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Table 1. Phase I Habitat Assessments completed along the Project in Roanoke County, Virginia. 

Segment ID Date 

Segment Start (DD) Segment Stop (DD) 

Surveyed Parcel(s) 
Features 
Assessed Conclusions Latitude Longitude Latitude Longitude 

A-1 7/08/2015     VA-RO-049 VA-RO-037.01 0 No wetland or waterbody features observed 

A-2 7/08/2015     BVA-RO-007 Corridor 12 0 
Area was mostly upland, tall grass pasture; no 
suitable bog turtle habitat 

B-1A 7/12/2015     
VA-RO-047 VA-RO-036, 
VA-RO-048, RO-AR-14 

0 No wetland or waterbody features observed 

B-1B 7/12/2015     
VA-RO-047 VA-RO-036, 
VA-RO-048, RO-AR-14 

0 No wetland or waterbody features observed 

C-1 4/29/2016     
VA-RO-068,  
VA-RO-069 

2 
Hard-bottomed stream and wetland; soil depth <0.5” 
and superficially wet; did not meet all criteria for 
suitable bog turtle habitat 

D-1A 5/23/2016     VA-RO-056 0 No wetland or waterbody features observed 

D-1B 5/23/2016     VA-RO-056 3 
Shallow spring and streams; did not meet all criteria 
for suitable bog turtle habitat 

E-1 6/16/2016     VA-RO-052 4 
Large wetland complex; mostly upland and 
superficially moist; did not meet all criteria for suitable 
bog turtle habitat 

F-1 7/08/2015     BVRO-04 4 
Springs, seeps, and surface water present; did not 
meet all criteria for suitable bog turtle habitat 

G-1A 7/21/2016     
VA-RO-064, VA-RO-067, 

BV-RO-0062 
0 No wetland or waterbody features observed 

G-1B 7/21/2016     
VA-RO-064, VA-RO-067, 

BV-RO-0062 
5 

Shallow hard-bottomed streams filled with emergent 
vegetation; saturated soil in wetland not deep enough 
for year-round habitat; did not meet all criteria for 
suitable bog turtle habitat 

H-1 7/22/2016     
VA-RO-1150.02,  
VA-RO-1150.03 

0 No wetland or waterbody features observed 

H-2 7/22/2016     VA-RO-50 0 No wetland or waterbody features observed 

H-3 7/22/2016     VA-RO-051, VA-RO-053 1 
Wetland did not meet all criteria for suitable bog turtle 
habitat 

H-4 7/22/2016     VA-RO-058, VA-RO-059 2 
Hard-bottomed stream and wetland; soil not deep 
enough; area did not meet all criteria for suitable bog 
turtle habitat 
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Segment ID Date 

Segment Start (DD) Segment Stop (DD) 

Surveyed Parcel(s) 
Features 
Assessed Conclusions Latitude Longitude Latitude Longitude 

H-5 7/22/2016  
BVRO-11 (AR RO-287),  

VA-RO-5230 (AR RO-287) 
0 No wetland or waterbody features observed 

H-6 7/22/2016  

VA-RO-5627,  
VA-RO-5219 (AR RO-287),  
VA-RO-5231 (AR RO-287), 
VA-RO-4123 (AR RO-287) 

2 
Area did not meet minimum criteria for suitable bog turtle 
habitat 

H-7 7/22/2016  
VA-RO-5216 (AR RO-287), 
VA-RO-5217 (AR RO-287) 

0 No wetland or waterbody features observed 

H-8 7/22/2016  

VA-RO-4124; VA-RO-4125, 
BVRO-12,   VA-RO-062, 
VA-RO-063, VA-RO-065, 
VA-RO-066, VA-RO-5383 

8 
Small, mucky stream surrounded by wetlands; 6” muck; 
potential way station for turtles but not considered as 
permanent, year-round habitat 

