslide 
subsection at the beginning of section 4.1.2.9. These particular edits can be considered comments on what is lacking in the DEIS and 
needs to be addressed in FEIS. This information is needed to assess potential project effects on NFS lands. This information will also 
suooort the Forest Service's decision. 
On October 24, 2016, the Forest Service submitted a Request for Site-Specific Design of Stabilization Measures in Selected High-
Hazard Portions of the Proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline Route. Include information about the Site-Specific Design of Stabilization 
Measures for the sites in section 4.1.2.9 of the FEIS. 
Between MP 196.9 and 197.4 the pipeline corridor descends steep slopes. In this area the NFS lands are only part of the temporary 
ROW, and perhaps it was the reason the NFS lands were not included in the Steep Slopes TABLE 4.1.2-2. Revise TABLE 4.1.2-2 to 
include steep slopes on NFS lands between MP 196.9 and 197.4. 
Roanoke county aquifer nearest to MP 236.1 to 239.2 is missing descriotive information. Complete the table accordingly. 
Aquifers- MVP 
There is no data presented by aquifer to disclose existing condition of ground water quality or quantity. Provide water chemistry data 
(i.e., Conductivity, pH, etc.), depth to ground water, average volumes, recharge zones, etc. Numerous wells with data that can be 
summarized for basic characterization of aquifers. There must be discussion and disclosure of how surface water recharge interacts 
with ground water aquifers. Without proper disclosure of existing condition of groundwater, there is no data to support impact analysis 
from the project on NFS lands. 
Aquifers - Valley and Ridge 
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Expand on karst features and how surface water recharge interacts with groundwater quality and quantity in relation to the project 
impacts. For example, how close to the surface and in proximity to MVP will this aquifer be? Will trenching impact this aquifer? 
Disclose the full condition of groundwater aquifer, chemistry, volume, and ecological processes. Without data, cannot support impact 
analysis from the project. 

4-72 4.3.1.1 Surficial Aquifer System -
There is no data presented for surficial aquifers to disclose existing condition of ground water quality or quantity. Provide water 
chemistry data (i.e., Conductivity, pH, etc.), depth to ground water, average volumes, recharge zones, etc. Disclose how surface water 
recharge interacts with surficial groundwater quality and quantity in relation to the project impacts. For example, how close to the 
surface and in proximity to MVP will this surficial aquifer be? Will trenching impact this aquifer? Must disclose full condition of 
surficial aquifer, chemistry, volume, and ecological processes. Without proper disclosure of existing condition of surficial 
e:round.water, there is no data to suooort impactanalysis from the project. 

4-72 4.3. l.l Surficial Aquifer System -
The public has raised concern about trenching and blasting that could affect surficial aquifers and water quality. I believe this is the 
appropriate section to address these issues. 
See Hydrogeological Assessment of Watershed Impacts caused by constructing the MVP through Summers and Monroe Counties, 
WV (Dodds 2016). An excerpt from p7 says "Groundwater from the hillside would flow toward the pipeline trench. However, MVP 
provides no discussion concerning the interception of groundwater on cutslopes/hillsides." 
Disclose existing condition of surficial aquifers, in order to address potential impact analysis of the project. Significant] y expand the 
rationale and data from literature on Surficial Aquifer Systems. 

4-73 TABLE 4.3.1-2 Update table - missing most current information based on wetland surveys and surveyed route modifications proposed. One example 
on JNF, near MP 195.7, there are at least two springs not listed at all within the ROW. 

4-74 TABLE 4.3.1-2 Foot note from table: 
a/ Information on privately owned springs is not publically available for West Virginia, Virginia, and Pennsylvania. Therefore, springs 
on private property may not be r~presented in this table. 
All springs encountered during the wetland surveys, private or public, should be disclosed. 
Basic characterization of the water sources should also be provided in this table - such as water chemistry data, average flow volume, 
etc. Wetland survey information should be utilized in this section of the document to fully disclose the existing condition/affected 
environment and thus potential impacts. 

4-75 4.3.1.1 Water Supply Wells, Springs, and Swallets -
This section should be separated. Water supply wells - public and private - should be exclusively and extensively disclosed in detail 
with well data to indicate water quality, etc. What parameters will be tested? What is the monitoring plan for water supply wells? 
Disclose this information in text or cite in an appendix. Any water wells tested should have existing water quality Jab results disclosed 
(can be reported without site specific location). Conclusions about potential effects from the project should be supported by data of the 
existing condition. Data such as well depth, formation, well age, average volume of water used, etc. are equally important to 
understand the existing condition and potential impacts to water quali ty and suooly. 

