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

INDIVIDUALS
IND722 – Richard Ettlelson

Individual Comments

IND722-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND722 – Richard Ettlelson

Individual Comments



A revised visual analysis of the ANST can be found in section
4.8 of the final EIS. See the response to comment FA8-1
regarding the 500-foot-wide utility corridor in the Jefferson
National Forest.

INDIVIDUALS
IND723 – Keara Axelrod

Individual Comments

IND723-1

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.

IND723-2

See the response to comment FA11-8 regarding the FMP.IND723-3

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.

IND723-4

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.

IND723-5

IND723-6 See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND724 – Josh Lipton

Individual Comments

IND724-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND725 – John Rubel

Individual Comments

IND725-1



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND726 – Jacob Zehnder

Individual Comments

IND726-1



See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forests.

INDIVIDUALS
IND727 – Susan Bouldin and Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND727-1

The biological importance of forest is discussed in sections 4.4 
and 4.5 of the EIS.

IND727-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND727 – Susan Bouldin and Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

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.

IND727-3



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND727 – Susan Bouldin and Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND727-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND727 – Susan Bouldin and Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forests.

INDIVIDUALS
IND727 – Susan Bouldin and Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND727-5

The draft EIS will not be revised, but the FERC produced a final
EIS that addresses comments on the draft.

IND727-6



See the response to comment IND209-1 regarding the permanent
fill of wetlands. A supplemental draft EIS would not be
produced, but this final EIS addresses comments on the draft.

INDIVIDUALS
IND728 – John Rubel

Individual Comments

IND728-1



Cultural resources, including cultural attachment, are addressed
in section 4.10 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND729 – Jeff Kessler

Individual Comments

IND729-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND730 – Aaron T. McGuire

Individual Comments

IND730-1

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

IND730-3

Section 4.1 of the EIS provides an assessment of seismic activity.IND730-2



Section 4.13 of the EIS provides a discussion of cumulative
impacts to the ANST.

INDIVIDUALS
IND731 – Kate Sirota

Individual Comments

IND731-1

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



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND732 – Vicki L. Pierson

Individual Comments

IND732-1



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND733 – David G. Yolton

Individual Comments

IND733-1

The statements regarding Mountain Valley land surveys are
noted.

IND733-2

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.

IND733-3



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND733 – David G. Yolton

Individual Comments

IND733-4

See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. See
the response to comment FA8-1 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.

IND733-5

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

IND733-6

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

IND733-7



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND734 – Josh Lipton

Individual Comments

IND734-1



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND735 – Vicki L. Pierson

Individual Comments

IND735-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND736 – Ruth Murphy

Individual Comments

IND736-1

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.

IND736-2

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.

IND736-3

See the response to comment IND288-3 regarding road repairs.IND736-4

See the response to comment IND12-1 and 12-2 regarding
property values and insurance.

IND736-5

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND736-6

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.

IND736-7

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

IND736-8

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

IND736-9



We relied on many studies to support the final EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND737 – Anne Canterbury

Individual Comments

IND737-1



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND738 – Dale E. Angle

Individual Comments

IND738-1

IND738-3

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.

IND738-2

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



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND739 – Betty Schwimmer

Individual Comments

IND739-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND740 – Laura Robinson

Individual Comments

IND740-1

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

IND740-2



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND741 – Laura Robinson

Individual Comments

IND741-1



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND742 – Betty Schwimmer

Individual Comments

IND742-1



See the response to IND177-1 regarding landslides and Mountain
Valley’s revised Landslide Mitigation Plan. A revised discussion
of flash flooding is provided in section 4.3.2 of the final EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND743 – Ruth Murphy

Individual Comments

IND743-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND744 – Betty Schwimmer

Individual Comments

IND744-1



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND745 – Betty Schwimmer

Individual Comments

IND745-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND746 – Betty Schwimmer

Individual Comments

IND746-1



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND747 – Betty Schwimmer

Individual Comments

IND747-1



Comments noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND748 – Barbara N. Duerk

Individual Comments

IND748-1



See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
Caves and landslides are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND749 – Matthew Shattuck

Individual Comments

IND749-1



The Newport Historic District and Greater Newport Rural
Historic District are discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS. The
ANST and Jefferson National Forest are discussed in section 4.8.