I-1 8/1/2016  BVRO-05 2 
Few wet areas; surface water only temporary; few areas 
have 3” – 4” of muck; could serve as an overnight area 
but not permanent habitat 

I-2 8/1/2016    
VA-RO-5218 (AR RO-287), 
VA-RO-5220 (AR RO-287) 

0 
Dry upland area at base of private driveway; nothing met 
criteria for suitable bog turtle habitat 

J-1A 8/22/2016  VA-RO-055 1 
Hard-bottomed stream within forested area; did not meet 
all criteria for suitable bog turtle habitat 

J-1B 8/22/2016   VA-RO-055 0 No wetland or waterbody features observed 

J-2 8/22/2016   VA-RO-5229 (AR RO-287) 0 No wetland or waterbody features observed 

K-1 8/23/2016  VA-RO-057 1 Hard-bottomed stream; area not suitable for bog turtles 

L-1A 10/10/2016   VA-RO-045, VA-RO-046 5 
Portions of hard panned stream following project 
corridor; no suitable habitat for bog turtles 

L-1B 10/10/2016  
VA-RO-045, VA-RO-046; 

VA-RO-4118 (AR RO-283); 
1 Hard-bottomed stream; not suitable for bog turtle 

L-2A 10/10/2016   VA-RO-060; VA-RO-061 2 Hard panned seep; not suitable 

L-2B 10/10/2016  VA-RO-060; VA-RO-061 2 Hard-bottomed streams; not suitable 
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Springs and saturated soil were present, but the area lacked the minimal vegetation 
structure required for use by bog turtles year-round. No bog turtles were observed 
during the habitat assessment. 

5.3 Segment B-1A 
Segment B-1A was surveyed July 12, 2015 and included an approximate 1.1-
kilometer (0.7-mi) section along proposed access road MVP-RO-284 near Project 
milepost 243.2 (Figure 2). No wetlands, water bodies, or bog turtles were noted 
within the survey corridor of this segment. 

5.4 Segment B-1B 
Segment B-1B was surveyed July 12, 2015 and included an approximate 600-meter 
(1,968-ft) section along the proposed pipeline near Project milepost 243.2 (Figure 2). 
The area was primarily upland pasture and lacked potential bog turtle habitat. No 
wetlands, water bodies, or bog turtles were noted within the survey corridor of this 
segment. 

5.5 Segment C-1 
Segment C-1 was surveyed April 29, 2016 and included an approximate 283-meter 
(928-ft) section along the proposed pipeline near Project milepost 246.3 (Figure 2). 
One stream and associated wetland (Wetland ID W-ST1) were assessed for potential 
bog turtle habitat. The stream contained a hard, impermeable bottom with a less than 
1.2-centimeter (0.5-in) saturated soil depth. Soil within the wetland was superficially 
wet and not capable of supporting bog turtles year-round. Dominant vegetation 
consisted of skunk cabbage, alder, dogwood (Cornus spp.), red maple, and green 
ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica). The wetland and stream could serve as a potential 
stopover or provide a temporary way station for migrating individuals, but overall did 
not meet the hydrological, soil, and vegetative characteristics required for suitable 
year-round bog turtle habitat. Bog turtles were not observed during the habitat 
assessment. 

5.6 Segment D-1A 
Segment D-1A was surveyed May 23, 2016 and included an approximate 397-meter 
(1,302-ft) section along access road MVP-RO-286 near Project milepost 244.6 
(Figure 2). No wetlands or water bodies were observed within the survey corridor 
along the proposed access road. Surrounding land use comprised an existing road, 
private driveway, and hay/pasture land. Bog turtles were not observed during the 
habitat assessment. 

