
INDIVIDUALS
IND420 – Louisa Gay

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND420 – Louisa Gay

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND420 – Louisa Gay

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND420 – Louisa Gay

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND421 – Wil Overman

Individual Comments

The Commission would decide if the benefits of the projects
outweigh environmental impacts.

IND421-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND422 – Elizabeth Tobey

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA5-1 regarding the preparation of
the draft EIS. As described in section 4.13, the Cumulative
Impacts analysis was conducted in accordance with CEQ
guidance, which defines cumulative impacts as: “impacts on the
environment which result from incremental impacts of the
[proposed] action when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions…” Section 4.13.1 of the
draft EIS discusses potential cumulative impacts of oil and gas
exploration and production activities and non-FERC-
jurisdictional natural gas gathering systems in the area of
geographic scope, when added to the proposed projects.

IND422-1

See the response to comment FA11-2 regarding pending data for
the draft EIS. Potential impacts on the human environment are
discussed in multiple sections of the EIS, including sections 4.8
(Land Use) and 4.9 (Socioeconomics).

IND422-2

Section 4.8 of the EIS discusses land use impacts for
aboveground facilities, including the Stallworth Compressor
Station. Forest fragmentation is discussed in sections 4.4 and 4.5
of the EIS. Environmental justice is addressed in section 4.9 of
the EIS. Air quality impacts and mitigation measures are
discussed in section 4.11 of the EIS.

IND422-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND422 – Elizabeth Tobey

Individual Comments

See the responses to comments LA1-7 and LA1-8 regarding
herbicides.

IND422-4

GHGs are discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS. The
statement regarding acid rain is noted. As discussed in section
2.1.2 of the EIS, telecommunications for the MVP would consist
of radio and/or cellular with VSAT service as a backup. Section
2 in the final EIS has been revised to provide additional
information regarding backup power systems.

IND422-5

Visual impacts associated with aboveground facilities are
discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS. Noise impacts and mitigation
are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS. Flyovers of the project
area would be periodic. We have revised the final EIS to address
impacts from flyovers.

IND422-6

Section 4.5 of the EIS discusses light pollution. As stated in the
draft EIS, MVP would implement mitigation measures to
minimize construction emissions. Construction equipment
emissions were calculated assuming all units were operating –
giving worst case emissions projections. In addition, as stated in
section 4.11, the Applicants committed to limit the idling of
engines when construction equipment is not in use in an effort to
reduce emissions. Traffic is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

IND422-7

See the response to comment LA5-1 regarding the preparation of
the draft EIS. See the response to comment IND 70-1 regarding
erosion. Construction methods and proposed mitigation
measures were evaluated and deemed to be protective of the
resource. See the response to comment regarding third-party
monitoring to ensure compliance with proposed mitigation
measures. Section 3 of the EIS provides the Alternative
Analysis. As discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS, the Applicants
would ensure that livestock have access to water sources during
construction; or an alternative source of water would be
provided. As stated in section 2.4 of the EIS, cut timber would
typically be disposed in accordance with landowner wishes;
unless the Applicants purchase the timber as part of their
compensation agreements. The Applicants would remove
temporary matting once construction is complete in that area.

IND422-8

See the response to IND2-1 regarding safety. See the response to
comment IND18-2 regarding emergency response. See the
response to comment IND28-3 regarding financial responsibility.

IND422-9



INDIVIDUALS
IND422 – Elizabeth Tobey

Individual Comments

Cultural resources surveys for the Stallworth Compressor Station
location are discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS. It is stated that
about 82 acres were inventoried at the Stallworth Compressor
Station location.

IND422-10

Table 4.3.2-8 (previously table 4.3.2-10) lists the sources that
would be used to obtain hydrostatic test water. This table was
updated for the final EIS. As stated in in section 4.3 of the EIS,
the hydrostatic test water would be discharged through an energy
dissipation device, typically in the same watershed as the source
from which it was obtained. To minimize scour, erosion, and
sediment transport, hydrostatic test water would be discharged
over vegetated land surfaces through filter bags or hay lined
dewatering structures. Additionally, the discharge rate would be
regulated using valves and energy dissipation devices. Table 2.4-
3 of the EIS discusses pipe installation depths at road crossings.

IND422-11

See the responses to comments FA11-18 and IND2-3 regarding
project need and export, respectively.

IND422-12

The landowner is encouraged to negotiate installation of
boundary markers as part of Mountain Valley’s easement
agreement directly with Mountain Valley. As stated in section
4.3 of the draft EIS, we recognize that the Applicants have not
identified all private domestic water supply wells within 150 feet
of the construction work areas. In a January 26, 2017 EIR, we
asked Mountain Valley to provide the location of water wells,
springs, and swallets within 150 feet of construction workspaces
(500 feet in karst), based on surveys and publically available data
sources, Section 4.3 discusses impacts on water supply wells,
updated as appropriate in the final EIS.

