
Cumulative impacts are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND149 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND149-17

See the response to IND149-16 and sections 2.4, 4.3, and 4.4 of 
the EIS. 

IND149-18

Trout streams and thermal modification of aquatic habitats are 
discussed in section 4.6 of the EIS.  As stated in section 4.6.2, 
“Clearing of trees and other riparian vegetation would be 
minimized to include only what is necessary to construct and 
operate the projects safely.  Mountain Valley and Equitrans 
would minimize impacts on riparian vegetation by narrowing the 
width of its standard construction right-of-way at waterbody 
crossings to 75 feet, and by locating as many ATWS as possible 
at least 50 feet from waterbody banks.”

IND149-19



A revised discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found 
in section 4.3 of the final EIS.  See also the response to comment 
FA11-15 regarding sedimentation and turbidity modeling.  
Trucks would not drive through the streams, rather access roads 
would have bridges.

INDIVIDUALS
IND149 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND149-20



A revised discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found 
in section 4.3 of the final EIS.  Project impacts regarding public 
water supplies are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND149 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND149-21

Section 4.6 of the EIS was devoted to fisheries and aquatic 
resources and aquatic resources are also discussed in section 4.7 
and in our BA.

IND149-22



Cumulative impacts are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND149 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND149-23

Socioeconomics are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.  See the 
response to FA11-12 regarding need.  Generally, pipelines at the 
end of their life cycle are either removed at the company’s 
expense or abandoned in place (so there is no need for them to be 
“tended”).

IND149-24



INDIVIDUALS
IND149 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



The draft EIS issued by the FERC on September 16, 2016 was 
not premature; it was the result of two years of research.  We will 
not be producing a supplemental draft EIS.  We produced a final 
EIS that addresses new information and comments on the draft.

INDIVIDUALS
IND149 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND149-25



INDIVIDUALS
IND149 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.  
Safety is addressed in section 4.12.  

INDIVIDUALS
IND150 – Tina L. Smusz

Individual Comments

IND150-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND150 – Tina L. Smusz

Individual Comments



See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.

INDIVIDUALS
IND150 – Tina L. Smusz

Individual Comments

IND150-3

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND150-4

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.
Monitoring and oversight responsibilities for Mountain Valley, 
the FERC, FS, and BLM are described in the POD, 
Environmental Compliance Management Plan, Appendix M that 
would apply to the construction, operation, and maintenance of 
the project on NFS lands.

IND150-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND150 – Tina L. Smusz

Individual Comments



See the response to comment FA11-2 regarding pending 
information in the draft EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND151 – Elizabeth Reeder

Individual Comments

IND151-1



As described in section 2.4 of the EIS, third-party compliance 
monitors, under the direction of the FERC staff, would conduct 
daily construction monitoring, and would have stop-work 
authority.  FERC staff would also conduct occasional on-the-
ground inspections, in addition to the third-party monitors. Our 
experience, with thousands of pipelines, is that most rights-of-
way are eventually restored and revegetated without major 
damages to the environment.

INDIVIDUALS
IND152 – Roger S. Brown

Individual Comments

IND152-1

Impacts and mitigation measures for karst terrain is addressed in 
section 4.1 of the EIS. 

IND152-2



See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.

INDIVIDUALS
IND153 – Bruce Zoecklein

Individual Comments

IND153-1



See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.

INDIVIDUALS
IND153 – Bruce Zoecklein

Individual Comments

IND153-2

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.IND153-3

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4. 
Section 3 of this final EIS has been revised to discuss the Hybrid 
1A Alternative. 

IND153-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND153 – Bruce Zoecklein

Individual Comments



See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.  The 
Commission would determine need and benefits in their project 
Order. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND154 – Suzanna Osborne

Individual Comments

IND154-1



Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the 
EIS.  See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding 
renewable energy.  Pipelines are proposed because there is a 
market demand for natural gas.  The EIS concludes that the MVP 
would not destroy the local environment.  As addressed in section 
4.12, this project presents a low risk to communities. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND155 – Kaki Comer

Individual Comments

IND155-1

As stated in the EIS, in considering the total acres of forest 
affected, the quality and use of forest for wildlife habitat, and the 
time required for full restoration in temporary workspaces, we 
conclude that the projects would have significant impacts on 
forest. 

IND155-2

Landslides are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.  Impacts on 
residences are addressed in section 4.8; with site-specific 
mitigation plans provided in appendix H of the EIS.

IND155-3

Section 1.4 of the EIS highlights stakeholder involvement.  
Section 3 of the EIS discusses alternatives considered. 

IND155-4



See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND156 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND156-1



See the response to comment LA1-7 regarding herbicides.  The 
Applicants would maintain the 50-foot wide permanent right-of-
way, and the 10 feet centered over the pipeline via mowing. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND157 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND157-1



The MVP does not involve fracking.  It is a transportation 
pipeline.  The FERC does not regulate the exploration and 
production of natural gas; that is the purview of the states.