4-75 4.3.1.1 Water Supply Wells, Springs, and Swallets -
Persons attending meetings with the Forest Service have had considerable concern expressed over protection of drinking water. 
Therefore, this section is insufficient. Data needs to be supplied about surveyed water sources and characterization. Field surveys to 
identify private wells and springs must be completed PRIOR to DEIS not prior to construction. Affected environment must be 
disclosed and appropriate mitigation measures identified for the DIES. Only identifying private wells or springs in proximity of 150ft 
is insufficient. Please identify appropriate recharge and protection zones. Please provide literature reference of regulation that 
indicates 150ft feet or 500ft (in karst) is adequate. Please follow EPA and state source water protection delineation guidance. 
Typically identifying wells and water sources within a I mile radius of proposed projects. 
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Also, disclose the characterization of the ground water sources and/or formation. Are the water sources mentioned in this section from 
confined aquifers or unconfined; located in fracture-flow or karst aquifers? Basin delineation or hydrogeological mapping is critical to 
disclose potential impacts by the pipeline and necessary mitigation measures. 

4-75 4.3.1.1 Water Supply Wells, Springs, and Swallets -
This section has no information about springs. It is critical to disclose information about springs, particularly used for public or private 
drinking water supply, but also undeveloped springs. Much of the pipeline is crossing headwater areas, in which changes to flow or 
water chemistry can have long-term and detrimental impacts on private users, geomorphology and aquatic biota. Disclose data on 
spring sources - such as water chemistry, discharge average volume, etc. Without proper disclosure of existing condition and 
beneficial uses of springs, there is no data to support impact analysis from the project. 

4-75 4.3. l.I Water Supply Wells, Springs, and Swallets -
This section has no information about swallets. Must disclose survey data and characterization of swallets. Disclose recharge and 
discharge zones, depth to ground water, etc. Without proper disclosure of swallets existing condition, there is no data to support impact 
analysis from the project. 

4-76 4.3.1.1 Wellhead and Source Water Protection Areas. -
Provide further disclosure of existing condition for the Rainelle Water Department, Greenbrier County, WV source water area. It is 
not enough to say 0.1 miles upgradient, especially if the source is pulling from a ground water source that could have a large recharge 
area or aquifer system. Refer~nce the SWAP plan: (www.wvdhhr.org/oehs/eed/swap/get.cfm?id=3301302). Please disclose the source, 
recharge and protection zones, and sufficiently document the rationale for source water area protection. Without proper disclosure of 
SW AP existing condition, there is no data to support impact analysis from the project. 

4-76 4.3.1.1 On p4-80, makes mention of another public supply- - Pittsylvania County, Virginia (the Robin Court Subdivision). Include this 
information here or explain why it is not mentioned here. Provide full disclosure of this resource brought forward here. 

4-76 4.3.1.1 Wellhead and Source Water Protection Areas -
Persons attending meetings with the Forest Service have stated considerable concern over protection of drinking water. This section of 
the document is insufficient and data needs to be supplied about field surveyed water sources and characterization. Field surveys to 
identify private wells or springs and surface water intakes must be completed PRIOR to the DEIS not prior to construction. Please 
disclose the affected environment and disclosed appropriate mitigation measures. 
Just because the State has completed only one source water assessment and protection plan (SWAP) for the Rainelle Water 
Department, Greenbrier County, WV does not mean other sources of water protection zones are not present. Source water areas can be 
developed by small subdivisions, home owners associations, or a consortium of water users in rural areas. Confirm that no other 
smaller source water areas have been identified via a reference of direct/personal communication with the state of WV and VA as 
documentation of due diligence. Often the efforts to develop a SWAP are community driven and take years to complete the planning 
and protection program. Research and document if on-going efforts exist but perhaps are not available (i.e., thus not posted to the 
state's websites). 

4-76 4.3.1.1 Even if the states have not developed SWAP, for the purpose of this impact analysis, based on data collected from private wells, 
wetland survey data for springs/swallets, disclosure of recharge and protection zones could be done following EPA and state source 
water protection delineation guidance. Typically identifying wells and water sources within a I-mile radius of proposed projects, 
regardless of how many service connections or # of people serviced. 
Also, disclose the characterization of the water sources (ground water and surface water). Are the water sources mentioned in this 
section from confined aquifers or unconfined; located in fracture-flow or karst aquifers? Basin delineation or hydrogeological 
maooin~ is critical to disclose potential for impacts by the pipeline and necessary mitigation measures. 