IND422-13



INDIVIDUALS
IND423 – Elizabeth C. Fine

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO5-1 regarding preparation of the
draft EIS. See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the
500-foot-wide utility corridor within the Jefferson National
Forest. Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3
of the EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding
renewable energy.

IND423-1

See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks. GHGs
and fugitive emissions are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.
See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic
fracturing.

IND423-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND423 – Elizabeth C. Fine

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 2.  
See the response to comments FA10-1 regarding Amendments 3 
and 4.

IND423-3

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.IND423-4

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

IND423-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND423 – Elizabeth C. Fine

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND424 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

Many power plants burn coal to generate electricity, which is
much more polluting than burning natural gas. Yes, MVP would
cause a loss of habitat. See the response to IND270-1 regarding
wildlife. The Commissioners will weight environmental impacts
against market benefits using the EIS and the public record in this
proceeding. See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding
need.

IND424-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND425 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

Section 4.12 was revised to discuss the frequency of overflight 
inspections. Aerial inspections would take place at least
twice per year using Federal Aviation Administration licensed 
aerial services with pipeline survey experience. Surveys would be 
conducted during daylight hours at low altitude and reduced 
speed. All fixed wing and helicopter aircraft used would meet 
noise certification standards based on their type.  Impacts to 
wildlife are not expected. 

IND425-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND426 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

Visual resources are addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS. See the
response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.

IND426-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND427 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

As stated in section 4.9.2.5 of the EIS, “public roads used by
construction vehicles to get to and from workspaces could
experience increase sediment tracking/build-up and surface
damage. Mountain Valley would mitigate the trackout of
sediment from the access roads or workspaces onto paved roads
using rock construction entrances. If sediment or other loose
material is tracked onto paved roads, Mountain Valley
contractors would sweep or vacuum to remove from the road.”

IND427-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND428 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.
Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the
EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding
renewable energy.

IND428-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND429 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

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

IND429-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND430 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

If the MVP is approved, Roanoke Gas would provide natural gas
to local customers in southwestern Virginia. The FERC does not
regulate siting or construction of power plants. The purpose of
MVP is to transport natural gas from points of production to
points of use; including power plants in the southeastern United
States. See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.

IND430-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND431 – Bob Peckman

Individual Comments

Seismic activity is addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. There are
existing pipelines in California which has much greater seismic
activity than Virginia.

IND431-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND432 – Robert Head

Individual Comments

Water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. We
concluded that impacts would be temporary and not significant
on streams like the Greenbrier River near Pence Springs, West
Virginia. Mountain Valley now proposes to use a dry crossing of
the Greenbrier River.

IND432-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND433 – Darlene Fife

Individual Comments

Water resources and wetlands are addressed in section 4.3 of the
EIS. We concluded that impacts would be temporary and not
significant on streams like the Greenbrier River near Pence
Springs, West Virginia. Mountain Valley now proposes to use a
dry crossing of the Greenbrier River.

IND433-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND434 – Sydney Rubin

Individual Comments

Section 4.3 of the EIS discussed water resources. See also the
response to comment IND343-1 regarding invasive species.

IND434-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND435 – Cosmo A. Catalano, Jr.

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND435-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND435 – Cosmo A. Catalano, Jr.

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND436 – Kara Jeffries

Individual Comments

Non-environmental Commission staff will make a determination
on whether to grant a party’s out-of-time intervention request.
The EIS addresses water resources in section 4.3, soils in section
4.2, forests in section 4.4, and karst in section 4.1.

IND436-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND437 – Georgia Haverty

Individual Comments

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

IND437-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND438 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon (on behalf of Don Barber)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the
response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch natural
gas pipelines in mountainous terrain.

IND438-1

Actually, underground welded steel FERC-regulated
transmission pipelines rarely leak; see section 4.12 of the EIS.
See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks.

IND438-2

See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits. See also
the response to comment IND281-2 regarding benefits to
Virginia. See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export.
As discussed in section 1.2 of the EIS, the MVP would be tapped
to supply natural gas to Roanoke Gas, a local distribution
company serving southwestern Virginia.

IND438-3

As stated in section 4.9 of the EIS, local workers would comprise
about 25 percent of the workforce during construction. See also
the response to comment IND281-2 regarding permanent jobs.

IND438-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND438 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon (on behalf of Don Barber)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.IND438-5

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.IND438-6

We conclude that with mitigation, the project is not likely to have
significant impacts on most environmental resources (except
forest).

IND438-7

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export.IND438-8

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

IND438-9

The ACP Project is examined as an alternative in section 3.IND438-10



INDIVIDUALS
IND438 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon (on behalf of Don Barber)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.IND438-11

The draft EIS was not inaccurate. See the response to comment
CO5-1 regarding preparation of the draft EIS. See the response
to comment IND155-2 regarding forest impacts.