INDIVIDUALS
IND750 – Susan Molesky

Individual Comments

IND750-1



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND751 – Sean Bishop

Individual Comments

IND751-1



See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. See the response to comment IND3-1
regarding drinking water.

INDIVIDUALS
IND752 – Stephen Legge

Individual Comments

IND752-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND752 – Stephen Legge

Individual Comments

IND752-2

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

IND752-3

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.IND752-4

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.

IND752-5

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.

IND752-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND752 – Stephen Legge

Individual Comments



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. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND753 – Perry Martin

Individual Comments

IND753-1

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.

IND753-2

See the response to comment IND750.

.

IND753-3

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

IND753-4

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.

IND753-5



Comments noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND753 – Perry Martin

Individual Comments

IND753-6



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND754 – Guy Werner III

Individual Comments

IND754-1

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

IND754-2

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

IND754-3

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

IND754-4

Comments noted.IND754-5

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.

IND754-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND754 – Guy Werner III

Individual Comments



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND755 – Christopher Loomis

Individual Comments

IND755-1

See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks. See the
response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

IND755-2



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND756 – Blaine M. Bittinger

Individual Comments

IND756-1

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

IND756-2

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

IND756-4

Steep slopes are discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.IND756-3



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND757 – Karen Kovick

Individual Comments

IND757-1



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).

INDIVIDUALS
IND758 – Anita Bevins

Individual Comments

IND758-1



See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND759 – Laura Neale

Individual Comments

IND759-1

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.

IND759-5

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

IND759-4

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.

IND759-3

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.

IND759-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND759 – Laura Neale

Individual Comments



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND760 – Sandi Webster

Individual Comments

IND760-1

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.IND760-5

Tourism is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS. See the response
to comment IND12-1 regarding property values. See the
response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

IND760-4

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

IND760-3

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).

IND760-2



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND761 – Susan Swing

Individual Comments

IND761-1

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.

IND761-3

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.

IND761-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND761 – Susan Swing

Individual Comments



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND762 – Kristin Peckman

Individual Comments

IND762-1



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 LA5-1 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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND763 – Kurt Bodling

Individual Comments

IND763-1



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND764 – Susan D. Robertson

Individual Comments

IND764-1

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.

IND764-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND764 – Susan D. Robertson

Individual Comments



See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export.

INDIVIDUALS
IND765 – Kristin Peckman

Individual Comments

IND765-1

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.

IND765-2



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND766 – Emily C. Susko

Individual Comments

IND766-1

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.

IND766-2

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.

IND766-3

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.

IND766-4



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND766 – Emily C. Susko

Individual Comments

IND766-5



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND767 – Gwynn Hamilton

Individual Comments

IND767-1



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND768 – Julia Moore

Individual Comments

IND768-1

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.

IND768-2



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND768 – Julia Moore

Individual Comments

IND768-3



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND769 – Robert Dellinger

Individual Comments

IND769-1



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).

INDIVIDUALS
IND770 – Pat Levy-Lavelle

Individual Comments

IND770-1



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.”

INDIVIDUALS
IND771 – Carli Mareneck

Individual Comments

IND771-1



• 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 CO2-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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND772 – G. Besa

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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND772 – G. Besa

Individual Comments

IND772-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND772 – G. Besa

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND772 – G. Besa

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND772 – G. Besa

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND772 – G. Besa

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND772 – G. Besa

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND772 – G. Besa

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND772 – G. Besa

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND772 – G. Besa

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND772 – G. Besa

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND772 – G. Besa

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND772 – G. Besa

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND772 – G. Besa

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND772 – G. Besa

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND772 – G. Besa

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND772 – G. Besa

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND772 – G. Besa

Individual Comments



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND773 – Joseph H. Fagan

Individual Comments

IND773-1



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND774 – Robert Fener

Individual Comments

IND774-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND775 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND775-1



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND776 – David G. Kern, M.D.