5.7 Segment D-1B 
Segment D-1B was surveyed May 23, 2016 and included an approximate 443-meter 
(1,453-ft) section along the proposed pipeline near Project milepost 244.6 (Figure 2). 
Two streams and a palustrine emergent wetland were assessed for potential bog 
turtle habitat. The wetland, a small, shallow seep, lacked mucky soil, and dominant 
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vegetation included sedges, rushes, and rough bluegrass (Poa trivialis). Surrounding 
land use was predominately hay/pasture land. Overall, streams and wetlands within 
Segment D-1B provide potential water sources for migrating individuals, but the area 
is not considered viable long-term habitat for bog turtles. Bog turtles were not 
observed during the habitat assessment  

5.8 Segment E-1 
Segment E-1 was surveyed June 16, 2016 and included an approximate 292-meter 
(958-ft) section along the proposed pipeline near Project milepost 243.5 (Figure 2). 
Four wetlands exhibiting palustrine emergent, shrub, and forested characteristics 
were assessed for potential bog turtle habitat. The wetlands occurred in a low-lying 
area containing clay-heavy soils, causing precipitation to puddle on the surface. 
Dominant vegetation within the wetlands consisted of skunk cabbage, jewelweed, 
dogwood, rough bluegrass, rushes, sensitive fern, red maple, and giant goldenrod 
(Solidago gigantica). Overall, wetlands within Segment E-1 provide potential water 
sources for migrating individuals, but the area is not considered viable as long-term 
or over-wintering habitat for bog turtles. No bog turtles were observed during the 
habitat assessment   

5.9 Segment F-1 
Segment F-1 was surveyed July 8, 2016 and included an approximate 444-meter 
(1,456.6-ft) section along the proposed pipeline near Project milepost 243.2 (Figure 
2). Springs, seeps, and surface water were observed during the assessment, but 
these features are unlikely present year-round. The area did not meet the minimum 
hydrology, soil, and vegetation characteristics considered suitable for bog turtle use. 
No bog turtles were observed during the habitat assessment 

5.10 Segment G-1A 
Segment G-1A was surveyed July 21, 2016 and included an approximate 24-meter 
(78.7-ft) section of the proposed access road MVP-RO-288 near Project milepost 
245.7 (Figure 2). Surrounding land use was predominantly shrub-scrub and hay field. 
No wetlands or water bodies were observed within the survey corridor along this 
section of the proposed access road. No bog turtles were observed during the habitat 
assessment. 

5.11 Segment G-1B 
Segment G-1B was surveyed July 21, 2016 and included an approximate 674-meter 
(2,211-ft) section of the proposed pipeline from Project milepost 245.7 to 246.0 
(Figure 2). The shallow, hard-bottomed streams within Segment G-1B provide a 
water source and potential travel corridor for bog turtles. Palustrine emergent and 
scrub-shrub wetlands observed within the segment have an average mucky soil 
depth of 2.5 – 7.6 centimeters (1 – 3 in) and an herbaceous layer dominated by 
skunk cabbage and rushes. Collectively, soil criterion was met, but the area lacked
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suitable hydrological and vegetative components for year-round bog turtle habitat.  
No bog turtles were observed during the habitat assessment. 

5.12 Segment H-1 
Segment H-1 was surveyed July 22, 2016 and included an approximate 102.5-meter 
(336-ft) section of the proposed pipeline near Project milepost 243.0 (Figure 2). No 
wetlands, water bodies, or bog turtles were noted within the survey corridor. 

5.13 Segment H-2 
Segment H-2 was surveyed July 22, 2016 and included an approximate 33-meter 
(108-ft) section of the proposed pipeline near Project milepost 243.4 (Figure 2). No 
wetlands, water bodies, or bog turtles were noted within the segment survey corridor.       

5.14 Segment H-3 
Segment H-3 was surveyed July 22, 2016 and included an approximate 201-meter 
(659-ft) section of the proposed pipeline near Project milepost 243.6 (Figure 2). The 
area contained a small, hard bottomed creek with mucky soil depth averaging 2.5 – 
7.6 centimeters (1 – 3 in). Skunk cabbage and cattails (Typha spp.) were the 
predominant vegetation. The creek was likely ephemeral and will not provide a long-
term water source for bog turtles. However, bog turtles may use the area as a resting 
location during migration events. Collectively, the soil criterion was met, but the area 
lacked suitable hydrological and vegetative components for year-round bog turtle 
habitat. No bog turtles were observed at the time of survey.    