IND438-12

The period to comment on the draft EIS was 90 days. See the
response to comment IND378-3 regarding the comment period.
All timely comments on the draft EIS were considered by the
FERC staff and addressed in the final EIS.

IND438-13

See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. Karst
is addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. Water resources are
addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

IND438-14



INDIVIDUALS
IND438 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon (on behalf of Don Barber)

Individual Comments

As stated in section in section 1 of the EIS, the applicants are
seeking authorization to construct and operate interstate natural
gas transmission facilities. The pipelines would only transport
natural gas in a vapor state. See the response to comment IND1-
3 regarding eminent domain. See the response to comment
IND2-3 regarding export.

IND438-15

Global warming and climate change are discussed in sections
4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.

IND438-16

Water wells and septic systems would not be destroyed. As
discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS, water wells would be subject
to pre-construction testing to determine baseline values. Post-
construction sampling would conducted for water supply owners
that lodge complaints after construction. See the response to
comment IND28-3 regarding financial responsibility.

IND438-17

As stated in section 4.8.2 of the EIS, “an easement agreement
between a company and a landowner typically specifies
compensation for losses resulting from construction, including
losses of non-renewable and other resources, damages to property
during construction, and restrictions on uses that would not be
permitted on the permanent right-of-way. Compensation would
be determined through negotiations between the company and the
landowner.”

IND438-18

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.IND438-19

Visual impacts, including the ANST, are discussed in section 4.8
of the EIS.

IND438-20



INDIVIDUALS
IND438 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon (on behalf of Don Barber)

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND439 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND375-8 regarding the fact that
there is no compressor station proposed for Montgomery County,
Virginia. The reasons the FERC did not prepare a programmatic
NEPA document is explained in section 1.3. See the response to
comment IND241-1 regarding the Appalachian Connector
project. The ACP was considered as an alternative in section 3 of
the EIS.

IND439-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND439 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND439 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon

Individual Comments

Environmental impacts would not be significant (except for the
clearing of forest). Underground welded steel FERC-regulated
natural gas transmission pipelines rarely leak; read section 4.12
of the EIS. See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding
leaks. See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.
Air emissions are addressed in section 4.11.1. GHGs are
discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS. See the response
to comment IND375-4 regarding air quality and noise impacts.

IND439-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND439 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon

Individual Comments

As stated in section 4.11.2 of the EIS, an Ldn of 55 dBA is the
threshold for both daytime and nighttime. Due to the 10 dBA
nighttime penalty added prior to calculation of the Ldn, for a
facility to meet the Ldn 55 dBA limit, the facility must be
designed such that a constant noise level on a 24-hour basis does
not exceed 48.6 dBA Leq at any NSA. Noise measurements are
taken at the compressor station property line.

IND439-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND439 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND440 – Larissa Browning

Individual Comments

Following issuance of the draft EIS, Mountain Valley changed
the three previously proposed wet open-cut waterbody crossings
to dry open-cut crossings.

IND440-1

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

IND440-2

See the response to comment IND401-5 regarding pending water
wells.

IND440-3

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 sediment and turbidity modeling.

IND440-4

Karst features are discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS. Pipelines
can and have been constructed within karst terrain.

IND440-5

Table 2.4-2 indicates where in the docket Mountain Valley’s
Landslide Mitigation Plan can be found.

IND440-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND441 – Michael J. McGee

Individual Comments

Comment noted.IND441-1

We will not be producing a supplemental DEIS; but, instead will
be addressing comments on the draft in a final EIS.

IND441-2

Section 3.0 discusses alternatives that avoid crossing the
Jefferson National Forest.

IND441-3

The Brush Mountain and Peters Mountain Wildernesses would
not be crossed by the proposed MVP pipeline route. An analysis
of visual impacts is presented in section 4.8.2 of the EIS.

IND441-4

See the response to IND147-1 regarding drinking water springs
and wells.

IND441-5

The effects on the Brush Mountain IRA are discussed in Section
4.8. See the response to comment CO74-7 regarding Brush
Mountain.

IND441-6

See the response to comment IND401-7.IND441-7

Section 4.3 addresses the cumulative effects to waterbodies.IND441-8

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND441-9



INDIVIDUALS
IND441 – Michael J. McGee

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND442 – Robert Browning

Individual Comments

This is not a comment about the draft EIS.IND442-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND443 – Luke A. Rostocki

Individual Comments

Water resources are addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS; landslide
risks in section 4.1.

IND443-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND444 – Elizabeth Reeder

Individual Comments

Section 2.7 of the EIS addresses abandonment.IND444-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND445 – Bruce W. Zoecklein

Individual Comments

The BLM has received requests for additional public meetings on 
the Mountain Valley Pipeline Project. In lieu of additional public 
meetings, the BLM will be soliciting comments on the final EIS 
specific to impacts on federal lands.

