November 21, 2016 Received

Mr. Troy Anderson NOV 29 2016

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Virginia Field Office Virginia Field Office
6669 Short Lane

Gloucester, VA 23061

Dear Mr. Anderson: Re: FERC Docket Nos: CP16-10-000 and CP16-13-000

My name is _and [ live in Monroe County, West Virginia. The Mountain Valley pipeline goes
from mile marker 173.4 to 195.4 in Monroe County. Ihave written you before regarding the Mountain Valley Project
(MVP) pipeline. This DEIS comment paper is about steep slopes, side slopes and landslides. In December 2014 EQT
Corporation and NextEra Energy Resources, LLC, developers of the Mountain Valley Pipeline Project submitted a
238 page report to FERC called filing draft Resource No.1 and the summary of alternatives considered for the
Mountain Valley Pipeline Project. The first route was called Route Alternative 1 and the second was called Proposed
Route. Quoted from draft Resource No 1 by MVP; “MVP determined that Route Alternative 1 represented
insurmountable construction challenges, as well as a high risk of slope failure and pipeline slips, once the pipeline was
to be in operation”. I wrote scoping comments to FERC about the MVP pipeline on June 2, 1015. Attached is a copy
of those comments regarding Destabilization of steep slopes.

In 2006, the Monroe County Commission created the Monroe County Planning Commission. In 2009, the
Planning Commission completed the Monroe County Comprehensive Plan. Goal 1.4 of the plan is to manage
slopeside development. It was determined that development on slopes from 15%-25% should be monitored closely
particularly in karst terrain, and regulated as needed; development on slopes greater than 25% should be prohibited
altogether (page 23). In my scoping comments mailed to FERC on June 2, 2015, Iincluded a color coded map of
slope percentage taken from the Monroe County Comprehensive Plan. A copy of that map is attached.

The following is taken from the DEIS at Alternatives 3-22. “Alternative 1 crosses about 51 more miles of steep
slopes and 42 more miles of severe side slope, which would represent significant construction challenges including
the need for extra workspaces to achieve a level working area and an increased risk of future slope instability
following restoration. Given consideration of these factors, we conclude that Alternative 1 does not offer a significant
environmental advantage when compared to the corresponding proposed route®.

The DEIS (for CPCP16-10-000 and CP16-13-000) has information comparing slope percentages of
Alternative 1 and Proposed Route at Alternatives 3-24 TABLE 3.4.2-1. The proposed Route has 120 miles of steep
slope and 122.8 miles of side slope. Although the proposed route has fewer steep miles, nevertheless, these 120 &
1228 miles represent “insurmountable construction challenges, as well as a high risk of slope failure and pipeline
slips, once the pipeline is to be in operation. Studies conducted by the West Virginia Geological Survey (Lessing
and Erwin, 1977) indicate that common situations that could foster rock falls and landslides in West Virginia and the
Appalachian Plateau are along areas comprised of moderate to steep slopes within the range of 15 to 45 percent

The DEIS contains two Appendixes K and N-1. Appendix K lists steep slopes along the MVP. Appendix N-1
lists Soils and Soil Limitations crossed by the MVP. Appendix N-1 also lists slope percentages. The slope
percentages are different in the two Appendixes for the same mile markers. I have developed a chart comparing the
same mile markers comparing the slope percentages for both Appendixes. Attached is a copy. Thank you.

Sincerely,










Attachment 6b
Monroe County Comprehensive Plan - Slope percentage

Monroe slope - percentage

This page and following pages were mailed to FERC as part of the scoping process on June 2, 2015 by-

















