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Water swirling as it goes underground near the Ellison’s Mill Pond on Hans Creek

Hans Creek Underground Part 6--- (23 seconds)

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Fyga7QqloY4

Hans Creek Underground Part 7--- (25 seconds)

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fGFjOcEiGDI&feature=youtu.be

Other Slide areas along Hans Creek Valley

Hans Creek Road slid away in 1975 at this point, according to Google Earth it is located at 37.547616, -80.725168
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A major slide occurred along the Hans Creek Road in the early 1960’s at this area. It was so large
that a 6 acre field above the road had to be abandoned. It is still slipping today; the road in the
next picture is also in this general area. Other slides have occurred in 1974 and 1983. The entire
hill, including Hans Creek Road (County Route 25) continues to slip to this day. This area
according to Google Earth is between 37.549345, -80.725501 and 37.547616, -80.725168
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The Indian Creek Crossing in Monroe County WV

The following picture shows the area where the MVP proposes to cross Indian Creek. It would be
wise to note that the slope from the creek to the top of Ellison’s Ridge is extremely steep,
approaching 55 to 60 degrees in some areas. The soils are very unstable, keeping the area from
sliding would almost be impossible. Sediment and erosion going into the creek would also be a
problem. None of this is adequately addressed in the DEIS.

Finally attached are three video’s I took (November 2015) of a dye trace of a tributary of this
stream that enters Indian Creek at this point. The stream goes underground just before it enters
Indian Creek and the water enters Indian Creek right where the Pipeline would cross Indian

Creek. This seems like a severe problem to me. Again neither the Karst topography nor the
hydrogeology of this area is addressed in the DEIS.

Slate Run dye test near Indian Creek Part 1 - (55 seconds) -

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RKJsugSsqzc

Slate Run dye test near Indian Creek Part 2- (30 seconds) -

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=11CXFN3851Q

Slate Run dye test near Indian Creek Part 3 - (50 seconds) -

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mXFB2Gp2avbo
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As you can see from the photos and the videos contained in this letter, the MVP across this area
would be highly destructive not only to the Old Shanklin Farm, but to the entire area. [ am sure
there are even more severe problems as the pipeline crosses the states of WV and VA, especially
as it approaches and tries to cross Peters Mountain on Monroe County’s Eastern Edge. The

environmental, economic and cultural destruction should make this a no build pipeline.

Sincerely,

Maury W Johnson

CC

Neil Kornze, Director Tony Cook, USFS Southern District Regional Forest Supervisor
BLM Washington Office Forest Service-USDA, Room 861 N

1849 C Street, NW, Rm. 5565 1720 Peachtree Road,

Washington, DC 20240 Atlanta, GA 30309

Joby Timm, Supervisor, GW and Jefferson National Forests

Jennifer P. Adams, Special Project Coordinator, GW and Jefferson National Forests
5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, VA 24019

US Army Corp of Engineers
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December 20, 2016

Secretary Kimberly D. Bose,
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE Washington, DC 20426

Joby Timm, Forest Supervisor, George Washington and Jefferson National
Faorests, timm@fs.fed.us Jennifer Adams, Special Project Coordinator, Jefferson
Mational Forest, jenniferpadams@fs fed.us

Meil Kornze, Director, US Bureau of Land Management Yicky Craft, Bureau of
Land Management veraft@blm.gov

Re: CP16-10-000 Mountain Valley Pipeline Project - Request for public meeting
with the BLM

| concur with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM} regarding the permitting
timetable schedule and need for public outreach meetings related to the
Mountain Valley Pipeline (MVP} project CP16-10-000." It is appropriate that the
BLM should hold public meetings to hear the concerns of the citizens along the
proposed pipeline route. | am certain there is sufficient public interest to have
these meelings.

The history of America's love affair with the forests is long standing. President
Theodore Roosevelt's establishment of the United Stated Forest Service circa
1901-1805 secured in perpetuity, under the 1906 American Antiquities Act, 230
million acres of public land. His legacy and concepts of conservation still endure
and should be admired.

The BLM and the USFS must make a decision of enormous consequence: to
protect the |ands in its care, or let Corporate America take what it pleases for a
pittance. A proposed 500-foot Energy Corridor will destroy many home sites,
because the eastern homesteads are much more densely situated than in the
west. In the 12 weslem slates, where many lands are in the care of the BLM,
energy corridors likely result in minimal disruption, because the tracts of land are
very large. This also applies to the typical landownership in that area. Private
property owners hold hundreds and sometimes thousands of acres in the west.
If an Energy Corridor crosses their lands, it may be 5 to10 miles from their home
site. This is not true for the east, where the average lot size in rural areas is 5 to
10 acres. A 500-foot corridor would render these lands useless and unsellable.

The BLM and the USFS are in need of a new concept in land management; the
prevailing western states paradigm simply will not work in the eastern
states. Property owners near the USFS land now have much to fear if this 500-
foot pipeline comridor is approved. Nevertheless, | was encouraged to read the

! FERC submittal 20161207-0057

IND546-1

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. See response to comment
FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1. The remaining comments are
noted.
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comments of Mr. Timothy Spisak's on May 20, 2015, to the House Natural
Resources Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources on HR 2285, He
stated:

The Department opposes establishing a new system of corridors on top of
those designated under Section 368{a) of EP Act and opposes the
requirement to designate at least 10 new 368(a) comidors within two years
in the eastern United States, which is too short a timeframe to adequately
coordinated with states, tribes, other Federal partners, and the public. The
Department also questions the significant role given to the Department of
the Interior in designating comridors in the eastern United States under
H.R. 2295, where the Department manages very little multiple-use land
and has a significantly different role than it does in the western United
States.

Furthermore, the Department opposes the bill's provisions declaring that
energy corridor designation and incorporation into a land use plan shall
not be treated as major Federal actions under NEPA and that approvals
are required.

This NEPA waiver is unnecessary and counterproductive, as it would only
complicate the deliberative process necessary for the appropriate
consideration of specific authorization decisions. Designating cormidors on
Federal land does not create a contiguous corridor; rather intervening
parcels of state and private land complicate corridor designation and are
important considerations in both Federal and state permitiing processes.
The Department does not support limiting public input through the
environmental review process under NEPA; it is a critical tool for engaging
the public and for analyzing and mitigating for impacts to adjacent private
lands and state-managed resources. These open, public processes help
the land managing agencies consider impacts on the surrounding
communities and the environment, as well as identify unknown or
unforeseen issues, which is invaluable to sound public land management
and appropriate routing for these corridors.?

| am ever hopeful that the BLM will continue to espouse the opinions expressed
by Mr. Spisak to the House Natural Resources Subcommittee on Energy and
Mineral Resources.

Cn the FERC website, | came upon another landowner's submittal. | copy Mr.
John Gross’ lamentations here in sadness and sclidarity.

The offer | have received from the pipeline company is audacious and
insulting to say the least. Whichever American among us would even

* https:ffwww bim govl,../H.R.%202285%20National % 20Energy %208ecurity%20Corri....
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subm it such an offer to his fellow American with a little sticky taq saying
"sign here" should hang his ! her head in shame: This intentional infliction
of emational pain and trauma for the benefit of a narrow segment of our
society should be actionable under the law. Causing the financial ruin of
fellkow Americans with their insultingly low offers for a lifetime of effort by
the landowner cannot stand. Ywhen an easement attaches to'the deed of a
relatively small parcel of land. and that land is the owners only form of
retirement savings, the future worth of that praperty and immediate worth
of the entire property has been put in jeopardy. This seems criminal given
the offers and payouts |'ve resd about in other pipeline cases.

As it is most likely & certainty that there are elderly or otherwise
unsaphisticated peaple aking the path of this pipeline who don't feel they
have the financial means to solicit legal counsel to protect themselves and
their praperty, to allow this process to enable the company o prey upon
their financial weakness, and take from them a part of their only financial
security for such a pittance, all the while hiding behind the skirt of the
federal government and the authority of eminent domain is obviously
urethical at the very least.

| humbly beseech your recognition that these decisions have significant, life
altering implications for every landowner and abutter from northern West
Yirginia to the Transce line in southwest Wirginia.

Respectfully Submitted.

lLV.:-{ j;g& ;

Louisa Gay

ALME-UE8-000; Subinittal & 207 50922 500
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December 19, 2016

Subject: Docket CP16-10-000: Comments on the DEIS for the proposed Mountain Valley
Pipeline

Dear Secretary Bose and Members of the Commission:

We would also like to comment on the Amendments to the USFS Land Management Plan
Amendments as proposed by the NOAI contacted as part of the DEIS for the MVP, regarding
the MVP DEIS Section 4.8.2.6 (proposed amendments 1 through 4 to the Jefferson National
Forest Plan): We are opposed to the granting of the right of way changes to the Forest Plan or
LRMP, as requested in the NOIA. For MVP to construct and operate a pipeline across federal
lands managed by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) and the United States Army Corps of
Engineers, a designation of a "utility corridor" in the JNF would be required if the application is
to be approved.

The National Forest Service land is for all citizens of the US, preservation of our heritage, our
rights, our water and our natural resources provided by the Forest is a privilege of all and not
something that should be given away to a corporation for financial profit. We urge that you
consider the amendments with all due caution for how they will impact the future of the
Jefferson National Forest. Public input is essential, and should not be ignored by the Bureau of
Land Management, the Army Corp of Engineers, or the USFS.

The JNF and the BLM proposed amendments are disturbing and great care and deliberations
should be taken for how they will impact the future of the Jefferson National Forest (JNF) and
generations to come. The mission of the USFS is to “sustain the health, diversity, and
productivity of the nation’s forests and grasslands to meet the needs of present and future
generations” it should be a servant of the people. Allowing the pipeline to be constructed
within the Jefferson National Forest (JNF) would violate the trust citizens have placed in our
government to protect and steward a national treasure. This proposed pipeline crosses
numerous delicate ecosystems, karst regions, and mountainsides and private properties.
Decisions made by the USFS concerning the land they oversee will also impact communities in
the area.

In our opinion, the regulatory protections for projects such as this should be more stringent,
instead of the minimal environmental protections that exist now. The removal of old growth
trees within the construction corridor is a horrible idea. They are symbols of our heritage and
should be treasured, not destroyed. They are part of a unique ecosystem that the USFS is meant
to preserve, not be allowed to be destroyed forever. Allowing MVP to avoid the environmental
controls mandated by NEPA strictly for a for-profit company and in total disregard of citizens
and the environment is inexcusable.

To achieve their mission and vision, the USFS states they use an “ecological approach” and the
“best scientific knowledge” along with “listening to people” in making decisions. Consideration
of public input is critical and should not be ignored by the USFS or the Bureau of Land
Management. The “people” have spoken. They have expressed their respect and concerns for

IND547-1

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.
See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendments 2

and 3.

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS

IND547 — Wilbur and Irene Larew

IND547-1
cont'd

IND547-2

IND547-3

20161220-5035 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 12/19/2016 5:12:14 PM

the National Forest and its fragile ecosystem. They realize not only the potential catastrophic
changes that could occur in the immediate future but also in years to come if this pipeline is
constructed in the National Forest.

Recreation and tourism are critical to many communities, especially in Monroe county and
surrounding area. A prime reason many people live or visit come here is for health, wellbeing
and relaxation, the income that is generated by tourism, which is possibly the largest economic
driver in Monroe County. This source of income would be severely impacted by a pipeline
corridor across the county, Peters Mountain and the Jefferson National Forest. The proposed
corridor would very severely and negatively impact that industry in the county/region.

While each amendment is individually and separately without merit, Proposed Amendment 1
is the most egregious and constitutes a serious violation of the basic social contract between
FERC and us, the stakeholders.

We strongly oppose the proposed 500 ft Designated Utility Corridor across Peters mountain
and the JNF. A 500-foot ROW would be like building a super highway across the JNF and the
entire area. A corridor such as this would insure that future expansion, with the potential for
more pipelines, electrical lines, water lines, etc., would be constructed. The impact of the entire
width of the designated corridor and whether that conflicts with the forest use plan must be
evaluated, as well as the impacts to private landowners within and at each end of the corridor.

This proposed amendment would not only create a "Utility Corridor" across he JNF, but would
also create a pipeline/utility alley in Monroe, Summers, and Greenbrier Counties, WV and
other counties in VA. The damage done by this “Access Alley” across these counties would be
severe, but the greatest impacts would be to private landowners in counties on each end of this
corridor, as all future projects would have to traverse these areas to enter and leave the corridor
across the National Forest Lands. Many landowners in these adjacent counties could become
nothing more than custodians of the utilities; i.e., they would become the guardians of pipelines
and power lines on their land, making their land useless for anything else.

We oppose amendment 2 because the proposal would permit exceptions to the soil and
riparian corridor conditions. We believe that Peters Mountain Wilderness Area, The
Appalachian National Trail, Mystery Ridge, Brush Mountain Wilderness the old growth Forest,
Roadless Areas, as well as other sensitive areas in the forest could suffer substantial damage
with the construction. We find it objectionable to allow the construction of the MVP pipeline to
exceed restrictions on soil conditions. These exceptions in the fragile forest should not be
allowed. MVP should comply with the current restrictions in place regarding soil and riparian
corridor conditions and not be allowed to exceed them. Furthermore, We firmly believe that if
soil conditions are exceeded, both ascending and descending Peters Mountain and other steep
slopes in the JNF, it will cause silting of the water bodies below, damaging critical habitats and
drinking water sources. Peters Mountain also has numerous endangered and rare species in its
confines.

Regarding amendment 3, this amendment, like all the others, would allow the removal of old
growth trees within the construction corridor. Ancient woodlands have attained unique
ecological features because they have not been disturbed. They are a rare natural resource than

IND547-2

IND547-3

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

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.
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can never be replaced once destroyed. To destroy these marvelous trees would be
reprehensible. This great National resource should not be sacrificed for an industry's private
gain. The existing regulations are sufficient and should not be changed to remove more old
growth trees. It would also have many of the same detrimental effects as have all the proposed
amendments. The forest plan should not be amended as proposed in Amendment 3.

Finally, the forest plan should not be amended as requested in Proposed Amendment 4 to allow
the MVP pipeline to cross the Appalachian Trail on Peters Mountain. The Appalachian Trail is
s0 vital to the identity of our area and its economy. Allowing the Scenic Integrity Objective to
change from High to Moderate near the crossing of the most famous and prestigious national
scenic trail in the U.S. is inconceivable. A recent statement released by the ATC said that the:
“Mountain Valley project represents a serious threat to the scenic value of the A.T. well beyond
the scope of similar projects - as many as 19 prominent AT vistas may be severely impacted
Jrom this project, many of them viewing impacts as they occur on USFS land.” And that it
would impact the AT for 100 miles...”

The ATC went on to say “These amendments would not only be unprecedented, but would
significantly erode the value of the Appalachian Trail which the public has spent millions to
protect”.... “Further, it would require the establishment of a new 5c utility corridor divectly
adjacent to Federally Designated Wilderness, leading up to the AT’s doorstep in a location that
is currently wild and pristine.”

We fear the Jefferson National Forest and its fragile ecosystems will be so irreparably damaged
by the construction of MVP that it will never be whole again. Decisions made about the forest
will have adverse consequences to streams, wells and springs both inside and outside of the
forest. The Forest Service's actions could enslave private landowners to pipelines forever. They
certainly do not deserve to become “guardians of pipeline and power lines”.

Since the Mountain Valley Pipeline project has not yet been approved, I find it hard to believe
the proposed amendments which would vastly expand the amount of infrastructure,
transporting who knows what, would even be considered by the FERC. These amendments are
irresponsible from every stand point conceivable. Given the obvious lack of correct information
and data, there is need for a new environmental impact statement to address changes of this
magnitude. In spite of the insistence on the part of FERC and Mountain Valley Pipeline that any
disruptions to local communities would only be temporary and limited to the construction
phase, Proposed Amendment 1 effectively guarantees disruptions in perpetuity for our
communities.

We strongly oppose these amendments to the Forest Service Plan. Enacting these amendments
will irrevocably harm the invaluable cultural resources we derive from the forests, streams, and
other fragile areas of the National Forest. These amendments will also have lasting negative
consequences on our property values, and disrupt many carefully planned retirements via loss
of equity in homes in the area.

IND547-4

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.
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We strongly condemn the utter disregard for basic science and human health concerns made
clearly evident in the four proposed amendments. Enacting of these amendments will threaten
notjust the health of our soil and streams, but poses a lasting threat to our groundwater
aquifers and human health.

Once contaminated, our aquifers will never return to their original quality, depriving current
and future generations of this resource. It also poses a threat to many endangered and rare
species found in and near the INF. We, therefore, request the United States Forest Service, the
Army Corp of Engineers and the Bureau of Land Management not to grant a right-of-way in
response to the MVP application.

Furthermore we believe that the proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline (MVP) is not in the public

interest. It poses a very real threat to public health and safety to West Virginians and Virginian.

