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APPENDIX J 
 

Supplemental Summary of Public Agency Correspondence for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline 

Agency/Contact Name(s) Date of Correspondence Format Description 

FEDERAL AGENCIES    

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service    

 Sarah McRae 11/08/16 Email Chowanoke crayfish and green floater inclusion in BA. 

 Kimberly Smith 11/10/16 Email Rusty patched bumble bee inclusion in BA. 

 Pete Benjamin 11/16/16 Letter Review of rare, threatened, and endangered aquatic species survey 
report for North Carolina. 

 John Ellis 12/01/16 Email Sensitive HUC 12s in North Carolina. 

 Kimberly Smith 12/07/16 Email Virginia sensitive stream crossings. 

 Sumalee Hoskin 12/07/16 Email Request for qualifications of bat survey staff. 

 Kimberly Smith 12/09/16 Email Virginia sensitive stream crossings. 

 Elizabeth Stout 1/04/17 Email Bats discussion in BA. 

U.S. Forest Service – Monongahela and George Washington National Forests   

 Fred Huber, Carol Croy, Meg McElveen, Mike Donahue, Jennifer Adams a 9/10/15 Call Log Small mammal surveys within the GWNF. 

 Catherine Johnson 11/22/16 Email Habitat on Gibson Knob. 

 Clyde Thompson 11/23/16 Letter Transmittal of an updated preliminary draft Biological Evaluation. 

 Clyde Thompson 12/5/16 Letter Response to comments on the Order 1 soil survey report. 

 Clyde Thompson 12/5/16 Letter Response to comments on the Geohazard Analysis Program reports. 

 Clyde Thompson 12/12/16 Letter Response to comments on Order 1 soil survey report. 

 Clyde Thompson 12/13/16 Letter Response to request for site-specific design of stabilization 
measures. 

National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration   

 Andrew Herndon 1/04/17 Email Agency contacts. 

STATE/COMMONWEALTH AGENCIES    

West Virginia Division of Culture and History    

 Susan Pierce 11/17/16 Letter Review of site testing plan. 

 Susan Pierce 12/7/16 Letter Comments on survey report. 

 Susan Pierce 1/09/17 Letter Transmittal of addendum aboveground structures report. 

 Susan Pierce 1/09/17 Letter Transmittal of cemetery delineation report. 

West Virginia Division of Natural Resources    

 Janet Clayton 11/09/16 Email West Fork River Phase II mussel report. 

  



 

APPENDIX J (CONTINUED) 
 

Supplemental Summary of Public Agency Correspondence for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline 

Agency/Contact Name(s) Date of Correspondence Format Description 

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality    

 Bettina Sullivan 1/09/17 Letter Federal consistency certification; staty of six month review period. 

Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries    

 Amy Ewing 1/03/17 Email Bat survey data for Virginia. 

Virginia Department of Historic Resources    

 Roger Kirchen 1/09/17 Letter Transmittal of addendum aboveground structures report. 

 Roger Kirchen 1/09/17 Letter Transmittal of cemetery delineation report. 

 Roger Kirchen 1/09/17 Letter Transmittal of geomorphological investigations report for 
archaeological sites in Virginia. 

 Roger Kirchen 1/09/17 Letter Transmittal of site testing report. 

North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality    

 William Miller 11/23/16 Letter Submittal of stream buffer determination package. 

North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission    

 Gabriela Garrison 11/14/16 Email Forest GIS data layers. 

 Gabriela Garrison and Vann Stancil 1/04/17 Letter Transmittal of Fish and Aquatics Collection and Relocation 

Protocol. 

North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources    

 Ramona Bartos 11/22/16 Letter Review of updated archaeological survey report. 

 Renee Gledhill-Earley 12/2/16 Letter Request to review survey report. 

 Ramona Bartos 12/12/16 Letter Comments on survey report. 

 Renee Gledhill-Early 1/09/17 Letter  Transmittal of addendum aboveground structures report. 

 Renee Gledhill-Early 1/09/17 Letter  Transmittal of cemetery delineation report. 

 Renee Gledhill-Early 1/09/17 Letter  Transmittal of site testing report. 

North Carolina Division of Mitigation Services    

 Tim Baumgartner 11/23/16 Letter Request to cross mitigation sites. 

____________________ 

a Inadvertently omitted from previous filings. 
  



Federal Agencies 



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
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Steve Holden

From: McRae, Sarah <sarah_mcrae@fws.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, November 08, 2016 2:04 PM
To: Sara Throndson
Cc: John Ellis
Subject: Re: ACP - green floater and Chowanoke crayfish?

Hi Sara. 
Just wanted to follow up on this - we made similar comments to FERC on our call yesterday. 
Yes, you should include the Chowanoke Crayfish and Green Floater in your BA analysis. 

Thanks, 
Sarah McRae 

On Fri, Nov 4, 2016 at 3:59 PM, Sara Throndson <Sara.Throndson@erm.com> wrote: 

Good afternoon FWS offices.  I am following up on an email I sent last Thursday.  

Thanks and have a good weekend!  Sara 

Sara Throndson 

Office 612-347-7113 l Cell 612-716-7812

From: Sara Throndson  
Sent: Thursday, October 27, 2016 2:50 PM 
To: elizabeth_stout@fws.gov; Kimberly Smith; Tracy Brunner; troy_andersen@fws.gov; Ellis, John; 
sarah_mcrae@fws.gov 
Subject: ACP - green floater and Chowanoke crayfish? 

Good afternoon FWS offices!   

ACP has received a data request from FERC.  One of the questions indicates that the green floater and 
Chowanoke crayfish, species currently under review for federal listing, should be included in the Biological 
Assessment per a request from the FWS.  
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Previous meetings with your offices have briefly discussed these species, as well as four other species under 
review (Atlantic pigtoe, yellow lance, Neuse River waterdog, Carolina madtom).  The four mentioned species 
have been included in the BA filed October 20th per a FWS comment received on a previous draft of the BA, 
however your comments on the draft BA did not request that green floater and Chowanoke crayfish be 
included.   

Can you please provide confirmation that the Chowanoke crayfish and green floater should (or should not) also 
be included in the BA for the same reasons as the other under review species?  Additionally, please confirm the 
schedule for a listing decision is scheduled to occur on or before April 1, 2017; if it is warranted for listing, a 
determination of listing status will be made 12 months later.  If they are not, it would be appreciated if you 
could provide an estimated schedule for the listing decisions for the Chowanoke crayfish and green floater. 

Thank you!  Sara 

Sara Throndson 

Senior Scientist

ERM
1000 IDS Center, 80 S. 8th Street l Minneapolis l MN l 55402 
Office 612-347-7113 l Cell 612-716-7812

sara.throndson@erm.com l www.erm.com

This electronic mail message may contain information which is (a) LEGALLY PRIVILEGED, PROPRIETARY IN NATURE, OR OTHERWISE PROTECTED BY 
LAW FROM DISCLOSURE, and (b) intended only for the use of the Addressee (s) names herein. If you are not the Addressee(s), or the person responsible for 
delivering this to the Addressee (s), you are hereby notified that reading, copying, or distributing this message is prohibited. If you have received this electronic 
mail message in error, please contact us immediately at (612) 347-6789 and take the steps necessary to delete the message completely from your computer 
system. Thank you, 

Please visit: 
ERM's web site: http://www.erm.com

--  
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Sarah McRae 
Aquatic Endangered Species Biologist 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
PO Box 33726 
Raleigh, NC  27636-3726 

office phone: 919-856-4520x16 (Mon, Wed) 
telework phone: 919-400-5533 (Tues, Thurs, Fri) 
fax: 919-856-4556 
email: sarah_mcrae@fws.gov 
web: fws.gov/raleigh 
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Steve Holden

From: Smith, Kimberly <kimberly_smith@fws.gov>
Sent: Thursday, November 10, 2016 11:37 AM
To: Sara Throndson
Cc: Troy Andersen
Subject: Re: ACP and Rusty Patched Bumble Bee

I recommend that you do because a listing decision will occur before your project is complete. Again, we will 
try to provide you with more guidance shortly. 

On Thu, Nov 10, 2016 at 11:34 AM, Sara Throndson <Sara.Throndson@erm.com> wrote: 

Hi Kim,  Do we need to address this species in our Biological Assessment? 

Sara 

Sara Throndson 

Office 612-347-7113 l Cell 612-716-7812

From: Smith, Kimberly [mailto:kimberly_smith@fws.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, November 10, 2016 10:12 AM 
To: Sara Throndson 
Cc: Troy Andersen 
Subject: Re: ACP and Rusty Patched Bumble Bee 

Hi Sara, 

We are currently developing our guidance on this species for Virginia. Recommendations will be made to avoid 
or minimize impacts to this species in extant counties and also within the historic range.  Because ACP 
intersects counties with historic records, recommendations will be provided.  Hopefully I will be able to provide 
you with our specific recommendations by our November 29 meeting. 

Kim 
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On Mon, Oct 3, 2016 at 5:09 PM, Sara Throndson <Sara.Throndson@erm.com> wrote: 

Good afternoon FWS field offices.  The ACP team is requesting verification that the ACP Project does not need 
to address Rusty Patched Bumble Bee in our Biological Assessment.  The Federal Register published a 
proposed rule for this species on September 22. 

Based on the range map from the Species Status Assessment dated June 2016 the Project passes through 
entirely historic range for this species and there are no known occurrences in the counties crossed by the 
Project. 

The map from the Species Status Assessment is below and a map of the ACP current proposed route overlain on 
the species range is attached. 

Thank you, Sara 

Sara Throndson 

Senior Scientist
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ERM
1000 IDS Center, 80 S. 8th Street l Minneapolis l MN l 55402 
Office 612-347-7113 l Cell 612-716-7812

sara.throndson@erm.com l www.erm.com

This electronic mail message may contain information which is (a) LEGALLY PRIVILEGED, PROPRIETARY IN NATURE, OR OTHERWISE PROTECTED BY 
LAW FROM DISCLOSURE, and (b) intended only for the use of the Addressee (s) names herein. If you are not the Addressee(s), or the person responsible for 
delivering this to the Addressee (s), you are hereby notified that reading, copying, or distributing this message is prohibited. If you have received this electronic 
mail message in error, please contact us immediately at (612) 347-6789 and take the steps necessary to delete the message completely from your computer 
system. Thank you, 

Please visit: 
ERM's web site: http://www.erm.com

--  

Kimberly Smith 

Fish and Wildlife Biologist 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 

6669 Short Lane 

Gloucester, VA  23061 

Kimberly_Smith@fws.gov 

804-824-2410

http://www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/ 
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This electronic mail message may contain information which is (a) LEGALLY PRIVILEGED, PROPRIETARY IN NATURE, OR OTHERWISE PROTECTED BY 
LAW FROM DISCLOSURE, and (b) intended only for the use of the Addressee (s) names herein. If you are not the Addressee(s), or the person responsible for 
delivering this to the Addressee (s), you are hereby notified that reading, copying, or distributing this message is prohibited. If you have received this electronic 
mail message in error, please contact us immediately at (612) 347-6789 and take the steps necessary to delete the message completely from your computer 
system. Thank you, 

Please visit: 
ERM's web site: http://www.erm.com

--  

Kimberly Smith 
Fish and Wildlife Biologist 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
6669 Short Lane 
Gloucester, VA  23061 
Kimberly_Smith@fws.gov 
804-824-2410
http://www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/



United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Raleigh Field Office 

Post Office Box 33726 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27636-3726 

16 November 2016 

Mr. Richard B. Gangle 
Dominion Resources Services, Inc. 
5000 Dominion Boulevard 
Glen Allen, VA  23060 

RE: Review of Dominion Transmission, Inc., Atlantic Coast Pipeline submittal of Rare, 
Threatened, and Endangered (RTE) Aquatic Species Survey Draft Report for the alignment 
through North Carolina  

Dear Mr. Gangle: 

The US Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) received a request by Dominion on 13 October 2016 
to review the Rare, Threatened, and Endangered (RTE) Aquatic Species Survey Report for the 
Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP) alignment through North Carolina.  This plan was prepared by 
Environmental Solutions and Innovations, Inc. (ESI) out of Cincinnati, OH for Dominion 
Transmission, Inc. (DTI), which has been contracted by Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC to permit, 
build, and operate the ACP.  The ACP will be regulated by the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC) under Section 7(c) of the Natural Gas Act, and will be subject to review 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  Our comments are submitted pursuant to, 
and in accordance with, provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) (ESA). 

The plan, titled “Draft Report: Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Aquatic Species Studies for 
the Proposed Atlantic Coast Pipeline North Carolina,” describes the methods and results of 
surveys done to date for RTE Aquatic Species in streams traversed by the ACP Rev11a in North 
Carolina.  Surveys were not completed at seven crossings due to land access restrictions and are 
planned to be finalized in 2017; an amended report will be submitted upon completion of those 
future survey efforts.  Seven of the proposed crossings (Roanoke River, Swift Creek, Fishing 
Creek, Tar River, Contentnea Creek, Little River, and Cape Fear River) plan to use an HDD 
crossing method, and the remainder of crossings will involve an open-trench construction 
method (i.e., open/wet cut or dam/flume).  Of those open-trench crossings, relocation efforts for 
freshwater mussels and other aquatic species are anticipated at 10 stream locations. 

As mentioned in previous correspondence, the Service is concerned about potential impacts to 
listed and at-risk aquatic species and their habitats that will be traversed by the ACP.  The 
following is a list of stream crossings where the species listed should be presumed present (note: 
not finding the species during the 2015-2016 surveys is not sufficient for assuming probable 
absence): 

 Roanoke River – Atlantic Pigtoe, Green Floater
 Rocky Swamp – Dwarf Wedgemussel
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 Fishing Creek – Tar River Spinymussel, Atlantic Pigtoe, Carolina Madtom, Neuse
River Waterdog

 Swift Creek (Tar) – Tar River Spinymussel, Atlantic Pigtoe, Yellow Lance,
Carolina Madtom, Neuse River Waterdog

 Tar River – Neuse River Waterdog
 Contentnea Creek – Carolina Madtom, Neuse River Waterdog
 Little River – Tar River Spinymussel, Dwarf Wedgemussel, Atlantic Pigtoe,

Yellow Lance, Carolina Madtom, Neuse River Waterdog

As also mentioned in prior correspondence, the Service has been petitioned to list several aquatic 
species as threatened or endangered, including the Atlantic Pigtoe, Yellow Lance, Green Floater, 
Carolina Madtom, Neuse River Waterdog, and Chowanoke Crayfish.  Please note that listing 
determinations will be made for the Yellow Lance, Atlantic Pigtoe, Carolina Madtom, and Neuse 
River Waterdog in 2017. 

Section 7.0 (p.43) of the reports details six items for agency concurrence.  Below are our 
responses: 

1. The Service concurs that no additional survey efforts are necessary at the following 24
crossings:

 Roanoke River
 Tar River
 Little River
 Swift Creek
 Fishing Creek
 Contentnea Creek
 Cape Fear River
 Jacks Swamp 1 & 2
 Cypress Creek 1, 2 & 3
 Little Quankey Creek
 Marsh Swamp (Tar)

 Burnt Coat Swamp
 Rocky Swamp
 Black Swamp
 Little Buffalo Creek
 Polecat Branch
 Polecat Branch AR
 Hannah Creek
 Whiteoak Branch
 Stone Creek
 Johnson Swamp

2. The Service concurs that no additional survey efforts are necessary prior to relocation at
the following 11 crossings:

 Quankey Creek
 Flat Rock Branch 1 & 2
 Pig Basket Creek
 Stony Creek
 Toisnot Swamp

 Millstone Creek
 Marsh Swamp (Neuse)
 UNT to Marsh Swamp
 Neuse River
 UNT to Johnson Swamp

3. The Service concurs that additional surveys are needed prior to potential relocation (if
any aquatic species are documented) at the following six crossings:

 Beaverdam Swamp
 Jacket Swamp
 Little Sapony Creek

 Sapony Creek
 Little Creek
 John K Swamp

4. The Service concurs that inaccessible streams or new streams added by route
modifications will be surveyed prior to construction.
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5. The Service acknowledges that site-specific mussel survey results are valid for two years
from the date of survey, and we add that no additional surveys are needed at locations
where no mussels were located.

