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Richard Ettelson
2826 Trout Run Road Wy 5or o
Waiteille, WV. 24984 SV AL 13
(304) 772-3443 .

Kimberly Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First 5t NE OR!GIN/H‘L

Washington, DC. 20426

U.S. Forest Service Non-Compliance With Regulations Concerning

Land And Resource Management Plan Amendments (LRMP).
Docket No. CP16-10

Mountain Valley Pipeline DEIS

| would like to correct some mistakes | made in my previous Submissions (Submittal 20161212-
0034, Doc Date 12/07/20186, Filed Date 12/09/2016, and Submittal 20161216-0008, Doc Date
12/12/16, Filed Date 12/15/16) regarding the Federal Register Gctober 14, 2016 Notice {Vol.81,
No. 199, pages 71041-71042) in which | indicated that the Environmental Protection Agency
{EPA) issued the Notice of Availability [NOA) for the U.S. Forest Service (FS) and Bureau Of Land
Management (BLM) LRMP Amendments in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).
That NOA was not submitted by EPA as | stated, instead it was submitted by the FS, and BLM.

36CFR219.16 reguiates the public notification process for amending the Forest Plan which is the
regulation that the FS must follow. CFR219.16{c)(3) states; "{3) When the notice is for the

se of inviting comments on a sed plan, plan amendment, or plan revision for
which a draft EIS is prepared, t ironmental Protection EPA) FEDERAL REGI
notice of availability of a draft EIS shall serve as the required FEperaL REGISTER notice.” Since
the EPA has not filed a NOA in the Federal Register on the proposed Plan Amendments, the FS
is not in compliance with this regulation,

That regulation, if it was implemented, would have also established the 90-day comment
period as beginning on the EPA NOA filing date of its publication in the Federal Register; ;“2) To
Invite comments on a proposed plan, plan amendmen n revi and assoclated
environmental analysis. For a new plan, plan amendment, or a plan revision for which a draft

environmental impact statement (EIS) is prepared, the comment period is at ieast 90 days.”
(CFR219.16{a}(2}.

Instead of complying with CFR219.16(c){3) which required an EPA NOA, the FS and BLM
submitted their own NOA (Federal Reglster /Vol. 81, No. 199/ Fnday, October 14, 2016 / Notices
(pages 71041 -71042) ovide:

IND722-1

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

comment period.
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Federal Reglster / Vol 81, No. 187 _I Tuesday. September 27, 2016 / Notices, pages 66268-66271) in
etermmlng when the BO»day commem penod would hegln Mﬂmumm

ko he 22 ; whlch allnwed 87 days (the number of days between 12-
R2-16 aﬂd the FERC NOA date of 9-27 16) for public comment. Not only is this not in compliance with the
PO-day comment period mandated in CFR219.16(a}(2), but it also shortened the time period by an
hdditional 17- days (the difference between the FERC NOA dated 8-27-16, and the FS, and BLM
OA dated 10-14-16) by using the FERC NOA filing date, instead of the FS and BLM NOA filing

bince the EPA NOA was never filed, which would have established a 90-day comment period
om their NOA date, the public opportunity to submit comments was effectively shortened by
b substantial amount. This Is unfalr to the public interest, and it is not in compliance with the
egulatory requirements.

formally request that the FS, and BLM comply with CFR219.16{(c)(3) since a DEIS is being
prepared for the 4 LRMP Plan Amendments, the EPA should publish a NOA In the Federal
Register and the 90-day comment period should begin on that filing date.

Sincerely,

Richard Ettelson

Individual Comments
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Keara Axelrod, Blacksburg, VA.
I am concerned about several factors regarding the Mountain Valley
Pipeline in my backyard in Virginia.

The FERC DEIS failed to study the wvisual impact the Mountain Valley
Pipeline would have on the Appalachian Trail and the surrocunding area.
Many iconic and widely photographed views in Virginia are likely he
severely lmpacted, including Angels Rest, Kelly Knob, Rice Filelds,
Dragons Tooth and McRfee Knob, by the 500-foot "utility corridor" around
the pipeline.

Safety concerns also arch over the Mountain Valley Pipeline. Due to the
geologic instability of the land-with the pipeline route literally
crossing over a designated seismic zone--the risk of severe erosion,
landslides, gas lezks, and pipeline failure are extremely high.

The U.S5. Forest Service agreed to lower the Jeffersaon National Forest
Management Plan standards for water guality, wvisual impacts, removal of
cld-growth forest, and the number of simultaneocus projects passing
through the borders of federally protected land. This would permit the
Mountain Valley Pipeline to destroy thousands of acres of pristine
forest, and open the gates for future projects to cause similar
destructiaon.

Thess changes were made without sufficient public review or input from
cther partners: a dangerous change from the standards previously
established through decades of cooperation.

The negative impact this pipeline would have on nearby Pearisburg and

arrows, Yirginia reach beyond safety concerns. These communities are
staunch supporters of the A.T. and benefit from tourism dollars praovided
by hikers and other visitors. Pearisburg and Narrows have passed
resalutions opposing the pipeline, as the health and economic wellbeing
of their communities are at risk.

Thers are thousands of pipeline accidents each year. Please don't let
this beautiful part of Virginia becoms wvet ancther casualty of the fossil
fuel industry. Please protect what is best about America. Please.

IND723-1

IND723-2

IND723-3

IND723-4

IND723-5

IND723-6

A revised visual analysis of the ANST can be found in section
4.8 of the final EIS. See the response to comment FAS8-1
regarding the 500-foot-wide utility corridor in the Jefferson
National Forest.

The EIS provides a discussion of seismic activity and landslides
in section 4.1 of the EIS. See the response to comment IND70-1
regarding erosion. See the response to comment IND2-1
regarding safety.

See the response to comment FA11-8 regarding the FMP.

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

A revised visual analysis of the ANST can be found in section

4.8 of the final EIS. Tourism is discussed in section 4.9 of the
EIS.

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.
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Date:

Kimberly 0. Bose, Sacretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St. NE, Room 1A
Washingtan, DC 20426

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Docket Mo, CP16-10-000 & CP16-13-000 P

Dear Secretary Bose,

lamr ing on Saction @- ? rg of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement {EIS} for the proposed Mountain Valley Plpeline, 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 | reguest that FERC chose the Mo Action Alternative.

Sincerely,

Name: C\/ﬁ_fé Z”éﬂm————
Add 0 B 1%y
ayasae_Lgambetord WL
Zip Code: 77fj_gf

L& ¢f 02371 ¢07
[ |

IND724-1

See the response to comment IND209-1 regarding the permanent

fill of wetlands.

Individual Comments
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Kimberly D, Bose, Secretary

Federzi Energy Regulatory Commission
8BE First 5t. NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

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

Dear Secretary Bose,
I am commenting on Section H’r 2 of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement {EIS] for the proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline, Docket No. CP16-10-000 and Equitrans Expansicn Project,

Docket No. CP16-13-G00.
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t 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 thet FERC chose the No Action Alternative. i

Sincerely,

Name: \=\ DM w
Address: ?Db \D 87
City & State: y

Zip Cade: ,;},440] B :

IND725-1

See the response to IND177-1 regarding landslides and Mountain
Valley’s revised Landslide Mitigation Plan.

Individual Comments
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Jacob Zehnder, Orlandc, FL.

This proposed pipeline is not in the best interest of the public. It will
take over beautiful preserved public lands and impact local communities.
It is a health and safety risk to the many communities it passes and will
geverely lmpact the views of anyone enjoying the Appalachian National
Scenic Trail.

Please stop this application and halt any development of the Mountain
Valley Pipeline.

Thank vou.

IND726-1

The Commission would decide if the projects are in the best
interest of the public. See the response to comment IND2-1
regarding safety. A revised visual analysis of the ANST can be

found in section 4.8 of the final EIS.

Individual Comments
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December 21, 2016

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

Re: Docket No. CP16-10-000 Mountain Valley Pipeline project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Significant Impacts and Adverse Effects on Forested Land:
Summers County, West Virginia

Dear Ms. Bose and Members of the Commission:

We write to protest the significant adverse impacts on core forests through Summers County,
West Virginia, outlined in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Mountain
Valley Pipeline. In the section on Conclusions and Recommendations for the DEIS, FERC staff
write: "...in considering the total forest affected, the quality and use of forest for wildlife hakitat,
and the time required for full restoration in temporary workspaces, we conclude the projects
would have significant impacts on forests” {page 5—5). This conclusion follows statements that
the MV/P route crosses "about 245 miles of forest," (page 5—4) and "would impact about 2485
acres of contiguous interior forest" (page 5—75). It is deeply weorrisome that while almest every
other 'conclusion' in the DEIS states that mitigation and monitoring will keep damages within
acceptable limits, the discussion of forest impacts includes no conciliatery note at all. The DEIS
abandons discussion of forests with the jarring admission "we conclude [that] the projects would
have significant impacts on forest” and the DEIS turns to other matters.

The MVP's founding consortium of energy companies have applied for—and FERC staff
through the present DEIS have endorsed—undertaking a hugely damaging construction project
through profoundly valuable lands. As noted by biologist George Constantz, southern and
central Appalachia provide the greatest bio-diversity in eastern North America, because (in part)
these regions "and their adjacent refugia have offered the longest continuously available
terrestrial habitat in North America ™ The biclogical importance of the region's forests has
been recognized by the US Forest Service in designating much of the area through which
the MVP is proposed as "Forest Legacy areas". Through the Cooperative Forestry
Assistance Act of 1978, amended in 1990, the US Forest Service established the Forest
Legacy Program to protect environmentally important forest areas. In West Virginia,
those four legacy areas form an Eastern corridor that includes: Cheat River, Potomac
Highlands, Allegheny Mountains, and Greenbrier River.?

Constantz, George, Holl P , and Highland West Virginia University Press, 2004, page26.

% See http:/fwwavwvforestry com/imagesVVW%20Forest%20Legacy%20Areas. JPG

IND727-1

IND727-2

See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forests.

The biological importance of forest is discussed in sections 4.4

and 4.5 of the EIS.

Individual Comments
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Summers County lies within the Greenbrier River legacy area. This means that the State of
West Virginia has determined through a statewide Assessment of Need (AON) that private
forest lands in this legacy area have been prioritized as eligible for conservation easement
protection through the FLP. The AON evaluated private forest land in the state on the basis
of: “productivity, health, development pressures, level of professional forest
management and citizen values.” The Information Brief on the Forest Legacy Program from
the West Virginia Division of Forestry states: “The 1996 Farm Bill provided the U.S. Forest
Service with authority and funds to make grants to participating States for the irrevocable
purchase of lands or conservation easements on lands in areas where there is pressure to
convert environmentally important forests areas (EIFA) to other uses.” [bold emphasis
added]

The proposed route of the MVP threatens these valuable forests areas in multiple ways. The
first is obvious: construction will require the removal of the mature forest trees and all
understory vegetation, and will also disrupt or destroy the associated fungi communities
required for the health of these forest trees.® In Summers County, the total area to be cleared is
appreximately 325 acres currently in core forest, including access road construction, temperary
workspace, and the construction easement itself, which alone accounts for about 210.6 acres
(assuming a width of 125%* However, the clearing of forest acreage is only part of the damage.
"Edge effects"® such as increased predation and parasitism of nesting bird species, and the
spread of invasive plant species into forest habitats, have been shown to extend as much as
300 feet into adjacent forested areas on sither side of the right-of-way. This increases the
impacted area of the ROW in Summers County to almost 1,493 areas. Another major impact of
cutting an artificial canyon through the forest is 'forest fragmentation’ which Constanz claims is
"Throughout the world...one of the most serious causes of the present extinction crisis” (pg.
217).

In addition to the adverse effects on the forest and wildlife habitat, the MVP project carries
related and significant negative impacts that reinforce these major damages. For example, it
has heen well documented by an expert analyst (reports submitted to the CP16-10 Docket) that
the construction and operation of the Mountain Valley Pipeline present serious environmental
risks for the watersheds and water resources of Summers County.® Hydrogeological effects of
construction could significantly alter groundwater movement throughout the affected areas of
the county, jeopardizing the private wells of hundreds of residents, farms and small businesses,

while surface water impacts could affect the Big Bend Public Service District in Talcott.

® For details on the symbiotic relations between trees and fungi/malds see Constanz, pages 20-21.

* These estimates include the areas of the county between |-64 and the watershed leading to the Greenbrier River
crossing at Pence Springs—these being the watersheds most intensively covered by Core Forest coverage.
Est/mates can be further documented using the appendices in Docket CP16-10, Document #20160809—5230.

* See discussions in Constanz, page 22; also Docket CP16-10, Document #20161121—5051.

© See Docket CP16-10, Document #20160815—5135 for Dodds, Pamela C., "Hydrogeological Assessment of
Watershed Impacts Caused by Constructing the Mountain Valley Gas Pipeline Through Summers and Monroe
Counties, West Virginia."

IND727-3

See the response to CO34-1 regarding hydrogeological studies.
See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding drinking water.
See the response to comment IND245-7 regarding the Big Bend

PSD.
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To put this environmental devastation in perspective, it's important to note that the core
forests of Summers County are a natural reseurce with global significance.” Core forests
are a critically important environmental resource with a value that extends well beyond whatever
service they perform as local rescurces. In a period of intensified global warming, this canopy
of forested land through the Appalachians is an astonishing wellspring of biodiversity and
protective forest cover:

“In Appaijachia lives the richest temperafe forest on the planet, rivaled only by its close relatives
in a few sections of Asia, all of them remnants of the mother forest. In the coves of southern
Appalachia are fifteen hundred species of flowering plants, including more kinds of frees than in
all of northern Europe.” Here “...plant life was able to evoive fairly steadily without catastrophic
setback, for more than two hundred million years. 8

The value of large tracts of forested land is virtually incalculable because of the extent to which
such areas are shrinking under the pressures of industrialization and development (though
ecosystems economists have developed the means by which an economic value of forest land
can be assigned.”) These forested lands function to sustain human and other forms of life
beyond their physical boundaries because they are relatively intact; the value of forested
land to the human community lies in the fact that it is a living natural resource. An
industtial project such as the Mountain Valley Pipeline represents a very real threat to the core
forests of Appalachia.

The Indian Creek Watershed Association Interactive Environmental Map'® makes it possible to
get an ovetview of the devastation the Mountain Valley Pipeline would bring to the core forests
of Summers County. Using the mapping tools provided by ICWA, we can establish some of the
implications of the planned route, which would traverse 17 miles of the eastern quarter
Summers County through the greatest concentration of core forests in the County. The MVP
would most seriously impact the eastern forested corridor of Summers County which is heavily
covered in mature forest associated with the Keeney Mountain formation. Between |-64 in the
north and the Greenbrier River crossing in the south, the pipeline traverses about 13 miles, 9.2
miles of which are cut through core forest areas. The other 6.8 miles are mostly through small
clearings in the forest, although 2 elongated patches—each less than 2 miles long by 1/2 mile
wide— are cut by the route. The route splits several large areas of relatively continuous
forest land: there are 38,000 acres between |- 64 and the Greenbrier River that are
roughly cut in half. Similarly, an area of 14,500 acres is split by the route segment
running along the Keeney Knob Mountain ridge. The route's proposed descent of Red
Spring Mountain to Lick Creek (a tributary of the New River) divides in half an unbroken

" As reported by the Indian Creek Watershed Assoclation Interactive Environmental Map delineations of the West
Virginia Department of Natural Resources evaluations of the bio-diversity of major watersheds.

g Bolgiano, Chris, The Appalachian Forest, Stackpole Books, 1998, page 4.

# See for example discussions in Docket CP16-10, Document #20160531--5236 which centains the study of MVP
costs by Key-Log Econemics, which includes just these sorts of estimates.

** http://indiancreekwatershedassociation.org/icwa-interactive-environmental-map

IND727-4

See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forests. See the
response to comment CO49-8 regarding core forest areas. The
Large Core (>500 acres) Forest in Summers County, West
Virginia are represented in figure 4.4.1-2 and are accounted for in
the discussions throughout section 4.4. The ranking of global
significance is attributed to the biodiversity of the watershed of
which the forests are a component. The MVP pipeline route
would cross areas of each ranking on this scale (B1- Outstanding
global diversity to B6 — Local biodiversity significance).

Invasive species are discussed in section 4.4 of the EIS.
Migratory birds are discussed in section 4.5 of the EIS.

Individual Comments
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D seqment of core forest 1,564 acres in extent between the county line and the end of
727-4  |County Route 4 in the Lick Creek Valley. This ares also containg the three longest access
caort'd roads proposed by MYWP for the county (damaging about 23 acres), and shbout 90 acres of
temporary workspace, to add tothe disruption.

Belowiz a map of the core forests of Sum mers County which would be bifurcated by the
Mourtain Yalley Pipeline, carving out treeless canvons of ecological disruption, introducing
inwasive species and dizmpting the hahitat for neo4tropical migrating birds.
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In a November 20, 2016 comment'', Professor Carl Zipper pointed out that the DEIS “fails to
clarify if 'significant impacts’ to forest resources are equivalent to ‘adverse effects’.” He states
that “the DEIS should be clear in its statements and terms that concern FERC's own policies.”

In concluding his comment, Professor Zipper references NEPA §102:

“Federal agencies shall, to the fullest extent possible ... Use all practicable
means ... to restore and enhance the quality of the human environment and
avoid or minimize any possible adverse effects of their actions upon the quality of
the human environment”

The DEIS acknowledges, but entirely without consequence, that significant impacts would
necessarily occur as a result of the MVP traversing core forests. However, the DEIS provides
no demonstration whatsoever that FERC has tried to quantify these impacts in any meaningful
way, or to identify (or require MVP to identify) alternate routes that would have less measurable
impact. The DEIS provides no evidence that the applicant or the agency has taken any specific
actions to ensure that the project could be undertaken through Summers County to avoid or
minimize “adverse effects upon the quality of the human environment”. Summers County
provides a representative and striking example of the severity of the adverse affects the
MVP project presents for core forests along the entire route. The MVP route must be
revisited by FERC in light of the severity of these impacts.

We request that FERC ensure that a revised or supplemental DEIS corrects the inadequate
information which appears in the current draft regarding implications for the destruction of core
forests. The current DEIS should be withdrawn and replaced by a document that fully
comprehends the significance of this living natural resource and of the significance of relevant
NEPA concepts. The loss of core forests to an ill-conceived and ill-examined proposal is not
something our nation can afford in the year 2018. Itis not only Summers County that would be
the poorer.

Respectfully submitted,

Susan Bouldin and Thomas Bouldin, Intervenor
Pence Springs, West Virginia

Ce: Ted Boling, Associate Director for NEPA, Council on Envirenmental 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

"' 5ee Docket CP16-10, Document #20161121—5051.

IND727-5

IND727-6

See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forests.

The draft EIS will not be revised, but the FERC produced a final

EIS that addresses comments on the draft.

Individual Comments
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Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
B88 First St. NE, Room 1A

Washingtan, DC 20426

Re: Draft Enviror | Impact 5t nt, Docket No. CP16-10-000 & CP16-13-000
L
IND | Dear Secretary Bose,

[ELal iy ting an Section 4- 3.3 ldd' land Crns‘-"mg‘maﬂ Enviranmental Impact IND728-1 See the response to comment IND209-1 regarding the permanent
Statement {EIS} for the proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline, Docket No. CP16-10-000 and Equitrans Expansion Project, fill of wetlands.
Docket No. CP16-13-DDO.

A supplemental draft EIS would not be
produced, but this final EIS addresses comments on the draft.
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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 Ei5,
then | request that FERC chose the No Action Alternative.

Sincerely,

Name:_:JOh.n. ’{Uloel
padress: ___ OB 10%7

City & State: i&niﬁbm‘ \0\1
Zip Code: 3"%"&01.}
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Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First 5t. NE, Room 1A

Washington, DC 20426
Re: Draft Envi tal Impact § ent, Docket No. CP16-10-000 & CP16-13-000 . ..
IND e _
729-1 Dear 5ecretary Bose,
 am commenting on Section 4 0. 4 of the Draft Environmental tmpact IND729-1 Culturgl resources, including cultural attachment, are addressed
in section 4.10 of the EIS.

Statement (EIS) for the proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline, Docket No. CP16-10-D00 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. I these issues are not addressed in the Final EIS,
then | request that FERC chose the No Action Alternative.

Sincerely, s
Name: __¢ ]ﬁﬂ' I{,‘% : f'1 -
paaress:_ )9 [% g ba. 23
Clty & State: Wy - j
Zip Code: ZH ?f)f -
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Barcn T McGuire, Henrica, VA.
Ms. Bose,

As an avid hiker of the Appalachian Trail, the prospect of a pipeline
running directly through some of my favorite unbroken forested areas
{particularly the Angels Rest vista) concerns me greatly. The terrain
over which the pipeline would have to run is a designated seismic zone,
and the pipeline would run athwart a number of communities that would be
put at risk by the pipeline's presence in the event of a seismic
disturbance. From z purely wvisual perspective, the idea of a pipeline
potentially marring the scenic beauty of the trail is downright cruel,
and something I would be terribly sad to see on my favorite hiking path
in the natien.