It will have permanent adverse impacts on the local environment. It will drive several more
decades of global climate pollution. The primary beneficiaries of the pipeline will be private
companies. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) issued by the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) rightly concludes that constructing the pipeline will have
significant adverse impacts to forests. However, the DEIS fails to fully account for the other
threats posed by the MVP.

The DEIS merely states that pipeline developers would comply with minimum construction
and operation standards. It gives no reason for people living within the 1,400-foot blast radius
to feel safe. Recent news reports are alarming, documenting pipeline, leaks accidents and
explosions on an almost routine basis. There is just no way to justify the risk of an explosion or
leak to the people who live within the quarter-mile, which includes us and many family
members and friends.

The above picture is from our son’s Facebook post. We host the annual Larew Reunion on the
farm and the Community and the Peter Larew Pavilion. This reunion has upwards of two

IND547-5

IND547-6

IND547-7

Drinking water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

Comments noted.

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.
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hundred or more attending. Family and friends enjoy a stress filled weekend each year with a
picnic, square dance, hay rides, and hikes into the Narrow’s of Hans Creek, which passes
through part of our property. Our farm extends to the adjacent lands of neighbors, where the
proposed pipeline corridor is planned. This pipeline will impact our lives in many ways
including our water, property values, peace and serenity to name just a few.

These two pictures were taken recently, by a neighbor earlier this month (December 2016). They
are taken in the Narrows of Hans Creek, which passes through one part of our property. This is
a very unique area both geologically and biological as well as for its scenic wonders. The area
has numerous springs and at least one wetland area. The first picture is of the real unique “Blue
Hole”. The second is taken atop the 100 ft “Lovers Leap” that towers above the trees and the
stream below. This feature is not far from the proposed crossing of Hans Creek and adjacent to
our property. Passing through this area would severely impact or even destroy this area that is
beloved by many. It is a part of our culture and history.

Finally I would like to offer this video as an example of “Cultural Attachment” or “a Traditional
Cultural Place” known now as the Larew Farm, in the video it was named Valley View Farm, as
described in the Thomas King submission accession # 20160830-5133 FERC PDF (Unofficial)
8/30/2016 9:19:02 AM. This video was made in 1961 and uploaded to YouTube in 2011 by our
nephew. It shows a ritual that was started over 200 years ago and continues today, family and
friends gathering from all over the country to celebrate some event. People in this video came
from several states including Washington state and Arizona.

https:/ / www.youtube.com/watch?v=5F6ITh] tm8

Many studies and reports have shown that there are enough existing pipelines to carry the gas
needed to meet customer demand in the Mid-Atlantic and Southeast. As many states shift their
electric generation from coal and gas to wind, solar, and other renewable, it’s likely that
demand for gas will decrease in the long run. But right now, bad policies are creating incentives
for companies to overbuild the pipeline, including the MVP.

IND547-8

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.
Renewable energy sources and energy efficiency are discussed in

section 3.0 of the EIS.
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People living in the region rely on headwater streams and other water resources that stand to be
significantly impacted by this project, yet the DEIS dismisses these concerns, saying only that
developers would “evaluate any complaints” and “identify suitable settlements” in the event of
contamination. The MVP’s proposed route would cross three major aquifers and come within
one tenth of a mile of two public water supplies, not to mention an affecting an untold number
of private drinking wells including, quite possibly my own. The project would also cross
hundreds of streams springs and wetland areas across Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and
Virginia. Are we willing to risk the failure of an underground pipeline that carries 2 billion
cubic feet of gas per day when headwater streams, wells, and municipal drinking water
supplies are so close?

There has not been a sufficient analysis of the full climate impacts as required under NEPA. The
MVP would enable significantly more gas to be shipped, which means significantly more gas
can be extracted using fracking techniques in the Marcellus shale region. Natural gas is
predominantly methane. While methane does have a lower global warming impact than coal
during electricity generation, it still accelerates climate change. The risk to increased air
pollution and climate change over the next 10 to 50 years are extraordinary.

FERC concedes that there will be permanent adverse impacts to forests. The MVP would cross
thousands of acres of prime forest land and habitat for species listed as threatened and
endangered. It would cross national treasures like the Appalachian Trail, the Jefferson National
Forest, Peters Mountain, the Blue Ridge Parkway, the Weston and Gauley Bridge Turnpike to
name just a few. The U.S. Forest Service has raised several of these forest impact issues, yet they
have not been addressed by FERC or the project partners. The project will also permanently
impact farmland, Wilderness areas, Inventoried Roadless Areas, Old Growth Forest, fragile
karst areas and fragment habitats of species listed threatened or endangered. Yet again, the
DEIS waves off these concerns, only saying that FERC will consult with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service or with “mitigate” these concern while offering not real plans on how this could be
done. The Appalachian Trail Conservatory has stated that the impacts to the AT are severe and
would impact the trail like no other project ever. The EIS process should not move forward until
all concerns raised by the United States Forest Service, the Appalachian National Scenic Trail,
the BLM and citizens are addressed.

The DEIS states that more than %4 of the counties along the proposed route have poverty rates
above their respective statewide averages. These are the places where the environmental
impacts will occur. Yet instead of addressing how the environmental impacts will be mitigated,
the DEIS states that short-term employment and local spending during construction will
somehow offset community impacts. A short term bump in local spending does nothing to
reduce the risks to public health and safety endured by these communities for countless years
after the construction is completed.

IND547-9 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.

IND547-10 See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic
fracturing. Climate change, GHGs, and cumulative impacts are
discussed in section 4.13.

IND547-11 See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forest impacts.
A revised discussion regarding the ANST can be found in section
4.8 of the EIS.

IND547-12 Environmental justice is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.
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Below is a picture of The Larew Farm, established 1789 in the Beautiful Hans Creek Valley
(Picture taken by neighbor Maury Johnson and was picture of the day on WV VA TV late this summer)

The Mountain Valley pipeline would run along Ellison’s Ridge adjacent to the Valley and
would cross into the valley very nearby. It would also cross Peters Mountain seen in the far
center of the picture.

The pipeline corridor would be very prevalent in the view.

Because of the vulnerability of critical water resources in the karst areas at the base of Peters
Mountain, We support the requests that have been made by the Monroe County Commission

and others, that the FERC require an independent, comprehensive hydrogeological study of the
public and private water resources in Monroe County (especially in areas of karst) before
issuing a Revised Draft Envirc al Impact Stat t or a Final EIS, or approving an MVP
route through Monroe County. We also encourage the GW & Jefferson National Forest office to
complete such a study per the request of numerous citizens and citizen groups as well as public
officials, on Peters Mountain before any decision is made about crossing this unique aquifer.

Sincerely,

Wilbur and Irene Larew
Hans Creek Road
Greenville, WV 24945
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Claudia Neely, Morgantown, WV.
The Reverend Claudia Neely

88 Ridgeway Avenue

Morgantown, WV 26505

December 19, 2016

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
c/o https://ferconline.ferc.gov/FERCOnline.aspx

Dear FERC

I am writing to comment on concerns I have about the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Mountain Valley Pipeline, which has the
potential to cause major harm to the people and environment of West
Virginia. I work with families throughout West Virginia who depend upon
their lands for sustenance and livelihood, and I am concerned that the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement more fully addresses these families.
I believe it is essential and morally imperative to pursue these
questions.

First of all, I am very concerned that groundwater and drinking water
impacts have not been assessed. I believe an environmental impact
statement that ignores well and drinking water along the proposed line is
deeply immoral and unethical. I work with families along this route who
have young children, elderly relatives, and loved ones who depend upon
local water resources. To ignore the needs of West Virginian families is
terribly wrong. All drinking water wells along the route must be
assessed.

I am also concerned about geologic hazards along the route. Many
families with whom I work live near caves, and being sure to evaluate the
impact on local water resources along the MVP route is important for
those families.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement already states that 78% of the
pipeline is on a route that is susceptible to landslides. As the
flooding in central West Virginia, where I have worked with many
families, already shows, landslides are already a vulnerability
throughout the state. The DEIS must address landslide issues that could
harm West Virginian families.

The Mountain Valley Pipeline is planning to £ill in 44 West Virginia
wetlands to build their line. This is unacceptable and should be
addressed in the DEIS. Nationally, the loss of wetlands is creating
severe problems for hunters and families who participate in sport
fishing, and this loss of wildlife is especially upsetting for West
Virginia families who use fishing and hunting to supplement family meals.
We as a state can not afford to lose 44 wetlands.

IND548-1 Groundwater and drinking water impacts are discussed in section
4.3 of the EIS. See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding
drinking water testing. Caves are discussed in section 4.1 of the

EIS.

IND548-2 Landslides are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.

IND548-3 See the response to comment IND209-1 regarding the permanent
fill of wetlands.
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Finally, I am concerned about river crossing plan for the pipeline, which
plans to use the most invasive construction methods to cross the Elk
Greenbriar and Gauley rivers! This is horrific. Families along these
rivers depend upon these rivers for their economic livelihood, including
fishing, sports activities, tourism, and recreation. The loss of tourism
to river destruction is very concerning. West Virginia rivers are
essential to state tourism, and the pipeline should not be putting these
iconic rivers at risk.

Due to all of these objections, I believe the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission needs to more fully evaluate how this pipeline could
significantly harm West Virginia families. West Virginia citizens should
be a priority for protection and safety, and it is the duty of the
commission to consider these many issues and concerns.

Thank you for considering my comments

The Reverend Claudia Neely

IND548-4

Mountain Valley now proposes to cross the Elk, Gauley, and
Greenbrier River using dry-trenching techniques. Tourism is
discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS and recreation is discussed in

section 4.8 of the EIS.
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December 19, 2016

Ms. Jennifer P. Adams, Special Project Coordinator
George Washington and Jefferson National Forest
5162 Valleypointe Parkway

Roanoke, VA 24019

Cc:

Ms. Kimberly Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE

Washington, DC 20426

RE: Proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline Route (FERC Docket No. CP 16-10-000)

Dear Ms. Adams,

| have sent several letters to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
addressing concerns regarding the proposed route of the Mountain Valley Pipeline
(MVP) and the significant negative impact to the Appalachian National Scenic Trail
(ANST). | have expressed concerns regarding the four proposed amendments to the
Jefferson National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP), the complete
lack of respect for ANST by MVP, and the extremely deficient and inaccurate analysis of
impacts to the ANST as presented in the September 2016 Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS). | have copied you on a few of these letters; however, | felt a strong
need to write you directly.

First, | am writing to strongly oppose the four proposed amendments to the Land and
Resource Management Plan (LRMP) for the Jefferson National Forest. FERC has
proposed Forest Plan amendments that would allow activities that would substantially
interfere with the nature and purposes of the ANST. | am especially concerned with
Proposed Amendment 1 and Amendment 4. Proposed Amendment 1 would allow an
expansion of the 50-foot right away to a 500-foot right of way (250-feet on each side of
the pipeline) for establishing a “Utility Corridor.” Proposed Amendment 4 would allow
Mountain Valley Pipeline to cross the protected Appalachian National Scenic Trail on
Peters Mountain and to change the Scenic Integrity Objective for the area and the
Appalachian Trail from “High” to “Moderate” with restoration permitted to take 5-10
years after construction. Neither one of these amendments should be allowed because
of the serious negative impact to the Appalachian National Scenic Trail.

The original 50-foot right of way for this proposed pipeline will alone spoil the
experience by ANST users in this area. A huge 500-foot wide corridor would open this
area for future utility projects and leave a massive scar in the Jefferson National Forest.
The location of the proposed ANST crossing is a scenic and unbroken forested
landscape that is adjacent to the federally designated Peters Mountain Wilderness area.

IND549-1

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.
See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.
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It would impact ANST users not only at the proposed crossing location but also open up
a 500 foot wide corridor on adjacent private lands that will reduce the scenic views from
many areas along the ANST with the massive scar it will create. | have hiked along this
section of the Appalachian Trail many times and know the considerable damage to the
view shed that this pipeline will cause. The proposed route will significantly degrade the
views visible from many sections of the trail including important viewing areas from
Angels Rest, Kelly's Knob, and Rice Fields — just to name a few. The Appalachian Trail
Conservancy (ATC) has indicated there may be as many as 19 prominent ANST vistas
severely impacted by the proposed pipeline route.

Secondly, the complete lack of respect for the Appalachian National Scenic Trail by
MVP is appalling. Asa member of the Appalachian Trail Conservancy, | am well aware
that the ATC has a history of working cooperatively with various industries to ensure
that the energy needs of the public are met while simultaneously preserving the beauty
of the Appalachian Mountains and the unique hiking experience provided by the ANST.
The ATC and the Roanoke Appalachian Trail Club provided input to the MVP on
adjustments to the proposed project route which would avoid significant negative impact
to the trail, including following existing infrastructure corridors already cut into the
landscape. A May 4, 2016 correspondence from the ATC to FERC objected to the
current planned crossing for the ANST. The ATC preferred that the crossing location be
moved to a location where the ANST is already being crossed; that it be moved further
away from the Peters Mountain Wilderness area; and that it be moved further away
from Angels Rest to reduce the significant impacts to trail users.

But MVP has treated this input as unimportant and has proceeded with a route that was
unacceptable from the start in regards to the impact on the ANST. The ATC stated that
the proposed MVP route threatens the ANST on an “unprecedented scale.” | have been
a member of the Appalachian Trail Conservancy for many years and | have never
witnessed the organization so strongly opposing a utility construction project to this
extent!

Thirdly, the 2016 DEIS for the MVP route completely fails to address the substantial
visual impacts of the proposed pipeline on the Appalachian National Scenic Trail. The
lack of appropriate information in this document is indefensible! The ATC stressed the
need for visual simulations to be conducted to evaluate the impacts to the ANST. An
August 8, 2016 correspondence from the ATC to FERC noted the proposed MVP
pipeline route would be visible to users from multiple locations along the ANST. The
United States Forest Service made repeated comments on Resource Reports and
FERC documents that MVP needed to perform visual impact assessments regarding
the ANST for all route alternatives, and noted that a basic visual analysis conducted in
October of 2015 found that the proposed ANST crossing would result in significant
visual impact for hikers on the trail. But no appropriate visual impact assessment was
conducted by MVP as part of the DEIS. This is totally unacceptable. It is likely that the
visual impacts of the proposed pipeline route to the scenic view shed from the ANST
would be very negative and extensive. At a minimum, the Forest Service should
demand that a more appropriate and accurate DEIS be published to address the
substantial visual impacts of the proposed pipeline on the Appalachian National Scenic
Trail with the legally required 90 day comment period for the public to review and
respond to the document.

IND549-2
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A revised discussion regarding the ANST can be found in section
4.8 of the EIS.

The visual assessment, contained in section 4.8, has been revised.

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS

IND549 — Tina Smusz (on behalf of Mark A. Hileman)

IND549-4

20161220-5047 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 12/19/2016 7:00:40 PM

In conclusion, | am requesting the Forest Service deny the four proposed amendments
to the Land and Resource Management Plan for the Jefferson National Forest and
reject the current pipeline route. These unprecedented amendments would significantly
erode the protection of the ANST. MVP’s lack of understanding and respect for the
ANST, reluctance to partner with the ATC, and unwillingness to conduct appropriate
visual simulation impact analysis has lead to the development of the current
unacceptable poor route. The Appalachian National Scenic Trail is managed and
protected for the public by the National Park Service, US Forest Service, Appalachian
Trail Conservancy and numerous state agencies and volunteers. Please do your part in
protecting this magnificent public treasure, the Appalachian National Scenic Trail.

Sincerely,

Mark A. Hileman

Catawba, Virginia

cc: Wendy Janssen, National Park Service, Appalachian National Scenic Trail Park
Superintendent, wendy_janssen@nps.gov

Joby Timm, George Washington and Jefferson National Forest, Forest
Supervisor, jtimm@fs.fed.us

Tim Kaine, Virginia Senator, nick_barbash@kaine.senate.gov
Mark R. Warner, Virginia Senator, Zach_Lewis@warner.senate.gov

Honorable Morgan Griffith, Virginia's 9" Congressional Representative,
kevin.baird@mail.house.gov

IND549-4
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December 19, 2016

To: Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary; Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Norman Bay, Chairman; Members of the Commission

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement: CP16-10-000 Mountain Valley Pipeline
DEIS Failure to Address Major Issues in Socioeconomics

While the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Mountain Valley Pipeline reveals a deeply-
ingrained bias against any environmentally sensitive mode of economic analysis, | want to comment
here on the utter inadequacy of the treatment in the DEIS of other significant aspects of the
socioeconomic environment. Section 1508.4 of the National Environmental Protection Act defines the
human environment “comprehensively to include the natural and physical environment and the
relationship of people with that environment.” The definition concludes saying that “When an
environmental impact statement is prepared and economic or social and natural or physical
environmental effects are interrelated then the EIS will discuss all of these effects on the human
environment.”