IND445-1

During the public scoping meetings, Mr. Friedman showed slides
of typical pipeline construction taken for projects across the
country. He also stated truthfully that Mountain Valley did not
design the project for export, and did not request export
authority. See the response to comment LA2-1 regarding the
comment sessions. Stenographers often use recording equipment
during testimony to ensure accuracy.

IND445-2

Transcripts for the public sessions to take comments on the draft
EIS were posted to the FERC docket on November 16, 2016
(Accession Number 20161116-4001).

IND445-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND445 – Bruce W. Zoecklein

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA5-1 regarding preparation of the
draft EIS.

IND445-4

Comment noted.IND445-5

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

IND445-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND446 – Bill Seale

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.
Alternatives are discussed in section 3. In response to our draft
EIS, Mountain Valley adopted the Mount Tabor Variation, Canoe
Cave Variation, Mayapple School Variation, and Sunshine
Valley School Variation into its proposed route. If you do not
reside along those variations, you would not be affected by
alternatives not selected.

IND446-1

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.IND446-2

Traffic is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS; noise and air quality
issues in section 4.11 of the EIS; and wells in section 4.3.1 of the
EIS.

IND446-3

Karst is addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See also the
response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch pipelines
in karst terrain.

IND446-4

See the response to comment IND345-4 regarding taxes to be
paid to Montgomery County.

IND446-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND447 – Mary Wildfire

Individual Comments

The environmental justice analysis provided in section 4.9 of the
EIS is consistent with EO 12898.

IND447-1

Construction methods at stream crossing are discussed in a
careful manner in sections 2 and 4.3 of the EIS, together with
mitigation for wetland impacts, and impacts on wells.

IND447-2

See the response to comment IND196-5 regarding review of the
projects. See section 1.2.3 of the EIS which explains how the
Commission makes decisions.

IND447-3

Climate change is discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.IND447-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND447 – Mary Wildfire

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND448 – Philip Queen

Individual Comments

Section 3.0 discusses alternatives that avoid crossing the
Jefferson National Forest.

IND448-1

Section 4.13 of the EIS has a discussion of cumulative impacts
on the ANST.

IND448-2

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND448-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND449 – Elizabeth Welch

Individual Comments

Section 4.4.2 of the EIS does not state that forest fragmentation
will lead to loss in biodiversity, introduction of invasive non-
native species, and the removal of habitat for those interior forest
species. The EIS states that these things could happen. The
designated smoking areas discussed in Mountain Valley’s Fire
Prevention and Suppression Plan are for Mountain Valley
employees and contractors rather than the general public. See the
response to IND155-2 regarding forest impacts.

IND449-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND450 – R. M. Greene

Individual Comments

The ANST is discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS. The reasons the
FERC did not prepare a programmatic NEPA document are
explained in section 1.3.

IND450-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND451 – Doris L. Link

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA2-1 regarding the comment
sessions. The MVP would not destroy the village of Newport.
As stated in section 1.4 of the EIS, FERC staff visited the project
area.

IND451-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND452 – Jaime Todaro

Individual Comments

GHGs are discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of EIS.IND452-1

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

IND452-2

Impacts and proposed mitigation for waterbodies and wetlands
are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

IND452-3

Cumulative impacts are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.IND452-4

Historic Districts and archaeological sites are discussed in section
4.10 of the EIS.

IND452-5

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.
Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the
EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding
renewable energy. See the response to comment IND1-3
regarding eminent domain. The reasons the FERC did not
prepare a programmatic NEPA document are explained in section
1.3 of the EIS.

IND452-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND453 – Tom Hoffman

Individual Comments

The draft EIS addressed climate change in section 4.13. Erosion
control is discussed in section 2, and karst terrain in section 4.1.
See the response to comment IND234-1 regarding the Greater
Newport Historic District. Historic covered bridges are
addressed in section 4.10.

IND453-1

The Commission would address need in its Project Order.IND453-2

Climate change is addressed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.IND453-3

See the response to comment FA8-1 and FA10-1. See also the
response to comment See the response to IND70-1 regarding
erosion and sedimentation.

IND453-4

Dr. Kastning’s report is mentioned in section 4.1 of the EIS.IND453-5

The Newport Historic District and Greater Newport Rural
Historic District, which contains historic covered bridges, are
discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.

IND453-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND454 – Richard Ettleson

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND382-1 regarding the 90-day 
comment period. 

IND454-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND454 – Richard Ettleson

Individual Comments

The cultural attachment study by ACE, discussed in section 4.10 
of the EIS, was focused on the Peters Mountain area.  Section 
4.10 included an effects analysis written by professional Cultural 
Anthropologists.