Individual Comments

IND776-1



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND777 – Individual

Individual Comments

IND777-1



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND778 – Theodore Mills Kelly

Individual Comments

IND778-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND779 – Danielle Greene

Individual Comments

IND779-1



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND780 – Megan Motz

Individual Comments

IND780-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND781 – Edward P. Anderson

Individual Comments

IND781-1



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND782 – Meredith Simmons

Individual Comments

IND782-1



Tourism is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND783 – T. Hatfield

Individual Comments

IND783-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND784 – Marilyn Amerson

Individual Comments

IND784-1

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.

IND784-4

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.

IND784-3

See the response to comment CO14-1 regarding blasting. See the
responses to letter CO14 regarding Smith Mountain Lake. See
the response to comment IND12-1 and IND12-1 regarding
property values and insurance. See the response to comment
IND2-3 regarding hydraulic fracturing.

IND784-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND784 – Marilyn Amerson

Individual Comments



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND785 – Christopher Lish

Individual Comments

IND785-1

Climate change is addressed in section 4.13.IND785-4

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

IND785-3

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND785-2



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND785 – Christopher Lish

Individual Comments

IND785-5

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.

IND785-8

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.

IND785-7

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.

IND785-6

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.

IND785-9



INDIVIDUALS
IND785 – Christopher Lish

Individual Comments



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND786 – Suzanne Vance

Individual Comments

IND786-1



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND786 – Suzanne Vance

Individual Comments

IND786-2

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.

IND786-3

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.

IND786-4

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.

IND786-5



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND786 – Suzanne Vance

Individual Comments

IND786-6

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

IND786-7

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.

IND786-8

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 IND152-1 regarding third-party
monitoring.

IND786-9



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND786 – Suzanne Vance

Individual Comments

IND786-10



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 EIS
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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND787 – Bruce Mahin

Individual Comments

IND787-1



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND788 – Kara Vaneck

Individual Comments

IND788-1

See the response to comment FA15-10 regarding emissions due
to consumption of gas.

IND788-2



Comments noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND789 – Deborah Rosen

Individual Comments

IND789-1

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. See the
response to comment IND270-1 regarding wildlife.

IND789-2

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

IND789-3

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. See the
response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.

IND789-4



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND790 – David Flores

Individual Comments

IND790-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND790 – David Flores

Individual Comments



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND791 – Freeda Cathcart

Individual Comments

IND791-1

Climate change is addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.IND791-2

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

IND791-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND791 – Freeda Cathcart

Individual Comments



Section 3.5 of the EIS has been revised to provide a discussion of 
the alternative route considered on the commentor’s parcel. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND792 – Thomas W. Headley

Individual Comments

IND792-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND792 – Thomas W. Headley

Individual Comments



See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. All documentation provided by the
Applicants is part of the public record for this proceeding; posted
to the FERC’s eLibrary system, and available for review and
comment. See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding
erosion. See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding
drinking water. See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding
forest impacts. See the response to comments FA8-1 and
FA10-1 regarding the LRMP for the Jefferson National Forest.

INDIVIDUALS
IND793 – Lydia Barker

Individual Comments

IND793-1



See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the
response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report.
Tourism is addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS. See the response
to comment IND12-1 property values. See the response to
comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

INDIVIDUALS
IND794 – J. Kark

Individual Comments

IND794-1



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). Tourism is
addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS. See the response to comment
IND3-1 regarding drinking water. 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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND795 – Amanda Wilson

Individual Comments

IND795-1



See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. See the
response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits. See the
response to comment FA15-5 regarding forests.

INDIVIDUALS
IND796 – Savannah Neal

Individual Comments

IND796-1



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND797 – Martha Bergsten

Individual Comments

IND797-1



Non-environmental staff at the Commission will make a
determination on whether to grant a party’s intervention request.