6. The Service concurs that relocations will occur prior to open-trench construction of each
crossing of streams known to have aquatic species presence, pending relocation plan
approval.

The Service seeks clarification on a discrepancy between Table 1 (p.13) and Section 5.5.4 
“Contentnea Creek” (p.32), where the Table indicates “0” Carolina Madtoms were observed, yet 
the text under Section 5.5.4 indicates “multiple Carolina Madtom individuals were observed 
within the DS buffer.”  The Service was informed that a Carolina Madtom Survey Report has 
been prepared on a recent call with FERC (Nov 7, 2016), and we request the opportunity to 
review this report as soon as it is available. 

The Service would also like to point out that in Figure 2 (pp.7-10) and throughout the Survey 
Report document, the yellow dots indicate that the HDD crossings are “avoidance” locations; 
these should be changed to “minimization” locations, as there is the potential for a frack-out or 
inadvertent return, which could result in impacts to the species.  

The Service appreciates the opportunity to review the draft RTE Aquatic Species Survey Report, 
and we encourage additional discussion about conservation measures that can be included to 
minimize impacts to listed and at-risk species.  If you have any questions about our comments on 
the report, please contact Sarah McRae at 919-856-4520x16 or at sarah_mcrae@fws.gov. 

Sincerely, 

for Pete Benjamin 
Field Supervisor 
Raleigh, NC Ecological Services 

ec: Gabriela Garrison, NCWRC 
Vann Stancil, NCWRC 
Tyler Black, NCWRC 
Jeff Hall, NCWRC 
Judy Ratcliffe, NCNHP 

mailto:sarah_mcrae@fws.gov
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Steve Holden

From: Ellis, John <john_ellis@fws.gov>
Sent: Thursday, December 01, 2016 1:25 PM
To: Sara Throndson; Spencer Trichell; Elizabeth Stout; Kimberly Smith; William Hartwig; 

McRae, Sarah; Emily Jernigan
Subject: sensitive 12 digit HUCs NC
Attachments: acp12digithucs.zip

The attached file contains the shapefiles for the 12 digit HUCs in which we would like to see additional information re: the access roads and 
stream crossings.  Please include in the draft BA what additional measures you will utilize to control erosion and sedimentation in these 
sensitive areas.  We'll be mentioning this in our comments.  As we discussed on Tuesday, timing may not allow another review of the whole 
document but we are willing to work closely with you on sections that need beefing up.   

Thanks, 
John 
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Steve Holden

From: Smith, Kimberly <kimberly_smith@fws.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, December 07, 2016 9:26 AM
To: Sara Throndson
Cc: Sumalee Hoskin; Troy Andersen
Subject: ACP - Virginia Sensitive Stream crossings and Areas where we recommend a 3rd party 

monitor during the construction plase
Attachments: 080216-karst-report-Table 4 MCI sensitive areas.pdf

Sara, 

As discussed at the November 29, 2016 meeting. 

Cowpasture River - James spinymussel 

Butterwood Creek - Roanoke logperch 

Nottoway River - Roanoke logperch, Dwarf wedgemussel, Atlantic pigtoe, yellow lance 

Waqua Creek - Roanoke logperch 

Sturgeon Creek - Roanoke logperch, Atlantic pigtoe 

The areas highlighted in the attached table and Cochran's Cave No. 2 and No. 3. - Madison Cave Isopod

--  

Kimberly Smith 
Fish and Wildlife Biologist 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
6669 Short Lane 
Gloucester, VA  23061 
Kimberly_Smith@fws.gov 
804-824-2410
http://www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/
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Table 4 - Field_area_all Formatted.xls

TABLE 4. Area Features (Field Survey)
Feature ID easting northing Area Risk_Rank Karst_ID Map Unit Formation Geologic Period State County

A131-1 2178853.65 13846885.71 24893 High Sinkhole Ob Beekmantown Group Ordovician VA Augusta
A132-2 2179221.71 13846325.10 4851 High Sinkhole Ob Beekmantown Group Ordovician VA Augusta
C009-1 2003453.40 13899874.21 69 High Sinkhole Ols Mocassin Formation, Bays Formation, Unit C, Unit B, Unit A Ordovician VA Highland
C010-1 2003628.31 13899613.92 2526 High Sinkhole Ols Mocassin Formation, Bays Formation, Unit C, Unit B, Unit A Ordovician VA Highland
C010-2 2003793.38 13899452.49 1101 Moderate Sinkhole Ols Mocassin Formation, Bays Formation, Unit C, Unit B, Unit A Ordovician VA Highland
C010-3 2003594.33 13899321.74 1135 High Cave Ols Mocassin Formation, Bays Formation, Unit C, Unit B, Unit A Ordovician VA Highland
C010-5 2003746.03 13899360.73 2370 High Sinkhole Ols Mocassin Formation, Bays Formation, Unit C, Unit B, Unit A Ordovician VA Highland
C010-6 2003917.16 13899368.21 6768 High Sinkhole Ols Mocassin Formation, Bays Formation, Unit C, Unit B, Unit A Ordovician VA Highland
C010-9 2003891.64 13899155.63 4558 High Sinkhole Ols Mocassin Formation, Bays Formation, Unit C, Unit B, Unit A Ordovician VA Highland
C010-10 2003956.55 13899261.10 832 Moderate Sinkhole Ols Mocassin Formation, Bays Formation, Unit C, Unit B, Unit A Ordovician VA Highland
C010-11 2003789.34 13899010.95 1096 Moderate Sinkhole Ols Mocassin Formation, Bays Formation, Unit C, Unit B, Unit A Ordovician VA Highland
C010-12 2004025.45 13898946.27 1338 High Sinkhole Ols Mocassin Formation, Bays Formation, Unit C, Unit B, Unit A Ordovician VA Highland
C011-6 2004557.41 13898418.50 737 High Sinkhole Ols Mocassin Formation, Bays Formation, Unit C, Unit B, Unit A Ordovician VA Highland
C028-1 2007797.65 13892539.50 206 High Sinkhole Skrt Keefer Sandstone, Rose Hill and Tuscarora Formations Silurian VA Highland
C025-2 2007973.29 13892344.99 716 High Sinkhole Skrt Keefer Sandstone, Rose Hill and Tuscarora Formations Silurian VA Highland
C025-1 2007902.85 13892345.18 277 High Sinkhole Skrt Keefer Sandstone, Rose Hill and Tuscarora Formations Silurian VA Highland
C028-4 2007865.34 13892306.19 436 High Sinkhole Skrt Keefer Sandstone, Rose Hill and Tuscarora Formations Silurian VA Highland
C028-5 2008072.91 13892145.78 1246 High Sinkhole Skrt Keefer Sandstone, Rose Hill and Tuscarora Formations Silurian VA Highland
C028-6 2008090.06 13892086.66 773 High Sinkhole Skrt Keefer Sandstone, Rose Hill and Tuscarora Formations Silurian VA Highland
C030-2 2010671.80 13890561.13 791 High Sinkhole Skrt Keefer Sandstone, Rose Hill and Tuscarora Formations Silurian VA Highland
C030-1 2011317.06 13889600.53 43 High Sinkhole DSu Ridgeley Sandstone, Helderber and Cayuga Groups Lower Devonian - Upper Silurian VA Highland
A106-1 2172337.05 13860247.54 2573 High Sinkhole Ob Beekmantown Group Ordovician VA Augusta
A033-2 2225210.44 13800926.78 3579 Moderate Sinkhole €wb Waynesboro Formation Cambrian VA Augusta
A033-3 2225306.53 13801022.33 34442 Low Sinkhole €wb Waynesboro Formation Cambrian VA Augusta
A162-1 2210936.57 13817641.23 698 High Sinkhole O€co Conococheague Formation Ordovician - Cambrian VA Augusta
A162-2 2211059.84 13817441.55 656 Moderate Sinkhole O€co Conococheague Formation Ordovician - Cambrian VA Augusta
A162-3 2211386.25 13817042.79 1476 Moderate Sinkhole O€co Conococheague Formation Ordovician - Cambrian VA Augusta
A165-1 2211813.52 13816398.29 159 High Sinkhole €e Elbrook Formation Cambrian VA Augusta
A165-2 2211722.85 13816685.96 103 Moderate Sinkhole O€co Conococheague Formation Ordovician - Cambrian VA Augusta
D006-1 2213304.81 13814867.99 136 Moderate Sinkhole €e Elbrook Formation Cambrian VA Augusta
A148-1 2192273.40 13833374.62 78 High Sinkhole Oeln Edinburg Formation, Lincholnshire and New Market Limestones Ordovician VA Augusta
A148-2 2192543.50 13833041.26 8569 High Sinkhole Oeln Edinburg Formation, Lincholnshire and New Market Limestones Ordovician VA Augusta
E058-1 1962032.02 13911802.60 2295 High Sinkhole Stw Tonoloway, Wills Creek, Williamsport Silurian WV Pocahontas
E058-3 1962044.09 13911907.14 565 High Sinkhole Stw Tonoloway, Wills Creek, Williamsport Silurian WV Pocahontas
E057-2 1962105.47 13912062.96 519 Moderate Sinkhole Stw Tonoloway, Wills Creek, Williamsport Silurian WV Pocahontas
E057-1 1962165.88 13911968.25 334 Moderate Sinkhole Stw Tonoloway, Wills Creek, Williamsport Silurian WV Pocahontas
E051-4 1960367.71 13912915.15 856 High Sinkhole St Tuscarora Sandstone Silurian WV Pocahontas
E023-2 1913593.98 13951026.95 202 High Sinkhole Mg Greenbrier Mississippian WV Pocahontas
E033-2 1924310.82 13924730.82 1558 High Sinkhole Mg Greenbrier Mississippian WV Pocahontas
E033-3 1924118.84 13924695.27 1773 High Sinkhole Mg Greenbrier Mississippian WV Pocahontas
E033-4 1924462.99 13923326.25 12970 High Sinkhole Mg Greenbrier Mississippian WV Pocahontas
E033-5 1924717.36 13923309.61 7166 High Sinkhole Mg Greenbrier Mississippian WV Pocahontas
E032-2 1923232.38 13925878.76 2416 High Sinkhole Mg Greenbrier Mississippian WV Pocahontas
E031-1 1921971.30 13925822.78 243 High Sinkhole Mg Greenbrier Mississippian WV Pocahontas
E031-2 1921950.93 13925876.46 397 Moderate Sinkhole Mg Greenbrier Mississippian WV Pocahontas
E028-3 1911982.64 13930729.45 342 High Sinkhole Mg Greenbrier Mississippian WV Pocahontas
B074-2 1888034.30 13993663.22 1097 Moderate Sinkhole Mh Hinton Mississippian WV Randolph
B074-3 1888001.46 13993593.12 2107 High Sinkhole Mh Hinton Mississippian WV Randolph
B074-4 1887934.32 13993557.65 247 High Sinkhole Mh Hinton Mississippian WV Randolph

Note: Coordinate System = UTM 17N, US Feet
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Steve Holden

From: Sumalee Hoskin <sumalee_hoskin@fws.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, December 07, 2016 10:57 AM
To: Sara Throndson; Elizabeth Stout; Kimberly Smith; Morris, Troy - FS
Cc: Tracy Brunner; Maggie Voth; Kathleen O'Connor; Spencer Trichell
Subject: RE: ACP - gray bat vetting

Sara, 
Please include the person who vetted the calls and their qualifications when you update the BA. 
Thanks, 
Sumalee 

******************************** 
Sumalee Hoskin 
US Fish & Wildlife Service 
6669 Short Lane 
Gloucester, VA 23061 

Tel: 804‐693‐6694 ex. 2414 
Fax: 804‐693‐9032 
Cell: 804‐654‐1824 
Visit us at  http://www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/ 

From: Sara Throndson [mailto:Sara.Throndson@erm.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 06, 2016 4:30 PM 
To: elizabeth_stout@fws.gov; Sumalee Hoskin; Kimberly Smith; Morris, Troy - FS 
Cc: Tracy Brunner; Maggie Voth; Kathleen O'Connor; Spencer Trichell (spencer.trichell@dom.com) 
Subject: ACP - gray bat vetting 

Good afternoon Liz and Sumalee,  

I wanted to send a clarification note on the acoustic detections of gray bats on the ACP project in West Virginia and 
Virginia.  

The 2016 reports submitted to your offices describe a number of sites (10 in WV and 6 sites in VA) where gray bats were 
detected by Kaleidoscope Pro (the automated program to analyze acoustic files).  At the time of the report, these files 
had not been reviewed by a biologist and so the output from the program was presented as the most conservative 
result.  However, since the accuracy of automated programs is not always ideal, it was our intention to have these files 
qualitatively reviewed by an experienced manual vetter and to get you that information in short order. 

These files have now been qualitatively reviewed and no files were identified as likely gray bat calls.  The potential gray 
bat calls identified by the automated program were found to be false positives created by low quality call recordings or 
non‐search phase behavior by red bats, tricolored bats, or little brown bats. 

This result will be discussed in the next draft of the BA. 

Thank you, Sara 

Sara Throndson 
Senior Scientist 
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ERM 
1000 IDS Center, 80 S. 8th Street l Minneapolis l MN l 55402 
Office 612-347-7113 l Cell 612-716-7812

sara.throndson@erm.com l www.erm.com 

This electronic mail message may contain information which is (a) LEGALLY PRIVILEGED, PROPRIETARY IN NATURE, OR OTHERWISE PROTECTED BY 
LAW FROM DISCLOSURE, and (b) intended only for the use of the Addressee (s) names herein. If you are not the Addressee(s), or the person responsible for 
delivering this to the Addressee (s), you are hereby notified that reading, copying, or distributing this message is prohibited. If you have received this electronic 
mail message in error, please contact us immediately at (612) 347-6789 and take the steps necessary to delete the message completely from your computer 
system. Thank you, 

Please visit: 
ERM's web site: http://www.erm.com



1

Steve Holden

From: Smith, Kimberly <kimberly_smith@fws.gov>
Sent: Friday, December 09, 2016 11:46 AM
To: Sara Throndson
Cc: Sumalee Hoskin; Troy Andersen; Spencer Trichell (spencer.trichell@dom.com); Tracy 

Brunner; Laurid Broughton
Subject: Re: ACP - Virginia Sensitive Stream crossings and Areas where we recommend a 3rd 

party monitor during the construction plase

Sara, 

No federally listed species are a concern for the James River crossing, however, the James River is potential 
habitat for the green floater, a state listed species, I believe you are addressing the green floater in your 
BA.  Correct? 

Kim 

On Fri, Dec 9, 2016 at 10:24 AM, Sara Throndson <Sara.Throndson@erm.com> wrote: 

Hi Kim,   

We noticed that the James River is not included in your list below.  In a previous email from you dated September 2, 
2016 (see attached) you concurred with the Projects decision not to survey and to assume presence of federally listed 
mussels in the James River and Nottoway River. 

Could you clarify that there is potential for federally listed mussels in the James River?  We want to be sure we have this 
correct in the BA and do not want to assume presence for a species unnecessarily. 

Thank you, Sara 

Sara Throndson 

Office 612-347-7113 l Cell 612-716-7812

From: Smith, Kimberly [mailto:kimberly_smith@fws.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 07, 2016 8:26 AM 
To: Sara Throndson 
Cc: Sumalee Hoskin; Troy Andersen 
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Subject: ACP - Virginia Sensitive Stream crossings and Areas where we recommend a 3rd party monitor during the 
construction plase

Sara, 

As discussed at the November 29, 2016 meeting. 

