
INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments

Statements regarding dye-tracing and groundwater flow have 
been noted.   Our EIS discusses dye-tracing and fracture trace 
analyses.

IND260-9



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments

Our analysis of the Slussers Chapel Conservation Site Avoidance 
Alternative is discussed in section 3.5 of the final EIS.

IND260-10



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s 
report.  See the response to comment CO6-1 regarding the 
VADCR’s suggested alternative route. 

IND260-11



INDIVIDUALS
IND260 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND261 – Matthew Hall

Individual Comments

Comments noted.IND261-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND262 – Rachel Kaminer

Individual Comments

The EIS concluded that for most environmental resources, the 
MVP would not have significant impacts.  Visual impacts to the 
ANST are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.  Impacts on 
tourism are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS. 

IND262-1

The MVP pipeline would transport natural gas; not oil.  See the 
response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic fracturing. 

IND262-4

The EIS discusses forest clearing in section 4.4.IND262-3

Impacts on water resources, and measures to reduce those 
impacts, are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  The EIS 
discusses seismic activity in section 4.1, and air quality in section 
4.11.

IND262-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND263 – Elizabeth Kirk

Individual Comments

Groundwater, landslides, and pipeline safety were discussed in 
section 4.3, section 4.1, and section 4.12 of the EIS, respectively.  
A revised discussion of flash flooding is provided in section 4.3.2 
of the final EIS. 

IND263-2

See the response to IND2-3 regarding export. IND263-5

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

IND263-4

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

IND263-3

Section 1.4 of the EIS highlights stakeholder participation into 
the FERC’s environmental review process. 

IND263-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND263 – Elizabeth Kirk

Individual Comments

Impacts on water resources is discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.IND263-7

See the response to FA11-12 regarding need.  See the response to 
comment IND152-1 regarding our third-party construction 
monitoring program.

IND263-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND264 – Guy W. Buford

Individual Comments

Comment noted. IND264-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND265 – Elizabeth G. Long

Individual Comments

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

IND265-1

See the response to comment IND191-3 regarding local jobs.  IND265-2

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.  IND265-3

See the response to comment FA11-2 regarding pending 
information in the draft EIS.  Section 3 addresses the No Action 
Alternative.

IND265-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND266 – Bruce W. Zoecklein

Individual Comments

The FERC staff are advocates for the environmental review 
process and are not advocates for the proposed projects.  See the 
response to comment IND47-1 regarding preparation of the EIS.  
Section 4.9 of the EIS addresses economic issues, including the 
KeyLog study.  See the responses to comment IND12-1 
regarding property values. 

IND266-1



See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.  See the 
response to IND40-1 regarding renewable energy.

INDIVIDUALS
IND267 – Carolyn Ford

Individual Comments

IND267-1

See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.IND267-2

The Commission would decision whether or not the MVP is 
necessary.

IND267-3



According to Mountain Valley’s filing on February 17, 2017 
(response to Cultural Resources Question 20d of our January 26, 
2017 EIR) the Samuel Gwinn Plantation at the Old Brick Manor 
Farm is about 6,691 feet away from the MVP pipeline and should 
not be affected.

INDIVIDUALS
IND268 – David and Jeanne Schmauss

Individual Comments

IND268-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND268 – David and Jeanne Schmauss

Individual Comments

Stream crossings are addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  
Mountain Valley’s cultural resources consultants did not identify 
the Red Sulphur Springs Turnpike as an historic property within 
the APE.  The Lowell Road Backway is discussed as part of the 
Lower Greenbrier River Byway in section 4.8 of the EIS.

IND268-2

The Samuel Gwinn Plantation at the Old Brick Manor Farm is 
about 6,691 feet away from the MVP pipeline and should not be 
affected.  Because this site is outside of the APE, it is unlikely 
that Mountain Valley conducted an inventory to identify 
archaeological sites.

IND268-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND268 – David and Jeanne Schmauss

Individual Comments

Socioeconomic issues are addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS.IND268-4

Because the pipeline is apparently not crossing the property, the 
existing utilities would not be affected.

IND268-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND268 – David and Jeanne Schmauss

Individual Comments

Because the pipeline is apparently not crossing the property, the 
springs and Wind Creek would not be affected.

IND268-6

West Virginia Road 15 is discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.IND268-7

Earthquakes are discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.  Blasting is 
addressed in section 2, 4.1, and 4.2.  Safety is discussed in 
section 4.12.

IND268-8



INDIVIDUALS
IND268 – David and Jeanne Schmauss

Individual Comments

The Samuel Gwinn Plantation at the Old Brick Manor Farm is 
about 6,691 feet away from the MVP pipeline and should not be 
affected.

IND268-9

Apparently the MVP would not crossing the OBMF property.IND268-10

Apparently the MVP would not crossing the OBMF property.IND268-11



INDIVIDUALS
IND268 – David and Jeanne Schmauss

Individual Comments

Apparently the MVP would not crossing the OBMF property.IND268-12



INDIVIDUALS
IND269 – Martin Christ

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-
diameter natural gas pipelines.  See the response to comment 
IND2-1 regarding safety.  See the response to comment IND2-3 
regarding hydraulic fracturing.  

IND269-1

Climate change, GHGs, and cumulative impacts are discussed in 
section 4.13.  

IND269-2

We assume the commenter is referring to MVP rather than the 
ACP Project.  See the response to FA11-12 regarding need.  

IND269-3

See the response to comment IND152-1 regarding our third-party 
construction monitoring program.

IND269-4

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

IND269-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND270 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

As stated in section 4.5.2, displaced wildlife would be expected 
to seek refuge in adjacent, undisturbed habitats and return to the 
right-of-way after completion of construction as vegetation 
restoration progresses.  However, we recognize that some species 
may not recolonize the right-of-way to preconstruction levels.

IND270-1

Karst surveys have been conducted in areas for which Mountain 
Valley has obtained survey permission.  If the project is 
certificated, any outstanding areas would be surveyed. 

IND270-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND271 – Jerolyn K. Deplazes

Individual Comments

All timely comments on the draft EIS were considered by the 
FERC staff and addressed in the final EIS.  See the response to 
LA2-1 regarding the draft EIS comment sessions.  Dr. Kastning’s 
report on karst is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.  Section 3 of 
the EIS has been revised to provide a discussion of the Hybrid 
1A Alternative route.  Section 4.10 of the final EIS has been 
revised to discuss comments from Tom King and Dan Pezzoni 
about historic properties; that were received after the draft EIS 
was written.  The draft EIS made conclusions about 
environmental impacts, which should not be confused with a 
decision whether or not to authorize the project, which has not 
yet been made.  The Commission will consider need in its Project 
Order; that is not an environmental issue.

IND271-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND272 – Pamela L. Ferrante

Individual Comments

See a revised section 4.1 of the final EIS for information
regarding the Mount Tabor Variation. Slussers Chapel Cave is
located about a half mile from the October 2016 proposed
pipeline alignment. This distance is sufficient to preclude
Slussers Chapel Cave from impacts due to construction (i.e. cave
collapse, or groundwater turbidity). Section 4.1 of the EIS
provides a discussion of karst features and associated mitigation
measures. See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding
turbidity and sedimentation. See the response to comment
IND70-1 regarding erosion.

IND272-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND272 – Pamela L. Ferrante

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND272 – Pamela L. Ferrante

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND272 – Pamela L. Ferrante

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND272 – Pamela L. Ferrante

Individual Comments
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