
COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO13 – National Trust for Historic Preservation

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

36 CFR 800.4(b)2 allows for the lead agency to use a phased
process to conduct identification and evaluation efforts. The
ACHP and courts have supported the concept of completing the
Section 106 process after project authorization, but prior to
construction (see Grapevine v DOT).

CO13-11



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO13 – National Trust for Historic Preservation

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

You have incorrectly characterized the project. If the
Commission authorizes the MVP, it would only allow one
pipeline, as described in section 2 of the EIS, and as
recommended by condition 4 in section 5.2. The EIS addresses
cumulative impacts in section 4.13.

CO13-12

Alternatives are analyzed in section 3 of the EIS. CO13-13



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO13 – National Trust for Historic Preservation

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO14 - Smith Mountain Lake Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Impacts to Smith Mountain and Leesville Lakes water levels are 
not expected given that Smith Mountain Lake is 1.9 miles from 
the MVP pipeline and Leesville Lake is more than 5 miles.  As 
stated in section 2 of the EIS, Mountain Valley would install 
erosion control devices to prevent sedimentation off the 
construction right-of-way.  Impacts on groundwater are 
addressed in section 4.3.1.

CO14-1

Invasive species are discussed in section 4.5 of the EIS, and 
fisheries in section 4.6.   Mountain Valley responded to your 
comments about zebra mussels and other aquatic invasive species 
in a filing on March 30, 2017.  Transmission of zebra mussels 
must involve transfer of live adults or contaminated water.  
Mountain Valley would use mostly municipal water sources for 
hydrostatic testing; and equipment used for construction of the 
MVP would not come into contact with contaminated waters of 
the Ohio, Monongahela, Buckhannon, or Kanawah River 
systems.

CO14-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO14 - Smith Mountain Lake Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The potential for spills would be limited to fuel and oil from 
equipment used during construction of the projects.  As discussed 
in section 4.3 of the EIS, the Applicants would implement their 
respective spill plans during construction to prevent, contain, and 
clean-up accidental spills.

CO14-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO14 - Smith Mountain Lake Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Groundwater is discussed in section 4.3.1 of the EIS.  It is not 
likely that the pipeline would block groundwater flow.  The MVP 
should not affect water levels at Smith Mountain and Leesville 
Lakes, given their distance away from the pipeline, and use of the 
FERC’s Plan and Procedures to protect water resources.   As 
discussed in sections 2 and 4.1, Mountain Valley would follow 
the measures of its General Blasting Plan to reduce impacts in 
areas of bedrock. Sections 2 and 4.2 of the EIS discuss how 
Mountain Valley would deal with soil compactions. 

CO14-4



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO14 - Smith Mountain Lake Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO14 - Smith Mountain Lake Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO14 - Smith Mountain Lake Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO14 - Smith Mountain Lake Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO14 - Smith Mountain Lake Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO14 - Smith Mountain Lake Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See Mountain Valley’s response to your letter filed on March 30, 
2017.

CO14-5



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO14 - Smith Mountain Lake Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO14 - Smith Mountain Lake Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO14 - Smith Mountain Lake Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO14 - Smith Mountain Lake Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO14 - Smith Mountain Lake Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO14 - Smith Mountain Lake Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO14 - Smith Mountain Lake Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO14 - Smith Mountain Lake Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO14 - Smith Mountain Lake Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO14 - Smith Mountain Lake Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO14 - Smith Mountain Lake Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See response to CO14-3.CO14-6



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO14 - Smith Mountain Lake Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

CO15-1

CO15-2

CO15-3

See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft
EIS.

The FS is a cooperating agency and assisted in preparation of the 
EIS. 

Section 4.8 of the final EIS has been revised to provide an 
updated analysis of visual impacts to the Jefferson National 
Forest. 



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

CO15-4 See comment CO31-1 regarding draft EIS conclusions.  See 
comment CO16-1 regarding the FERC decision process.

See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS.

CO15-5

See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS.

CO15-6



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures are 
discussed in each resource section.

CO15-9

See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS.

CO15-7

See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS.

CO15-8



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Steep slopes and landslides are addressed in sections 4.1 and 4.2 
of the EIS, respectively.  See the response to IND177-1 regarding 
landslides and Mountain Valley’s revised Landslide Mitigation 
Plan.

CO15-10

Section 4.1 discusses karst terrain..CO15-11



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Section 4.3 of the EIS discusses groundwater, springs, and water 
supplies.

CO15-12

The EIS concluded that the projects would have limited adverse 
environmental impacts on most resources, except for clearing of 
forest.  See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forest 
impacts.

CO15-13

See response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.
Section 4.8.2.6 discusses the legality of making these plan 
amendments with respect to the 36 CFR 219 regulations. 

CO15-14

See response to comments FA8-1 and FA10-1 regarding 
Amendments 1, 3 and 4.  See response to comment CO74-7 
regarding the Brush Mountain Inventoried Roadless Area.

CO15-15



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Section 4.8.2.6 discusses the legality of making these plan 
amendments with respect to the 36 CFR 219 regulations.

CO15-16

Comment noted.CO15-17



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2. See 
response to comment CO33-1 regarding hydrogeologic studies. 

CO15-19

See response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.CO15-18



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

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

CO15-20



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See the response to comment LA14-3 regarding the need and 
siting of the corridor on the Jefferson National Forest.