INDIVIDUALS
IND158 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND158-1



See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.  See the response to comment LA5-1 regarding 
preparation of the EIS. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND159 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND159-1



See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND160 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND160-1



See the response to comment IND152-1 regarding the FERC’s 
third-party compliance monitoring program.  See the response to 
comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic fracturing. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND161 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND161-1



The newspaper article contains incorrect information.  Pipeline 
safety is addressed in section 4.12 of the EIS.  There are many 
existing large diameter pipelines throughout the county that cross 
mountainous terrain including the Rockies, Sierra, and Cascades.  
The FERC is funded by the United States Congress, “which has 
no relationship to the number of approved pipelines or quantity 
of gas being transported” (Delaware Riverkeeper et al. v FERC 
No. 16-416 D.D.C Mar. 22, 2016).  The FERC regulates the 
interstate transmission of natural gas, non-federal hydropower, 
and oil and gas rates, in accordance with the Federal Power Act 
and the Natural Gas Act.  All comments provided at the sessions 
to take comments on the draft EIS are public, and transcripts of 
the comments were placed into the public records for the 
proceeding through the FERC eLibrary system, which is 
accessible through the internet.  The format used in the sessions 
allowed for the most number of speakers within the timeframe.

INDIVIDUALS
IND162 – Bruce Zoecklein

Individual Comments

IND162-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND162 – Bruce Zoecklein

Individual Comments



See the response to comment FA11-2 regarding pending 
information in the draft EIS.  As stated in section 1.2 of the EIS, 
the MVP cannot be used to export LNG because Mountain 
Valley did not obtain permission from the FERC or DOE for 
export.  The public comment period for the draft EIS did not end 
until December 22, 2106, allowing plenty of time for the public 
to comment on additional information filed by Mountain Valley 
in October 2016.  The MVP has nothing to do with Leach Xpress 
Project, and comments by the EPA on the Leach Xpress Project 
are not applicable to the MVP.  As stated in section 1.2.3 of the 
EIS, the EIS is not a decision document; the Commission will 
make a determination about need and benefits in the project 
Order.

INDIVIDUALS
IND163 – Mark Blumen

Individual Comments

IND163-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND163 – Mark Blumen

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND163 – Mark Blumen

Individual Comments



Section 4.10.9.3 of the draft EIS stated “The entire process of 
compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA has NOT (emphasis 
added) yet been completed for the MVP.”  We deny the 
commentor’s request for consulting party status.  The commentor 
has not demonstrated a legal or economic relationship to the 
undertaking (under 36 CFR 800.2(c)(5)).  However, in 
accordance with Part 800.2(d), the FERC will consider the 
commentor’s views on project related effects on historic 
properties.  We believe that our existing procedures provide the 
commentor with sufficient opportunities to comment on cultural 
resources information, provided in section 4.10 of the EIS, 
without having consulting party status.  Table 1.5-1 in the EIS 
lists permits that must be obtained by Mountain Valley.  We are 
not aware of any permits that would need to be issued by the 
DOT.

INDIVIDUALS
IND164 – John Snyder

Individual Comments

IND164-1



See the response to comment CO6-1 regarding the Mount Tabor 
Variation. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND165 – Lynda Majorsly

Individual Comments

IND165-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND165 – Lynda Majorsly

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND165 – Lynda Majorsly

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND165 – Lynda Majorsly

Individual Comments



See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.

INDIVIDUALS
IND166 – Tim Ligon

Individual Comments

IND166-1



See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.  
See the response to comment CO74-7 regarding Craig Creek and 
Brush Mountain.

INDIVIDUALS
IND166 – Tim Ligon

Individual Comments

IND166-2

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.IND166-3

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND166-4



The MVP pipeline would not carry oil.  Nor is this an LNG 
project.  The pipeline would transport natural gas in a vapor state.  
Pipeline safety is discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS.  See also 
the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.  As indicated 
in section 4.9 of the EIS, it is unlikely that the projects would 
significantly affect housing prices or the ability of homeowners 
to obtain loans. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND167 – Alden W. Dudley Jr.

Individual Comments

IND167-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND167 – Alden W. Dudley Jr.

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND167 – Alden W. Dudley Jr.

Individual Comments



See the response to comment IND28-3 regarding bankruptcy and 
financial responsibility. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND167 – Alden W. Dudley Jr.

Individual Comments

IND167-2

These comments are merely your opinions, are not based on 
facts, and are not relevant to environmental issues resulting from 
the construction and operation of the MVP.

IND167-3



The EIS concluded that the projects would have limited adverse 
impacts on most environmental resources, except for clearing of 
forest.  Impacts on water resources, and measures to reduce those 
impacts, are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND168 – Cathy Helms

Individual Comments

IND168-1



Karst terrain is addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.  The 
Applicants would be required to remove all equipment following 
construction.

INDIVIDUALS
IND168 – Cathy Helms

Individual Comments

IND168-2



See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND168 – Cathy Helms

Individual Comments

IND168-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND168 – Cathy Helms

Individual Comments



The MVP pipeline route would cross about 3.5 miles of the 
Jefferson National Forest.  The MVP pipeline would not cross 
either the George Washington National Forest or the Great 
Eastern Trail.  The crossings of the ANST and Blue Ridge 
Parkway are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.  Earthquakes are 
discussed in section 4.1 and water resources in section 4.3.  See 
the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-
diameter natural gas pipelines. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND169 – Maya Bohler

Individual Comments

IND169-1



As explained in section 4.9 of the EIS, if the projects are 
authorized, construction would result in temporary jobs.  The 
KeyLog study did not provide facts to back-up its conclusions. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND170 – Maya Bohler

Individual Comments

IND170-1



See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. Impacts 
on water resources, and measures to reduce those impacts, are 
discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. Karst and steep terrain is 
discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS, and endangered species in 
section 4.7, and safety in section 4.12. The Commission will 
make a determination about need and benefits in the project 
Order.