5.15 Segment H-4 
Segment H-4 was surveyed July 22, 2016 and included an approximate 316-meter 
(1,036.7-ft) section of the proposed pipeline near Project milepost 245.0 (Figure 2). A 
hard-bottomed stream and associated wetland were assessed for bog turtle habitat. 
The features lacked saturated, mucky soil and suitable vegetation. The stream could 
serve as a potential travel corridor and water source for bog turtles, but did not meet 
the criteria for hydrology, soil, and vegetation required for year-round bog turtle 
habitat. Bog turtles were not observed within the segment during the habitat 
assessment.    

5.16 Segment H-5 
Segment H-5 was surveyed July 22, 2016 and included an approximate 265-meter 
(869-ft) section of proposed access road MVP-RO-287 near Project milepost 245.4 
(Figure 2). No wetlands, water bodies, or bog turtles were noted within the segment 
survey corridor. 

5.17 Segment H-6 
Segment H-6 was surveyed July 22, 2016 and included an approximate 485-meter 
(1,591-ft) section of the proposed access road MVP-RO-287 Project milepost 245.4 
(Figure 2). A perennial stream and palustrine forested wetland within a small riparian 
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strip were assessed for bog turtle habitat. The surrounding landscape was 
predominately open grassland and hay fields. Dominant trees species along the 
stream included red oak (Quercus rubra), eastern hemlock (Tsuga canadensis), 
black cherry (Prunus serotina), and apple (Malus sp.). The herbaceous vegetation 
layer primarily consisted of skunk cabbage, New York fern (Parathelypteris 
noveboracensis), reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea), and Japanese stiltgrass 
(Microstegium vimineum). The stream could serve as a potential travel corridor and 
water source for bog turtles, but did not meet the criteria for hydrology, soil, and 
vegetation required for year-round bog turtle habitat. Bog turtles were not observed 
during the habitat assessment. 

5.18 Segment H-7 
Segment H-5 was surveyed July 22, 2016 and included an approximate 245-meter 
(804-ft) section of proposed access road MVP-RO-287 near the intersection of Bent 
Mountain Road (US 221) and Green Hollow Drive (Figure 2). No wetlands, water 
bodies, or bog turtles were noted within the segment survey corridor. 

5.19 Segment H-8A 
Segment H-8A was surveyed July 22, 2016 and included an approximate 654-meter 
(2,145.6-ft) section of proposed access road  near Project milepost 

 (Figure 2). Eight features (two streams and six wetlands) were assessed for 
potential bog turtle habitat. An intermittent stream with 15-centimeter (6-in) deep, 
mucky soil was determined potentially suitable for short-term use by migrating turtles, 
but not suitable for long-term use by resident turtles. Similarly, the 1.2-meter (4-ft) 
wide perennial stream within the surveyed segment would provide a suitable travel 
corridor for bog turtles, but would not provide long-term habitat as the feature lacked 
suitable soil, hydrological, and vegetative characteristics. The wetlands flanking the 
two streams lacked mucky soil and suitable vegetation to provide over-wintering 
habitat for bog turtles. Bog turtles were not observed during the habitat assessment. 

5.20 Segment H-8B 
Segment H-8B was surveyed July 22, 2016 and included an approximate 202-meter 
(662.7-ft) section of the proposed pipeline near Project milepost 245.6 (Figure 2). No 
wetlands, water bodies, or bog turtles were noted within the segment survey corridor.  