Cowpasture River - James spinymussel 

Butterwood Creek - Roanoke logperch 

Nottoway River - Roanoke logperch, Dwarf wedgemussel, Atlantic pigtoe, yellow lance 

Waqua Creek - Roanoke logperch 

Sturgeon Creek - Roanoke logperch, Atlantic pigtoe 

The areas highlighted in the attached table and Cochran's Cave No. 2 and No. 3. - Madison Cave Isopod

--  

Kimberly Smith 

Fish and Wildlife Biologist 
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U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 

6669 Short Lane 

Gloucester, VA  23061 

Kimberly_Smith@fws.gov 

804-824-2410

http://www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/ 

This electronic mail message may contain information which is (a) LEGALLY PRIVILEGED, PROPRIETARY IN NATURE, OR OTHERWISE PROTECTED BY 
LAW FROM DISCLOSURE, and (b) intended only for the use of the Addressee (s) names herein. If you are not the Addressee(s), or the person responsible for 
delivering this to the Addressee (s), you are hereby notified that reading, copying, or distributing this message is prohibited. If you have received this electronic 
mail message in error, please contact us immediately at (612) 347-6789 and take the steps necessary to delete the message completely from your computer 
system. Thank you, 

Please visit: 
ERM's web site: http://www.erm.com

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: "Smith, Kimberly" <kimberly_smith@fws.gov> 
To: "Spencer Trichell (Services - 6)" <Spencer.Trichell@dom.com> 
Cc: "Richard B Gangle (Services - 6)" <richard.b.gangle@dom.com>, Sara Throndson 
<Sara.Throndson@erm.com>, Troy Andersen <troy_andersen@fws.gov> 
Date: Fri, 2 Sep 2016 18:25:09 +0000 
Subject: Re: VA - ESA Mussel Surveys 
Spencer,  

We have reviewed the engineering report provided in the August 1, 2016 filing indicating the risk for 
inadvertent returns for the James and Nottoway Rivers HDD crossings. Based on this report, we 
concur with your plan to not survey these HDD crossing locations, but assume presence of federally 
listed mussels.  

Kim 

On Tue, Aug 2, 2016 at 3:13 PM, Spencer Trichell (Services - 6) <Spencer.Trichell@dom.com> wrote: 

Mr. Anderson and Ms. Smith,  

In response to our conversation on July 18, 2016 regarding the need to survey for federally listed mussels in 
rivers proposed for HDD, we have received the engineering report indicating the risk for inadvertent 
returns.  The two rivers where we are not proposing to survey at HDD crossing locations, but will assume 
presence of federally listed mussels, are the Nottoway and James Rivers in Virginia.   
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Geotechnical investigations have been completed where access has been granted by landowners.  The 
geotechnical studies determine the suitability of the geology to support the pressures associated with HDD in 
terms of risk of hydrofracturing (i.e., likelihood of soils failing, resulting in a possible inadvertent return of 
drilling mud to the surface).  (Note, not all hydrofracturing results in surface returns and not all surface returns 
are the result of hydrofracturing as other fissures/anomalies in the geology can act as conduits to the surface and 
these are generally not identified through geotechnical studies unless encountered at the actual geotechnical 
boring path.)   

The James River and the Nottoway River findings indicate a “low” risk of soil hydrofracturing, thus no 
concerns of inadvertent returns were identified.  The HDD design engineer has recommended one additional 
bore location at the James River crossing and that will be conducted once land access is granted by the 
landowner.  The lack of land access resulted in the ability to only conduct borings on one side of the James 
River.  Should the results of that investigation yield a different opinion of the likelihood of risk of inadvertent 
return, we would have further discussions with you regarding the need to survey.  No additional borings were 
recommended at the Nottoway River crossing.  

With the results of the geotechnical investigation and engineering opinion on hydrofracture risk being low for 
these two crossings, Atlantic believes that assuming presence of federally listed mussels (per previous 
coordination) and not conducting presence/probable absence surveys is appropriate.  We respectfully request 
your concurrence in this matter. 

Regards, 

Spencer	Trichell 

Environmental	Consultant	‐	Atlantic	Coast	Pipeline 

Dominion	Resources	Services,	Inc. 

O:(804)‐273‐3472 

M:(804)‐263‐5980 

5000	Dominion	Blvd,	Glen	Allen,	VA	23060 

spencer.trichell@dom.com			 
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CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message contains information which may be legally 
confidential and or privileged and does not in any case represent a firm ENERGY COMMODITY bid or offer 
relating thereto which binds the sender without an additional express written confirmation to that effect. The 
information is intended solely for the individual or entity named above and access by anyone else is 
unauthorized. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution, or use of the contents 
of this information is prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this electronic transmission in error, 
please reply immediately to the sender that you have received the message in error, and delete it. Thank you. 

--  

Kimberly Smith 
Fish and Wildlife Biologist 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
6669 Short Lane 
Gloucester, VA  23061 
Kimberly_Smith@fws.gov 
804-824-2410
http://www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/

--  

Kimberly Smith 
Fish and Wildlife Biologist 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
6669 Short Lane 
Gloucester, VA  23061 
Kimberly_Smith@fws.gov 
804-824-2410
http://www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/
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Steve Holden

From: Stout, Elizabeth <elizabeth_stout@fws.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 04, 2017 3:43 PM
To: Sara Throndson
Subject: Re: ACP - couple bat questions

See emboldened below. 

On Wed, Jan 4, 2017 at 3:34 PM, Sara Throndson <Sara.Throndson@erm.com> wrote: 
Hi Liz, 

We had a couple of questions come up during our updates to the BA content for bats in West Virginia.  Please 
take a look below.  If you'd prefer a quick call to talk through our questions and give you some additional 
context, Maggie or I will be available. 

1. Can you confirm that the Indiana bat protection areas should include both summer (capture and/or roost)
and winter (hibernacula) buffers?  Yes, they should include summer and winter known-use buffers.

2. The bat reports summarized known Indiana bat habitats, including a single Indiana capture location
buffer on SHP and several P3/4 hibernacula buffers in Randolph and Pocahontas Counties.  To the best of your
knowledge, are those the only Indiana bat occurrences in West Virginia (i.e, are our agency datasets for that
species complete)?  Correct. Those are all we currently know of within the vicinity of your project.

3. Since the 4d rule is in effect for northern long-eared bats, can you confirm whether potential roost tree
surveys should still identify primary and/or secondary roosts for this species?  As long as the 4d rule remains
in effect, you do not need to look at primary and secondary trees for NLEB. Take of these bats is
exempted under the 4d rule for most instances.

4. Should northern long-eared bat potential roost trees be included in the effects analysis for northern long-
eared bats, even though they're no longer protected?  Should the mitigation ratios for bats (e.g., artificial roosts,
girdling) still consider primary and/or secondary northern long-eared bat potential roost trees? If you have
gathered the data about the trees, then including it will help better note (qualitatively and
quantitatively) the type of habitat available in and around the project area. Due to the 4d rule,
mitigation ratios are not required to consider them.

Thanks, 
Sara and Maggie 

Maggie Voth 
Project Scientist 

Environmental Resources Management (ERM) 
1000 IDS Center 
80 S. Eighth Street l Minneapolis l MN l 55402 
T 612.347.7869 l M 651.764.0445 
E maggie.voth@erm.com<mailto:maggie.voth@erm.com>  l W www.erm.com<http://www.erm.com/> 
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[Signature logo] 
The business of sustainability 

________________________________ 

This electronic mail message may contain information which is (a) LEGALLY PRIVILEGED, 
PROPRIETARY IN NATURE, OR OTHERWISE PROTECTED BY LAW FROM DISCLOSURE, and (b) 
intended only for the use of the Addressee (s) names herein. If you are not the Addressee(s), or the person 
responsible for delivering this to the Addressee (s), you are hereby notified that reading, copying, or 
distributing this message is prohibited. If you have received this electronic mail message in error, please 
contact us immediately at (612) 347-6789 and take the steps necessary to delete the message completely from 
your computer system. Thank you, 

Please visit: 
ERM's web site: http://www.erm.com 

--  
Liz Stout 
Fish and Wildlife Biologist 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
West Virginia Field Office 
694 Beverly Pike 
Elkins, WV 26241 
(304) 636 6586 x15
http://www.fws.gov/westvirginiafieldoffice/index.html
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A T L A N T I C  C O A S T  P I P E L I N E
PROJECT CALL LOG 

CALL TO/FROM WHOM:   PHONE NO.: 

Fred Huber 
Carol Croy 
Meg McElveen 
Mike Donahue 
Jennifer Adams 

540-265-5157
540-265-5136
540-432-8236

540-265-5114
COMPANY: 

U.S. Forest Service (USFS), George Washington National Forest (GWNF) 
PROJECT CONTACT:   PHONE NO.: 

Maggie Voth, NRG 
Sara Throndson, NRG 

612-347-7869
612-347-7113

DATE:   TIME OF CONVERSATION: 

9-10-15 1:30 pm (EDT) 
RE: 

Small Mammal Surveys within the GWNF 
LOG OF CONVERSATION: 

Small Mammal Surveys 

Maggie Voth of National Resource Group (NRG) initially contacted Meg McElveen to discuss small 
mammal survey and specific habitat criteria with the GWNF, and was referred to a larger group to 
include additional species experts.  

Sara kicked off the meeting by explaining that NRG set up the meeting to receive confirmation 
regarding the GWNF’s OAR-list small mammal species, including the West Virginia northern flying 
squirrel (Glaucomys sabrinus fuscus), Carolina northern flying squirrel (Glaucomys sabrinus 
coloratus), southern rock vole (Microtus chrotorrhinus carolinensis), and southern water shrew (Sorex 
palustris punctulatus).  In previous correspondence with the GWNF staff, each of these four OAR 
species was determined to fall outside of the ACP project area of the current proposed route.  These 
species have been assigned an OAR Code “1”and no survey would be required for these species on 
the current proposed route. 

While this was confirmed for the current proposed route, GWNF staff did clarify that suitable habitat 
for the southern rock vole and southern water shrew is likely present on the MNF-5 alternative.  (Note 
– the southern water shrew is considered the same species as the American water shrew, Sorex
palustris, which is state-listed as endangered in Virginia.)  Carol noted that these species prefer
rocky, rapidly flowing streams above 2000 feet in elevation and adjacent northern hardwood forests.
The GWNF recommended surveys at the Erwin Draft stream crossing on the MNF-5 route, which
meets these habitat criteria.

The following small mammal species from the GWNF’s “Locally Rare” list species were also 
discussed:  snowshoe hare, northern river otter, fisher, least weasel, and Allegheny woodrat.  Of 
these species, only the Allegheny woodrat was identified as requiring survey on the current proposed 
route.   



Small Mammal Surveys within the GWNF 
Page 2 of 3 

Notes on suitable habitat and potential habitat in the project area from the GWNF are below: 

 No snowshoe hare habitat is crossed by the current proposed route or MNF-5.

 The northern river otters prefer main-stem streams, which may be found on private lands
within the project area and outside the GWNF lands.  No potential survey areas for this
species fall within GWNF lands.

 Fishers use a wide range of habitats, including northern hardwoods, but at high elevations.
No such areas are crossed by the current proposed route or MNF-5.

 Least weasels may be possible, but are not currently documented within the project area.

 Allegheny woodrats are definitely possible on both the current proposed route and MNF-5
alternative.  They prefer open or forested rocky outcrops, caves, and boulder fields.

NRG described the methodology for the Allegheny woodrat surveys completed within the 
Monongahela National Forest in West Virginia, which included initial reconnaissance surveys 
conducted by botanical surveyors, followed by detailed habitat assessments and species sign 
surveys conducted by woodrat specialists.  Carol offered to provide additional species descriptions 
and information on the southern water shrew, southern rock vole, and Allegheny woodrat for review 
by the ACP wildlife biologists.  

Carol and Jennifer asked about the contractor who would be completing the small mammal surveys 
and the survey methodologies, and were not familiar with the names of the biologists contracted to 
complete this work.  They requested resumes for the wildlife biologist to ensure they meet the 
GWNF’s criteria.  The GWNF requested that any proposed small mammal survey methodologies be 
provided to Carol in writing for approval.  

The risk of individual mortality while using trapping surveys was discussed and NRG would prefer to 
avoid the use of trapping surveys for species presence/absence determinations.  If field survey 
indicates suitable habitat for a species, NRG’s preference would be to assume presence, rather than 
move to a second phase of trapping in order to eliminate the risk of mortality.  If trapping is deemed to 
be necessary at a later date it will be discussed.  GWNF staff indicated that this was acceptable, 
particularly given that temperatures will be dropping at night in the mountains and would likely 
increase small mammal mortality.  They stated that if presence were assumed, then the species 
write-ups would need to include a full analysis of impacts to each species.   

Locally Rare Species and Additional Surveys 

GWNF staff asked about survey progress to date, on both the current proposed route and the MNF-5 
alternative.  Sara responded that acoustic bat surveys on the mainline were complete and cow knob 
salamander surveys would begin again when they emerged from mid-summer dormancy due to hot 
dry weather.  Maggie mentioned that plant surveys on the mainline, including all the locally rare 
species, were very close to completion.  Sara also stated that no surveys had been conducted on the 
VA portion of MNF-5 to date, but that habitat mapping for other GWNF species were underway on 
the mainline, and that this included vegetation mapping intended to identify potential locally rare 
species habitats.  Jennifer responded that the GWNF will require survey information on all project 
alternatives in order to make project recommendations to FERC.  She also indicated that this 
included survey of locally rare species within the project area. 



Small Mammal Surveys within the GWNF 
Page 3 of 3 

Carol asked about locally rare bird surveys, which NRG will not be completing this year because it is 
outside of nesting season however a review of habitat data collected during vegetation surveys will 
be used to assess these species.  Carol also asked about methodologies for bald and golden eagle 
surveys, which will be conducted this winter.  Sara mentioned that ACP plans to conduct bald eagle 
surveys by helicopter and that we are in the process of obtaining and reviewing the FWS data.  Carol 
suggested that camera trapping may be more cost-effective and provide better results due to roosting 
locations for wintering bald and golden eagles, and requested that she be included in bald and 
golden eagle survey correspondence and methodology discussions.  Jennifer requested that the 
methods be sent to Carol for her review and approval, due to Carol’s experience and expertise based 
on prior work on a cooperative golden eagle project. 

Sara asked about whether the insect species on the locally rare species list typically receive field 
surveys, and Carol responded that they do.  Assuming presence for these species is an option, but 
GWNF staff did state that each species would need a write-up and analysis if we assumed presence. 
They recommended habitat assessments by well-rounded biologists, who could assess the crossed 
habitats in the field simultaneously for all insect, bird, and other species on the locally rare lists. 

Jennifer asked about timber rattlesnake surveys in the Monongahela National Forest, and responded 
that she was familiar with and approved of Marty Martin as the surveyor.  

ACTION ITEMS 

ACTION REQUIRED:  BY WHOM: 

Send VHB resumes for USFS review 
Send survey methodology 
Provide habitat information 

NRG 
NRG 
Carol Croy 

cc: Project Files 
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Steve Holden

From: Johnson, Catherine M -FS <catherinejohnson@fs.fed.us>
Sent: Tuesday, November 22, 2016 1:58 PM
To: Maggie Voth; Sara Throndson
Cc: Stevens, Karen L -FS; Karriker, Kent S -FS; Adams, Jennifer - FS; Tanner, Cheryl L -FS
Subject: Gibson Knob - access road through MP 4.1/NFS habitat

Importance: High

Hi Maggie, 
When we met in the field up on Gibson Knob on November 4th to discuss NFS habitat, RCB and woodrats habitat, it is my 
recollection that the engineer/construction folks said that the alignment in that area had been revised since the last 
shapefile we had been sent (for Rev 11a last summer).  As a result of that, the impacts were supposedly going to be 
lessened in that section (where the existing access road is to connect to the pipeline corridor near Gibson Knob) and I 
thought that the temporary workspace was all shifting to adjacent private lands. 

Can you please send us the latest shapefile for that and the overall latest alignment, including the most recent changes, 
as soon as possible.  We are attempting to address things in that area and, without the latest information, will be 
required to make impact assumptions which may not be true at this point. 

