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APPENDIX M 

Supplemental Summary of Public Agency Correspondence for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline 

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

MULTIPLE AGENCIES 

U. S. Forest Service – George Washington National Forest, Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (cc) 

Troy Morris 2/20/17 Letter Transmittal of the Study Plan for Tiger Salamander Survey in 

Virginia (note: the study plan is provided in Appendix G). 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, North Carolina Wildlife Resource Commission 

Gabriela Garrison, Sarah McRae 2/17/17 Letter Transmittal of the Neuse River Supplemental Mussel Survey 

Report in North Carolina (note: the survey report is provided in 

Appendix H). 

U.S. Forest Service – Monongahela National Forest, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (cc) 

Clyde Thompson 2/24/17 Letter Transmittal of the Small Whorled Pogonia Microclimate Analysis 
Report (note: the report is provided in Appendix H). 

U.S. Forest Service – Monongahela and George Washington National Forests, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

Jennifer Adams, Kent Karriker, Pam Edwards, Karen Stevens, Stephanie 
Connolly, Steffany Scagline, Angela Parish, Pauline Adams, Tom Bailey, 

Tom Collins 

12/8/16 Minutes Meeting to discuss the Best in Class approach to stabilizing terrain 
on steep slopes. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Department of the Army 

William Scott 11/14/16 Letter Letter confirming no impact on the Army Compatible Use Buffer at 

Fort Pickett. 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Adam Fannin 2/24/17 Letter Transmittal of updated, draft Pre-Construction Nitification 

Materials under Section 404/10/408 for the Huntington District. 

Josh Shaffer 2/24/17 Letter Transmittal of updated, draft Pre-Construction Nitification 
Materials under Section 404/10/408 for the Pittsburgh District. 

Samantha Dailey 2/24/17 Letter Transmittal of updated, draft Pre-Construction Nitification 
Materials under Section 404/10/408 for the Wilmington District. 

Steve Gibson 2/24/17 Letter Transmittal of updated, draft Pre-Construction Nitification 
Materials under Section 404/10/408 for the Norfolk District. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Sumalee Hoskins 2/24/17 Letter Response to the FWS regarding the draft Biological Assessment for 
the Projects (note: attachments are provided with Appendix L). 

U.S. Forest Service – Monongahela National Forest 

Cathy Johnson, Cheryl Tanner, Amy Coleman 11/4/16 Minutes Minutes from a field meeting to review habitat for West Virginia 
northern flying squirrel. 

Clyde Thompson 2/2/17 Letter Response to USFS comments on the Year 2 Survey Interim Report 
of Protected Bat Species and Karst Survey Report. 



APPENDIX M (CONTINUED) 

Supplemental Summary of Public Agency Correspondence for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline 

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

Clyde Thompson 2/3/17 Letter Application for Amendment to Special Use Permit for survey 
activities. 

U.S. Forest Service – George Washington National Forest 

Joby Timm 2/3/17 Letter Application for Amendment to Special Use Permit for survey 
activities. 

Clyde Thompson 2/10/17 Letter Biological survey results for an access road to support geotechnical 

studies. 

Troy Morris 2/17/17 Letter Transmittal of Revised Locally Rare Species Report (note: the 
report is provided in Appendix E). 

Troy Morris 2/24/17 Letter Transmittal letter for the update to the Myriapod/Gastropod Survey 
Report (note: the updated report is provided as Appendix F). 

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

Clyde Thompson, Jennifer Adams, Joby Timm, Karen Stevens, Alex 
Faught, Steffany Scagline, Stephanie Connolly, Kent Karriker, Adrienne 

Nottingham, JoBeth Brown, Tom Bailey, Karen Overcash, Tom Collins 

11/21/16 Minutes Meeting to discuss Best in Class steep slope program. 

Jennifer Adams, Kent Karriker, Pam Edwards, Karen Stevens, Stephanie 
Connolly, Steffany Scagline, Angela Parish, Pauline Adams, Tom Bailey, 

Tom Collins 

12/8/16 Minutes Meeting to discuss Best in Class steep slope program. 

Clyde Thompson, Joby Timm, Kent Karriker, Todd Hess, Alex Faught, 
Jennifer Adams 

1/31/17 Email Transmittal of the comment matrix for the Construction, 
Operations, and Mitigation Plan (note: the comment matric is 

provided in appendix B). 

Clyde Thompson, Joby Timm 2/10/17 Letter Transmittal of the access road improvement maps for the 
Construction, Operations, and Maintenance Plan (note: the maps are 

provided in Appendix C). 

Clyde Thompson, Joby Timm 2/24/17 Letter Transmittal letter for Revised Karst Assessment and Survey Report 
(note: the report is provided as Appendix A). 

STATE/COMMONWEALTH AGENCIES 

WEST VIRGINIA AGENCIES 

West Virginia Division of Culture and History 

Susan Pierce 2/3/17 Letter Comments on the Historic Architectural Survey Report Addendum 
4. 

West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection 

Nancy Dickson 2/6/17 Call Log Documentation that a Natural Stream Preservation Act Permit is not 
required for the proposed crossing of the Greenbrier River. 

VIRGINIA AGENCIES 

Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation 

Rene Hypes 2/15/17 Letter Response to the VDCR’s January 30, 2017 letter on the Handsom-
Gum Powerline and Emporia Powerline Bog Hydrologic Study 

Plan. 
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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 2/10/17 Letter Transmittal of the updated Coastal Consistency Statement (note: the 
Coastal Consistency Statement is provided in Appendix J). 

Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries 

Brian Watson 2/15/17 Email Email confirming that surveys for Chowanoke crayfish in Virginia 
are not required. 

Virginia Department of Historic Resources 

Roger Kirchen 1/26/17 Letter Transmittal of Additional Deliverables for the Architectural 
Reconnaissance Survey Addendum 2 Report. 

Roger Kirchen 1/31/17 Letter Comments on the Archaeological Survey Addendum 1 Report. 

Roger Kirchen 2/1/17 Letter Comments on a revised Archaeological Survey Report. 

Roger Kirchen 2/2/17 Letter Comments on the Archaeological Survey Addendum 2 Report. 

Roger Kirchen 2/3/17 Letter Comments on the Archaeological Survey Addendum 3 Report. 

Roger Kirchen 2/14/17 Letter Transmittal of Additional Deliverables for the Architectural 
Reconnaissance Survey Addendum 3 Report. 