I also find the U.s. Forest Service's willingness to lower the Jefferson
National Forest Management Plan standards for water quality cencerning;
pipeline water must be held to a rigorous standard, especially if they're
to be placed in areas as intensely well-commuted as the Appalachian
Trail. This would not simply harm the physical attractiveness of the
landscape -- it could potentially have dear human conseguences 1f errant
hikers accidentally drink contaminated water.

For these reascns, among cthers, I dearly hope the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission considers rejecting the Mountain Valley pipeline

proposal. Thank you for reading. I hope you have an excellent day.

—-- Aaron McGuire

IND730-1

IND730-2

IND730-3

A revised visual analysis of the ANST can be found in section
4.8 of the final EIS.

Section 4.1 of the EIS provides an assessment of seismic activity.

See the response to comment FA11-8 regarding the LRMP for
the Jefferson National Forest.

Individual Comments
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Kate Sirota, Denver, CO.
IND The DEIS makes no attempt toc ass the impacts of this proposed pipeline
731-1 an the Appalachian Trail in cont with other pipelines and projects IND731-1 Section 4.13 of the EIS provides a discussion of cumulative
that would damage Lhe AT's character and value. This fallure viclates . he ANST
FERC's duty to perform an adequate cumulative impact analysis under NEPA. 1mpacts to the ST.
I am also concerned that the DEIS analysis of possible cumulative impacts
IND : Sy G5 5 o : i
oy on water bodies, particularly on headwaters streams is superficial and
731-2 incomplete.

IND731-2 Cumulative impacts are addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.

Individual Comments
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Vicki L Piersocn, Walkersville, WV.

IND I am an affected landowner in northern Braxton County WV, at about
732-1 milepost €9 of the proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline project. I am
apposed to this pipeline for numerous reasons. Primarily, I see the

taking cf private land by a for-profit company as a misapplication af
eminent domain. In addition, there has been nc attempt by FERC to
consider the combined economic and environmental impacts of all these
proposed projects tagether, thus encouraging overdevelopment. I also
have numerous safely concerns. At a recent right of way discussion with
ny landman, I asked about the company’s plans for decommissioning the
pipeline when it is no longer needed. I was dismayed to find that there
are none; the cempany intends to zbandon the pipeline in place.
Furthermore, I was told that there are no regulatory requirements for a
decommissioning plan. Is this true? Does FERC intend to alleow MVP to
simply walk away from this project without proper care to safeguard the
landowners and general public from harm caused by its abandonment? This
is irresponsible for both FERC and MVP. ©Gnce the pipeline is no longer
in uss and cathedic protscticon is stoppsd, the pipeline will kegin to
rust through. Over time, this will allow water to seep through the pipe
and potentially contaminate streams and groundwater. TWorse yet, large
holes can form and small children or animals can fall through,
potentially heing trapped or drowned in the accumulated water. With so
many proposed projects for large (over 26 inch diameter) pipelines
covering hundreds if not thousands of miles, it is not & question of
whether, but when, such an event will take place. When this tragedy
occurs, the landawners or taxpayers will be stuck paying for the remedy.
This is particularly egregicus considering that the landowners are being
forced to cede right of way for these projects under eminent domain. T
urge FERC to require these pipelines tao be removed when they are taken
out of use, or at the very least, filled completely in with earth or
concrete to prevent such aveidable tragedies.

Respectfully submitted,

Vicki Pierson

IND732-1

Private lands would not be “taken.” Mountain Valley would
compensate landowners for the easement. See section 4.9 of the
EIS. Tourism is also addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

Abandonment is addressed in section 2.7.

Individual Comments
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Dec. 21, 2016

Kimberly Bose, Secretary

888 First Street, NE EE R
Washington, DC 20426

4

Re; Prop in Valley Pipeling, Docket No. CP16-10-000

Dear Ms. Bose,

| am a retired Land Surveyor and property owner along the path of the proposed Mountain Valley
Pipeline {MVP) in Giles County, Virginia. Our land is in the Greater Newport Historic District, a Federal
an State designaticn, | am opposed to the current proposed route of the pipeline far the following
reasons:

It bisects the Greater Newport Historical District and will do damage to the viewshed, historical context
of the many well-preserved structures, and to the cultural attachment that many generations of
residents need for their well-being and livelihood. Our livelihoods depend not just on farming, ranching,
and forestry, but increasingly, on tourism. Giles County was among the top counties in Virginia for

ir in tourism r in 2016. The scar that will be seen forever, parallels Route 460, the majer
thoroughfare through our county. In this economically depressed part of the state, just when the
County is pulling itself up by its bootstraps through tourism, this destructive project will be an
unmitigated econemic setback.

The process by which MVP determines the route of the proposed pipeline has, so far, been inadequate,
and shoddy. We have had MVP surveyors on our property numerous times. We have received letters
asking permission to survey, which we have not given. At least once, surveyors have come at night, past
no-trespassing signs, without permission, and with no warning letter. Recently, | received a letter dated
Sept. 23, 2016 asking permission to survey on Oct. 13,14,15,16,17, 2016, and Oct. 18, 20171 20177 A
bat survey of our cave near the proposed line was apparently conducted on about Oct. 15" and Oct.
16, That time Rick Elmore, MVP Land Agent, called me prior to the survey. In our conversation, he
assured me that the bat survey was the last one and surveyors would not be back. But, | received
another letter dated Qct. 21, 20189, informing me MVP’s intent to conduct another survey on Nov. 8 and
9, 2016. Since they had been here numerous times, and Rick Elmore had told me they were done, |
called on Nov. 4 to inquire why surveyors were coming back. Mike Robinson, of MVP, told me the letter
was a mistake, to ighore it. On the evening of Nov. &, Rick Elmere called to tell me that the surveyors
WERE coming the next day to check the route and that | might want to be there. | had to cancel my
plans for the next day in order to be available, These are just some examples of ineptitude by MVP.

In conducting the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS), MVP made numerous errors and

Issl Pertaining to the Newport Historic District, the DEIS states that the route chosen through the
district will have minimal visual impact because it follows an existing powerline easement. It does not.
This is so plainly obvious that it smacks of duplicity to include such erroneous details in an official report.
The DEIS also incorrectly identifies buildings in the Newport Historic District and omits others. These
omissions have been identified in detail ta you by other citizens and organizations, but the net resuit of
the erroneous information is a biased assessment of the impact of the pipeline.

IND733-1 The Greater Newport Rural Historic District is discussed in
section 4.10 of the EIS. Tourism and other socioeconomic issues
are addressed in section 4.9.

IND733-2 The statements regarding Mountain Valley land surveys are
noted.
IND733-3 The draft EIS was prepared by FERC staff, not Mountain Valley.

Section 4.10 of the EIS provides an assessment of the Newport
Historic District. Table 4.8.1-10 indicates that where the pipeline
route enters the Greater Newport Rural Historic District it is
adjacent to an existing powerline.  Alignment sheets also
illustrate the pipeline route adjacent to powerlines in the Historic
District.

Individual Comments
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The most egreglous aspect of the DEIS |5 the glossing over of the threat to our drinking water. Our
733-4 county Is riddled with sinkholes, caves, and springs. You have been made aware of the geologic report
by Dr. Ernest Kastning detatling the nature of our karst terrain. The MVP geclogists and englneers do
NOT KNOW where all our water comes from or where It goes. Famed Mountain Lake in Giles County is
dry and no one knows exactly why. Dye traces put in caves In Clover Hollow have heen found to come
out of the ground miles away, but no one knows the exact raute of the water through the ground.
Sinking Creek sinks! We dow't want It to start sinking somewhere else upstream because the rock strata
has been disturbed, Earnest Kastning lists numerous reasons to be concerned and concludes that the
pipeline can't be built on its current proposed route without unmitigatable damage, The DEIS, In Its
omissions, errors, and hubris, represents another failure of MVP to thoroughly perform Its required job.
The canclusion that the damage is fixable is the result of poor Infarmatlon gathering and selfserving
analysis.

INDY Rules must not be relaxed for MVP. They have not demonstrated trustworthiness. Local soil and

733-5 erosion control measures should be strictly enforced. Old growth trees in the National Forest or

elsewhere should not be removed, but considered obstacles just like caves, homes, etc. A 500 foot wide

utllity corridor proposed by ihe Forest Service adjacent to the Mountain Lake Wilderness area is an
joke. This i hed degradation will have a negative impact an the Appalachian Trail,

tourism in Giles County, and by extension, property values. This type of proposed utility corridor makes

adjuining landowners into caretakers of the conduit for, and subsesvient to the fossil fuel industry.

IND While | believe that the proposed plpeline is a corporate grab abetted by government agencies and of
733-6 |questlonable economic need benefitting no one locally, the current route through the heart of Giies
County and the town of Newport Is totally Inappropriate. If the line is ultimately built, there is a less
disruptive and dangerous route through the county. Hybrid Alternative 1A, crosses into Giles at Glen
Lyn, and crosses New River where there are existing utility Jors. It avoids ¢ ing Peters Mi Il
and the AT thereon, and avoids nurnerous Histaric Districts. It avoids some of the most fragile karst
topography, avoids downtown Newport, and lessens the miles through the National Forest,

IND Our County Board of Supervisors, our State Senator, our local Congressman, the Newport Communlt\f
733-7 and many others have expresses grave reservations to you about the prospect of this unpreced
construction project corducted by an untrustwarthy conglomeration of imited Hability corporations. A
lot of us working class citizens feel like we're being railroaded by a rigged system, We Just voted to get
rid of that. We expect FERC to make a truly informed decision based on unbiased and analysi
of engineering capabilities. In an open society, we want to know the basis for any decision made, and
the expected long term effect. In dosing, Fm asking that you carefully consider what | and many others
have said in opposition to the current route of the pipeline, to reject the DEIS an insufficient, and to
deny MVP's application te build this plpeline.

Sim:emlv,

David G. \::li&’ %

8165 Virginia Avenue
Newport, VA 24128
(540)626 3474
barn@pemtel.net

IND733-4

IND733-5

IND733-6

IND733-7

Section 4.3 of the EIS discusses impacts on drinking water
supplies. Karst terrain is discussed in section 4.1. See the
response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report.

See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. See
the response to comment FAS8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide
utility corridor in the Jefferson National Forest. A revised visual
analysis of the ANST can be found in section 4.8 of the final EIS.
Tourism is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS. See the response
to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.

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

The Commission would make an informed decision based on the
record. Their Project Order would be a public document.

Individual Comments
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Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First 5t. NE, Room 1A
Washington, BC 20426
Re: Draft Envirc | Impact 5 , Docket No, CP16-10-000 & CP16-13-000 -~ -
CHE I
Dear Secretary Bose,
lamc ting on Section 7, & of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (E15) for the praposad Mountain Valley Pipeline, Docket No. CP16-10-000 and Equitrans Expansion Project,
Dacket No. CP16-13-000, .
- coreeireed . SHai Ve Ceitas LS

oS weT <HLRSS Yt Irgc? ;};" Mt .A’ﬁwzérf_'
L vamee]" fyﬁalumﬁ/ FSE 18 A G ,;’7
Loalvile 1 eflecrs o £ AISrioceces S )5V teneny

prdd a’jum‘f? leike

| request that the issues listed above be fully addressed in the Final E1S. if these issues are not addressed in the Final EIS,
then | request that FERC chose the No Action Alternative,

Sincerely, . - e
Neme: S BT Lo AT : & %

City & State: %1’5’7&/. . f:i 1,
Zip Code: 7—9’#3:? . '

IND734-1

Impacts on aquatic resources are discussed in section 4.6 of the
EIS. Instead of supplemental document, this final EIS addresses

comments on the draft.

Individual Comments
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Vicki L Plerson, wWalkersville, WV.

I am an affected landowner in northern Braxton County WV, at about
milepost 69 of the proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline project. My
property borders the Burnsville Wildlife Management Area, yet MVP
propases to route their pipeline on my land instead, just a few feet from
land already taken cnce by eminent domain. I am cpposed to the use of
eminent domain for this project, as it represents forced taking of
private land for the benefit of a for-profit company that stands to make
an enormous amount of money to the detriment of small private landowners,
many of whom have been sukject to several eminent domain condemnations
in the recent past, for example, I-79, Burnsville Lake, Sutton Laks,
Stonewall Jackson Lake and others throughout the proposed route. The
repeated jeopardy of having one’s private land seized for someone elss='s
profit is intolerable and unjust, and must not be approved or condoned.
Alternate routes that go through some publicly held lan wWas gummarily
dismissed in MVP’s DEIS as providing no benefit. While the effort ta
keep our public lands unspoiled is a worthy goal that I support,
guestion whether it is truly preferable for private citizens to bear such
a disproportionate share of the burden. The enarmity of this project
cannat be overstated, and it is well beyond the scope of ordinary
citizens and landowners to manage such 1ssues as emergency access of fire
and ambulance services, mail delivery, and even ordinary ingress and
egress. The damage to our roads alone will be devastating, and that is
small compared to the erosion of delicate slopes and contaminatiaon of
local waterways and aguifers. For these and many other reasons, it would
serve the public better if this project, being purportedly undertaken for
the public goed, were routed through public lands wherever possible.

This would impact the fewest roads, avoid settled areas, and reduce
exposure of nearby residents to dangerous explosicns. Furthermore,
governmental agencies such as the Army Corps of Engineers, National Park
Service, and US Forest Service have the necessary authority, expertise
and resources to better insure that the construction is undertaken in an
environmentally responsible manner. This is supported by an examination
of the Forest Service’s negotiations with MVP, which grants them
conditions (such as higher grads, h v duty pipe and better conservation
of topscil) that as a private landowner I have been unable to oktain., It
is far these reascns that I urgs FERC tg order Mountain Valley to propose
a route that makes MAXIMUM use of public and governmental lands for their
proposed pipeline. I remain opposed to the Mountain Valley Pipeline
regardless of route, but if it absolutely cannot ke denied, ghould
take as little private land as possible.

Respectfully submitted,

Vicki Pierson

IND735-1

Section 3 of the EIS compares an alternative route through the
Burnsville WMA with the proposed route across private lands.
See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.
See the response to comment IND288-3 regarding road repairs.
See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. See the
response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

Individual Comments
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Date:

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
B8B First 5t. NE, Room 1A
Washingtan, DC 20426

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Docket No. CP16-10-000 & CP1613:000 © * 1= ' .0 "7

L R TP

Dear Secretary Bose, 2, #2500

5.
| am commenting on Section 4.% .314. 4’ 4, 12 4.6 - 4. f, of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement {EIS} for the proposed Mountain Yalley 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 addfessed in S. If these [ssues are not addressed in the Final EIS,

736-9 then | request that FERC chose the No Action Alternative.

!

Sincerely, ."'5

R

Name:

Address: _{] ] fmﬂa 9t ﬁm%
CTtv&Staiff:Lﬂ-L{Iébld%, WY. #49
H90:

Zip Code: _Z
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IND736-1

IND736-2

IND736-3

IND736-4

IND736-5

IND736-6

IND736-7

IND736-8

IND736-9

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

As stated in section 4.9.2.3 of the EIS, the communities in the
project area have adequate infrastructure to meet the potential
needs of non-local workers who relocate temporarily.
Community services would be supported by additional tax
revenues generated by the project. We conclude that the MVP
would not have significant adverse impacts on public services.

As stated in section 4.9.2.5 of the EIS, operation of the MVP
would not result in significant impacts on tourist attractions, as
the pipeline would be installed underground. Further, the
pipeline would be collocated with existing rights-of-way for 29
percent of the route.

See the response to comment IND288-3 regarding road repairs.

See the response to comment INDI12-1 and 12-2 regarding
property values and insurance.

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

A revised discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found
in sections 4.3 and 4.6 of the final EIS and in the response to
comment FA11-15. Since Mountain Valley would cross all
waterbodies using dry techniques, there would be a low potential
for downstream sedimentation and turbidity.

Section 4.1 of the final EIS has been revised to provide additional
details regarding karst features in the project area.

See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding waterbody
crossings. See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding
drinking water.

Individual Comments
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Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commissian
BBB First 5t. NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Re: Draft Envlronn'l_ental impact Statement, Docket No. CP16-10-000 & CP16-13-000 frg £ d

Dear Secretary Bose,
o 4 4, S, E2
'3‘3/ ’3'/’/) 'éjtheDraﬁE

lam cc ing on Section 9‘ F.A ya mwironmental Impact
Statement (E1S) for the preposed Mountain Vallay Pipeline, Docket No. CP16-10-000 and Equitrans Expansion Project,

Docket No. CP16-13-000. - -

| 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: ﬁmz/

Address: 2T & 76 Mm /Uﬂ/ﬁd‘
City & State: Ronicd F A% M
Zip Code: r.?2 M & f’

We relied on many studies to support the final EIS.

Individual Comments
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To: Kimberly Bose

HMtn Valley Pipeline is Proposing to Build a 42" pipeline thru our -

property on Iron Ridge Road Rocky Mount VA 24151 Tract #0440006500
and Tract #044000640@. The Surveyers promised to pay for Damages and
have never done so Months later. I am sending News Paper articles on
artifacts found where this pipeline is suppossed to be crossing.
These artiofacts date back thousands of years

This pipeline will cross our streams in Franklin Co 144 times
causing major ecological damage here and in Smith Mtn lake that can
never be repaired. It will destroy our Honey bee apiary that has been
here for 56 years.

And since when can a private company claim eminent domain for
private gain?

le E. Angle

b (- oy

IND738-1

IND738-2

IND738-3

See the response to comment IND28-3 regarding financial
responsibility.  Archaeological surveys on land owned by Dale
Angle recorded four sites (44FR398, 399, 400, and 404) all
evaluated as not eligible for the NRHP.

The EIS provides a discussion of waterbody crossings in section
4.3. We encourage the landowner to work with Mountain Valley
to avoid impacts to the apiary.

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

Individual Comments
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| SOS—Save Our Springs
RE: Mountain Valley Pipeline—Docket No. CP16-10-000
Comment:

MVP  DES 46

Name:

emall: PO

Shwmmer
M Bex 1087

Address: LC"UJ.’Sdg) h/l_/ Q% qol

IND739-1

A revised discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found
in sections 4.3 and 4.6 of the final EIS and in the response to
comment FA11-15. Since Mountain Valley would cross all
waterbodies using dry techniques, there would be a low potential
for downstream sedimentation and turbidity.

Individual Comments
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Drecember 21, 2016

RE: Docket FICPLS 10 000 {Mountain Valley Pipeling;

Please do nat allewr the Mountain Valley pipeline to be permitted.

I am a member of the New River Valley Mushrocm Club snd Newr River Master Naturalist, The funpg in this
area requires old forest and layers of undiznurbed soil. As you know, fungiis an mnportant decomposer and
converts waste into helpful nutdents for plants, animals, and vz, Pipelines wmd urhan sprawl is reducing, this,

ax well as disrupting the network of myeelium thal car extend [or miles.

Additionally, Tarm sure youware already aware of the ather irmpsets thal this pipeline woikd cuse:

*  Lass of rovenue due o redoced appeal of the Jefferson National Forestand its hiking an

*  Multiple Forest Managerment Plans would have to be re-worked, costing money for revision of these
plans.

*  Loss of futiwe revenue due to the lack of tounst-attraction developments, reduced outdoor-related
activities, and dedine in acadernie research Toe old growth Gorest in these aress.

¢ Lonp-tenm cost of the maintenance on the pipeline to prevent envivorrnental hazards, especially in

regareds 1o waler ard sorl quality.
Thank you for considennyg the lonp-temm impact of this project.

Many thanks,

e

Lauta Rolmson
4524 Fiverside Dave
Blaclesburg, Vicgima 21060

IND740-1

IND740-2

Section 4.4 of the final EIS has been revised to include a
discussion of impacts on fungi.

See the response to comment FA11-8 regarding the LRMP for
the Jefferson National Forest. Tourism is addressed in section
4.9 of the EIS. Maintenance of the pipeline would be the
responsibility of the Applicants

Individual Comments
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_ a0 2ol
} SOS—-Save Our Springs

RE: Mountain Valley Pipeline—Docket No. CP16-10-000

Comment:
IND L :
711-1 Wy Qc.rg‘y‘a{j Bose.

IND741-1 See the response to comment IND209-1 regarding the permanent
T commenfing on Secfin 4.32,4.33 4.3,/ fill of wetlands.
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¥ SOS—Save Our Springs

RE: Mountain vall Plpeling-—
o ot ey ne—Dacket Mo, CP16-10-000

DEIS 4.2
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IND742-1

See the response to IND177-1 regarding landslides and Mountain
Valley’s revised Landslide Mitigation Plan. Instead of a
supplemental document, this final EIS addresses comments on
the draft.
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See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding waterbody
crossings.
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Section 4.1 of the EIS has been revised to provide additional
details regarding karst features in the project area. Water
resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. Instead of a
supplemental document, this final EIS addresses comments on
the draft. This final EIS also addresses minor route modifications
adopted by Mountain Valley into its proposed route after the
draft EIS was issued.
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See the response to comment IND209-1 regarding the permanent

fill of wetlands.
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See the response to comment LA15-14 regarding water wells and
blasting. Instead of a supplemental document, this final EIS
addresses comments on the draft.
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Barbara N. Duerk, Rocancke, VA.
Make gas accessible to the region. Low fuel cost is a valid reason
businesses locate in an area.