5.21 Segment I-1 
Segment I-1 was surveyed August 1, 2016 and included an approximate 62-meter 
(203-ft) section of the proposed pipeline near Project milepost  (Figure 2). The 
area consisted of a private driveway surrounded by shrub-scrub vegetation. Two wet 
areas exhibiting 10-centimeter (4-in) deep saturated soil were assessed. Dominant 
herbaceous plant species included sedges, rushes, jewelweed, and skunk cabbage. 
These features could potentially provide short-term (i.e., overnight) habitat for 
migrating bog turtles, but lack of surface water prevents the site from providing
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long-term habitat for the species. Bog turtles were not observed during the habitat 
assessment. 

5.22 Segment I-2 
Segment I-2 was surveyed August 1, 2016 and included an approximate 51-meter 
(167-ft) section of the proposed access road MVP-RO-287 near the intersection of 
Bent Mountain Road (US 221) and Green Hollow Drive (Figure 2). The area was 
predominately a dry upland portion of a private driveway. No wetlands, water bodies, 
or bog turtles were noted within the segment survey corridor.  

5.23 Segment J-1A 
Segment J-1A was surveyed on August 22, 2016 and included an approximate 134-
meter (440-ft) section of the proposed access road MVP-RO-285 near Project 
milepost 244.2 (Figure 2). A forested, perennial stream was assessed and 
determined a potential water source for migrating individuals, but overall the site 
lacked suitable soil and vegetation needed for long-term bog turtle habitat. Bog 
turtles were not observed during the habitat assessment. 

5.24 Segment J-1B 
Segment J-1B was surveyed August 22, 2016 and included an approximate 300-
meter (984-ft) section of the proposed pipeline near Project milepost 244.2 (Figure 2). 
No wetlands, water bodies, or bog turtles were noted within the segment survey 
corridor. 

5.25 Segment J-2 
Segment J-2 was surveyed August 22, 2016 and included an approximate 110-meter 
(361-ft) section of proposed access road MVP-RO-287 near the intersection of Bent 
Mountain Road (US 221) and Green Hollow Drive (Figure 2). No wetlands, water 
bodies, or bog turtles were noted within the segment survey corridor.   

5.26 Segment K-1 
Segment K-1 was surveyed August 23, 2016 and included an approximate 309-meter 
(1,014-ft) section of the proposed pipeline near Project milepost 244.8 (Figure 2). A 
forested, hard-bottomed intermittent stream was determined not suitable for long-
term bog turtle habitat, but could provide a water source for migrating individuals. 
Bog turtles were not observed during the habitat assessment. 

5.27 Segment L-1A 
Segment L-1A was surveyed October 10, 2016 and included an approximate 2-
kilometer (1.2-mile) section of the proposed pipeline from Project milepost 241.7 to 
242.9 (Figure 2). Five features, comprising a single perennial stream that entered 
and exited the survey segment multiple times, were assessed for potential bog turtle 
habitat. The stream was approximately 3 meters (10 ft) wide with a hard-panned 
bottom. The assessment determined the stream did not offer year-round, long-term 
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habitat for bog turtles but could provide a water source for migrating individuals.  
Bog turtles were not observed during the habitat assessment. 

5.28 Segment L-1B 
Segment L-1B was surveyed October 10, 2016 and included an approximate 1.4-
kilometer (0.9-mi) section of proposed access road MVP-RO-283 near Project 
milepost 242.5 (Figure 2). A small, hard-bottomed stream was observed within the 
survey segment, but biologists determined it did not meet the minimum soil, 
hydrology, and vegetation criteria for suitable bog turtle habitat. No other wetlands or 
water bodies were noted. Bog turtles were not observed during the habitat 
assessment. 

5.29 Segment L-1C 
Segment K-1 was surveyed October 10, 2016 and included an approximate 20-meter 
(65.6-ft) section of the proposed access road MVP-RO-282 near Project milepost 
241.7 (Figure 2). No wetlands, water bodies, or bog turtles were noted within the 
segment survey corridor.  