Roger Kirchen 2/21/17 Letter Transmittal of the Archaeological Survey Addendum 4 Report 
(note: the updated report is provided in Appendix I).  

NORTH CAROLINA AGENCIES 

North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources 

Renee Gledhill-Earley 2/24/17 Letter Transmittal of the Archaeological Survey Addendum 4 Report 
(note: the updated report is provided in Appendix I). 

FEDERALLY RECOGNIZED INDIAN TRIBES 

Delaware Tribe 

Brice Obermeyer 2/9/17 Letter Transmittal of Archaeological Survey Reports. 

Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians 

Russell Townsend 2/9/17 Letter Transmittal of Archaeological Survey Reports. 



Multiple Agencies 



U.S. Forest Service - George Washington National Forest, Virginia 
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries







U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission







U. S. Forest Service - Monongahela National Forest, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  







U. S. Forest Service - Monongahela and George Washington National Forests, 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission  
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ACP SITE SPECIFIC STABILIZATION MEETING 

Date/Time: December 8, 2016 @ 3:00pm- 5:00pm US Eastern Standard Time 
Location: Conference Call/GoTo Meeting 
Attendees: 

Forest Service 
Jennifer Adams, Kent Karriker, Pam Edwards, Karen Stevens, 
Stephanie Connolly, Steffany Scagline, Angela Parish, Pauline 
Adams, Tom Bailey, Tom Collins 

Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC) Robert Kopka 

Merjent Kim Jessen, Jeff Mackenthun, Kate Mize 

Dominion Richard Gangle, Brian Wilson, Brittany Moody, Greg Park, Leslie 
Hartz, Robert Hare, Colin Olness 

Geosyntec Alex Green, Tony Rice, Kathleen Harrison, Logan Brandt, 
Rodolfo Sancio 

Golder Associates Andreas Kammereck 
W. Virginia University Jim Thompson 
Galileo Project Maria Martin, Peter Rocco 

Meeting Attachments: Attach A: Tom Collins Presentation, Attach B: Rev B Updates to Site Specific Geohazard 
Mitigation Design Drawings, Attach C: MP 73 Rev B Site Specific Design Drawings, Attach D: MP 85 Rev B Site 
Specific Design Drawings 

Introduction & Background 
The Forest Service (FS) reviewed the materials presented on the November 21, 2016 meeting 
and scheduled this meeting to further discuss Atlantic Coast Pipeline’s (ACP) Best in Class 
(BIC) approach to stabilizing terrain on steep slopes.  

Discussion 
Effectiveness of controls: The FS asked for specific/targeted evidence of the effectiveness of the 
BIC controls to stabilize terrain on conditions similar to that found in the two forests. Kent 
Karriker noted the FS has asked for this documentation several times, starting with their 
comments on the draft resource report. The FS needs assurances the BIC approach has a 
reasonable chance of preventing the types of slope failures seen recently. Pam Edwards said the 
FS understands some of this information might be proprietary and there may be a small sample 
size, but whatever information that Dominion has would be useful. After Dominion asked about 
the type of evidence the FS would like, she indicated that the FS ideally would like to see peer 
reviewed data and research, preferably quantifiable comparisons of the different controls if that 
is available. Jim Thompson added ACP hopefully put some thought into selecting the BIC 
controls. Consequently, the data and evidence used in this selection process should be shared 
with the FS.. He noted that peer-reviewed studies may be limited in number, so case studies may 
have to be used. Any case studies presented should represent an exhaustive cross-section of 
successes and failures. 
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Colin Olness indicated that he understands what type of information the FS is looking for. He 
suggested, however, that it may be difficult to compile because individual pipeline owners track 
effectiveness for their own projects and do not make that information available to the public. 
Andreas Kammereck said the BIC controls are industry standard and were selected based on 
practical experience and work done over decades in a variety of terrains. Golder Associates 
considered their experience with other pipeline clients in West Virginia during BIC program 
development. He noted that identifying the problems and problem locations was more in the 
purview of Geosyntec and that Golder Associates was brought in to help identify controls to 
address the specific topography, soil, geology and hydrologic conditions found here. He said there 
are places in the project area where the FS could see these controls installed.  
 
Stephanie Connolly expressed appreciation for Andreas Kammereck’s summary. Citing research 
concluding that frequently used and generally accepted silt fences are not effective, Stephanie 
Connolly said the FS may not be willing to accept the BIC controls just because everyone else 
uses them, the FS needs evidence. General acceptance does not necessarily equate to 
effectiveness. Pam Edwards said the FS understands there is some variability based on whether 
controls are installed correctly and maintained, but information to support the effectiveness is 
needed.  
 
Robert Kopka suggested that if the FS has pipelines on National Forest System (NFS) lands FS 
could go into the field to review the effectiveness of controls. He said FERC has inspection 
reports available and in his experience has not seen a project cause a major landslide. He noted 
that erosion and slips are normal occurrences on pipeline construction sites. Kent Karriker 
replied the FS has seen issues on NFS lands. Jim Thompson asserted that the burden of proof is 
on ACP, not the FS. Robert Kopka suggested that ACP could coordinate a field trip for FS to 
inspect pipelines in the area. 
 
Stephanie Connolly stated that the FS does not monitor the pipelines for the companies that have 
special use permits on the Forest.  She stated that these lines are decades old and were 
constructed in a time period where Forest Management Plans did not exist. This comparison of 
our existing pipelines and this proposal is not relevant to our current discussions with complying 
with the MNF current Forest Plan and laws like the Clean Water Act.  
 
Colin Olness noted Andreas Kammereck recently presented a summary of lessons learned to the 
Interstate Natural Gas Association of America (INGAA). Andreas Kammereck clarified the 
presentation was more about a program to identify and mitigate site conditions rather than a 
summary of effectiveness of controls. He will further investigate options for collecting data on 
effectiveness that can be correlated, if any, to the site conditions on the NFS lands. Jim 
Thompson and Stephanie Connolly suggested geology and the Order 2 Soil Survey information 
could help with the correlation.  
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Action: Andreas Kammereck provides his INGAA report.  
Action: ACP considers how to provide documentation of erosion control effectiveness and slope 
stability effectiveness.  