CO15-21

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

CO15-22

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

CO15-23

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

CO15-24



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See response to comment CO33-1 regarding hydrogeologic 
studies.  See section 4.8.2.6 for a discussion regarding developing 
the amendments under the 36 CFR 219 regulations. 

CO15-25



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The FS has revised the amendment discussion in the EIS and has 
complied with the requirements of the 36 CFR 219 regulations 
and FS Handbook and Manual direction.

CO15-26



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The FS has worked intensely with Mountain Valley on resource 
inventories, analyses, including the sedimentation analysis, 
project design and mitigation measures to minimize impacts to 
aquatics in the project area. In particular, the Craig Creek 
crossing had several minor variations studied.  See section 3.5.3.1 
regarding Brush Mountain Minor Route Variations.  See also the 
response to comment CO74-7.

CO15-27



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See the response to CO14-2 regarding compaction.CO15-28

Riparian areas are discussed in sections 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 of 
the EIS.

CO15-29

Impacts on water resources, and measures to reduce those
impacts, are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. See the response
to comment FA11-15 regarding sedimentation and turbidity
modeling.

CO15-31

It is the lead agency’s (FERC) responsibility to coordinate all 
project activities with the US Fish and Wildlife Service.  See 
response to comment CO114-27. 

CO15-30



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The FS has worked to minimize resource effects on NFS lands, 
not only to protect NFS resources but also to lessen impacts on 
other lands. 

CO15-32

The Peters Mountain Wilderness is discussed in section 4.8 of the 
EIS. 

CO15-33

The 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule does not prohibit the 
construction and operation of a natural gas pipeline within an 
IRA (36 CFR Part 294). The Roadless Rule specifically mentions 
two activities that are prohibited. The Rule prohibits new road 
construction, and timber harvest. 

CO15-34



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The Preamble of to the Roadless Rule explained: “Paragraph 
(b)(2) allows timber cutting, sale, or removal in IRAs when 
incidental to implementation of a management activity not 
otherwise prohibited by this rule. Examples of these activities 
include, but are not limited to trail construction or maintenance; 
removal of hazard trees adjacent to classified roads for public 
health and safety reasons; fire line construction for wildland fire 
suppression or control of prescribed fire; survey and 
maintenance of property boundaries; other authorized activities 
such as ski runs and utility corridors; or for road construction 
and reconstruction where allowed by this rule.” [emphasis 
added]

The Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Roadless Rule 
provides further support: “Timber harvest and access for fire 
suppression has historically generated the need for most road 
construction on NFS lands. Furthermore, these activities occur 
throughout the National Forest System. Other activities identified 
by the public, such as motorized vehicle use, grazing, mining, 
and developed recreation facilities, were determined by the 
Agency to either not pose the same level of national risk for 
adversely impacting inventoried roadless areas, as do road 
construction, reconstruction, and timber harvesting, or the 
impacts are not as widespread. This same holds true for utility 
corridors, power lines, pipelines, water developments, and other 
special uses.” (page 1-16) 

See also the response to comment CO107-13 regarding illegal 
motorized use.

CO15-34
(cont’d.)



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

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

CO15-35



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Cultural attachment is addressed in section 4.10 of the EIS.CO15-36



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The FS is a cooperating agency and assisted in preparation of the 
EIS. 

CO15-37

In 1947, the Mineral Leasing Act (30 USC § 351 et seq.) was 
extended to acquired lands by changing the definition of the 
“acquired lands” and “lands acquired by the United States” to 
specifically apply to lands acquired under the Act of March 1, 
1911. The Act of March 1, 1911 is more commonly known as 
the “Weeks Act”, but is also known as the “Appalachian Lands 
Act.”

CO15-41

Cultural attachment is addressed in section 4.10 of the EIS.CO15-40

The Peters Mountain Wilderness is discussed in section 4.8 of the 
EIS.

CO15-39

Cultural attachment is addressed in section 4.10 of the EIS.CO15-38



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

As stated in section 2 of the EIS, the MVP would consist of a 
125-foot construction nominal right-of-way and a 50-foot-wide 
permanent right-of-way.  Section 1.0 of the EIS  discloses the 
partners in Mountain Valley.  See response to PS3A1-95 
regarding company ownership.

CO15-42



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The permits that would be required are addressed in section 1.5
of the EIS. The FERC would not issue a notice to proceed for
construction until all required permits have been obtained.

CO15-45

The FS is a cooperating agency and assisted in preparation of  the 
EIS. 

CO15-44

See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS.

CO15-43



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO15 – Save Monroe and Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS.

CO15-49

The FS is a cooperating agency in the MVP and is working under 
the 2002 MOU. The FS has filing numerous letters in the FERC 
docket to obtain needed information and analysis but has not 
experienced such difficulty that would require CEQ intervention. 

CO15-48

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

CO15-47

The permits that would be required are addressed in section 1.5 
of the EIS.  The FERC would not issue a notice to proceed with 
construction until all required permits have been obtained.