4-76 4.3.1.1 Contaminated Groundwater - MVP 
The reference to the regulation that indicates sites within 200ft is adequate. Depending on topography, etc. there could l;,e other 
potential locations outside of 200ft tbat could pose risk. One-quarter mile seems a more appropria.te distance. The table indicates brine 
pits in proximity. Please disclose data on existing condition of pit, size, volume, location to proje.ct. lined/unlined pits, etc. to disclose 
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and mitigate potential impacts from the project. A concern is the potential instability of close sites during blasting, but without full 
disclosure of existing conditions, there is no data to support imoact analvsis from the project. 

4-76 4.3. l. l Jefferson National Forest - Table 4.3 .1-2 needs to be updated with most current wetland survey results and therefore this paragraph 
will need to be updated to reflect springs in proximity to the MVP route. Please provide full disclosure of wells, springs, wetlands, 
swallets, contaminated sources, etc. and thus updates to existing condition on National Forest lands or public lands adjacent to sensitive 
areas that could be affected. 

4-76 4.3 .1.1 Jefferson National Forest- During meetings held by the Forest Service, and also during the MVP DEIS public meetings, concerned 
members of the public have raised questions about groundwater issues. One such example that was not disclosed in this chapter is the 
trenching process and any potential interactions with groundwater or mixing of stormwater runoff and groundwater with open trenches. 
Specifically address in sections above and also pertinent info on JNF. 

4-76 4.3.1.1 Jefferson National Forest- No data was presented for the Valley and Ridge aquifer system or disclosure of recharge areas. No data 
was presented for surficial aquifers, thus section does not adequately disclose conditions on JNF. 

4-78 4.3.1.2 "The pipeline trenches would rarely exceed 10 feet in depth, and could encounter shallow groundwater along its route." The Forest 
Service agrees with this statement. Further, there is lack of documentation and disclosure of how frequent these surficial aquifers 
occur along the pipeline, and therefore the scale of impacts. In addition, due to the steep slopes, the need to have trench breakers with 
discharge, will likely affect the quality and quantity of these surficial aquifers in the long term. Full disclosure of these effects are 
necessary. This is likely a major or significant impact, but currently is not disclosed with any data. Further expand disclosure for karst 
areas. 

4-78 4.3 .1.2 Aquifers - In areas of shallow groundwater, construction activities may affect aquifers temporarily but also long-term since grading 
and reduction of vegetation will alter surface to ground water interactions for the life of the project. Additionally, the need to have 
trench breakers with discharge, will likely affect the quality and quantity of these surficial aquifers for the life of the project. Need full 
disclosure supported by data. Not iust one-time construction impacts but must disclose long-term impacts. 

4-78 4.3.1.2 Aquifers - If disturbed by construction, wells in near surface aquifers will not likely re-establish. Construction will require trenching 
and potentially blasting into bedrock. Once subsurface flow conditions are altered, it is unlikely that pre-disturbance conditions can be 
reestablished. Trench breakers with discharge, will be put in place, so for the life of the project surficial groundwater will be impacted. 
This would impact wells in proximity to the project. 

4-78 4.3.1.2 Aquifers - "restore the ground surface as closely as practicable to original contours, and re-establish vegetation to facilitate restoration 
of pre-construction overland water flows and recharge patterns." Construction will require trenching and potentially blasting into 
bedrock. Depending on the topography and steep slopes, establishing existing contours may not be realistic. Trench breakers with 
discharge, will be put in place, so for the life of the project surficial groundwater will be impacted. Need full disclosure for life of 
project impacts as well as construction imoacts. 

4-78 4.3.1.2 Aquifers - "pipeline trenches and operational .pipelines do not provide a barrier to groundwater flow where the pipeline intersects 
water-table aquifers." Correct, however, the pipeline actually concentrates shallow ground water flow toward and along the trench. 
Trench breakers with discharge, will be put in place, so for the life of the project surficial groundwater will be impacted as well as 
surface locations where discharge is taking place. I suspect these are rriajor impacts that need full disclosure for life of project impacts 
as well as temoorarv construction imoacts. Provide data on shallow aquifer water quality and quantity. 

4-80 4.3.1.2 Karst Terrain - provide results of fracture trace/lineament analysis for the EIS, not prior to construction. The data results from this 
study will help disclose potential impacts to groundwater and karst terrain, and is critical for the impact analysis. 