INDIVIDUALS
IND171 – Maya Bohler

Individual Comments

IND171-1



The sessions to take comments on the draft EIS were public.  
They were spaced about equal driving distance for people living 
along the pipeline route.  Copies of the draft EIS were sent to 
public libraries in the project area; including libraries in Summers 
County, West Virginia.  Hard copies were made available to 
those who requested them.  Economic justice is addressed in 
section 4.9 of the EIS.  See also the response to comment LA2-1 
regarding the draft EIS comment sessions.

INDIVIDUALS
IND172 – Mark Blumen

Individual Comments

IND172-1



The Commission would make a determination about need and 
benefits in the project Order.

INDIVIDUALS
IND173 – Brian Carroll

Individual Comments

IND173-1



We disagree.  The EIS is adequate to comply with NEPA.  
Impacts on water resources, and measures to reduce those 
impacts, are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND174 – Renee D. Godard

Individual Comments

IND174-1

The FS will decide if the pipeline can cross NFS lands. IND174-2

The Commission would make a determination about need and 
benefits in the project Order.

IND174-3



See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND175 – Amber O. Akers

Individual Comments

IND175-1

See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits of the 
project.

IND175-2

See the response to IND2-3 regarding export.IND175-3

See the responses to comment IND12-1 regarding property 
values. 

IND175-4

Cultural resources are addressed in section 4.10 of the EIS.IND175-5

Any additional pipelines, taps, or compressor stations would 
require an amendment or new application, with a new or separate 
NEPA review by the FERC staff and additional permitting by 
other local, state, and federal agencies.

IND175-6



The EIS does not contain gross inaccuracies; of which you failed 
to identify any.  See the response to comment LA5-1 regarding 
preparation of the EIS.  The EIS discusses impacts on water 
resources in section 4.3; wildlife in section 4.5; air quality in 
section 4.11; and safety in section 4.12.

INDIVIDUALS
IND176 – Jacqueline Lucki

Individual Comments

IND176-1

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. IND176-2



As listed in table 2.4-2 of the EIS, Mountain Valley provided a 
revised Landslide Mitigation Plan in March 2017.  Section 4.1 of 
this final EIS has been revised to discuss the revised plan. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND177 – Justin Raines

Individual Comments

IND177-1



The Commission would make a determination about need and 
benefits in the project Order.  The EIS addresses impacts on 
forests in section 4.4, water in section 4.3, property values in 
section 4.9, air quality in section 4.11, and safety in section 4.12.  
See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits of the 
project.

INDIVIDUALS
IND178 – Chris Resa

Individual Comments

IND178-1



The EIS is not inadequate; and complies with NEPA.  Steep 
slopes, sinkholes, and caves are addressed in section 4.1 of the 
EIS.  Erosion and sedimentation are addressed in sections 2.0 and 
4.2; water quality and water supplies in section 4.3; and 
revegetation in section 4.4.

INDIVIDUALS
IND179 – Maya Bohler

Individual Comments

IND179-1

Earthquakes are evaluated in section 4.1 of the EIS.  Section 4.3 
of the final EIS has been revised to state that: “In the case of a 
natural gas leak within a waterbody or groundwater, the gas itself 
would not impact water quality as it is not miscible and would 
bubble up through the water and into the atmosphere.”

IND179-2

Impacts and proposed mitigation measures for the ANST and the 
Blue Ridge Parkway are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.

IND179-3

As stated in section 2.7 of the EIS, the useful life of the projects 
is expected to be about 50 years.  Renewable energy alternatives 
are mentioned in section 3 of the EIS.  See also the response to 
comment IND40-1 regarding renewable energy.

IND179-4



See the response to comment CO6-1 regarding the Mount Tabor 
Variation. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND180 – Charles W. Maus

Individual Comments

IND180-1



See the response to comment LA5-1 regarding stakeholder 
comments.  Section 1.4 of the EIS details public participation in 
our environmental process.  The Commission would make a 
determination about need and benefits in the project Order. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND181 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND181-1



See the response to comment IND47-1 regarding preparation of 
the EIS. The document is based on independent research.

INDIVIDUALS
IND182 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND182-1

The Commission would make a determination about need and 
benefits in the project Order. The MVP is a transportation 
pipeline; the project does not involve fracking which is an 
exploration and production methodology that is regulated by the 
states, not FERC.

IND182-2

See the response to IND137-1 regarding the KeyLog report. IND182-3



See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.

INDIVIDUALS
IND183 – Bruce Zoecklein

Individual Comments

IND183-1



See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.

INDIVIDUALS
IND183 – Bruce Zoecklein

Individual Comments

IND183-2



See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.

INDIVIDUALS
IND183 – Bruce Zoecklein

Individual Comments

IND183-3

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4. 
Section 3 of this final EIS has been revised to discuss the Hybrid 
1A Alternative. 

IND183-4



Landowner issues are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.  The 
EIS stated that FERC urges Mountain Valley to reach mutual 
agreements with landowners for its easements.  In negotiations 
with the company, the commentor can try to find a route across 
the commentor’s property that avoids the commentor’s house.  If 
an agreement is not possible, and if the Commission authorizes 
the project, the company can use eminent domain.  In such a 
case, a court would decide compensation. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND184 – Timothy L. Dye

Individual Comments

IND184-1

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. IND184-2



The public had 90 days to comment on the draft EIS.  See the 
response to comment LA3-1 regarding the comment period.  See 
the response to comment LA2-1 regarding the draft EIS comment 
sessions. See the response to comment FA11-2 regarding pending 
information in the draft EIS. The final EIS summarizes 
supplemental data filed after the draft EIS was issued.

INDIVIDUALS
IND185 – Dwayne Milam

Individual Comments

IND185-1



See the response to IND137-1 regarding the KeyLog report.