INDIVIDUALS
IND798 – Jones Family

Individual Comments

IND798-1



A conclusion of each alternative can be found in section 3 of the
EIS. Mountain Valley adopted the Mount Tabor Variation into
its proposed route in a October 14, 2016 filing with the FERC; as
addressed in the final EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND799 – Erin Noakes

Individual Comments

IND799-1



Section 5.2 (Recommendations) is a standard feature for all
FERC EIS documents. The recommendations in section 5.2 are
not “rule making” because they are staff recommendations for the
Commission to consider and the EIS is not a decision document.
See the response to comment IND147-1 regarding
recommendations. The Applicants would file recommended
environmental reports into the FERC’s public record for these
proceedings.

INDIVIDUALS
IND799 – Erin Noakes

Individual Comments

IND799-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND799 – Erin Noakes

Individual Comments



The EIS is not a decision document, and the Commission would
more fully explain its opinions in its Project Order.

INDIVIDUALS
IND799 – Erin Noakes

Individual Comments

IND799-3



See the response to comment IND147-1 regarding
recommendations.

INDIVIDUALS
IND799 – Erin Noakes

Individual Comments

IND799-4



See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. The EIS provides a discussion of water
resources in section 4.3, soils in section 4.2, threatened and
endangered species in section 4.7, and tourism in section 4.9.
Landowner rights are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

INDIVIDUALS
IND800 – Papi Crabtree

Individual Comments

IND800-1



See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. See the response to the EPA’s comment
letter at FA15. The FERC staff made corrections to the final EIS
to address comments on the draft.

INDIVIDUALS
IND801 – Bob Peckman

Individual Comments

IND801-1



See the response to comment IND 2-3 regarding hydraulic
fracturing.

INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments

IND802-1

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1. 
See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendments 2 
and 4.  See the response to comment CO107-3 concerning OHV 
concerns. See the response to comment CO114-34 concerning the 
Roadless Area Conservation Rule. 

IND802-2



See the response to comment IND695-2 regarding alternative
crossings of the Jefferson National Forest.

INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments

IND802-3

See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS.

IND802-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO49-2 regarding unevaluated
archaeological and historic sites.

IND802-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO107-13 regarding ORV.
Monitoring of forest resources will be conducted by the FS and
funded through cost recovery.

IND802-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments

We disagree with the commentor’s statements. Alternatives are
discussed in detail in section 3 of the EIS. The reasons the FERC
did not prepare a programmatic NEPA document are explained in
section 1.3. Section 3.3.2.1 of the EIS provided an estimated
construction width 155 feet (125 feet plus 30 feet) for the one
pipe alternative.

IND802-8

See the response to comment CO49-4 regarding abandonment.IND802-7



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO49-8 regarding forests.IND802-10

See the response to comment IND94-1 regarding impacts to the
Chesapeake Bay watershed.

IND802-9



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO49-10 regarding the two
conservation sites.

IND802-12

See the response to comment CO49-9 regarding mapping of NFS
lands.

IND802-11

See the response to comment CO49-11 regarding the Mount
Tabor Sinkhole Plain, karst, and sinkholes.

IND802-13

See the response to FA11-10 regarding the BRP.IND802-14

See the response to comment CO49-13 regarding landowner
coordination. Desktop data is the only alternative for areas where
survey permissions has been denied. The accuracy of this data
varies.

IND802-15

Mapping was updated as appropriate for the final EIS.IND802-16

See the response to comment CO49-15 regarding seismicity.IND802-17

See the response to comment CO49-16 regarding interior forest
designation data.

IND802-18

While we agree that the state line is not a reason to separate the
two areas, both areas have different characteristics and analyzing
them separately provides a more conservative estimate.

IND802-19



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO49-18 regarding rare plant
surveys.

IND802-21

See the response to comment CO49-17 regarding the Peters
Mountain Wilderness.

IND802-20

See the response to comment CO49-19 regarding site-specific
forest data.

IND802-22

See the response to comment CO49-20 regarding wildlife and
salamanders.

IND802-23



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO49-21 regarding Cerulean
warblers and migratory birds.

IND802-24



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO49-22 regarding black bears in
the Jefferson National Forest.

IND802-25



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO49-25 regarding the Hanging
Rock Raptor Observatory.

IND802-26

See the response to comment CO49-27 regarding the Indiana bat
and northern long-eared bat.

IND802-27



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO49-28 regarding the James
spinymussel.

IND802-28



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments

The yellow lance and roughhead shiner are discussed in section
4.7 of the EIS and in more detail in our BA. We are consulting
with the FWS regarding these species.