Thanks in advance for your assistance! 
Cathy 

Cathy Johnson, PhD 
Forest Wildlife Biologist 

Forest Service  
Monongahela National Forest 

p: 304-636-1800 x170  
catherinejohnson@fs.fed.us 

200 Sycamore St.  
Elkins, WV 26241 
www.fs.fed.us  

Caring for the land and serving people 

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any 
unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the 
law and subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, 
please notify the sender and delete the email immediately.  





















































































































National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
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Steve Holden

From: Andrew Herndon - NOAA Federal <andrew.herndon@noaa.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 04, 2017 11:16 AM
To: Spencer Trichell (Services - 6)
Cc: Sara Throndson; David Bernhart; Cheryl Scannell; Stephania Bolden; Rachel Sweeney - 

NOAA Federal; Kelly Shotts; Fritz Rohde - NOAA Federal
Subject: Re: [External] Re: Follow-up

Hey Spencer. 

Happy New Year.  Thanks for reaching out. 

Please, include the following people on future correspondence.  Some of these folks may choose to not 
participate, but I think this is a good list to start, each has been cc'd here.  

David Bernhart 
Stephania Bolden 
Rachel Sweeney 
Kelly Shotts 
Cheryl Scannell 
Fritz Rohde 

On Wed, Jan 4, 2017 at 10:20 AM, Spencer Trichell (Services - 6) <Spencer.Trichell@dom.com> wrote: 

Mr. Herndon, 

I am following up on our previous communication.  We would like to meet with the appropriate representative with 
your office to discuss the Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project.  Do you know with whom I should coordinate a meeting in your 
office? 

Happy New Year, 

Spencer Trichell 

Dominion 

From: Andrew Herndon - NOAA Federal [mailto:andrew.herndon@noaa.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2016 12:56 PM 
To: Spencer Trichell (Services - 6) 
Cc: Sara Throndson 
Subject: [External] Re: Follow-up 
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Will do Spencer. Thanks for reaching out.  I sent along the email to my leadership that I mentioned.  I'll let you 
know what I hear back. 

On Wed, Nov 16, 2016 at 12:52 PM, Spencer Trichell (Services - 6) <Spencer.Trichell@dom.com> wrote: 

Mr. Herndon,  

I am glad that we got the chance to discuss the ACP project today.  Once you have decided who the appropriate 
people are, we would be glad to come down and discuss the project.  I look forward to hearing back from you. 

In the meantime, please let me know if you need any additional information. 

Regards, 

Spencer	Trichell 

Environmental	Consultant	‐	Atlantic	Coast	Pipeline 

Dominion	Resources	Services,	Inc. 

O:(804)‐273‐3472 

M:(804)‐263‐5980 

5000	Dominion	Blvd,	Glen	Allen,	VA	23060 

spencer.trichell@dom.com			 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message contains information which may be legally 
confidential and or privileged and does not in any case represent a firm ENERGY COMMODITY bid or offer 
relating thereto which binds the sender without an additional express written confirmation to that effect. The 
information is intended solely for the individual or entity named above and access by anyone else is 
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unauthorized. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution, or use of the contents 
of this information is prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this electronic transmission in error, 
please reply immediately to the sender that you have received the message in error, and delete it. Thank you. 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message contains information which may be legally 
confidential and or privileged and does not in any case represent a firm ENERGY COMMODITY bid or offer 
relating thereto which binds the sender without an additional express written confirmation to that effect. The 
information is intended solely for the individual or entity named above and access by anyone else is 
unauthorized. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution, or use of the contents 
of this information is prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this electronic transmission in error, 
please reply immediately to the sender that you have received the message in error, and delete it. Thank you. 



State/Commonwealth Agencies 



West Virginia Division of Culture and History 















West Virginia Division of Natural Resources 
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Steve Holden

From: Clayton, Janet L <Janet.L.Clayton@wv.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, November 09, 2016 1:19 PM
To: Sara Throndson; elizabeth_stout@fws.gov; Sargent, Barbara D; Brown, Clifford L; Stihler, 

Craig W
Cc: Robert M Bisha (Services - 6); Spencer Trichell (spencer.trichell@dom.com); Jennifer C 

Broush (Services - 6); Richard B Gangle (Services - 6); Steve Holden; Pat Robblee; Casey 
Swecker; Kyle McGill

Subject: RE: ACP - West Fork River Phase II Mussel Report

Thanks Casey for the photo clarification. 

I have reviewed the Phase 2 mussel survey report for the above project. A relocation effort must be conducted prior to 
initiating instream activities. It is preferred that this effort be conducted within the same field season as the proposed 
work. As previously noted any additional activities must also have FWS concurrence. 

Janet L. Clayton 
Wildlife Diversity Biologist 
Mussel Program Leader 
WV Division of Natural Resources 
Wildlife Resources Section 
PO Box 67 
Elkins, WV 26241 
voice 304‐637‐0245 
cell 304‐389‐8526 
fax 304‐637‐0250 

From: Sara Throndson [mailto:Sara.Throndson@erm.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 01, 2016 3:26 PM 
To: elizabeth_stout@fws.gov; Sargent, Barbara D; Brown, Clifford L; Stihler, Craig W; Clayton, Janet L 
Cc: Robert M Bisha (Services - 6); Spencer Trichell (spencer.trichell@dom.com); Jennifer C Broush (Services - 6); Richard 
B Gangle (Services - 6); Steve Holden; Pat Robblee 
Subject: ACP - West Fork River Phase II Mussel Report 

Liz and Janet, 

On behalf of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project please find the attached ACP West Fork River Phase II Mussel Survey 
Report. 

This report was filed with FERC on October 31, 2016.  

Atlantic looks forward to continued coordination with you on this project.  Please contact Mr. Richard Gangle at (804) 
273‐2814 or richard.b.gangle@dom.com, or Ms. Sara Throndson at (612) 347‐7113 or sara.throndson@erm.com if there 
are questions. 

Thank you, Sara 

Sara Throndson 
Senior Scientist 
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ERM 
1000 IDS Center, 80 S. 8th Street l Minneapolis l MN l 55402 
Office 612-347-7113 l Cell 612-716-7812

sara.throndson@erm.com l www.erm.com 

This electronic mail message may contain information which is (a) LEGALLY PRIVILEGED, PROPRIETARY IN NATURE, OR OTHERWISE PROTECTED BY 
LAW FROM DISCLOSURE, and (b) intended only for the use of the Addressee (s) names herein. If you are not the Addressee(s), or the person responsible for 
delivering this to the Addressee (s), you are hereby notified that reading, copying, or distributing this message is prohibited. If you have received this electronic 
mail message in error, please contact us immediately at (612) 347-6789 and take the steps necessary to delete the message completely from your computer 
system. Thank you, 

Please visit: 
ERM's web site: http://www.erm.com



Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 









Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries 
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Steve Holden

From: Ewing, Amy (DGIF) <Amy.Ewing@dgif.virginia.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, January 03, 2017 3:31 PM
To: Sara Throndson
Subject: RE: ACP - Bat Survey Data for Virginia

Thank you!   

FYI…I have developed a comment letter in response to my review of all species surveys, Rev 11a, mig bird plan, 
invasives plan, etc.  It is making the rounds for approval, hopefully we will be sending it along soon.  It is pretty big (18 
pages), so is taking folks extra time to review. 

Thanks! 

Amy 

Amy M. Ewing  
Environmental Services Biologist/FWIS Biologist Supervisor 
Chair, Team WILD (Work, Innovate, Lead and Develop) 
VA Department of Game and Inland Fisheries 
7870 Villa Park Dr., Suite 400, PO Box 90778, Henrico, VA  23228 
804-367-2211   www.dgif.virginia.gov

 Please consider the environment before printing this email.

From: Sara Throndson [mailto:Sara.Throndson@erm.com]  
Sent: Saturday, December 31, 2016 10:56 AM 
To: Hypes, Rene (DCR); Bulluck, Jason (DCR); Ewing, Amy (DGIF); Reynolds, Rick (DGIF); Tracy Brunner; Maggie Voth; 
Spencer Trichell (spencer.trichell@dom.com) 
Subject: ACP - Bat Survey Data for Virginia 

Rene and Amy, 

I have attached a zipped file of the ACP bat data package for Virginia.  This includes a geodatabase that contains the 
report data, including potential hibernacula, acoustic and mist netting sites, and identified roosts. 

Layers include the following: 

 AcousticSurvey – acoustic detection sites and associated information

 MistNettingSurvey – mist netting survey net locations and associated information

 MN_Roosts – roost locations identified during radio telemetry of captured bats

 PH1_HibernaculaSvy_Sites – phase 1 hibernacula survey results

 Ph2_AcousticSites – phase 2 acoustic detector locations and associated information

Thank you, Sara 

Sara Throndson 
Office 612-347-7113 l Cell 612-716-7812 
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This electronic mail message may contain information which is (a) LEGALLY PRIVILEGED, PROPRIETARY IN NATURE, OR OTHERWISE PROTECTED BY 
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Previously Recorded NCDEQ Buffer Determination Letters































































































































Appendix 2 – Part I

ACP Field Surveyed Water Features Maps within Tar-Pamlico and Neuse Watersheds
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Halifax, North Carolina
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Halifax, North Carolina
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Halifax, North Carolina
Watershed: Pamlico
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Surveyed Waterbodies within the Tar-Pamlico/Neuse Watersheds

Nash, North Carolina
Watershed: Pamlico
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Surveyed Waterbodies within the Tar-Pamlico/Neuse Watersheds

Nash, North Carolina
Watershed: Pamlico
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Nash, North Carolina
Watershed: Pamlico
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Surveyed Waterbodies within the Tar-Pamlico/Neuse Watersheds

Nash, North Carolina
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Nash, North Carolina
Watershed: Pamlico
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Surveyed Waterbodies within the Tar-Pamlico/Neuse Watersheds

Nash, North Carolina
Watershed: Pamlico
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Surveyed Waterbodies within the Tar-Pamlico/Neuse Watersheds

Nash, North Carolina
Watershed: Pamlico
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Surveyed Waterbodies within the Tar-Pamlico/Neuse Watersheds

Nash, North Carolina
Watershed: Pamlico
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Surveyed Waterbodies within the Tar-Pamlico/Neuse Watersheds

Nash, North Carolina
Watershed: Pamlico
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Surveyed Waterbodies within the Tar-Pamlico/Neuse Watersheds

Johnston, North Carolina
Watershed: Neuse

Page 22 of 35

Proposed Centerline

Milepost

Access Road

Watershed Boundary

Bio Survey Complete*

No Water Point

Non-Subject Waterbody

Subject Waterbody

Non-Subject Wetland

WV

VA

NC

1 inch = 1,261 feet

M:\Clients\D-F\DOM\SRPP\_ArcGIS\2016\09\12_Agency_Review_Maps_TarPamNeuse\_DOM_SRP_Neuse_Pamlico_Sheet_Maps_Combined.mxd, REVISED: 9/29/2016

Jo
hn

st
on

 C
o.

Jo
hn

st
on

 C
o.

W
ils

on
 C

o.

W
ils

on
 C

o.

20-006-AR 2

Neuse

sjob101

sjob102

sjob103

sjob104
wwip013f

wwip013f
wwip014f

* Subject to change or revision



80

81

83

82
Neuse

sjoe005

sjoe004

sjoe001

sjoe003

sjop003

sjop013sjob103

sjob104

sjoe002
wjop020f

wjop021f

This information is for environmental review purposes only.

0 400 800 1,200

Feet

1:15,130

Z

DRAWN BY: TAH

Appendix 2
Surveyed Waterbodies within the Tar-Pamlico/Neuse Watersheds
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Surveyed Waterbodies within the Tar-Pamlico/Neuse Watersheds

Johnston, North Carolina
Watershed: Neuse

Page 25 of 35

Proposed Centerline

Milepost

Access Road

Watershed Boundary

Bio Survey Complete*

No Water Point

Non-Subject Waterbody

Subject Waterbody

Non-Subject Wetland

WV

VA

NC

1 inch = 1,261 feet

M:\Clients\D-F\DOM\SRPP\_ArcGIS\2016\09\12_Agency_Review_Maps_TarPamNeuse\_DOM_SRP_Neuse_Pamlico_Sheet_Maps_Combined.mxd, REVISED: 9/29/2016

Neuse

wjoo017f

wjoo021f

sjop004

sjop005

sjop006

sjop007

sjoo003

sjoo004 sjoo005

* Subject to change or revision



9389

91

92

90

Neuse

sjop008

sjop009

sjop004

sjop005

sjop006

sjop007
sjop010

This information is for environmental review purposes only.

0 400 800 1,200

Feet

1:15,130

Z

DRAWN BY: TAH

Appendix 2
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Surveyed Waterbodies within the Tar-Pamlico/Neuse Watersheds
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Appendix 2 – Part II

Table 2-1 – ACP Field Surveyed Data within Tar-Pamlico and Neuse Watersheds



TABLE 2-1

ATLANTIC COAST PIPELINE
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Tar-Pam Halifax shlg008 18.1 n/a UNT to Marsh Swamp 21.0 14.8 Ephemeral n/a n/a Not Subject 1

Tar-Pam Halifax shlg007 18.2 n/a UNT to Marsh Swamp 23.0 25.8 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 1

Tar-Pam Halifax shlb050 18.5 n/a UNT to Marsh Swamp 27.0 25.5 Perennial X X Subject 1

Tar-Pam Halifax shlg009 18.5 n/a UNT to Marsh Swamp 30.0 30.0 Perennial X X Subject 1

Tar-Pam Halifax shlh008 20.0 n/a Marsh Swamp 72.0 38.5 Perennial X X Subject 1

Tar-Pam Halifax ohlg003 20.5 n/a Unnamed Pond n/a n/a n/a X n/a Not Subject 1, 2

Tar-Pam Halifax shlh007 20.5 n/a UNT to Marsh Swamp 18.0 23.0 Intermittent n/a X Subject 1, 2

Tar-Pam Halifax shlh019 21.0 n/a UNT to Marsh Swamp 22.2 21.8 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 2

Tar-Pam Halifax isdha005* 21.9 WHLH030f UNT to Marsh Swamp n/a n/a n/a X n/a Not Subject 2

Tar-Pam Halifax shlh016 22.8 n/a UNT to Beaverdam Swamp 47.0 28.8 Intermittent X n/a Subject 2

Tar-Pam Halifax shlh017 23.1 n/a Beaverdam Swamp 72.0 50.5 Perennial X X Subject 2, 3

Tar-Pam Halifax shlh018 23.3 n/a UNT to Beaverdam Swamp 30.0 22.3 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 2, 3

Tar-Pam Halifax shla002 23.5 WHLG019f UNT to Beaverdam Swamp 52.0 28.5 Intermittent X X Not Subject 2, 3

Tar-Pam Halifax shlg012 24.0 n/a UNT to Beaverdam Swamp 78.0 44.5 Perennial X n/a Subject 2, 3

Tar-Pam Halifax isdha004* 24.6 WHLG016f UNT to Burnt Goat Swamp n/a n/a n/a X X Not Subject 3

Tar-Pam Halifax shlb100 25.0 n/a UNT to Beaverdam Creek 36.0 21.8 Intermittent X X Subject 3

Tar-Pam Halifax shlh009 26.5 n/a UNT to Burnt Goat Swamp 82.0 >30.0 Perennial X X Subject 3, 4

Tar-Pam Halifax shlh010 26.9 n/a UNT to Burnt Goat Swamp 15.0 22.0 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 4

Tar-Pam Halifax shlh011 27.4 n/a Jacket Swamp 73.0 45.0 Perennial X X Subject 4

Tar-Pam Halifax shlh012 27.7 n/a UNT to Jacket Swamp 40.0 25.3 Intermittent X n/a Subject 4

Tar-Pam Halifax isdha012* 28.9 WHLH017f UNT to Breeches Swamp n/a n/a n/a X X Not Subject 4, 5

Tar-Pam Halifax isdha011* 29.1 WHLH018f UNT to Breeches Swamp n/a n/a n/a X X Not Subject 4, 5

Tar-Pam Halifax shla001 29.8 WHLH020f Breeches Swamp 54.0 34.5 Perennial X X Subject 4, 5

Tar-Pam Halifax shlh015 30.5 n/a UNT to Rocky Swamp 23.0 20.8 Intermittent n/a X Not Subject 5