INDIVIDUALS
IND186 – Bruce Zoecklein

Individual Comments

IND186-1

See the response to FA11-12 regarding need. IND186-2

GHGs and fugitive emissions are discussed in section 4.13. IND186-3

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export.  See the 
response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits of the MVP.  See 
the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide 
utility corridor on FS-managed lands.

IND186-4



As stated in section 4. 13 of the EIS, the GHG emissions from the 
construction and operation of the MVP and the EEP would be 
negligible compared to the global GHG emission inventory.

INDIVIDUALS
IND187 – Ann Devine-King

Individual Comments

IND187-1

The Commission would make a determination about need and 
benefits in the project Order. IND187-2

The EIS addresses landslides in section 4.1, endangered species 
in section 4.7, and historic sites in section 4.10.  See the response 
to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic fracturing. 

IND187-3

See the response to comment FA11-2 regarding pending 
information in the draft EIS.  Instead of a supplemental 
document, the FERC addressed comments on the draft in this 
final EIS.

IND187-4



Impacts on water resources, including groundwater, aquifers, and 
surface water, and measures to reduce those impacts are 
discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND188 – Merri Morgan

Individual Comments

IND188-1

Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the 
EIS.  See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding 
renewable energy.

IND188-2



Opposition to FS LRMP Amendment 1 is noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND189 – Howdy Henritz

Individual Comments

IND189-1

Opposition to FS LRMP Amendment 2 is noted.IND189-2

Opposition to FS LRMP Amendment 3 is noted.IND189-3

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND189-4



See the response to comment CO33-1 regarding hydrogeologic
studies.

INDIVIDUALS
IND189 – Howdy Henritz

Individual Comments

IND189-5



Equitrans adopted the New Cline Variation into its proposed 
route.

INDIVIDUALS
IND190 – Timothy Detwiler

Individual Comments

IND190-1



The draft EIS was not incomplete.  The EIS addresses vegetation 
in section 4.3, wildlife in section 4.5, and safety in section 4.11. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND191 – Linda L. E. Emrich

Individual Comments

IND191-1



The landscape crossed by the MVP pipeline route is not pristine.  
The region contains roads, mines, wells, pipelines, powerlines, 
cities, churches, rural residences, farms, fences, and other 
existing infrastructure.  See the response to comment IND2-1 
regarding safety. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND191 – Linda L. E. Emrich

Individual Comments

IND191-2

As stated in section 4.9 of the EIS, local workers would comprise 
about 25 percent of the workforce during construction.  See the 
response to CO2-1 regarding benefits of the MVP.

IND191-3

Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the 
EIS.  See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing. 

IND191-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND191 – Linda L. E. Emrich

Individual Comments



Section 4.10 of the EIS was revised to provide a discussion of 
Doe Creek Farm.

INDIVIDUALS
IND192 – Georgia Haverty

Individual Comments

IND192-1

Impacts on water resources and measures to reduce those impacts 
are discussed in section 4.3 (see also the response to comment 
IND2-2). 

IND192-2

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. IND192-3

Impacts and mitigation on tourism are discussed in section 4.9 of 
the EIS.

IND192-4

See the responses to comment IND12-1 regarding property 
values. 

IND192-5



Opposition to FS LRMP Amendment 1 is noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND193 – Georgia Haverty

Individual Comments

IND193-1

Opposition to FS LRMP Amendment 2 is noted.IND193-2

Opposition to FS LRMP Amendment 3 is noted.IND193-3

Opposition to FS LRMP Amendment 4 is noted.IND193-4



See the response to comment IND28-3 regarding bankruptcy and 
financial responsibility.  Impacts on water resources, including 
private wells, were addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND194 – Robert S. Emmett

Individual Comments

IND194-1

Impacts on soils in 4.2; impacts on viewsheds in 4.8.  The EIS is 
not a decision document.  The Commission would decide if the 
project is in the public interest in its future Order.  No decision 
has been made yet.  See the response to comment IND13-2 
regarding benefits to the local communities.  See also the 
response to comment IND191-3 regarding local jobs.

IND194-2



See the response to comments LA5-1 and IND47-1 regarding 
preparation of the EIS.  Section 4.3 of the final EIS has been 
revised to include updated scour analysis information provided 
by Mountain Valley in October 2016 and analyzed by FERC 
staff. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND195 – Bruce W. Zoecklein

Individual Comments

IND195-1



Appropriate erosion and sedimentation controls would be 
installed to prevent sediment migration from cleared or disturbed 
areas during storms in accordance with the FERC’s Plan for 
MVP, and Equitrans’ project-specific Plan for EEP (which is 
based on the FERC standard).  As discussed in section 2.4 of the 
EIS, third-party compliance monitors would be on-site each 
construction day to verify that MVP had the proper erosion and 
sediment controls in place.

INDIVIDUALS
IND195 – Bruce W. Zoecklein

Individual Comments

IND195-2

MVP’s Hydrologic Analysis of Sedimentation report, prepared 
for the FS, provides estimates of sedimentation based on ECD 
effectiveness.  If approved, Mountain Valley would use our third-
party compliance monitoring program which would increase the 
effectiveness of ECDs.  See the response to comment IND62-1 
regarding Dr. Kastning’s report. 