Site selection criteria: Kent Karricker said the FS wants to know how ACP identified the 24 sites 
proposed for the site-specific design portion of the BIC program. Colin Olness said the 24 sites 
did not fit into the 6 typical BIC scenarios presented in the materials submitted for the November 
21 meeting. Tony Rice said approximately 500 locations with slopes greater than 30% or longer 
than 100 feet were screened for inclusion in the BIC program. Site specific designs within the 
BIC program were selected because they have evidence of active movement or the potential for 
increased instability when disturbed. He said the BIC controls would not be limited to the 24 
sites; the controls would be used on any slope greater than 30%. 

Jim Thompson asked what constitutes evidence of movement and what goes into the 
determination that a slope may be become unstable. Tony Rice said screening for evidence of 
movement was conducted using aerial images, LiDAR and field reconnaissance. Evidence of 
active movement included:  evidence of tension cracking, timber deformation, bulging and poor 
drainage. Geologic formation, soils and slope were analyzed to identify potential for site 
instability. Jim Thompson mentioned the presence of colluvium could also be a sign. Tony Rice 
agreed, but said ACP primarily looked at the features he mentioned. Colin Olness mentioned 
there were two sites in the George Washington Jefferson National Forest undergoing more site 
specific investigations.  

Action: Tony provides additional narrative on how ACP identified the 24 locations for the site-
specific design portion of the BIC program. 

Design plans: Using GoTo Meeting, Tom Collins commented on the slides in his presentation. 
See the presentation for his comments. Colin Olness noted the design plans were not in final 
form and ACP intended to schedule a meeting to solicit FS feedback before the designs were 
updated.  Tom Collins said the FS would like to see design narrative based on site conditions and 
a construction narrative that includes a discussion of the construction sequence and operations in 
relation to the plans and drawings.  He also would like to know what the post reclamation profile 
would look like, in some cases it may not be possible to restore to the original slope. Stephanie 
Connolly noted that due to clay mineralogy in some parts of the MNF, the excavated soil 
expands and may not fit back in the trench.  Also, sediment basins are often inadequate in areas 
with this type of mineralogy.  She asked how the BIC program accounts for differences in 
texture and mineralogy.  Colin Olness indicated that those aspects would be addressed. 

Action: ACP provides Tom Collins with the most recent alignment sheets. 
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Action: Jennifer Adams closes the loop on whether the location identified in slide 16 is still 
under consideration.  
Action: ACP updates the design plans.  
Action: Jennifer Adams and Richard Gangle coordinate a workshop to further discuss the 
design plans.  

In-field expertise: Stephanie Connolly said a lot of planning and thought was put into the BIC 
class program and asked if subject matter experts from Golder Associates. would be in the field 
during construction to guide implementation. She specifically noted the Golder Associates has 
this expertise about the BIC controls and asked if that firm would have representatives in the 
field during construction, because she noted that until Golder Associates became involved, ACP 
was not displaying this type of detail or steep slope methodology in their previous presentations 
or filed documents. She has concerns that this level of understanding on the designs and BIC is 
not universal amongst all contractors. Colin Olness said the geotechnical experts would be in the 
field during construction; this is written into sign-off forms.  

Action: ACP incorporates discussion of geotechnical presence during construction phase into the 
Construction, Operations, and Maintenance (COM) Plan.  

Material safety data sheets (MSDS): Stephanie Connolly referred to her comments regarding 
water quality made on November 21, 2016. She said agency stakeholders are interested in 
finding out what the water quality from the water diversion features would be. To help inform 
those discussions and define parameters for water quality testing, the FS would like MSDS for 
the pipeline, construction, rehabilitation, and maintenance related materials brought on site. Pam 
Edwards said this list would include fertilizers, foam materials, and pipeline coatings. Richard 
Gangle said ACP has not identified every potential material that would be used during the 
project, but noted there could be hundreds of MSDSs.  Richard Gangle continued that this is an 
unrealistic expectation prior to construction, as it would depend on the exact manufacturer and 
make of every material brought onsite. MSDS for any material brought onsite are maintained 
onsite during the project, but cannot be identified so far in advance.  He said that they could 
identify materials associated with the trench breakers.  Jennifer Adams said this conversation 
could be continued; and suggested the MSDS be attached to the COM Plan.  

Kent Karriker and Stephanie Connolly asked for a full description of the structures and 
techniques maintenance program, and they noted that lack of maintenance likely would lead to 
failure.  Pam Edwards clarified that the FS is asking for information about maintenance related to 
slope stability, not routine vegetation maintenance. Colin Olness indicated that he thought such 
maintenance information was covered in the BIC portion of the COM plan. 
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Other discussion FS staff asked several questions that were not discussed during the call. Those 
questions include: 

• Stephanie Connolly asked what criteria are used to determine the location of trench 
breakers and associated bleeder drains. 

• Tom Collins requested a narrative account of the construction sequence to accompany the 
drawings.  He said that the design needs to account for swell factors, imported material 
for trench fill, and disposal of excess material.  It may not be possible to restore the 
original contour. 

• Pauline Adams requested that ACP give the FS an opportunity to confirm the final route 
alignment for the location with the US Fish and Wildlife Service related adjustment to 
buffer the small whorled pogonia site near a stream crossing, before final site specific 
drawings are created. Talking about the differences in right-of-way alignment from the 
11May16 version to the Rev11a version based on GIS shapefiles.  

Action: Stephanie Connolly and Pam Edwards compile a list of questions on BIC and site 
specific design plans.  
 
Pam Edwards said the FS review of literature related to these controls suggested that 
maintenance is important. She said it critical for ACP to communicate what will be done to 
maintain the BIC control features and avoid failures that might result in pollutant release or slope 
instability.  
 
Action: ACP updated the COM Plan to include discussion of controls maintenance and other 
topics discussed.  



Attachment A, Page 1



Tom C. said the cut surface is 52’ wide. The alphanumerics refer to Best in Class (BIC) controls, 
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Tom C said the Forest Service (FS) wants 
to see accounting for mass balance and 
how materials will be moved on the site. 
He added the FS wants to see designs 
similar to the one on the right, but to 
scale so it shows the amount of spoil. 
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Planar bottom of cut creates potential 
slip surface for fill slope failure 

Tom C. said this 52’ wide cut creates a surface for slippage. 
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Tom C. said this is the profile, planar surface roughly parallel to the existing slope, in 
order to look at that the FS will need a plan in detail. 
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Tom C. said the project is doing 2 things, 
creating a planar slip surface and then 
piling loose aggregate on top of that. FS 
needs to look at the nature of the contact , 
the material on top, and the contrast 
between the two. This is the kind of 
detailed analysis the FS want to see a 
narrative on;  not just during construction 
but for the long term. 