CO15-46



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO16 – Sierra Club Virginia Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The EIS clearly satisfies the requirement of the NEPA, as spelled 
out in the CEQ’s implementing regulations at 40 CFR 1500-
1508.  However, the EIS is not a decision document, and the 
Commission will more fully explain its opinions on public 
necessity in its Project Order.  Part 1502.13 recommends that an 
EIS should only briefly describe the underlying purpose and need 
for a project, which we did in section 1.2.  Further, the draft EIS 
adequately addressed impacts on a range of environmental 
resources, including streams and wetlands in section 4.3, 
threatened and endangered species in section 4.7, cultural 
resources in section 4.10, and recreational resources in section 
4.8.  The inclusion of this information in the draft EIS promotes 
the meaningful participation of the public in our environmental 
review process, as explained in section 1.4 of the EIS.  The EIS 
concluded that the project would not have significant long-term 
adverse impacts on public lands.  The U.S. Congress passed a 
law that provided that companies that receive a Certificate from 
the FERC may use eminent domain.  However, as discussed in 
section 4.9 of the EIS, the FERC would prefer if the company 
would negotiate mutual agreements with landowners for its 
easement.  Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and climate change 
are discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the  EIS.  There is no 
“fracking” associated with the MVP.  The pipeline is for the 
transportation of natural gas.  See the response to comment 
IND2-3 regarding hydraulic fracturing. 

CO16-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO17 – Appalachian Trail Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

We disagree. The draft EIS was not deficient; nor is the
information it contained incorrect. The EIS absolutely satisfies
the requirements of NEPA, as spelled out in the CEQ’s
implementing regulations at 40 CFR 1500-1508. See responses
to comments FA11-2, LA5-1, and LA13-1. Impacts on the ANST
are analyzed in section 4.8, including a discussion of visual
impacts. The ANST crossing was verified and is correctly
described in the EIS. Visual simulations of alternative routes are
not necessary, since the FERC dismissed them for other reasons,
as given in section 3. New visual simulations from other
multiple KOPs along the ANST were filed by Mountain Valley
on February 17, 2017, April 7, 2017, and May 11, 2017 and these
data were incorporated into the final EIS. The final EIS
addresses comments on the draft.

CO17-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO17 – Appalachian Trail Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO17 – Appalachian Trail Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

In section 3.5.1.6 of the draft EIS, we recommended that 
Mountain Valley provide additional visual simulations of the 
crossing of the ANST, and document communications with the 
NPS, FS, ATC, and other appropriate stakeholders.  We made a 
similar request in our EIR dated January 26, 2017.  These data  
are included in the final EIS. 

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.  
See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4. 
The FS also reviewed the additional visual simulations the 
Appalachian Trail Conservancy conducted that were filed in the 
FERC docket.

CO17-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO17 – Appalachian Trail Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Cumulative impacts are addressed in section 4.13.  The ATC is 
incorrect in writing: “It is the policy of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which governs the FERC process....”  In no way 
whatsoever does the BLM govern the FERC’s process, which is 
determined under the Natural Gas Act.  In fact, it is the exact 
opposite, as the lead federal agency, in accordance with the 
Energy Policy Act and the 2002 Interagency Agreement, the 
FERC guides the BLM through the NEPA process. 

CO17-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO17 – Appalachian Trail Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO17 – Appalachian Trail Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO18 – Preserve Giles County

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Karst terrain is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.  See also the 
response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report. 

CO18-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO18 – Preserve Giles County

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO18 – Preserve Giles County

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO19 – Pacific Northwest Trail Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The effects of the MVP on the ANST and its user community has 
been one of the primary concerns of the FS.  See the response to 
comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4. 

CO19-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO19 – Pacific Northwest Trail Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO20 – Trout Unlimited

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

We disagree.  The draft EIS was neither superficial nor deeply 
flawed.   See responses to comments FA11-2, LA5-1, and LA13-
1.  Public input to the environmental review process is detailed in 
section 1.4 of the EIS.  The location and number of waterbodies 
crossed by the MVP will be verified by the COE during its 
permitting process.  On March 30, 2017 Mountain Valley filed 
supplemental information about the crossing of the Greenbrier 
River that has been incorporated into this final EIS.  Section 4.3 
of the final EIS has been revised to include updated scour 
analysis information provided by Mountain Valley in October 
2016.  See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding 
sedimentation and turbidity at waterbody crossings.  See the 
response to IND 70-1 regarding upland runoff.  See the response 
to IND 62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report.  See the response to 
IND 155-2 regarding forest impacts.  The EIS discusses seismic 
activity in section 4.1. 

CO20-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO20 – Trout Unlimited

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Emissions from pipelines and compressor stations are discussed 
in section 4.11 of the EIS.  Groundwater is discussed in section 
4.3.1. 

CO20-2

See responses to comments FA11-12 and CO16-1.CO20-3

Cumulative impacts are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.  
Socioeconomics are discussed in section 4.9.  See the response to 
IND137-1 regarding the KeyLog report. 

CO20-4



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO20 – Trout Unlimited

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO21 – Sierra Club – Virginia Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The final EIS addresses comments on the draft.  The EIS 
concludes that except for the clearing of forest, the MVP would 
not have significant impacts on most other resources.  That 
means that water resources, mountains, and communities along 
the pipeline route are not at risk.  Impacts on streams are 
discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS, fisheries in section 4.6, and 
plants in section 4.4.  Section 2 outlines measures that would be 
implemented to prevent or reduce erosion.