4-80 4.3. l.2 Pittsylvania County, Virginia (the Robin Court Subdivision) public supply is missing from discussion on affected environment on p4-
71. Describe in full detail the potential short-term and long-term impacts from the project. 

4-80 4.3.1.2 Cite reference of what regulation states 150ft or 500ft in karst is sufficient. Most SW APs have their own protection zones identified 
and depending on topograohy and local knowledge could be uo to Yi mile or more. 

4-81 4.3.1.2 Source Water Protection Areas. - "projects would not cross any source water protection areas." This is an incorrect statement because 
two SWAPS were previously identified. Update this section with full disclosure of short0term and long-term prnject impacts . 
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4-82 4.3.1.2 "Prior to construction, Mountain Valley would evaluate brine pits within 150 feet of the construction right-of-way. Brine pits. would be 
evaluated for potential leakage or local contamination." 
Prior to DEIS (not prior to construction) these contaminated sources need to be evaluated and potential impacts disclosed here - in this 
section - for full disclose of affected environment and impacts. Supplement this section with data/survey results. Describe the short-
term and long-tenn project impacts. 

4-84 4.3. 1.2 "blasting may impact groundwater quantity by altering the recharge and flow of groundwater in blasting areas." The Forest Service 
agrees with this statement. Therefore, please quantify impacts based on full disclosure of affected environment. Please consider short-
tenn and long-term impacts since the trench will require breakers along steep slopes with discharge, which will have impacts over the 
life of the project. 

4-84 4.3. 1.2 JNF - "impacts would be temporary or short-term. It is unlikely that the trench would be deep enough to significantly affect aquifers." 
USFS does not concur with this statement. The impact analysis lacks full disclosure of existing conditions of surficial aquifers, 
recharge zones, and springs - need data to support statements. Please disclose survey information and any water quality/quantity data. 
The public concerns over trenching and impacts to groundwater and subsurface flow alterations must be disclosed here. Trenches will 
require breakers along steep slopes with discharge, which will have impacts over the life of the project. Please update this section to 
fully disclose short-term and long-term project impacts to groundwater sources. 

4-84 4.3. 1.2 Regarding the statement, "we do not anticipate long-term or significant impacts on groundwater resources as a result of construction or 
operation of the projects," USFS does not concur with this statement. The groundwater affected environment and impact analysis lacks 
full disclosure of surficial aquifers, recharge zones, trenching interactions, and springs - need data to support statements. Please 
disclose survey infonnation and any water quality/quantity data. The public concerns over trenching and impacts to groundwater and 
subsurface flow alterations must also be disclosed. Trenches will require breakers along steep slopes with discharge, which will have 
impacts over the life of the project. Please update this section to fully disclose short-term and long-term project impacts to groundwater 
sources. 

4-84 4.3. 1.3 Regarding the statement, "we do not anticipate long-tenn or significant impacts on groundwater resources as a result of construction or 
operation of the projects," USFS does not concur with this statement. The groundwater affected environment and impact analysis lack 
full disclosure of surficial aquifers, recharge zones, trenching interactions, and springs - need data to support statements. Please 
disclose survey information and any water quality/quantity data. The public concerns over trenching and impacts to groundwater and 
subsurface flow alterations must also be disclosed here. Trenches will require breakers along steep slopes with discharge, which will 
have impacts over the life of the project. We recommend updating this section with full disclosure of short-term and long-term project 
impacts to groundwater sources. 

4-86 4.3.2.1 Minor, intennediate and major crossing definitions should be updated based on the geohazard report - hydrologic analysis, since it is 
not just the size of the water's edge that is important, but the entire floodplain width in some cases, that will need to be completely 
secured during the crossing. 

4-86 4.3.2.2 Ensure that this table matches the geohazard report - hydro logic analysis, since it is not just the size of the water's ~dge that is 
Table important, but the entire floodplain width in some cases, that will need to be completely secured during the crossing, which makes it a 

minor, intermediate or major crossing. In addition, please ensure the flow types are all accurate based on most recent wetland survey 
data. Some locations initially thought to be intermittent are perennial. 

4-87 4.3.2.1 "Permanent fill at 44 wetlands" - The Forest Service requires needs full disclosure in the DEIS, not just prior to construction. Disclose 
wetland survey data, including wetland size, condition, etc. Include scope and scale of wetland impacts discussed for short-term 
constructicm and long-term operations. 