IND195-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND195 – Bruce W. Zoecklein

Individual Comments



The Commission would address need in its project Order. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND196 – Suzie Henritz

Individual Comments

IND196-1

See the response to comment FA11-2 regarding pending 
information in the draft EIS.  All relevant information provided 
by Mountain Valley in response to conditions included in the 
draft EIS were incorporated into the final EIS.  Any additional 
information that was designated to be provided prior to 
construction was filed on our e-Library system and available to 
the public except for any critical energy infrastructure 
information or privileged and confidential information (such as 
reports identifying the location of sensitive cultural resources). 

IND196-2

See the response to LA1-4 regarding construction in karst. IND196-3

Impacts on water resources and measures to reduce those impacts 
are discussed in section 4.3 (see also the response to comment 
IND2-2). 

IND196-4

The project would be authorized if the Commission determines 
that the project is in the public interest and is an environmentally 
acceptable action.  The FERC staff works with applicants, 
agencies, and other stakeholders during its review to refine the 
route and develop acceptable mitigation.  Companies sometimes 
withdraw their applications before the Commission makes a 
decision.  Many projects that have been authoried by the FERC 
have not been built.  The reasons are varied, but include 
environment, market, and regulatory causes. 

IND196-5



See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.  See the 
response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.  See 
the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits of the project.  
Terrorism is discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND197 – Mark Blumen

Individual Comments

IND197-1



The author of the non-scholarly article is assigning 
anthropomorphic meaning to natural rock features and striations 
that were likely due to multiple erosional events over the last 
many millennia. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND198 – Dave Miller

Individual Comments

IND198-1



See the response to comment CO6-1 regarding the Mount Tabor 
Variation. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND199 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Mr. and Mrs. Curtis K. Cook)

Individual Comments

IND199-1



See the response to comment CO6-1 regarding the Mount Tabor 
Variation. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND200 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Virginia East)

Individual Comments

IND200-1



See the response to comment CO6-1 regarding the Mount Tabor 
Variation. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND201 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Kandy Davis)

Individual Comments

IND201-1



See the response to comment CO6-1 regarding the Mount Tabor 
Variation. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND202 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Anna Davis)

Individual Comments

IND202-1



See the response to comment CO6-1 regarding the Mount Tabor 
Variation. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND203 – Pamela L. Ferrante

Individual Comments

IND203-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND203 – Pamela L. Ferrante

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND203 – Pamela L. Ferrante

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND203 – Pamela L. Ferrante

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND204 – Barry and Judy Sink

Individual Comments

See the response to LA2-1 regarding the draft EIS comment 
sessions.  See also the response to comment IND2-3 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.  Row crops could still be grown in 
agricultural areas following installation of the pipeline, as 
described in section 4.8 of the EIS.  As stated in section 4.12.3 of 
the EIS, communities currently reside alongside the more than 
300,000 miles of natural gas transmission lines in the United 
States.

IND204-1

Impacts on water resources and air quality as well as measures to 
reduce those impacts are discussed in sections 4.3 and 4.12 of the 
EIS, respectively. 

IND204-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND204 – Barry and Judy Sink

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND205 – Thomas P. Epling

Individual Comments

Impacts and mitigation on water resources is discussed in section 
4.3 of the EIS.  Impacts and mitigation on aquatic wildlife is 
discussed in section 4.6 of the EIS.  See the response to comment 
FA11-15 regarding sedimentation and turbidity at waterbody 
crossings.

IND205-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND205 – Thomas P. Epling

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND206 – Thomas P. Epling

Individual Comments

Mountain Valley now proposes to cross the Elk, Gauley, and 
Greenbrier Rivers using dry methods and the final EIS has been 
updated accordingly.

IND206-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND206 – Thomas P. Epling

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND207 – Thomas P. Epling

Individual Comments

Section 4.1 of this final EIS has been revised to discuss karst 
features. 

IND207-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND207 – Thomas P. Epling

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND208 – Thomas P. Epling

Individual Comments

As discussed in section 2 of the EIS, Mountain Valley filed a 
revised Landslide Mitigation Plan with the FERC in March 2017. 

IND208-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND208 – Thomas P. Epling

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND209 – Thomas P. Epling

Individual Comments

An updated discussion of permanent fill in waterbodies and 
wetlands is included in section 4.3 of the EIS.  See the response 
to comment IND196-2 regarding the prior to construction 
recommendation.

IND209-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND209 – Thomas P. Epling

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND210 – Louisa S. Gay

Individual Comments

We disagree.  The draft EIS was not released prematurely.  We 
have been working on the project for over two years.  The FERC 
is the main federal regulating agency for the interstate 
transportation of natural gas; the Applicant does not regulate 
itself.  See the response to comment IND196-2 regarding pending 
information in the draft EIS.  See the response to IND147-1 
regarding FERC staff recommendations. 

IND210-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND210 – Louisa S. Gay

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA5-1 regarding stakeholder 
comments. 

IND210-2

See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding Mountain 
Valley’s October 2016 filings.  Based on our experience with 
restoration, we conclude that the replanting of trees in formerly 
disturbed areas would not significantly enhance or expedite the 
return of forest habitat.  Typically, in areas with adequate rainfall 
and stable soils, tree saplings readily colonize disturbed areas 
within 2 or 3 growing seasons.

IND210-4

See the response to comment IND47-1 regarding preparation of 
the EIS.

IND210-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND210 – Louisa S. Gay

Individual Comments

Based on our experience with restoration, we conclude that 
invasive species monitoring for two growing seasons is adequate. 

IND210-5

Section 2.7 of the EIS provides an overview of future plans and 
abandonment. 

IND210-7

A revised discussion of sedimentation and turbidity due to 
waterbody crossings can be found in section 4.3 of this final EIS.  
See also the response to comment FA11-15 regarding 
sedimentation and turbidity modeling.