CO21-1

Section 4.3 of the EIS discusses water wells and groundwater 
resources.  It details how drinking water sources would be 
protected.  Blasting is discussed in sections 2 and 4.1.  On March 
23, 2017, the WVDEQ issued a Water Quality Certificate to 
Mountain Valley to satisfy Section 401 of the CWA.

CO21-2

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.CO21-3

Steep slopes and sinkholes are addressed in section 4.1 of the 
EIS.  

CO21-4



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO22 – Preserve Giles County 

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Karst terrain is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.  See also the 
response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report. 

CO22-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO22 – Preserve Giles County 

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO22 – Preserve Giles County 

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO23 – Preserve Greenbrier County

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The MVP pipeline terminates in Virginia (not the Carolinas).  
See the response to IND47-1 regarding existing 42-inch-diameter 
pipelines.  See the response to IND432-1 regarding the 
Greenbrier River. The EIS concludes that, except for the clearing 
of forest, the MVP would not have significant adverse impacts on 
most other environmental resources.  Water resources are 
discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS, vegetation in section 4.4, and 
wildlife in section 4.5. See the response to comment IND95-1 
regarding the Jefferson National Forest.   

CO23-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO24 – Trout Unlimited

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

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

CO24-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO24 – Trout Unlimited

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

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

CO24-2

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

CO24-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO24 – Trout Unlimited

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO25 – Pacific Crest Trail Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Section 3 of the EIS discusses a range of alternatives, including 
route alternatives for the Jefferson National Forest and route / 
crossing locations and construction method options for the 
ANST.  Cumulative effects, including for the ANST, are 
discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS. 

CO25-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO25 – Pacific Crest Trail Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO25 – Pacific Crest Trail Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1.CO25-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO25 – Pacific Crest Trail Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO26 – Wilderness Watch

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

There are no MVP project activities proposed within Brush 
Mountain Wilderness. However, the pipeline would cross about 
one mile within Brush Mountain Inventoried Roadless Area. The 
Roadless Area Conservation Rule and impacts to roadless areas 
under this regulation are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.

CO26-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO26 – Wilderness Watch

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO27 – Blue Ridge Parkway Foundation

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Our analysis of the proposed pipeline crossing of the BRP is 
discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.  Mountain Valley would 
reduce impacts by boring under the parkway.  After construction, 
the pipeline right-of-way would revegetated and restored to its 
original condition; not degrading the visitor experience or 
damaging the landscape.  Mountain Valley conducted a visual 
simulation analysis of its crossing of the BRP, which has been 
incorporated into the final EIS.  The BRP is currently crossed by 
existing infrastructure, including other pipelines, powerlines, and 
roads.   

CO27-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO27 – Blue Ridge Parkway Foundation

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO28 – Friends of the Lower Greenbrier River

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

On March 30, 2017 Mountain Valley filed supplemental 
information about the crossing of the Greenbrier River that has 
been incorporated into this final EIS. See the response to 
IND432-1 regarding the Greenbrier River.  See the response to 
FA11-15 regarding sedimentation and turbidity at waterbody 
crossings.  See the response to IND 70-1 regarding upland runoff.  
Steep slopes are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.  See the 
response to IND177-1 regarding landslides and Mountain 
Valley’s revised Landslide Mitigation Plan.

CO28-1

Section 4.3.2 of the EIS addresses potential project impacts on 
surface waterbodies.  See the response to IND245-5 regarding 
instream blasting.  Note that Mountain Valley has proposed 
mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts upon aquatic 
species and water quality during instream blasting such as pre-
blast removal of fish and mussels from the work zone and 
compliance with applicable blasting permits, respectively.  The 
FERC staff typically does not use the word “will” in describing 
project impacts in an EIS because there is no guarantee that the 
project would be authorized by the Commission.  A description 
of the methods for waterbody crossings is provided in sections 
2.4.2.10 and 4.3.2 of the EIS. 

CO28-2

In a filing on February 17, 2017 Mountain Valley identified State
Road 3 and County Roads 12, 15 and 17 as part of the state-
designated Lower Greenbrier River Byway and the Lowell 
Backway.  We updated section 4.8 of the final EIS accordingly.

CO28-3  



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO28 – Friends of the Lower Greenbrier River

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO29 – Indian Creek Watershed Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See the response to LA3-1.  We will not be producing a 
supplemental draft EIS; but, instead will be addressing comments 
on the draft in a final EIS. 

CO29-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO29 – Indian Creek Watershed Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

We will produce a final EIS that addresses new information and 
comments on the draft.

CO29-2

See the response to LA3-1. CO29-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO29 – Indian Creek Watershed Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See the response to LA3-1. CO29-4

We will not be producing a supplemental draft EIS.  We will 
produce a final EIS that addresses new information and 
comments on the draft.

CO29-5

See the response to LA1-4 regarding existing pipelines in steep 
terrain.  See the response to IND62-1 for Dr. Kastning’s report.  
We will not be producing a supplemental draft EIS.  We will 
produce a final EIS that addresses new information and 
comments on the draft.

CO29-6



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO29 – Indian Creek Watershed Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO30 – Virginia Outdoors Foundation

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See response to comment LA15-17.CO30-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO30 – Virginia Outdoors Foundation

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO31 – Blue Ridge Land Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

We stand by the conclusions in the EIS, which are based on facts.  
While there would be impacts on specific environmental 
resources caused by the construction and operation of the MVP, 
measures would be implemented, some required by the FERC, to 
reduce or mitigate those impacts to non-significant levels, except 
for clearing of forest.  Section 4 contains our definition of 
significant impacts. 