Colin said this information can be provided. 
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Tom C. said this is from 
the George Washington 
Jefferson National 
Forest, there is an 
overall plan and then a 
detailed plan. For the 
cross section the FS 
would need something 
that includes 100’ up 
and down slope that 
shows the nature of the 
surface and amount of 
materials. This is a place 
where the BIC can be 
shown in plan and 
profile view. 

Tom C. said it would 
be good to have some 
narrative on why the 
BIC were chosen. 

Attachment A, Page 10



Tom C. said the FS needs to know the areas 
where the stumps will be removed in the 
permanent ROW, temporary ROW and the 
additional temporary workspace (TWS). 
The information could be put in the 
drawing and/or the narrative. That 
information would help determine the 
total amount of  disturbance.
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NOTES: 
1. FINAL CONFIGURATION OF ROW RESTORATION MEASURES
TO BE DETERMINED BASED ON CONDITIONS
ENCOUNTERED AT TIME OF CONSTRUCTION, AND MAY
CHANGE OR VARY AND/OR INCORPORATE
ADDITIONAL TYPICAL DETAILS TO MITIGATE SPECIFIC
CONDITIONS.
2. VOLUMES, GRADES, ELEVATIONS AND QUANTITIES, WILL
VARY DEPENDING ON SITE CONDITIONS
ENCOUNTERED.
3. ACTUAL CUT/FILL CONFIGURATIONS MAY VARY DEPENDING
ON ACTUAL SITE CONDITIONS.

Colin- the restoration measures are not here but are on the 
alignment sheets.  Atlantic Coast Pipeline didn’t include on the 
site specific drawing but can show them.  

Attachment A, Page 12



Tom C. said the plan 
drawing shows the 
TWS at the top of 
the slope but the 
alignment sheet 
shows the TWS at 
the bottom of the 
slope. On the 
Monongahela 
National Forest and 
GWJ there was no 
cross section on the 
TWS. The FS wants 
to see a cross section 
and profile of the 
TWS. 
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TC-  
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Tom C. said the alignment sheet shows the TWS is at the bottom of the slope but the plan 
drawing shows it at the top of the slope. Action- ACP provides most recent alignment sheets.  
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Tom C asked if the equipment will be able to navigate this terrain, or if it would need to be leveled out.  Also, the illustrations for 
the trenches use about a 6’ bottom width and 18-16’ top, but in the Construction, Operations and Monitoring (COM) Plan it says on 
steep slopes the top width might be 30’.  On these steep slopes, will the COM Plan dimensions apply? Colin said that winches are 
being used to assist equipment in this portion. What is shown is the typical width for trench, on some steep slopes the extra width 
used so the pipe can be laid in and welded in place. Tom C. said if that applies that is what the drawing should show. Greg- said ACP 
needs to look at this particular slope again to inform site specific plans.  How the soil responds when digging begins will also inform 
the depth and width of digging.  The FS said there may be an adjustment to the route in this area.  
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PH 281.920.4601 
FAX 281.920.4602 

www.geosyntec.com 
 

Rev B Updates to Site Specific Geohazard Mitigation Design Drawings.docx 
 
 
 

M e mo r a n d u m  

Date: 6 December 2016  

To: Colin Olness, Dominion 

Copies to: Tony Rice, Geosyntec Seattle 

From: Logan Brant, Geosyntec Houston 

Subject: Revision B Updates to Site Specific Geohazard Mitigation Design Drawings 
Atlantic Coast Pipeline 
Geosyntec Project:  TXG0007 / 013 / 1210 

 

Following the 21 November, 2016 meeting in Harrisonburg VA, Geosyntec Consultants, Inc. 
(Geosyntec) has revised the site specific geohazard mitigation design drawings developed for the 
two steep slope sites requested by the Forest Service, located along the Atlantic Coast Pipeline 
(ACP) Segment AP-1 between Mileposts (MP) 73.20 to 73.50 and MP 84.95 to 85.05.  The 
revised drawings are identified as Revision B and are dated December 2016.  The changes are 
largely intended to improve the clarity and consistency of the drawings and address some of the 
comments made during the meeting by the Forest Service. 

The following lists summarize the changes on each drawing incorporated into Revision B.  

ACP AP-1 MP 73.20 to 73.50 – Drawing No.: 1 of 2: 

• Pipeline centerline and stationing added to legend. 
• Note 2 expanded to identify stationing referenced to “Route Rev 11a (3D)”.  
• Pipeline centerline, right of way (ROW) and limits of disturbance (LOD) extended to the 

edge of the plan. 
• Title revised to removed hyphen between site and specific. 
• Date changed to “December 2016”. 
• Revision B line added to the revision block. 

ACP AP-1 MP 73.20 to 73.50 – Drawing No.: 2 of 2: 
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Revision B Updates 
6 December 2016 
Page 2 
 
 

Rev B Updates to Site Specific Geohazard Mitigation Design Drawings.docx 
 
 

• “Proposed pipeline” changed to “pipeline” on centerline label and pipeline label. 
• Dimensions of ditch spoils piles reduced. 
• Additional labels added to Section C-C’ to identify the “temporary cut” surface and the 

“existing / final ground” surface. 
• Additional axes labels added to the horizontal offset distances on the sections.  
• Title revised to removed hyphen between site and specific. 
• Date changed to “December 2016”. 
• Revision B line added to the revision block. 

ACP AP-1 MP 84.95 to 85.05 – Drawing No.: 1 of 4: 

• Pipeline centerline and stationing added to legend. 
• Note 2 expanded to identify stationing referenced to “Route Rev 11a (3D)”.  
• Arrow indicating direction of stream flow reversed. 
• Hatching in extra work space made consistent throughout drawings. 
• Additional axes tick marks removed from Profile A-A’. 
• Pipe bends near crest of slope removed from Profile A-A’. 
• Date changed to “December 2016”. 
• Revision B line added to the revision block. 

ACP AP-1 MP 84.95 to 85.05 – Drawing No.: 2 of 4: 

• Pipeline centerline and stationing added to legend. 
• Note 2 expanded to identify stationing referenced to “Route Rev 11a (3D)”.  
• Hatching in extra work space made consistent throughout drawings. 
• Additional axes tick marks removed from Detailed Profile X-X’. 
• Missing grid lines added to Detailed Profile X-X’. 
• Title formatting revised. 
• Date changed to “December 2016”. 
• Revision B line added to the revision block. 