Tar-Pam Halifax shlh020 31.0 n/a UNT to Rocky Swamp 31.0 21.3 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 5

Tar-Pam Halifax shlo001 31.2 n/a UNT to Rocky Swamp 44.0 22.5 Intermittent X X Subject 5

Tar-Pam Halifax shlo002 31.2 n/a UNT to Rocky Swamp 43.0 17.0 Intermittent X n/a Subject 5

Tar-Pam Halifax isdha001* 32.0 WHLH023e Rocky Swamp n/a n/a n/a X X Not Subject 5, 6

Tar-Pam Halifax shlh013 32.7 n/a UNT to Rocky Swamp 14.0 21.5 Intermittent X n/a Not Subject 6

Tar-Pam Halifax shlh014 32.8 n/a UNT to Rocky Swamp 14.0 21.5 Intermittent X n/a Not Subject 6

Tar-Pam Halifax shlh022 33.4 n/a UNT to Fishing Creek 73.0 32.5 Perennial X X Subject 6

Tar-Pam Halifax shlg011 33.8 n/a UNT to Fishing Creek 72.0 34.0 Perennial X n/a Subject 6

Tar-Pam Nash snag001 34.0 n/a Fishing Creek 84.0 >30.0 Perennial X X Subject 6

Tar-Pam Nash snag003 34.8 n/a UNT to Fishing Creek 45.0 22.0 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 6, 7

Tar-Pam Nash snag002 34.8 n/a UNT to Fishing Creek 49.0 24.0 Intermittent X X Subject 6, 7

Tar-Pam Nash snag004 35.0 n/a UNT to Fishing Creek 45.0 22.0 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 6, 7

Tar-Pam Nash isdna012* 37.0 WNAH019f Black Swamp n/a n/a n/a X X Not Subject 7, 8

Tar-Pam Nash snab100 39.8 n/a UNT to Swift Creek 30.0 23.0 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 8, 9



TABLE 2-1

ATLANTIC COAST PIPELINE

Surveyed Waterbodies Along the Tar-Pamlico and Neuse Watersheds
Watershed County Waterbody ID Milepost Wetland ID USGS Waterbody Name SQUA 

Score
ID 

Score
Stream Determination Topo 

Map
Soils 
Map

Subject to Buffer Rule Page Number

Tar-Pam Nash snah001 40.0 n/a UNT to Swift Creek 46.0 28.8 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 8, 9

Tar-Pam Nash snah002 40.4 n/a UNT to Swift Creek 28.0 32.5 Perennial n/a X Subject 8, 9

Tar-Pam Nash snah003 40.6 n/a Swift Creek 63.0 60.5 Perennial X X Subject 8, 9

Tar-Pam Nash snah006 40.9 n/a UNT to Flat Rock Branch 33.0 32.3 Perennial X X Subject 9

Tar-Pam Nash snah005 41.6 n/a UNT to Flat Rock Branch 60.0 41.5 Perennial X X Subject 9

Tar-Pam Nash snah004 41.7 n/a UNT to Flat Rock Branch 56.0 33.3 Perennial X X Subject 9

Tar-Pam Nash snah025 42.0 WNAH034f UNT to Flat Rock Branch 75.0 45.0 Perennial X X Subject 9

Tar-Pam Nash snah029 42.0 WNAH034f UNT to Flat Rock Branch 60.0 20.5 Intermittent X X Subject 9

Tar-Pam Nash snah026 42.2 n/a UNT to Flat Rock Branch 59.0 36.0 Perennial X X Subject 9

Tar-Pam Nash snab102 42.8 n/a UNT to Flat Rock Branch 58.0 43.5 Perennial n/a n/a Subject 9

Tar-Pam Nash snab103 43.0 n/a UNT to Flat Rock Branch 45.0 21.3 Intermittent X X Subject 9

Tar-Pam Nash snab104 44.0 n/a UNT to Flat Rock Branch 27.0 19.3 Intermittent X n/a Subject 10

Tar-Pam Nash snab105 44.4 WNAC005s UNT to Flat Rock Branch 54.0 36.0 Perennial X X Subject 10

Tar-Pam Nash snac001 44.5 WNAC005f Flat Rock Branch 78.0 38.8 Perennial X X Subject 10

Tar-Pam Nash snag012 44.8 WNAG012f Flat Rock Branch 83.0 42.0 Perennial X X Subject 10

Tar-Pam Nash onac002 45.4 WNAC006f Unnamed Pond n/a n/a n/a n/a X Subject 10, 11

Tar-Pam Nash snah008 47.2 n/a UNT to Pig Basket Creek 63.0 39.0 Perennial X X Subject 11

Tar-Pam Nash snah009 47.6 n/a Pig Basket Creek 65.0 45.8 Perennial n/a n/a Not Subject 11

Tar-Pam Nash snah010 47.6 n/a UNT to Pig Basket Creek 40.0 26.8 Intermittent X X Subject 11

Tar-Pam Nash snah012 47.9 n/a Pig Basket Creek 58.0 36.0 Perennial X X Subject 11

Tar-Pam Nash snah015 48.8 WNAH023f Stony Creek 68.0 43.0 Perennial X X Subject 11, 12

Tar-Pam Nash snah016 49.2 n/a UNT to Stony Creek 46.0 36.5 Perennial n/a n/a Not Subject 11, 12

Tar-Pam Nash snah017 49.5 n/a UNT to Stony Creek 47.0 39.8 Perennial n/a X Subject 12

Tar-Pam Nash snag007 50.2 n/a UNT to Stony Creek 40.0 25.5 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 12

Tar-Pam Nash snag008 50.2 n/a UNT to Stony Creek 49.0 30.5 Perennial n/a n/a Not Subject 12

Tar-Pam Nash snag006 50.3 n/a UNT to Stony Creek 67.0 31.0 Perennial X X Subject 12

Tar-Pam Nash snag005 50.8 n/a UNT to Stony Creek 82.0 30.0 Perennial n/a X Subject 12

Tar-Pam Nash snag011 51.5 n/a UNT to Stony Creek 54.0 32.8 Perennial X X Subject 12, 13

Tar-Pam Nash snag010 51.6 n/a UNT to Stony Creek 80.0 30.0 Perennial n/a n/a Not Subject 12, 13

Tar-Pam Nash snag009 51.6 n/a UNT to Stony Creek 81.0 40.5 Perennial n/a X Subject 12, 13

Tar-Pam Nash onag002 52.0 WNAG007f UNT to Sapony Creek n/a n/a n/a n/a X Subject 12, 13

Tar-Pam Nash snab101 52.0 n/a UNT to Sapony Creek 48.0 34.5 Perennial n/a X Subject 12, 13

Tar-Pam Nash snah021 53.3 n/a UNT to Sapony Creek 51.0 34.0 Perennial X X Subject 13

Tar-Pam Nash snah020 54.8 n/a UNT to Sapony Creek 76.0 43.5 Perennial X X Subject 13, 14

Tar-Pam Nash snah023 56.0 n/a UNT to Sapony Creek 29.0 32.0 Perennial n/a n/a Not Subject 14

Tar-Pam Nash snah024 56.3 n/a Sapony Creek 71.0 51.0 Perennial X X Subject 14

Tar-Pam Nash snah022 56.8 n/a UNT to Sapony Creek 66.0 47.0 Perennial X X Subject 14, 15

Tar-Pam Nash snah018 56.9 n/a UNT to Sapony Creek 54.0 38.3 Perennial X X Subject 14, 15
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Tar-Pam Nash isdna003* 57.1 WNAH025f UNT to Sapony Creek n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a Not Subject 14, 15

Tar-Pam Nash snah019 57.1 n/a UNT to Sapony Creek 39.0 27.3 Intermittent X X Subject 14, 15

Tar-Pam Nash snap004 58.8 n/a UNT to Tar River 66.0 30.5 Perennial X X Subject 15

Tar-Pam Nash snap001 59.1 n/a UNT to Tar River 45.0 26.5 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 15

Tar-Pam Nash snap002 59.1 n/a UNT to Tar River 48.0 22.5 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 15

Tar-Pam Nash snap003 59.1 n/a UNT to Tar River 45.0 26.0 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 15

Tar-Pam Nash snao011 59.4 n/a Tar River 77.0 39.5 Perennial X X Subject 15

Tar-Pam Nash snao010 59.8 n/a UNT to Tar River 32.0 10.3 Ephemeral n/a n/a Not Subject 15, 16

Tar-Pam Nash snao009 60.4 n/a UNT to Tar River 30.0 18.0 Ephemeral n/a n/a Not Subject 15, 16

Neuse Nash isdna002* 60.8 WNAO010f Little Swamp n/a n/a n/a X X Not Subject 16

Neuse Nash snao008 61.9 n/a UNT to Toisnot Swamp 17.0 12.0 Ephemeral X X Not Subject 16

Neuse Nash snao007 62.7 n/a UNT to Toisnot Swamp 59.0 25.5 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 16, 17

Neuse Nash isdna001* 62.8 WNAO004f Toisnot Swamp n/a n/a n/a X n/a Not Subject 16, 17

Neuse Nash snao006 63.0 n/a UNT to Toisnot Swamp 25.0 11.5 Ephemeral n/a X Not Subject 16, 17

Neuse Nash snao005 63.3 n/a UNT to Beaverdam Creek 28.0 11.5 Ephemeral n/a n/a Not Subject 16, 17

Neuse Nash snao004 63.3 n/a UNT to Beaverdam Creek 53.0 24.5 Intermittent n/a X Subject 16, 17

Neuse Nash snao003 63.5 n/a UNT to Beaverdam Creek 32.0 13.8 Ephemeral n/a X Not Subject 17

Neuse Nash snao002 64.3 n/a UNT to Bloomers Swamp 23.0 17.0 Ephemeral n/a n/a Not Subject 17

Neuse Nash snah030 65.2 n/a UNT to Bloomery Swamp 24.0 24.5 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 17, 18

Neuse Nash snah031 65.2 n/a UNT to Bloomery Swamp 21.0 23.3 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 17, 18

Neuse Nash snao001 65.6 n/a UNT to Juniper Creek 21.0 14.3 Ephemeral n/a n/a Not Subject 17, 18

Neuse Wilson isdwi001* 65.9 WWIO021f Bloomery Swamp n/a n/a n/a X X Not Subject 17, 18

Neuse Wilson swio015 66.0 n/a UNT to Juniper Creek 49.0 30.3 Perennial n/a n/a Subject 17, 18

Neuse Wilson swio016 66.3 n/a UNT to Juniper Creek 37.0 20.0 Intermittent n/a X Subject 17, 18

Neuse Wilson swio014 66.9 WWIO017f Millstone Creek 64.0 39.0 Perennial X X Subject 18

Neuse Wilson swio001 67.7 n/a UNT to Millstone Creek 39.0 21.5 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 18, 19

Neuse Wilson swio002 67.8 n/a UNT to Millstone Creek 60.0 31.0 Perennial n/a X Subject 18, 19

Neuse Wilson swio003 68.3 n/a UNT to Marsh Swamp 37.0 24.5 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 18, 19

Neuse Wilson swio004 69.1 n/a UNT to Marsh Swamp 54.0 34.0 Perennial X X Subject 19

Neuse Wilson swio005 69.3 n/a UNT to Marsh Swamp 68.0 35.5 Perennial X X Subject 19

Neuse Wilson swio006 69.5 n/a UNT to Marsh Swamp 19.0 20.5 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 19

Neuse Wilson swio007 69.7 n/a Marsh Swamp 86.0 50.0 Perennial X X Subject 19

Neuse Wilson swio009 70.4 n/a UNT to Marsh Swamp 71.0 38.5 Perennial X X Subject 19

Neuse Wilson swio008 70.5 n/a UNT to Marsh Swamp 71.0 42.0 Perennial X X Subject 19

Neuse Wilson swio010 70.9 n/a UNT to Marsh Swamp 73.0 32.5 Perennial n/a n/a Not Subject 19, 20

Neuse Wilson swio011 71.0 n/a UNT to Marsh Swamp 82.0 39.5 Perennial X X Subject 19, 20

Neuse Wilson swio012 71.0 n/a UNT to Marsh Swamp 66.0 19.5 Intermittent X X Subject 19, 20

Neuse Wilson swio013 71.0 n/a UNT to Marsh Swamp 75.0 36.5 Perennial X X Subject 19, 20
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Neuse Wilson swip015 71.7 n/a UNT to Contentnea Creek 53.0 23.0 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 20

Neuse Wilson swip016 71.7 n/a UNT to Contentnea Creek 48.0 22.5 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 20

Neuse Wilson swip001 72.2 n/a UNT to Contentnea Creek 19.0 15.5 Ephemeral n/a n/a Not Subject 20

Neuse Wilson swic001 72.3 n/a UNT to Contentnea Creek 39.0 26.3 Intermittent n/a X Subject 20

Neuse Wilson swib100 73.0 n/a UNT to Contentnea Creek 44.0 23.3 Intermittent X X Subject 20

Neuse Wilson swib101 73.3 WWIB101f UNT to Contentnea Creek n/a n/a Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 20

Neuse Wilson swic002 73.6 n/a Contentnea Creek 69.0 42.8 Perennial X X Subject 20

Neuse Wilson swic004 69.1 n/a Contentnea Creek 69.0 42.8 Perennial n/a n/a Subject 20

Neuse Wilson swip008 73.9 n/a UNT to Contentnea Creek 67.0 25.0 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 20, 21

Neuse Wilson swip006 74.1 n/a UNT to Contentnea Creek 50.0 22.0 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 20, 21

Neuse Wilson swip007 74.1 n/a UNT to Contentnea Creek 33.0 21.0 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 20, 21

Neuse Wilson swio017 74.4 n/a UNT to Buckhorn Branch 27.0 16.5 Ephemeral n/a n/a Not Subject 20, 21

Neuse Wilson swip002 74.6 n/a UNT to Buckhorn Branch 40.0 16.0 Ephemeral n/a n/a Not Subject 20, 21

Neuse Wilson swip003 74.9 n/a UNT to Buckhorn Branch 45.0 17.5 Ephemeral n/a n/a Not Subject 21

Neuse Wilson swip009 75.8 n/a UNT to Buckhorn Branch 53.0 28.5 Intermittent X n/a Subject 21

Neuse Wilson swip017 75.8 n/a UNT to Buckhorn Branch 55.0 31.0 Perennial n/a X Subject 21

Neuse Johnston sjob101 78.9 n/a UNT to Little Buffalo Creek 12.0 12.5 Ephemeral n/a n/a Not Subject 22

Neuse Johnston sjob102 78.9 n/a UNT to Little Buffalo Creek 15.0 15.5 Ephemeral n/a n/a Not Subject 22

Neuse Johnston sjob103 79.2 n/a UNT to Little Buffalo Creek 48.0 34.0 Perennial X X Subject 22, 23

Neuse Johnston sjob104 79.5 n/a Little Buffalo Creek 54.0 37.0 Perennial X X Subject 22, 23

Neuse Johnston sjop013 81.0 n/a UNT to Little River 54.0 22.3 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 23

Neuse Johnston sjop003 82.0 n/a UNT to Little River 35.0 20.5 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 23

Neuse Johnston sjoe001 82.5 n/a UNT to Little River 43.0 18.0 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 23, 24

Neuse Johnston sjoe002 82.5 n/a Little River 62.0 39.5 Perennial X X Subject 23, 24

Neuse Johnston sjoe003 82.6 n/a UNT to Little River 62.0 34.0 Perennial n/a n/a Not Subject 23, 24

Neuse Johnston sjoe004 82.6 n/a UNT to Little River 51.0 22.0 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 23, 24

Neuse Johnston sjoe005 83.4 n/a UNT to Buffalo Creek 51.0 22.0 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 24

Neuse Johnston sjoe006 83.5 n/a UNT to Buffalo Creek 57.0 23.0 Intermittent n/a X Subject 24

Neuse Johnston sjop002 84.5 n/a UNT to Big Branch 58.0 21.5 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 24

Neuse Johnston sjop001 84.5 n/a Big Branch 65.0 22.5 Intermittent X X Subject 24

Neuse Johnston sjoo003 85.9 n/a UNT to Little Creek 49.0 30.5 Perennial n/a X Subject 24, 25