IND802-29

The candy darter and orange madtom is discussed in section 4.7
of the EIS.

IND802-30



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments

The bog turtle is discussed in section 4.7 of the EIS. The candy
darter is discussed in section 4.7 of the EIS.

IND802-31



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO49-39 regarding the Allegheny
woodrat.

IND802-35

See the response to comment CO49-38 regarding timber
rattlesnake roosting areas.

IND802-34

See the response to comment CO49-37 regarding the Indiana bat.IND802-33

See the response to comment CO49-35 regarding the James
spinymussel. See the response to comment CO49-36 regarding
Gauley River mussel surveys.

IND802-32



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO49-40 regarding wild trout. See
the response to CO49-41 regarding stream management zones.
See the response to CO49-42 regarding springs and seeps.

IND802-36



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO49-51 regarding cultural
resources.

IND802-43

See the response to comment CO49-43 regarding Peters
Mountain.

IND802-37

See the response to comments CO49-44, CO49-45, CO49-46,
and CO49-47 regarding the Allegheny Trail, Hanging Rock
Raptor Observatory, Alternatives, and Peters Mountain.

IND802-38

See the response to CO49-48 regarding gravel roads on NFS
lands.

IND802-39

See the response to CO49-49 regarding scenic impacts to the
Pandapas Pond.

IND802-40

See the response to comment CO49-50 regarding riparian
corridors.

IND802-41

See the response to comment CO49-51 regarding cultural
resources.

IND802-42



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO49-51 regarding cultural
resources.

IND802-44

See the response to CO49-52 regarding GHG emissions.IND802-45

See the response to CO49-53 regarding maps of cumulative
effects.

IND802-46

See the response to comment CO49-54 regarding maps.IND802-47

See the response to comment CO49-55 regarding visual impacts
to the ANST and Allegheny Trail.

IND802-48



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments

See the response to CO49-56 regarding aquatic resources. See
the response to comment CO49-57 regarding visual impacts.

IND802-49

See the response to comment CO49-58 regarding Brush
Mountain. See the response to comment CO49-59 regarding
Craig Creek.

IND802-50



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO49-60 regarding Falls Ridge
Nature Conservancy Preserve. See the response to comment
CO49-61 regarding extensive road work at MP 223-25. See the
response to comment CO49-62 regarding Paris Mountain.

IND802-51



INDIVIDUALS
IND802 – Sherman Bamford

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO49-63 regarding the map of
Spring Hollow Reservoir.

IND802-52

Changes to construction techniques that arise after the start of
construction would be handled via the FERC’s variance process
(which includes a provision for landowner approval) as discussed
in section 2.4.4 of the EIS.

IND802-57

See the response to CO49-69 regarding water quality in the Pigg
River.

IND802-56

See the response to CO49-68 regarding the Grassy Hill Nature
Preserve.

IND802-55

See the response to comment CO49-67 regarding water quality in
the Blackwater River.

IND802-54

See the response to comments CO59-64, CO49-65, and CO49-66
regarding the Blackwater River, BRP, and hiking routes
respectively.

IND802-53



INDIVIDUALS
IND803 – Glen Besa

Individual Comments

GHG emissions and climate change are addressed in section 4.13
of the EIS. See the response to FA15-10 regarding emissions.

IND803-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND803 – Glen Besa

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND804 – Patrick Shea

Individual Comments

Climate change is addressed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.
The EIS provides a discussion of sinkholes and karst in section
4.1, water resources in section 4.3, earthquakes in section 4.1,
and threatened and endangered species in section 4.7. See the
response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain. See the
response to comment IND196-5 regarding FERC approvals. See
the response to comment IND281-2 regarding jobs in Virginia.

IND804-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND805 – Carol Geller

Individual Comments

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

IND805-1

An assessment of the Greater Newport Rural Historical District is
provided in section 4.10 of the EIS.

IND805-2

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.