My objections are founded on the following basic assumption: the relations between an action or
object and its environment are systemic and interactive. Therefore, the expectation is that a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement will address both the impacts of the proposed action on the
environment and also the potential impacts of the environment on the proposed action. On a physical
level, for example, the DEIS must not only account for the impact of pipeline construction on water
resources at stream crossings, but it must also account for the potential of streams to dismantle the
pipeline itself through damaging floodwaters. Only by such treatment can the FERC establish that the
proposal is of minimal environmental impact and at the same time can be built safely." The discussion
of the socioeconomic environment is no different: the DEIS must analyze those ways the socioeconomic
context of action has shaped and may continue to shape the proposed pipeline, as well as the ways the
pipeline's construction and operation may affect the socioeconomic conditions of the surrounding area
for good and for ill.

Given this orientation, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the MVP is completely
inadequate to the task of ing the Soci nomic di ions of the project. Specifically missing
from the materials presented are the following crucial dimensions of the interactions between the
proposed action and the contexts in which it has been put forward:

(1) The account of the project's purpose and origin is incomplete and significantly misleading,
constructed to obscure and frustrate appropriate analysis of many other aspects of the project's
design;

(2) The descriptions of socioeconomic and demographic data serve no ostensible purpose in
understanding the effects of the project's physical impacts on the particulars of the human
environment;

! These being the two criterial decisions on which FERC must base a decision to grant a certificate of convenience
and necessity; see former Chairperson Lafleur's address to the Washington Press Club, January 2016.

INDS550-1

The EIS addresses socioeconomic issues in section 4.9. Rates
would be analyzed by non-environmental FERC staff. The MVP
pipeline would transport natural gas. Fracking is done during
exploration and production, which is regulated by states, not
FERC.
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(3) The materials on socioeconomic and demographic data provide no objective measure of
the disproportionate impacts on the subject population—thereby making impossible any
discussion of the issue of environmental justice;

(4) The discussions of socioeconomic factors do not include the required evaluations of
alternatives (including the proposed action and the no action alternatives) in socioeconomic
terms;

(5) The discussion contains no historical or cultural account of the effects of economic
instability on the subject populations affected by the proposal, and fails to explore significant
features of the socioeconomic context which reveal the potential for serious negative effects
from the short-term economic benefits associated with by the proposed action.

When taken in conjunction with the previously demonstrated failure of the DEIS to adequately consider
negative economic effects from environmental damages, these five (5) shortcomings demonstrate the
necessity for a total re-conception of the socioeconomic evaluation of the MVP. In keeping with the
directives in NEPA 1502.9 (a),” the re-written section of the draft should be circulated to cooperating
agencies and the public for evaluation and critique well before any subsequent close of the period
for comment on the DEIS.

1. ANALYZING THE ORIGINS AND PURPOSE OF THE PROJECT

The discussion in the DEIS of the Socioeconomic dimensions of the proposal is a disingenuous attempt to
portray the project in the most positive terms possible. Itis an utter failure as an analysis of relations
between the socioeconomic environment and the proposed action. FERC leaves out of the discussion
numerous crucial factors, including those necessary conditions without which the project would not
have been initiated. The overall effect of these omissions is to seriously misrepresent any further
analysis of the development and potential effects of the proposed construction.

On page 1—7 of the DEIS, FERC staff recount the purpose and need for the project: "In general, as
described by the applicants, the purpose of both the MVP and the EEP is to transport natural gas
produced in the Appalachian Basin to markets in the Northeast, Mid-Atlantic, and Southeastern United
States." On the following page, the DEIS acknowledges that an additional purpose of the MVP would be
to "alleviate some of the constraints on ... natural gas production by adding infrastructure” (pg. 1—38)
that could move gas from Appalachia to markets in the Southeast and Mid-Atlantic regions. | find
nothing in the discussion of the Socioeconomic context that expands upon or in any way contradicts this
simplistic account, which is—I will emphasize—"as described by the applicant".

From the point of view of the economic analysis used by FERC for their dismissal of the Key-Log
Economics’ studies, a significant aspect of the socioeconomic environment is missing from this account
of the project's purpose. That s, the desire of the applicant to make a significant profit from the
construction of the pipeline. The DEIS devotes extensive space to rehearsing the financial benefits of
the pipeline to landowners, businesses, county and state governments--so why omit discussion of the
financial benefits that motivate the applicants? One purpose of the pipeline is to make money for the
sponsoring corporations and their stockholders, a purpose that can be fulfilled by transporting natural

%§ 1502.9 (a) reads, in part "If a draft statement is so inadequate as to preclude meaningful analysis, the
agency shall prepare and circulate a revised draft of the appropriate portion."
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gas to the specified markets. Despite all the charts and graphs supplied with the DEIS, there is no
delineation of the profits to be enjoyed by the founding company, the ways in which these will be
distributed among the corporate partners and their stockholders, or the ways in which these profits will
be generated through commodity prices and other charges to the public. Nor is there any analysis of the
fact noted in some comments to the Docket for the application that part of the socioeconomic
machinery involved in shaping the proposal is FERC itself, especially through the agency's regulations
governing return on corporate investment in infrastructure® -- which, as | understand it, will be the
source of part of the commodity pricing.

Putting forth the notion that the purpose of the project is to supply gas (rather than to make money
doing so), the DEIS is able to avoid any discussion of the intimate involvement of FERC in manipulating
and controlling the economic context for the proposed action. As noted above, FERC's generous rate of
return on investment may well be a major stimulant for any proposed expansion of infrastructure.”
Similarly, the DEIS sidesteps any reference to FERC's involvement with the so-called "secret purpose” of
the proposal being to sell gas overseas (pg. 1—7-8). In rejecting such an idea out-of-hand, FERC staff
responsible for the DEIS re-affirm the position of MVP spokespersons that they do not presently intend
any such sales. But this omits discussion of the ways in which MVP could avail themselves of regulatory
permission to do so if the domestic market for gas were to fail to turn an adequate profit. The authors of
the DEIS stress all sorts of current circumstances that mitigate against overseas sales—but fail to discuss
the ease with which regulations can be adapted to future circumstance—for example, declining
profitability of domestic sales, which the DEIS refuses to foresee or acknowledge as possible. Itis
certainly true that the necessary permits could be obtained in such a situation—and it is disingenuous of
staff to pretend otherwise. An accurate analysis of the socioeconomic context would discuss both the
structural possibility for such a transformation of the project, and the economic potential for such a
market situation developing in the future.

Further details of the 'purpose’ for the proposed pipeline should be analyzed in the socioeconomic
account of its development and design. FERC has systematically resisted any suggestion that the
problems of fracking are connected with the development of the proposal—despite the fact that NEPA
does require an examination of both direct impacts of a proposed action (such as direct effects
damaging to the environment) and indirect impacts (such as damaging actions encouraged or
stimulated by the proposed actions). If the socioeconomic analysis acknowledges the profit motive as
one necessary condition for the proposal, it is much easier to track the connection between the MVP
and the fracking of the gas it will transport: EQT corporation—the original sponsor for the project and
one of its most obvious beneficiaries—is a major producer of fracked gas, and EQT and its partners will
be the primary shippers of gas through the pipeline. Add to these two facts the DEIS’ acknowledgement
of the sponsors' claim that the pipeline will "alleviate some of the constraints on this natural gas
production” (pg. 1—8). Clearly, in the current socioeconomic context, a major purpose of the proposal
is to create market-access in order to expand the potentially profitable gas production from the

® See for example the discussion at http://www.appalmad.org/2016/04/27/study-mvp-and-acp-show-overbuilding

“For example, the position noted in an industry discussion of infrastructure issues, where a 9.34% rate of return
was rejected because it was "substantially below the 12-14% FERC has authorized in most cases during the last 30
years." See http://www.ogi.com/article/print/volume-104/issue-33/general-int INGA to FERC: include MLPS in
EQUITY RETURN FORMULA
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Marcellus fields—which will logically entail expanded use of hydraulic fracturing. To pretend
otherwise is dishonest—and an incompetent exercise of economic analysis which must be remedied in
the revision of the DEIS.

The correction in statement of the purpose of the project will result in a number of additions to the DEIS
discussion of the Socioeconomic environment:

(1) a more detailed discussion of gas industry constraints in relation to production and
marketing of the resources available in the Marcellus Field—including a thorough analysis of the
social and environmental costs of fracking;

(2) a more thorough analysis of the projected time-frame for profitable exploitation of the
resource given multiple drains on reserves;

(3) a more detailed examination of the financial and economic incentives faced by the
sponsoring corporations in framing and shaping the proposed action; this will necessarily
involve discussions of the economic and physical effects of "fracking" and of the economic
effects of competing energy production (including sustainable sources); and

(4) a more forthright discussion of FERC's role in stimulating and shaping proposals for
infrastructure (especially needed given the unexpected inclusion in the MVP proposal of plans
for a utility corridor development through the dangerous terrain of southeastern West
Virginia and southwestern Virginia)—and a more complete analysis of the extent to which rates
of return may be stimulating over-building of pipeline capacity.

2. Integrating Socioeconomic Data with Environmental Information

In its current form, the discussion of Socioeconomics is almost entirely divorced from any
discussion of the environmental impacts of the proposal.5 As demonstrated by the studies
submitted to the docket from Key-Log Economics, it is possible to evaluate the economic costs
associated with the various impacts on the environment, and these should be revealed and
analyzed in the course of discussion.® Moreover, the DEIS discussion makes no mention of
those aspects of the proposed action which would incur indirect or induced impacts in the
form of societal costs for climate change and global warming.” Thus a large body of
information must be assembled and analyzed clarifying the value of environmental impacts.

®In large part this has been accomplished by the highly suspect and unsupported claims in the analysis of
environmental impacts that there are no such impacts, at least none that are more than temporary and
insignificant. That these claims are completely unsupported with empirical data on the projected effects of
construction must be remedied—and the results must be calculated in their economic implications.

°| realize that the DEIS proclaims—despite extremely scant empirical evidence—that there will be no impacts on
the environment: for instance they write of the possibility of environmental justice issues that "There is no
evidence that the projects would cause significant adverse health or environmental harm to any community..."(pg.
4—321).

7 A thorough discussion of this issue can be found in Docket CP16-10, Document #20161207—5000. The comment
makes numerous detailed suggestions for important additions to the DEIS attempt to meet recent requirements
for consideration of these social costs.

IND550-2

Impacts on agricultural land is discussed in sections 2, 4.2, and
4.8 of the EIS. Soils are addressed in section 4.2 of the EIS.
Recreation is discussed in section 4.8; tourism in 4.9.
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But a more systematic analysis of existing data is needed as well. In examining potential
impacts on agricultural communities—or, for that matter, on the numerous individual families
that depend on home gardens for substantial amounts of their food—the analysis should be far
more sensitive to ways in which construction may affect productivity—and estimates and
projections should be incorporated in the discussion. Comments to the docket from practicing
soil scientists® indicate that disruptions and compacting of soils will affect productivity—and the
DEIS must treat of both the environmental and the economic implications. Acreage of prime
farmland disrupted by the project have been documented in Appendix N-1—N-8, and there
should be estimates available for the reduction of productivity resulting from construction,
given the supposedly vast record of FERC-sponsored projects mentioned in the footnote on pg.
4—239. Such detailed discussion is required before stating generalized conclusions that there
will be negligible impacts on the agricultural economy of affected counties—or of individual
landowners and their families.

Similarly detailed analysis is needed for other aspects of existing economic activity: the DEIS
presents generalized figures for recreational activities, tourism, and so on. These data reveal
the relative importance to the overall economy of these activities. But the DEIS provides no
indication of the extent of physical impacts that could affect such activities, nor any projected
measure of intensity demonstrated by research. To refer to an example developed in some
detail in my previous comment: the DEIS identifies only 7 tourist attractions that might be
affected by construction activities producing "noise, and dust."(pg. 4—309) These include the
Appalachian National Scenic Trail, the Blue Ridge Parkway, three other popular trails, and the
Jefferson National Forest. But the earlier list of significant tourist attractions in Table 4.9.1—5
(pg. 4—277-279) includes 73 sites, and even this list is inadequate and incomplete as a
delineation of the recreational and tourist resources affected. Beyond direct effects of 'dust and
noise' the analysis needs to attend to other effects such as sedimentation (a significant issue for
recreational activities on the Greenbrier and Gauley Rivers in West Virginia), effects of stream
temperatures of forest clearing (especially a problem in trout streams like the Hominy Creek
drainage in West Virginia, or Sinking Creek in Virginia), and all those intrusions on daily
pleasures such as increased traffic problems that can undermine tourism.

The revision of the discussion of Socioeconomic effects will need to more fully acknowledge
and deal with the interaction of the physical and environmental impacts of the proposal with
their socioeconomic expression. The DEIS should fully document the ways in which specific
aspects of the proposal may have specific impacts on economically significant activity, and
provide some sort of documented estimate of the effects. At present, documentation is largely
in terms of statistical description of general elements, and projected effects of spending
calculated by the applicant. While this information is useful in gaining a generalized picture of
some positive effects, it fails to account for the connections between the physical actions'

®See for example the materials submitted in Docket CP16-10, Document # 201611216—5063, Document
#20161207—5191, and #20150616—5364.
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impacts on the physical environment and those impacts' subsequent effects on human
behavior

3. Documenting Issues Related to Environmental Justice:
The Necessity For Comparative Data on Affected Populations

As an analysis of the Socioeconomic dimensions of the proposed project, the DEIS fails most
glaringly in its refusal to explore the most fractious and damaging issue confronting the
proposal. In an extended comment to the Pre-filing Docket (PF15-3, Document # 20150616—
5168), | requested that FERC thoroughly research and report on the possibility that the entire
proposal represents the continued exploitation of the Appalachian region by urban-industrial
economic interests.

I specifically requested that the agency report extensive social-science research on the effects
of short-term employment and related economic instability on working class populations and
areas of pronounced poverty. FERC has simply ignored that request.

| also requested that FERC compile detailed demographic profiles of those populations that
stand to benefit from the project but are in no immediate danger of suffering the damage and
inconvenience associated with the pipeline's installation. FERC has ignored that request.

It is now clear that the intention behind refusing to present this information is that such data
could justify a charge of Environmental /njustice, which the DEIS summarily (and without
evidence) dismisses on the grounds that the staff cannot see any disproportionate effects on
health or human welfare resulting from the project (pp. 4—320-321). Such an argument makes
nonsense of the concern that disadvantaged populations (including racial and ethnic minorities,
the poor, the aged, the disabled) not be submitted to greater environmental impacts than
other groups. Indeed, now that rural populations represent less than 14.5% of the nation”, it
might be possible to show that the decision to route the pipeline through rural areas (a decision
acknowledged and praised in the DEIS as a conscious choice to minimize impacts on
metropolitan areasm) is in itself a disproportionate impact on a minority. Until one documents
what impact the proposal has on other affected groups, one cannot discern whether or not
special populations are suffering disproportionately.

The DEIS contains census data from 2014 that clearly document the presence of disadvantaged
populations along the entire route. MVP's route affects a large number of poor, aged, and
disabled citizens: groups one might think are especially vulnerable to the problems associated
with project. Not only is the state of West Virginia as a whole slightly more than 4% above the
national poverty rate, the majority of counties crossed by the pipeline have poverty rates in
excess of their state's average. The percentage of households below the poverty line ranges as
high as 33.8% in one census block in Webster County WV. A similar pattern holds true with the

? Charleston Gazette, December 14, 2016, editorial page comment.
*° See DEIS, Page 4—321.

IND550-3

Short-term employment is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.
The environmental justice analysis provided in section 4.9 of the

EIS is consistent with EO 12898.
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percentage of elderly citizens: in only three counties is the percentage equal to or lower than
the state average: percentages range from a low of 11.3% in Montgomery County VA to a high
of 22.1% in Webster County WV, and in all but one county the percentage exceeds the national
average. The percentage within County populations of disabled persons under 65 is also high,
exceeding state averages and national averages in all but 2 counties, ranging from a low of 6.6%
in Montgomery County to a high of 22.5% in Summers County WV. Without evidence, the DEIS
simply asserts that there will be no negative impacts of the project on vulnerable populations.
If this project is approved, prior to construction thousands of acres of forests will be destroyed
and the slash burned. Those residents with asthma or other breathing difficulties will be
affected. During construction, residents whose only access is via one-lane rural roads will have
to navigate construction activity and equipment just to reach a doctor’s office, hospital or to
shop for food. The unsupported statements by which the DEIS dismisses the potential of
significant effects from the MVP project on vulnerable populations are unconscionable.