IND210-6

A Blanket Certificate cannot be used to propose a new 
compression station; that must be done through an amendment or 
new application.

IND210-8

See the response to comment IND196-2 regarding pending 
information in the draft EIS. 

IND210-11

Section 3 of this final EIS has been revised to provide a 
discussion of the Hybrid 1A Alternative route.

IND210-10

See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding flooding.IND210-9



INDIVIDUALS
IND210 – Louisa S. Gay

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND211 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

As discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS, Mountain Valley would 
negotiate an agreement to purchase an easement from affected 
landowners.  See the responses to comment IND12-1 regarding 
property values. 

IND211-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND212 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND47-1 regarding preparation of 
the EIS. The Commission would determine need in its Project 
Order.

IND212-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND213 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

The MVP is not a “mixed-use” pipeline.  It would transport only 
natural gas.  See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding other 
42-inch natural gas pipelines. 

IND213-1

The Commission would determine need in its project Order.IND213-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND214 – Louisa S. Gay

Individual Comments

We disagree.  Other 42-inch-diameters have been constructed in 
the United States(see the response to comment LA1-4 for 
examples.)  There are more than 300,000 miles of existing 
interstate natural gas transmission pipelines within the United 
States.  Some of those existing pipelines cross karst terrain, steep 
slopes, rivers, and wetlands.  Erosion control is discussed in 
sections 2 and 4.1 of the EIS.  Karst is discussed in section 4.1. 

IND214-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND214 – Louisa S. Gay

Individual Comments

Section 4.3 of the EIS describes measures to protect groundwater 
resources. 

IND214-2

Recreational use, including a discussion of the ANST and the 
BRP, are provided in section 4.8 of the EIS. 

IND214-3

See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding flooding.IND214-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND214 – Louisa S. Gay

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND215 – Louisa S. Gay

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO6-1 regarding the Mount Tabor 
Variation. 

IND215-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND215 – Louisa S. Gay

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND215 – Louisa S. Gay

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND216 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

Cumulative impacts are addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.IND216-1

See the response to IND2-3 regarding export.IND216-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND217 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing. 

IND217-1

Cumulative impacts are addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.  See 
the response to comment IND47-1 regarding preparation of the 
EIS.  

IND217-6

See the responses to comments IND12-1 and IND 12-2 regarding 
property values and insurance.

IND217-5

See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-
diameter natural gas pipelines. 

IND217-4

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export.IND217-3

See the response to comment IND36-2 regarding eminent 
domain.  See the response to FA11-12 regarding need. 

IND217-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND218 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

See the response to IND2-3 regarding the fact that the MVP is 
not designed for the export of natural gas.  Natural gas 
consumption within the United States has increased each year 
since 2010 (EIA, 2016). 

IND218-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND219 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND47-1 regarding preparation of 
the EIS.  See the response to IND2-3 regarding the fact that MVP 
is not designed for the export of natural gas.  See the response to 
FA11-12 regarding need.  See the response to comment IND36-2 
regarding eminent domain. 

IND219-1

See the responses to comments LA2-1 and IND83-4 regarding 
the public comment sessions.

IND219-3

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.  See the 
responses to comment IND12-1 regarding property values. 

IND219-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND220 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

Red-cockaded woodpeckers are not known to occur in any of the 
counties that would be impacted by the MVP.  According to the 
FWS’ Environmental Conservation Online System, the red-
cockaded woodpecker is located in the eastern portion of 
Virginia.  In addition, none of the state agencies identified the 
red-cockaded woodpecker as a species which could be impacted 
by the MVP.  Downy and hairy woodpeckers are similar in 
appearance to the red-cockaded woodpecker and are commonly 
found in western Virginia. 

IND220-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND221 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

Cumulative impacts are addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.  
Projects similar to the MVP are discussed in section 4.13.1 of the 
EIS.  Resource specific effects, such as water resources, air 
quality, socioeconomic resources, are addressed in section 4.13.2 
of the EIS. 

IND221-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND222 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

The  statements regarding bats are noted.  Section 4.7.1.1 of the 
final EIS has been revised to indicate that state agencies did not 
request additional bat surveys.  The section has also been revised 
to indicate the dates that species surveys were conducted.  As 
stated in section 4.7.1 of the EIS, the threatened and endangered 
species evaluated for the projects was developed in consultation 
with the appropriate state agencies. 

IND222-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND223 – Warren H. Cooper Jr. 

Individual Comments

It noted that the commentor does not grant survey permission.  
Landowner rights are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

IND223-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND223 – Warren H. Cooper Jr. 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND224 – Pat Curran Leonard 

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA2-1 regarding the public 
comment sessions. 

IND224-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND225 – Pat Curran Leonard 

Individual Comments

As stated in section 4.4.2, Mountain Valley does not propose the 
wide-scale use of pesticides and/or herbicides, but would 
consider them for localized use, only after a request from a 
landowner or land management agency.  In addition, the EIS has 
been updated to reflect that the FS may require herbicide use on 
NFS lands.  As stated in section 4.4.2.2 of the EIS, in partnership 
with the Wildlife Habitat Council, Mountain Valley would 
promote growth of ground cover species that flower for long 
durations throughout the growing season in an attempt to create 
new habitat for native and domestic pollinators such as bees and 
butterflies. 

IND225-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND226 – Roberta C. Johnson 

Individual Comments

The draft EIS was published and released to the public on 
September 16, 2016.