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

IND454-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND454 – Richard Ettleson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND454 – Richard Ettleson

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s 
report.  See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding 
Amendment 2.

IND454-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND454 – Richard Ettleson

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.IND454-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND454 – Richard Ettleson

Individual Comments

Section 4.10 of the EIS addresses compliance with the NHPA.  
That section states that the ANST is eligible for the NRHP.  It 
also states that Peters Mountain is considered to be a rural 
historic landscape.

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

IND454-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND454 – Richard Ettleson

Individual Comments

A Rx5C-Designated Utility Corridors reallocation is no longer 
being proposed by the FS. Visual effects on NFS lands would be 
minimized by reducing the permanent operational right-of-way 
that is converted to herbaceous cover from 50 feet wide to 10 feet 
wide. 

IND454-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND454 – Richard Ettleson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND455 – Diane Wray

Individual Comments

The MVP pipeline would be a 42-inch-diameter pipeline not a
46-inch-diameter pipeline. The operational pipeline easement
would only prohibit construction of structures and roads on the
right-of-way. Agricultural activities, such as growing hay or
pasture on the right-of-way would not be restricted. Likewise,
you can sell or rent off-right-of-way residences. Mountain
Valley would compensate you for construction loss of timber or
agricultural products. See the response to comment IND2-1
regarding safety. Section 4.3 of the EIS discusses mitigation of
impacts on water resources and wetlands.

IND455-1

DOT regulates pipeline design, including wall thickness, as
explained in section 4.12 of the EIS. See the response to
comment IND18-2 regarding emergency response.

IND455-2

See the response to comment CO2-1 and IND281-2 regarding
benefits. See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.
See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.
See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export.

IND455-3

Karst terrain is addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See the
response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-diameter
pipelines in mountainous terrain.

IND455-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND455 – Diane Wray

Individual Comments

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

IND455-5

See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding Mountain
Valley’s October 2016 filings.

IND455-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND456 – Becky Crabtree

Individual Comments

We stand by our analysis, especially with regards to Cultural
Attachment in section 4.10 of the EIS. Water resources are
discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

IND456-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND457 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon

Individual Comments

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

IND457-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND457 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export. See the
response to comment IND277-13 regarding gas usage and
customers.

IND457-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND457 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon

Individual Comments

Climate change is discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.IND457-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND457 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND457 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND458 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Meriel Russell)

Individual Comments

Comment noted.IND458-1

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.IND458-2

See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.
Seismicity and karst are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See
the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. Water
resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

IND458-3

Actually, the pipeline route would not cross the boundary for the
Newport Historic District; read section 4.10 of the EIS.

IND458-4

Visual impacts to the ANST are discussed in section 4.8 of the
EIS.

IND458-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND459 – June Ponder

Individual Comments

Visual impacts are addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.

IND459-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND460 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments

Geology is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS, soils in section
4.2, water in section 4.3, and alternatives in section 3.

IND460-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND461 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments

The EIS addresses sinkholes in section 4.1. Alternatives are
analyzed in section 3.

IND461-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND462 – Ken Goldsmith

Individual Comments

Comment noted.IND462-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND463 – Bob Peckman

Individual Comments

The right-of-way would be restored and revegetated following
construction (see section 2.4.2 of the EIS). Impacts on tourism
are addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS. See the response to
comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.

IND463-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND464 – Kristin Peckman

Individual Comments

The reasons the FERC did not prepare a programmatic NEPA
document is explained in section 1.3. See the response to
comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide utility corridor in
the JNF. See the response to comment IND155-2 regarding
forest impacts. See the response to comment IND378-3
regarding the comment period.

IND464-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND464 – Kristin Peckman

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND465 – Vic Hasler

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND465-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND466 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

The draft EIS was not rushed into production; staff spent about 
two years working on the project.  The draft EIS contained no 
intentional omissions. See the response to comments FA11-2 and 
LA5-1 regarding preparation of the EIS.  The “Table of Trout 
Streams Crossed” was included in Mountain Valley’s Erosion 
and Sediment Control Plan.  As indicated in appendix F-1, 
unnamed tributaries to Deer Creek (listed as B2) would be 
impacted by access roads rather than the pipeline.  Table 4.6.1-2 
has been revised in the final EIS to clarify the project component.  
Multiple crossings of the same waterbody are not hidden in the 
EIS.  As stated in multiple places within the EIS, all waterbody 
crossings are  listed in appendix F.  The EIS provides a 
discussion of loss of stream bank cover in section 4.6.2.2.  A 
revised discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found in 
section 4.3 of the final EIS.  Section 2.7 of the EIS provides an 
overview of future plans and abandonment.  A revised discussion 
of flash flooding is provided in section 4.3.2 of the final EIS.  
Section 4.3 of the final EIS has been revised to include updated 
scour analysis information filed by Mountain Valley in October 
2016. 