4-89 4.3.2.1 Confirm that CWA 305(b) requires review of water quality standards. 303(d) is list of impaired waters. 
4-89 4.3.2.1 Surface Water Use Classifications - Virginia. VDEQ may have a 2016 update. Ensur.e the most current resource is being utilized. 
4-89 4.3.2.1 Surface Water Use Classifications - Virginia. The document mentions three tiers, but only speaks to Tier III. Please address the other 

two tiers and disclose stream segments in those categories. 
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4-91 4.3.2.1 Surface Water Protection Areas and Public Supply Intakes - "WVDHHR-designated Zones of Critical Concern (ZCC)". What about 
sources in Virginia? If nothing is present, then state that upfront, with a reference to VDH ODW, 2015. 

4-92 4.3.2-4 Table Provide references. 
4-92 4.3.2.1 It is not enough to just list intakes in table 4.3.2-4. Please include actual water quality data and volumes used to demonstrate affected 

environment and thus provide potential project impact analysis disclosure. Many of these locations should have Source Water 
Assessments and Protection Plans with specific protection zones identified. Disclose those specifics here. Public concern over 
drinking water protection is at the forefront so the Forest Service would like to see potential effects addressed and disclosed here. 

F3-4 Appendix F-3 Source VDEQ 2012 - is out of date and should cite a 20 I 6 version. Update all pertinent data. 
4-94 4.3.2 From document: According to the NRI, the MVP would cross four NRI listed waterbodies. Under the current alignment, one of these 

waterbodies, Craig Creek, would be crossed four separate times. MVP is coordinating with the Forest Service to modify the crossing 
of Craig Creek (see table 3.5.3-1), pending MVP's submission ofa final revision of the crossing. 
This needs to be completed for an accurate effects analysis. 

4-95 4.3.2. I "Table 4.3.2-8 provides waterbodies crossed in areas of shallow bedrock" - describe what is meant by shallow bedrock in this context. 
Describe the affected environment, moreso than just a table. What does the water quality data indicate about these sources? Just 
because streams are not 303(d) listed does not·mean the streams are not vulnerable to certain impacts. Full disclosure of current 
conditions with water quality data is critical to DEIS impact analysis. 

4-107 4.3.2.1 JNF - It is not enough to just list streams in table 4.3.2-1 I. Instead, include the actual water quality/quantity data and to demonstrate 
affected environment and thus provide potential project impact analysis disclosure. Many of these sources had macroinvertebrate data 
collected too. Disclose those specifics here. Public concern over water protection is at the forefront. Use best available science from 
current surveys and past monitoring efforts to adequately disclose existing condition. Reference MVP survey data, EPA STORET 
data, and USFS data - all available to be summarized here. 

4-107 4.3.2.1 Public concern over stormwater discharge and trench breaker/shallow ground water discharge is not mentioned here. For the Jefferson 
National Forest, the document should fully disclose surface water resources that have the potential to be impacted by the project. 
These are not only short-term construction issues, but long-term life of project. Update this section to address these issues. 

4-108 4.3.2.2 Dewatering of the pipeline trench - This section needs further discussion oflong-term impacts. Public concern has been raised about 
stormwater discharge off trench, and trench breakers on steep slopes that require discharge. These are short-term and long-term issues. 
In addition, based on discharge issues from other pipelines, the suggestion has been raised to sample discharged trench water routinely 
for high turbidity, conductivity, and potential corrosive materials interaction with the pipeline coatings. Therefore, need 
comprehensive disclosure of impacts here and likely minor to maior impacts over the life of the project. 

4-109 4.3.2.2 Document states: Mountain Valley would follow guidance from the WVDEP regarding natural streambank restoration and would 
consult with the WVDEP to identify design options for specified crossings. 
Specify what guidance would be followed in Virginia. 

4-112 4.3.2.2 "surface water supplies within 3 miles" - This section should reference site-specific SWAP protection zones and procedures and be 
incompliance with the State SWAP rather than the arbitrary 3 miles. Some SWAPs include protection zones up to 5 miles. 

4-114 4.3.2.2 Document states: Mountain Valley would not site any ATWS within 100 feet ofa stream within the Jefferson National Forest. 
The stream corridor buffer width increases with slope according to Jefferson Forest Plan Riparian Standards, and is 125 ft for slopes 
> I 0% and 150 ft for slopes >45 % for perennial streams. 

4-114 4.3.2.2 JNF - Update this paragraph about Craig Creek with most current alignment modifications and compressed workspace parallel to the 
creek during construction. 