When possible, use existing right of ways owned by other utilities.

The pipeline can bhe a win-win economic development project. I the
pipeline CAN, and SHOULD, be an economic engine for our reglon. Benten
McKaye was a visionary who saw people living leaving the countryside and
moving to the city. This pipeline can be a provided a shared use
path/corridor for walkers and hicyelists and cityfolk a non motorized
access to the countryside, the U.S. forest and our National Parks.

I am a bicyclist. The economic impact of investments in bicycle

facilities is substantiated. Shared use paths, like the New River Trail,

an esconomic engine for Southwest Virginia. Using the I know that this
line can be located adjacent te a multiuse trail because I use the

noke Valley Greenway system. There are already multiple pipelines

ide the Roanoke Valley Greesnway. Pecople are not frantic about these

astructure projects located in urban rivers and adjacent to the

The ¢cost/benefit ratio improves drastically when a multiuse corridor is
included in the construetion of the pipeline.

Add a multiuse trail to the pipeline project. Use existing right of
ways. Uze other utility corridors. Elevate the pipeline in mountainous,
cavernous area. This would allow a "bridge" for walkers and bhicycelist
across large ravines. Viewshed disruption would be minimal because the
project would bklend into the landscape under the powerlines.

H

This pressurized gas line 15 no more a threat than the roads huilt to
This 15 an infrastructure project that will benefit the

arbara N. Duerk
2607 Rosalind Ave., 8.W.
Roanoke, VA 24014

IND748-1

Comments noted.
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Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Docket No. CP16-10-000 & CP16-13-000
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| request that the issties listed above be fully addressed in the Final EIS. If these issues are not addressed in the Finat EIS,
then | request that FERC chose the No Action Alternative,

Sincerely,

Nama:

Address: VZ! Hfmj f?f” f?}
City & State; Wi Yy
zipCode: ___ZH0/

IND749-1

See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
Caves and landslides are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.
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Susan Molesky, Newport, VA.
OEP/DG2E/Gas 3
Mountain Valley Pipeline LLC Docket No. CPlé-10-000

Dear Sirs and Madams,

IND I am a property owner in the Newport Historic District of Giles Count The Newport Historic District and Greater Newp()rt Rural
750-1 Virgini T strongly oppo the proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline route

ERERUGE, ‘DS GommIALte, T chade LEGTETLY Ters Peceouh 6F thd Historic District are discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS. The

historic designation protecting the Newport Historic District and the ANST and Jefferson National Forest are discussed in section 4.8.
Greater Newpcrt Rural Historic District. Property owners are restricted
in the amount and type of building and development in this designated
historic district which protects the rural and bucolic lifestyle and
landscape. It 1s unthinkable that a corporate pipeline can then come in
and devastate and destroy it.

The pipeline will destroy e Newport Histocric District and the Greater
MNewport Rural Historic District, the Washington and Jefferscon National
Forests, the Appalachian Trail, especially the iconic Wind Rock, and the
community of Newport in Giles County and the neighbeoring community of
Preston Forest in Montgomery County.

A less destructive route appears tc be to remove the proposed dogleg
through Giles County, which would provide a straighter line between the
proposed Stanford Compressor Staticn and the Roanoke connection. Thi
mare northerly route would cut throu less populated areas than
and Montgomery Counties.

Please reroute the pipeline more ncrtherly, aveoiding Giles County and the
swport Historic District. A more northerly route would impact
r pecple and homes than the current proposed route.

Sincerely,

Susan Mclesky

Individual Comments
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Sean Bishop, San Diego, CA.
To whom it may concern:

I am writing to express my outrage that this project would even be
considered.

It is unacceptable that a swath of previously protected forest would be
cleared in order to accommodate the proposed pipeline.

The project itself is folly: expanding fossil fuel use at a time when
climate change threatens the security of all Americans. U.S. energy
policy should instead be concentrating on expanding renewable energy
resources to the greatest extent possible; not investing more money in
fossil fuels (at the expense of protected forest land).

I strongly urge you to cease all further planning and consideration for
the proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline.

Respectfully,

Sean Bishop

IND751-1

Climate change is addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.
Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the
EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding

renewable energy.
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Stephen Legge, Newport, VA.
BEFORE THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Mountain Valley Pipeline, Inc.
Docket No. CP16-10-000
Mountain Valley Pipeline

Stephen D. Legge, et al (hereinafter referred to as “the
landowners”), owns property and buildings in Giles County, Virginia
through which the proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline wishes to obtain
easements, right-of-ways and other such effects. The property has been
surveyed and staked, with significant and fundamentally essential
portions of the property and righ-of-ways subject to condemnation and
loss if the application is approved and a certificate is granted.

Pursuant to Commission Rules 385.214(b) and 157.10, the landowners
move to submit comments in the above captioned proceeding. These
comments are timely filed.

I. CONTACT INFORMATION

A1l pleadings, filings and correspondence in this proceeding
should be served on the following:

Stephen D. Legge

P.0O. Box 291

Newport, VA 24128

Email: hilldweller73@yahoo.com

II. MOTION TO DENY CERTIFICATE

The landowners move to respectfully urge the FERC, the US Forest Service,
US Army Corps of Engineers, Bureau of Land Management and all other
applicable federal agencies to expeditiously and with all possible
dispatch, take action so as to DENY granting the Mountain Valley Pipeline
certificate and application.

The DEIS and other such official filings submitted to the FERC by the
Mountain Valley Pipeline have been woefully inadequate in their research,
analysis, findings, documentation and overall veracity such that this
alone should result in the application and certificate denial.

Below are a few significant examples that have still, to this date, not
been addressed by the Mountain Valley Pipeline:

IND752-1

See the response to comment FA11-2 and LAS5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. See the response to comment IND3-1

regarding drinking water.
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1. On the proposed path of the pipeline and access roads depicted in the
documents submitted to the Commission by Mountain Valley Pipeline, there
are several long-standing, long-established mountain springs and streams
producing a significant volume of fresh, clean, potable water, some of
which is the source of the water supply for the home on the landowners
property. The landowners fear that the pipeline may negatively impact
the quality, flow, accessibility and availability of water on the
property, resulting in significant losses for both current and future
intended uses, in perpetuity.

2. The landowners property has historical buildings listed and registered
on the Greater Newport Rural Historic District of The National Register
of Historic Places, including the one room schoolhouse known as Chesnut
Grove School, a federally protected school building established over 100
years ago, lying within the path of the pipeline and its related access
roads. The landowners fear that the construction of the pipeline and its
myriad of access roads may result in damage to this old school building
and thereby negatively impact the cultural heritage of the community, in
perpetuity.

3. The path of the pipeline and its myriad of related access roads are
slated for portions of the property that are prime sites for economic and
business development opportunities under consideration and planning by
the landowners, including subdivision, agriculture, forestry and other
such opportunities as seen fit by the landowners. The landowners fear
that the pipeline may adversely and negatively affect the economic and
business development opportunities, in perpetuity.

4. Property value and liquidity have already been adversely and
negatively impacted, even by the mere speculation and application process
surrounding the pipeline process. If the certificate is granted, the
landowners will likely suffer extreme hardship related to financial
losses of their investment and current and future revenue generation, in
perpetuity.

5. Disturbances of the trees, understory, and soils along the side of the
jpipeline route and the related access roads may result in a reduction of
future timber growth and subseguent harvests. The same pipeline
activities may result in loss of rock, stone and minerals contained on
the property.

6. The Mountain Valley Pipeline company has submitted a contractual offer
to the landowners that is entirely one-sided and does not even begin to
consider or describe, much less address any of the concerns, impacts,
liabilities, costs, burdens and suffering that would be forced upon the
landowners as a result of the Mountain Valley Pipeline's actions. 1In a
situation like this, where the granting of the application and issuance
of the certificate would presumedly result in the Mountain Valley
Pipeline being granted eminent domain rights from the federal government,
the Mountain Valley Pipeline must be both held fully accountable and
responsible for all impact as well as be required to go the extra mile
and provide just compensation, all to the landowners satisfaction. It is

important to note that the approval of this application and granting of

IND752-2

IND752-3

IND752-4

IND752-5

IND752-6

The Chestnut Grove School is discussed in section 4.10 of the
EIS.

Comments noted. We encourage landowners to share these
prospective businesses with the Applicants.

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

Based on our experience with restoration and revegetation, tree
regrowth is typically vigorous in the restored temporary
workspaces; although it takes some time for trees to mature.
Mountain Valley would restore the right-of-way to be similar to
adjacent, non-disturbed areas, including density of rock.

As stated in the EIS, the FERC urges Mountain Valley to enter
into good faith negotiations with landowners to reach mutual
agreements for easements. If an agreement is not possible, and
if the Commission authorizes the project, the company can use
eminent domain, as allowed by the U.S. Congress. In such a
case, a court would decide compensation.

Individual Comments
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this certificate cannet be allowed to burden the landowners with loss and
211 the while allowing the pipeline company eminent domain.

The landowners respectfully request that as a result of the United
States Federal Energy Requlatory Commissian ({FERC) lack of success in
requiring the applicant, ntain Valley Pipeline, to adequately
fully address each of the above concerns in & timely manner, the
VYalley Pipeline applicaticon and certificate must he declined.

fully submitted,
Legge

Box 291
Newport, VA 24128
hilldweller?3@yahoo.com

December 21, 2016
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Perry Martin, Newport, VA.
Alternative Routes CP16-10-000

In response to the DEI of CP16-10-000, I am opposed to the route of the
Mountain Valley Pipeline through Newport, Virginia in Giles County. The
route as presented goes dead-center through the heart of the Greater
Newport Rural Historic District and will adversely impact the future of
this community. As those planning the Mountain valley Pipeline have
indicated a desire to avoid sensitive areas where feasible, there is no
way that the current route through Newport can be considered a route that
has minimal impact and this concern raised by many needs to be addressed
by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

The distances of the pipeline to major community venues presented in the
DEI 1s inaccurate and incomplete. This route places Newport-Mt. Olivet
United Methodist Church in the blast zone, impacts private homes, and
will likely have detrimental impacts to wells and springs in the area
utilized by scores of families. The visual impact on this community is
significant and future streetscaping efforts and utility improvements in
the former downtown area of this community would be adversely impacted.

T am a lifelong resident of Newport, I am concerned that communication
from those involved with the Mountain Valley Pipeline has been laden with
inaccuracies and mixed messages to community members. Many local
governments in southwest Virginia have raised concerns that those
involved with the MVP project have not considered the significant adverse
impacts on water supplies and the regional economy and environment. We
look to FERC to ensure that this project does not overshadow the primary
assets of our community. In the case of Newport, Virginia this pipeline
would impact travelers to our historic covered bridges, the Cascades
waterfall, the Appalachian Trail and Mountain Lake Lodge, all of which
are major regional tourist attractions. The fact that local artists have
painted scenes from where this corridor would traverse Newport further
highlights the routes impact on scenic vistas unique to the Newport
community.

The original proposed route for this project traversed western areas of
Giles County and was not met with the level of resistance as this current
route. I would suggest that a route that utilized corridors once used by
the former Appalachian Power Plant in Glen Lyn, Virginia would offer less
of an impact and would still put the route headed towards destinations in
Roanoke and beyond if that is the desired result.

I question the need for this pipeline and I am challenged by a process
that has been rushed and unfair to land owners who have been caught off
guard by this project. The modifications to routes have suddenly placed
some landowners squarely in the path of this route and have left them
with limited voice in the process. Three minutes of comment is not much
time to explain why your home should be spared.

I believe that the proposed path of Mountain Valley Pipeline have been
adjusted based on perceptions of income, education, and influence among

IND753-1

IND753-2

IND753-3

IND753-4

IND753-5

The Greater Newport Rural Historic District is discussed in
section 4.10 of the EIS. In the final EIS we revised distances
between contributing elements in the Historic District and the
October 2016 proposed pipeline route. See the response to
comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

Tourism is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS. As provided in
table 4.9.1-5 in the draft EIS, Cascades Falls and Mountain Lake
Park and Resort are more than 2 miles from the MVP. As stated
in section 4.10 of the final EIS, the FERC staff would consult
with the VADHR to determine project effects on Historic
Districts, including visual impacts on rural historic landscapes.

See the response to comment IND750.

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. See the
response to comment LA2-1 regarding the draft EIS comment
sessions.

The route of a pipeline can change for a number of reasons

including constructability, avoidance of sensitive wetland,
waterbody, and/or cultural features, and landowner agreements.
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certain neighborhoods and individuals. One local field operative on the
MVP project told a resident that a pipeline path in another area where he
had worked had been moved because the people "knew someone". In my view
this gerrymandering of the route leads to significant questions on
whether civil rights of some in this path have been violated. We need
FERC ensure that this doesn't happen.

Above all else, the routing of this line through Newport is unacceptable
and discounts previous federal reviews that found the Newport community
to be a district that is unique in its cultural qualities. These cultural
assets need to be protected and our designation as a Rural Historic
District nearly two decades before this project was proposed should be a
major consideration in this process. The DEI assessment of minimal impact
on Newport is wrong.

Newport is a vibrant community that has worked hard to build from the
grassroots up. Undoubtedly the MVP project with hurt the community in a
way that 1s inequitable when compared to other options. I urge FERC to
direct MVP to consider alternative routes that avoid the Newport
community in Giles County, Virginia.

I do not want the Mountain Valley Pipeline in any part of Newport,
Virginia.

IND753-6

Comments noted.
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Guy Werner III, Harpers Ferry, WV.
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)
Ms. Bose,

I live in Harpers Ferry, WV. Our little town is at the midway-point of
the Appalachian Trail, and we get lots of visitors who stop and recharge
as they hike along one of the most beautiful trails in the world. The AT
has a way of positively affecting all the areas along which it runs,
reminding us of simpler things and better ways of living. The Mountain
Valley Pipeline will be detrimental to this very important cultural and
environmental asset. To put this dangerous pipeline along the route, and
especially to bisect the Appalachian Trail, would be tantamount to a
complete destruction of the sanctity of the trail’s character and the
trust that the people of this country place in the hands of government
institutions like the US Forestry service. I implore you not to allow
the Mountain Valley Pipeline to render such damage.

- The pipeline will ruin views. If money is all that is cared about by
some actors involved, then please remember this will adversely affect the
tourism dollars headed to areas like my hometown.

- The pipeline WILL ruin water sources it would pass over. This isn’t a
hypothetical. They all do eventually. There are regions of seismic
instability along the proposed route. To build upon these regions
something as volatile as a pipeline is obviously folly.

- 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 is extremely reckless, as it
would open the gates for future infrastructure projects to cause similar
destruction.

- Fossil fuels are bad for the environment. They are bad for people’s
health. They are bad for sustainable business models we need to build
now in order to provide for our children. Yet here we are, debating
investing in the wrong technologies and further entrenching us in systems
we are supposed to be getting away from, all so a small handful of people
can make money. People such as myself will be there in the future,
pointing at those responsible.

I urge FERC to protect the Appalachian Trail and its surrounding
landscape and communities. Please evaluate the comprehensive need for

IND754-1

IND754-2

IND754-3

IND754-4

IND754-5

IND754-6

The commentor’s statements regarding the ANST are noted. The
ANST would be crossed by a bore. A revised visual analysis of
the ANST can be found in section 4.8 of the final EIS.

Visual impacts are addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS. Tourism
is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

Seismic activity was analyzed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

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

Comments noted.

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. The
reasons the FERC did not prepare a programmatic NEPA
document are explained in section 1.3 of the EIS.
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pipeline development to transpert natural gas from the same Marcellus
shale plays in 2 single Programmatic Envireonmental Impact Statement so
that this infrastructure can be appropriately sited and the cumulative
impacts to our Wational Parks, Natic 1 Farests, and private lands can bhe
understood before moving forward. It is FERC’s responsibility to do the
right thing — the alternative will be a turning point for the worse in an
area that offers recreation and inspiration for millions of peaple.

Sincerely,

Guy Werner

34 Tayleor Ct.
Harpers Ferry, WV
410-961-7082
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Christopher Loomis, Greenville, SC.

I am writing in regards to the proposed Mountain Valley pipeline route.
As it stands, the pipeline traverses both the Gauley and Meadow River.
This is a dangerous proposal that threatens not only the aesthetics of a
National Recreation Area, but poses severe environmental hazards and
potential loss of much needed economic benefit.

As one of the thousands of whitewater paddlers that descend upon the
Gauley River area every year, I contribute to the over $100,000 that is
spent in Nicholas County every September by whitewater paddlers. And this
figure does not even factor in the commercial money brought in by
professional river outfitters in the area. I would hate to have to spend
my money elsewhere because the pipeline has negatively affected the
Gauley and Meadow River experience.

Additionally, I would hate to learn that the pipeline would fail (as 30
did in North America this year alone) and toxic compounds would enter
what is universally regarded as one of the more pristine waterways in
West Virginia. The environmental and economic consequences of the
proposed pipeline make it too dangerous to consider traversing the Gauley
and Meadow Rivers, and I hope that you will find it prudent to reroute it
elsewhere.

Respectfully,

Chris Loomis

IND755-1

IND755-2

Section 4.8 of the final EIS has been revised to include a
discussion of impacts and mitigation to recreation on the Gauley
River.

See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks. See the
response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.
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Blaine M. Bittinger, Bent Mountain, VA.

I am contacting you to express my strong opposition to the proposed
Mountain Valley Pipeline route through Virginia. I am a resident of Bent
Mountain, Va. and am very familiar with the Blue Ridge Mountains. The
following highlights my objections to the route.

1. The beauty of the mountains will be severely scared and degraded.
Cutting thru the Jefferson National Forrest, mountain sides and rural
farm land, the cost of the pipeline is very real. Tourism is one of the
major industries of the Blue Ridge region. Outdoor recreation is king.
I suggest the economic benefit our region receives from these activities
by far exceeds any benefits the MVP may create and in fact the MVP will
suppress our tourist industry. Although I am sure they can provide
studies to the contrary, common sense dictates otherwise.

2.Community-In the Bent Mountain community, as I believe in all mountain
communities along the path of the pipeline, there is a tight cohesiveness
in our opposition to the planned route. Local governments express the
same sentiments. When community after community are objecting to the
pipeline route I hope our government will stand up and take notice, that
it will represent the people it is designed to serve. That
responsibility rests with you. Let me point out that the West Virginia
Supreme Court upheld a lower court's ruling that the MVP did not
represent a public benefit and thus does not fall under Eminent Domain
laws.

3. Terrain-The mountain side slopes are prohibitively steep along the
lbroposed path. Any attempt to move equipment in this topography would be
an engineering nightmare, and once accomplished the devastation to the
landscape would be unimaginable. With the ever growing number of
proposed pipelines, would it not make more sense to plan for a pipeline
orridor through thought out terrain and populations.

4.Wells and water-Our water table i1s high and our wells are shallow.
Construction of the pipeline will require blasting, lots of blasting.
Think of what this will do to our wells. Who will be liable? The
etlands and the streams that feed the water supply down the mountain
ill be at risk. MVP might offer reassurances but even the local
ljovernments whose jurisdictions will be impacted are dubious of such
laims.

n conclusion, this is a bad, poorly chosen route. Considering the
mpact to communities, the environment, the water supply, much more

khought needs to go into choosing a route. Please consider this
carefully.

Respectfully

Michael Bittinger

IND756-1

IND756-2

IND756-3

IND756-4

We conclude that with mitigation, the project is not likely to have
significant impacts on most environmental resources (except
forest). The right-of-way would be restored and revegetated
following construction (see section 2.4.2 of the EIS). Tourism is
addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

The commentor’s statements are noted. See the response to
comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.

Steep slopes are discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.

See the response to comment CO14-1 regarding blasting. See the
response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

Individual Comments
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Karen Kovick, Floyd, VA.

The DEIS must be revised to include analysis of impacts and the ability
of the applicant to avold or mitigate resource damages in what the Forest
Service has designated High Hazard areas. The combined risks of high
landslide potentials, highly erodible soils, very steep slapes, sensitive
species and habitats, and other factors calls inta question whett the
MVPE can be built at all in 2 way that protects puhlic resources. Nao
concern for private landowners is bkeing shown. Their rights should be
considered over profit motivations of EQT Midstream Partners, LP; NextEra
US Gas Assets, LLC; Con Edison Gas Midstream, LLC ; WGL Midstream; and
RGC Midstream, LLC.

