
INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

Mountain Valley indicated that they would incorporate native 
shrub seeds into their seed mix.  See the response to IND244-8.

IND244-21



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

The invasive species plan would apply to the entire right-of-way 
including migratory bird habitat.

IND244-22



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

See the response to IND244-19.IND244-23

See the response to IND244-8.IND244-24



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

See the response to IND244-4.IND244-25

We conclude that the invasive species control plan would be 
adequate.

IND244-26



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

We conclude that the Wildlife Habitat Council is qualified to 
provide professional advice on seed mixes.

IND244-27

See the response to IND244-19.IND244-28



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

Comments noted.  See the responses to IND244 above.IND244-29



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments



Section 4.9 of this final EIS has been revised to discuss 
recreation and tourism at the Greenbrier River. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND245 – Orus Ashby Berkely

Individual Comments

IND245-1



See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

INDIVIDUALS
IND245 – Orus Ashby Berkely

Individual Comments

IND245-2

As stated in section 4.6.2.7 of the EIS, Mountain Valley would 
reduce impacts on freshwater mussels by relocating mussels in 
the construction zone in accordance with both West Virginia and 
Virginia mussel protocol documents.  All fish and freshwater 
mussel relocations would be supervised by qualified, professional 
biologists in possession of pertinent federal and/or state permits.

IND245-4

As discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS, where permission has 
been granted, cultural resource surveys have been conducted 
along parcels that would be impacted by the MVP.  Table 4.10.1-
2 of the EIS notes archaeological sites at the Greenbrier River 
near the community of Pence Springs. 

IND245-3



As indicated by the footnote on table 4.3.2-8, the data provided is 
from USDA, 2015 rather than publically available data.  The data 
source may not cover all areas that would be impacted by the 
proposed projects.  As stated in section 4.6 and 4.3 of the EIS, the 
Applicants would attempt to avoid blasting during waterbody 
crossings.  If blasting is deemed necessary, the Applicants would 
prepare and implement project-specific blasting plans, in 
coordination with federal and state agencies, to minimize impacts 
on aquatic species.

INDIVIDUALS
IND245 – Orus Ashby Berkely

Individual Comments

IND245-5

A revised discussion of flash flooding is provided in section 4.3.2 
of the final EIS. 

IND245-6



Section 4.3 in the final EIS has been revised as necessary to 
accurately depict the distance of intakes for the Big Bend PSD 
from the MVP. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND245 – Orus Ashby Berkely

Individual Comments

IND245-7

It is noted that the commentor did not grant survey permission. IND245-8



The EIS discusses the ANST and visual impacts in section 4.8. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND246 – Jonathan Hines

Individual Comments

IND246-1

The EIS addresses impacts on the local economy and tourism in 
section 4.9.  The reasons the FERC did not prepare a 
programmatic NEPA document is explained in section 1.3.

IND246-4

The FS has worked with MVP to develop project design features, 
mitigation measures and monitoring procedures to minimize the 
effects to the resources that the plan amendments were designed 
to protect. 

IND246-3

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.  Impacts 
to water resources and karst terrain are discussed in sections 4.3 
and 4.1, respectively. 

IND246-2



See the response to comment IND7-4 regarding the findings of 
the EIS.  See the response to comment IND36-2 regarding 
eminent domain.

INDIVIDUALS
IND247 – Christopher Corey Allder

Individual Comments

IND247-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND248 – Rebecca Dameron

Individual Comments

IND248-1

Section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS discusses monitoring and testing of 
water wells within 150 feet of the proposed workspaces as well 
as testing of wells and springs within 500 feet of karst areas.  See 
the response to comment FA11-17 regarding Tier III streams.

IND248-2

The commenter's home would be located more than 1,800 feet 
from the proposed pipeline.  MVP is proposing to locate portions 
of access road MVP-RO-288 and ATWS 1307 on the 
commenter's property.  Both the access road and the ATWS 
would be temporary.  Therefore, following construction, these 
areas would be reseeded and restored.  The commenter's home 
would be more than 400 feet from the ATWS and access road 
and shielded from these areas by a buffer of trees.  Impacts to the 
commenter's home are not anticipated.  As discussed in section 
4.1.2.7 of the EIS, if blasting is necessary, Mountain Valley 
would conduct pre-blast and post-blast surveys at locations 
within 150 feet of the blasting activity.  Mountain Valley would 
be responsible for any damage to structures due to blasting.