Neuse Johnston sjoo004 86.5 n/a Little Creek 61.0 34.5 Perennial X X Subject 24, 25

Neuse Johnston sjoo005 87.4 n/a UNT to Moccasin Creek 38.0 21.0 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 25

Neuse Johnston sjop004 88.8 n/a UNT to Moccasin Creek 26.0 21.5 Intermittent X X Subject 25, 26

Neuse Johnston sjop005 88.9 n/a UNT to Moccasin Creek 35.0 25.3 Intermittent X X Subject 25, 26

Neuse Johnston sjop006 89.0 n/a UNT to Moccasin Creek 36.0 26.8 Intermittent X n/a Subject 25, 26

Neuse Johnston sjop007 89.8 n/a Moccasin Creek 52.0 42.8 Perennial X X Subject 25, 26

Neuse Johnston sjop008 91.2 n/a UNT to Bawdy Swamp 35.0 20.3 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 26, 27
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Neuse Johnston sjop009 91.2 n/a Bawdy Swamp 48.0 25.3 Intermittent X X Subject 26, 27

Neuse Johnston sjop010 92.1 n/a Bawdy Swamp 44.0 34.3 Perennial X X Subject 26, 27

Neuse Johnston sjop015 93.6 n/a UNT to Mill Branch 42.0 22.5 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 27, 28

Neuse Johnston sjob011 95.1 n/a UNT to Neuse River 32.0 25.0 Intermittent X X Subject 28

Neuse Johnston sjop018 95.3 n/a UNT to Polecat Branch 28.0 23.5 Intermittent n/a n/a Subject 28

Neuse Johnston sjob010 95.8 n/a UNT to Polecat Branch 18.0 19.0 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 28, 29

Neuse Johnston sjob009 96.3 n/a UNT to Polecat Branch 42.0 32.0 Perennial n/a n/a Not Subject 28, 29

Neuse Johnston sjob008 96.3 n/a UNT to Polecat Branch 41.0 35.5 Perennial X n/a Subject 28, 29

Neuse Johnston sjoo008 97.5 WJOO030f Polecat Branch 67.0 31.0 Perennial X X Not Subject 29

Neuse Johnston sjoo009 97.7 WJO0034f UNT to Polecat Branch 58.0 25.0 Intermittent X X Not Subject 29, 30

Neuse Johnston sjoo010 98.1 WJO0036f UNT to Neuse River 64.0 30.0 Perennial X X Not Subject 29, 30

Neuse Johnston sjob105 98.5 n/a Neuse River 49.0 35.5 Perennial X X Subject 30

Neuse Johnston djod001 99.7 WJOA021s UNT to Neuse River n/a n/a n/a n/a X Not Subject 30

Neuse Johnston isdjo001* 101.3 WJOA012f Hannah Creek n/a n/a n/a X X Not Subject 30, 31

Neuse Johnston sjob006 102.4 n/a UNT to Hannah Creek n/a 17.3 Intermittent X X Subject 31

Neuse Johnston sjob005 102.8 n/a UNT to Hannah Creek 36.0 20.3 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 31

Neuse Johnston sjob004 102.8 n/a UNT to Hannah Creek 50.0 35.0 Perennial X n/a Subject 31

Neuse Johnston sjob003 103.9 n/a UNT to Hannah Creek 57.0 33.0 Perennial X X Subject 31, .32

Neuse Johnston sjob002 104.5 n/a UNT to Ojoa003 19.0 21.0 Intermittent n/a n/a Not Subject 32

Neuse Johnston isdjo002* 105.1 WJOA005f Whiteoak Branch n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a Not Subject 32

Neuse Johnston isdjo004* 106.8 WJOA003f Stone Creek n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a Not Subject 32, 33

Neuse Johnston isdjo005* 107.6 WJOA002f Johnson Swamp n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a Not Subject 33

Neuse Johnston sjob001 107.7 n/a UNT to Johnson Swamp 57.0 36.0 Perennial X X Subject 33

Neuse Johnston sjop017 110.3 n/a UNT to John K Swamp 59.0 19.5 Intermittent n/a X Subject 34

Neuse Johnston sjop016 110.5 n/a UNT to John K Swamp 42.0 17.5 Ephemeral n/a X Not Subject 34

Neuse Johnston isdjo009* 110.5 WJOP029f John K. Swamp n/a n/a n/a X X Not Subject 34

Neuse Johnston sjoo007 113.1 n/a Mill Branch 52.0 21.5 Intermittent X X Subject 35

Neuse Johnston sjoe007 113.7 n/a UNT to Mill Creek 44.0 26.0 Intermittent X X Subject 35

Neuse Johnston sjoq001 114.1 WJOQ002f UNT to Jumping Run 64.0 33.3 Perennial X X Not Subject 35

__________________________________

*Note: *Delineated stream via desktop photo-interpretation and limited ground truthing.  Areas not accessible in field.  Channel was not detected during NCDEQ field visit.
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Environmental Field Surveys
Waterbody Photo Page

Photo Sheet 1 of 2

Waterbody data point sjoo008 facing northwest upstream.

Waterbody data point sjoo008 facing southeast downstream.
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Photo Sheet 2 of 2

Waterbody data point sjoo008 facing southwest across.
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Photo Sheet 1 of 2

Waterbody data point sjoo009 facing west upstream.

Waterbody data point sjoo009 facing east downstream.
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Photo Sheet 2 of 2

Waterbody data point sjoo009 facing south across.
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Photo Sheet 1 of 2

Waterbody data point sjoo010 facing north upstream.

Waterbody data point sjoo010 facing south downstream.
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Photo Sheet 2 of 2

Waterbody data point sjoo010 facing west across.
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Photo Sheet 1 of 2

Waterbody sjoq001 facing northeast upstream.

Waterbody sjoq001 facing southwest downstream.



Environmental Field Surveys
Waterbody Photo Page

Photo Sheet 2 of 2

Waterbody sjoq001 facing northwest across bank.
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Photo Sheet 1 of 2

Waterbody data point swio017 facing west upstream.

Waterbody data point swio017 facing east downstream.
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Photo Sheet 2 of 2

Waterbody data point swio017 facing south across bank.



North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission 



1

Steve Holden

From: Garrison, Gabriela <gabriela.garrison@ncwildlife.org>
Sent: Monday, November 14, 2016 3:24 PM
To: Tracy Brunner; Ratcliffe, Judith
Cc: Sara Throndson; Stancil, Vann F
Subject: RE: Atlantic Coast Pipeline - Forest GIS Data Layers

Hi Tracy,  

I would explore the website for the South Atlantic Landscape Conservation Cooperative 
(www.southatlanticlcc.org).  They have a Conservation Blueprint (downloadable in GIS) that has multiple datasets with 
information that could be useful to your analysis, including priority and threatened habitats as well as the USGS National 
Land Cover Database.  Here is the link for the blueprint: www.southatlanticlcc.org/blueprint.  

Let us know if there is anything else you need, 

Thanks! 
Gabriela   

Gabriela Garrison 
Eastern Piedmont Habitat Conservation Coordinator 

NC Wildlife Resources Commission 
Sandhills Depot, P.O. Box 149 
Hoffman, NC  28347 
Office and Cell: 910‐409‐7350    
gabriela.garrison@ncwildlife.org 

www.ncwildlife.org 

From: Tracy Brunner [mailto:Tracy.Brunner@erm.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 14, 2016 11:53 AM 
To: Garrison, Gabriela <gabriela.garrison@ncwildlife.org>; Ratcliffe, Judith <judith.ratcliffe@ncdcr.gov> 
Cc: Sara Throndson <Sara.Throndson@erm.com> 
Subject: Atlantic Coast Pipeline ‐ Forest GIS Data Layers 

Gabriela and Judith, 
   In a recent data request received from FERC, we have been asked to re‐calculate forest fragmentation impacts for the 
Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project.  Previously we have used the Gap Analysis Program (GAP) vegetation types to delineate 
forested areas and calculate these impacts. However, I wanted to check if there were any other available GIS data sets 
for forested areas in North Carolina that may be better to use for this analysis.  Please let me know if I should be using a 
different data set, or if GAP is appropriate for North Carolina. 
Thanks, Tracy 

Tracy Brunner 
Senior Scientist & Biological Field Services Logistics Manager 
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ERM 
80 South 8th Street, Suite 1000 l Minneapolis l MN l 55402 

T 612-337-3355 l M 612-599-6976

E tracy.brunner@erm.com  l W www.erm.com 

This electronic mail message may contain information which is (a) LEGALLY PRIVILEGED, PROPRIETARY IN NATURE, OR OTHERWISE PROTECTED BY 
LAW FROM DISCLOSURE, and (b) intended only for the use of the Addressee (s) names herein. If you are not the Addressee(s), or the person responsible for 
delivering this to the Addressee (s), you are hereby notified that reading, copying, or distributing this message is prohibited. If you have received this electronic 
mail message in error, please contact us immediately at (612) 347-6789 and take the steps necessary to delete the message completely from your computer 
system. Thank you, 

Please visit: 
ERM's web site: http://www.erm.com

Email correspondence to and from this sender is subject to the N.C. Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.
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North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources 
State Historic Preservation Office 

Ramona M. Bartos, Administrator 
Governor Pat McCrory   Office of Archives and History  
Secretary Susan Kluttz  Deputy Secretary Kevin Cherry

Location: 109 East Jones Street, Raleigh NC 27601     Mailing Address: 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617   Telephone/Fax: (919) 807-6570/807-6599 

November 22, 2016 

Richard Gangle 
Dominion Resources Services, Inc. 
5000 Dominion Boulevard 
Glen Allen, VA 23060 
Richard.B.Gangle@dom.com 

Re: Phase I Archaeological Survey for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project, North Carolina Addendum 
Report 3; Cumberland, Halifax, Johnston, and Robeson Counties; ER 14-1475 

Dear Mr. Gangle: 

We have received Robert M. Bisha’s letter of September 29, 2016, forwarding copies of the above-
referenced report by Environmental Resource Management (ERM) and would like to comment. 

During the course of the survey, thirteen sites (including one isolated find) were located within the project 
area. Six have been recommended as not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

The following properties are determined not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places: 
31CD2123, 31CD2125, 31HX477, 31JT488, 31RB572**, and 31RB573. Because of a lack of integrity 
these sites have no further information value. Mr. William Stanyard of ERM has recommended that no 
further archaeological investigation be conducted in connection with these sites, allowing work to proceed 
in their areas. We concur with this recommendation. 

One of these sites, 31RB572**, while not eligible for the NRHP, will be avoided because it is a cemetery. 

The sites recommended for avoidance or Phase II testing by ERM to determine their eligibility for the 
NRHP are 31CD2122, 31CD2124, 31CD2126, 31CD2127, 31HX478, 31HX479, and 31JT489. We do not 
concur with this recommendation. 

After careful consideration of the information presented for these sites, we feel sufficient information was 
gathered at the Phase I level of investigation to evaluate them. It is our opinion that these seven sites, 
31CD2122, 31CD2124, 31CD2126, 31CD2127, 31HX478, 31HX479, and 31JT489 are not eligible for the 
NRHP. They are unlikely to provide additional information on the prehistory or history of the area. We, 
therefore, recommend no additional archaeological investigation in connection with these sites, allowing 
work to proceed in their areas. 

mailto:William.A.Scarpinato@dom.com


Please see attached for several editorial comments. 

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 
CFR Part 800. 

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions concerning the above comment, 
contact Renee Gledhill-Earley, environmental review coordinator, at 919-807-6579 or 
environmental.review@ncdcr.gov. In all future communication concerning this project, please cite the 
above referenced tracking number. 

Sincerely, 

Ramona M. Bartos 

cc: Bill Stanyard, Natural Resource Group, bill.stanyard@nrg-llc.com 

enclosure (editorial comments) 

mailto:environmental.review@ncdcr.gov
mailto:bill.stanyard@nrg-llc.com


Editorial comments 

 In the body of the report the appendix including maps is called Appendix A; on the maps it’s called
Appendix 1. Please make consistent.

 We request future reports describe isolated finds in the same manner as any other site, providing
both a table presenting their information and a sketch map (e.g., afford 31JT488 the same treatment
received by 31JT489).

 Include 31JT488 in Table 3.2-1, the summary of archaeological resources in the APE.
 One table listing all sites recorded during the survey, whether isolated finds, not eligible, or

unassessed would be very helpful. Include revisits if any and identify them as such.





North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources 
State Historic Preservation Office 

Ramona M. Bartos, Administrator 
Governor Pat McCrory   Office of Archives and History  
Secretary Susan Kluttz  Deputy Secretary Kevin Cherry

Location: 109 East Jones Street, Raleigh NC 27601     Mailing Address: 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617   Telephone/Fax: (919) 807-6570/807-6599 

December 12, 2016 

Robert M. Bisha, Technical Advisor 
Atlantic Coast Pipeline 
Dominion Resources Services, INC 
5000 Dominion Boulevard 
Glen Allen, VA 23060 

Re: Revised Historic Structures Survey Report Addendum 2 Supplemental Information: 
Atlantic Coast Pipeline, Multi County, ER 14-1475 

Dear Mr. Bisha: 

Thank you for your letter of December 2, 2016, transmitting the above-referenced report. We have 
reviewed the report and note that is for a previously un-surveyed area that was necessitated by a rerouting 
of the pipeline and a new Area of Potential Effects. 

We agree that the shed, five houses and cemetery shown as properties CD1454 – CD1456 and CD1458 – 
CD 1461 are not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places for the reasons outlined in 
the report. 

We do not agree that the ca. 1920 dwelling (CD1457) is eligible for listing in the Register under Criterion 
C. The description of the house noted that it has poor material integrity with the application of asbestos and
composite siding, replacement windows and doors, and additions at the rear elevation.  A higher level of
material integrity as well as an assessment of the interior's material integrity would be necessary to support
eligibility under Criterion C. Pending further research into the history of the house and surrounding land, it
is possible that the house and outbuildings might be significant under Criterion A for Agriculture, but the
material integrity remains an issue.

We are pleased to note in the Introduction that subsequent to this current report, ERM will prepare a 
supplemental report that: 

 Summarizes findings from Dovetail’s previous survey work
 Updates those findings in relation to project changes to note which properties remain in the APE
 Supplies additional information requested by us
 Provides an assessment of effects for eligible properties.



The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 
CFR Part 800. 

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions concerning the above comment, 
contact Renee Gledhill-Earley, environmental review coordinator, at 919-807-6579 or 
environmental.review@ncdcr.gov. In all future communication concerning this project, please cite the 
above referenced tracking number. 

Sincerely, 

Ramona M. Bartos 

cc: Richard B. Gangle, Dominion Resources, Richard.B.Gangle@dom.com 

mailto:environmental.review@ncdcr.gov
mailto:Richard.B.Gangle@dom.com
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LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS
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AP-3 ACP Lateral Pipeline AP-3 
ATWS Additional Temporary Work Space  
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1.0 PURPOSE AND PROJECT OVERVIEW 

Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC (Atlantic) is a company formed by four major U.S. energy 
companies—Dominion Resources, Inc. (Dominion); Duke Energy Corporation; Piedmont Natural Gas 
Co., Inc.; and Southern Company Gas, Inc.  Atlantic is providing the following document for purposes of 
providing background information about the Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project (ACP or Project), including 
an overview of construction methods proposed and details pertaining to route selection, which will 
provide the North Carolina Division of Mitigation Services (NCDMS) information necessary to evaluate 
this formal request to cross a narrow segment of the Stanley Slough and Stanley Slough II in-lieu fee 
compensatory stream and wetland mitigation sites according to North Carolina General Statute §143-
214.8 et seq. 