IND757-1

See the response to comment IND681-3 regarding high hazard
areas. The EIS provides a discussion of landslides and steep
slopes in section 4.1 and soils in section 4.2.
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Anita Bevins, Newport, VA.

My family and I chose to live in the historic community of Newport,
Virginia for many reasons. By far, the most important to our lives is the
untouched beauty of the mountains, forests, waterfalls and creeks. We
chose to live in the heart of Appalachia as she had many stories and
history to share. In today's society of social media, peer pressure and
media barrage, the single most important escape to gain our sanity is in
the woods. Having a safe haven and time for an uninterrupted
conversation with our teenagers is in the quiet sanctuary of this forest.
The Jefferson National Forest has become our home away from home and the
trails and quiet memories hold us firm when we are otherwise being
jostled by life's storms. Acres of reflective space have been preserved
for the single reason has having a natural, undisturbed space that allows
families to hike, talk and grow together. The rapidly increasing natural
tourism industry in our old growth forests speak to new economic
opportunities that do not require ripping a scar through our breathtaking
mountains. Growing and expanding natural tourism through Giles County
must be the future of our National Forest. Sustainable, long term growth
for our region must be the primary consideration instead of allowing a
company to bully our community into sacrificing public space for short
term profits. Our family and community implore you to consider the
devastating economic and environmental impact of the proposed MVP
pipeline and respectfully ask that life, liberty and the pursuit of
happiness for our community continue in these woods. Fracked gas will one
day be tapped out--I beg that my grandchildren, great grandchildren and
all future generations have the gift of Jefferson National Forest as a
safe place to confide, explore and grow into adults who respect nature,
find solace in its gquiet majesty and become advocates for sustainable

solutions—and most importantly, the GREATEST good.

IND758-1

We conclude that with mitigation, the project is not likely to have
significant impacts on most environmental resources (except
forest). The right-of-way would be restored and revegetated
following construction (see section 2.4.2 of the EIS).
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Laura Neale, Fairfield, VA.
Dear Madame Bose,

Please oppose any amendments to the George Washington Jefferson
National Forest plan that would permit the proposed Mountain valley
Pipeline to be constructed across its lands. There are numerous reasons
to deny the request for an amendment. Aside from the sloppy and hasty
Draft EIS submitted which shows lack of integrity and commitment to the
well-being and safety of neighbors, folks living downstream, and future
generations of residents and visitors; there are well documented points
that refute the suitability for a pipeline in the proposed Jefferson
Forest lands. Additionally, permission to industrialize our public
lands should be granted only when a need for the good of the American
populace i1s clearly shown and obvious to all. Many question the need
for the proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline, and are greatly concerned and
aggravated that the permitting federal agency is not looking at the
applications for gas pipelines at a regional level in order to evaluate
need. In fact, independent consultants have shown that current pipeline
capacity is adequate for gas transport for a number of years, and
possibly long enough to allow our country to develop renewable energy
resources.

Negative impacts to the National Forest include forest fragmentation
of the Brush Mountain Roadless Area. Forest fragmentation has well
documented negative impacts to wildlife. As our Southern Appalachians,
and our whole country, gets more and more chopped up by development,
these large tracts of forest become more critical for species requiring
deep forest habitat. Additionally, fragmentation encourages entry and
colonization by invasive plants and animals who outcompete native
organisms, and generally degrade the special character of mountainous
habitats.

The pipeline is proposed to cross steep mountainsides where
construction and maintenance are sure to create erosion and sedimentation
of pristine waterways. Between sedimentation and potential accidents
creating spills, the quality of the water would be destroyed for the life
within, around, and downstream. Water is a natural resource for which no
monetary value can be placed, and for which there is no mitigating
strategy. Please do not risk ruining our water, and thus destroying
dependent non-human and human lives.

Yet another irreplaceable national asset would be reduced in value by
the proposed pipeline. The Appalachian Trail offers an outdoor
experience for which thousands of people have volunteered years of effort
and energy to preserve for future generations. As a National Park, it is
a national treasure. As a hiker and maintainer I have talked to hundreds
of hikers who have been transformed by their time on the trail, and who
have expressed appreciation and awe for this opportunity. Where the AT
travels through the Jefferson National Forest in Southwestern Virginia is
the best, and it is due to the efforts of thousands of people who strive
to protect this outdoor experience. We do not want another slash of
industrial corridor across the mountain landscape.

Our public lands should not be opened for industrial development.
Increasing development and population pressures make these forests
critical purifiers for drinking water, reservoirs for wildlife, and for
people seeking escape from an industrialized landscape.

IND759-1

IND759-2

IND759-3

IND759-4

IND759-5

See the response to comment FA11-2 and LAS5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS.

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

The Roadless Area Conservation Rule and impacts to roadless
areas under this regulation are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.
Invasive species are discussed in section 4.4 of the EIS.

See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. A
revised discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found in
section 4.3 of the EIS and in the response to comment FA11-15.
See the response to comment CO14-3 regarding spills

The ANST would be crossed by a bore. A revised visual analysis
of the ANST can be found in section 4.8 of the final EIS.
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Thank you for considering my cencerns,
Laura Neale
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Sandi Webster, Newport, VA.

I am a resident of the Newport, Virginia area and am writing to express
my concerns about the proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline. This proposal
would do serious and unavoidable damage to the immediate area near my
home. The proposed location of the pipeline crosses scenic views and
would degrade many miles along the Appalachian Trail which would be a
significant tragedy. Our son, who hiked the trail several years ago,
found the sections through this area to be some of the most scenic along
the entire trail. The A.T. is a source of pleasure for millions of
[Americans each year; to permit the Mountain Valley Pipeline to change
this national landmark for profit would be a tragedy that could never be
recovered.

In addition, the pipeline will travel through a designated seismic zone
and over terrain that is considered extremely unstable and fragile.
Multiple fresh water sources and protected forest areas would be
affected. This presents a completely unnecessary and avoidable safety
risk to people and the environment.

I am appalled that the U.S. Forest Service has agreed to lower the
Jefferson National Forest Management Plan standards for water gquality,
visual impacts, the removal of old-growth forest on federally protected
land. This is inexcusable.

Besides having significant economic impacts on our community, decreasing
property values and depriving businesses of tourism dollars generated by
visitors to our scenic area, the dangers imposed by such a large pipeline
frighten me. Schools, homes, and historic areas would be affected.

I urge FERC to protect the Newport area and its surrounding landscape,
omes and farms. Please evaluate the need for pipeline development to
transport natural gas from the Marcellus shale areas and the impacts to
our National Parks, National Forests, and private lands. I believe it is
FERC’s responsibility to do the right thing. The alternative will be a
hange for the worse in an area that offers recreation and inspiration

for millions of people.

IND760-1

IND760-2

IND760-3

IND760-4

IND760-5

The ANST would be crossed by a bore. A revised visual analysis
of the ANST can be found in section 4.8 of the final EIS.

The EIS provides a discussion of steep slopes (section 4.1),
seismic activity (section 4.1), and water resources (section 4.3),
and forests (section 4.4).

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

Tourism is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS. See the response
to comment INDI12-1 regarding property values. See the
response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND761 — Susan Swing

IND
761-1

IND
761-2

IND
761-3

20161222-5018 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 12/21/2016 8:22:27 PM

Susan Swing, Elgin, IL.

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)
Ms. Bose,

I am an avid outdoors person who has spent many hours enjoying the beauty
of the West Virginia and Virginia mountains. Furthermore, I believe it
is my ethical duty to help ensure that both human and non-human creatures
within our inter-dependent web of being have a safe and healthful
environment in which to live. As such, I am concerned about the proposed
Mountain Valley Pipeline which is a widely acknowledged threat to
wildlife habitat, recreational lands, and the health of local Appalachia
communities.

More specifically, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) should
not allow the Mountain Valley pipeline to be permitted because:

The proposed pipeline route threatens to permanently damage iconic vistas
for up to 100 miles from the Appalachian Trail. The A.T. 1s a source of
peaceful rejuvenation for millions of Americans each year. To permit
the Mountain Valley Pipeline to sully this national landmark would be a
tragedy and an embarrassment to our country.

The pipeline would create safety hazards since its proposed route is
through a designated seismic zone and over terrain that is considered
extremely unstable. This routing creates enhanced conditions for
pipeline failure, which in turn could cause natural gas leaks that poison
the environment and contaminate the drinking water of nearby communities.

The pipeline would dissect the habitat of wildlife.

The construction of the pipeline sets a dangerous precedent, requiring
the clearing of a wide corridor of forest lands protected by the Forest
Service’s Roadless Rule. Furthermore, to accommodate environmental
damage that will be caused by this pipeline, the U.S. Forest Service
agreed to lower 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 federally protected land.
This unprecedented change is extremely reckless, as it would open the
gates for future infrastructure projects to cause similar destruction.
The aforementioned action is the opposite of what I want and expect from
government agencies that oversee public lands.

I urge FERC to protect our National Parks and Forests, the Appalachian
Trail and its surrounding landscape and communities from the Mountain

Valley Pipeline. Please evaluate the comprehensive need for pipeline

IND761-1

IND761-2

IND761-3

We conclude that with mitigation, the project is not likely to have
significant impacts on most environmental resources (except
forest). The right-of-way would be restored and revegetated
following construction (see section 2.4.2 of the EIS). The ANST
would be crossed by a bore as discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.
A revised visual analysis of the ANST can be found in section
4.8 of the EIS.

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. Seismic
activity is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See the response to
comment IND IND92-1 regarding leaks. See the response to
comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

See the response to comment IND270-1 regarding wildlife. See
the response to comments FA8-1 and FA10-1 regarding the
LRMP for the Jefferson National Forest.
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development te transport natural gas from the same Marcellus shale plays
in a single Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. It is FERC' s
responsibkility to do the right thing — the alternative easily could he a
turning point toward widespread damage and destruction of treasured wild
places.

Sincerely,

Susan Swing PhD
Elgin, IL

Individual Comments
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Kristin Peckman, Roanoke, VA.
Evaluation of the No Action Alternative

In this DEIS, the evaluation of the No Action Alternative is deficient
for three reasons.

First, the purpose of the MVP is stated as follows:

“for the MVP, to alleviate some of the constraints on transporting
natural gas

production by adding infrastructure to transport lower-priced natural gas
from the Appalachian Basin to industrial users and power generators in
the Mid-Atlantic and Southeastern United States, as well as to LDCs”

There is no guarantee that the gas being transported will go only to
industrial users and power generators in the Mid-Atlantic and
southeastern United States or to LDCs. A large percentage of the gas to
be transported is being sold to another subsidiary of the company
requesting the pipeline. That company may just as well resell it for
export.

Second, the elimination of the No Action alternative is based only on
speculation. Note the use of the word “may” throughout the following
text.

“However, 1f the MVP is not authorized or not constructed, shippers may
seek other means of transporting the proposed volumes of natural gas from
production areas in the Appalachian Basin to markets in the Mid-Atlantic
and Southeast United States. This may result in the expansion of existing
natural gas transportation systems or the construction of new
infrastructure; both of which may result in equal or greater
environmental impacts in comparison to the MVP.”

We have no way to compare the environmental impacts of the construction
of other new infrastructure, since FERC has refused to study other
currently proposed pipelines along with this one in a programmatic EIS.
Meanwhile, the expansion of existing natural gas transportation systems
likely would result in less environmental impacts, and studies have
indicated that existing pipelines could meet the need for natural gas in
the domestic markets.

Third, the environmental destruction that would be caused by the Mountain
Valley Pipeline is so overwhelming that the only reasonable alternative
is the No Action one.

IND762-1

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export. The
reasons the FERC did not prepare a programmatic NEPA
document is explained in section 1.3. The statements regarding

the No Action Alternative are noted.
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Kurt Bodling, Accokeek, MD.
RE: proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline by EQT Corporation

I am writing with my vehement opposition to the proposed Mountain Valley
Pipeline route through or within sight of the Appalachian National Scenic
Trail lands. The clear-cut swath that would be necessary to dig the
pipeline into the ground would also fragment wildlife habitat. All
fragmentation is detrimental.

I hiked the Appalachian Trail through Virginia and West Virginia in 2015
(and I am a Life Member of the Appalachian Trail Conservancy) and cannot
believe that there is no other way to route this proposed pipeline away
from the Jefferson National Forest and the beautiful vistas that would be
destroyed by the route under consideration--if, indeed, the pipeline is
necessary beyond possibly generating income for a corporate balance
sheet.

People much smarter than I am have written scathing critiques of the
proposal by EQT Corporation. You will have heard from many of them. The
sum of those critiques is that the proposal is poorly written, deceptive,
incomplete, and a disservice to the people through whose land the
pipeline would pass.

The bottom line I leave you with is that this pipeline proposal simply
cannot be allowed to move forward. The people of Virginia and of the rest
of the United States will not receive enough benefit from it to justify
destroying so hundreds of miles of treasured environment.

IND763-1

We conclude that with mitigation, the project is not likely to have
significant impacts on most environmental resources (except
forest). The right-of-way would be restored and revegetated
following construction (see section 2.4.2 of the EIS). The ANST
would be crossed by a bore. A revised visual analysis of the
ANST can be found in section 4.8 of the final EIS. See the
response to comment FA11-2 and LAS-1 regarding preparation
of the EIS. See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding
benefits. See the response to comment IND281-2 regarding jobs
in Virginia.
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Susan D. Robertson, Floyd, VA.

The MVP pipeline project should be rejected for many reasons. A pipeline
of this unprecedented size is unsuited for the fragile karst terrain,
steep slopes, and possibility of seismic activity and excessive erosion
in the region. There is a strong possibility of contamination for both
humans and the environment. The projected lifespan of the pipeline is
estimated to be about 20 years at which point the supply of fracked gas
will have been exhausted.

Additionally, it is particularly egregious that eminent domain should be
used to seize land for a project that is not a public utility operating
in the interests of US citizens. A portion of the fracked gas is
destined for shipment overseas (in one form or another) to be able to
extract maximum profitability for the companies involved - this is
clearly a for-profit venture and NOT a public utility.

But the most compelling argument against this project is the fact that it
adds to global warming. There is a very small window to attempt to
prevent runaway warming and climate chaos. Each year there is less and
less “old ice” in the Arctic. Each of the past couple of years has set
new records for heating in the Arctic - this year it was 36 degrees
Fahrenheit above normal! Heating of the planet is accelerating and ice
is rapidly melting, causing increased coastal flooding and sea rise.

Once Arctic ice is gone, the increase in planetary warming will
accelerate even faster since the ice acts to reflect heat back into
space. It’s quite sad (and immoral) that projects are approved simply
because they will increase profits for a few while the future of life on
the planet is threatened. The migration seen in the Middle East now will
be dwarfed by the climate refugees of the future and even the Pentagon
acknowledges global warming poses a national security problem.

The warming of the planet has caused massive droughts, forest fires,
floods, blizzards, and storms - all of which have cost loss of human and
other life. Neither plants nor animals will withstand the increased
extremes that will keep intensifying with global warming. We have
already seen various crop failures here and abroad. Global warming has
contributed to a loss of pollinators. We are in the midst of the sixth
mass extinction (caused by humans) and many species are being lost daily,
faster than new ones are evolving. This loss of biodiversity is alarming
because we depend on many parts of the ecosystem whether most people
realize it or not. Coral reefs are dying due to the warming and
acidification of the oceans (from the increased carbon from fossil fuel
use). Coral reefs are “the nurseries” of the oceans. Earth has lost
half its wildlife over the past forty years (
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2014/sep/29/earth-lost-50-
wildlife-in-40-years-wwf ) and fossil fuel use is a contributing factor.

If you don’t care about ecology perhaps you will care about the fact that
WE ARE LOSING OXYGEN due to fossil fuel use. Humans evolved when the

oxygen content of air was between 20-21%. But now it is as low as 12% in
some cities. For every carbon atom burned, two atoms of oxygen are lost.

IND764-1

IND764-2

See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-
diameter natural gas pipelines in karst terrain. The EIS provides
a discussion of steep slopes, seismic activity and karst in section
4.1. See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.
See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.
See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export. As stated
in section 2.7 of the EIS, the useful life of the projects is expected
to be about 50 years.

Climate change is discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.
Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the
EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding
renewable energy.
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This historically has been replaced by the production of oxygen by
forests on land (50%) and by microorganisms in the ocean (the other 50%).
But we are losing forests due to droughts, fires, and spread of pests
(due to warming). And we are threatening the health of the oceans by
warming, acidification, and pollution (from oil spills, plastic and other
garbage, sewage, run-off from both agriculture and mining, and even
radioactivity from Fukushima). So we can hardly afford the loss of more
trees (such as those that will be sacrificed by this ill-advised
project). To learn more about the looming oxygen crisis, please explore
these links: http://www.ecology.com/2011/09/12/important-organism/
http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2004/06/0607 040607 phytoplankton
.html

http://earthsky.org/earth/how-much-do-oceans-add-to-worlds-oxygen
http://e360.yale.edu/feature/a_looming_oxygen crisis_and_its_impact_on_wo
rlds_oceans/2301/
http://agreenroad.blogspot.com/2014/08/global-oxygen-levels-are-dropping-
to-as.html
http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2008/aug/13/carbonemissions.clim
atechangeA
http://blogcritics.org/atmospheric-oxygen-levels-fall-as-carbon/
http://ecowatch.com

It makes no sense to keep using fossil fuels when more jobs will be
created by the renewable energy sector. According to Terry Tamminen from
the Leonardo DiCaprio Foundation, there are about 465,000 jobs in fossil
fuels and that number is decreasing every year by 1%; but there are
700,000 jobs in the renewable sector and that number is increasing by 20%
per year. There are studies by various institutes and universities that
have shown it is possible to be powered (in a cost effective way) almost
100% by renewable energy by 2050.
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Kristin Peckman, Roanoke, VA.
Evaluation of the No Action Alternative

In this DEIS, the evaluation of the No Action Alternative is deficient
for two reasons.

First, the purpose of the MVP is stated as follows:

“for the MVP, to alleviate some of the constraints on transporting
natural gas

production by adding infrastructure to transport lower-priced natural gas
from the Appalachian Basin to industrial users and power generators in
the Mid-Atlantic and Southeastern United States, as well as to LDCs”

There is no guarantee that the gas being transported will go only to
industrial users and power generators in the Mid-Atlantic and
southeastern United States or to LDCs. A large percentage of the gas to
be transported is being sold to another subsidiary of the company
requesting the pipeline. That company may just as well resell it for
export.

Second, the elimination of the No Action alternative is based only on
speculation. Note the use of the word “may” throughout the following
text.

“However, 1f the MVP is not authorized or not constructed, shippers may
seek other means of transporting the proposed volumes of natural gas from
production areas in the Appalachian Basin to markets in the Mid-Atlantic
and Southeast United States. This may result in the expansion of existing
natural gas transportation systems or the construction of new
infrastructure; both of which may result in equal or greater
environmental impacts in comparison to the MVP.”

We have no way to compare the environmental impacts of the construction
of other new infrastructure, since FERC has refused to study other
currently proposed pipelines along with this one in a programmatic EIS.
Meanwhile, the expansion of existing natural gas transportation systems
likely would result in less environmental impacts, and studies have
indicated that existing pipelines could meet the need for natural gas in
the domestic markets.

IND765-1

IND765-2

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export.

The reasons the FERC did not prepare a programmatic NEPA
document is explained in section 1.3. The commentor’s
statements regarding the No Action Alternative are noted.
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Emily C Susko, Santa Cruz, CA.
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)
Ms. Bose,

I am writing to express extreme concern over the proposed Mountain Valley
Pipeline (MVP), which is planned to cross through incredibly special
pristine forests, multiple watersheds, national protected lands, and the
iconic Appalachian National Scenic Trail. More specifically, I do not
feel the MVP should be allowed for the following reasons:

1. Environmental Damage to Protected Lands - The MVP is planned to
traverse the Jefferson National Forest, but permitting it violates in
many ways the U.S. Forest Service’s Jefferson Forest Management Plan. The
pipeline requires exemptions from water guality standards, soil and
riparian conditions, removal of stands of increasingly rare old growth
forest, and an exemption to the number of simultaneous projects within
the forest. Carving out exemptions cast doubt on the usefulness of having
a management plan. No doubt this land will continue to face increased
stress due to climate change; cutting a damaging 500-foot corridor will
surely exacerbate those challenges.

2. Visual Damage to Highly Valued Recreational and Scenic Areas - The
proposed project would significantly degrade some of Virginia’ most
iconic vistas, which I hiked to many times during the years I lived in
Southwest Virginia. The Appalachian Trail Conservancy estimates that up
to 100 miles of the A.T. may be impacted. The A.T. is a national
treasure, and maintaining its viewshed should remain a “high,” not
“moderate, ” priority.

3. Economic Impact to Historic Mountain Communities - Southwest
Virginia is dotted with small, unigue mountain communities which benefit
both in character and in economy by their pristine forest surroundings.
Many of these towns, such as Pearisburg and Narrows, VA, rely on outdoor
recreational opportunities as a main economic driver, but these
opportunities may be lost or diminished in light of the 500-foot pipeline
corridor. Other towns, such as Newport, VA, stand to suffer damage to
their historic districts, and that damage is not mitigatable.