ACP AP-1 MP 84.95 to 85.05 – Drawing No.: 3 of 4: 

• “Proposed pipeline” changed to “pipeline” on centerline label and pipeline label. 
• Dimensions of ditch spoils piles reduced. 
• Additional axes labels added to the horizontal offset distances on the sections.  
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Rev B Updates to Site Specific Geohazard Mitigation Design Drawings.docx 
 
 

• Limits of Section C-C’ expanded for consistency with Section B-B’. 
• Title revised to “Geohazard mitigation site specific design section B-B’ and C-C’ ”. 
• Date changed to “December 2016”. 
• Revision B line added to the revision block. 

ACP AP-1 MP 84.95 to 85.05 – Drawing No.: 4 of 4: 

• “Proposed pipeline” changed to “pipeline” on centerline label and pipeline label. 
• Additional axes labels added to the sections.  
• Label of “NSA No. R-1 Riprap” replaced with “Sakrete” on Section D-D’. 
• Label of “strike plate” replaced with “spike plate” on Section E-E’. 
• Label of “6 in ground hole (typ)” replaced with “6 in grouted hole (typ)” on Section E-E’. 
• Title revised to remove hyphen between design and sections. 
• Date changed to “December 2016”. 
• Revision B line added to the revision block. 

 * * * * *   
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1. MAPPING AND TOPOGRAPHY BASED ON UTM COORDINATE SYSTEM
WITH NAD83 DATUM, ZONE 17, US SURVEY FOOT, CENTRAL MERIDIAN
81  W.

2. STATIONING SHOWN IS SLOPE STATIONING FOR ROUTE REV 11A (3D).

3. CONTOURS AND TOPOGRAPHIC FEATURES DERIVED FROM LIDAR
DATA AND GPS SUB-METER GROUND SURVEY PERFORMED BY GAI
CONSULTANTS, INC.

4. STREAM AND WETLAND DATA PROVIDED BY NRG/ERM.
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NOTES:

1. MAPPING AND TOPOGRAPHY BASED ON UTM COORDINATE SYSTEM WITH NAD83 DATUM, ZONE
17, US SURVEY FOOT, CENTRAL MERIDIAN 81̊ W.

2. STATIONING SHOWN IS SLOPE STATIONING FOR ROUTE 11A (3D).

3. CONTOURS AND TOPOGRAPHIC FEATURES DERIVED FROM LIDAR DATA AND GPS SUB-METER
GROUND SURVEY PERFORMED BY GAI CONSULTANTS, INC.

4. STREAM AND WETLAND DATA PROVIDED BY NRG/ERM.

5. FINAL CONFIGURATION OF ROW RESTORATION MEASURES TO BE DETERMINED BASED ON
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2. STATIONING SHOWN IS SLOPE STATIONING FOR ROUTE 11A (3D).

3. CONTOURS AND TOPOGRAPHIC FEATURES DERIVED FROM LIDAR DATA AND GPS SUB-METER
GROUND SURVEY PERFORMED BY GAI CONSULTANTS, INC.

4. STREAM AND WETLAND DATA PROVIDED BY NRG/ERM.
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Federal Agencies 



Department of the Army 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD MANEUVER TRAINING CENTER 

BLDG 472, MILITARY ROAD 
FORT PICKETT 

BLACKSTONE, VIRGINIA 23824-9000 

REPLY TO  
ATTENTION OF 

NGVA-MTC-CMD  14 November 2016 

MEMORANDUM FOR The Ward Burton Wildlife Foundation, Attn:  Mr. Ward Burton, P.O. Box 
519, Halifax, VA  24558 

SUBJECT:  Atlantic Coast Pipeline effects on Fort Pickett training 

1. There has been an evaluation completed on the proposed route of the Atlantic Coast
Pipeline near Fort Pickett.  Some of the proposed route goes through a compatible use buffer
that is managed by the Ward Burton Wildlife Foundation.  The Ward Burton Wildlife Foundation
has title to these properties pursuant to a Cooperative Agreement with the U.S. Army National
guard under the Army Compatible Use Buffer (ACUB) program.

2. After review, it has been determined that the project is compatible with the purpose of the
Fort Pickett Army Compatible Use Buffer program.  Further, it is determined that the routes of
the pipeline does not produce any significant risk to current or future planned military operations
in the installation.

3. The Ward Burton Wildlife Foundation may proceed with negotiating for an easement for the
pipeline to cross the Army Compatible Use Buffer properties without further review of
authorization by Fort Pickett.

4. POC is the Directorate of Plans, Training and Security, MTC Fort Pickett, LTC Paul C.
Gravely at paul.c.gravely.mil@mail.mil or (434) 292-2697.

WILLIAM P. SCOTT 
LTC, FA 
Commanding 

mailto:paul.c.gravely.mil@mail.mil


U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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U.S. Forest Service – Monongahela  National Forest 



 

A T L A N T I C  C O A S T  P I P E L I N E  
PROJECT MEETING MINUTES 

 
MEETING WITH (COMPANY/AGENCY): 

U.S. Forest Service (USFS) – Monongahela National Forest (MNF)  
DATE:  LOCATION: 

November 4, 2016 Field Meeting in MNF 
ATTENDEES AND THEIR AFFILIATION: 

Cathy Johnson – MNF 
Cheryl Tanner – MNF 
Amy Coleman – MNF 
Spencer Trichell - Dominion 
Greg Park – Dominion 
Brittney Moody – Dominion 
Luke Knapp - Dominion 
Maggie Voth – Environmental Resources Management (ERM) 
 

PREPARED BY: 

Maggie Voth – ERM 
MEETING MINUTES: 
 
Northern Flying Squirrels 
Representatives from the MNF, Dominion, and ERM met for a field visit at the site of modeled 
northern flying squirrel habitat along FR 1026 in the MNF.      
 
Greg Park provided a brief overview of survey results and previous discussions regarding the 
access road in the immediate vicinity of the squirrel habitat:   

- Originally, an access road (05-001-C009.AR1) was proposed to link the existing FR 
1026 to the ACP workspace; a portion of that access road would have utilized a short 
existing road bed/pullout location on the ridgetop between MP 71.7 and 71.8.   

- An occurrence of federally endangered running buffalo clover (RBC) was identified on 
the edge of the existing pullout location during 2016 plant surveys.   