IND248-3

The statements regarding surveys without permission are noted. IND248-4

The statements regarding crossing the Jefferson National Forest 
are noted.

IND248-5



Steep slopes and karst are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.  
See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-
diameter natural gas pipelines in steep slope areas. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND248 – Rebecca Dameron

Individual Comments

IND248-6

See the response to FA11-12 regarding need. IND248-7

FERC staff reviewed and evaluated this filing in the final EIS. IND248-8



INDIVIDUALS
IND249 – Guy W. Buford

Individual Comments

Native American consultations are addressed in section 4.10 of 
the EIS.

IND249-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND250 – Cynthia Munley

Individual Comments

Impacts on water resources, and measures to reduce those 
impacts, discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  See the response to 
comment LA1-7 regarding herbicides and pesticides. 

IND250-1

See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-
diameter natural gas pipelines in steep slope areas.  See the 
response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide utility 
corridor on the Jefferson National Forest.   

IND250-2

See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits of the 
project.  System alternatives that would make use of existing or 
other proposed natural gas facilities  are discussed in section 3.3 
of the EIS.

IND250-3

See the response to comment IND36-2 regarding eminent 
domain.  See the response to IND2-3 regarding the fact that the 
MVP is not designed for export.  

IND250-4

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

IND250-5

Section 4.8 of the EIS includes an analysis of visual impacts.  IND250-6

Steep slopes and karst are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.  
Impacts on water resources, and measures to reduce those 
impacts, discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  

IND250-7

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

IND250-8

The statements regarding crossing the Jefferson National Forest 
are noted.

IND250-9



INDIVIDUALS
IND250 – Cynthia Munley

Individual Comments

Impacts on Historic Districts are discussed in section 4.10 of the 
EIS.

IND250-10

Steep slopes and karst are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.  
Impacts on water resources, and measures to reduce those 
impacts, discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  See the response to 
comment CO2-1 regarding benefits of the project. 

IND250-11

See the response to FA11-12 regarding need. IND250-12

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

IND250-13

Climate change, GHGs, and cumulative impacts are discussed in 
section 4.13 of the EIS.  See the response to comment IND2-3 
regarding hydraulic fracturing.  

IND250-14



INDIVIDUALS
IND250 – Cynthia Munley

Individual Comments

The FS has worked with Mountain Valley to develop project 
design features, mitigation measures and monitoring procedures 
to minimize the effects on resources the plan amendment were 
designed to protect. 

IND250-17

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

IND250-15

See the response to comment FA8-1.  The FS has worked with 
Mountain Valley to develop project design features, mitigation 
measures and monitoring procedures to minimize the effects on 
resources the plan amendment were designed to protect. 

IND250-16

The comment is noted.IND250-18

The comment is noted.IND250-19



INDIVIDUALS
IND250 – Cynthia Munley

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s 
report.  

IND250-22

As discussed in section 4.1.2.7 of the EIS, if blasting is 
necessary, Mountain Valley would conduct pre-and post-blast 
testing and inspections of wells and structures.  

IND250-20

A summary of construction and restoration for the entire MVP is 
contained within the EIS.  All documents that have been filed 
with the FERC are contained within eLibrary for review by the 
public.  See the response to comment IND152-1 regarding our 
third-party construction monitoring program.

IND250-21



INDIVIDUALS
IND250 – Cynthia Munley

Individual Comments

The No Action Alternative is discussed in section 3 of the EIS. IND250-24

The FERC issued a final EIS that addressed comments on the 
draft. 

IND250-23



INDIVIDUALS
IND251 – Shirley Hall

Individual Comments

Earthquakes and fault lines are addressed in section 4.1 of the 
EIS.  Section 4.1 of this final EIS has been revised to include a 
discussion of the St. Clair Fault. 

IND251-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND252 –

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.IND252-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND252 –

Individual Comments

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

IND252-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND252 – Robin Scully Boucher

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3. IND252-3

Section 3 of this final EIS has been revised to discuss the Hybrid 
1A Alternative. 

IND252-4

Comment noted.IND252-5

Comment noted.IND252-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND253 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

The MVP pipeline would transport natural gas (mostly methane); 
not “mixed gases.”  See the response to comment LA1-4 
regarding existing 42-inch-diameter natural gas pipelines.  The 
DOT regulations determine class pipeline thickness as described 
in section 4.12 of the EIS.

IND253-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND254 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND152-1 regarding our third-party 
construction monitoring program.  The karst specialist that would 
be utilized on the MVP has not yet been determined. 