CO31-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO31 – Blue Ridge Land Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO31 – Blue Ridge Land Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO31 – Blue Ridge Land Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

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

CO31-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO31 – Blue Ridge Land Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO32 – Save Monroe, Inc.

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1. CO32-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO32 – Save Monroe, Inc.

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO33 – Save Monroe, Inc.

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See the response to CO34-1 regarding hydrogeologic studies.  
The FS recognizes the concerns associated with the 
hydrogeologic resources, both known and unknown, on Peters 
Mountain. However, the FS does not feel it is appropriate for the 
agency to require an independent hydrogeologic study based on 
the small amount of NFS lands affected by the MVP project. The 
FS has made requests for additional hydrological and geological 
resource information and analyses and has had an independent 
third party contractor review the materials.

CO33-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO33 – Save Monroe, Inc.

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO34 – Save Monroe, Inc.

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The draft EIS discussed the Red Sulphur Public Service District 
in sections 1.4, 4.3.2.1, and 4.3.2.2.  While the FERC did not 
conduct a full independent hydrogeologic study, we asked a 
number of questions (and reviewed the responses) that would be 
normally included in such a report, including Mountain Valley’s 
submittal of the fracture trace analysis.  Additional information 
and analyses has been included in the final EIS. 

CO34-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO34 – Save Monroe, Inc.

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO35 – The Nature Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

We analyze, in section 3 of the final EIS, a minor route 
alternative on Poor Mountain that would avoid the TNC 
conservation easement.  Section 4.8 of the final EIS was revised 
accordingly.

CO35-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO35 – The Nature Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO35 – The Nature Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See response to CO35-1.  As noted in section 4.3 of the EIS, the 
proposed MVP pipeline route would cross Bottom Creek outside 
of the area where it is designed as Tier III Exception State 
Waters.

CO35-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO35 – The Nature Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Section 4.8 of the final EIS has been updated as appropriate.CO35-3

The subject table in the final EIS has been updated as 
appropriate.

CO35-4



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO35 – The Nature Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The Mount Tabor Variation was adopted by Mountain Valley in 
October 2016, to reduce impacts on the Old Mill Conservation 
Site and the Mount Tabor Sinkhole Plain.  Section 4.8 of the final 
EIS has been updated as appropriate. In addition, other 
alternative routes that may avoid or reduce impacts on VADCR-
designated conservation sites are explored in section 3.

CO35-5



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO35 – The Nature Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO36 – Green Mountain Club

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4. CO36-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO36 – Green Mountain Club

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO37 – Preserve Bent Mountain

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Cultural attachment is discussed in section 4.10.9 of the final 
EIS; including our assessment of the James Kent Associates 
report.  In section 4.10.7.1 we also consider if cultural attachment 
to land can be applied to the Bent Mountain Rural Historic 
District.

CO37-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO38 – Blue Ridge Parkway Foundation

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The commentor’s statements are noted.CO38-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO39 – National Parks Conservation Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See the responses to FA11-4 and FA11-5 regarding the ANST.  
See the response to FA11-10 regarding the BRP.  We have 
incorporated newly created visual simulations for the ANST and 
BRP into the final EIS.

CO39-1

Cumulative impacts in general are discussed in section 4.13 of 
the EIS and in section 4.13.2.5 for the ANST and BRP.  We 
conclude that our geographic scope is appropriate for the analysis 
of cumulative impacts. 

CO39-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO39 – National Parks Conservation Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Impacts to water resources and air quality are discussed in 
sections 4.3 and 4.11.1, respectively.  No compressor station is 
proposed in Virginia.

CO39-3

Socioeconomics and tourism are discussed in section 4.9 of the 
EIS.

CO39-4

See the response to comments FA8-1 and FA10-1 regarding the 
FS’ proposed amendments.  See the response to FA11-2 
regarding the need for a revised draft EIS.  The FERC staff  
addressed comments on the draft in the final EIS. 

CO39-5



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO39 – National Parks Conservation Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO40 – Friends of the Second Creek, Inc.

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.CO40-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO40 – Friends of the Second Creek, Inc.

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Historic and archaeological resources are discussed in section 
4.10 of the EIS.  See the response to FA11-2 regarding the 
adequacy of the draft EIS.

CO40-2



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

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO41 – American Hiking Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

CO41-1

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

CO41-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO41 – American Hiking Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO42 – Georgia Appalachian Trail Club

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4. CO42-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO42 – Georgia Appalachian Trail Club

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO42 – Georgia Appalachian Trail Club

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO43 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The FERC staff reviewed Mountain Valley’s application and 
subsequent filings.  We have issued multiple EIRs to Mountain 
Valley in order to obtain additional information and 
clarifications.

CO43-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO43 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO43 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO44 – Lewis and Clark Trail Heritage Foundation

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the responses to FA11-4 and FA11-5 regarding the ANST.  
Sections 3.5 and 4.8 of the final EIS have been updated to reflect 
new information about the ANST. 

CO44-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO44 – Lewis and Clark Trail Heritage Foundation

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO44 – Lewis and Clark Trail Heritage Foundation

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO45 – Pacific Crest Trail Association

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the responses to FA11-4 and FA11-5 regarding the ANST.  
Sections 3.5 and 4.8 of the final EIS have been updated to reflect 
new information about the ANST.