Atlantic was created to develop, own, and operate the ACP, an approximately 603.8-mile-long 
interstate natural gas transmission pipeline system designed to meet growing energy needs in Virginia and 
North Carolina (see Appendix A, Figure A-1).  The ACP will deliver natural gas that will be used to 
generate electricity, heat homes, and run local businesses.  The Project will facilitate cleaner air, increase 
the reliability and security of natural gas supplies, and provide a significant economic boost in West 
Virginia, Virginia, and North Carolina.  More information is provided at the company’s website at 
www.dom.com/acpipeline.  Atlantic has contracted with Dominion Transmission, Inc. (DTI), a subsidiary 
of Dominion, to permit, build, and operate the ACP on behalf of Atlantic.

Atlantic is seeking authorization from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) under 
Section 7(c) of the Natural Gas Act to construct, own, operate, and maintain the following proposed 
pipeline facilities for the ACP system: 

Mainline Pipeline Facilities: 

• AP-1:  approximately 333.1 miles of underground 42-inch outside diameter natural gas 
transmission pipeline in Harrison, Lewis, Upshur, Randolph, and Pocahontas Counties, 
West Virginia; Highland, Bath, Augusta, Nelson, Buckingham, Cumberland, Prince 
Edward, Nottoway, Dinwiddie, Brunswick, and Greensville Counties, Virginia; and 
Northampton County, North Carolina. 

• AP-2:  approximately 186.0 miles of underground 36-inch outside diameter natural gas 
transmission pipeline in Northampton, Halifax, Nash, Wilson, Johnston, Sampson, 
Cumberland, and Robeson Counties, North Carolina. 

Lateral Pipeline Facilities: 

• AP-3:  approximately 83.2 miles of underground 20-inch outside diameter natural gas 
lateral pipeline in Northampton County, North Carolina; and Greensville and 
Southampton Counties and the Cities of Suffolk and Chesapeake, Virginia. 

• AP-4:  approximately 0.4 mile of underground 16-inch outside diameter natural gas 
lateral pipeline in Brunswick County, Virginia. 

• AP-5: approximately 1.0 mile of underground 16-inch outside diameter natural gas lateral 
pipeline in Greensville County, Virginia. 
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1.1 IN-LIEU FEE BANK SITES AND ACP PROJECT LOCATION SUMMARY   

Stanley’s Slough Stream and Wetland Restoration Site (SSSW) and Stanley’s II Wetland 
Restoration Site (SII) are wetland mitigation sites in the North Carolina In-Lieu Fee program 
administered by the NCDMS according to North Carolina General Statute §143-214.8 et seq.  These sites 
have been established to assist private and public entities to comply with state and federal compensatory 
mitigation for streams, wetlands, riparian buffers, and nutrients.  The two sites are located within 
Northampton County, North Carolina, within the Chowan River Basin, Cataloging Unit 03010204.  
SSSW consists of approximately 18.09 acres and SII consists of approximately 8.83 acres.  

The ACP Lateral Pipeline AP-3 (AP-3), a proposed 20-inch outside diameter natural gas pipeline, 
would typically require workspace 75 feet in width, and in some locations an additional 50-75 feet of 
width across agricultural land, to cross streams and wetlands, may also be required (see Appendix B, 
workspace typical drawings).  Workspace consists of permanent workspace (generally the permanent 
easement utilized for operation of the pipeline), temporary workspace (used only during the construction 
phase of the project), and additional temporary workspace (25 foot by 100 foot workspace boxes use to 
store equipment and extra soil at road, wetland, and waterbody crossings).  Workspace that would 
intersect the SSSW and SII sites will cross approximately 0.05 acre of the SSSW and SII sites, consisting 
of approximately 0.05 acre of permanent workspace.  Based on the GIS data utilized to evaluate these 
impacts, the pipeline trench would remain outside the limits of the SSSW and SSII sites.   

During environmental surveys, for purposes of project planning and permitting, one wetland 
consisting of two wetland community types (i.e., forested and emergent wetlands) has been identified in 
field reviews within the 0.05 acre of permanent workspace that intersects the mitigation site.  Unique 
identification labels assigned by ACP wetland field crews to the wetland delineated in this area are 
wnrp016e and wnrp016f; differentiated by the vegetation communities that consist of emergent wetlands 
along the electrical transmission line corridor and adjacent forested wetland communities (see Appendix 
A – Figure A-4).  

Table 1.1-1 below describes the different types of wetlands that are located within the SSSW and 
SII sites and their respective acreages.  

TABLE 1.1-1 

Wetland Acreage in SSSW and SII ILF Bank Sites

Workspace Type  Wetland Typea Unique Wetland ID Acre 

Permanent ROW Emergent wnrp016e 0.02 

Forested wnrp016f 0.03

Grand Total 0.05

a Wetland type based on the Cowardin classification system, Emergent = PEM; Forested = PFO. 

1.2 PURPOSE OF THE DOCUMENT 

This document has been prepared to assist the NCDMS in review of ACP’s request to cross the 
SSSW and SII sites. The following sections of the document provide background to explain Atlantic’s 
route evaluation process and route selection, project construction methods, and post construction 
restoration methods.  
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2.0 PIPELINE ROUTES AND ALTERNATIVES 

 Atlantic identified and evaluated a number of alternatives to the proposed Project.  The 
alternatives evaluated included a no-action alternative; alternative energy sources, including traditional 
and renewable sources; energy conservation measures; and system alternatives as alternatives to the 
project.  Based on a determination submitted to FERC within Resource Report 10 demonstrating the need 
for the project Atlantic began to evaluate routing alternatives for the Project.  The route alternatives 
included conceptual collocation route alternatives; major route alternatives; minor route variations; minor 
route adjustments; and alternative aboveground facility sites.  The review of route alternatives included an 
assessment and comparison of a number of factors, including technical and economic feasibility, 
constructability, environmental impact, ability to meet the purpose and need of the Project, and input from 
stakeholders, including Federal land managing agencies, Federal and State/Commonwealth resource 
agencies, and landowners.  As a result of desktop analyses and field surveys, Atlantic identified a number 
of route alternatives and variations along the proposed pipeline routes to avoid or minimize crossings of 
sensitive environmental features, address engineering constraints, consider public and agency input, and 
balance many competing constraints to determine a constructible route.  

Route variations and alternatives that have been filed as part of the Project record with the FERC 
have influenced the pipeline route through the area around the SSSW and SII sites.  When evaluating the 
location of the ACP, AP-3 lateral route along which the SSSW and SII sites are located, the location of 
Compressor Station 2 in Northampton County, North Carolina where the AP-3 lateral starts and the end 
point of the AP-3 lateral in the City of Chesapeake provide the baseline start and end points for routing 
the ACP, AP-3 lateral.  Alternatives that have influenced the route selection along the AP-3 lateral in the 
vicinity of and leading up to and away from the SSSW and SII sites are described in Sections 2.1 and 2.2 
below.  Section 2.3 explains additional routing considerations that resulted in the location of the AP-3 
route across portions of the SSSW and SII sites. 

2.1 SOUTHERN CONCEPTUAL ROUTE ALTERNATIVE 

The southern conceptual alternative route originates approximately at MP 6.0 of the currently 
proposed AP-3 lateral route in Northampton County, North Carolina (see Figure 2.1-1).  From this point, 
the conceptual route heads due east for approximately 64 miles crossing Northampton, Hertford, Gates, 
Pasquotank, and Camden Counties, North Carolina, passing south of the Great Dismal Swamp National 
Wildlife Refuge (GDS-NWR) and Dismal Swamp State Park.  The conceptual route then heads north for 
approximately 20 miles, crossing Camden County, North Carolina and the City of Chesapeake, Virginia, 
passing east of the GDS-NWR.   

Although the southern conceptual route alternative avoids the GDS-NWR, construction along this 
route would result in an additional 13 miles of impacts, including crossings of many miles of wetlands 
along the Chowen River, in the area south of the Dismal Swamp State Park, and along the Pasquatank 
River.  Based on National Wetlands Inventory data, the southern conceptual route crosses approximately 
30.6 miles of wetlands, while the corresponding segment of the currently proposed route crosses 
approximately 20.1 miles of wetlands.  The southern conceptual route additionally crosses large blocks of 
land identified by The Nature Conservancy (TNC) as sensitive floodplain forest in areas south and east of 
the GDS-NWR.  Also, the southern conceptual route alternative is almost entirely a greenfield corridor, as 
there are no existing pipelines, electric transmission lines, railroads, or major roads to follow in the 
vicinity of the route.  By contrast, the corresponding segment of the proposed route is collocated with 
existing linear corridor facilities for approximately 13 miles. 
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The Southern Conceptual Route Alternative would have avoided the area of the SSSW and SII 
sites completely.  However, because the southern conceptual route is longer and would result in greater 
impacts than the currently proposed route, particularly to wetlands, the route is not considered a viable 
alternative.
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Figure 10.8.1-20 Major Route Alternatives – Great Dismal Swamp Southern Conceptual Route  
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2.2 MEHERRIN RIVER MAJOR ROUTE ALTERNATIVE 

In a letter dated September 8, 2014, and in a meeting on November 12, 2014, TNC asked Atlantic 
to consider an alternative route for the proposed AP-3 lateral to avoid or minimize crossings of the 
Meherrin River and Fountains Creek watersheds in southeastern Virginia.  These watersheds are part of 
TNC’s Albemarle Sound Whole System project area, which encompasses approximately 6 million acres 
of freshwater-dominated estuarine habitat in southeastern Virginia and northeastern North Carolina.  TNC 
states that the Albemarle Sound System contains “areas of large intact wetland forest that support high 
levels of use by migratory and breeding birds and buffer some of the best migratory fish spawning and 
nursery habitats on the East Coast.”  TNC has worked with public agencies, corporations, landowners, 
and communities to protect and restore public and private lands in this area. 

The Meherrin River baseline route for the AP-3 lateral crossed floodplain forest in the Meherrin 
River and Fountains Creek watersheds between MPs 0.0 and 12.0, including areas which TNC had 
recommended for avoidance.  Atlantic identified and evaluated a route alternative which avoids Fountains 
Creek altogether and minimized crossings of floodplain forest in areas recommended by TNC for 
avoidance.  The baseline route and Meherrin River Route Alternative are depicted on Figure 2.2-1. 

In addition to the avoidance of floodplain forest, the Meherrin River alternative increased 
collocation with existing infrastructural rights-of-way by 11.6 miles, where the alternative route follows a 
Virginia Electric and Power Company electric transmission right-of-way.  The increase of collocation 
addressed a FERC request to increase collocation along this pipeline segment. Based on the feasibility of 
collocation with other utility corridors in this area, and the relative similarity of the impact on other major 
resource considerations, Atlantic incorporated the Meherrin River Route Alternative into the proposed 
route.  Incorporation of the Meherrin River Route Alternative into the proposed AP-3 lateral route results 
in a route that ultimately crosses the SSSW and SII sites. 
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2.3 ADDITIONAL ROUTE ALTERNATIVES REFINEMENT 

The objective of the routing process is to identify the shortest possible route between the 
proposed receipt and delivery points taking into account the ACP purpose and need, engineering 
constraints, crossings of public lands, issues identified by stakeholders, minimization of impacts by 
collocating with existing rights-of-way or infrastructure, and the potential for impacts on sensitive 
environmental, tribal, and historical resources.  Once the baseline route was established, Atlantic 
continued to evaluate route alternatives, variations, and minor adjustments based on a review of additional 
desktop constraint data, consultations and discussions with agency staff or other stakeholders, and field 
review in an effort to optimize the routes, as the adoption of the Meherrin River Route Alternative 
demonstrates. 

With the desktop route determined, a field oriented routing team consisting of a lead construction 
router, civil survey staff, and an ecological specialist teamed to adjust the route based on site-specific 
conditions while weighing competing constraints associated with environmental, tribal, and historical 
resource protection, constructability, available technology, and logistical constraints.  Where practicable, 
adjustments to the route were made to avoid and/or minimize impacts to wetlands and waterbodies, and 
other sensitive features. 

Route refinement considerations that influenced the route in the immediate vicinity of the SSSW 
and SII sites include a FERC requested preference to collocate with an existing transmission line corridor 
that cuts through these sites to minimize both forest fragmentation and tree clearing.  Routing south of the 
sites would result in crossing close to existing structures and homes.  Routing north of the sites would 
move away from the existing transmission line corridor into forested land, resulting in additional tree 
clearing.  Avoidance and minimization of tree clearing on forested lands will reduce potential impacts on 
forest-dwelling migratory bird species and potential impacts on state and federally listed bat species.  

Atlantic has taken steps to reduce the temporary impact to the SSSW and SII sites. Temporary 
workspace impacted by the right-of-way was calculated at approximately 0.13 acre. Dominion has been 
able to reconfigure the temporary workspace and reduce the impacts to 0.00 acre. Reducing the temporary 
workspace will also help to avoid temporary impacts to wetlands in the area. Refer to appendices to show 
change

3.0 PROJECT CONSTRUCTION SEQUENCE AND METHODS 

Construction of the proposed pipelines, known as the open-cut method, will follow industry-
standard practices and procedures as described below.  In a typical scenario, construction involves a series 
of discrete activities conducted in a linear sequence.  These include survey and staking; clearing and 
grading; trenching; pipe stringing, bending, and welding; lowering-in and backfilling; hydrostatic testing; 
final tie-in; commissioning; and right-of-way cleanup and restoration.  Appendix B – Figure B-1 
illustrates each of the steps in a typical construction sequence.  A description of each step in the process is 
provided below. According to Atlantic’s construction schedule initial site preparation and tree clearing 
will take place in November 2017 with pipeline construction scheduled to begin in February 2018 and is 
currently scheduled to be completed by the end of 2018.  Following the 2018 construction season Atlantic 
will continue to monitor, stabilize, and restore the construction right-of-way according to federal and state 
permit requirements.  
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3.1 SURVEY AND STAKING 

Affected landowners will be notified before the preconstruction survey and staking are 
conducted.  After these notifications, Atlantic’s and DTI’s survey contractor will stake the pipeline 
centerlines and limits of the construction right-of-way and Additional Temporary Work Space (ATWS) 
areas.  Wetland boundaries and other environmentally sensitive areas will also be marked at this time. 

3.2 CLEARING AND GRADING 

Prior to beginning ground-disturbing activities, Atlantic’s construction contractors will coordinate 
with the One-Call systems in North Carolina to have existing underground utilities (e.g., cables, conduits, 
and pipelines) identified and flagged.  Once this process is complete, the clearing crew will mobilize to 
the construction areas.  The clearing crew will then clear the work area of vegetation and other obstacles, 
including trees, stumps, logs, brush, and rocks. 

To the extent feasible, Atlantic will minimize tree removal during construction.  Cleared 
vegetation and stumps will either be burned, chipped (except in wetlands), or hauled offsite to a 
commercial disposal facility.  No chips, mulch, or mechanically cut woody debris will be stockpiled in 
wetlands, and no upland woody debris will be disposed of in wetlands.  Non-merchantable timber will not 
be disposed of by placing it off the right-of-way without landowner approval.  No woody debris disposal 
will be allowed in agricultural areas or wetlands.  

Burning of non-merchantable wood will be allowed only where the contractor has acquired all 
applicable permits and approvals (e.g., agency and landowner) and in accordance with State and local 
regulations, and only with site-specific approval from Atlantic.  Prior to initiating burning, the contractor 
will provide Atlantic with copies of required permits and approvals.   

Following clearing, the construction right-of-way and ATWS will be graded where necessary to 
provide a level work surface to allow safe passage of construction equipment and emergency vehicles.    
Graded topsoil will be segregated in accordance with the FERC - Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, 
and Maintenance Plan (Plan) and Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation Procedures 
(Procedures), where required.  Typically, topsoil will be segregated from subsoil in non-saturated 
wetlands, cultivated or rotated croplands, managed pastures, hayfields, residential areas, and in other 
areas requested by the landowner or land managing agency unless Atlantic is instructed by a landowner or 
land managing agency not to do so or Atlantic import topsoil in accordance with the Plan. 

The depth of topsoil removed will depend on soil conditions and landowner requests or land 
managing agency requirements.  In accordance with the Plan, and in areas where topsoil segregation is 
required, Atlantic will segregate at least 12 inches of topsoil in deep soils (more than 12 inches of topsoil) 
and the entire topsoil layer in shallow soils (less than 12 inches of topsoil).  Excavated topsoil will be 
placed on the edge or edges of the construction right-of-way as shown in the construction typicals 
provided in Appendix B. 