4-114 4.3.2.2 Document states: Mountain Valley conducted an analysis to determine the amount of sedimentation that could occur in the Jefferson 
National Forest as a result ofinstream construction. 
The sedimentation analysis should have included all ground disturbing activities associated with the project (access roads, staging 
areas, and pipeline construction upslope of streams), not iust in-stream construction activities. 
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4-114 4.3.2.2 Expand on sediment analysis here. Provide data results and discussion, and reference the appendix where model rationale are 
presented. The model should have addressed all aspects of construction, but also impacts over the life of the project. Long-term loss 
of vegetative cover, loss of top soil, chronic erosion on steep slopes, etc. should all be fully disclosed here. It is unacceptable to say 
everything will be mitigated through the E&SC Plan. Literature has shown proven that BMPs have limited success, even when 
properly installed and maintained. This is a challenging project over rugged terrain. Truthful disclosure through the DEIS is necessary 
for the Forest Service. 

4-116 4.3.2.2 Conclusion - ''No long-term or significant impacts" 
The Forest Service does not concur with this statement. The surface waters affected environment section and impact analysis lack full 
disclosure of current water quality/quantity data or acknowledging discharge of trench water and stormwater over the long-term. 
Public concerns over surface water impacts and subsurface flow alterations via trench breakers and discharge must be disclosed. 
Trenches will require breakers along steep slopes with discharge, which will have impacts over the life of the project. Update this 
section with full disclosure of short-term and long-term project impacts to surface water resources . There would be long-term impacts, 
so we recommend identifying minor or major impacts. Short-term impacts may be major depending on stream crossings and sediment 
analysis results, etc. 

4-116 4.3.2.2 Conclusion - "would not permanently affect the designated water uses." 
The Forest Service does not concur with this rationale. Pipeline impacts are not caused by changes to the designated water uses, but 
rather site-specific violations of water quality standards per stream segment. Or perhaps long-term chronic high levels of a specific 
water quality parameter, which diminishes aquatic life. The impact analysis for surface water is insufficient. Please update to include 
water quality/quantity data and sediment analy"sis for short-term construction impacts as well as long-term life of project impacts. 
Conclusions must be based on data results and accurate disclosure. 

4.116 4.3.3.1 Wetlands -Table 4.3.3-1 
Update this section with the most current wetland survey data for the JNF. The affected environment discussion lacks the best 
available data. Please utilize wetland survey data to describe specific conditions, not just generalized vegetation. Survey data should 
help describe surface and groundwater interactions, current condition of sites, and rare species of vegetation and aquatic biota. The 
content should include more information than what is presented in this section, or reference the appendix where wetland survey data is 
provided. 

4.116 4.3 .3.1 Wetlands-JNF 
Update this section with the most current wetland survey data. Wetlands on the JNF would be affected. Disclosure of affected 
environment and impact analysis is required here. 

4.120 4.3.3.2 Wetlands - "If permanent wetland impacts cannot be avoided ... " 
With respect to the JNF, impacts should be disclosed prior to end of DEIS. The Forest Service does not have information sufficient to 
suooort an analysis at this time. 

4.120 4.3 .3.2 Wetlands - "we conclude that impacts on wetlands would not be significant" .. .. 
With respect to the JNF, impacts should be disclosed prior to end of DEIS. The Forest Service does not have information sufficient to 
suooort an analysi s at this time. 

4-175 4.6.1.2 Table 4.1.1-3 only lists waterbodies on the JNF that are crossed by the pipeline itself, but should also include discussions of streams 
crossed by access roads. 

4-187 4.7.1.1 The discussion on candy darter contains no habitat or species information related to potential impacts from the pipeline project. Stony 
Creek supports the largest and most robust population of candy darters in the state of Virginia, and one of the few viable populations 
that is not threatened by the variegate darter (as in WV). The conclusion that there will be no adverse impacts on this species because 
MVP is following TOY restrictions is weak. The FWS is currently going through analysis to determine if the candy darter warrants 
federal listing. A stronger argument that the project will not cause a trend toward federal listing is required. 
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4-187 4.7.1.l The discussion on orangefin madtom contains no habitat or species information related to potential impacts from the pipeline project, 
or distance to known populations. The conclusion that there will be no adverse impacts on this species because MVP is following 
TOY restrictions is weak. 

4-187 4.7.1.1 The discussion on mussels contains no habitat or species information related to potential impacts from the pipeline project, or distance 
to known populations. 