IND254-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND255 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. IND255-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND256 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

As stated in section 2.4.2 of the EIS, open burning would be 
conducted on a site-specific basis, in accordance with applicable 
state and local regulations and Mountain Valley’s Fire 
Prevention and Suppression Plan.  Emissions due to open 
burning are estimated in section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS. 

IND256-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND257 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

The statement that surficial geology has not been mapped in 
detail was meant to convey that public data regarding surficial 
geology is not available.  The FERC does not expect an applicant 
to map surficial geology for a project.  See the response to 
comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.  Landslides are discussed 
in section 4.1.2 of the EIS.

IND257-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND258 – Richard Ettelson

Individual Comments

Cultural Attachment was adequately addressed in Section 4.10 of 
the EIS.  The effects analysis was written by professional 
scholars with undergraduate and graduate degrees and experience 
in Anthropology, including the sub-discipline of Cultural 
Anthropology.  ACE’s study was expanded beyond the Jefferson 
National Forest to include Peters Mountain in the project area.  
Section 4.10 of the final EIS has been updated to include any 
applicable new information. 

IND258-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND258 – Richard Ettelson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND258 – Richard Ettelson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND258 – Richard Ettelson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND258 – Richard Ettelson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND258 – Richard Ettelson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND258 – Richard Ettelson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND258 – Richard Ettelson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND258 – Richard Ettelson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND258 – Richard Ettelson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND258 – Richard Ettelson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND258 – Richard Ettelson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND258 – Richard Ettelson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND259 – Maria Fernanda

Individual Comments

Visual impacts to the ANST are discussed in section 4.8 of the 
EIS.  Impacts and mitigation on tourism are discussed in section 
4.9 of the EIS.  Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in 
section 3 of the EIS.  See also the response to comment IND40-1 
regarding renewable energy.

IND259-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments

As described in Mountain Valley’s Karst Mitigation Plan, karst
specialists would monitor construction in karst areas to identify
and monitor any karst features within proximity to or that
develop during construction of the proposed project. Section 4.1
of the EIS identifies the monitoring and mitigation measures that
would be used should an unknown karst feature be identified or
develop during construction. See the response to comment
CO14-3 regarding spills. The EIS provides a discussion of the
procedures that would be used should blasting be required in
karst areas in section 4.1.2.5. Construction of the proposed
project could cause minor and or temporary changes in
groundwater flow. See the response to comment IND92-1
regarding leaks. See the response to comment IND2-2 regarding
drinking water and comment FA11-15 regarding sedimentation
and turbidity. As discussed in section 3, the Mount Tabor
Variation was selected to avoid identified karst features in the
vicinity of the Mount Tabor Sinkhole Plain to the extent possible.

IND260-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments

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

IND260-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments

Comments noted.IND260-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments

Mountain Valley completed both a desktop review, boots on the 
ground field studies (15%) and two dimensional surface electrical 
resistivity imaging (85%) to determine the potential for voids 
underlying the Mount Tabor Variation route.  See the response to 
comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report.  See the 
response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.  See the 
response to comment FA11-15 regarding turbidity and 
sedimentation.

IND260-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments

Steep slope construction techniques and mitigation measures are 
discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.  See the response comment 
CO14-3 regarding spills.  See the response to comment IND70-1 
regarding erosion. 

IND260-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments

Scour is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  See the response to 
comment FA11-15 regarding turbidity and sedimentation.  The 
potential for karst collapse is addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. 

IND260-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments

See section 4.1 of the EIS for a discussion of blasting in karst 
areas.  See the response to comment IND401-5 regarding missing 
wells and springs.  Section 4.3 of the EIS provides a discussion 
of wetland impacts.  See the response to comment IND70-1 and 
FA11-15 regarding erosion and sedimentation and turbidity.  
Waterbody crossings are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

IND260-7



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments

Statements regarding sinkholes are noted.  Crossing streams is 
not an impediment to pipeline construction.

IND260-8


	MVP_EEP-Appendix AA- RTC_Part91
	MVP_EEP-Appendix AA- RTC_Part92
	MVP_EEP-Appendix AA- RTC_Part93
	MVP_EEP-Appendix AA- RTC_Part94
	MVP_EEP-Appendix AA- RTC_Part95
	MVP_EEP-Appendix AA- RTC_Part96
	MVP_EEP-Appendix AA- RTC_Part97