IND805-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND805 – Carol Geller

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.IND805-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND805 – Carol Geller

Individual Comments



As discussed in section 2 of the EIS, excavated soils would be
stockpiled along the right-of-way on the side of the trench away
from the construction traffic (“spoil side”). ATWSs are also used
for spoil storage. As stated in section 4.2 of the EIS, the
Applicants would remove excess rock greater than 4 inches in all
disturbed cultivated and rotated croplands, hayfields, pastures,
residential areas, and at the landowner’s request. An “approved
landfill” refers to a landfill that acquired a permit for operation
from a federal, state, or local regulatory agency. See the
response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.

INDIVIDUALS
IND806 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments

IND806-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND806 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND806 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND806 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments

As stated in section 4.1 of the EIS, acid producing rock and soils
could be encountered along the pipeline in areas of active or
previous mining activities and along coal bearing rocks where
sulfide minerals could occur and be exposed to runoff. See also
table 4.1.1-4.

IND806-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND806 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND806 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND806 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments

Brush clearing is discussed in section 2.4.2 of the EIS. As stated
in section 2.4.2 of the EIS, vegetation would generally be cut or
scraped flush with the surface of the ground, leaving rootstock in
place where possible. As stated in section 2.4.2 of the EIS, brush
cleared from the construction corridor would be burned (MVP
only), windrowed, chipped/mulched, or trucked off to an
approved disposal area.

IND806-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND806 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND806 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND806 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND806 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND806 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments

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

IND806-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND806 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments

Emissions due to burning of cleared brush are estimated in
section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS.

IND806-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND806 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND806 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND806 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments

All construction emissions results are presented as tables in the
EIS, including emissions from open burning. Open burning
includes fugitive emissions from burning of brush and slash from
clearing. Mountain Valley utilized the following published
documents in estimating emissions resulting from open burning:
(1) Emissions Inventory Improvement Program, Volume III:
Chapter 16, “Open Burning”, Revised Final January 2016; and
(2) U.S. EPA AP-42, Section 2.5 “Open Burning”, Table 2.5-5
(10/92). In order to determine quantities of materials burned, it
was assumed that 5% and 2% of the total disturbed acreage
would be burned in West Virginia and Virginia, respectively, and
a forest density of 150 metric tons per hectare was applied. The
amounts of logging slash, woody debris and coniferous slash
were assumed equivalent (i.e., the total tonnage was split equally
into three parts). The table was revised in the final EIS to note
these assumptions.

IND806-6

See the response to comment IND343-1 regarding invasive
species.

IND806-7



INDIVIDUALS
IND806 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements are noted. See the responses
IND806-1 through IND806-7.

IND806-8



INDIVIDUALS
IND806 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND807 – Donald Jones

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND733-3 regarding the existing
powerline in the Greater Newport Rural Historic District.

IND807-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND808 – Donald Jones

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See also
the response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks. See the
response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report.

IND808-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND808 – Donald Jones

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND809 – V. Stone

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. See the
response to comment IND2-3 regarding export. The ACP Project
was evaluated as a possible alternative to the MVP in section
3.3.2 of the EIS. The ACP Project was also evaluated in the
cumulative impacts section of the EIS (4.13).

IND809-1

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic
fracturing. Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in
section 3 of the EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1
regarding renewable energy. See the response to comment LA1-
4 regarding existing 42-inch-diameter natural gas pipelines in
mountainous terrain. See the response to comment IND70-1
regarding erosion. See the response to comment IND152-1
regarding the FERC’s third-party monitoring program. See the
response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

IND809-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND809 – V. Stone

Individual Comments

The EIS provides a discussion of karst terrain in section 4.1 and
water resources in section 4.3. See also the response to comment
IND374-3 regarding water wells outside of 150 feet (500 feet in
karst) of project areas.

IND809-3

The EIS provides a discussion of tourism in section 4.9. See the
response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide utility
corridor on the Jefferson National Forest. See the response to
comment IND281-2 regarding jobs in Virginia and PS1B2-34
regarding jobs in West Virginia.