- A wetland was also identified in the area just east of the RBC and extending south.   
- A field meeting held at the RBC site earlier in the summer discussed plans to reroute the 

access road to the north to avoid negative impacts to both the wetland and the RBC. 
 
Cathy Johnson and Cheryl Tanner of the USFS MNF visited the site prior to the meeting to field 
truth the modeled and desktop delineated habitat areas.  Cathy showed the group a map of the 
delineated squirrel habitat, which was larger than the original modeled area and extended 
further to the north and south along the proposed route than the original model.  Regenerating 
red spruce and hemlock trees were scattered throughout the area; as such, the area falls into 
the regenerating northern hardwood and spruce habitat community type.  The FS reps thought 
the area was located in MNF LRMP management prescription 4.1 (spruce restoration), but upon 
checking the maps later, they confirmed that it is located in management prescription 3.0 
(vegetation diversity).  Regardless of the management prescription, any areas that meet the 
definition of suitable habitat for the northern flying squirrel are subject to LRMP’s Forest-wide 
direction for that habitat. 
 
There was some discussion about ownership boundaries within the area, as the USFS GIS 
data, county parcel data, and USGS topographic maps depicting the MNF property line all differ 
from the boundary markers in the field.  If the boundary markers in the field are accurate, then 
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the mainline workspace should be located entirely on private property in this region and would 
not require any adjustments.  Cathy mentioned that MNF may have access to a land surveyor, 
but that alternatively if the USFS identified a surveyor, perhaps Dominion would be willing to pay 
for the boundary survey in this area.  Greg mentioned that civil survey within the area for the 
APC was already conducted and would have been triangulated similarly to land survey 
procedures; Dominion offered to provide the identified MNF boundary in this region to the MNF. 
 
Greg confirmed that the two currently proposed (as of Rev 11a in July 2016) segments of 
access road connecting the mainline to FR 1026 would be completely superseded by the one 
identified during this field meeting.  He also stated that the road would be permanent.  Cathy 
asked about the road substrate and Greg and Brittany Moody responded that the access road 
would be built to the USFS specifications, including the gravel surface.  While access road 
surveys on the ACP cover a 50-foot-wide swath, the construction workspace would be 30 feet 
wide and the permanent footprint would be 12-15 feet wide.  Brittney clarified that the 30 foot 
width would also include all ENS controls, ditches, and periodic pullout areas.   
 
Cathy mentioned that knowing the type and specific locations of roadway improvements 
planned in the MNF is essential for the MNF to identify additional species impacts.  FR 1026, in 
particular, has adjacent Allegheny woodrat habitat and other patches of northern flying squirrel 
habitat that may require additional discussions, depending on the construction/improvement 
plans.  Greg stated that a third party sub-consultant assessed the MNF roads and confirmed 
that no adjustments, blasting, or other construction is planned along existing forest service 
roads (including FR1026).  The access road discussed today is expected to be the only new 
road crossing MNF land; other existing roads will likely be graded and receive maintenance, as 
needed, but would not require any further updates.  Cathy requested the profile and engineering 
specifications for this new road, when available. 
 
To minimize impacts to squirrel habitat, Cathy suggested the following: 

- Keep the road to the edge of the habitat to minimizing habitat fragmentation; 
- Route the road to avoid sizable spruce and hemlock trees;  
- Save and transplant regenerating spruce and hemlock saplings in the construction 

workspace of the road beyond the workspace on USFS land.  
 

In order to save some of the spruce and hemlock trees, side trimming will be necessary and 
should be included in the evaluation of habitat impacts, per Cathy’s request.  Side trimming 
should be completed in a way that does not jeopardize the survival of the spruce and hemlock 
trees. 
 
The proposed access road workspace was roughed out in the field and marked with flagging.  
Dominion and MNF staff agreed upon the rough location and identified trees for removal.  MNF 
staff provided input regarding which trees they would prefer to save during the routing process.  
Maggie will provide a map including the GPS locations of the proposed centerline and trees that 
would be removed.   
 
Running Buffalo Clover 
The RBC occurrence at this site was also discussed.  The adjusted road location is unlikely to 
impact the RBC, as the patch remains outside the construction footprint and the road will be 
adjusted to veer further away from the identified patch.  The first road adjustment included plans 
to clear 5-6 trees, which was expected to benefit the RBC.  We briefly discussed whether 
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Dominion should remove additional trees for the RBC, but MNF staff decided to wait and make 
any habitat adjustments for the RBC after the new access road was constructed and light levels 
could be reassessed. 
 
Allegheny Woodrat    
Two areas with confirmed woodrat activity were identified during surveys along FR 1026 during 
Summer 2016.  Based on previous discussion, this road does not need to be widened.  The 
MNF’s main remaining concern for the habitat to the west of the road (Rock Outcrop 1) was 
drainage, including any drainage changes stemming from road regrading and/or clogged 
culverts.  Erosion controls such as silt fencing would not be an appropriate alternative, as they 
would prevent woodrats from crossing the road to forage.   
 
Increased road traffic should also be included as an impact to the species.  Brittney stated that 
during construction, workers typically work 6 10-hour days, beginning at 7 am or so, which 
means increased traffic is unlikely to be an issue during or prior to sunrise and during or after 
sunset.   
 
Cathy requested wildlife monitors pre- and post-construction.        
 
Additional Northern Flying Squirrel Habitat Areas     
Other areas of northern flying squirrel habitat were also found on both sides of FR 1026 and at 
the intersection of FR 1026 and 1026A.  All of these areas provide the high elevation northern 
hardwood/spruce forest that squirrels would occupy, though some of the habitat appeared to be 
marginal.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ACTION ITEMS 

ACTION REQUIRED:  BY WHOM: 
Provide shapefile of delineated squirrel 
habitat 

MNF 

Send meeting minutes ERM 
Provide shapefile and map of preliminary 
location of modified access road and trees 
that would be cut. 