There is another telling statistic that | do not find in the DEIS, but which could be an important
part of the full picture of the pipeline's impact—and should be added to tables during revision
of the DEIS. For Summers County in 2014, owner-occupied housing rates exceeded both the
national and the state average. In Summers County, 79.6% of homes are lived in by their
owners. Statewide in West Virginia the figure is 73.4%, which is considerably above the
national average of 64.9%. Again, it is important to consider the human implication of this
number: almost 80% of the homes in Summers County are occupied by their owners—
including, one assumes, 80% of those directly impacted by the ROW, the construction
easement, the Primary Impact Radius and the Evacuation Zone of the pipeline. This implies that
these homes are a significant financial resource—and given that the poverty rate in Summers
County is 22.6%, the value of the home may be the largest part of the family's economic worth.
Any diminution of that value represents a disproportionate impact on a family living in
poverty. It's important to note that many citizens of this region depend on their agricultural
and forest land (i.e., the environment) for food and fuel: thus damages to the environment
will hit such people harder than, say, middle class suburbanites whose properties are likely to
afford their owners many pleasures but few necessities beyond shelter.

So while it is clear that the project may have significant impacts on three groups of vulnerable citizens,
how is one to determine whether or not those impacts are 'disproportionate?' The DEIS suggests that
the route was specifically designed to minimize impacts on urban population centers: "The pipeline
route mostly crosses rural regions with relatively low population densities. By avoiding metropolitan
areas, the MVP should reduce impacts on communities with high percentages of minorities, low-income
populations, and other vulnerable populations" (Pg. 4—321). How can the FERC staff write that the
preferred route "should reduce impacts" on vulnerable populations when their own data in the same
chapter shows quite clearly that vulnerable populations in West Virginia and Virginia (with the exception
of minorities) are precisely those who are impacted? The DEIS claim seems to be that fewer persons
within vulnerable populations will be impacted in rural areas of West Virginia or Southwest Virginia than
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in a metropolitan area (an almost certain point, since fewer people of any sort live in rural areas of the
country.) But the point of NEPA guidance concerns the populations affected by the Route—

of which an above-average percentage (by both state and national comparisons) are “low-income,
elderly, and/or disabled”. The choice of a rural route through this section of West Virginia and
Southwestern Virginia made this inevitable. And who, one might ask, designed the route to
achieve this? The answer would seem to be fairly straight forward: the managerial staff of
EQT/MVP and the consortium of corporate interests that submitted the application, and the
staff of FERC who have helped adjust and steer the development of the route. And thus the
question becomes: to what extent are these populations affected by the proposed actions?
Another population that is affected will be the end users of the gas—how will they be affected
by the proposed line? Thus what is needed in relation to the social impacts of the projectis a
far more extensive demographic study than what is offered. The current information provides
an oddly abstract portrait of the populations in the directly affected counties, but they
represent only a fraction of the people affected by the proposal.

What would be required of such an analysis? It would require analyzing the attributes of and
impact on the following groups:
(1) The corporate managers and staff, and the corporate stockholders in all the
participating corporations—these are the people who originated and shape the project,
and whose intentions are now embodied in the refined plan;

(2) The FERC managers, staff, and Commissioners whose input frames and shapes the
decisions controlling the project's development;

(3) The end users supposedly benefiting from the clean, cheap, dependable energy
provided by the gas transported.

(4) A detailed comparison of the impacts entailed by the project for each group.
4. Evaluating the Socioeconomic Impacts of Alternatives

Another significant omission from the socioeconomic analysis in the DEIS is any evaluation of
the socioeconomic impacts associated with alternatives to the proposed route. The section of
the text devoted to socioeconomics provides materials related to the proposed route only; it
makes no attempt to evaluate similar impacts accruing from alternative routes (which have
been rejected without such an evaluation), and does not provide the sorts of comparative
presentations required by NEPA. As noted above, the socioeconomic analysis also fails to
consider the economic implications of the predictable impacts of the project-or any alternatives
to the preferred route—on greenhouse gases, climate change and related social costs.

NEPA guidance emphasizes the crucial role of comparative analysis. Section 1502.14 requires
that the EIS "should present the environmental impacts of the proposal and the alternatives in

IND550-4

Alternatives are discussed provided in section 3. Climate change
is evaluated in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.
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comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice among
options by the decision-maker and the public." In the present context, this seems to require
that the discussion of socioeconomic impacts provide clear delineations of both the benefits
and the costs associated with the proposed route, all reasonable alternatives, and with the
No Action Alternative as well.

These comparisons would need to include both projected benefits and costs accruing to specific
populations as described in this document, the potential costs of estimated negative impacts to
the environment and to existing economic structures, and also the economic value of extended
impacts such as effects on climate change, etc."! Theissues to be "sharply defined" include
both the social cost/benefit calculations for the project's direct effects, and the allied estimates
of long-term costs to society deriving from the 'indirect' and 'induced" effects of the continued,
accelerated use of fossil fuels at the expense of more intensive investment of sustainable
energy. For example, upon reviewing the comparative materials the decision-makers should be
keenly aware that approval of the project will entail accepting a predictable range of negative
effects to the environment and specific costs to the general public to respond to those effects.
Similarly, the materials should make it clear that refusing the proposal could entail developing
alternative ways of providing whatever positive effects the proposal could guarantee while
avoiding the negative impacts that motivated the denial of permission to proceed.

5. Analyzing the Effects of Economic Instability

In a comment | submitted to the prefiling Docket for the MVP application, | pointed out in some
detail the extent to which the Appalachian region has been the object of national exploitation
in repeated waves of extractive development. The timber industry had largely clear-cut the
region's old-growth forests by the time of the First World War; coal mining destroyed
environmental resources and local communities even as it brought short-term economic
growth to portions of the state by employing upward of 250,000 miners at the height of
production; and with 'mountaintop removal' the industry has been able to level huge tracts of
land, extracting the little coal left—with a greatly reduced workforce. Like strip-mining, the gas
industry is notably high on capital investment and low on worker employment. Yet spokesmen
for the project still are willing to proclaim that the fracking of the Marcellus, and the shipping of
Marcellus gas through pipelines like the MVP, will be the economic salvation of West Virginia
and the Appalachian Basin.

As noted above, one of the major issues to be addressed by the Socioeconomic discussion of
the project is the entire issue of how long the Marcellus fields are likely to be fully productive to
an extent that keeps extraction economically feasible. Clearly there are two issues which must
be addressed: the amount of gas that is economically retrievable, and the rate at which itis

! See Docket CP16-10, Document #20161207—5000, where estimates of the cost to society for the proposed
route run as high as 2.3 billion dollars annually. Also the study entitled "A Bridge Too Far" submitted to Docket
CP16-10, Document #20160808—5124 concerning the connections between greenhouse gases and pipeline
infrastructure.

INDS550-5

The FERC does not regulate the exploration or production of
natural gas; that is the purview of individual states (see section
1.3 of the EIS). The FERC would not revise or supplement the
draft EIS, but would produce a final EIS that addresses comments
on the draft.
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going to be extracted. As much as FERC dislikes the notion of looking at more than one project
at a time, it will prove absolutely necessary to do so. Even had FERC not proposed a utility
corridor through the Jefferson National Forest as part of the MVP project—thus signaling the
intention to direct further infrastructure development to the affected area—the rapid growth
in extraction in the Marcellus region would require such evaluation of the MVP in the DEIS.

A thorough and persuasive account of the potential period of operation for the line is crucial to
understanding the actual implications of many of the promised benefits of the project, and also
of many of its potential negative impacts. While EQT has submitted elaborate tables of tax
benefits from construction and operation of the pipeline, some of these endure only so long as
the lineisin use. If prices for gas should fall too far, the company might shut down operation; if
the price of gas rises too high due to ever-shorter supply, the company might shut down
operation. So clearly the public needs some substantial information on the likelihood that
supplies will last the 20 to 50 years that have been promulgated by FTl and MVP and the DEIS
as the probable operational lifetime of the project. There are conflicting expert reports on
these projections. How long will the compressor stations present negative impacts for real
estate values and citizen health in their immediate neighborhoods? How long will these 25
lucky West Virginia operations employees12 enjoy their $65,000 salaries? We cannot know an
answer for sure, but we can have a far more scientifically-sustained examination of the issue
than appears in the DEIS’ present discussion of socioeconomic factors affecting the project.

But there is another equally significant factor involving the duration of various aspects of the
project. Construction spending—including workforce hires and contracting locally for goods
and services—will last no more than 29 months according to information in the DEIS. Thatis a
little over two years. While the IMPLAN model has generated an intricate web of economic
interconnection that is the potential out-growth of the construction investment, there is no
detailing of how long this upsurge in activity will last. If employed workers are smart and are
able to save substantial portions of their wages, the effect of construction may endure
somewhat beyond the period of construction activity. But for many, the wages may be spoken
for by the demands of daily living. The projected potential benefits of operating the pipeline
will endure with whatever variations prove expedient for as long as it is sufficiently profitable to
keep the pipeline in operation. But at best, these benefits will be far less dramatic than the
construction-spending boom that precedes them. Following the decision to close down
operation, there is the as-yet-unsettled question of the how to cope with the expense of the
decommissioned line—an expense we can realistically assume will be left to the public—not to
mention coping with whatever environmental mess West Virginia and Virginia are left with as
a result of the loss of thousands of acres of core forests and the depredations induced by
fracking.

*2 This number can be found in MVP's Resource Report 5. Socioeconomics in the discussion of operational
employment: of the 55 jobs estimated for West Virginia {(including direct employment by MVP and indirect and
induced jobs in the state economy) only 25 will go to new employees (pp. 5-28).
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As | have noted in earlier comments, West Virginia (and Appalachia as a whole) is no stranger to
this sequence of events. The current socioeconomic conditions in the state are in some
considerable part an expression of what extractive industrial development means for people in
a largely rural culture. |asked previously—and repeat the request now—that the DEIS include a
discussion of the long-term social and psychological impacts of economic instability—the
boom-bust cycle of intense bursts of high-level employment alternating with longer periods of
economic depression—that have characterized extractive industry. These are indirect effects of
encouraging and authorizing the expanded infrastructure that will hasten the utilization of the
Marcellus gas fields—and which run the risk of significantly impairing the growth of non-
industrial economic developments in the affected counties.

It seems all too likely that, as in the past, the greatest benefits of exploiting the natural wealth
of the region will go to the companies that finance the operation. The environmental burdens,
the physical dangers, and the economic, social and cultural costs will be borne mostly by
Appalachian families. That seems to be the plan, judging by the DEIS as it currently stands. And
it was certainly the plan from the point of view of MVP when they forced themselves onto
reluctant landowners' properties insisting that West Virginia state law gave them the right to
trespass for surveys without the landowner's permission. The West Virginia Supreme Court of
Appeals set the company straight on that issue in their ruling in November 2016—which is not
to say that the power of corporate wealth may not buy a change in the law for next year. But
this is just one more facet of the socioeconomic context for the proposed Mountain Valley
Pipeline which FERC cannot afford to ignore in drafting a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement.

Once FERC has reviewed the literature on social damage of extractive economics, perhaps the
staff will develop and evaluate an alternative plan for EQT's excess production of natural gas.
Perhaps FERC will evaluate the long-term benefits and shorter-term inconvenience of utilizing
the Marcellus in a less frenetic way, producing and utilizing the gas at a slower pace and thus
extending the period of economic benefit to the term of several generations, rather than the
20-year service of a single CEO. NEPA does say that the agency must evaluate all reasonable
alternatives—and while such an approach would not lead to this pipeline through the
vulnerable terrain of southern West Virginia and western Virginia, it would no doubt provide
more modest energy relief to far more people, while still handing gas corporations a
respectable profit.

In light of the significant flaws in the treatment of the socioeconomic implications of the
Mountain Valley Pipeline project, a revised or supplemental DEIS for the Mountain Valley
Pipeline project must be issued and a new comment period opened. Given the potential
negative impacts of this project on disadvantaged populations in West Virginia and Virginia, it is
imperative that NEPA guidelines be taken seriously in drafting an Environmental Impact
Statement. By those reasonable and important standards for serious analysis and consideration
of socioeconomic impacts, the current DEIS fails entirely.
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IND550-5 | Respectfully submitted,

cont'd Thomas Bouldin and Susan Bouldin

Intervenor
Pence Springs, West Virginia

Cc: Ted Boling, Associate Director for NEPA, Council on Environmental Quality
Shawn Garvin, Regional Administrator, US EPA, Region 3
Barbara Rudnick, NEPA Team Leader, US EPA Region 3
Ben Luckett, Staff Attorney, Appalachian Mountain Advocates
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December 19, 2016

Ms. Kimberly Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First Street, NE

Washington, DC 20426

Re: Mountain Valley Pipeline Proposal, Docket No. CP 16-10
Dear Ms. Bose and Members of the Commission,

As a resident of the New River Valley, | have been following the continual attempts by the MVP
to undermine the environment, economy, and safety of one of our country’s most beautiful geographic
regions. My husband and | moved to this area 20 years ago when we discovered this pristine place.

Do short-term profits reign over the long-term peril and destruction of our water supply and
old-growth forests? The proposed amendments to bypass buffer restrictions and exceed soil and
sedimentation restrictions along creek areas and vulnerable watersheds are criminal in consideration of
the damage that would result from such relaxation of standards. The loss of old-growth forests will
invite invasive species and lead to erosion, and cheats future generations of this treasure. The proposal
for the pipeline crossing the Appalachian Trail in Federally designated wilderness land proves to me that
nothing is sacred when a corporation decides to thumb its nose at all that we consider precious, just so
they can worship the almighty dollar. Finally, a pathway of wasteland will be left if a 500 foot right of
way is allowed.

Natural resources are invaluable, not expendable. As we have recently seen in a variety of
scenarios, our water supply is incredibly vulnerable. Please think about the inherent harm that the
above 4 amendments, if allowed, will do. Much more is at stake for many than what might be gained by
a few stakeholders of an energy corporation, which, by the way, has never constructed a pipeline so
large in diameter. Do you want to give away irretrievable natural resources for generations to come, in
order to appease a few greedy individuals in the short term?

Please respect the many true stakeholders of our natural treasures, not the few driven by profit
margins, and disallow the four amendments proposed regarding the MVP. Please know that |
appreciate the soul searching that this consideration calls upon you to do.

Respectfully,
Vicki Tolbert
Radford, VA

Cc: U.S. Forest Service, comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us

IND551-1

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.
The opposition to the LRMP amendments is noted.
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NJ.

Please protect WV's rivers and streams and ensure the state is as clean

and healthy as possible.

America needs clean energy,

not dirty, polluting fossil fuels!

IND552-1

Water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.
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December 19, 2016

Kimberly Bose; Secretary
Ferc

888 First St., NE, Room 1A
Washington, WC 20426

Joby Timm; Forest Supervisor
Jefferson National Forest
5162 Valleypointe Parkway
Roanoke, Va. 24019

Docket # CP16-10-000
Dear Ms. Bose

| would like to comment on the 4 proposed amendments to the Forest Service
Land and Resource Management Plan ( LRMP) contained in the Notice of
Availability of the DEIS for the proposed MVP Project dated Sept. 16,2016.

I would like to go on the official record as opposing all 4 of the proposed
amendments. By doing so, | understand | have the right to appeal the Forest
Service or BLM decision.

Proposed Amendment 1: This amendment would concentrate future utility
construction through Karst features and groundwater supplies of Peters Mountain
in WV. At this time, the size, location and interconnectivity of the aquifers and
groundwater are unknown. Until this information is known, any decision by the FS
to amend its LRMP could affect the drinking water supply of over 5000 residences
in southern Monroe County. THIS AMENDMENT SHOUD BE DENIED.

Proposed Amendment 2: Allowing MVP to exceed restrictions on soil conditions
and riparian corridor conditions is a disaster waiting to happen. The ability to
construct a 42” pipeline on the steep slopes of Peters Mountain where depth to
bedrock is minimal will negatively impact the first order streams in the area and
change the recharge characteristics of the watersheds. The FS is aware of these
challenges as evidence in their letter to Ferc dated October 24, 2016 File Code
1900;2720. THIS AMENDMENT SHOULD BE DENIED.

IND553-1

IND553-2

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.
The opposition to the LRMP amendments is noted.

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.
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Proposed Amendment 3: The LRMP should not be amended to allow MVP to
remove old growth trees. ONCE THEY ARE GONE, THEY ARE GONE FOREVER.

Proposed Amendment 4: The Scenic Integrity Objective of the LRMP should not
be downgraded from High to Moderate for private profit. Walking the

Appalachian Trail along Peters Mountain is a wonderful and humbling experience.

Having a deforested ROW for a pipeline along the Trail is absurd. THIS
AMENDMENT SHOULD BE DENIED.

| would also like to go on the record as having requested Joby Timm; Forest
Supervisor, Jefferson National Forest, to do an independent hydrogeologic study
of the size, location and interconnectivity of the aquifers and groundwater on the
FS and adjacent lands along the MVP corridor. This request was made at a
meeting held Oct. 12, 2016 from 1:30-4:00 at the FS offices in Roanoke, Va.
Without having this knowledge, any decision on FS land could negatively affect
the drinking water supply of over 5,000 residences in southern Monroe County.
Without an independent hydrogeologic study it would be extremely irresponsible
to endanger the drinking water supply of over 5000 residents of Monroe County.