4. Unnecessary Safety Risk to Resources and Communities - The pipeline
is planned to travel through a designated seismic zone and over land that
is not geologically stable. The highly-erodible soils and formations with
high slippage potential pose hazards to pipeline projects on steep
slopes; in fact, other smaller pipeline projects in central Appalachia
have already suffered slope failures that damaged downstream aquatic
resources. A considerably larger pipeline poses hazards to the many
nearby natural resources as well as to nearby communities.

IND766-1

IND766-2

IND766-3

IND766-4

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

The ANST would be crossed by a bore. A revised visual analysis
of the ANST can be found in section 4.8 of the final EIS.

Historic Districts are discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.
Tourism is discussed in section 4.9 and recreation is discussed in
section 4.8 of the EIS.

Steep slopes and seismic zones are discussed in section 4.1 and
soils are addressed in section 4.2 of the EIS. See the response to
comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-diameter natural gas
pipelines in mountainous terrain. See the response to comment
IND70-1 regarding erosion.
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B Energy Demand can be Met by Existing Infrastructure - The NEPA
process requires that FERC’s environmental impact statement assess the
need for the project and include reasonable alternatives. Multiple
studies have shown that we can meet our current energy demand with
existing infrastructure, and that there are real risks associated with
overbuilding pipelines.

Please evaluate the comprehensive need for pipeline development to
transport natural gas from the same Marcellus shale plays in a single
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement so that this infrastructure
can be appropriately sited and the cumulative impacts to our National
Parks, National Forests, and private lands can be understood before
moving forward.

Please, please consider that the risks of this pipeline to the public
trust and interest outweigh the advertised benefits. Millions of people
value the special region that this pipeline would irrevocably damage.

Thank you for your consideration,

Emily Susko

IND766-5

Section 3.3 of the EIS provides a discussion regarding existing
systems as an alternative to the projects. The reasons the FERC
did not prepare a programmatic NEPA document is explained in
section 1.3. The commentor’s statements regarding the No
Action Alternative are noted.
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Gwynn Hamilton, Newport, VA.

I am writing to request that the Jefferson National Forest not be asked
to amend its management plan to allow the construction of the Mountain
Valley Pipeline. The forest service should stand firm in its defense of
our natural resources. This plan poses irreparable damage to an historic
community, unmitigated damage to the Appalachian Trail, and as a result
severe impact to the environment and economy of this region. We are a
family farm that will be drastically impacted by the construction of the
pipeline. Our clients come to this county for wedding venues that will
all be severely damaged if not put out of business by construction and
maintenance of this unnecessary and poorly planned project.

IND767-1

See the response to comments FA8-1 and FA10-1 regarding the

LRMP for the Jefferson National Forest.
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Julia Moore, Blacksburg, VA.
1712 Smithfield Dr.
Blacksburg, VA 24060
December 22, 2016

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First Street NE, Room 1A

Washington, DC 20426

RE: Mountain Valley Pipeline
Docket No. CP16-10-000
Comments on Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Secretary Bose:

I appreciate the time your agency has put into the draft environmental
impact statement for the Mountain Valley Pipeline. However, there are
still many potential implications of the pipeline that have not been
adequately addressed, and the impact statement places too much faith in
Mountain Valley to follow through on requests that they may not truly
fulfidl .

In regard to sinkholes and karst topography, the environmental impact
statement indicates that prior to construction, Mountain Valley should
assess constructability, identify karst features, and investigate route
variations to avoid sinkholes. Implicit in these statements is the idea
that once Mountain Valley checks off these tasks, they will be able to
construct the pipeline. This is too risky of an approach. It is clear
that we do not know enough about what will happen to pipelines this large
in these types of geological settings. I do not want Mountain Valley to
take this risk and find out later that their pipeline burst and caused my
neighborhood to have a fire or water contamination. Mountain Valley has
already had a chance to prove that the geological settings are completely
safe, and they have not done so convincingly. They should not be given
additional chances.

Another example of an issue Mountain Valley has not researched enough is
the identification of wells within 150 feet of the pipeline. First of
all, it is quite possible that wells even further than this could be
impacted by groundwater contamination because groundwater flows
downstream due to changes in elevation. Additionally, the impact
statement indicates that further investigation of wells will occur before
construction, but there are so many things that are supposed to occur
before construction, it seems inevitable that some things will fall
through the cracks or not be done thoroughly. Do you really think
checking off most of these tasks will make the pipeline project “good
enough?” I certainly do not. The impact statement also indicates that
Mountain Valley would do pre-construction water tests and monitor
complaints. This implies that there likely will be complaints. It is
unwise to allow a company to bore through with a project even while
recognizing that there will likely be complaints about water
contamination after the project begins.

IND768-1

IND768-2

See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-
diameter natural gas pipelines in karst terrain. Sinkholes are
addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.

See the response to comment LA15-14 regarding water wells and
blasting. Pre-construction water testing is standard practice to
establish a baseline. See the response to comment IND152-1
regarding the FERC’s third-party monitoring program to insure
compliance with measures described in the EIS.

Individual Comments
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Supposedly the pipeline workers will also conduct nest searches and
collaborate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to monitor nests of
migratory birds and keep them safe during pipeline construction. Do you
really think the pipeline workers are going to monitor bird nests? I do
not, and I worry very much that if Mountain Valley i1s willing to make
promises such as these that are conspicuously unlikely to be kept, they
are unlikely to follow through on some of the more plausible tasks they
claim they will complete before, during, and after the construction of
the pipeline.

The environmental impact statement claims that the pipeline will have
minimal impacts on local and regional air quality, but what about its
contributions to global warming? Although burning natural gas emits less
carbon dioxide than burning coal, it is still does emit some carbon
dioxide. Furthermore, methane actually traps much more heat than carbon
dioxide, so natural gas leaks could potentially contribute to global
warming even more than burning coal. The risk of leaks from the Mountain
Valley Pipeline is not a risk we should take. In general, it is not
necessary to build new infrastructure that will be used to burn new
fossil fuels. The impact statement indicates that natural gas shippers
would seek alternative infrastructure to transport the natural gas if the
Mountain Valley Pipeline were not built. That implies that we must use
the natural gas. We do not need to use the natural gas because there are
many other renewable energy options that could provide power instead.
This is the type of infrastructure that should be encouraged. I urge you
not to approve this project just because the natural gas “has to be
transported somehow.” It does not and it is past time we start believing
that.

I have highlighted just some of the shortfalls of the current
environmental impact statement for the Mountain Valley Pipeline. There
are many other instances in which the “limited environmental impacts”
hinge on whether or not Mountain Valley follows through on their promises
without uncovering any significant new problems. They probably could
complete the requested tasks without revealing any new problems, but I do
not trust that they will reveal the full truth about the riskiness and
harmfulness of their project. Given all of this uncertainty, this is a
case in which I sincerely believe it is better to protect our future by
being safe rather than sorry. The Mountain Valley Pipeline should not be
approved.

Sincerely,
Julia Moore

IND768-3

Climate change is discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks. Renewable
energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the EIS. See also
the response to comment IND40-1 regarding renewable energy.
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Robert Dellinger, High Point, NC.

I believe the proposed mountain wvalley pipeline should not be approved
in its present route because of its taking of roadless National Forest
areas. If such taking were allowed, it should be accompanied hy
requiring the pipeline company to purchase as many or more acres for
contribution to the National Forest. I have not seen any such
requirement described. Sincerely, Robert Dellinger

IND769-1

The Roadless Area Conservation Rule and impacts to roadless
areas under this regulation are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.
The commentor’s statement regarding purchasing acreage for
Jefferson National Forest impacts is noted.
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Pat Levy-Lavelle, Richmond, VA.
IND I do nok bhelieve all of the potential environmental impacts have been

770-1 adequately accounted for. I his project poses much risk, and IND770-1 We conclude that with mitigation, the project is not llkely to have

I believe
;23 little reward, to reasonably go forward. I oppose Che pipeline. Thank signiﬁcant impacts on most environmental resources (except

forest). The right-of-way would be restored and revegetated
following construction (see section 2.4.2 of the EIS).
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Kimberty 0. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First 5t. NE, Room 1A
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Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Docket No. CP16-10-000 & 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 chase the Mo Action Alternative.

Sincerely,

Name: _ Carli Mareneck

Add 1294 Cueel g'ﬁﬂ\-\.jr v&_”L’lf
City & state: __Sweet Sprivgs, WV

Zip Code: 249y

IND771-1

A revised discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found
in section 4.3 of the final EIS and in the response to comment
FA11-15. Since Mountain Valley would cross all waterbodies
using dry techniques, there would be a low potential for
downstream sedimentation and turbidity. The sentence on page
4-108 was incorrect. It has been revised in the final EIS to read:
“the period of in-stream construction at each waterbody would be
determined by the protocols set forth in our Procedures.”
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GHG Emissions Associated with Two Proposed Natural Gas Transmission Lines
in Virginial

Summary of GHG Emission Estimates

The primary purpose of this white paper is to estimate possible greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions associated with several proposed new interstate natural gas
transmission lines that would run through parts of Virginia. By “associated”
emissions we mean the major GHG emissions that are estimated to occur (a) from
operation of the transmission pipelines, (b) from the upstream stages of production
and processing of the natural gas that is intended to go into to those transmission
pipelines, and (c) from combustion of the transported natural gas. (The analysis
excludes leaks from local distribution lines, which we assume would be avoided if
the gas will be combusted in large plants connected closely to the transmission
lines; however, local distribution lines are a major source of methane emissions and
would need to be accounted for—in addition to combustion emissions—if deliveries
are first made to local gas distributors.)

The four major interstate natural gas transmission lines and their daily throughputs
of gas proposed in Virginia are the Atlantic Coast (ACP, 1.5 bcf/day), the Mountain
Valley (MVP, 2.0 bef/day), the WB Xpress Project to expand the capacity of the
Columbia Gas Transmission pipeline by 1.3 bcf/day), and the Appalachian
Connector (up to 2 bef/day), for a total of 6.8 bef/day.

Our emission estimates for the Atlantic Coast (ACP) and Mountain Valley (MVP)
pipelines are summarized in Figures 1 and 2, respectively. The base case (in the
first column of the Figures) is from a published analysis: that of Laurenzi and Jersey
(2013), referred to here as the “ExxonMobil” analysis since the authors are
employees of that Corporation and used data from drilling sites owned by it. In
addition we developed three alternative cases based on different assumptions than
used in the ExxonMobil results, although one of those cases is derived directly from
the ExxonMobil results. In general, the four cases fall into two pairs (labeled
ExxonMobil and”EX”) that amount to a low and a higher estimate of upstream
emissions of methane (CHa4), while estimated carbon dioxide (COz) remain the same
for all cases. Within each pair the difference in carbon dioxide-equivalent (COzq)
total emissions is due to two different assumptions about how methane is
weighted—known as the Global Warming Potential (GWP) of methane. (More detail
on the quantitative contributions of COz and CH4 in the four cases is given in Tables
1and 2 in the next section.) For comparison to those pipeline-associated GHG
emissions, a seventh column in the Figures shows the total reported emissions of
GHGs in Virginia in 2014 from EPA’s Greenhouse Gas Reporting Program.

IND772-1

Section 4.13.2.7 has been revised to clarify the estimated
total GHG emissions from end use of the natural gas. As
stated in section 4.13.1, the Commission’s practice is to
conduct an environmental review for each proposed
project or a number of projects that are interrelated or
connected. Actions are ‘connected’ if they: trigger other
actions that may require EISs, will not proceed unless
other actions are taken, or are interdependent parts of a
larger action (depending on the larger action for their
justification)[40 CFR 1508.25(a)(1)]. NEPA does not
require speculative analyses that will not meaningfully
inform the decision-making process. If we were able to
identify a sufficient connection between the proposed
Projects and specific upstream development (or
downstream end-use), it would be difficult if not
impossible to meaningfully consider these impacts as any
emission estimates would be based primarily on broad or
conflicting assumptions. As such, lifecycle emissions are
not addressed in the EIS.

Section 4.11 outlines the air impacts from direct and
indirect emissions related to the MVP and EEP
(considered interrelated and connected actions). To
calculate GHG emissions, a 100-year Global Warming
Potential (GWP) was used for converting the various
GHG emissions into comparable CO,-equivalents. The
GWP is an index, based upon radiative properties of well
mixed GHGs, measuring the radiative forcing of a unit
mass of a given well mixed GHG in today’s atmosphere
integrated over a chosen time horizon, relative to that of
carbon dioxide. The GWP represents the combined effect
of the differing times these gases remain in the
atmosphere and their relative effectiveness in absorbing
outgoing thermal infrared radiation. The Kyoto Protocol
is based on GWPs from pulse emissions over a 100-year
time frame. To estimate GWP, the United States
quantifies GWP emissions using the same 100-year
timeframe  values - as  established in the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Fourth
Assessment Report (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change 2007), and in accordance with the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change (United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
2014) reporting procedures. The 100 year timeframe is
not arbitrary, but is both a national and international
standard.
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IND772-1 The Greenhouse Gas Reporting Program (codified at 40 CFR
Part 98) requires reporting of GHG emissions and other relevant
information from the various segments of the oil and gas
industry. The proposed transmission compression facilities and
transmission pipelines would be required to comply with the
monitoring and reporting requirements of Part 98 as administered
by US EPA, which includes proving an annual inventory of
GHGs including leaks and releases. There would be no benefit to
a redundant program administered by FERC.
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Figure 1. GHG Emissions from ACP for Four Cases
Compared with EPA GHGRP 2014 VA Stationary Sources {(MMT CO2eq/Year)
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Figure 2. GHG Emissions from MVP for Four Cases
Compared with EPA GHGRP 2014 VA Statiohary Saurces (MMT CO2eq/year)
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The issue of which GWP to choose can be bypassed by computing the time-dependent
radiative forcing due separately to C0» and CHy. Figure 3 shows the results of
calculations of radiative forcing computed by a simple model. However, instead of
showing radiative forcing in conventional units of watts/meter? we show the total
thermal heating effect on the planct of GHG emissions from all four pipeline projects,
consisting of the radiative forcing multiplied by the total surlace area ol the Earth plus,
for comparison, the much smaller generation of heat generated by combustion of the
natural gas delivered by the pipelines. Note that the thermal effect of CO2 persists long
after operations cease [we show it for 300 years), and will last for centuries after that.
The bhasis for this graph is explained in more detail in the Discussion section below,

Fig. 3 Total Planetary Heating Rate from 4 Pipeline Projects in VA
Operating from 2020 through 2050 (Gigawatts Thermal)
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A more detailed explanation of the results is given in the next section. 4 subsequent
section, Discussion of Assumptions and Results, describes the underlying basis and
compares our results to other studies from the recent literature. Following that section
we present some reconunendations based on the results and lessons learned in
analyzing the literature on emissions from the namral gas fuel cycle.

Detailed Description of Results

The ExxonMobil analysis produced results based on emission values per unit output of a
hypothetical natural gas electric power plant (Kg COz2:q/MWh], and we scaled their GHG
emissions values to correspond to the potential maximum natural gas throughput of the
respective pipelines (1.5 Bet/day for ACP and 2.0 Bef/day for the MVP). We chose this

Individual Comments
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study becausc it was a partial LCA analysis (of the production at the well head stage),
provided detailed results for process steps separately for carbon dioxide [CO:), methane
(CH4) and nitrous oxide (N:0) emissions, and pertained to conditions specific to natural
#as from hydraulic fracturing production in the Marcellus shale region, which is
identified as the source for the two pipelines in question, including some measurements
made on the Corporation’s own well vperations.

However, while these ExxonMobil estimates are useful as a starting point, they may not
be representative of all fracking operations in the Marcellus or other shale regions. In
fact, other estimates of overall emissions from that region suggest much higher fugitive
emissions of methane, and itis clear that some operators are responsible for much more
emissions per unit of production than others. For that reason we also present an
alternative sct of estimates for methane emissions from the overall production and
processing stage, as discussed below, Note that neither of these estimates appears to
consider the problem of post-production leales, which, as documented by Schlumberger,
may emerge many years after a well has been capped and taken out of operations,

Figure 1 and Table 1 show results applicable to the ACP pipeline, while Figure 2 and
Table 2 show similar results for the MVP pipeline. For simplicity, we aggregated the
original authors’ more detailed process level results into three major fuel cycle stages:?
Froduction and Processing (e, operations upstream of the transmission line),
Transmission and Storage, and Combustion of the delivered pipeline gas (assuming no
local distribution). {COz., emissions of N2O are neglected in Tables 1 & 2 as relatively
small compared to the GHG impacts of methane and C0: emissions.) We believe that
assessing GHG emissions from all three major fuel cycle stages, not just the transmission
pipeline stage, is important because these new pipelines are intended to collect the
produced gases and transport them to new or expanded markets in Virginia and North
Carolina, and possibly even to foreign export terminals. Hence, the pipelines will tend to
generate or at least support additional uses of natural gas that arguably will result in
greater gas production and combustion and their associated emissions, Some of the
uscs may include new industrial plants owned by forcign companics thatarc attracted
to the region by the availability of cheaper natural gas supplies than available abroad.
Fipeline proponents have been touting such economic development asa benefit of their
pipelines.

The bwo principle issues in making methane leakage estimates are: 1) what is the actual
leakage rate of methane from various stages of the natural gas fuel cycle? and 2) what is
the appropriate choice of global warming potential (GWP) [or other methad) to apply
when comparing emissions of C0; to other GHGs, especially to methane? The reason

1 The fuef cyele approach means analysis of operational impacts of all relevant stages
from extraction through use and dispesition of wastes; a fife cycle analysis [LCA)
approach extends the analysis to consideration of the indirect impacts of manufacturing
and transporting the equipment and the raw materials that go into the stages and is
cvaluated over the cstimated lifctime of the capital facilities,
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there are four columns in the two tables and first two figures is because we made
alternative choices for both of those issues. In Tables 1 and 2 the first column is from
the generic estimates given by Laurenzi and Jersey (except for the scaling up to each
pipeline). Note that the scale-up assumes the pipelines operate at full capacity

24./7 /365 because we have no estimates from the proponents about their planned
operating schedule. The second column adjusts the methane COzeq emission values (the
first column was based on EPA’s 100-year GWF assumption of 25 to the 20-year GWP of
84 from IPCC AR5 when summing to obtain total COz., emissions from cach stage. The
third and fourth columns (3X) increase the methane emissions from Froduction and
Processing (hut not the transmission or combustion stage emissions) by multiplying
Columns 1 and 2, respectively, by a factor of three to reflect resulty typical of top-clows
higher methane emission measurements in the Marcellus and other shale basins. The
reasan for this choice is explained helow in the Discussion section. Those two
adjustments increase the upstream production and processing emissions in Column 4 by
afactor of 4.9 and the total system emission by a factor of 1.7 relative to column 1.

(Note that the CH4 emission values shown in the Tables are in million metric tonnes
[MMT) of methane, not COzeq.) The COzeq values from the four columns in the tales are
also shown graphically in the bar charts of Figures 1 and 2.

For comparison, Virginia's two largest sources of COz. GHG emissions in 2014 were the
Chesterfield [7.22 MMT) and Clover [5.67 MMT] coal-fired power plants. The Column 1
total in Table 1 from the ACP pipcline (40.7] is comparable to the total contribution from
the 177 GHG sources in Virginia (49.4 MMT COz.q) from EPA’s Greenhouse Gas
Reporting Program (GHGRF) in 2014, while the total in Table 2 from the MVF pipeline
considerahly exceeds it2 [However, only part of the emissions in Tables 1 and 2 would
occur in Virginia.) These Virginia GHGRP values also are compared against the pipeline
values in Figures 1 and 2. Obviously the comparable totals for the higher methane
emissions assumed in Columns 3 and 4 of the bwo tables would be even higher, but only
Columns 1 and 3 should be compared with EPA's GHG values since the latter also
assume a GWP of 25. Emissions from the other two proposed pipelines would nearly
double the total emissions from the ACP and MVP for a total of 185 MMT C04.p ata GWP
of 25 in the base case, the ExxonMuobil rates, or 3.7 times the EPA GHGRP total for
Virginia.