IND809-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND810 – Robert Del Vecchio

Individual Comments

The 125-foot-wide construction right-of-way is adequate for
construction of a 42-inch-diameter pipeline. See the response to
comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the response to comment
IND270-1 regarding wildlife. As stated in section 4.12.1 of the
EIS, the DOT Pipeline Safety Regulations require operators to
develop and follow a written Integrity Management Program that
contain all the elements described in 49 CFR 192.911 and
address the risks on each transmission pipeline segment. The
Roanoke River would be crossed via an open-cut dry waterbody
crossing method. See the response to comment LA15-12
regarding sedimentation for this method. Once installed beneath
the waterbody there would be no risk of sedimentation. See the
response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.

IND810-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND811 – Allen Johnson

Individual Comments

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.

IND811-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND812 – Jessica Alley

Individual Comments

Non-environmental FERC staff may review the Synapse report.
The Commission Order would discuss markets for natural gas in
the region. 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.

IND812-1

A visual impacts assessment is provide in section 4.8 of the EIS.
See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the
response to comment CO14-3 regarding spills.

IND812-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND812 – Jessica Alley

Individual Comments

The ANST would be crossed by a bore. A revised visual analysis
(including a leaf-off analysis) of the ANST can be found in
section 4.8 of the final EIS. The commentor’s statements
regarding the No Action Alternative are noted.

IND812-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND813 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Liz Tuchler)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
See the response to comment IND28-3 regarding financial
responsibility. Air quality is addressed in section 4.11.1 of the
EIS.

IND813-1

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

IND813-2

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.
See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. The
commentor’s statements on the MVP are noted.

IND813-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND814 – Lynda Majors (on behalf of David Ansley)

Individual Comments

See response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1. 
The crossing of Craig Creek and the crossing of the Brush 
Mountain IRA have been intensely studied by Mountain Valley 
and the FS because of the concerns in this comment.  The effects 
are discussed in the EIS, Section 3.5.3.1, Brush Mountain Minor 
Route Variations. Mountain Valley has committed to restoring 
the riparian area along the tributary to Craig Creek with hand 
planted trees and shrubs.

IND814-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND814 – Lynda Majors (on behalf of David Ansley)

Individual Comments

IND814-2 The Brush Mountain Inventoried Roadless Area was allocated to 
the Rx4J-Urban/Suburban Interface because of the adjacent high 
density subdivision and concerns about the abilities to provide 
wildfire suppression on NFS lands. 



INDIVIDUALS
IND815 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Arnold Lafon)

Individual Comments

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

IND815-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND816 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Stephen Smith)

Individual Comments

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

IND816-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND817 – Sarah Brunner

Individual Comments

See the response to comments FA8-1 and FA10-1 regarding the
LRMP on the Jefferson National Forest. See the response to
comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide utility corridor on
the Jefferson National Forest.

IND817-1

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.IND817-2

The proposed pipelines would transport vaporized natural gas not
oil. See the response to comment CO14-3 regarding spills. See
the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. The EIS
provides a discussion of landslides in section 4.1.

IND817-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND818 – Alyssia Valentin

Individual Comments

Climate change is addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the response
to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks.

IND818-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND819 – Sharlyn Thacker

Individual Comments

Tourism is addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS. Renewable
energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the EIS. See also
the response to comment IND40-1 regarding renewable energy.
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). See the
response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

IND819-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND820 – K. Casper

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide
utility corridor on the Jefferson National Forest. See the response
to comment FA10-1 regarding the LRMP. See the response to
comment CO49-8 regarding forests and old growth forests. The
ANST would be crossed by a bore. A revised visual analysis
(including a leaf-off analysis) of the ANST can be found in
section 4.8 of the final EIS. See the response to comment
IND70-1 regarding erosion. The EIS provides a discussion of
karst in section 4.1, water resources in section 4.3, environmental
justice in section 4.9, wildlife in section 4.5, and Historic
Districts in section 4.10. The reasons the FERC did not prepare a
programmatic NEPA document is explained in section 1.3.

IND820-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND821 – K. Kirkbride

Individual Comments

Section 4.12 of the EIS provides a discussion of safety. We note
that many of the commentor’s examples are for incidents
involving crude oil, diesel, or other petroleum liquids, which are
not particularly relevant to the proposed projects. See the
response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

IND821-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND821 – K. Kirkbride

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND821 – K. Kirkbride

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND821 – K. Kirkbride

Individual Comments
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