IND466-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND466 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND466 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND466 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND466 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND467 – Reinhard Bouman

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND155-2 regarding forest impacts.
See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export and
hydraulic fracturing.

IND467-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND468 – Matthew Bergman

Individual Comments

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

IND468-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND469 – Patricia Gundrum

Individual Comments

In October 2016, Mountain Valley indicated it would cross the
Elk, Gauley, and Greenbrier Rivers using dry techniques; and this
is reflected in section 4.3 of the final EIS. Since Mountain Valley
would cross all waterbodies using dry techniques, there would be
a low potential for downstream sedimentation and turbidity. See
the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. We
address landslides and karst in section 4.1; and aquatic resources
in 4.6 of the EIS.

IND469-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND470 – Zane R. Lawhorn

Individual Comments

Mountain Valley has not yet received permission to survey this
tract. Therefore, historic resources related to the Oak Hill Farm
within the APE have not yet been identified.

IND470-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND470 – Zane R. Lawhorn

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND471 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments

The EIS provides details regarding soils identifications. Orders
and suborders and are general categories and would provide only
generalized information regarding the soils that would be
impacted. The soil taxonomy for the soil series presented in the
EIS are available on the NCRS website. The NRCS developed
SSURGO database provide the most reliable and standardized
soil assessments and allows for compilation and direct
comparison of soils data.

IND471-1

Surveys were completed for environmental resources where
permission was granted. FERC does not require applicants to
conduct soil sampling along the proposed right-of-way. Soil data
from the SSURGO database is the standard. The No Action
Alternative is discussed in section 3 of the EIS.

IND471-2

The EIS assesses potential impacts to applicable source water
protection areas and public water intakes in section 4.3.2.

IND471-3

Karst and its relationship to groundwater resources are discussed
in sections 4.1 and 4.3 of the EIS.

IND471-4

The DOT regulations determine class pipeline thickness and
locations of shutoff valves.

IND471-5

As stated in the EIS the pipeline is for the transportation of
natural gas (which is comprised of mostly methane) in a vapor
state. The pipeline would not transport “mixed gases”, oil,
gasoline, or LNG.

IND471-6

Geology is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS; soils in section
4.2.

IND471-7

As requested by the FERC, Mountain Valley filed a response to
the commentor’s letter (5f Accession number 20170330-5339).
According to Mountain Valley torque probe values are not
related to soil bearing capacity.

IND471-8

The No Action Alternative is discussed in section 3.1 of the EIS.IND471-9

Mountain Valley filed with the FERC a revised POD on March 3,
2017. Acres are provided in table 2.3-1 of the EIS. Land use is
discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS. The depth of cover is provided in
table 2.4-3. The nominal construction right-of-way is 125-feet-wide;
permanent easement 50 feet. Utilities discussed in section 2.4.2.14.
Access roads are discussed in section 2, 4.8, and listed in appendix E.
Abandonment is discussed in section 2.7 of the EIS. See the response
to comment IND18-2 regarding emergency response. The EIS
provides a discussion of earthquakes and landslides in section 4.1. A
revised discussion of flash flooding is provided in section 4.3.2 of the
final EIS. Restoration is discussed in section 2 of the EIS. See the
response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. Cumulative in section
4.13. See the response to comment FA11-3 regarding a programmatic
EIS.

IND471-10



INDIVIDUALS
IND471 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments

As stated in section 4.2.1 of the EIS, Mountain Valley has
prepared an Unanticipated Discovery of Contamination Plan,
which would be used in the event that unknown areas of
contaminated soils are encountered during construction of the
MVP.

IND471-11

Soil impacts discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.IND471-12

The appendices N-1 to N10 provide by milepost soils data for the
pipeline route, and detail map unit soils information for other
facilities. Mountain Valley would follow the revegetation
procedures discussed in sections 2 and 4.2 of the EIS.

IND471-13

A reference to NOAA 1978 is included in the ground heaving
discussion. Ground heaving or frost heaving is based on soil
saturation, soil characteristics, and freezing temperatures. As
discussed in section 4.2 the flow of gas through the pipe would
warm the surrounding soils preventing ground heaving in
proximity to the pipe. Field delineated hydric soils can be found
in section 4.3. Note there would not be any aboveground
facilities located within a wetland. See the response to comment
IND401-5 regarding pending wells and springs.

IND471-14

See section 4.2.IND471-15



INDIVIDUALS
IND471 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND472 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments

The pipeline is for the transportation of natural gas (which is
comprised of mostly methane) in a vapor state. The pipeline
would not transport “mixed gases”, oil, gasoline, or LNG.
Pipelines can be safely installed through karst terrain. As
discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS, the Applicants would
design, construct, operate, and maintain the proposed facilities in
accordance with the DOT’s Minimum Federal Safety Standards
in 49 CFR 192. As stated in section 4.12.1 of the EIS, the safety
standards are mandated by the DOT not the FERC. Slopes with
landslide potential are discussed in section 4.1.2.14.