If the ground is relatively flat and does not require topsoil segregation or grading, the existing 
vegetative mat will be peeled and removed similar to topsoil and stockpiled along the right-of-way for use 
in restoration.  In areas disturbed by grading, and as required by the Plan and Procedures, temporary 
erosion and sediment controls will be installed within the right-of-way to minimize erosion.  All materials 
used for erosion and sediment control (e.g., hay bales or straw mulch) will be certified as weed free.  The 
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erosion and sediment controls will be inspected and maintained throughout the construction and 
restoration phases of the Project, as appropriate, and as required by the Plan and Procedures. 

3.3 TRENCHING

Pipe trench will be excavated by rotary trenching machines, track-mounted backhoes, or other 
similar equipment.  Trench spoil will be deposited adjacent to the trench within the construction right-of-
way.  The trench for each pipeline will be excavated to a depth that provides sufficient cover over the 
pipeline after backfilling.  The typical dimensions of each pipeline trench will vary depending on a 
number of factors, such as the diameter of the pipe being installed and the substrate in the vicinity of the 
trench (see Table 3.3-1).  The bottom width of the trench will be sufficient to accommodate the diameter 
of the pipeline and sufficient pad material around it (typically approximately 1 foot on either side of the 
pipeline).  The top width will vary to allow the sides of the trench to be adapted to local soil conditions at 
the time of construction.  If trench dewatering is required within or off of the construction right-of-way, it 
will be conducted in accordance with the Plan and Procedures and applicable permits in a manner that 
will not cause erosion or result in silt-laden water flowing into a wetland or waterbody. 

In areas where topsoil segregation is required, subsoil from trench excavations will be placed 
adjacent to the topsoil in a separate pile to allow for proper restoration of the soil during backfilling and 
restoration.  Gaps will be left between the topsoil and subsoil piles to prevent stormwater runoff from 
backing up or flooding.  Mixing of topsoil and subsoil piles will be prevented by separating them 
physically or with a mulch or silt fence barrier, where necessary, to accommodate reduced workspace. 

When rock or rocky formations are encountered, hydraulic hammers, tractor-mounted mechanical 
rippers or rock trenchers will be used for breaking up the rock prior to excavation.  In areas where 
mechanical equipment or other means cannot be used to break up or loosen boulders or shallow bedrock, 
blasting will be required. 

TABLE 3.3-1 

Typical Trench Dimensions for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline 

Pipeline 
Outside

Diameter Cover
Top Width 

(feet) 
Depth 
(feet) 

Typical Depth 
of Cover (feet) 

Atlantic Coast Pipeline 

AP-3 20-inch Non-agricultural upland 5–10 6 3

Agricultural 5–10 7 4

Wetland 10–15 6 3

Road, railroad, and waterbody 
crossings 

10–15 8 5 or more 

3.4 PIPE STRINGING, BENDING, AND WELDING 

Individual joints of pipe (up to approximately 80 feet long) will be trucked to the construction 
right-of-way and strung along the trenchline in a single, continuous line.  Individual sections of pipe will 
be bent, where necessary, to allow for a uniform fit with the contours at the bottom of the trench and 
horizontal points of inflection.  Typically, a track-mounted, hydraulic pipe-bending machine will tailor 
the shape of the pipe to conform to the contours of the trench.  After the pipe sections are bent, they will 
be welded together into long sections and placed on temporary supports along the trench.   
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Welding is a crucial phase of pipeline construction because the integrity of the pipeline depends 
on this process.  Each weld must exhibit the same structural integrity with respect to strength and 
ductility.  Welding will be conducted in compliance with 49 CFR 192 and API Standard 1104, Welding of 
Pipelines and Related Facilities.  Completed welds will be visually and radiographically inspected.  
Welds that do not meet established specifications will be repaired or removed.  Following welding and 
after inspection, pipe weld joints will be coated with an epoxy coating in accordance with required 
specifications.  If the coating is sprayed on, it will be contained within a flocking ring as it is sprayed onto 
the weld joint; this will result in little to no overspray of coating into the environment.  The coating will 
be inspected for defects, and repaired, if necessary, prior to lowering the pipe into the trench. 

3.5 LOWERING AND BACKFILLING 

Prior to lowering-in, the trench will be inspected to confirm it is free of rocks and other debris 
that could damage the pipe or its protective coating.  Dewatering may be necessary to inspect the bottom 
of the trench in areas where water has accumulated.  If dewatering is required, it will be conducted in 
accordance with the Plan and Procedures and applicable permits in a manner that will not cause erosion or 
result in silt-laden water flowing into a wetland or waterbody.   

The pipe will be lifted from the temporary supports and lowered into the trench using side-boom 
tractors.  As necessary, trench breakers (stacked sand bags or foam) will be installed in the trench around 
the pipe in steeply sloped areas to prevent movement of subsurface water along the pipeline.   

After lowering-in, the pipe will be padded and the trench will be backfilled with previously 
excavated materials using bladed equipment or backhoes.  If the material excavated from the trench is 
rocky, the pipeline will be protected with a rock shield or covered with other suitable fill (i.e., crushed 
limestone rock or screened sand).  Excavated rock will then be used to backfill the trench to the top of the 
existing bedrock profile in the trench, except that large rock will be buried on the working side of the two-
tone cut where the contractor levels the ground for construction.  This will prevent large rocks from 
migrating into the pad material in the trench and making contact with the pipe.  Additionally, excavated 
rock may be crushed with a rock pulverizer and incorporated into fill or used as gravel to upgrade access 
roads.  Excavated material not required for backfill will be removed and disposed of at approved upland 
disposal sites.

3.6 HYDROSTATIC TESTING 

After backfilling and all other construction activities that could affect the pipeline are complete, 
each pipeline will be hydrostatically tested in sections to verify that each system is free from leaks and 
will provide the required margin of safety at operating pressures.  Individual sections of pipeline to be 
tested will be determined by water availability and terrain conditions.  Water for hydrostatic testing will 
be obtained from surface water sources in accordance with State regulations and required permits.  As 
practicable, water will be transferred from one test section to another to reduce the amount of water that is 
required for testing.  Once hydrostatic testing is complete, the test water will be discharged in accordance 
with the Plan and Procedures and applicable permits through an approved discharge structure to remove 
turbidity or suspended sediments (i.e., dirt left in the pipe during construction) and prevent scour and 
erosion.  Alternatively, the water will be hauled offsite for disposal at an approved location.  
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During hydrostatic testing, internal pressures and durations will be in accordance with 49 CFR 
192 and applicable permit conditions.  If leaks are found during testing, the leaks will be repaired and the 
section of pipe retested until the required specifications are met.   

3.7 FINAL TIE-IN AND COMMISSIONING  

After hydrostatic testing, the final tie-ins on each pipeline will be completed and commissioning 
will commence.  Commissioning involves activities to verify that equipment is properly installed and 
working; controls and communications systems are functional; and the pipeline is ready for service.  The 
pipeline will be cleaned, dried, and inspected using in-line inspection tools (pigs) to detect anomalies in 
the pipe that may have been introduced during construction, and prepared for service by purging the line 
of air and loading the line with natural gas. 

3.8 CLEAN UP AND RESTORATION 

Final cleanup will begin after backfilling and as soon as weather and site conditions permit.  Final 
cleanup (including final grading and installation of permanent erosion control devices) will be completed 
within timeframes required by permits, in accordance with landowner requests, as required by the Plan 
and Procedures, or as approved by the appropriate agencies.  Construction debris will be collected and 
taken to an approved disposal facility.  Preconstruction contours will be restored as closely as practicable.  
Segregated topsoil will be spread over the surface of the right-of-way, and permanent erosion controls 
will be installed.

Revegetation measures will be implemented in accordance with the Plan and Procedures or as 
directed by the appropriate land managing agency.  Disturbed, non-cultivated work areas will be 
stabilized and seeded as soon as possible after final grading, weather and soil conditions permitting, 
subject to the recommended seeding dates for the seed mixes used to revegetate different areas along the 
pipelines.     

3.9 PIPELINE RIGHTS-OF-WAY AND WORKSPACE  

3.9.1 Construction Right-of-Way 

For the AP-3 pipeline laterals, the construction corridor in non-agricultural uplands and in 
wetlands will measure 75 feet in width, with a 25-foot-wide excavated material side and 50-foot-wide 
working side.  In areas where full width topsoil segregation is required (e.g., agricultural areas), an 
additional 25 feet of temporary construction workspace will be needed on the working side of the corridor 
to provide sufficient space to store topsoil.  Following construction, a 50-foot-wide permanent easement 
will be maintained for operation of each pipeline. Appendix B – Figure B-2 shows the typical 
construction right-of-way in non-agricultural areas and wetlands. Appendix B – Figure B-3 shows the 
typical construction right-of-way in agricultural areas.  

3.9.2 Additional Temporary Workspace  

In addition to the construction rights-of-way, ATWS will be required to stage construction 
activities and store equipment, materials, and excavated material at wetland, waterbody, and road 
crossings. For the AP- AP-3 lateral, ATWS measuring 25 by 100 feet will typically be required on both 
sides of the corridor and both sides of the crossing at wetlands, waterbodies, roads, and railroads.  
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Following construction of the pipelines, ATWS will be restored in accordance with the Plan and 
Procedures, agency requirements, and landowner stipulations. Appendix B – Figure B-4 shows the typical 
ATWS at wetland crossings.  

3.9.3 Wetland Construction Right-of-Way 

Construction across wetlands will be conducted in accordance with the Procedures, site-specific 
modifications to the Procedures requested by Atlantic and DTI and approved by the FERC, and additional 
requirements identified in Federal or State wetland crossing permits. In accordance with the Procedures, 
the width of the construction right-of-way will be limited to 75 feet through wetlands, with ATWS on 
both sides of wetland crossings to stage construction equipment and materials, fabricate the pipeline, and 
store materials and excavated spoil.  ATWS will be located in upland areas a minimum of 50 feet from 
the wetland edge (with the exception of site-specific modifications as requested by Atlantic and DTI and 
approved by the FERC). Appendix B – Figure B-5 shows the typical wetland construction right-of-way 
and open cut construction method.  

3.10 WETLAND CONSTRUCTION METHODS 

Wetland boundaries will be clearly marked in the field prior to the start of construction with signs 
and flagging.  Clearing of vegetation in wetlands will be limited to trees and shrubs, which will be cut 
flush with the surface of the ground and removed from the wetland.  To avoid excessive disruption of 
wetland soils and the native seed and rootstock within the topsoil, stump removal, grading, topsoil 
segregation, and excavation will be limited to the area immediately over the trenchline, except a limited 
amount of stump removal and grading may be conducted in other areas if required by safety-related 
issues.  Topsoil segregation over the trenchline will only occur if the wetland soils are not saturated at the 
time of construction. 

The method of pipeline construction used in wetlands will depend on site-specific weather 
conditions, soil saturation, and soil stability at the time of construction.  If wetland soils are not 
excessively saturated at the time of construction and can support construction equipment on timber mats, 
they will be crossed using conventional open-trench construction.  This will occur in a manner similar to 
conventional upland cross-country construction techniques.  In unsaturated wetlands, topsoil from the 
trenchline will be stripped and stored separately from subsoil. 

 Where wetland soils are saturated or in inundated lowlands areas where soils cannot support 
conventional pipe-laying equipment, the pipeline may be installed using the push-pull method.  This 
method will involve stringing and welding the pipeline outside of the wetland and excavating and 
backfilling the trench using a backhoe supported by equipment mats or pontoons.  A prefabricated section 
of pipeline will be installed in the wetland by equipping it with buoys and pushing or pulling it across the 
water-filled trench.  After the pipeline is floated into place, the floats will be removed and the pipeline 
will sink into place.  In most cases, the pipeline will be coated with concrete or equipped with bag 
weights to provide negative buoyancy.  Once the pipeline is in place, the trench will be backfilled.  The 
push-pull construction method minimizes the number of equipment passes, reducing wetland impacts and 
soil compaction in lowland areas. 
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3.11 POST CONSTRUCTION MAINTENANCE  

Following construction a 50-foot-wide permanent easement will be maintained for operation of 
the pipeline based on FERC right of way maintenance requirements.  An area of ten feet centered on the 
pipeline will be maintained in an herbaceous state to facilitate aerial inspection of the pipeline. Trees 
within an area of thirty feet centered on the pipeline with roots that could compromise the integrity of the 
pipeline coating may be selectively cut and removed from the permanent right-of-way. Outside of the 30-
foot maintenance area in wetlands will be allowed to regrow with no restrictions or vegetation 
maintenance by Atlantic. Appendix B – Figure B-6 shows the maintenance corridors.  

4.0 CONCLUSION  

The ACP is an approximately 603.8-mile-long interstate natural gas transmission pipeline system 
designed to meet growing energy needs in Virginia and North Carolina.  The Project proposes to cross the 
Stanley’s Slough Stream and Wetland Restoration Site and Stanley’s II Wetland Restoration Site which 
are mitigation bank sites in the North Carolina In-Lieu Fee Program.  The ACP Lateral Pipeline AP-3 
workspace has been minimized from 0.17 acres within construction workspace down to 0.05 acre of 
workspace impacts on the SSSW and SII sites.  Wetlands delineated as part of the ACP project, consisting 
of approximately 0.05 acre within permanent workspace located within the SSSW and SII sites.  Location 
of the route across the SSSW and SII sites is the result of an extensive routing study that has involved 
route adjustments to the baseline route that have resulted in the AP-3 route crossing the SSSW and SII 
sites. The larger route alternatives as well as localized route adjustments that have been adopted to align 
the route to its current configuration are the result of stakeholder input, with an emphasis on reducing 
environmental impacts. Construction techniques, including specialized wetland crossing methods, will 
minimize impacts to wetlands located within the SSSW and SII sites during construction. 

With the minimum overlap of the permanent easement with the NCDMS sites, Atlantic 
anticipates that there would not be permanent right-of-way clearing that would occur within wetlands on 
the NCDMS sites, based on the FERC right-of-way maintenance requirements.  Therefore, based on the 
GIS data reviewed, Atlantic anticipates that the 0.02 acre of emergent wetland disturbed during 
construction would be restored to pre-construction conditions one to three years after construction.  In 
addition, Atlantic anticipates that the 0.03 acre of forested wetland disturbance during construction would 
be allowed to restore to pre-construction condition over a number of years of natural recruitment.   

Given the information provided in this request to cross SSSW and SII sites submittal, Atlantic 
respectfully requests further coordination with NCDMS to determine solutions to allow the AP-3 route to 
remain along its current alignment. 
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Project Overview Map 
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Mitigation Sites Aerial Map 
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Mitigation Sites Topographic Map 



Service Layer Credits: Sources: Esri, HERE,
DeLorme, Intermap, increment P Corp.,
GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN,
GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance
Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong
Kong), swisstopo, MapmyIndia, ©
OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS
User Community
Copyright:© 2013 National Geographic

9

10

16-086-A002

16-080

16-081

16-083

16-084

16-085

16-086

16-086

Stanleys
Slough II

Stanleys
Slough

p

Milepost

ACP Centerline

Mitigation Bank

0 500 1,000
Feet

Atlantic Coast Pipeline 

Stanley Slough and Stanley Slough II
In-Lieu Fee Sites

This information is for environmental review purposes only.

M:\Clients\D-F\DOM\SRPP\_ArcGIS\2016\09\02_Wetland_Mitigation\_acp_wetland_mitigation.mxd  |  REVISED: 11/04/2016  |  SCALE: 1:12,000 DRAWN BY: EKP

an ERM Group company

Perm AR

Perm ROW

Temp ATWS

Temp ROW

Temp TS



ATLANTIC COAST PIPELINE, LLC 
ATLANTIC COAST PIPELINE 

Appendix A 
Figure A-4 

Original Workspace Layout 
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Proposed Minimization of Workspace Layout 
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Proposed Workspace with Aerial Background 
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Appendix B 
Atlantic Coast Pipeline Construction Sequence and Typical Drawings
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