5.30 Segment L-2A 
Segment L-2A was surveyed October 10, 2016 and included an approximate 719-
meter (2,359-ft) section of the proposed pipeline between Project milepost 245.1 and 
245.5 (Figure 2). Two palustrine emergent wetlands (seeps) abutting perennial and 
intermittent streams were assessed for potential bog turtle habitat. Soil within the 
wetlands was saturated, but not considered mucky. Dominant herbaceous vegetation 
consisted of New York fern, lady fern (Athyrium filix-femina), cinnamon fern 
(Osmundastrum cinnamomea), skunk cabbage, jewelweed, and manna grass 
(Glyceria sp.). The shrub layer was predominantly spicebush (Lindera benzoin). 
Overall, the area did not meet soil and vegetation criterion for suitable bog turtle 
habitat, but the two streams could provide a water source and travel corridor for 
migrating turtles. Bog turtles were not observed during the habitat assessment.   

5.31 Segment L-2B 
Segment L-2B was surveyed October 10, 2016 and included an approximate 573-
meter (1,880-ft) section of the proposed access road MVP-RO-287 near Project 
milepost 245.4 (Figure 2). Two palustrine forested wetlands were assessed for 
potential bog turtle habitat. Soil within the wetlands was saturated, but not considered 
mucky. Dominant herbaceous vegetation consisted of sedges, skunk cabbage, 
jewelweed, deertongue (Dichanthelium clandestinum), reed canary grass, and 
bindweed (Convolvulus sp.). Canopy trees included red oak (Quercus rubra), pin oak 
(Quercus palustris), and river birch (Betula nigra). Wetlands did not meet soil, 
hydrology, or vegetation criterion for suitable long-term bog turtle habitat, but the 
adjacent perennial stream could provide a hydration source for migrating turtles. Bog 
turtles were not observed during the habitat assessment.  
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1

Valerie Clarkston

From: Kleopfer, John (DGIF) <John.Kleopfer@dgif.virginia.gov>
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 11:57 AM
To: Valerie Clarkston
Cc: ProjectReview (DGIF)
Subject: RE: ESSLog 35246; Mountain Valley Pipeline Project extending from Wetzel County, 

West Virginia to Pittsylvania County, VA

Sine it is the northern extreme of the known range of bog turtles in Virginia, that sounds good to me. But as I stated 
before, this area has been poorly surveyed and there is a possibility additional suitable habitat maybe encountered 
outside of the zone you are suggesting for survey. No need to send me a study plan for a habitat assessment. But you 
will need to apply for a Scientific Collection permit to conduct surveys. At that time, you will need to submit a project 
proposal.  
 
John (J.D.) Kleopfer ‐ Herpetologist, Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries, 3801 John Tyler Hwy, Charles 
City, Virginia 23030, Office: 804‐829‐6703 Fax: 804‐829‐6788 
 
From: Valerie Clarkston [mailto:VClarkston@envsi.com]  
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 11:11 AM 
To: Kleopfer, John (DGIF) 
Cc: ProjectReview (DGIF) 
Subject: RE: ESSLog 35246; Mountain Valley Pipeline Project extending from Wetzel County, West Virginia to Pittsylvania 
County, VA 
 
Okay. We will tentatively plan to survey for bog turtles near the Bottom Creek area (~MP 235) down to right before US‐
221 (~MP 239). This sound reasonable? Our proposed survey corridor is 300 feet, with 150 feet each side of centerline – 
is that adequate for this survey? We may not be able to obtain land access beyond the survey corridor. Do you require a 
study plan for Phase I habitat assessments?   
 
I am still waiting on formal comments from the USFWS Gloucester Field Office regarding T/E species, but I hope to 
receive them by next week. If they add any new areas of concern for herps, I will let you know!   
 