CO45-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO46 – Roanoke Appalachian Trail Club

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the responses to FA11-4 and FA11-5 regarding the ANST.  
Sections 3.5 and 4.8 of the final EIS have been updated to reflect 
new information about the ANST.

CO46-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO46 – Roanoke Appalachian Trail Club

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO47 – Lewis and Clark Trust, Inc.

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Comment is descriptive in nature. CO47-1

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

CO47-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO47 – Lewis and Clark Trust, Inc.

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The comment is noted. CO47-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO48 – Save Monroe, Inc.

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Steep slopes and landslides are addressed in section 4.1 of the 
EIS.  See the response to IND177-1 regarding landslides and 
Mountain Valley’s revised Landslide Mitigation Plan.

CO48-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forest impacts.  
See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS.  See the response to IND2-3 regarding hydraulic fracturing.  
Climate change, GHGs, and cumulative impacts are discussed in 
sections 4.11.1 and 4.13 of the EIS.  Karst terrain is discussed in 
section 4.1 of the EIS.  Various resources associated with the 
Jefferson National Forest are discussed throughout the EIS.  See 
responses FA11-4 and FA 11-5 regarding the ANST. 

CO49-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Information about archaeological and historic sites is discussed in 
more detail in section 4.10 of the EIS.

CO49-2

In accordance with the FERC Plan (section VI), and as discussed 
in section 2.6.1 of the EIS, Mountain Valley would offer to 
install and maintain measures for off-road vehicle (ORV) control 
to all owners/managers of forested lands, including the Jefferson 
National Forest.

CO49-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Potential abandonment of the proposed facilities is discussed in 
section 2.7 of the EIS.  Any abandonment, modification, or re-
purposing of the proposed facilities would require an 
environmental review and authorization from the FERC.

CO49-4

Alternatives are discussed in detail in section 3 of the EIS.  See 
the response to FA11-12 regarding project need.

CO49-5

The impacts associated with the need for additional temporary 
workspace, due to steep slopes and for other reasons, are 
integrated into the impacts discussions for all resources 
throughout the EIS.

CO49-6

Cumulative impacts, including the ACP, are discussed in section 
4.13 of the EIS.

CO49-7

The EIS analyzes impacts on forest, including old growth and 
core/interior forest, in detail in section 4.4 and 4.5. 

CO49-8



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The depiction of NFS lands on maps in the final EIS will be 
updated as appropriate.

CO49-9

As discussed in the EIS, the two conservation sites would be 
avoided by the proposed pipeline route.

CO49-10



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Karst terrain and sinkholes are discussed in section 4.1  of the 
EIS. 

CO49-11

The Peters Mountain Wilderness, which would not be crossed by 
the proposed pipeline route, is discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.

CO49-17

Interior forest designation data are state-specific, as described in 
section 4.4.1 of the EIS.

CO49-16

Seismicity is discussed in sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 (see design 
specifications) of the EIS.

CO49-15

Mapping has been updated, as appropriate, in the final EIS.CO49-14

Desktop data is information that can be found in published 
documents, through resource agencies databases, and on the 
internet.  While desktop data very useful for identifying 
environmental resources,  it is not as accurate as on-the-ground 
surveys.

CO49-13

See the response to FA11-10 regarding the BRP.CO49-12



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Rare plant species surveys are conducted within the appropriate 
timeframe based on input from the federal or state agencies.  It is 
not uncommon for some environmental survey data to be 
obtained after the issuance of a draft EIS.  Data filed after the 
issuance of the draft EIS are addressed in the final.

CO49-18

Wildlife and fisheries habitats are discussed in sections 4.3, 4.4, 
4.5, 4.6, and 4.7 of the EIS.  Salamanders are listed/discussed in 
sections 4.4, 4.5, and 4.7 of the EIS.

CO49-20

Forest types, including interior/core forests, are discussed in 
section 4.4 of the EIS.

CO49-19



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Cerulean warblers are listed and discussed in sections 4.5 and 
appendix O of the EIS.  Migratory birds are also discussed in 
section 4.5 of the EIS. 

CO49-21



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Black bear habitats and potential impacts on black bears 
(including in the Jefferson National Forest) are discussed in 
section 4.5 of the EIS. No MVP actions would occur within Rx 
8C-Black Bear Habitats. Remaining comments are outside the 
scope of this project.

CO49-22



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

These comments are outside the scope of this project.CO49-23



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Black bear habitats and potential impacts on black bears 
(including in the Jefferson National Forest) are discussed in 
section 4.5 of the EIS.

CO49-24



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The Hanging Rock Raptor Observatory, located about 12 miles 
from the proposed route, would not be affected by the MVP. 

CO49-25



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Waterbody crossings in the Jefferson National Forest are listed 
and discussed in section 4.3.2 of the EIS.  Impaired waterbodies 
affected by the MVP are discussed in section 4.3.2 and appendix 
F of the EIS.  Little Stony Creek’s status as a trout stream is 
listed in appendix F.  According to the data presented in appendix 
F, Curve Branch is not listed as a trout stream at the MVP 
pipeline crossing location.

CO49-26

The Indiana bat and northern long-eared bat 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.