IND226-1

Paralleling waterbodies within 15 feet were re-examined due to 
re-routes proposed by Mountain Valley in October 2016.  
Updates to the text and tables, as necessary, can be found in 
section 4.3 of the final EIS.  Due to the number of pages in the 
appendices, these sections were not included in the hardcopy.  
However, the appendices are available on the CD provided by the 
FERC to the environmental mailing list as well as in the FERC’s 
eLibrary system.

IND226-6

Mountain Valley is not proposing a compressor station in 
Virginia. 

IND226-5

Information regarding the COE permit application can be found 
in table 1.5-1 of the EIS. 

IND226-4

The Commission has not yet made a decision about issuing 
Blanket Certificates to Mountain Valley.

IND226-3

The estimate of wetlands affected is accurate and based on on-
the-ground delineations where survey permission was granted.

IND226-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND226 – Roberta C. Johnson 

Individual Comments

Section 2.7 of the final EIS has been revised to state that any 
expansion or abandonment would require an amendment to the 
existing application, or a new application which would be 
reviewed by the FERC staff, and additional permitting by other 
local, state, and federal agencies.

IND226-7

Table 4.3.1-2 of the final EIS has been updated to include 
additional springs and swallets as survey data becomes available. 

IND226-13

Table 4.3.1-1 of the final EIS has been revised to include the 
aquifers in Roanoke County.  Discrepancies between tables 4.3.1-
1 and 4.1.1-3 have been eliminated.

IND226-12

As stated in the text preceding table 4.1.1-9, the table was 
provided to characterize areas where soil liquefaction could 
potentially affect the pipeline and therefore not every waterbody 
crossing/flood zone crossing is listed within this table.

IND226-10

Steep slopes are discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.IND226-9

To the best of our knowledge, table 3.5.3-1 identifies all 
applicable stakeholders, who requested modifications of the 
pipeline route across their properties.

IND226-8

Table 4.1.1-10 summarizes the potential for landslides to occur as 
categorized by Godt, 2014 and reflects the probability of 
development of a landslide.  Table 4.1.1-11 identifies specific 
areas and landslide features that were identified by Mountain 
Valley as either recently sliding or being potentially prone to 
sliding in the near future and were evaluated via desktop and 
field review.  Although a general area may be characterized as 
having a high potential for landslides that does not mean that 
these features would develop a landslide or that a landslide would 
occur. 

IND226-11



INDIVIDUALS
IND226 – Roberta C. Johnson 

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND147-1 regarding FERC staff 
recommendations. 

IND226-14

See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding waterbody 
crossings and sedimentation and turbidity modeling.  As 
discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS, hydrostatic test water 
discharges would be tested prior to discharge to overland 
locations.  As stated in section 2.4.1 of the EIS, “our Procedures” 
refers to the FERC’s Wetland and Waterbody Construction and 
Mitigation Procedures which are available for review on the 
FERC website:  
http://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/guidelines.asp.

IND226-19

As stated in sections 2, 4.1, and 4.2 of the EIS, Mountain Valley 
would first attempt to rip bedrock.  Any required blasting would 
be conducted in accordance with all federal, state, and local 
regulations.  Charges would be kept to the minimum needed to 
break up and dislodge the rock.  Mountain Valley would conduct 
pre- and post-blast surveys for wells and structures within 150 
feet of blasting activities.

IND226-17

The FERC staff have determined that the water sample analysis 
proposed by Mountain Valley (in addition to our 
recommendation) and Equitrans are adequate to protect drinking 
water sources. 

IND226-15

See the response to comment IND209-1 regarding the permanent 
fill of wetlands. 

IND226-18

Locations of hydrostatic testwater withdrawals are presented in 
table 4.3.2-8.  Section 4.3.2 of this final EIS has been revised to 
state that Mountain Valley would ensure that base flows are 
maintained in the source streams during the water withdrawals 
for hydrostatic testing process.  Hydrostatic testing withdrawals 
would also be subject to the conditions of permits as identified in 
table 1.5-1.  Further, our Procedures require that Mountain 
Valley maintain adequate flow rates to protect aquatic life, 
provide for all waterbody uses, and provide for downstream 
withdrawals of water by existing users.  In addition, since 
issuance of the draft EIS Mountain Valley has changed many 
hydrostatic test water sources to municipal water. 

IND226-16



INDIVIDUALS
IND226 – Roberta C. Johnson 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND226 – Roberta C. Johnson 

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND147-4 regarding contingency 
plans for public surface water supplies.

IND226-20

Re-routing is not needed nor feasible to avoid all trout streams.  
As stated in sections 2, 4.1, and 4.2 of the EIS, Mountain Valley 
would first attempt to rip bedrock.  Any required blasting would 
be conducted in accordance with all federal, state, and local 
regulations. 

IND226-25

As stated in section 4.6.2 of the EIS, Mountain Valley would not 
withdrawal water from and discharge into exceptional value 
waters or waters that provide habitat for federally listed 
threatened and endangered species.

IND226-23

Comment noted.IND226-21

Impacts on Bottom Creek are discussed in sections 4.3 and 4.6 of 
the EIS.  Longer term impacts would be minimized as the 
riparian zone would regenerate except for a 30-foot-wide zone 
where some vegetation maintenance would occur.  In the event of 
a leak, natural gas rises up and is dispersed into the atmosphere, 
there is not a spill in the sense of a liquid pipeline.  Given that, 
and that methane is non-toxic, there is no evidence of chronic 
toxic effects to organisms. 