Sincerely
Constantine Chlepas
Route 1, Box 37
Lindside, WV 24951

INDS553-3

IND553-4

INDS553-5

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

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

See the response to CO34-1 regarding hydrogeologic studies.
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Dear Forest Service,

We residents of Mt. Tabor Road object to the misery that will be caused by permitting the
proposed amendments 1,2,3 and 4 to the Land Resource Management Plan (Docket
CP16-10-000 [MVP]) in the Jefferson National Forest that will permit construction of the
Mount Valley pipeline project to happen within forest lands.

The 3" amendment allowing for cutting of old growth trees in addition to the 1%
amendment permitting the 500" construction right of way will be an invasion of our
lifestyle. We object to the ugly scar the pipeline will plague us with, and fear the
pollution of our water table.

Please protect us from this unnecessary danger, and do not permit these amendments to
the Land Resource Management Plan.

Sincerely,
Debora Warren

5236 Mt. Tabor Road
Blacksburg, VA 24060

IND554-1

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.
The opposition to the LRMP amendments is noted.
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December, 2016

Ms. Kimberly Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE

Washington, DC 20426

Re: Mountain Valley Pipeline proposal, Docket No. CP 16-10

Dear Ms. Bose and Members of the Commission,

We are avid campers and so love to utilize State and National Parks and Forest lands, and
we know and feel deeply that we need to care for our most valuable resource - our
forests.

We are very concerned about the MVP Pipeline coming through our area; Jefferson
National Forest and the Appalachian Trail. What a travesty to destroy parts of this area
for pipeline construction. I am specifically concerned with the 500 ft wide right of way
through the Appalachian Trail, Peters Mountain Wilderness and any portion of old
growth forestlands. Particularly in requested amendments 1,2,3 and 4 of Docket CP16-
10-000 [MVP] to the Jefferson Forest Land Resources Management Plan.

Please reject these amendments that would allow for the pipeline and it’s 500 foot right
of way in our public forest lands.

Thank you for all you can do in this. I am very concerned about this issue, as is the earth
care committee of our Quaker meeting. I have so loved living here in this beauty. I can’t
cope thinking of how our beautiful land will be destroyed by this pipeline.

Sincerely

Therese B. Lundberg
Blacksburg, VA 24060

Cc: US Forest Service, comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us

INDS555-1

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.
The opposition to the LRMP amendments is noted.
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Barbara Coe, Morristown, NJ.

I object to the proposed pipeline because of the environmental impact
and its harm to animal habitat as well as its negative visual impact
on the Appalachian Trail, one of the nation's shared treasures.

Despite the so-called environmental impact statement, harm by forest
fragmentation, wildlife disruption and destruction, compromising water
supply and quality, and overall environmental degradation are clearly
to result from this project. Please cancel or redraw the proposed
project!

Thank you for your response.

INDS556-1

See the response to comment IND270-1 regarding wildlife. The
ANST is discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.  Forest
fragmentation is discussed in section 4.4. Water resources are

addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.
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| am writing to request that you not approve the Mountain Valley Pipeline. Its construction is
not in the public interest, as it is a threat to public health, safety, water quality, and the
environment. The primary beneficiaries of this pipeline would be private companies, as
research shows the current gas infrastructure is more than sufficient as it is.

As it stands, the DEIS already admits the MVP would cause significant, permanent adverse
impacts to old growth forests, habitats of threatened and endangered species, and historical
and national landmarks. It would also harm local businesses that rely on tourism in the area,
especially on the Appalachian Trail, which would also be irrevocably damaged. Building a
pipeline provides short-term employment to people in a poverty-stricken area. It does not
result in long term help.

The Forest Service’s Forest Management Plan directly prevents MVP construction, and they can
and would take legal action against it. This pipeline is simply not mitigatable and would cause
irreparable harm to this region. Please do not approve its construction.

INDS557-1

The Commission would decide about public interest in their
Project Order. Safety is discussed in section 4.12 of the final
EIS. Water resources are addressed in section 4.3; forest in 4.4;
threatened and endangered species in 4.7; historic resources in
section 4.10; tourism and employment in 4.9. The ANST is
discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.
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Jacqueline Lucki, Bent Mountain, VA.

First of all, MVP is a PRIVATE COMPANY who wants to make money by
bulldozing (literally and figuratively) over the people and properties in
their path. OUR rights as citizens and landowners mean nothing to any of
you because your greed is so huge. We have spent the last two and one
half years being threatened and intimidated by the agents of the Mountain
Valley Pipeline just so they could enter our properties for 15 minutes to
tell us that our land is perfect for the pipeline. They are ignoring the
wetlands that are found everywhere in this part of the country, the water
basins, the wildlife, our beautiful landscapes and our very lives just so
they can make a buck. . It is very clear that this is all just a game.
You have decided that you and your agents want to put in more pipelines
and you are not even trying to pretend that you are thorough and accurate
and are acting for the greater good. I have heard nothing about the many
benefits that a pipeline will bring. And the proposed pipeline is
mysteriously stopping in Pittsylvania County. WHY??? We all know the
pipeline route will end at the Atlantic Ocean and the natural gas will be
sold overseas. THERE IS NO BENEFIT TO ANY AMERICAN FROM THESE PIPELINES.
It is common knowledge that we have saturated the markets for natural gas
in this country. Studies have shown that there is no benefit to
continuing to put in more pipelines. And finally, I want to address why
FERQ exists with no accountability to anyone. This feels like Nazi
Germany and the Gestapo is killing millions of people while the rest of
the world stands by and does NOTHING. We have seen enough devastation
starting in Alaska and moving across the county to our part of the world.
Your agents from the many pipelines that have raped the land and cut a
swath of destruction throughout this country will have to answer for your
actions at some point. We are already seeing the courage of people in
the path of the Dakota Access pipeline taking a stand against this
insanity and Virginians will have the same courage. We have all had
enough with incompetent politicians who are getting elected because they
are in the pockets of special interest groups (like yours) who are intent
on destroying our way of life for their own greedy purposes.

INDS558-1

Water resources and wetlands are discussed in section 4.3 of the
final EIS; wildlife in 4.5; visual resources in 4.8. Benefits are
mentioned in section 4.9. See the response to comment FA11-12
regarding need. See the response to IND2-3 regarding export.
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Susan P. Thames, Williamsburg, VA.
RE: Docket #CP16-10-000 (Mountain Valley Pipeline)

Ms. Bose,

I am writing to let you know that I am opposed to the Mountain Valley
Pipeline going through this amazing natural habitat. I have seen
mudslides in these mountains. I have seen what leaks from these
pipelines do to the surrounding wildlife. Please protect these areas.
They make Virginia and West Virginia some of the most beautiful country
in the US and bring in countless tourists. Put the pipeline in areas
populated by people or by highways at least so we can see when a leak
begins and stop it promptly. Please stop the greed of these energy
people.

Sincerely,
Susan Thames

IND559-1

Landslides are addressed in section 4.2 of the EIS. Wildlife is
discussed is addressed in section 4.5. Tourism is discussed in
section 4.9 of the EIS. A highway alternative is examined in
section 3. Underground, FERC-regulated welded steel natural
gas transportation pipelines rarely leak.

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND560 — Rosemary Goss

IND560-1

TO:  Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Norman Bay, Chairman

Members of the Commission Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
FROM: Rosemary Goss, Registered Intervenor
Date: December 19, 2016

RE: Docket # CP16-10-000 Mountain Valley Pipeline

Comments regarding the Mount Tabor Sinkhole Plain—original routing, Mt. Tabor
Alternative, and the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (VDCR) proposal

| live at 2355 Mount Tabor Road in Montgomery County, VA, and | am on the original proposed
route as proposed for the Mountain Valley Pipeline. My property was surveyed by MVP in
March 2016. As | understand the process, FERC must abide by the National Environmental
Protection Act, so |, and other landowners in the Mount Tabor area, should expect that expert
agency comments are utilized in the decision making process. Therefore, | do hope that FERC
will consider the comments of the VDCR to avoid the Slussers Chapel Conservation Site in its
entirety instead of the original route through the Mount Tabor Sinkhole Plain or the Mount
Tabor Variation (letter from VDCR dated September 9, 2016).

The 76 acres on which we live has pasture, wooded areas, and a lot of karst with many
sinkholes very closely spaced. We have lived on the site for almost 30 years and have seen new
sinkholes form during that time. The views from our property are wonderful, and although we
fell in love with the property when we found it, we were worried about the sinkholes. It was
suggested to us to invest in hiring a geologist who could help us site the house so we could
avoid damage to the house and our water. The geologist we hired was Dr. Kastning who was
very specific about what we should and should not do in or around the sinkholes on our
property. Thus, Dr. Kastning has long been familiar with the sinkhole problems around Mount
Tabor Road. When the karst surveyors for MVP came to my property, they only walked the
area of the pipeline right of way and did not venture further, where other karst features exist.
This troubles me because | know from the report filed with the FERC by Dr. Kastning in July
2016 that karst features do not exist in isolation and that is certainly not the case on my farm. |
actually live in what you would call the Mount Tabor Sinkhole Plain.

The high spot on my property is where | have my woods, and this helps to block the view of the
AEP powerline. In the updated Karst Features Table provided by Draper & Aden, dated April
2016, they show the pipeline at milepost 222,19 in deep orange color. Itis described as
“multiple sinkholes in vicinity of proposed alignment. The proposed alignment is located along
the edge and between two sinkholes in particular.” This is accurate. Their concern is that
“construction across sinkholes, or narrow ridge separating two sinkholes, may lead to long-term

INDS560-1

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

Variation.
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cont'd

differential settlement and pipeline instability. Construction run-off and fluid discharge may
impact sinkholes, which may in turn lead to subsurface discharge to groundwater.” Their
recommendations are:

Adjust alignment as needed to avoid two prominent sinkholes, possibly southward by
crossing under the electric line at MP 222.05 instead of MP 222.80, while maintaining
parallel co-location. Ground stabilization and sinkhole mitigation is likely required.
Ensure construction ESC will retain fluid and sediment within construction footprint, and
prevent run-off into the sinkhole and surface drainage(s). See Notes 3,4 at bottom of
this table.!

| believe MVP’s claim that the Mount Tabor Sinkhole Plain ends at my property is incorrect
because one can see many more karst features listed in the Table further on down the
proposed pipeline. |do have other sinkholes on my property too, some that are open throat.
They all likely drain to the Mill Creek Spring Cave just below my property in Blake Preserve.

Homeowners, like us, throughout this area are dependent upon well water, so protection of our
water quality is essential. If we do not protect this water source, the consequences are grave
indeed. The Department of Conservation and Recreation in its letter of September 9, 2016
reaffirmed their concerns about the impact of the pipeline on the Siussers Chapel Conservation
Site.

DCR recommends avoidance of the Slussers Chapel Conservation Site. Routing
the pipeline north along or near the topographic divides could avoid or minimize the
disturbance of channels, and by removing the pipeline from areas of concentrated water
flow significantly reduce the potential for erosion and sedimentation to affect the
underground streams and caves of the Slussers Chapel Conservation Site.

To protect our water and the water of the many homeowners in the Mount Tabor area, |
respectfully request that MVP be required by FERC to abide by the VCDR request and avoid
passage through the entire Mount Tabor area.

4 //2%
1'1154414/1“\4,7 ( S
Rosemary Goss

2355 Mt. Tabor Road
Blacksburg, VA 24060

 Submission 20160422-5012 (31404057), p. 46
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Good morning, FERC, FS, DEQ, USFWS, COE

Ok, but see the bigger picture, say a fractal related to other fractals, and look at a relief map of the
Bluefield, WV, VA, KY. Clearly the upland wetlands of Mountain Lake, Sinking Creek Valley and
Mountain, Johns Creek Mountain, Potts Mountain and Burks Garden are all upland wetlands. Newport
Quad in Craig Co at affected area (MVP ROW) shows many springs and upgradient there are many more.
Water is the problem.

These areas are not to be trifled with, and their roots go deep, several thousand feet deep of
connectivity. | absolutely agree with you that the MVP routes be monitored, before a decision of a route
can be made. FERC is blind to the impact, and not to just a small area where | live. The pipeline route is
inherently flawed because this is a delicate soil geology water ecosystem and always has been, and no
less so now. The “No Action” Alternative protects the integrity of the water as it is now.

The diversity of life here is fantastic and the soils have not even been investigated for the associated
diversity of soil life. This MVP pipeline would slash a 10-20 feet deep impenetrable wall of a dead zone —
everywhere along its route —should not be run near our upland wetlands nor their flanks nor roots of
mountain footslopes. Thank you, | do appreciate your consideration of the issue. If DAA surveyed the
same sinkhole that | found, told MVP, why did MVP not tell FERC?

Pipeline specifications should require Class 4 pipe, design and construction, if the pipeline is considered
further. The question of bearing capacity of extra pipe weight and facilities, monitoring and shutoff
valves every 500 feet that would need to be maintained for the life of the pipeline (75 years), and
requiring the route to have no- pipe-bridging over voids clause, monitoring at every water crossing,
remediation requirements site specific, DEQ oversight, and an Action Plan to immediately stop leaks and
remediate problems. My wish for Christmas is that MVP goes away forever.

| do wish you and your family a safe and happy Holiday Season!

Nan Gray, LPSS

P.O. Box 3

Newport, VA 24128
(540) 544-7791
soilwork@pemtel.net

IND561-1 Springs, water resources, and wetlands are discussed in section
4.3 of the EIS. Sinkholes are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.
The No Action Alternative is discussed in section 3.

IND561-2 The DOT regulations determine class pipeline thickness and
shutoff valves. The potential for pipeline leakage is discussed in
section 4.12.
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Steven Powers, Salem, VA.

The Mountain Valley Pipeline (FERC Docket No. CP16-10-000) along the
current route outlined in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement will
pose a definite and grave threat to the endangered Roanoke Logperch,
Percina rex. Construction of MVP and maintenance its right of way will be
in clear opposition to the recovery plan for this endangered species
will make recovery and delisting of the species nearly impossible, and
will undoubtedly increase the greatest current threat to its survival
negating decades of work by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Virginia
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries, and countless other biologists
and environmental educators.

According to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the MVP (FERC
Docket No. CP16-10-000), the pipeline is planned to cross the Roanoke
River and tributaries 35 times with open cut crossing methods and will
denude 75 linear feet of stream bank on each side of these streams during
construction. After construction, 50 feet on each bank will be
permanently maintained as grassy and/or shrub vegetation. This will
equate to 3500 feet of riparian forest permanently eliminated from the
upper Roanoke River drainage. During construction, an additional 1750
feet of stream bank will be denuded. The MVP will also closely parallel
tributaries to the Roanoke River for approximately another 12,000 feet in
narrow valleys with varying impacts on the riparian vegetation of these
tributaries. As the DEIS identifies slopes up to 60% grade that will be
denuded during construction and maintained as right of way indefinitely,
sediment loads are certain to increase dramatically in runoff from the
right of way. Elimination of riparian buffers along the MVP route will
further reduce the already insufficient riparian filtration of sediments
increasing sediment loads in the Roanoke River. The unpublished analysis
by Environmental Solutions & Innovations, Inc. (2016) estimates an
increase of 3,288.62 tons of sediment each year in the North Fork of the
Roanoke River alone. This 1s a 73% increase in sediment load for the
North Fork Roanoke, and this sediment is projected to contaminate the
Roanoke River proper downstream to the upper reaches of Smith Mountain
Lake. The previous analysis does not include increases from the South
Fork Roanoke River and its tributaries. As the currently proposed route
for the pipeline crosses South Fork Roanoke tributaries more times than
tributaries to the North Fork Roanoke River, a comparable increase in
sediment load will likely occur in the South Fork Roanoke above its
confluence with the North Fork Roanoke where the Roanoke River proper
begins. This section of the Roanoke River holds the largest known
populations of Percina rex, Roanoke Logperch, and its protection from
specific threats to the species is essential for its recovery and
delisting.

The Recovery Plan for Percina rex, Roanoke Logperch, specifically
identifies a need to “.reduce erosion and excessive stream sedimentation.
Highest priority should be placed on reducing the guantity of silt
entering the North Fork Roanoke ..”. The recovery plan also specifically
states “Measures should include the establishment of vegetated buffers
(shrubs and trees) along the banks of the above rivers and their
tributaries.” Sediment mobilized by construction of 35 stream crossings
by the MVP will be substantial, and continued erosion of banks will
persist due to maintenance of a deforested riparian zone.

IND562-1

IND562-2

See the response to comment CO107-26 regarding the Roanoke

logperch.