Thanks, 
 
Valerie 
 
 
 
 
Valerie Clarkston 
Scientist 
Environmental Solutions & Innovations, Inc. 
4525 Este Avenue 
Cincinnati, OH 45232 
Office 513.451.1777 
Mobile 513.382.0925 
 
From: Kleopfer, John (DGIF) [mailto:John.Kleopfer@dgif.virginia.gov]  
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 10:30 AM 
To: Valerie Clarkston 
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Cc: ProjectReview (DGIF) 
Subject: RE: ESSLog 35246; Mountain Valley Pipeline Project extending from Wetzel County, West Virginia to Pittsylvania 
County, VA 
 
No problem. I suspect we would request bog turtle surveys to be conducted in that area. It has been poorly surveyed, if 
at all, for bog turtles.  
 
John (J.D.) Kleopfer ‐ Herpetologist, Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries, 3801 John Tyler Hwy, Charles 
City, Virginia 23030, Office: 804‐829‐6703 Fax: 804‐829‐6788 
 
From: Valerie Clarkston [mailto:VClarkston@envsi.com]  
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 3:32 PM 
To: Kleopfer, John (DGIF) 
Cc: ProjectReview (DGIF) 
Subject: ESSLog 35246; Mountain Valley Pipeline Project extending from Wetzel County, West Virginia to Pittsylvania 
County, VA 
 
Hi JD, 
 
Thanks for the earlier conversation – it really helped to clear things up! 
 
I apologize, but I misspoke on the phone when I thought the bog turtle occurrence within 2 miles of the MVP project 
was in Giles County – it is actually in Roanoke County as you suspected. Attached are the WERMS map I created; please 
refer to Map 4 (yellow hatching). Here are the approximate coordinates of the buffer center: 
 

 
 
The observation date of the turtle was on 7/29/2008 and the notes within the shapefile state: 
 
“Sighted on  . Surrounding land uses: road, fallow 
field, mixed forest, open water, private residential land. Site vegatation: pasture grasses, other herbaceous plants, 
mature forest. Soil” 
 
 
Please advise on how to proceed with this particular occurrence and if habitat and/or presence absence surveys for the 
species in this area of the project will be required. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Valerie 
 
 
 
Valerie Clarkston 
Scientist 
Environmental Solutions & Innovations, Inc. 
4525 Este Avenue 
Cincinnati, OH 45232 
Office 513.451.1777 
Mobile 513.382.0925 
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TELEPHONE / PERSONAL CONVERSATION REPORT 

PROJECT NAME: Mountain Valley Pipeline Project 

MVP TEAM CALLER: Valerie Clarkston 

CONVERSATION WITH:  JD Kleopfer 

AGENCY: Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries 

EMAIL ADDRESS: John.Kleopfer@dgif.virginia.gov 

PHONE NUMBER: 757-592-8438 

SUBJECT: Reptile and Amphibian Surveys 

DATE AND TIME: 4/2/2015 at 130 PM 

SUMMARY OF CONVERSATION:   

 

Valerie called John (JD) Kleopfer to follow up regarding the output of the WERMS database and 

to ask if VDGIF intend to require surveys for any reptile or amphibians (herps).  

 

Timber Rattlesnake: 

 Valerie mentioned the WERMS database indicated a few occurrences within 2 miles of 

the project 

 JD indicated that this western population of timber rattlesnakes has some level of 

protection in the sense that individuals are not permitted to collect these snakes. 

 JD stated VDGIF would not require surveys, but ask that MVP and contractors do their 

best to avoid the rattlesnakes if encountered and please do not encourage people to 

harass/kill the rattlesnakes. 

  JD suggested that implementing drift fencing around open trench areas of the pipeline 

would help to keep rattlesnakes (and other ground dwelling animals) out of the trench. 

 

Bog Turtle: 

 Valerie mentioned the WERMS database indicated one occurrence of bog turtles within 2 

miles of the MVP project 

 JD could not recall any positive occurrences that far west, but asked Valerie to send him 

the WERMS shapefile and coordinates of the occurrence in a follow-up email. 