IND226-24

As noted in this final EIS, the currently proposed route (filed 
October 14, 2016 and further adjusted in December 2016) would 
not cross the Blackwater River.  While the Roanoke River and 
Bottom Creek may have experienced historic flood levels, these 
two streams in the areas that would be crossed by the MVP 
pipeline are not designated 100-year floodplains by FEMA. 

IND226-22



INDIVIDUALS
IND226 – Roberta C. Johnson 

Individual Comments

As stated in section 2.4.1 of the EIS, “our Procedures” refers to 
the FERC’s Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation 
Procedures, which are available for review on the FERC website:  
http://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/guidelines.asp.

IND226-26

The estimation of the amount of impacts (in acres) to wetlands 
has been updated in the final EIS using the best available 
information.  Our cooperator for the development of this EIS, the 
COE, will verify the Applicants’ data regarding wetlands.

IND226-31

We stand by our conclusion as explained in section 4.3.2 of the 
EIS.

IND226-29

The waterbody table listing where the pipeline would parallel the 
stream within 15 feet has been updated with new information in 
section 4.3.2 of the final EIS.

IND226-27

Comments noted.IND226-30

It is not feasible to apply FS standards, which cover the 3.5-mile 
crossing of the Jefferson National Forest (about 1 percent of the 
total route), to the remainder of the MVP pipeline, which cross 
non-federal public and private lands, due to the wide range of 
conditions encountered along the broader project. 

IND226-28

Impacts on wetlands are regulated by the COE under the CWA.  
The sub-section mentioned is for “Sensitive Wetlands”, that is 
those designated as having exceptional value or high quality, 
typically as identified by state agencies.

IND226-32



INDIVIDUALS
IND226 – Roberta C. Johnson 

Individual Comments

Mountain Valley attempted to route the pipeline to avoid 
sensitive resources, such as wetlands, where possible, and this 
process would be demonstrated to the COE, as part of its 
permitting process under the CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidelines. 

IND226-33

We reviewed the location of ATWS near wetlands as discussed 
in sections 2.3 and 4.3 of the EIS and find them acceptable. 

IND226-36

The discussion regarding aboveground facilities and wetlands has 
been updated in the final EIS. 

IND226-35

The estimation of the amount of impacts to wetlands has been 
updated in the final EIS using the best available information.  
Our cooperator for the development of this EIS, the COE, will 
verify the Applicants’ data regarding wetlands.  Restoration of 
wetlands and compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
(such as a conversion from PFP to PEM wetland type) is 
discussed in section 4.4 of the EIS.

IND226-34

The amount of wetlands (in acres) that would be affected by 
access roads and the associated discussion has been updated in 
section 4.3 of the final EIS. 

IND226-37



INDIVIDUALS
IND226 – Roberta C. Johnson 

Individual Comments

The amount of wetlands that would be affected (in acres) and the 
associated discussion has been updated in section 4.3 of the final 
EIS.  Due to access constraints it is possible that not all wetlands 
will be delineated until after certification, if the Commission 
approves the projects.

IND226-38

See the response to IND226-34.IND226-41

See the response to IND226-33.IND226-40

Our cooperator for the development of this EIS, the COE, who is 
responsible for CWA permitting including “sequencing,” will 
verify the Applicants’ data regarding wetlands. 

IND226-39



INDIVIDUALS
IND227 – RoxAnne Lane Christley 

Individual Comments

The statements are noted.IND227-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND228 – Gerald W. Roller 

Individual Comments

The statements regarding the public comment sessions are noted. IND228-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND229 – Bob Johnson 

Individual Comments

Bottom Creek is discussed in sections 4.3 and 4.6 of the EIS, and 
is identified as a wild trout stream in appendix F.  See the 
response to FA11-17 regarding Bottom Creek and Tier III status. 

IND229-1

Rare species are discussed in section 4.7 of the EIS.  The 
Roanoke logperch is discussed in that section as well as our BA.

IND229-2

See the response to IND229-1.IND229-3

Cumulative impacts are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS. IND229-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND229 – Bob Johnson 

Individual Comments

Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS was updated with new information 
regarding instances where Mountain Valley proposes to parallel a 
waterbody within 15 feet. 

IND229-5

As stated in sections 2, 4.1, and 4.2 of the EIS, Mountain Valley 
would first attempt to rip bedrock.  Any required blasting would 
be conducted in accordance with all federal, state, and local 
regulations.

IND229-6

The amount of wetlands that would be affected (in acres) and the 
associated discussion of wetland impacts has been updated in 
section 4.3 of the final EIS.  Due to access constraints it is 
possible that not all wetlands will be delineated until after 
certification, if the Commission approves the projects.

IND229-7

The bog turtle is discussed in section 4.7 of the EIS.IND229-8



INDIVIDUALS
IND229 – Bob Johnson 

Individual Comments

We stand by our conclusion as explained in section 4.3.2 of the 
EIS.

IND229-9

Water supplies are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.IND229-10

Water supplies are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.IND229-11



INDIVIDUALS
IND230 – Jean Carlon

Individual Comments

See the response to FA11-12 regarding need.  The EIS discloses 
impacts and proposed mitigation measures for water resources in 
section 4.3, wildlife in section 4.5, landslides in section 4.2, and 
earthquakes in section 4.1. 

IND230-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND231 – Fedessa G. Williams 

Individual Comments

See the response to FA11-12 regarding need.  See the response to 
comment IND2-1 regarding safety. 

IND231-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND231 – Fedessa G. Williams 

Individual Comments

The incident in Alabama involved a gasoline pipeline rather than 
a natural gas pipeline. 

IND231-2
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