See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding turbidity and
sedimentation. See the response to IND70-1 regarding erosion.
See the response to comment CO107-26 regarding the Roanoke

logperch.
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Throughout the recovery plan, there is much discussion of Percina rex
being sensitive to siltation. The recovery plan executive summary
identifies “stream sedimentation” as the only specific threat to the
species and a reduction of stream sedimentation as the only mechanism of
recovery in “Actions Needed”. Recovery hinges on “Protecting and
enhancing habitat containing Percina rex populations.” Repeatedly, the
1992 recovery plan and 2007 update identify increased silt levels as the
primary threat to the species and reduction of silt in the Roanoke River
as the primary mechanism for recovery. In the 2007 update, “Proposed
Recovery Practice #3 is to “reduce sediment loading by at least 50%
through restoration activity.” Proposed Recovery Practice #4 is to “..use
restrictive zoning and wide riparian buffers to protect logperch
habitat.” Proposed Recovery Practice #5 is “..establish minimum riparian
buffers necessary to stabilize stream banks and reduce silt loads. A
minimum of 20 meters should be set...” The 1992 Recovery Plan and the
2007 update both make it abundantly clear that the greatest threat to the
Roanoke Logperch is the runoff of silt from upstream surrounding land,
and the only way to recover the species is to decrease this silt by
increasing riparian vegetation within its range. Construction of the MVP
will increase siltation and reduce riparian vegetation within the upper
Roanoke River increasing the primary threat to the Roanoke Logperch
directly impeding its recovery. Even if erosion and sediment control
practices contain much of the projected increase in sediment load within
the Roanoke River, there is no way to establish the 20m riparian buffer
called for in the recovery plan along the pipeline right of way. Thus,
even with the most effective implementation of best management practices,
construction and maintenance of this pipeline will directly impede
recovery and increase threats to this endangered species.

The approval of the MVP application with its current route will equate to
FERC actively impeding the recovery of this endangered species negating
decades of work by the USFWS, VDGIF, researchers at Virginia Tech and
Roanoke College, outreach by the Science Museum of Western Virginia, and
countless media outlets. Please work with EQT to find a route for this
pipeline that does not include the Roanoke River drainage, allowing for
construction that will not increase threats to Percina rex and hinder
recovery of this endangered species.

Steven L. Powers, Ph.D.

IND562-3

See the response to comment CO107-26 regarding the Roanoke

logperch.
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Kevin Klesenski, Los Altos, CA.

In order to accommodate the visual and environmental damage that would be
caused by the Mountain Valley Pipeline, the U.S. Forest Service agreed to
lower the Jefferson National Forest Management Plan standards for water
quality, visual impacts, the removal of old-growth forest, and the number
of simultaneous projects passing through the borders of federally
protected land. This unprecedented change 1s extremely reckless, as it
would open the gates for future infrastructure projects to cause similar
destruction.

The Roanoke Appalachian Trail Club and many other local stakeholders
provided input on how the project could be adjusted to avoid unnecessary
environmental hazards and unsightly alterations to Appalachian vistas,
including following existing infrastructure corridors already cut into
the landscape. I understand almost all of this advice went unheeded.

Please reconsider this decision.

Thank you,
Kevin Klesenski

IND563-1

Crossing of the ANST, including a visual analysis, are discussed

in section 4.8 of the EIS.
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IND564-3

IND564-4

IND564-5

IND564-6
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Regina Lorenzen, Summersville, WV.
To Members of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission:

I am writing to express my objection and concern over the proposed route
of the Mountain Valley Pipeline, which snakes its way through the
mountains of southeastern West Virginia.

I have lived in West Virginia for over 30 years, witnessing time after
time the unfair exploitation of the people who call this beautiful state
their home. I must now stand up for my family and my neighbors and reject
this proposal, which will benefit few, while putting hundreds of mountain
families at risk.

Like many others, I live on a farm in a rural county in southeastern West
Virginia. My neighbors have lived in this valley for generations

hunting, fishing, farming and raising cattle. A1l of our lives depend on
one thing: the precious water that we take from a hole in the ground. It
is this water that sustains us all. We are many, many miles from any
municipal or public water district.

The Mountain Valley Pipeline is a threat to our water, and thus our
livelihoods, and our very future. How can you propose to risk fouling the
water of thousands of families along this mountainous route? This water
is absolutely essential for our lives. Without it, these mountain valleys
would become uninhabitable and the land would be made totally useless.

There is no fair compensation for land that will be perpetually at risk.
A spill or explosion could make this entire valley uninhabitable for
generations. And what of those of us who will be left here to clean up
the mess, unable to sell our contaminated land, while the gas and
pipeline companies are free to collect their profits, unconcerned about
how many lives they have destroyed?

The excavation work involved in placing the pipeline will disturb our
fragile water table, and the risk of seepage and spillage and
contamination and explosion will continue for hundreds of years. Private
and domestic drinking water wells within the pipeline route have not even
been identified. How can FERC determine the impact of blasting on water
wells without this information? All water wells within the impact zone
nmust be identified and protected.

The MVP plans to cross the Elk, Gauley and Greenbrier Rivers using the
open-cut wet crossing method. This method uses no water diversion and is
the most invasive and impactful crossing method available. FERC must
require MVP to minimize impacts during river crossings including reducing
the construction area to a minimum.

The Mountain Valley Pipeline will make a one-time payment for an
easement. That easement severely restricts what can be done on the
property and limits the use of farmland and timber resources, even though
property owners will still be responsible for property taxes on that
land.

IND564-1

IND564-2

IND564-3

IND564-4

IND564-5

IND564-6

See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits. See the
response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

Water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

See the response to comment CO14-3 regarding spills. See the
response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

See the response to comment IND401-5 regarding pending water
wells. As stated in section 2.7 of the EIS, the useful life of the
projects is expected to be about 50 years.

See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding open-cut wet
waterbody crossings.

See the response to comment IND184-1 regarding easements and
compensation.

Individual Comments
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At the same time, the pipeline constantly Jeopardizes the future safety
and stability of the land and valuable water resources. Furthermore,
properties on which the pipeline will be constructed will permanently
lose value as will neighboring properties.

Given the undeniable importance of fresh, clean water to the future of
southern West Virginia, the potential danger that the pipeline poses to
this valuable resource far outweighs the compensation offered by the gas
company to property owners.

Additionally, those of us who own property in this part of West virginia
will not even receive gas from this pipeline, only risk our land, our
water, and our future so the gas can be exported overseas as liquid
propane.

Why should we endanger the very earth that sustains us, just so a few can
profit? How many thousands are making sacrifices, unable to use their own
land for any other purpose because of the presence of this pipeline, so
just a few executives and shareholders can benefit? Is this just?

This has been the story of West Virginia played out over and over: first
they came for the timber, then the coal, now the gas and oil, with no
concern or punishment for destroying the land, wildlife and other
resources, and the residents and businesses who choose to remain are left
to pay for the clean up. When does it stop?

Isn’t it time to stop treating West Virginia like a “colony” and let us
preserve our most precious resource of all - our fresh water?

I urge you to reject this project that endangers the very future of the
inhabitants in this river valley. The risks are too high for the many,
while the benefits are few. Save our water!

IND564-7

IND564-8

IND564-9

IND564-10

The EIS provides a discussion of soils in section 4.2 and water
resources in section 4.3.

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

Water resources are addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export.

Individual Comments
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Susan Cleaver, Salem, WV.
Letter to FERC regarding Mountain Valley Pipeline

IND565-1 I personally endorse all of the comments by the WV Rivers Coalition
concerning ACP HARM to wetlands, streams, karst geology, WATER, hillside
erosion, and aguatic populations.

IND565-2 To these harms I need to address the HARMS posed for nearby COMMUNITIES
like mine in Center Point, WV. Already friends and neighbors are moving
away and community resources are drying up. AIR is impacted by all the

IND565-3 |compressor stations. There is fear of a pipeline blow-out, which, being
a 42" pipeline at 1,440 PSI would be DEADLY to humans and everything else

IND565-4 |in the blast zone. Houses cannot sell because nobody wants to move here,
let alone get a mortgage. And tourists also don't come.

The pipeline would encourage more fracking in my neighborhood/county, and
IND565-5 we have already had enough destruction of hillsides, creeks, drinking
water, OUR HEALTH,wild habitat, CLEAN AIR, roads, forests, and general WV
natural beauty.

Building this infrastructure will help to ensure that clean, renewable
IND565-6 energy does NOT get developed as it should, and along with that, also NOT
the many more jobs that it would support. I have read that this pipeline
is not absolutely necessary, that there is no need in the near future for
it. We need to get off burning our planet with nonrenewable, toxic,
deadly, high-energy, jobs-killing fossil fuels.

Fracking and their Pipelines do not Good Neighbors make, for our people,
animals, water, communities, forests, LIFE. The ACP's permit is
drastically flawed and incomplete. It MUST NOT be granted by FERC.

Sincerely, Susan Cleaver and Howard Sitler

IND565-1

IND565-2

IND565-3

IND565-4

IND565-5

IND565-6

This EIS is for the Mountain Valley Project, not ACP.

Air quality is discussed in section 4.11.1 of the EIS.

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

Property values, mortgages, and tourism are discussed in section
4.9 of the EIS.

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

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.

Individual Comments
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Pris Sears, Blacksburg, VA.

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

888 First St. N.E. Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

RE: Docket #CP16-10-000 (Mountain Valley Pipeline)

Dear Ms. Bose,

I am very concerned about the Mountain Valley Pipeline routing through
both the Appalachian Trail/National Forest and the surrounding
communities.

This proposal would do serious and unavoidable damage to the Appalachian
Trail. It will displace people from their communities. It will threaten
fresh waters and break the Jefferson National Forest Management Plan

standards, setting a terrible precedent.

Please protect the Appalachian Trail and its surrounding landscape and
communities.

Sincerely,

Pris Sears

IND566-1

The ANST and Jefferson National Forest are discussed in section

4.8 of the EIS.
communities.

Citizens would not be displaced from their

Individual Comments
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IND567-3

IND567-4

IND567-5

IND567-6

20161220-5138(31850694)
John Strong, Huntingtown, MD.

1. FERC must require MVP to minimize impacts during river crossings
including reducing the construction area to a minimum.

2. The permanent filling of 44 wetlands is a significant impact to the
envirconment. Information on wetlands impact must be provided to FERC.

3. All potable water wells that could be influenced by blasting must
be identified to determine impact.

4. DEIS must include an analysis of turbidity and sedimentation from
wet crossing construction methods.

5. FERC must require a study to determine the interconnection between
karst and water sources. FERC must require a final route that avoids
all karst features.

6. FERC has requested route adjustments, additional information on
landslide prone areas, and additional Best Management Practices to
mitigate hazards from potential landslides. This information must be
included in the DEIS

IND567-1

IND567-2

IND567-3

IND567-4

IND567-5

IND567-6

See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding open-cut wet
waterbody crossings. If Mountain Valley crosses all waterbodies
using dry techniques, there would be a low potential for
downstream sedimentation and turbidity

See the response to comment IND209-1 regarding the permanent
fill of wetlands.
See the response to comment IND226-17 regarding water wells

and blasting.

See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding sedimentation
and turbidity at waterbody crossings.

Karst is addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.

Route adjustments received after issuance of the draft EIS are
discussed in the final EIS. Landslides are addressed in section
4.2 of the EIS.

Individual Comments
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Nicola Tilley, Henrico, VA.

Please, the United States government's record on water and environmental
safety is getting worse and worse. I want my children and grandchildren
to have clean drinking water and be able to enjoy the beauty of nature in
Virginia and Wedt Virginia. I beg of you, please reconsider the pipeline.
Its expediency in the short term will not be worth the costs to both
human and animal qualities of life or to the environment. You have the
opportunity to do the right thing, please.

In addition, this is only one of many concerns, private and domestic
drinking water wells within the pipeline route have not yet been
identified. FERC cannot determine the impact of blasting on water wells
without this information. All water wells within the impact zone must be
identified in the DEIS.

I don't want my children and grandchildren to have to experience what
happened in Flint, when we should have learned from our mistakes.

INDS568-1

IND568-2

Water resources are addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

See the response to comment IND401-5 regarding pending water
wells. See the response to comment IND226-17 regarding water

wells and blasting.
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Benjamin Upton, Wheaton, MD.

As someone who resides near the Appalachian trail, and someone who
regularly makes use of our national parks in the Appalacians, I'm
horrified at the possibility of a pipeline in this ecologically-sensitive
area. There's mounting evidence of the catastrophic ecological effects
these kinds of pipelines have on the areas they're present in - just this
month, we saw yet another pipeline rupture, spilling over a hundred
thousand of gallons of oil into South Dakota. I and many others love to
hike and camp these trails, and the idea of having that taken away from
us for pure private gain is almost unfathomable - to say nothing of the
kind of ecological catastrophe such s pipeline would inflict. I urge you
to reject these proposals, and protect this national park

IND569-1

The proposed pipelines would transport natural gas, not oil. See
the response to CO14-3 regarding spills. The ANST is discussed
in section 4.8 of the EIS. The right-of-way would be restored
and revegetated following construction (see section 2.4.2 of the
EIS).

Individual Comments
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Tara Dunderdale, Wheaton, MD.

IND570-1 This proposed pipeline would damage fragile ecosystems and destroy public . .
land for the sake of private profit. The ecological risks of the proposed IND570-1 The EIS concluded that impacts on most environmental resources
plan to both the environment and essential resources like clean drinking (except the clearing of forest) would be short-term and not
water are too great. . . . . .
significant. Water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the
EIS.

Individual Comments
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Josh Moore, Williamsburg, VA.

I oppose the routing of the pipeline through the Appalachian Trail at the
proposed location. The pipeline could be routed through a location that
allows it to access some of the existing tunnels that have been abandoned
or vacated by the railroads, or the pipeline could run alongside the
railroads or along the roadways instead of cutting across the trail and
through forest lands.

The temporary benefits of the construction jobs to companies that mostly
reside outside of Virginia would be much less than the destruction of the
scenic vistas for the future of Virginia tourism and the environmental
health of the state.

If the pipeline would not have to cross the trail at a remote, scenic
location, but at one of the roadway arterial links, that would be
acceptable.

IND571-1

IND571-2

IND571-3

Alternative routes using existing rights-of-way was addressed in
section 3 of the EIS.

Visual impacts are addressed in revisions to section 4.8 of the
EIS. Tourism is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS. See also the
response to comment IND191-3 regarding local jobs.

The ANST is discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.

Individual Comments
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Alyssa Fowers, Arlington, VA.

I am a current Virginia resident who has lived in the Mid-Atlantic for
the last seven years. Every summer, I hike on and around the Appalachian
Trail. It’s the site of happy memories with friends and hours of private
contemplation. The AT is a treasure that millions of Americans enjoy
every year.

I'm deeply concerned about the proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline, and I
believe the FERC should not allow the pipeline to be permitted. The
pipeline will run over an unstable seismic zone, putting it at risk for
leaks and potentially exposing multiple fresh water sources to natural
gas from the pipeline. I am particularly concerned that the U.S. Forest
Service would lower the standards Jefferson National Forest Management
Plan to allow the pipeline to be constructed. That would open the door to
future projects that endanger the health of the region.

From the perspective of a frequent trail visitor, the 125-foot zone that
would be cleared around the pipeline would significantly impact some of

the most iconic vistas on the AT such as Angels Rest and Rice Fields. I

have seen the impact of pipeline crossings on hiking trails that I know

and love. The scar on the landscape is impossible to ignore.

Before permitting the Mountain Valley pipeline, please evaluate the need
for a new pipeline, the impact on the economy of nearby communities that
rely on income from tourism, the disruption of the natural beauty of the
area, and the potential dangers to the environment.

Thank you,
Alyssa Fowers

IND572-1

IND572-2

IND572-3

The EIS provides a discussion of the ANST in section 4.8 and
seismic activity in section 4.1. Water resources are discussed in
section 4.3 of the EIS.

See the response to comments FA8-1 and FA10-1 regarding the
Jefferson National Forest LRMP amendments.

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. Tourism
is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

Individual Comments
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Kevin Groth, Charlottesville, VA.
Please do not move forward with proposed pipelines on the the Meadow

IND573-1 |River or Gauley River. These rivers are important for recreation and IND573-1 Stream crOSSingS are addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.
could potentially:be damaged.dus human dnteractionwith.the evironment. Recreation is addressed in section 4.8 while tourism is addressed
Impact to this environment would have terrible consegquences to tourism to . .
an already struggling economy and community. in section 4.9 of the EIS.

Individual Comments
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Joseph Roberts, Boones Mill, VA.

This communication is to inform the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC) that the Boones Mill Christian Church, a church of the Disciples
of Christ denomination, stands against the implementation of the above
referenced Mountain Valley Pipeline project. On November 13, 2016 at the
church's regularly scheduled Annual Congregational Meeting the whole
congregation present reached consensus that we speak with one voice that
we are opposed to the construction and operation of the proposed Mountain
Valley Pipeline as it is currently routed. The congregation further
authorized the pastor, Reverend Joe Roberts, to communicate our concerns
to FERC.