2 Thisis based on EFPA's “Flight database” from their Greenhouse Gas Reporting system,
but that databasc cxcludes GHG emissions from onshore oil and gas production at the
state level, hence it does not include the emissions from coal bed methane extraction
operations in Virginia, for example. Also, the list of 177 large sources includes some that
reported zero emissions in 2014 compared with substantial emissions in prior years and
EPA generally assumes the GHGEP reported emissions underestimate actual totals
somewhat, Only large sources are required to report, and the database does not include
transportation and many small sources
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TABLE 1. Generic GHG Emission Estimates for the ACP Pipeline

GHG Emissions by gas

ExxonMobil* Adjusted Top-Down Top-Down

and fuel cycle stage (w/CH4 ExxonMobil* Higher CH4 Higher
GWP=25 (w/CH4 Leakage CH4
over 100 GWP=84 Estimate** Leakage
years) over 20 {w/CH4 Estimate™™
years) GWP=25) [(w/CH,
GVWP=84)
Production & Processing
COz (MMT COqlyear) 3.60 3.60 3.60 360
CH, Losses (MMT CHalvear) 0.107 0.107 0.321 0.321
Total COzeq Emissions (MMT/year) 5.3 126 118 306
Transmission & Storage
CO; (MMT COylyear) 1.27 1.27 1.27 1.27
CH,; Losses (MMT CHa/fyear) 0.058 0.058 0.058 0.058
Total COq Emissions (MMT/year) 2.7 6.1 27 6.1
Combustion of Delivered Gas
CO; (MMTiyear) 317 M7 3.7 M7
Grand Total GHG Emissions 40.7 50.4 46.0 65.4

{(MMT COg, fyear)

* ExxonMobil means the AMALY S15 analysis of Laurenzi & Jersey (2013); note that
this was a generic analysis, not specific to the ACP pipeline. The values here
represent a conversion from their numbers in terms of emissions/MWWh into
emissions/SCF, which are multiplied times the ACP capacity of 1.5 Befiday to get the
MM T/year values shown here. These values assume full-time operation 24/7/365.

** Assumes 3 X ExxonMobil CH4 Production & Processing emissions (see

discussion)
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TABLE 2. Generic GHG Emission Estimates for the MVP Pipeline

Adjusted Top-Down

Exxon- ; Tap-Down
Mabil* 5’2‘&” gﬁzer Higher CH4
GHG Emissions by gas and fuel  {(w/CH. JCH Leak Leakage
cycle stage GWP=25 (C\’SVWP-“B 4 Ez.tain'?aq(:** Estimate**
over 100 i - (WICH; (w/CH4
years) years) GWP=25) GWP=84)
Preduction & Processing
COy (MMT COylyear) 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8
CH4 Losses (MMT CHalvear) 0.143 0.143 0.428 0.428
Tatal COzeq Emissions (MMT/year) 5.4 16.8 15.5 40.8
Transmission & Storage
CO; (MMT CCyfyear) 17 1.7 17 1.7
CH4 Losses (MMT CHay/vear) 0.077 0.077 0.077 0.077
Total CO2q Emissions (MMT/year) 36 8.1 36 8.1
Combustion of Delivered Gas
CO, (MMT/year) 423 423 423 423
Grand Tetal GHG Emissions
{MMT CQ2eq fyear) 543 67.2 61.3 91.2

* ExxonMobil means the ANALY SIS analysis of Laurenzi & Jersey (2013); note that
this was a generic analysis, not specific to the MVP pipeline. The values here
represent a conversion from their numbers in terms of emissions/MWh into
emissions/SCF, which are multiplied times the MVP capacity of 2.0 Befiday to get the
MM T/year values shown here. These values assume full-time cperation 24/7/365.

** Assumes 3 X ExxonMobil CH,; Production & Processing emissions (see
discussion)

Discussion of Assumptions and Results

The two principle issues in making these estimates are: 1) what is the actual leakage
rate of methane from various stages of the natural gas tuel cycle, and 2) what is the
appropriate choice of giebal warming potential (GWP) [or other method] to apply when
comparing emissions of COz2 to other GHGs, especially to methane? Both of thuse
questions have been issues for several decades. Neither is completely settled today. We
have approached it in our estimates by choosing a lower and higher value for each factor,
and also produced a separate analysis that obviates the GWF issue.

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND772 — G. Besa

INT}
7721
cont'd

20161222-5041 FERC PDF (Tnoffieciall 122272016 6:43:15 &AM

The issuc of lcakage rates remains unresolved and a very controversial topic. The way
chosen here to represent a range of opinion on leakage rates from the upstream
production and processing stages is to show a lower estimate (the so-called Exxon Mobil
values, which are similar to EPA's emission factors) vs. a higher estimate (the "3 X"

or "Top-Down Higher” values in Columns 3 &4 as explained further below.

Choice of GWP. The GWP issue is now quite well understood scientifically but remains
controversial in the policy and political arenas. The issue with a GWP selection is that
the UN adopted a 100-year GWPF as part of the Kyoto Protocol. EPA also adopted it
becausc of the need to have a specific way to weight various GHGs and value emission
tradeotfs and to be consistent with International reporting requirements. However, for
other purposes such as evaluating mitigation strategies and longer-term tradeoffs, many
climate scientists and policy analysts, including the latest TPCC reports, now understand
its limitations, For strategic purposes there are alternative solutions for characterizing
the relative impacts available in the literature [eg, Alvares et al. 2012 that render that
choice irrelevant. However, for simplicity here we simply compute methane effects for
two widcly different values of the GWP to illustrate the range: EPA’s value of 25 (that
was based on the [PCC AR4 2007 report for a 100-year time frame) and was used by
Laurenzi and Jersey, and the IPFC ARS 2013 value of 84 for a 20-year time frame. We
helieve that the latest scientific estimates should be applied and that there is no
scientific justification for preferring a 100-year over a 20-year values, especially since
many of the GHG mitigation goals of the U.S. {for example, the U5, pledge to the UNFCCC
prucess for 2025]) will vecur over much shorter periods of time, closer to a 20-year
period.

We also show in Figure 3 the results of a simple model that shows the temporal
evolution of planctary heating duc to the emissions of COz and CH4 (scparately) plus
heating from combustion of the delivered gases from all four pipeline projects. For this
chartwe used the higher methane emission rates (columns 3 and 4 in the tables).
Flanetary heating from the GHG emissions means the incremental radiative forcing at
the top of the atmosphere due to the emitted gases. Our simple model is similar to that
described by Alvarex et al. 2012, although we use updated parameters based on the
latest estimates of total greenhonse gas concentrations in the atmosphere and display
our results in absolute terms as planetary heating,  Our model will be described in more
detail in a subsequent paper. This approach eliminates the need for using GWFs and
provides more information.

Froduction and Processing Stages. Estimates of GHG emissions from namral gas
production, processing and gathering pipcline transport operations differ widely and
currently are very controversial. Briefly, there is an unresolved disconnect between two
seneral approaches to estimating emissions: so-called botfom-up methods that sum up
measurements and for generic emission factor-based estimates for individual operations
and equipment in the overall process, versus top-down methods based on measuring
concentrations of methane in the atmosphere for some region in which there are natural
gas and/or oil producing eperations, then translating those measurements into

estimates of emissions associated with natural gas and oil production, processing and
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other stages (depending on what operations arc occurring in the study region]. Those
two approaches lead to estimated emissions that can differ by as much as an order of
magnitude. Figure 4 below shows some examples of top-down compared with EPA
bottom-up estimates. Note that several top-down estimates shown in Figure 4 have a

median value of about 10% leakage, compared with the EPA estimate between 1 and 2%.

Tables 1 and 2 begin with one estimate (Columns 1 & 2) of a bottom-up approach, the
Exxon-Mobil study, which is near the lower end of the range of such estimates, (although
there are even lower ones). 1t amounts to about 1.12 % lealage of methane from the
upstream production and processing stages of Marcellus shale fracking, in particular in
the Southwestern Pennsylvania part of that region. We also give hypothetical (3X)
estimates [Columns 3 & 4) (based on multiplying the Exxon Mobil results by a factor of
3] that we helicve arc representative of the middle of the top-down cstimates and also
are comparable to the higher end of bottom up estimates), which is equivalent to
upstream methane emissions of about 3.4%. The ExxonMobil results for methane
emission appear to be roughly in the same range as some other hottom-up estimates
near the low end, including values hased on EPA’s Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventory.
There are a number of general issues with most bottom-up studies, including the
difficulty of assuring that individual measurements made to determine emission factors
are representative of the hroader industry operations, and that most measurements
hawve been made by or in close association with the producing industry that has a vestad
industry in showing low emissions. (Itis difficult to make detailed measurements at a
site without the vperator’s cooperation, and there always is a question about whether
the operator may do things differently when he lmows researchers or government
inspectors are present.)

The particular high-end estimate for methane leakage we use here (3.4%) is comparable
to the top-down results reported in the study by Petron et al. [2014), viz. 4.1+1.5%.
However, that pertained to natural gas production from a combination of oil and gas
wells and supporting infrastructure. That study involved atmospheric studies using
various comhbinations of ground-hased air monitors, aircraft measurements, and other
measurements of methane and ¥YOC concentrations. There have been relatively large
uncertainty bounds on top-down methods. [See bounds shown in Figure 4 below, but
also the newer Zavala-Araiza ef af, 2015 study discussed below.) The advantage of top-
down estimates is that they tend to capture all the methane emissions in a region,
including natural gas industry sources that may have much higher emissions than
represented by emission factors (and there is much evidence that a few large leakage
sources account for a disproportionate contribution to totals). Their result was
nowhere near the worst-casc leakage cxample among top down studics, some of which
found values of methane leakage on the order of 10% or more, as shown in Figure 4. A
leakage rate of 3.4% is also consistent with higher estimates using bottom-up methods
from the literature |[for cxample, see Brandt ct al. (2014 ]. Atmospheric measurements
do not measure CO; cmissions, so we use the same CO: estimates from Laurenzi and
Jersey in this column in Table 1. Also note that atmospheric measurements do not
necessarily capture all the indirect LCA values since some of those may apply to
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opcrations cutside the producing arcas, but those tend to be the smaller part of the total
cImissions,

Avery recent report by Zavala-Araiza et al [2015] reconciles bottom-up and top-down
estimates in the Barnett shale oil and gas-production region of Texas. It augments
conventional bottom-up inventories, accounts for high emitters, and compares them to
top-down aireraft studies in which ethane measurements are used to correct for
hiogenic sources, Their hottom-up inventory is 1.9 times estimated emissions hased on
the EPA GHGI program, and represents a methane leakage rate of 1.5% (1.2—1.9%).
The Aircraft top-down measurements of fossil methane averaged about 109 higher than
the bottom-up estimates, but still within the top-down uncertainty bounds, Those
results for the Barnett region indicate a significantly smaller lealage rate than the
Fetran ctal. (2014 ) results obtained in the Denver-Juleshurg gas and nil production
region,

The Zavala-Araiza results (a methane leakage rate of 1.5% for upstream production and
processing stages) suggest a medium leakage case in between our hase Exxon Mohil
value and the “Higher 3X" leakage estimate of 3.4% in columns three and four. Of course,
neither of those estimates from other basins necessarily pertains to the Marcellus shale
gas production region, so we cannot say whether our assumed medium and high values
in the Tables and Figures are consistent. We do not claim that the value of 3.4% used
here is a valid upper estimate for the Marcellus region, but only that itillustrates the
potential impact of a higher estimate that is slightly smaller than a top-down result from
another region that involved particularly comprehensive measurements.

Areport by Marchese et ol (2015] gives estimates of emissions from the gas processing
and gathering pipeline stages (which stages are included in our estimates of Froduction
and Frocessing). Generally they found that their measurements of 16 gas processing
plants were even lower than EPA’s emission factors, but measurements of 114 gathering
pipeline facilities were often much higher than EPA emission factors. A few of the
smaller gathering facilitics appear to have lcakage rates cxeceeding 10% of gas
throughput, but most were much less than that. Marchese et al. did condude that:

“While there is uncertainty in determining gathering facility emissions from the EPA
GHGL the results of this study suggest that the GHGI substantially underestimates
emissions from gathering faciliies,

The Marchese study indicates that emissions from gathering lines may be considerably
larger than estimated in the ExxonMobil analysis. However, such increased methane
cmissions presumahly would already be accounted for in broad region top-down studics
that are the basis for our medium and higher methane estimates, so there does not
appear to be a need to factor thatinto our results in columns three through six.

Arecent report, Concerned Health Professionals of New York Report (2015), found that
(p.52-57):
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"Leakage from faulty wells is an issuc that the industry has identificd and for which it
has no solution. According to Schlumberger, one of the world's largest companies
specializing in fracking, about five percent of wells lealt immediately, 50 percent leak
after 15 years, and 60 percent leak after 30 years. Data from Pennsylvania's
Department of Environmental Protection {DEF] for 2000-2012 show over nine
percent of shale gas wells drilled in the state’s northeastern counties leaking within
the first five years. Leaks pose serious risks including potential loss of life or
property from explosions and the migration of gas or other chemicals into drinking
water supplies.

"Leals also allow methane to escape into the atmosphere, where it acts as a more
powertul greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide. Indeed, over a 20-vear time frame,
methane is 86 times more potent a heat accumulator than carhon dioxide. There is
no evidence to suggest that the problem of cement and well casing impairment is
abating. Indeed, a 2014 analysis of more than 75,000 compliance reports for more
than 41,000 wells in Pennsylvania found that newer wells have higher leakage rates
and that uncenventional shale gas wells leak more than conventional wells drilled
within the same time period. Industry has no solution for rectifying the chronic
problem of well casing/cement leakage.”

Combustion Stage. CO: emissions from the natural gas-fired combustion (e.g, power
plant) stage depend mainly on the amount of gas consumed, which in this case is simply
the throughput of the pipeline, and slightly on the composition of natural gas (which
changes the CO; per cubic foot), Effectively we used the latter factor from Laurenzi and
Jersey since they based it on typical pipeline natural gas produced in the Marcellus shale
region (rather than EPA's nominal emission factor). Any combustion use of the
transmission line natural gas throughput would give the same result. However, natural
gas delivered Further for use through local distribution lines would have higher overall
C0z:4 emissions because of the substantial extra leakage of methane in many
distribution systems. GHG emissions published by Laurenziand Jersey from this stage
are just from combustion, are not based on a life cycle analysis, and do not account for
any leakage of methane or unburned methane in the power plant exhaust or pre-
combustion handling. While we could not find a definitive emission factor from EPA for
methane specitic to NGCC power plants, NETL (2010) gives the factor 8.56 E-D6

kg /MWwh for NGCC plants?. That would be negligible comparad with the CO: emissions.

Transmission and Storage (T&S) Stage. Our base estimate for this stage is based on a
different treatment. The ExxonMobil analysis did not base their estimate on a life-cyde
analysis or a detailed calculation of emissions from pipeline facilities. Rather, it takes

# Methane emission factors vary with the type of combustion process; methane and Nz20O
eniissions from simple gas turbines and other engines used to power pipeline
compressors are not as small; eg., EPA’s AP-42 GHG emission factors for natural gas-
fired turbines are 0.003 Ib/MMBtu for NzO and 0.0086 for CHs, which together amount
to about 1.4% of the CO; cmissions when the ARS 20-year GWPs for those gases arc
applied (268 for N, 0).
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2009 EPA cstimates of total T&S fugitive methanc emissions and total CO2 from
compressors to calculate the ratio to total natural gas withdrawals that year. That
results in an average leakage rate of 0.45% of methane and an average amount of CO2
emissions of 82 Kg/MMScl of transported gas. We only have limited information about
the two proposed pipelines, such as lengths, sizes, compressor horsepower, and
maximum gas throughput per day. There do not appear to be any emission factors
available to estimate pipeline emissions based only on those parameters. Given those
limitations and the generic nature of information from the Laurenzi and Jersey (2013)
paper about the assumptions and data for their emission estimates of the Transmission
and Storage stage, it did notappear feasible to estimate how their generic cstimates of
methane should scale with various pipeline parameters, other than a direct scaling with
pipeline throughput capacity. We also note that GHG emission estimates from the
pipeline proponents do not yet appear to be available, That may cspecially he important
for the direct emission values for pipeline operations. The analysis of Laurenzi and
Jersey (2013) assumes a 0.45% CHaleal rate in transmission but they do not state
specific assumptions about transmission miles, compressor HP and other factors.
Rather, they assume a fraction of total EPA estimates for pipeline CHsleakage and
compressor CO; emissions in 2009 based on the fraction of gross gas withdrawals, The
ACP and MVF transmission pipelines, totaling 554.6 miles and 294 miles, respectively,
may not be typical of the length and leakage rates implicitin the Laurenzi and Jersey
analysis. ltwould be desirahle to update those estimates when more specific
information becomes availahle,

Subramanian ef al. (2015] recently puhlished an onsite study of compressor station
cemissions, Itincludes measurements of methane emissions from 47 transmission line
compressor and storage sites, This is claimed to be the most comprehensive set of
measurements since the 1996 joint EFA/Gas Rescarch Institute study. However, the
measured fugitive methane emission estimates vary by several orders of magnitude
among stations and the study found no correlation between emissions and compressor
horsepower. Those results, together with results of other studies, indicate that there
arc large variations in emissions among different kechnologics used in cquipment,
prubably in the amount of effort companies spend on maintenance of things like seals on
compressors, valves, and lealis, and perhaps also in the efforts spent on maonitoring to
detect leaks.* Becausce of the wide variance in these results and the lack of clear
correlation to pipeline parameters such as total horsepower and size of pipeline, we
were unahle to use the results to replace or compare directly with those of the
ExxonMohil study.

*An EPA hackground study, EPA (2014 ], prepared for analysis of a proposced N3PS
standard, estimated the following methane emissions achievable per compressor for
each of the three types of transmission compressor: 27.1 metric tonne/vear for
reciprocating, 126 for centrifugal with wet secals, and 15.9 for centrifugal with dry seals,
but those estimates apparently do not include all the other components ata compressor
station, which in practice can contribute substantial emissions duc to lcakage, venting
and exhaust emissions.
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Zimmerle et gl {2015] published a recent study of the U.5. natural gas transmission line
and storage system (T&S) methane emissions. This study’s estimated overall US
transmission and storage sector emissions for 2012 as 1503 Gg/vr, which were within
their statistical uncertainty of EPA’s GHGI estimated value of 2071 Gg/yr. Theyalso

found super emitter stations that appear to be due to equipment or control malfunctions.

One can compare those leakage estimates with the U.S. tutal value that the ExxonMuobil
study used as the basis for their generic estimate of pipeline emissions, which was 2,115
Gg/yr fur 2009, or 0.45% of total gas production. Since total gross withdrawals in 2012
were about 16,5% larger than in 2009, the Zimmerle study value of 1503 Gg/yr
corresponds to a methane leakage rate of about 40% less than the ExxonMobil study, or
about 0.27% of gross withdrawals (apparent range of 0.23 to 0.39%). However, both of
those estimates refer to averages over a national mix of different pipelines of different
sizes, ages and capacitics, sno it is questionahle whether they can be applicd directly to
specific new transmission pipeline projects. The Zimmerle et al. study includes the
results from Subramanian et al. (2015) at individual compressor station and storage
sites, hut apparently extends the analysis. They fit all their results to several different
maodels in order to draw conclusions about the overall population of sites, including the
1.5, total T&S emissions cited above. However, it again it is difficult for us to interpret
those results in terms of specific estimates for the ACP and MVF pipelines,
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Figure 7. Estimated methane emissions are shown for the targeted regions
Bakken in light brown, and Eagle Ford in dark brown. Shown are absolute
emission increase (2009-2011 relative to 2006-2008) in the left panel, and the
leakage rate relative to production in the right panel, in each case together with
the 1e-uncertainty ranges. For comparison, leakage estimates from previous
studies in Marcellus (2012) [Caulton et al, 2014], Uintah (2012) [Karion et al.,
2013], and Denver-Julesburg (2008) [Pétron et al., 2012] (yellow, blue, and
magenta) are shown together with the EPA bottom-up inventory estimates for
natural gas and petroleum systems (2011) [U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
2014] (grey) in the right panel.

Relative Leakage [%]

Fig. 4. Chart from Schneising et al (2014). (Figure and caption copied
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Conclusions and Recommendations

The potential total GHG emissions associated with these two proposed new
pipelines could greatly increase emissions from this region for decades into the
future. Hence, in an era where climate change mitigation will require reducing GHG
emissions sharply, decision makers need to consider whether approval of these
projects is consistent with national and international goals for climate mitigation.

Given the ohserved wide variation in methane emissions and the very high total
potential GHG emissions, it is important that the transmission pipeline companics
and FERC provide complete life-cycle estimates of methane and CO; emissions from
their projects for the EIS for their proposed pipeline projects, together with detailed
documentation of their assumptions so that the potential GHG emissions and other
environmental impacts of the pipeline stage can properly be judged. It is dear that
expunding gas usage and supporting it with new pipelines and production implies
substantially greater total GHG emissions than appear when agencies or advocates
focus on only one stage at a time and ignore the indirect impacts of the immediate
project.

FERC must recognize that the emerging world commitment to cut GHG emissions, as
evidenced by the recent UNFCCC COP21 agreement in Paris, will mean that the
opcrating lives of new natural gas investments arc likely to he suhstantially shorter
thun the traditional assumption that a pipeline will operate for thirty or more years.
Expanding investments based on such rosy assumptions will lead to substantial
stranded investments, in addition to increased global warming from excessive GHG
emissions. These are ample grounds for rejecting certificate applications for
expanded natural gas pipeline capacity. Ata minimum, pipeline investors should be
placed atrisk for under-recovery of investments as a result of overcapacity for
transportation of natural gas that cannot continue to be burned at historic, let alone
expanded, levels for several decades into the future.