IND472-1

Soils excavated from the trench would be stockpiled alongside
the trench and used for backfill. In accordance with the FERC
Plan, as discussed in section 4.2 of the EIS, Mountain Valley
would conduct topsoil and subsoil compaction tests in
agricultural and residential areas using a penetrometer or other
appropriate device at regular intervals. The results of the
compaction tests would be compared and matched to undisturbed
soil under similar moisture conditions to ensure any affected soils
are properly decompacted. If compaction is found to have
occurred, the area would be tilled and retested. As stated in
section 4.2.2 of the EIS, the applicants would minimize impacts
to prime farmlands by segregating topsoil, removing rock, and
decompacting soils.

IND472-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND472 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments

Comments noted. Safety is discussed in section in 4.12. The No-
Action Alternative is discussed in section 3 of the EIS.

IND472-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND472 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND473 – Craig B. Humphrey

Individual Comments

The Roadless Area Conservation Rule and impacts to roadless
areas under this regulation are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.

IND473-1

Energy policy is made by Congress and the President.IND473-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND474 – Jordan Shenefield

Individual Comments

Section 4.8.2.4 discusses the process of coordination with the
ATC and FS regarding the Appalachian National Scenic Trail.

IND474-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND475 – Deborah Way

Individual Comments

The Roadless Area Conservation Rule and impacts to roadless 
areas under this regulation are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS. 
See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.

IND475-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND476 – Raymond M. Gonda

Individual Comments

Visual impacts to the ANST are discussed in section 4.8 of the
EIS.

IND476-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND477 – Bruce M. Coffey

Individual Comments

Cultural attachment is discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS. IND477-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND478 – Alison Roxby

Individual Comments

Section 4.8 of the EIS provides a discussion of the ANST.IND478-1

Climate change is discussed in sections 4.11. and 4.13 of the EIS.
See section 1.4 regarding stakeholder comments.

IND478-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND479 – Corey Grant

Individual Comments

Section 4.8 of the EIS provides a discussion of the ANST.IND479-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND480 – Christine Mullon

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND480-1

See the responses to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendments 2 
and 3.

IND480-2

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND480-3

The reasons the FERC did not prepare a programmatic NEPA
document is explained in section 1.3 of the EIS.

IND480-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND480 – Christine Mullon

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND481 – Michael Levitt

Individual Comments

Section 4.8 of the EIS provides a discussion of the ANST. See
the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety

IND481-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND482 – Sienna Cittadino

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND482-1

Comment noted.IND482-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND483 – Richard Chamberlain

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND483-1

The Roadless Area Conservation Rule and impacts to roadless
areas under this regulation are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.
See also response to comment CO114-34.

IND483-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND484 – Rebecca True

Individual Comments

The project is for the interstate transportation of natural gas; and
has nothing to do with oil.

IND484-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND485 – Guy W. Buford

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.IND485-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND485 – Guy W. Buford

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND485 – Guy W. Buford

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND486 – Nicholas F. Polys

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.  
See the responses to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendments 2, 
3, and 4.

IND486-1

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.IND486-2

Climate change is discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.IND486-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND486 – Nicholas F. Polys

Individual Comments

Karst, landslides, and seismicity are addressed in sections 4.1 and
4.2 of the EIS. See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding
erosion.

IND486-4

The proposed pipeline would be 470 feet away from the Mt.
Olivet Church and 945 feet away from Newport Recreation
Center. 36 CFR 800, the regulations for implementing Section
106 of the NRHP, outlines procedures for mitigation of effects at
historic properties. See section 4.10 of the EIS.

IND486-5

Visual impacts on the ANST are discussed in section 4.8 of the
EIS. See also the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-
foot-wide utility corridor in the Jefferson National Forest.

IND486-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND487 – Anthony Gonzalez

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.IND487-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND488 – Marianne J. Skeen

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND488-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND488 – Marianne J. Skeen

Individual Comments

The LMRP amendments were identified in the draft EIS, which
was available for a 90-day public comment period. Although the
LRMP amendments in the final EIS are different, they address
essentially the same resource concerns as in the draft EIS.

IND488-2

Comment noted.IND488-3

The visual analysis on NFS lands was conducted using the
Scenery Management System.

IND488-4

Comment noted.IND488-5

Comment noted.IND488-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND489 – Pamela Burkhardt

Individual Comments

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

IND489-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND490 – Mary LaLone

Individual Comments

In October 2016, Mountain Valley adopted the Mount Tabor
Variation. The proposed pipeline would be more than 4,000 feet
from the commenters parcel. See also the response to comment
IND12-1 regarding property values.