Our opposition is based on the fact that the proposed pipeline represents
a threat to our safety as the proposed route brings the high pressure
line very close to our building and that the project has the potential to
adversely affect our water supply. Our building is used weekly for
worship as well as almost daily for other activities of the church such
as funerals, weddings, vacation Bible schools, Bible study, and
fellowship gatherings. The church is also a community hub. Groups that
regularly use our building include a local Frontier Girls Club, the
Boones Mill Garden Club, the American Red Cross Blood Drive on a
quarterly basis, as well as occasional use by home schooling groups and
other community meetings. The church’s property also includes a
columbarium, a sacred place of rest for the cremains of many of our now
deceased church members. We feel that the proposed pipeline has
potential to disturb this as well.

Actually, our concern is not only for our safety and the potential loss
of the beauty and tranquility of our own setting, but also for the safety
and losses that our neighbors here in Virginia stand to suffer.
Therefore, we petition and pray that you will reject the license for this
conveyance as it will disrupt our community at best and will end up
ruining our community and costing lives at worst.

IND574-1

IND574-2

Comments noted. The Boones Mill Christian Church would be
about 500 feet from the proposed pipeline. Given the distance
from the proposed pipeline, impacts to the church’s property are
not expected.

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the
response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

Individual Comments
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Gordon P. Engelbrecht, Newport, VA.
Gordon P. Engelbrecht

339 Spruce Run Road

Newport, VA 24128

December 20, 2016

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

888 First St. N.E. Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Re: Letter of opposition to the proposed mountain valley pipeline (MVP)
Route #200, Docket No. CP16-10-000, preference for Hybrid Alternative 1A.

Ms. Bose:

I hereby submit this letter of opposition to Mountain Valley Pipeline
IND575-1 (MVP) Route #200.

I am an active member of Preserve Newport Historic Properties, a group of IND575-1 The Greater NeWpol”t Rural Historic District is discussed in
concerned and affected citizens. We collectively object to the inadequate section 4.10 of the EIS.

information thus far published and or provided to our community regarding
permanent disastrous changes to our safety, our way of life and the
natural resources we treasure.

My farm and home for the past 38 years is in the Greater Newport Rural
Historic District (GNRHD), Giles County Virginia and a part of the
National Register of Historic Places. I personally object to the
procedures and documentation put forth to evaluate the suitability of the
GNRHD as a location for the proposed MVP and specifically Route #200.

I am educated as a soil scientist, agronomist and engineer with

IND575-2 considerable real world experience and a strong research background. IND575-2 See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
With these qualifications I am capable of discerning and evaluating the . . . A
analysis thus far put forth in support of constructing the MVP and I find preparatlon of the EIS. The EIS pl‘OVldCS&dlSCuSSIOl’l of water

the analysis woefully inadequate, incomplete, incorrect, misleading and resources in section 4.3. karst in section 4.1. soils in section 4.2
lacking relevant attention to my concerns. N L | ST -
steep slopes in section 4.1, and timber in section 4.4.
The current MVP DEIS leaves too many concerns unaddressed or inadequately
clarified. Detailed explanations of specifically how mitigation will

address impacts on: water resources, karst terrain, fragile soils, steep
slopes and timber resources are sorely needed. In addition, way of life
and preserving historic communities deserve scrutiny and examination.

I am requesting the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) to delay . ..
any decision regarding adequacy and acceptance of the current Draft IND575-3 See comment CO16-1 regardlng FERC decision process.
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) until the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) and the United States Forest Service (USFS) conduct and complete

IND575-3
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thorough comprehensive analysis of the impacts of the proposed pipeline
on the environment, residents, communities, and tax paying visitors and
users of the lands under consideration. I further request that such a
delay extend to any construction activities associated with the MVP until
proper analysis is complete.

The comprehensive analysis requested needs to include public hearings and
opportunities for citizens to meet with, discuss and make comments on the
record of their concerns with qualified representatives of the BLM, USFS
and Jefferson National Forest managers. Such meetings will only be
relevant and representative when conducted locally in and around the
communities affected by the profound decisions under consideration. The
meetings must not be convened in localities remote to the National Forest
and the rural lands involved.

If the MVP receives approval the problems associated with proposed route
#200 do not go away. Therefore, Hybrid Alternative 1A must be evaluated
and analyzed as an optional corridor that has fewer devastating impacts
to registered historic districts and the environment.

Sincerely,
Gordon P. Engelbrecht

339 Spruce Run Road
Newport, Virginia 24128

IND575-4

INDS575-5

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.

See the response to FA8-2 regarding the Hybrid 1A alternative.

Individual Comments
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Matt Kearns, Morgantown, WV.

The MVP is slated to cross parts of the Jefferson National Forest, the
Appalachian National Scenic Trail, and numerous public rivers and
streams. These natural resources are for the public benefit of all and
should not be degraded on behalf of private corporate profit. Such
degradations will likely include fragmented forests and habitat
destruction, impaired surface and groundwater quality, erosion and
sedimentation, noise and light pollution, and visual scarring.

Public resources and eminent domain should not be utilized for a project
that does not directly benefit the communities nearby or the public at
large. Local communities will be left to shoulder all the impacts so that
gas can be exported to fuel growth and development elsewhere, with
minimal money remaining in state for the benefit of West Virginians.

The PA and WV Supreme Courts have recently upheld emiment domain and
private property suits against pipelines, including the MVP, citing that
the projects have little "public use."

IND576-1

IND576-2

The EIS addresses the ANST and Jefferson National Forest in
section 4.8.

See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding eminent domain.
See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits. See the
response to comment IND2-3 regarding export.

Individual Comments
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Logan Bockrath, Ansted, WV.

For years I lived on the Meadow River at the edge of Fayette, Greenbrier,
and Nicholas counties. I have also hunted, canoced, fished, and kayaked
on the Meadow, Gauley, Elk and Greenbrier rivers for the last thirteen
years. Those rivers are the reason that I moved to West Virginia and
decided to start a business here. I enjoy electricity as much as the
next person and know the tradeoffs that demands. I also know that
pipelines can be the safest method to transport gas and the more that we
prohibit new pipelines from being constructed the more vulnerable the old
pipelines are to malfunction. That being said, I have seen on multiple
occasions how floods tear to pieces any human engineering in their path.
For instance, the railroad bridge on the Meadow River outside of
Russellville which was recently converted to a rail trail had a
507x10"x8’" steel beam ripped from its foundations which are typically 157
above the water’s surface and carried downstream during this year’s
flood. The banks are scoured 30’ high in places on the Meadow and Gauley
rivers and the riverbed completely rearranged itself in places. As much
as people refer to these events as century floods, it happens much more
frequently than that. Case in point, the flood of 2001 which rolled
house size boulders and actual homes down Laurel Creek and into the New
River near Cotton Hill. The next of these events would undoubtedly
take out a pipeline creating a spill that would threaten wildlife, fish,
water guality, and our tourism economy.

Section 4.3.2 Stream Crossings: The DEIS states that MVP plans to cross
the Elk, Gauley and Greenbrier Rivers using the open-cut wet crossing
method. This method uses no water diversion and is the most invasive and
impactful crossing method available. FERC must require MVP to minimize
impacts during river crossings including reducing the construction area
to a minimum.

Section 4.3.3 Wetland Crossings: The DEIS claims there is no net loss of
wetlands, but then states that MVP has not supplied information regarding
their proposal to permanently fill 44 wetlands along access roads. The
permanent filling of 44 wetlands is a significant impact. Information on
wetland impacts must be provided to FERC.

Section 4.3.1 Groundwater: Private and domestic drinking water wells
within the pipeline route have not yet been identified. FERC cannot
determine the impact of blasting on water wells without this information.
All water wells within the impact zone must be identified in the DEIS.

Section 4.6 Aquatic Resources: The DEIS does not adequately assess
impacts of construction on aquatic life. MVP has not submitted the
results of their analysis on sedimentation and turbidity from wet
crossing methods. This information must be included in the DEIS.

Section 4.1.1.5 Geologic Hazards: The DEIS identifies 94 karst features,
or caves, to be crossed by MVP. FERC has requested route variations to
avoid some of these features. A study to determine interconnection

IND577-1

IND577-2

IND577-3

IND577-4

IND577-5

A revised discussion of flash flooding is provided in section 4.3.2
of the final EIS. See the response to comment CO14-3 regarding
spills. See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding open-cut
wet waterbody crossings. 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 IND209-1 regarding the permanent
fill of wetlands.

See the response to comment LA13-16 regarding water wells and
springs. See the response to comment CO14-1 regarding
blasting.

See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding sedimentation
and turbidity.

An updated discussion of karst is provided in section 4.1 of the
EIS. See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-
inch-diameter natural gas pipelines in karst terrain.

Individual Comments
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IND577-5 |between karst and water resources has not been completed. FERC must

cont'd require a final route that avoids all karst features.
IND577-6 Section 4.1.2.4 Landslide Potential: The DEIS states that 78% of the
= pipeline route is highly susceptible to landslides; however, MVP has not . .
supplied a detailed Landslide Mitigation Plan. FERC has requested route IND577-6 See the response to IND177-1 regardlng landslides and Mountain
adjustments, additional information on landslide prone areas, and Valley’s revised Landslide MitigatiOn Plan.

additional Best Management Practices (BMPs) to mitigate hazards from
potential landslides. This information must be included in the DEIS.

Individual Comments
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Lawrence M Beyer, Roanoke, VA.
Issues:

BACKGROUND: Married w/children and grand-children; Retired: Career Army
Officer with rank of Lt Colonel; Vietnam Vet, Undergraduate degree in
Economics, MBA from Syracuse; Subsequently , Served in positions in all
levels of government to include town, county, and State(Regional
Administrator in DTAX-11 years); private business and non-profit (TAP
Head Start budget director-5 yrs). Lived in Roanoke County for 31 years.

My position on this issue is balanced primarily between economic growth
and protecting citizens’ private property rights to include their right
to obtain a fair remuneration from this economic opportunity. My hope is
that there is agreement between property owners and MVP, and that
legitimate protections for County responsibilities to include storm
water, water supply, parks and recreation, safety, and other concerns are
maintained. As a member of the County’s Pipeline Advisory Committee
(PAC) I contacted many Hollins citizens early in the process and received
positive feedback for the proposal.

Why support MVP.

-1 support economic growth for this region. This require cheap,
efficient, energy - life blood of economy. Benefit of Pipeline is Energy
for Economic Development. 1In general, Carbon-based energy sources give
the comparative advantage to this geographical area in contrast to
renewable sources -wind, solar all of which are relatively, inefficient,
intermittent, high cost alternatives and which have their own
environmental issue and resistance as we have seen in Botetourt County.
We should also be more proactive with nuclear power generation.

Demand for NG in this area has not been growing - However, during
discussions and briefings Roanoke Gas, who has partnered in the pipeline
project, has reported that their existing pipeline capacity is about
maxed out. If a large energy-consuming business desired to locate here
we would be unable to provide the desired guantities and they would not
come. Businesses cannot wait several years for capacity to be develop
capacity.

An analogy of this situation is the Roanoke County’s investment in
Broadband where they are

creating high-level capacity enabling modern high-content users to be
attracted to the area. Proponents of the Broadband desire is to have
that capacity on hand to readily provide businesses - not with a promise
but with real existing capacity. The Natural gas pipeline holds the
same promise. Although there is debate about the amount of NG in the
ground there is sufficient to produce for several generations.

Manufacturers and other businesses are demanding natural gas because it

is so affordable, reliable and clean. MVP will provide access to natural
gas for parts of Southwest Virginia that currently don’t have access, and
it will provide an additional source for other areas that do have access.

INDS578-1

Comments noted.

Individual Comments
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Redundancy of supply is important for ensuring reliable service and for
promoting economic development.

MVP will provide access to natural gas for parts of Southwest Virginia
that currently don’t have access, and it will provide an additional
source for other areas that do have access. Redundancy of supply is
important for ensuring reliable service and for promoting economic
development.

The U.S. has a massive supply of natural gas, but the nation doesn’t have
enough infrastructure to bring it to the market. The MVP helps address
that, and its capacity is fully subscribed. Roanocke Gas is one of the
local distribution companies that has signed on to the project so that it
can provide gas to Southwest Virginia customers

There are environmental issues. The MVP generates all the classical
concerns. There are always a downside and sacrifices to be made for
economic development and progress. We have witnessed this for centuries
in the development of industrial infrastructure such a railroad,
electrical power grids, mining, urbanization, roads and parking lots
associated with vehicles, and other industries. I can’t imagine going
back to a pre-industrial standard of living that would be associated with
availability of cheap, efficient energy. These issues have to addressed
from the perspective of property owners, environmental and cultural
stakeholders, general citizenry, and local governments.

Protection of property rights. The legislature has delegated the
negotiation to be between property owners and the developer. I defer to
the voice of each property owner to make his or her own decision without
intimidation or coercion of others. There are some who oppose the
pipeline and will never agree to allow the pipeline on their property for
any number of reasons, some reasonable and some unreasonable. There are
many others who have agreed. The last report of the MVP indicated that
surveys had been completed in most localities with Roancke County having
about half.

The federal government recognizes pipelines as the safest way to
transport natural gas. The MVP, which will be buried underground, will be
monitored electronically 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 365 days a year.

Individual Comments
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See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits. See the
response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.
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See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding open-cut wet
waterbody crossings. 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 LA15-14 regarding water wells and
blasting.
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See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding open-cut wet
waterbody crossings. Since Mountain Valley would cross all
waterbodies using dry techniques, there would be a low potential
for downstream sedimentation and turbidity.
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Marcia Rucker, Washington, DC.

gl

I am writing to urge that the FERC reject the application to build the
Mountain Valley Pipeline.

I believe that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for MVP embeds a
serious error—the failure to take note of a significant transition taking
place in the electricity market, both in the United States and abroad.
This is a transition away from a carbon economy and into a renewable
energy economy, a transition happening at a speed not considered possible

only a few years ago. !
|

A quick Internet search for “grid market disruptors” yields pages of
results. Leaps forward in the technologies of energy storage and in data
collection and analytics have dramatically shortened the timetable for
this energy transition. The transition model embraces chaining together
renewable energy sources with fuel cells and new versions of traditional
battery storage systems, combined with sophisticated data collection and
analytics software for energy management on both sides of the meter. With
these rapid improvements, a snowballing number of utilities see early
entry into a post-fossil-fuel world as the foundation for increasing
energy distributor profitability.

It is certainly true that many utilities will continue to use some
natural gas while the development of storage systems reaches the level of
sophistication to make possible meeting peak and back- up needs from
renewable sources alone. However, the clear message is that the market
for any fossil fuel, however cheap, is a declining market. The likelihood
that demand for natural gas will require any new sources or any new
transport options is vanishingly small.

I think that the FERC can in good conscience reject the application to
build the Mountain Valley Pipeline on the above grounds alone. As a side
benefit, it will avoid the truly obnoxious consequences that building a
pipeline would have brought about. It will avoid fragmenting or even
leveling extensive areas of plant and wildlife habitat, it will avoid
risking precious agricultural, industrial, and drinking water sources, it
will avoid running roughshod over the property rights of citizens who
live along the line of the proposed construction.

The FERC will avoid, too, a different type of waste, which doesn’t, as I
understand it, necessarily fall under its mandate, but which nonetheless
has profound consequences for our economic progress. Siphoning off of
huge amounts of capital into building infrastructure for an industry in
its last years is a waste the nation cannot afford, particularly while
capital to build the infrastructure for the energy of the future is far
from guaranteed.

I urge that the FERC reject the Mountain Valley Pipeline.

Respectfully,

INDS583-1

IND583-2

INDS583-3

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

The EIS provides a discussion of impacts and mitigation
measures for vegetation in section 4.4, wildlife in section 4.5,
agricultural in section 4.8, and water resources in section 4.3.

The commenter's statements are noted. As stated in section 2.7
of the EIS, the useful life of the projects is expected to be about
50 years. Socioeconomics is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.
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Date: /& ¢¢4 [Lg_

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St. NE, Room 1A

Washington, DC 20426

ORI L

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Docket No. CP16-10-000 & CP16-13-000

Dear Secretary Bose,
I am commentingon Sections__ 4f.[. =+ b Y.1.). ¢ of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the p d Mountain Valley Pipeline, Docket No. CP16-10-000 and Equitrans Expansion Project,

Docket No. CP16-13-000.
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| request that the issues listed above be fully addressed in the Final EIS. If these issues are not addressed in the Final EIS,
then | request that FERC chose the No Action Alternative.

A-JJ nssey

Sincerely, 2

Name: (nkﬂ*’m M‘,M"'Z) (}1(‘@’ M
Add 300 Mish Mowuntany Tea !