Furthermore, if FERC decides to allow either of the proposed pipelines to proveed, it
should require detailed maintenance and emission monitoring plans for new and
associated existing pipelines and compressor stations adequate to prevent leaks and
detect all releases of methane to the atmosphere in a timely fashion so that
substantial leaks can quickly be remedied, both for public safety and to minimize the
climate impacts of GHG emissions.
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i Prepared for the Virginia Chapter Sierra Club with contributions by Richard H. Ball, Ph.D., volunteer
Sustainable Energy Chair, William Penniman, Esq., volunteer Conservation Chair, and Kirk Bowers,
PE, Pipelines Program Manager, Virginia Chapter.
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Dec 19, 2016

loseph H. Fagan

403 Franklin Drive.

Blacksburg, Virginia 24060
joseph.fagan. myp.intervenor@gmail.com

joey fagan@yahoo.com

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement Docket # CP1610-000
Dear Secretary Bose,

As a scientist who has studied the karst hydrology of the Slussers Chapel Conservation Site and
performed numerous dye traces to better define the associated karst basin, 1am writing you
today to express my concerns regarding likely environmental impacts that would likely to occur
during the construction and operation of the Mountain Valley Pipeline as currently proposed.
The rmost recent iteration of the MVYP's proposed right of way bisects the Slussers Chapel Karst
Basin (that substantially defines the boundary of the Slussers Chapel Conservation Site) and
crosses no less than five streams flowing into the associated karst. There is considerable
likelihood that sediment from the pipeline right of way would periodically wash into the cave
systern and associated karst aquifer during precipitation events and thereby cause significant
environmental impacts.

Comments were provided to EQT Corporation, in a letter dated September 2, 2016, by the
Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation {DCR] that detailed the issues with the
proposed routing and the multiple stream crossings. That same letter also put forth a workable
solution to the problem by suggesting an alternate routing following along the ridge of Brush
Meuntain for approximately 1.5 miles to avoid crossing the streams that flow onto the karst. |
am concerned that this alternate is not mentioned in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) as submitted by the developers of the Mountain Valley Pipeline. | respectfully
request that the lkarst avoidance alternative be studied and properly documented in a revised
EIS It would be preferable, if the pipeline is to be built in spite of the strong opposition
expressed by the citizens and localities along its path, for the karst avoidance alternative, as
presented by DCR, to receive serious consideration and possibly be adopted as the least-
impactful alternative.

Sincerely,

loseph H. Fagan
Karst Hydrologist/Environmental Planner

IND773-1

See the response to comment LA13-19 regarding the VADCR’s

letter.
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Robert Fener
1011 Swapping Camp Road
Ambherst, Virginia 24521

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission M [‘) I G LS A EEG 5
888 First Street N.E. iV Uy
Washington, DC 20426

Docket Number CP 16-10-000 December 19, 2016
Ms. Bose:

This letter is to unequivocatly cppase the Mountzin Valley Pipeline and especially from
crossing the Jefferson National Forest in Virginia. The idea that environmentalists have
to go through literally in excess of a decade, to work on the Forest Plan and a private for
profit entity can unilaterally demand amending that forest plan, without going through
all the earlier procedural work and planning revisions, renders moot the entire process.
This and other similar pipelines have no benefit to the communities and habitat they
destray in the process of running through to export terminals. Pipeline ecological
damage is well established from leaks, fire, erosion, edge effect, Introduction of weedy
exotics, destruction of archeological and historic sites, ete. This pipeline and others,
have nc place in the areas put aside for cutdoor recreation, water supply and flood
controi, habitat for threatened and endangered species, etc.

After repeated scoping letters, one would assume by now that you are well aware that
fracking, the source of the gas, is assaciated with water pollution, earthquakes, leaks,
etc. It is only now, that the new regime says that sclence no longer matters and
agencies, that protect our enviranment, like the EPA, USGS, NOAA and other
government agencies, like USDA, US Defense Department etc. are well in agreement
that climate change, global warming, are very real threats to our planet. Just leave it in
the pround, as they say. And yes, | am writing this letter on a photo-voltalc powered
energy system. Science, shouldn't be determined by what idiot has his name in the
White House, Lastly, it accurs to me that if we do away with all the agencies that
protect the environment, then we won't need FERC, because everything will be pre-
approved and your agency and job are superfluous.

Thank you and be we!
ﬂ—“/‘ A N e
Robert Fener
1011 Swapping Camp Road
Ambherst, \irginia 24521

fenerbob@hotmail.com

IND774-1

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the LRMP for the
Jefferson National Forest. See the response to comment IND2-3
regarding export and hydraulic fracturing. The EIS provides a
discussion of invasive species in section 4.4, cultural resources in
section 4.10, recreation in section 4.8, threatened and endangered
species in section 4.7, and water resources in section 4.3. A
revised discussion of flash flooding is provided in section 4.3.2
of the final EIS. See the response to comment IND92-1
regarding leaks.

Individual Comments
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Kimberly D. Bose, Secrelary December 15, 2016
Federal Enargy Regulatory Commisshan
854 First Street NE, Room 14
Washington, DG 20426

FERS OS2 P 23b

Docket Number: PF15-3-000, _
CP16-10-000 or CP16-13-000 ] R i f‘] : -

Re: Opposition to the Mountaln Valley Naturat Gas Plpeline — Maonitering Alr for leaks

In the DE!S on page 4-466 it states: “We received comments regarding the ability to detect leaks in
the pipeline system when an odorant has not baen introduced into the natural gas. The Appiicants
would install data acguisition systems that allow monitoring of pipeline flows and pressures at
various points along the system. The system would permit remote closing of MLVs in the event of
an incident along the pipeline systems and would utilize a combination of radio and/or satellite
communications to transmit data from the pipeline to the Applicants’ pipeline control centers in
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. In addition, a secondary back-up pipeline control center would be
available in Finleyville, Pennsylvania. The data acquisition systems would be monitored by gas
control technicians whao are on duty 24 hours a day, 365 days a year. If unexpected pressure
changes are noted that indicate the possibility of a leak, the gas controller on duty can either shut
down the pipeline MLVs upstream and downstream of the apparent leak and/or dispatch field
technicians to investigate the pressure change. Accarding to information provided by Mountain
Valley, the remately controlled MLVs could be controlled both locaily and remotely and would close
within 2 minutes following issuance of a remote signal to close.”

i wanted to bring this comment to FERC again because the above statement is not enough to ensure
the detection data acquisition system would be enough to make any leak noticeable. One
immediate concern is that along the route in very remote areas, the radio and/or satellite
communications may or may not connect. These places do not have cellular connection and at
times the satellite is not always connecting especially in ice/fsnow. How will communication be
provided? Has the system above and back-up system been used and worked in the past? What
safeguards are in place and have been thoroughly tested to ensure the 2 minutes to close metric?

Please provide more details in your responses to very important comments/lssues that are brought
to FERCs attention. Please do not approve this very for profit business that is not a public
goodfutility.

Fat Curran Lecnard 4636 Diflons Mil Road Callaway, VA 24065 B540-529-5184

IND775-1

Section 4.12 of the EIS has been revised to provide a discussion
of backup remote sensing if cellular communications are

disabled.

Individual Comments
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37 Bald Mountain Road : B
Camden, MEQ4843 T
December 15, 2016 Vil

=y = 2_» BLJ

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Kimberly D. Boze, Secretary

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

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

Ms. Bose,

As both a Maing resident living just three hours from the terminus of the Appalachian
Trail on Mt. Katadhin and as an AT section hiker who has thus far hiked from Katahdin
to the Delaware Water Gap on the NJ-PA line as well as most of the trail in Virginia, 1
am coneerned that the proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline would pose irreparable ham
to this magical scenic pathway. | urge the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to
prevent the short-sighted destruction of this national treasure for the mere transport of
an energy source that like the dinosaur will soon be but a relic. This spring | plan to
resume hiking the AT where | left off in October on the Pennsylvania state line. | do
hope that when | resume hiking | will be able to do so in the knowledge that the trail
through Pennsylvania and West Virginia will be protected. Three years from now, by
which time | will have completed my first section hike, | will turn 70 and my grandson will
turn 10. At that time, we plan to begin section-hiking the trail together. | hope that your
actions in the present will guarantee the integrity of our future hike as well as that of
others far into the future.

David G. Kemn, M.D.

IND776-1

The ANST would be crossed by a bore. A revised visual analysis
of the ANST can be found in section 4.8 of the final EIS. The
MVP would not be located within Pennsylvania. The EEP would

not impact the ANST.

Individual Comments
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IND777-1

See the response to comments FA8-1 and FA10-1 regarding the
LRMP for the Jefferson National Forest. The EIS provides a
discussion of steep slopes, karst, and sinkholes in section 4.1.
Water resources are addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

Individual Comments
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December 15, 2016

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

488 First St. N.E. Room 1A O R I G | N £
Washington, DC 20426 v

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

Dear Ms. Bose,

T am writing to you as & historian of the Appalachian Trail. I teach courses in the Department of History
and Art History at George Mason University on the history of the AT and so am deeply immersed in not
only the history of the Trail, but also its history as a unique public/private partnership designed to bring

the benefits of bath economic development and conservation to the mountain communities of America’s
Appalachian mountain chain, The proposed Mountain Valiey Pipeline threatens both of these objectives
of the Trail project and so I am writing to you today to oppose this energy project.

‘When he came up with the idea for the Appsalachian Trail in the 1920s, Benton MacKaye hoped that the
Trail would spur Americans of all social and economic groups to come to the mountains, breathe the fresh
air, and enjoy a few hours or days of respite under the tree canopy of our mountains. He also hoped that
by bringing people from the cities of the East Coast to the mountains, the Tml project would help poor
mountain communities grow and prosper. Both of those things have hapy beyond his wild

hopes.

The proposed Mouuta.m Valley Pipeline will slam right through some of the most scenic and iconic

hes of the A hian Trail, including Dragon®s Tooth, McAfee Knob, and Angel's Rest. 1 hiked
these stretches of the Trai? myself this summer and can attest to their umsurpassed beauty. Imagine for just
a moment standing or the precipice of McAfee Knob &nd staring down not at ¥Yirginia's beautiful great
valley, but at the scar of an oil and gas pipeline. T think vou can see the problem.

Some argue that the pipeline is important for the economic development of this region of the state. If that
were 50 important, why would so many local communities have passed resolutions against the pipeline
route? Clearly, those who pipeline supports purport to be trying to help don’t want that sort of help. The
residents of these communities understand how important the natural beauty of their region is the key to
their econonic survival — not being a transit point for natural gas fracked elsewhere,

For all these reasons, [ strongly urge the FERC to protect the Appalachian Trail and itz surrounding
landscape and communities. Heed the voices of those who live in the pipeline’s route. Heed the voiceless
trees, bears, foxes, and flowers of our beautiful Virginia landscape. Heed the voices of our children whose
natural world is increasingly threatened by climate change. Find an appropriately sited route for this
pipeline rather than the currently inappropriately sited one.

Thaok you for your time, your service, and for your consideration of my plea.

Siacerely,

IND778-1

The ANST would be crossed by a bore. A revised visual analysis
of the ANST can be found in section 4.8 of the final EIS. The
pipeline would transport natural gas not oil. Socioeconomics are

addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

Individual Comments
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- 805—Save Our Springs
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IND779-1 See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding 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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Megan Motz, Fayetteville, WV.

The Mountain Valley Pipeline is a serious threat to the residents of West
Virginia and Virginia. For these reasons, I urge vou to find that the
Mountain Valley Pipeline is not in the public intersst and reject its
application.

1. Existing infrastructure is more than sufficient tao meet the energy
needs of this region.

Z. Environmental impact of this project will ke immense and irreversible.,
3. It will infringe an the rights of private landowners.

4. Numerous incidents of leaks and explosions are a direct risk to
residents and environment.

5. Protest against this project will c¢reats social unrest. Protest will
not stop until this application is denied.

IND780-1

Section 3.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of existing systems
as an alternative to the proposed projects. We conclude that with
mitigation, the project is not likely to have significant impacts on
most environmental resources (except forest). The right-of-way
would be restored and revegetated following construction (see
section 2.4.2 of the EIS). Landowner rights are discussed in
section 4.9 of the EIS. See the response to comment IND92-1
regarding leaks. See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding
safety.

Individual Comments
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IND781-1

See the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s
report. Tourism is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

Individual Comments
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Meredith Simmons, Shawsville, VA.
IND Please do NOT let the Mountain valley pipeline be approved. It will scar . . .
landscapes and make t© AT much less bsautiful. I understand that we nsed IND782-1 The ANST would be crossed by abore. A revised visual analySIS
of the ANST can be found in section 4.8 of the final EIS.

782-1

to transpert fuel for energy, but this project is HUGE and affects ocur
land in such a negative way. Listen te the pecple who will have to look
2t it all the bLime-- we don't want itl Please consider more factors than

money and big business. Consider the people, the land, the environment,

and my small veics.

Individual Comments
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T Hatfield, Chestertown, MD.

My family is from the heart of BAppalachia. We are rooted deep in coal
country. The recognition of the challenges of energy, financial security
for regions rich with natural resources and the protection of land is
important and understood even by those who wish to conserve. Our
immediate needs have always taken priority over long term goals and we
see and feel the damage of this way of thinking every day. Innovation is
needed to reduce the impact on the natural resources we have to prevent
catastrophe, not only in the case of natural damage but also a refusal to
address long term consequences that could leave the area and the people
high and dry. Let us stop putting this off by relying on finite resources
and focus more on having a pristine Appalachia that can bring tourism and
outdoor pastime revenue indefinitely, while using the infinite resources
of human creativity to solve our energy challenges in a more sustainable
way. The people of the area need better jobs, the people of the country
need better energy and the people of the world need and deserve a
preserved planet and environment.

IND783-1

Tourism is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

Individual Comments
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Marilyn Amerson, Callaway, VA.

I am opposed to the Mountain Valley Pipeline for three reasons:

1. Safety: The proposed pipeline cuts off any access we have to roads
of escape in the event of an explosion or problem. We live in a remote
area that does not have cell phone service. There are at least a dozen
households who would need to access Dillons Mill Road to escape in the
event of a problem. We would all be trapped in a mountainous area. We
have recently seen what happened in Gatlinburg with the wildfires and
statistics show that, since 2010, more than 3,300 gas leaks have occurred
in the U. S. 1In September 2015, a 30 inch pipeline exploded in New
Mexico and ten people were killed. A 2010 explosion caused a fire that
killed 8 people and damaged 70 homes.

2. The environmental impact statement does not adequately describe the
impact of this project: The statement says the pipeline would be
minimally invasive, however this area is very rocky and a great deal of
blasting will be required to seat a pipeline of this size. This blasting
will affect the foundations of homes and wells and the streams in the
area. These streams contribute significantly to one of the main branches
of one our areas most important resources—Smith Mountain Lake. The high
insurance rates and lower home values will be personally devastating to
small, unimportant people like us, but will likely, at some point affect
an affluent and economically significant economic treasure in our state.
The issue isn’t just the initial installation of this pipeline, but the
subsequent maintenance and probable neglect as fracking becomes an
increasingly disparaged source of energy and is replaced by other
sources.

3. The pipeline exists for the profit of a select few and is not for
the common good: The land we live on belonged to my grandfather. When
he lost the land (in the Great Depression) my father loved this area so
much that he earned the money to repurchase it. My father allowed
electric lines to be built and allowed right-of ways for an improved road
that benefitted everyone. Research from other pipeline areas shows that,
while the pipelines make a huge profit, this area will actually suffer
economically as local workers will not be included in the building
process and property-owners will suffer from high insurance fees, lower
property values, pollution, water shed damage, infrastructure cost
increases and slowed tourism. Recent statistics show that there are
sufficient reserves for natural gas through at least 2030. A large
natural gas company in New Mexico has called off plans to build a plant
and pipeline because there were sufficient reserves already. The
practice of fracking has come under fire in this country and has been
outlawed in New York. What happens to this massive pipeline when this
line is no longer in use? How many people will have been poisoned and
how much of this pristine natural area (especially the national forest
lands) will have been decimated for no reason—except for the greed of a
very few?

I have waited to give these comments because I don’t believe my comments
will make any difference. The same day that FERC held a meeting in
Roanoke (where I was denied the right to complete my comments) the energy
companies were negotiating and paying for easements with my neighbors.
Apparently, the gas companies don’t think FERC will rule against them,
either. I live on land that will be visually affected by this project.

IND784-1

IND784-2

IND784-3

IND784-4

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the
response to comment IND18-2 regarding emergency response.

See the response to comment CO14-1 regarding blasting. See the
responses to letter CO14 regarding Smith Mountain Lake. See
the response to comment INDI12-1 and INDI2-1 regarding
property values and insurance. See the response to comment
IND2-3 regarding hydraulic fracturing.

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. See the
response to comment IND13-2 regarding benefits to the local
communities. See also the response to comment IND191-3
regarding local jobs. Tourism is discussed in section 4.9 of the
EIS.

See the response to comment LA2-1 regarding the draft EIS
comment sessions. See the response to comment LA13-17
regarding easement negotiations prior to approval. See the
response to comment CO14-1 regarding blasting. See the
response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

Individual Comments
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IND My water will be poiscned and my foundations will prabably crumble, hut T
784-4 have no say and no legal recourse for damages because this line is nat
running through my land-nor would I wish it to do sa.

My father left his wife and young son behind to fight in WWII. He ownad
a business and did not believe in government intervention and did not
even accept veteran’s benefits of any kind, I'm glad isn’'t alive today
to see his beloved countryside under attack from our own government. I
wish I weren’t alive to see it, elther.

cont'd

Individual Comments
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Christopher Lish, San Rafael, CA.
Thursday, December 22, 2016

Subject: Reject the Mountain Valley Pipeline application -- Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Mountain Valley Project and
Equitrans Expansion Project (CP16-10-000 and CP16-13-000)

Dear Secretary Bose:

The proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline (MVP) is not in the public
interest. It poses very real threats to public health and safety in West
Virginia and Virginia. Not only will it have permanent adverse impacts on
the local environment, it will also drive several more decades of global
climate pollution.

Studies show that existing gas infrastructure is more than sufficient to
meet regional energy needs for residents and industry. Therefore, the
primary beneficiaries of the pipeline will be private companies. This is
deeply concerning, given that a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity would allow the taking of private property for this project.

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,
such as:

1. Safety. 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. The
National Transportation Safety Board documents interstate pipeline
accidents, and its database includes numerous recent natural gas pipeline
ruptures, leaks, and explosions.
(http://www.ntsb.gov/investigations/AccidentReports/Pages/pipeline.aspx)
Moreover, studies show a spike in accidents involving new pipelines in
recent years. (http://ieefa.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/Risks-
Associated-With-Natural-Gas-Pipeline-Expansion-in-Appalachia- April-
2016.2.pdf)

2. Water Quality. The pipeline would cross more than 1,000 waterways and
wetlands. 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.

3. Climate Change. The DEIS fails to adequately address the greenhouse
gas lifecycle of a project that enables an additional 2 billion cubic
feet of natural gas to be shipped and burned per day. This is not a
sufficient analysis of the full climate impacts as required under
National Environmental Policy Act.

IND785-1

IND785-2

IND785-3

IND785-4

We conclude that with mitigation, the project is not likely to have
significant impacts on most environmental resources (except
forest). The right-of~-way would be restored and revegetated
following construction (see section 2.4.2 of the EIS). Climate
change is addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS. Section 3.3 of the
EIS provides a discussion of using existing systems as an
alternative to the MVP. See the response to comment IND1-3
regarding eminent domain.

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
We found the Applicants proposed mitigation would be
protective of drinking water.

Climate change is addressed in section 4.13.

Individual Comments
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4, Forest and Habitat. The project will permanently impact thousands of
acres of prime forest and farmland and fragment habitats of species
listed threatened or endangered, such as the endangered northern long-
eared bat. The DEIS fails to look at the cumulative effects that the
pipeline would have on vegetation and wildlife, instead waving off these
concerns, only saying that FERC will consult with the U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service.

5. Air and Noise Pollution. The DEIS states that one of the compressor
stations will violate the Clean Air Act, but it leaves that issue to the
West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection to resolve. There is
also the significant issue of a once-proposed compressor station in
Virginia that was removed from MVP's application of October 23, 2015.
Even after the application's filing, residents in Montgomery County, VA
reported that MVP surveyors and engineers continued in their efforts to
site a compressor station in Virginia. This is on the record with the
Montgomery County Board of Supervisors as of April, 2016. FERC must state
definitively whether additional compression will be reguired, and it must
consider the environmental impacts of an additional compressor station
within the context of the proposed project.