ERM 

Provide profile and engineering 
specifications for the proposed adjusted 
access road 

Dominion 

Provide surveyed MNF property boundaries 
for the FR 1026 region  

Dominion 

 
cc: Project Files 
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Atlantic Coast Pipeline 
Daily Progress Report 

Wetland and Waterbody Surveys 

DRAFT 

EMAIL NIGHTLY TO:  Joe Holler at joe.holler@erm.com 
 Mike Buckless at michael.buckless@nrg-llc.com 
 Luke Knapp at lknapp21@yahoo.com 
 Greg Park at gregory.s.park@dom.com 
 Jeff Arrington at jarrington94@gmail.com 
 Rick Hollenkamp at rehollenkamp@gmail.com 
 Mike Cozad at MJCozad@doyleland.com 
 Justin Wolford at Justin.R.Wolford@dom.com 
 Clark Cooney at ccooney@doyleland.com 
 Steve Breshears at srbr62@att.net 
 Aaron Estes at aarondestes@live.com 
 Collin Constantin at cpconstantin@doyleland.com 
 Dan Post at dapostconsulting@gmail.com 
 Rob Hollenkamp at rdh710@aol.com 
 

Date Total Miles Completed 
(nearest tenth) 

State County 

12/20/2016 0.40 miles access road - 
GWNF 

Virginia Augusta 

Survey Corridor Version 
(date) 

Total Person Hours Worked 
(field & office combined) 

Crew Letter and Member 
Initials 

Total Miles Driven 

12/04/2016 8.5 Team A – GB, AS White Barco = 80 miles 
 

Survey Progress 
List all tracts within 300-foot-wide survey corridor along survey segment(s) (between survey begin and end GPS points) 

Tract Number 
Survey 

Complete 
(Y/N) 

Survey Type (walk over, remote 
only, skipped) 

Comments (e.g., no survey permission but visually cleared, no survey 
permission and apparent water features, locked gate, partially complete at 

end of field day): 

07-001.AR1 – GWNF 
extension to proposed 

access road  
07-001.AR1-AR9 

Y walk over 

We received a request to survey a proposed extension to this 
previously delineated access road on the GWNF for “Heavy 

Equipment Access”; the entirety of the proposed extension was 
surveyed today.  The extension begins as a maintained, gravel 
Forest Road heading due north from centerline where it crosses 
stream saua439 (no culvert or bridge present).  However, where 

the proposed extension makes an abrupt hairpin turn to the south 
the road is a very narrow and long ago decommissioned dirt two 
track logging road for ~ 300 feet.  After this point the proposed 

extension leaves the decommissioned logging road and stays on 
the side slope until reaching centerline next to stream saua428.  

The old logging road continues to the ridge top where the 
proposed extension deviates. 

07-001.AR1 N/A see comments We navigated to a discreet point on the GWNF to visit an aerially 
delineated raptor stick nest – see survey results below. 
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Atlantic Coast Pipeline 
Daily Progress Report 

Wetland and Waterbody Surveys 

 
Survey Results 

Feature ID Tract Number(s) 
Comments (e.g., intermittent stream, natural pond, PFO wetland, 
PFO/PEM wetland complex, weed occurrence of Carduus nutans, 

suitable habitat for Helenium virginicum) 

saua439 
07-001.AR1 

access road extension 
07-001.AR1-AR9 

Intermittent stream – UNT to Buckhorn Creek; continues out of the 
proposed access road corridor in both directions; existing gravel road 
crosses stream with no culvert or bridge present – vehicles are driven 

through stream channel.  There are buried tires within the channel at the 
downstream edge of existing road – these were placed to help maintain 
cobble in low water crossing.  This stream is perennial where it crosses 

centerline downstream (saua428); however at this road crossing no 
water was present and the topography indicates there is considerably 

less interaction with ground water at this point, thus classified as 
intermittent. 

STICK-UNK_03 07-001.AR1 

Unknown raptor stick nest identified during aerial delineation – field 
checked today.  This nest is located near the top of a mature northern 
red oak at a height of ~ 80 feet.  Tree is rooted on a steep slope (65%) 
near the top of a draw.  There was no evidence present to indicate that 
the nest was active at the time of the visit (i.e. owl pellets, rodent bones, 
excrement on ground beneath nest).  The nest is located approximately 

150 feet downslope from the coordinates we received from the aerial 
survey. 

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

 
Anticipated Progress and Schedule 

Tract Number 
Anticipated 

Date of 
Completion 

Milepost 
range Tract permission and Comments(include tract for access) 

TRO tracts TBD TBD Follow routing on TRO tracts; top priority 
26-060-A092- Kitty and Bruce Kirk 

Unnamed tract to the SW of  26-060-A092 
27-008- Charles Moore 

27-009-iHeart Media Tower LLC 
27-009.5- Willis Broadcasting Corporation 

12/21/16 
Lateral 

~ 65 – 70 
discrete points 

Field check of two aerially identified raptor nests 
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Atlantic Coast Pipeline 
Daily Progress Report 

Wetland and Waterbody Surveys 

10-058 – Wiley 
10-058.AR – Wiley 

10-059 – Wiley 
12/22/16 218.2 – 218.4 

Field check of an aerially identified raptor nest and survey of 
proposed access road 10-059.AR-AR1 pending 

communication between land and property owner 

  
Tailgate Safety Meeting 

Time Topic Attendees (full names): 
0630 traversing steep slopes Gavin Blosser, Adrianna Stolarski 
Embedded 
Ticks 

GB – 0 
AS – 0 

 

 
Morning Daily Vehicle Inspection 

Time Defects Inspector name 
0630 White Barco truck – no defects Gavin Blosser 
   

 
Comments (e.g., landowner encounters, civil survey or Right-of-Way coordination, centerline staking visibility 
and agreement with digital line, impediments to survey progress): 
 
We attended the morning meeting in Waynesboro, VA.  We visited one aerially surveyed raptor nest on the GWNF off of 
Mt. Torrey Road in Augusta County to field check.  We surveyed a proposed extension to a previously delineated access 
road on the GWNF off of US250 in the White Oak Draft area in Augusta County.  We recorded one intermittent stream. 
 