4-198 4.7.3.2 Discussion of downstream effects on aquatic species should include reference to sedimentation analysis, which remains outstanding at 
this time. Therefore, this section would need to be reconsidered following submission of the sedimentation anal ysis. 

4-199 4.7.3.2 This section references the BE and determinations from the BE. The FWS is currently going through analysis to determine if the 
candy darter warrants federal listing. MVP needs to make sure effects analysis supports the determination that the project will not 
cause a trend toward federal listing. 

4-201 4.7.3.5 The EIS should contain an effects analysis of locally rare and MIS species, in addition to noting that mitigation measures would protect 
them. At a minimum, the document should indicate whether the populations would be expected to increase, decrease, or be unaffected 
by the pro ject, based on changes of habitat in the vicinity. 

Fl-132 Appendix F Table Fl in Appendix F lists two pipeline crossings of Craig Creek (waterbody IDs S-006 and S-HH 17)? Clarify if one of these is an 
access road. Page 4-114 in section 4.3.2.2 describes the proposed change from 4 crossings of Craig Creek to 1. Text and table need to 
be clear and consistent. 

Aooendix F It would be helpful if crossings on the JNF were identified in this table, perhaps with an asterisk. 
4-506 & 4- 4.13.2.4 The document lists potential adverse effects to several T &E species (i.e., mussels and bats) from multiple pipeline projects but 
507 concludes there would only be minor cumulative effects to those species, with little rationale for that conclusion. 
01-1 Appendix 0 Table 0-1 Hydraena maureenae. In spite of its name, this beetle is not found in moss, or sand, as indicated in the "Habitat" 

description in this table. It is found in interstitial water in fine particle shale substrate along the stream 's edge. 
ES-3 Geology and Soils The Landslide Mitigation Pian has not been submitted to the Forest Service for review. The Forest Service has requested that a plan 

specific to NFS lands be developed and submitted for review. 

ES-4 3'd paragraph · Permanent impact to soils would also include areas where topsoil is removed and not replaced or mixed with subsoil. The impact in 
such a case would be loss of soil productivity. Topsoil stockpiling is an important mitigation over the trench and permanent ROW 
where bladed. 

4-56 Table 4.2.1-1 Include a similar table in the JNF soils section 4.2.1.5 
4-64 4.2.2 Another construction activity not mentioned is access road(s) construction or improvement. Include discussion of access road(s). 
4-68 4.2.2.5 l '1 paragraph: Add JNF LRMP to the VE&SC Handbook 
4-68 Add No conclusions are included after the environmental consequences for soils as is found in other resource areas in the document. Please 

include this information to suooort the Forest Service's decision. 
Map 28 of Appendix 8 The Appalachian National Scenic Trail (ANST) is not shown in the correct location. Download the latest ANST ESRI shapefiles from 
50 AppalachianTrail.org. A segment of the trail on Peters Mountain was relocated in March 2016. A portion of the ANST is now located 

on Pocahontas Road near the intersection of Clendenin Road. 
1-15 1.3 .2.1, last Regarding the discussion ofNPS-acquired transfer lands: The National Park Service acquired lands (referred to as trail segments) and 

paragraph transferred management authority of certain trail segments to the Forest Service under authority of the NTSA through a Memorandum 
of Agreement (MOA). In the MOA, the NPS retained certain responsibilities over the transferred trail segments, including any future 

· authorization of oil or gas pipeline crossings. The NPS retains only those specific interests in the lands which were expressly reserved 
in the MOA. Otherwise, the trail segments transferred to the FS are subject exclusively to Forest Service regulations and management 
authority under the terms of the MOA and are in all respects NFS lands for the duration of the MOA. The ANST is a unit of the 
National Park system; however, the lands acquired and administered by the Forest Service for the ANST are NFS lands and subject 
exclusively to Forest Service regulations and management authority. 
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1-16 Figure l-3 Figure 1-3: "National Park Service Land" should be changed to "National Forest System Land (NPS Transfer)." "National Forest 
Land" should be labeled "National Forest System Land." The figure is important and highlights the areas on Peters Mountain where 
oil and gas pipeline authorizations would be subject to NPS authorities rather than Forest Service authorities. 

3-44, 3-48 Figure 3.5.1-6, Download the most current GIS coverages for national forest ownership and the ANST. The private inholding of land within the 
3.5.1-7 national forest on the southeast side of Peters Mountain near and west of MP 196 was acquired by the Forest Service in 2015 and is 

now NFS land. The ANST location shown is also incorrect near the west side of the map. The ANST was relocated in this area in 
March 2016. 