6. National Treasures. The DEIS does not fully consider the harm to the
region’s history. The pipeline would cross six historic districts and
several archeological sites. The pipeline would also cross the Weston and
Gauley Bridge Turnpike, the Blue Ridge Parkway, and the Jefferson
National Forest (including the Appalachian National Scenic Trail and the
Brush Mountain Inventoried Roadless Area), and the DEIS says FERC will
consult with the U.S. Forest Service to minimize impacts. However, the
Forest Service has already commented that the sum of these crossings will
result in significant impacts. The EIS process should not move forward
until all concerns raised by the Forest Service are addressed.

7. Local Economies and Environmental Justice. The DEIS points out that 14
out of 17 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.

The DEIS ultimately fails to assess the true need for this new pipeline
given the availability of renewable energy and existing pipeline
capacity. That the FERC allows companies to seize private land through
eminent domain without a comprehensive evaluation of the need for the
pipeline is shameful.

A thorough examination of this project would show that the public and
environment lose, while the gas industry profits. I urge you to find that
the Mountain Valley Pipeline is not in the public interest and to deny
Mountain Valley Pipeline's application or, at minimum, conduct a
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement that assesses all the
regional pipeline projects in one document.

IND785-5

IND785-6

IND785-7

IND785-8

IND785-9

See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forest impacts.

Regulations require Mountain Valley to submit a Title V
application for one of the compressor stations. As stated in
section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS, modeled air quality screening
analysis performed for each of the new compressor stations (the
MVP’s Bradshaw, Harris, and Stallworth and the EEP’s
Redhook) show that emissions due to the compressor stations’
operations would not exceed the NAAQS. Any additional
pipelines, taps, or compressor stations would require an
amendment or new application, with a separate NEPA review by
the FERC staff, and additional permitting by other local, state,
and federal agencies.

The assessment of the ANST crossing has been revised in section
4.8 of the final EIS. Impacts and proposed mitigation measures
for the crossing of the Weston and Gauley Bridge Turnpike Trail
and the BRP are provided in section 4.8. Historic Districts are
discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.

The environmental justice analysis provided in section 4.9 of the
EIS is consistent with EO 12898. We conclude that low income
communities in the project area would not be disproportionately
affected.

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. See the
response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain. The
reasons the FERC did not prepare a programmatic NEPA
document is explained in section 1.3.

Individual Comments
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IND Thank you for your consideration of my comments. Please do NOT add my
785-9 name to vour mailing list.
cont'd :

Sincerely,

Christopher Lish

Individual Comments
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Suzanne Vance, Weston, WV.
Suzanne Vance

158 Court Avenue

Weston, WV 26452

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First Street, N.E., Room 1A

Washington, D.C. 20426 December 21, 2016

RE: Mountain Valley Pipeline docket number CP16-10-0000, Impact on WV-LE-
133

Dear Ms. Bose,

MVP has moved the pipeline easement off of my property by 8 feet in
the back of the valley. They moved it to this new location because of the
severe possibility of mountain slips as they were originally going in a
zig zag of several switchbacks over a very steep ridge. They moved it
onto the property owned by Coastal Timberlands, which shares my valley
road easement for over 6,000 linear feet.

The area that they are now traversing goes directly through the
junction of two headwater creeks that quickly turns into an ancient creek
bed which is 20 to 30 feet wide in most places. The area represents the
main headwater pool for three steep mountains. It is an impressive
wetland habitat which turns into Second Big Run. Second Big Run, which
follows the road into the valley, flows into 0il Creek, which flows
directly north to the Stonewall Dam in Lewis County. The Stonewall dam
and resort are the number one tourist destinations for the county. In
the event of any contamination, the reservoir would be permanently
contaminated. The dam is also a source of water supply for several cities
north of Weston, WV. In the 1950’s, the area was designated as a
recreational area due to the steep mountains and lack of viable building
area.

MVP asked me if they could store their pipe at the base of Second
Big Run. I told them that the area was a wetland habitat, with the water
table about 4 feet below the surface. Furthermore, in the back of the
valley where they have moved the pipe route, springs are bubbling up all
along the road. Within 100 feet of their route, springs are bubbling up
in all areas.

In my previous comments, I described a huge mountain slip, which is
more than 400 feet in size that is within 400 feet of the new designated
route. The story goes that the slip occurred when Coastal was putting in
skid roads for timbering. The slip happened. They fixed the slip and it
slipped again. Finally, they determined that there was a spring under the
area.

MVP sent out an engineer, as they tell me, who sald there was no issue.
However, no one with any common sense would direct a pipeline to plow
through two headwater creek beds in an area which is prone to torrential
flash floods with an existing slip in view. This is why they moved the
pipeline off of my property in the first place. They need to move the
pipeline out of that Second Big Run valley completely, and go further

IND786-1

The commentor’s statements are noted. A revised discussion of
flash flooding is provided in section 4.3.2 of the final EIS.
Waterbodies are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.
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north, along established road corridors. However, 1t is my understanding
that my corporate neighbors have already received a vast amount of money
for this new pipeline route.

MVP now says that they want me to grant them a temporary easement to
carry 2 miles worth of pipeline and 900 men across my little valley road
so that they can build it to the interstate and across Coastal’s
property, from our valley. We are happy that they want a temporary
easenment, rather than a permanent easement; however the amount of
potential damage to the watershed has not been addressed.

I asked them what would be the rate of increase of annual water runoff
into Second Big Run. I asked them to calculate the slope, annual rainfall
and surface water increase from the vast amount of deforestation
impacting the two headwater creeks where they intend to plow directly
through the creeks. They never answered my question. I told them that I
would have to apply for an Army Corp Permit to have the creek banked with
rock, through my farm to prevent the small green hay fields from being
permanently washed out. They said they could not assess anything more
than 40 feet from the pipeline. This is inadequate, as they have so much
money that they could do the assessments.

Second Big Run is an ancient creek, full of fish and other creatures that
have been living there for eons. MVP said there would be a great deal of
sedimentation from the vast deforestation operation at the headwaters of
the creek. They did not say how they will fix this problem and keep all
the fish from dying. They did not say how the creek will hold up when all
the bedrock has been removed and replaced with a big pipe, right where
there are so many springs bubbling out of the ground. Common sense says
this 1s just a dumb idea of theirs in the first place, especially with
the issues of torrential flooding every year now.

Their pipeline route is also taking away my permanent access easement to
get to the back 300 acres of my farm. They say that they have no
intention of reimbursing me for lack of access to my property during the
construction phase. They have failed to address the issue of replacing
the existing road with a parallel road for which both Coastal Timberlands
and I share. The replacement road needs to be able to support 20 ton
trucks for gas well access and be of hard bedrock to support timber
trucks for Coastal’s timber business. Coastal VP also said they had
failed to adequately address this issue. They have only offered us
easement rights on their steep greenway. This is totally inadequate.
There will be no way to access the gas well, which is in operation, at
‘the top of the hill. What if there is some accident there? They made no
plan whatsoever for access there. Who 1s to say that moving all that dirt
for the pipeline will not cause some underground movement as well? The
area around the pipeline route is so interdependent on the adjacent hills
and trees remaining intact. If a slip results on my property due to them
deforesting the area 8 feet from my property line, I will not consider it
a coincidence: rather a deliberately un-assessed environmental impact
from MVP.

They sent out water testers, who I accompanied to about 9 areas where the
springs are bubbling out of the ground just south of the pipeline route
on my property. They never gave me a copy of the test results, even
though I spent the entire morning helping the water testers.

I asked them about the potential for massive flooding, from plowing
through two headwater locations. It is a clear concept that man cannot

defile nature without consequence. On June 23, 2016, thunderstorms

IND786-2

IND786-3

IND786-4

IND786-5

Mountain Valley is proposing to install a portion of temporary
access road MVP-LE-077.01 on the commentor’s parcel.
Following construction the access road would be removed and
the area restored. See the response to comment IND70-1
regarding erosion.

A revised discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found
in section 4.3 of the final EIS. Since Mountain Valley would
cross all waterbodies using dry techniques, there would be a low
potential for downstream sedimentation and turbidity. See the
response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. A revised
discussion of flash flooding is provided in section 4.3.2 of the
final EIS.

As stated in the response to comment IND786-2, access road
MVP-LE-077.01 would be temporary. Temporary access roads
would be restored to their original condition and land use.

A revised discussion of flash flooding is provided in section 4.3.2
of the final EIS. The commentor’s statements regarding the
water testing results are noted. 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.
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brought torrential rain to much of West Virginia, resulting in
accumulations of up to 10 in (250 mm) in 12-24 hours, guoted from
Wikipedia. I understand that several pipeline areas were washed out
during that flood. I was told that gas companies are suing each other for
washing out each other’s gas lines. If this is true, then you better just
move the line. I have seen torrential flooding in my valley. MVP has
repeatedly ignored addressing this issue. It would still be best if the
pipeline was moved completely onto a main road corridor and out of these
very steep hills, which serve as a headwater basin for the West Fork
River.

The temporary road easement that they want will have to have 5 timber
crossings and 9 culverts redone. I can live with the temporary road
easement, however with none of the EPA impact issues to adjacent
landowner’s water, creeks, etc., this is a flawed plan. Here are the
other issues that must be addressed in writing by MVP:

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. Please address the method to be used to go across Second
Big Run in Lewis County.

¢+ 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. WV-LE-133 will
suffer permanent wetland impact from the pipeline route.

¢« 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. I
was not provided with a copy of the water testers’ report. They said MVP
would not pay for all of them, even though the creek was assessed in
several places due to the high number of springs.

+ Section 4.6 Aquatic Resources: The DEIS does not adeqguately 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. I
mentioned this in my comments above.

« 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 between karst and water resources has not been completed.
FERC must require a final route that avoids all karst features. 1In
addition, going next to an obvious slip, in an obviously hazardous area
is not wise. The pipeline should be moved to a major road corridor where
it can be accessed in the event of an accident. There is no access to
this pipeline other than it’s own easement, in rugged central WV, next to
my farm. After seeing the washout of the Stonewall gathering Line, 3
miles away, under WV DEP jurisdiction, it 1s obvious that if there is an

IND786-6

IND786-7

IND786-8

IND786-9

See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding 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 LA15-14 regarding water wells and
blasting.

A revised discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found
in section 4.3 of the final EIS. Since Mountain Valley would
cross all waterbodies using dry techniques, there would be a low
potential for downstream sedimentation and turbidity.

Section 4.1 of the final EIS has been revised to provide additional
details regarding karst features in the project area. See the
response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. See the
response to comment INDI152-1 regarding third-party
monitoring.
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accident, the hills are too steep to walk on . They had to seed it with a
helicopter. 0il Creek was contaminated. No one should eat any fish from
the Stonewall Reservoir: sad, as fishing is supposed to attract tourists
to spend local dollars in Lewis County.

¢« 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
adjustments, additional information on landslide prone areas, and
additional Best Management Practices (BMPs) to mitigate hazards from
potential landslides. This information must be included in the DEIS. I
was not presented with any mitigation plan for slides next to my property
or for access roads to the back majority of my land.

Sincerely,

Suzanne W. Vance
Submitted by email.

IND786-10

See the response to IND177-1 regarding landslides and Mountain
Valley’s revised Landslide Mitigation Plan.
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Bruce Mahin, Radford, VA.

IND The Mountain valley Pipeline proposed route crosses geologlcally unstable
787-1 karst making i1t unsuitable for the proposed path. This project creztes an
a isk of water t o i i or q ds of : it H 3 3 :

envirpmmencal, ciskyof water tabls contaminationston thousanas; o IND787-1 We conclude that with mitigation, the project is not likely to have
residences living along the proposed pipeline path. Morecver, damage to . X N K
the view-shed caused by the proposed pipeline will cast local businesses s1gn1ﬁcant 1mpacts on most environmental resources (except
millions of dollars in lost revenue in an area where tourism, hiking, .
boating, hunting and fishing are the only means of financial support for forest): The rlght—.of-way WOU,.ld be restored and revegetated
the residents. This pipeline should follow any of the many pre-existing followmg construction (see section 2.4.2 Of the EIS) The EIS
right-of-way routes in this area. Please da nobt apprave this application : : . : : :
25 it is proposed. Thank you. provides a discussion of karst in section 4.1, water resources in

section 4.3, visual resources in section 4.8, tourism in section 4.9,
recreation in section 4.8. Section 3 of the EIS provided an
assessment of existing utility right-of-ways.
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Kara Vaneck, Weston, WV.

As a plant lover, vice president of the WV Herb Association and West
Virginian by choice, I am particularly interested in how the statement
addresses the threat the pipeline poses to the biodiversity of the flora
in our state. Table 4.7.2-1 lists only federally endangered species as
defined by the Endangered Species Act. From what I understand, that list
is pretty exclusive. The assessment ignores nearly all of the plants
listed as rare, threatened or endangered by the DNR
(http://www.wvdnr.gov/Wildlife/PDFFiles/RTE_Plants.pdf). Before
proceeding with such an enormous project, a more comprehensive assessment
of plant life should be done.

Furthermore, the document addresses the global warming potential of the
pipeline only in regard to the greenhouse gas emissions of construction
and operation projects, but ignores the surge in greenhouse gas emissions
that will occur with the increase in consumption of natural gas, a direct
result of increased availability offered by the MVP.

IND788-1

IND788-2

As stated in section 4.7.2 of the EIS, table 4.7.2-1 is limited to
those species that occur or potentially occur in the MVP area.

See the response to comment FA15-10 regarding emissions due

to consumption of gas.
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Deborah Rosen, Pennsboro, WV.

I am writing to object to Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC’s request to
build a natural gas pipeline thru West Virginia and virginia.

First, Mountain Valley’s application is incomplete and does not address
all environmental impacts such a pipeline would have. If they can’t
complete a document properly, how can they be expected to complete a
complex, dangerous project properly?

Second, snaking through one of the most treasured hiking trails in the
United States, the proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline threatens wildlife
habitat, recreational lands and the health of local communities, while
setting a precedent of building energy infrastructure through national
forests.

Third, it would violate the 2001 U.S. Forest Service “roadless rule,”
which establishes prohibitions on road construction, road reconstruction,
and timber harvesting on 58.5 million acres of inventoried roadless areas
on National Forest System lands.

Fourth, this pipeline is unnecessary. A study presented by the Southern
Environmental Law Center and Appalachian Mountain Advocates in September,
2016 examined the MVP project (and the Atlantic Coast pipeline) and found
that current capacity is more than enough to last at least through 2030.
Fifth - and while last, not least - it’s not wanted by the citizens of
these communities, and in spite of the seemingly successful corporate
overthrow of government by the people, for the people, it is the citizens
of these United States that own that land. We say no. Dare you say
otherwise?

IND789-1

IND789-2

IND789-3

IND789-4

Comments noted.

The ANST would be crossed by a bore. A revised visual analysis
of the ANST can be found in section 4.8 of the final EIS. See the
response to comment IND270-1 regarding wildlife.

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

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. See the
response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.
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David Flores, Catawba, 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)
Ms. Bose,

I am shortly moving to the small town of Catawba. Our little town is
located between two of the most popular and magnificent day-hiles on the
Appalachian Trail, and the Roanoke/Blacksburg region receives a lot of
visitors who stop and recharge as they hike along one of the most
beautiful trails in the world. The AT has a way of positively affecting
all the areas along which it runs, reminding us of simpler things and
better ways of living. The Mountain Valley Pipeline will be detrimental
to this very important cultural and environmental asset. To put this
dangerous pipeline along the route, and especially to ruin some of the
most prized vistas along the Appalachian Trail (i.e. McAfee Knob), would
be tantamount to a complete destruction of the sanctity of the trail’s
character, the value and character of our National Forest, and the trust
that the people of this country place in the hands of government
institutions like the US Forestry Service. I implore you not to allow
the Mountain Valley Pipeline to render such damage to our Public Trust to
the mere financial benefit of a small minority of stakeholders in the
MVP.

- The pipeline will ruin views. If money is all that is cared about by
some actors involved, then please remember this will adversely affect the
tourism dollars headed to areas like my hometown.

- The pipeline WILL ruin water sources it would pass over. This isn’t a
hypothetical. They all do eventually. There are regions of seismic
instability along the proposed route. To build upon these regions
something as volatile as a pipeline is obviously folly.

- 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 is extremely reckless, as it
would open the gates for future infrastructure projects to cause similar
destruction.

- Fossil fuels are bad for the environment. They are bad for people’s
health. They are bad for sustainable business models we need to build
now in order to provide for our children. Yet here we are, debating
investing in the wrong technologies and further entrenching us in systems
we are supposed to be getting away from, all so a small handful of people

IND790-1

The ANST would be crossed by a bore. A revised visual analysis
of the ANST can be found in section 4.8 of the final EIS.
Tourism is addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS. See the response
to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water. See the response
to comments FA8-1 and FA10-1 regarding the LRMP for the
Jefferson National Forest. See the response to comment FA11-
12 regarding need.
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can make money. People such as myself will be there in the future,
pointing at those responsible.

- Finally, but not least, the proposed pipeline is NOT in the public
interest, as evidenced by several financial studies of its projected
economic impact on the communities it purports to serve. See Key-Log
Economics, 2015. “Reason for Caution: Mountain Valley Pipeline Economic
Studies Overestimate Benefits, Downplay Costs.” Also Institute for Energy
Economics and Financial Analysis, 2016. “Risks Associated With Natural
Gas Pipeline Expansion Across Appalachia.” The cited studies directly
undercut the claims made by FTI Consulting in its 2014 financial study
and reporting for MVP.

I urge FERC to protect the our Public Trust National Forest and Park
lands, the Appalachian Trail, and the surrounding landscape and
communities. Please evaluate the comprehensive need for pipeline
development to transport natural gas from the same Marcellus shale plays
in a single Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement so that this
infrastructure can be appropriately sited and the cumulative impacts to
our National Parks, National Forests, and private lands can be understood
before moving forward. It is FERC’s duty to serve the public interest —
the alternative will be a turning point for the worse in an area that
offers recreation and inspiration for millions of people.

Sincerely,

David Flores

Individual Comments
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Freeda Cathcart, Roanoke, VA.

Freeda Cathcart

Public Policy Chair for the General Federation of Women's Clubs for
Virginia (GEFWC of Va.)

2516 Sweetbrier Ave SW

Roanoke, VA 24015

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

Decenmber 22, 2016

Re: CP16-10-0000

The GFWC of Va. finds the EIS for MVP inadequately addresses our
continuing concerns about their proposed pipeline through Virginia. Our
organization represents over 4,000 women in Virginia and the resolutions
below represent over 100,000 women worldwide. The proposed high capacity
natural gas pipeline isn't necessary for our economy. There are ample
concerns that it could be detrimental to our economy while putting our
environment and public safety at risk. There are other ways for the
natural gas to be transported to market without using a high capacity
pipeline.

Below are our resolutions to support our opposition to granting MVP a
permit for their proposed pipeline through Virginia:

015-200 Eminent Domain (Convention 2006; Amended 2007; Reviewed 2011;
Amended 2015) ™...Restricts the exercise of eminent domain to those
cases where the land is required for a legitimate public use and where a
public benefit can be demonstrated: -

011-090 Global Warming (Convention 1991; Amended 1995; Amended 1998;
Reviewed 2002; Amended 2006; Reviewed 2010)

“The General Federation of Women's Clubs urges action by government and
industry worldwide to:

¢ Reduce emissions of harmful greenhouse gases:

¢+ Research and develop economically feasible alternative energy sources;
¢« Implement sound agricultural and forestry practices to prevent
deforestation and irreversible damage to tropical rain forests;

* Promote international cooperation to address this issue:;

¢ Promote efficient use of energy...”

011-200 Water Quality and Supply (Conventionl993;
Reviewedl1997;BAmended2001;Amended 2005; Amended 2009; Amended 2013)
“...The General Federation of Women’s Clubs strongly supports enforcing
existing laws protecting water quality and seeks stronger regulations to:
¢« Develop a systematic program to prevent groundwater contamination;

¢ Prohibit continued pollution of streams and domestic water supply:

* Develop a means whereby individuals and businesses pay their fair share
of the cost of maintaining clean water;

IND791-1

IND791-2

IND791-3

The EIS provides a discussion of socioeconomics in section 4.9.
See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain

Climate change is addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.

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

IND * Maintain and protect our national forests;...”
791-3
cont'd Respectfully submitted,
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Thomas W Headley, Monongahela, PA.
FERC Docket No. CP 16-13-000 Equitrans Expansion Project (EEP) H-318

I was previously granted intervener status for the above referenced
Docket Number. I wish to make the following comments regarding the
September 2016 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (FERC/DEIS-D0272) for
this proposed project. These comments are in addition to those raised
previously regarding the impacts of the proposed construction of the H-
318 pipeline across my farm located at 2886 Pangburn Hollow Road,
Monongahela, PA 15063. I respectfully request FERC carefully consider the
below items during their deliberations regarding the award of FERC status
for this application.

1. Section 3.5.3.2 (Page 3-84) of the September 2016 Draft Environmental
Impact Statement evalua