CO49-27



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The James spinymussel is discussed in section 4.7 of the EIS and 
in more detail in our BA.  We are consulting with the FWS 
regarding this species.

CO49-28



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Impacts to streams and aquatic life, including runoff and 
sedimentation, are discussed in sections 4.3 and 4.6 of the EIS. 

CO49-29



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to CO49-3 regarding ORV. CO49-30

The bog turtle is discussed in section 4.7 of the EIS.CO49-33

Riparian areas are discussed in sections 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 of 
the EIS.  Appendix F denotes which waterbodies have been 
surveyed and which are represented by desktop data (due to a 
lack of access). 

CO49-31

Potential impacts to aquatic habitats, mussels, and fish are 
discussed in sections 4.3, 4.6, and 4.7 of the EIS as well as our 
BA.

CO49-32



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The candy darter is discussed in section 4.7 of the EIS.CO49-34



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Details regarding the James spinymussel are discussed in section 
4.7 of the EIS and in our BA.

CO49-35



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Riparian areas are discussed in sections 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 of 
the EIS. 

CO49-41

The WVDNR waived the mussel survey for the Gauley River.CO49-36

The Indiana bat and northern long-eared bat are subject to the 
same requirements, but the project specifics of the MVP and the 
EEP are different.

CO49-37

Timber rattlesnake is not a federally listed species.CO49-38

The Allegheny woodrat is discussed in section 4.7 and appendix 
O of the EIS.

CO49-39

As stated in section 4.6.1 of the EIS, the MVP would cross 
waterbodies containing populations of wild brown and brook 
trout, stocked rainbow trout, and freshwater mussels.  The 
VADGIF restricts construction within waterbodies that contain 
wild trout from October 1 through March 31 and in waterbodies 
that contain stocked trout from March 15 through May 15.  As 
stated in section 4.6.2 of the EIS, Mountain Valley would adhere 
to all federal and state permit conditions regarding the 
minimization of impacts on fisheries of special concern including 
adhering to recommended work windows for in-water 
construction (or requesting a work-window modification, if 
needed).  Mountain Valley would also attempt to minimize 
impacts on fisheries by relocating fishes from the construction 
areas following guidance from the VADGIF, who requested that 
fish be relocated during waterbody crossings in Virginia.  Finally, 
aside from a temporary disruption of fishing in the vicinity of the 
waterbody crossings during construction, we do not expect the 
project to impact recreational fisheries in West Virginia or 
Virginia.

CO49-40



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Springs and seeps, particularly in regard to karst areas, are 
discussed in sections 4.1 and 4.3 of the EIS.

CO49-42



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Peters Mountain and the Peters Mountain Wilderness are 
discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS. 

CO49-43

Riparian areas are discussed in sections 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 of 
the EIS. 

CO49-50

The meaning of this comment is unclear.  CO49-49

This sub-section was authored/reviewed by FS staff of the 
Jefferson National Forest.

CO49-48

Peters Mountain and the Peters Mountain Wilderness are 
discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS. 

CO49-47

Numerous project alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the 
EIS. 

CO49-46

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

CO49-45

The MVP pipeline route does not cross the Allegheny Trail.CO49-44



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Features are depicted on the EIS maps to the extent possible, 
while still keeping the maps readable.  Visual impacts on the 
ANST, including updated simulation information, are discussed 
in section 4.8 of the final EIS. 

CO49-54

Other projects depicted in the maps for the cumulative impacts 
analyses are keyed to appendix U.

CO49-53

GHG emissions are discussed in section 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.  
Climate change and cumulative impacts are discussed in section 
4.13. 

CO49-52

As of February 2017, cultural surveys have been completed by 
Mountain Valley for about 96 percent of the pipeline route  
where access has been granted.  Information for archaeological 
and historic sites is discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.  Based 
on Mountain Valley’s cultural resources investigations reports, 
we have determined that 220 of the newly recorded 
archaeological sites and 107 of the historic architectural sites in 
the direct APE are not eligible for the NRHP, are not historic 
properties, and require no additional work.  A total of 46 
archaeological sites are unevaluated, and avoidance was 
recommended. As of February 2017, no historic properties 
outside of Historic Districts have been identified in the direct 
APE that would be adversely affected by the MVP. The FS 
requested a study of cultural attachment for the Peters Mountain 
area.

CO49-51



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

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

CO49-58

The Cascades Trail and the Mountain Lake Wilderness would not 
be crossed by the proposed MVP pipeline route. The MVP 
pipeline corridor would not be visible from the Cascade Trail, 
even during bare-earth conditions. 

CO49-57

Impacts to aquatic habitats and fish, including within the 
Jefferson National Forest, are discussed in sections 4.3, 4.6, and 
4.7 of the EIS. 

CO49-56

Visual impacts to the ANST, including updated simulation 
information, are discussed in section 4.8 of the final EIS.  The 
Allegheny Trail would not be crossed by the proposed MVP 
pipeline route.  However, the pipeline corridor would be visible 
from the Allegheny Trail during bare-earth conditions.    Impacts 
to roadless areas are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS. The 
entire MVP pipeline would be buried underground (see section 2 
of the EIS).

CO49-55



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Craig Creek, and its mussels, are discussed in sections 4.3, 4.5, 
4.6, and 4.7 of the EIS.