Cty&state: S cond ot b WU smEmEy

Zip Code: 2Y9 1Y

IND584-1

The EIS provides a discussion of karst in section 4.1, water
resources in section 4.1, landslides in section 4.1. The No Action
Alternative is discussed in section 3.
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Margaret A Roston, Blacksburg, VA.

Dear FERC Commissioners,

I want to know how MVP is going to be made to guarantee they will NOT
need a compressor station in Virginia, EVER, no matter who owns this
pipeline or who manages it. If MVP is allowed to build a compressor
station ANYWHERE in Virginia because it suddenly says it needs it, then
that would be allowing what most certainly would be A BAIT AND SWITCH
INFLICTED UPON THE AMERICAN PEOPLE! This would be a terrible precedent.
No matter if MVP has constructed all but that last bit of pipeline they
MUST NOT BE ALLOWED TO ADD A COMPRESSOR STATION!

Only after being faced with major opposition in Montgomery, Roanoke, and
Giles Counties to the construction of a compressor station, did MvVP, LLC
remove a compressor station from anywhere in Virginia.

I have heard from several people who are knowledgeable about the
construction and operation of pipelines that a compressor station in
Virginia is going to be needed to safely and effectively operate this
pipeline.

The US government should not tolerate the changing of routes and
apparatus in any of these projects after permission has been granted
based upon submitted information, even if construction is significantly
underway, especially when the question has been raised repeatedly about
the need for such a huge environmental, scenic and otherwise offensive
item as a compressor station in rural countryside.

Please protect America from such over-reaching at the detriment and
demeaning of the American public.

Sincerely,
Margaret Roston
US Citizen

INDS585-1

See the response to comment LA15-5 regarding changes to the
proposed MVP. No compressor station is proposed in Virginia.
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December 12, 2016

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission . VE et
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary L ORIGINAL L3 05619 P 129
888 First St. N.E. Room 1A

‘Washington, DC 20426 L

RE: Docket #CP16-10-000 (Mountain Valley Pipeline)
Dear Ms. Bose,

1 am deeply worried that your agency may approve the Mountain Valley Pipeline project despite all the
evidence of envitonmental and aesthetic damage presented by many learned and concerned people. You
have a grave responsibility to the people and the land this project will impact, and [ pray that your
decision will be based on science and the will of the affected landowners rather than political pressure by
politicians taking a short rather than long range view. Long after all of us now living are dead and gone,
and the probable need for natural gas has been replaced by other energy sources, this project will continue
to be a blight on the unique and beautiful mountains and ecosystems of West Virginia.

Let us not repeat the mistakes made by the coal industry and some of these same short-sighted
politicians that have left ecological and economic disasters upon the citizens of West Virginia. This
project will supply only a handful of mostly temporary jobs to West Virginians, and the gas that will be
transported through it will never be used by any citizens of this state. Please do not allow a private
company seeking profits to foist this long term ecological disaster upon us by their greasing of the right
palms. If this project really is not important to the energy security or even trade imbalance of the United
States of America, which all available data seems to support, then using the power of Federal eminent
domain to approve the project is a misuse of power and a travesty to those of us affected. It is certainly a
slap in the face to West Virginians who once again will be abused by their long history of corrupt
politicians.

Moreover, it is a violation of personal property rights, one of the foundations upon which this
great country was built. As one of the affected landowners (proposed 3,013 feet through my property,
negating the use of about 1/3 of my 90 acres, including prime 360 degree view homesites), 1 do not wish
this project to enter my property under any circumstances, or for any amount of compensation. It is
unbearable to think that this project could proceed against my objections, destroy my lifelong dreams and
plans, and then after the expense and aggravation of the ineviteble legal proceedings, I would be subject
to a ruling and arbitrary settlement at a fraction of the value T place on my property.

It is also a basic principle of our system that if someone desires something that someone else
owns, then the one wishing to buy must meet the price set by the owner. How can an eminent domain
ruling, especially one considered so spurious, negate this basic principle? If Mountain Valley Pipeline
wants private property, then it should pay the price demanded by the property owner. If it is not willing to
do so, alternative routes can be chosen. If a route through my property is essential to this project, then
MVP must negotiate the terms and compensation acceptable to me, not what a judge that may be in their
pocket “rules” is fair and just compensation. MVP has made an offer to me that is both an insult and a
telling indication of their methods and expected rulings in their favor. The written proposal is so one-
sided that only an illiterate hillbilly would sign it. MVP’s faith in the unlimited power of eminent domain,
expecting it to be granted by a ruling in their favor by your FERC, has emboldened them to run

IND586-1

See the response to comment CO2-1 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 IND134-1 regarding negotiations with landowners.
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IND586-1 | roughshod over landowners, present slipshod and false research for their DEIS, and offer ridiculous
cont'd contracts to affected property owners.

Consider also the logistics of MVP’s proposed route through my property. I have included a few
photos to help illustrate why their choice of routing on my property (which is typical of a majority of the

IND586-2 | proposed route through my immediate area), makes no sense. MVP explains that they have chosen a route IND586-2 Landslides are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See the
over the high ridges becaus'e of concern for landslides. The highest poiflt on my property is over 2,000 response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. A revised
feet above sea level, dropping to below 1700 feet above sea level, and it sits about 250 feet above the . . £ flash fl . . . . . f th
Greenbrier River, which is at 1504 feet above sea level. The majority of the proposed pipeline on my discussion of flash flooding is provided in section 4.3.2 of the
property drops about 200 feet in elevation over about 1500 linear feet, then another drop of about 150 feet final EIS.

in elevation for the remaining 1500 linear feet. Where it exits my property is the real stunner! The
clevation drops another 160 feet over approximately 180 linear feet! I have included photos to illustrate
the danger of this route.

The DEIS states that 78% of the pipeline route is HIGHLY susceptible to landslides. Having
begun construction of a new home on my property, I’d say 100% better describes my property due to the
soil being shale and sandstone. Shale rocks that we excavated while digging the foundation just weeks
ago have already begun turning to mush after being exposed to the air and changes in moisture and
temperature. The road that leads up the mountain to my property and the many other properties in this
area is cut into the mountain and BORDERS THE STEEPEST SLOPE | DESCRIBED ABOVE! How
can this mountain road, utilized by many families daily, possibly be stabilized after removing the many
nearby trees with their stabilizing roots and digging up the underlying shale and exposing it to the
elements which change its composition? I doubt a deer can climb this steep slope, and yet MVP is
proposing to install their pipeline on it and expect no landslides in soil prone to landslides on a gentle
slope. This past summer’s floods also show the potential disaster if flood waters were to wash out the
bottom of the slope at SR 12/3, POTENTIALLY CAUSING THIS PART OF THE WHOLE SIDE OF
THE MOUNTAIN TO SLIDE ACROSS THE HIGHWAY AND INTO THE GREENBRIER RIVER! In
addition, the location of the pipeline about 500 feet above my new homesite and about 100 feet higher in
elevation makes the possibility of a landslide coming into my bedroom a distinct possibility if the pipeline
is installed in its proposed location.

Tam opposed to the MVP project whether it crosses my property or not. It is obvious that the
MVP has used criteria other than safety and convenience to residents to choose its pipeline route, as IND586-3 Section 3 of the EIS discusses how Mountain Valley selected its
_3 |evidenced by their route choice through my property. MVP does not have a track record of pipeline . . : el
IND386-3 construction to foster any confidence in their ability to prosecute such an environmentally sgnz?tive route. Safety is addressed in section 4.12. If the Commission
project, and their dealings with landowners and flawed DEIS they submitted make it unfathomable that authorizes the project, FERC staff would monitor construction
FERC and/or the politicians who support it, would consider approving the project. I implore the FERC to and restoration
reject this project as unsafe, unnecessary, and unwanted by both affected property owners and right- :
thinking citizens of West Virginia.

Thank you, and please, do the right thing and reject the MVP project!

N Sincerely,
il Z 700
Robert M. 11
482 West Clayton Road, Alderson (physically Pence Springs), WV 24910
Home: (304) 445-3002 Cell: (561) 398-3234
Email: robertjarrell5002@comcast.net

Individual Comments
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Margaret A Roston, Blacksburg, VA.

Dear FERC Commissioners -

The Bureau of Land Management has wisely pointed out many faults to the
DEIS. They also have offered to meet with the citizenry if the people
feel they have not had adequate representation in this process.

They also have pointed out that the inaccuracies and incompleteness of
the DEIS warrants the extension of the deadlines, especially since they
cannot complete their work with incomplete information from various
sources.

Please ask that the BLM hold such a public hearing, comment period in a
public forum in an accessible location convenient to the hundreds of
families in the Blacksburg area whose homes, drinking water, fresh air,
pristine vistas, etc. are in the cross-hairs of the MVP project. This
should be held in Blacksburg, a location to which the residents of Giles
County are also used to accessing.

I sincerely hope that the Bureau of Land Management will take note of the
overflowing crowds when meetings were held at the Blacksburg High School
and the hotel on South Main Street in Blacksburg and compare that to the
amount of people from the Blacksburg area, Montgomery County, and Giles
County who were able to attend the public comment session in Roanoke a
month or so ago.

I was appalled at the low turnout of people from our area when FERC had
its last public comment session (November 2016) anywhere near Blacksburg,
Virginia. For some reason FERC thought Roanoke was a convenient location
for the people from Montgomery County!!! How absurd we thought it was
before the meeting and it proved to be a very unfair choice. This is
because of the time and expense involved for the people who live on the
backroads of Montgomery and Giles Counties. FERC, MVP and others may be
pald to attend such meetings so they can pay for travel, childcare, etc.
Also, they do not have to take time off from work to attend. They may
have vehicles that easily drive that far. There are many, many people in
the outlying areas (which is where this pipeline is proposed to go) who
do not have vehicles that can get them farther than to and from work or
they have only one vehicle in the family and scraping together the gas
money to get to work and the grocery store is a hardship. Many people are
working multiple jobs and cannot shoehorn in the SIX hours it took for me
to attend a supposedly local public comment session

It is actually double-jeopardy for the people who are being told they are
likely to have their lives, health, property values, etc. destroyed to
also demand that they drive a couple of hours, some having to leave work
early just to get to the public comment location, and then have to stay
there for many hours, or their voices will not be heard. I looked on the
FERC website today and was unable to find comments I had posted there in
2015. Did I do something wrong or were they removed. If many people hear
me make a comment, then I know my thoughts were expressed where FERC
should have heard them.

INDS587-1

IND587-2

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.

See the response to comment LA2-1 regarding the draft EIS
public comment sessions. Filings are kept within the FERC e-
Library system. Written comments are equally considered with
verbal comments. The nominal construction right-of-way for the
pipeline is 125-feet-wide. The final EIS addresses the minor
route modifications made by Mountain Valley in October 2016.

Individual Comments
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When I got there to that public comment event it was OBVIOUSLY
intimidating for many people to be taken into individual sessions to have
their words recorded. That can be VERY scary for some people. There
should have been a public forum with the opportunity to speak privately,
if someone chose to do so.

I was very much unprepared to be sitting there 3/4's asleep with a stop
watch and no responses from anyone. Likely, I will not have time before
December 22nd, 2016 to ensure that my words and thoughts were correctly
transcribed at this meeting. I have not figured out how to find what is
in the record that I said.

In addition, I arrived around 6PM after many other people were already on
the list. I did not leave until after 9:30PM and that was only because
someone else had given up waiting for her few minutes of time in the
monologue session (with zero feedback) and gave me her number. As it was
I had another nearly hour drive back to my house.

This was unfailr and dangerous to elderly people, who do not drive after
dark. It also made it impossible for people with small children to leave
for the entire evening and to have to find childcare.

This was unfair for people who work and need to get some sleep.

The list of the unfairness of this choice of location is obvious and
longer than I have enumerated.

In addition, the routes keep changing and being modified. Also, there are
now proposals to convert such corridors into even wider swaths through
what we here value very highly. . . our homes, our watersheds, our
vistas, our safety, the environment, etc.

Forums and information sessions need to be held NOW in a reasonable
location so those affected can be adequately represented.

Hopefully the BLM will take the necessary action to allow us a voice to
discuss the more current proposed routes

Sincerely,
Margaret Roston,
Blacksburg, VA

Individual Comments
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December 14, 2016 Z; JR'G'NAL Wb tec 19 p I 2y

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St. NE, Room 1A
Washington, D.C. 20426

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Mountain Valley Pipeline CP16-10-000

Dear Ms. Bose,

In May of 2015, I sent a letter to you with a comment on the proposed Mountain Valley
Pipeline (MVP) regarding the archeologically significant areas around the Pence Springs
area in Summers County, West Virginia. When the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) was released for this project, I anticipated learning how MVP planned
to address protecting these documented Native American sites since they represent a
significant part of my Native American ancestry and the ancestry of many residents in
southern West Virginia.

The sites were only mentioned once in the 721 page document (on page 563 in Table

4. 10.1-2) and the report lists the Pence’ Springs site under “Cultural Resources Identified
by the Public in the Vlc:mty of the Mountain Valley Project and the FERC Staff’s
Evaluation of Potential Project Effects.” However, the DEIS states that this site is “Not
yet evaluated” and the “Potential Project Effects” are “unknown” as the sites are “not yet
tested.”

How can FERC make a determination on the impact to these areas if the sites have not
been evaluated and the potential project effects are unknown? These sites must be
evaluated and the effects from this project fully assessed before any accurate EIS can be
considered.

Thave included a copy of my comment from May 2015, to assist your staff in properly
evaluating the site and providing a full and comprehensive assessment on the 1mpact
potential construction of a massive pipeline would have on this area. Failure to
adequately ¢ address these culturally s1gmﬁcant areas is unacceptable and would
undermine any legitimate analysis of the true |mpact this proposed project would have on
this region.

Sincerely,

Elise Keaton

INDS588-1

Section 4.10 of the final EIS discusses archaeological sites
identified in the APE. As upheld by the courts, the FERC does
not have to make final determinations of NRHP eligibility and
project effects on historic properties at the NEPA stage.
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Dollie Wright, Spencer, WV.
Hello,

I am writing to you on behalf of my grandmother, Mrs. Dollie Wright of
Spencer, West Virginia. Dollie was born and raised in West Virginia and
has always taken great pride in her state and the people who live there.
One of her greatest pleasures is walking in the woods and enjoying all
the nature activities that West Virginia has to offer. I have also

enjoyed kayaking, fishing, snow skiing, and hiking in West Virginia. The

unadulterated open space must be saved not ruined with pipelines of gas.
I am writing to request that you reconsider the Mountain Valley Pipeline
proposal. Dollie Wright and I are against it.

Thank you for your time,

Sincerely,

Dollie Wright and Tonya Shackelford

INDS589-1

Open spaces would not be ruined by the MVP. After the pipeline
is installed, and the right-of-way restored and revegetated,
kayaking, fishing, snow skiing and hiking could resume.
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Date: /2 /(-4

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary ]

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission L OR IG | N i3 L
888 First St. NE, Room 1A

Washington, DC 20426

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Docket No. CP16-10-000 & CP16-13-000 ) . c e
ke . WUhLEC 19 P =30 IND590-1 See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

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

Dear Secretary Bose,
| am commenting on Section 432
Statement (EIS) for the proposed M in Valley Pipeline, Docket No. CP16-10-000 and Equitrans Expansion Project,

Docket No. CP16-13-000.

it S e e T Y e g |y
A e %/MZ/MM«%JW/*’W

| request that the issues listed above be fully addressed in the Final EIS. If these issues are not addressed in the Final EiS,
then | request that FERC chose the No Action Alternative.

Sincerely,

Name: MM&%—.—./
Address: _# 75~ JA $es
City & State: \7’%«4 Z y

Zip Code: ___ S¢Z3L
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7547 Cedar Grove Lane C T l lg" O
Fairlawn, VA 24141-8981

December 5, 2016 i . L . L.
IND591-1 The project area is not pristine. It contains existing
infrastructure, such as roads, pipelines, powerlines, towns,
:::::"VB:S: i Asaiatory Eanmisd housing developments, farmsteads, schools and churches, and
ary, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission . . . . .
868 First St NE. Room 1A L SRIGINA commercial structures. Visual resources are discussed in section
Washington, DC 20426 = 4.8 of the EIS.

Dear Kimberly Bose:

| am writing to strongly encourage you to NOT allow the Mountain Valley Pipeline to be buitd. | am sure

IND591-1
you have heard the many arguments on both sides of this issue, but | believe the most important
ts follows: s
arguments are as follows IND591-2 See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks.
1. The building of this pipeline would despoil some of the few remaining pristine areas of Virginia.
HRl-2 | Pipelines ALWAYS lly leak, causing further, sometimes irrevocable damage.
o Vieaks © i sometimes imevpcable damage- IND591-3 Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the
IND591-3 | 3. The move in this country needs to be {and is) toward sustainable, “green” energy. Continuing 