 

Other herps: 

 Valerie asked if any salamanders were of concern  

 JD indicated not likely since nothing popped up during the WERMS database search for 

listed species 
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Valerie Clarkston

Subject: FW: ESSLog 35246; Mountain Valley Pipeline - Bog Turtle Study Plan

 
From: Aschenbach, Ernie (DGIF) [mailto:Ernie.Aschenbach@dgif.virginia.gov]  
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 1:24 PM 
To: Valerie Clarkston 
Cc: ProjectReview (DGIF); 'troy_andersen@fws.gov'; Pinder, Mike (DGIF); Kleopfer, John (DGIF) 
Subject: FW: ESSLog 35246; Mountain Valley Pipeline - Bog Turtle Study Plan 
 
  
 Valerie Clarkston 

  Scientist 

 

 

Environmental Solutions & Innovations, Inc. 
4525 Este Avenue | Cincinnati, Ohio 45232 | USA 
office: 513.451.1777  direct: 513.591.4315 
fax: 513.451.3321  cell: 513.382.0925        

vclarkston@envsi.com |  
 
JD Kleopfer provided the following comments in response to the Draft Bog turtle study plan. 
 
Call JD if you have further questions and CC: ProjectReview on relevant email correspondence... 
 
Thanks. 
 
p.s. DGIF is in the process of moving our Headquarters the next few weeks.  Our phone and computer service may be 
intermittent during this time.   Thank you for your patience. 

Ernie Aschenbach  
Environmental Services Biologist  
Virginia Dept. of Game and Inland Fisheries  
P.O. Box 11104     
4010 West Broad Street  
Richmond, VA   23230  
FAX: (804) 367 2427  
Phone: (804) 367-2733  
Email: Ernie.Aschenbach@dgif.virginia.gov  
 
We’re moving! Our new address as of May 5, 2015 
 
Physical 
7870 Villa Park Dr, Suite 400 
Henrico, VA   23233-6510 
 
Mailing 
P O Box 90778 
Henrico, VA   23228-0778 
 
From: Kleopfer, John (DGIF)  
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 1:01 PM 
To: Aschenbach, Ernie (DGIF); ProjectReview (DGIF); Pinder, Mike (DGIF) 
Subject: RE: ESSLog 35246; Mountain Valley Pipeline - Bog Turtle Study Plan 
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Ok with me 
 
John (J.D.) Kleopfer ‐ Herpetologist, Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries, 3801 John Tyler Hwy, Charles 
City, Virginia 23030, Office: 804‐829‐6703 Fax: 804‐829‐6788 
 
From: Aschenbach, Ernie (DGIF)  
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 8:37 AM 
To: Kleopfer, John (DGIF); ProjectReview (DGIF); Pinder, Mike (DGIF) 
Subject: FW: ESSLog 35246; Mountain Valley Pipeline - Bog Turtle Study Plan 
 
JD: 
 
Please advise and CC: ProjectReview (me) on guidance to consultant.  Thanks. 
E 
 
Ernie Aschenbach  
Environmental Services Biologist  
Virginia Dept. of Game and Inland Fisheries  
P.O. Box 11104     
4010 West Broad Street  
Richmond, VA   23230  
FAX: (804) 367 2427  
Phone: (804) 367-2733  
Email: Ernie.Aschenbach@dgif.virginia.gov  
 
We’re moving! Our new address as of May 5, 2015 
 
Physical 
7870 Villa Park Dr, Suite 400 
Henrico, VA   23233-6510 
 
Mailing 
P O Box 90778 
Henrico, VA   23228-0778 
 



 

 
     

APPENDIX B 
REPRESENTATIVE SITE PHOTOGRAPHS



























 

 
     

APPENDIX C 
PHASE I HABITAT ASSESSMENT DATA SHEETS 

 










































































































