IND490-1

See the response to comment CO14-1 regarding blasting.IND490-2

See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.  
Karst terrain is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.  

IND490-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND491 – Dianne Broussard

Individual Comments

As listed in table 4.9.2-3, Mountain Valley would pay a total of
about $16.9 million annually in property and ad valorem taxes in
West Virginia, including about $1.8 million to Monroe County
(FTI Consulting, 2015b). Water resources are discussed in
section 4.3 of the EIS; while karst is discussed in section 4.1 of
the EIS. See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding
property values.

IND491-1

The EIS concludes that impacts on water sources would be
temporary or short-term, and would be mitigated to not be
significant. See the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr.
Kastning’s report. The FERC is funded by Congress.

IND491-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND491 – Dianne Broussard

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND491 – Dianne Broussard

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND491 – Dianne Broussard

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND492 – Brian Wooton

Individual Comments

Section 4.8 of the EIS provides a revised discussion of visual
impacts on the ANST.

IND492-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND493 – Nancy LaPlaca

Individual Comments

Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the
EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding
renewable energy. See the response to comment FA11-12
regarding need.

IND493-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND494 – Alan Vance

Individual Comments

Section 4.8 of the EIS provides a revised discussion of impacts
on the ANST.

IND494-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND495 – Jerolyn K. Deplazes

Individual Comments

Impacts on the Greater Newport Rural Historic District are
discussed in section 4.10. Section 3 of the final EIS has been
revised to discuss the Hybrid 1A Alternative. See the response to
comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report.

IND495-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND496 – Jim Workman

Individual Comments

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

IND496-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND497 – Linda Black

Individual Comments

Seismic issues are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS, drinking
water in section 4.3, tourism in section 4.9, and the ANST in
section 4.8. See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding
need. Programmatic EISs are discussed in section 1.3.

IND497-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND498 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments

As requested by the FERC, Mountain Valley filed a response to
the commenter's letter on February 17, 2017 (Attachment
General 3h Accession number 20170217-5199). Section 4.1 of
the EIS has been revised to provide a discussion of LiDar and
electrical resistivity studies conducted by Mountain Valley.

IND498-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND498 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND498 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND498 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND498 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND498 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND498 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND498 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND498 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND499 – Stephen Campbell

Individual Comments

The pipeline route would not cross any designated “wilderness”
lands; nor would it cross any known designated “wild open
lands.”

IND499-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND500 – Andrew D. Hinz

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. Section 3
of the EIS provides a discussion of alternatives. Climate change
and GHGs are discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13.

IND500-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND501 – Corrine Baker

Individual Comments

The draft EIS did not contain factual errors. It would not be
withdrawn. However, we produced a final EIS that addressed
comments on the draft. See the response to comment CO5-1 and
LA5-1 regarding preparation of the draft EIS. The ANST was
illustrated in its correct location in relation to the MVP pipeline
route in figure 1-3. Waterbodies are discussed in section 4.3. All
conclusions in the EIS are based on facts. The FERC is an
independent federal regulatory agency created by Congress.

IND501-1

Our public participation program for this project was described in
section 1.4 of the EIS. All sessions to take comments on the draft
EIS were open to the public. See the response to comment LA2-
1 regarding the draft EIS comment sessions. Mr. Friedman did
not speak at the sessions, except to explain the format for taking
comments.

IND501-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND502 – Corrine Baker

Individual Comments

We disagree. The draft EIS was based on scientific facts. See
the response to comment CO5-1 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the draft EIS. Water quality is addressed in
section 4.3 of the EIS. See the response to comment IND70-1
regarding erosion.

IND502-1

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

IND502-2

Seismicity is addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.IND502-3

While the draft EIS does not have to be re-written, we produced a
final EIS that addresses comments on the draft.

IND502-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND503 – Robin Scully Boucher

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA1-7 and LA1-8 regarding
herbicides.

IND503-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND504 – Bruce W. Zoecklein

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO5-1 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. See the response to comment LA1-7
regarding herbicides. See the response to comment IND62-1
regarding Dr. Kastning’s report. Karst is discussed in section 4.1
of the EIS. Rare aquatic species, such as the Roanoke logperch,
are discussed in sections 4.6 and 4.7.

IND504-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND505 – Tim Ligon

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s
report. See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing
42-inch-diameter natural gas pipelines in karst terrain. See the
response to comment CO6-1 regarding the Mount Tabor
Variation.

IND505-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND505 – Tim Ligon

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND505 – Tim Ligon

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND505 – Tim Ligon

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND505 – Tim Ligon

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND505 – Tim Ligon

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND505 – Tim Ligon

Individual Comments
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