Generally The FEIS will need to include the most up-to-date route variations on NFS lands that occurs after publishing of the DEIS, and include 
updated analyses, tables, etc. reflecting such changes. MVP has not yet submitted a revision to the Craig Creek Crossing that is 
consistent with Forest Plan standards and direction for riparian corridors. 

3-46 3.5.1.6 The FEIS will need to include the most up-to-date ANST crossing methods. 
3-51 FERC Verify that visual simulations were submitted by Mountain Valley and received by FERC prior to the end of the DEIS period. Please 

Recommendation see the Forest Service's information request for additional visual analysis filed on December 12, 2016. 
Alternatives The FEIS needs to discuss route altemative(s) that avoid NFS lands and reasons why they are not analyzed in further detail. The Forest 

Service has requested that MVP provide such an alternative. The Forest Service requires this information to support a decision. 
4-373 4.10.8 ,The Forest Service has received numerous comments stating the cultural attachment study should have been conducted in a broader 

geographic area. The Forest Service acknowledges FERC's role in assessing cultural attachment on private lands. With respect to 
NFS lands, the following statement in the DEIS may not be accurate, pending submission of the visual impact analysis requested by 
the Forest Service: "Basically, once the pipeline is installed, and the right-of-way is restored and revegetated, it would hardly be 
noticed, and should not adversely affect the culture, landscape, or environment of the Peters Mountain region." Because the visual 
impact analysis remains outstanding, and because the Forest Service is still reviewing the many comments received from letters, calls, 
and meetings, the extent to which the pipeline would be noticed and/or potentially affect culture, landscape, or environment is still 
under review by the Forest Service for NFS lands. 

4-508 4.13.2.5 FERC's land use cumulative impacts conclusion states, "Given the proposed projects' contribution to cumulative impacts on land use, 
recreation, special interest areas, and visual resources would mostly be limited to the construction phase (except as noted above) and 
would be temporary and minor, we conclude that cumulative impacts on these resources would not be significant." The Forest Service 
had received many comments from trail users and trail advocates that approving MVP and/or ACP could be considered a significant 
impact to the ANST. 

4-517 4.13.2.8 FERC's cumulative impacts conclusion states that "the cumulative impacts associated with the MVP and the EEP, when combined 
with other known or reasonably foreseeable projects in the geographic scope, would not be significant for the Jefferson National 
Forest." Further analysis should be conducted on outstanding information in order to substantiate (or not) this conclusion. 

4-517 4.13.3 FERC concludes in the cumulative impacts section that, "the MVP and the EEP would not have significant adverse cumulative impacts 
on environmental resources within the geographic scope affected by the projects." With respect to NFS lands, further analysis should 
be conducted on outstanding information in order to substantiate (or not) this conclusion 

5-8 5.1.8 FERC concludes in the "Conclusions and Recommendations" section, "With implementation of the Applicants' Plans, we conclude 
that overall impacts on land use and visual resources would be adequately minimized." With respect to NFS lands, further analysis 
should be conducted on outstanding information in order to substantiate ( or not) this conclusion. 

4-167 4.5.2.6 FERC recommends that: "Prior to the end of the draft EIS comment period, Mountain Valley should file with the Secretary a plan that 
5-21 5.2 describes how long-term and permanent impacts on migratory bird habitat would be minimized. This plan should include an emphasis 

on high quality and/or larger intact core interior forest areas. This plan should also document consultations with the FWS, FS, 
WVDNR, and VDGIF." As of this time, no consultations have occurred in reference to the significant impacts to high quality forest 
interior core areas on the Eastern Divide Ranger District or the Supervisor's Office of the Jefferson National Forest. 

4-148 4.4.2.4 The use of herbicides will be inevitable for the control of non-native invasive species, if not for maintenance of the ROW. We 
encourage MVP to analyze the effects of herbicide use in the EIS rather than defer to a later time and separate decision. Indeed, these 
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could be considered connected actions and thus a Decision must be made in the EIS. Please see the Forest Service's information 
request filed on November 15, 2016, MVP's response filed on December 16, 2016, and information request filed December 21 , 2016. 

4-148 4.4.2.4 In the Final Resource Report we noted: "disclosure of impacts in terms of acres by Major Forest Community types, as well as impacts 
to stands greater than 40 and 100 years old." Please ensure this information is disclosed in the EIS as it was not included in the DEIS. 
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