Daily Timeline:   
0630 – 0700: truck inspection, safety meeting 
0700 – 0830: morning meeting in Waynesboro, VA  
0830 – 0900: drive to field site; may involve additional time to stage vehicles, find parking, etc. 
0900 – 1300: conduct field work; includes any travel between sites 
1300 – 1330: return to hotel in Waynesboro, VA 
1330 – 1530: data management, reports, communications, planning, logistics, equipment maintenance 
 
 
 
 
 
Spread 1 – West Virginia 
Mike Cozad – Spread Supervisor 

MJCozad@doyleland.com 

(724) 584-3378 - Cell  

Dan Post – Survey Coordinator 

dapostconsulting@gmail.com 

(304) 532-5482 - Cell 
Spread 2 - Northern VA 
Rick Hollenkamp – Survey Coordinator 
rehollenkamp@gmail.com 
 (817) 915-7159 - Cell 
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Atlantic Coast Pipeline 
Daily Progress Report 

Wetland and Waterbody Surveys 
Rob Hollenkamp – Spread Supervisor 

rdh710@aol.com 

(817) 915-7159 - Cell 

Spread 3 - Southern VA 
Collin Constantin 
cpconstantin@doyleland.com  

Cell: (504) 914-0162 

Spread 4 - North Carolina 
Clark Cooney 
CCOONEY@DOYLELAND.COM 
(919) 205-1950 - Office 
(712) 254-0723 – Cell 

 

Gregory S. Dean - Survey Coordinator 

gregdeangunner@ymail.com 

(517) 712-4927 – Cell 
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Linear Waterbody Data Sheet 
Survey Description 
Project Name:  

Atlantic Coast Pipeline 

Waterbody Name:  

UNT to Buckhorn Creek 

Waterbody ID: saua439 Date:  

12/20/2016 

State: 

Virginia 

County: 

Augusta 

Company: 

ERM/NRG 

Crew Member Initials:  

GB, AS 

Photos: 

 5 photos 

Tract Number(s):      

07-001.AR1; proposed access road 07-001.AR1-AR9    

Nearest Milepost:  

120.4 

 

Associated Wetland ID(s): 

 none 
Survey Type: 
(check one) ☐Centerline ☐Re-Route ☒Access Road ☐Other:  

Physical Attributes 
Stream Classification: 
(check one) ☐Ephemeral ☒Intermittent ☐Perennial 

Waterbody Type:  
(check one) ☐River ☒ Stream         ☐ Ditch           ☐ Canal         ☐ Other:  

 
OHWM  

Width: 
  13.0  ft. 

 
Height: 

  1.5  ft. 
N/A☐  

OHWM Indicator:    
(check all that apply) ☒ Clear line ☐Shelving ☐Wrested ☒Scouring ☐Water  
 on bank  vegetation  staining 
 

☐Bent, matted, or missing ☐Wrack line ☒Litter and ☐Abrupt plant           ☐Soil characteristic change 
vegetation  debris community change      

Width of Waterbody - Top of 
Bank to Top of Bank:   
 

 _20.0  ft. 

Width of Waterbody - Toe of Slope 
to Toe of Slope: 
 
           _10.0_ ft. 

Width of Waterbody - Water Edge to 
Water Edge: 
 

 _     _ ft. 
N/A☒ 

Depth of Water: 
(Approx.) 

 
 _     _ ft. 

N/A☒ 
Sinuosity: 
(check one) 

☒Straight 
 
☐Meandering 

Water velocity: 
(Approx.) 
 

 _     _ fps 
 
N/A☒ 

Bank height 
Right: 

  3.5_ ft. 
Left: 

  5.0_ ft. 

Bank slope 
Right: 

  65   degrees 
Left: 

  60   degrees 

Analysis of Bank Stability (i.e. root structure, vegetation, substrate characteristics):  
Some areas of loose cobble and soil – considered normal for stream of this gradient 

Qualitative Attributes 
Water Appearance: 
(check one) ☒No water ☐Clear ☐Turbid ☐Sheen ☐Surface ☐Algal ☐Other:  

    on surface     scum     mats     

Substrate: ☒ Bedrock     ☒ Boulder     ☒ Cobble     ☒ Gravel      ☐ Sand       ☐ Silt/ clay   ☐ Organic     ☐ Other:  
(check all that apply) 
% of Substrate:  5 %            65 %             _25_%     _5_%            %           %      _     _%    _     _% 

Width of Riparian Zone: 
 

  85  ft. 
N/A☐ 

 

Vegetative Layers: 
(check all that apply)  ☒ Trees: ☒ Saplings/Shrubs:              ☒ Herbs 
Avg. DBH of Dominants:            13.0  in.                   _ 1.5  in.                           _ 
(approx.) 

Dominant Bank Vegetation (list): 

White oak, northern red oak, chestnut oak, sweet birch, sycamore, hemlock, white pine, yellow poplar, ironwood, witch 
hazel, greenbrier, blackberry, tree of heaven, Japanese stilt grass, Christmas fern, deer tongue grass, wood aster 
Aquatic Habitats (ex:  submerged or emerged aquatic vegetation, overhanging banks/roots, leaf packs, large submerged wood, riffles, deep pools): 

Coarse woody debris, leaf packs        

Aquatic Organisms Observed (list):  

none  

 



T&E Species Observed (list): 

none 

Disturbances (ex:  livestock access, manure in waterbody, waste discharge pipes): 

No culvert or bridge present at vehicle crossing 

Tributary is: 
(check one)  ☒  Natural ☐ Artificial, man-made ☐ Manipulated  
Stream Quality a : 
(check one)   ☒ High ☐ Moderate    ☐ Low 

 

 

 
Waterbody ID: 

saua439 

 a High Quality: Natural channel, natural vegetation extends at least one or two active channel widths on each side; banks stable and protected by 
roots; water color is clear to tea-colored; no barriers to fish movement; many fish cover types available; diverse and stable aquatic habitat; no 
disturbance by livestock or man. 

Moderate Quality: Altered channel evidenced by rip-rap; natural vegetation extends 1/3-1/2 of the active channel width on each side; filtering 
function or riparian vegetation only moderately compromised; banks moderately unstable; water color is cloudy, submerged objects covered with 
greenish film; moderate odor; minor barriers to fish movement; fair aquatic habitat; minimum disturbance by livestock or man. 

Low Quality: Channel is actively down cutting or widening; rip rap and channelization excessive; natural vegetation less than 1/3 of the active 
channel width on each side; lack of regeneration; filtering function severely compromised; banks unstable (eroding); water color is muddy and 
turbid; obvious pollutants (algal mats, surface scum, surface sheen); heavy odor; severe barriers to fish movement; little to no aquatic habitat; 
severe disturbance from livestock or man. 

Notes: 

Stream continues out of access road corridor in both directions; vehicles are driven through the stream – there is no 
culvert nor bridge present for existing road crossing; tires have been buried at downstream edge of existing road to keep 
cobble in place on existing road bed.  Area is mature second growth mixed hardwood forest with hemlock and white pine 
as canopy element. 
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