CO49-59

Rocky outcrops are discussed in sections 4.2 and 4.8 and 
appendix N of the EIS. Wildlife is discussed in section 4.5 of the 
EIS. Species of concern to the FS are documented in the BE and 
MIS reports appended to this EIS.

CO49-62

Access roads are needed to provide equipment access to the 
construction right-of-way. 

CO49-61

The EIS has been updated to address the Falls Ridge Nature 
Conservancy Preserve as appropriate.

CO49-60



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

We will update the map for Spring Hollow Reservoir as 
appropriate.  Visual impact analysis of KOPs is included in 
section 4.8 of the EIS.  Due to the distance of the reservoir from 
the project (0.8 mile) and the erosion and sedimentation control 
measures that Mountain Valley would implement, we conclude 
that the MVP would not have significant long-term impacts on 
water quality at the reservoir. 

CO49-63

Relevant trails are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.CO49-66

Visual impact analysis of KOPs is included in section 4.8 of the 
EIS.

CO49-65

Visual impact analysis of KOPs is included in section 4.8 of the 
EIS.

CO49-64



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO49 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The Blackwater River is discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  The 
proposed pipeline route would not cross the Blackwater River.  
Given the erosion control measures that would be implemented 
the MVP would not have significant long-term impacts on water 
quality in the Blackwater River.

CO49-67

The Pigg River is discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.CO49-69

The Grassy Hill Conservation Site would not be crossed by the 
proposed MVP pipeline route.  Visual impact analysis of KOPs is 
included in section 4.8 of the EIS.

CO49-68



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO50 – Potomac Appalachian Trail Club

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the responses to FA11-4 and FA11-5 regarding the ANST. 
See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS. See the response to comments FA8-1 and FA10-1 regarding 
the FS’ proposed amendments.

CO50-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO50 – Potomac Appalachian Trail Club

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO51 – Susquehanna Appalachian Trail Club

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4. CO51-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO52 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Cultural attachment, including the geographic scope of analysis, 
is discussed in section 4.10.9 of the final EIS.

CO52-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO52 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO53 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See responses to comments FA11-2, LA5-1, and LA13-1 
regarding the adequacy of the draft EIS.  Minor route 
modifications were filed by Mountain Valley on October 14, 
2016, and the public had until December 22, 2016 to comment; 
with the comment period extended to February 22 for newly 
affected landowners along the route modifications.  Mountain 
Valley does not intend to use herbicides, except in limited cases 
were requested by landowners.  Invasive species are addressed in 
section 4.4 of the EIS.  Impacts on interior forest (and the 
creation of new edge habitat) is discussed in section 4.4 of the 
EIS.  Migratory birds are discussed in section 4.5 of the EIS.  The 
EIS acknowledges that new corridors favor deer movements in 
section 4.5.2.

CO53-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO53 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO53 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO53 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO53 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO54 – New River Conservancy

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Comments noted. CO54-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO54 – New River Conservancy

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See responses to comments FA11-2, LA5-1, and LA13-1 
regarding the adequacy of the draft EIS. 

CO54-2

Floodplains are discussed in section 4.3.2 of the EIS.  Although 
as an independent regulatory agency, not within the Executive 
Branch, the EO does not apply to FERC, we usually conduct 
operations in the spirit of the EO.

CO54-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO54 – New River Conservancy

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO54 – New River Conservancy

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Section 3.5 of the final EIS has been updated with new 
information regarding this parcel.

CO54-4



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO54 – New River Conservancy

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO54 – New River Conservancy

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The subject table has been updated as appropriate.CO54-5

The conservation easement status is noted.CO54-6

Floodplains are discussed in section 4.3.2 of the EIS.CO54-7



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO55 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the responses to comments FA11-2, LA15-1, and LA13-1 
regarding the adequacy of the draft EIS. The EIS concludes that, 
with the exception of the clearing of forest, the MVP would not 
have long-term significant adverse effects on most environmental 
resources.  This means the project would not have irreparable 
damage on water resources (see section 4.3 of the EIS).  
Federally listed threatened and endangered species are discussed 
in section 4.7.  

CO55-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO55 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Mountain Valley conducted field surveys, where access was 
granted, in accordance with established agency (e.g., COE, FWS, 
SHPO) protocols. The FERC staff independently fact-checked 
Mountain Valley’s application and supplements.

CO55-2

Comments noted.CO55-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO55 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The FERC Plan, which has been adopted by Mountain Valley, 
contains erosion and sedimentation control measures, as 
discussed in sections 2.4, 4.2, and 4.3 of the EIS.  Sedimentation 
effects and mitigation measures, including consideration of steep 
slopes, aquatic habitats, long-term maintenance, and routing, are 
discussed throughout the EIS.  See the response to LA1-4 
regarding pipelines built through mountainous terrain.  Side 
slopes do present construction challenges as noted in the EIS, but 
they are not completely avoidable, and measures can be 
implemented to reduce impacts.  Mountain Valley would be 
limited to the workspaces as proposed.  Aquatic resources and 
endangered species are discussed in sections 4.6 and 4.7 of the 
EIS, respectively.  Mountain Valley would be required to obtain 
necessary permits and fulfil the requirements of the Clean Water 
Act (CWA Sections 401 and 404).

CO55-4



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO55 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO55 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO55 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO55 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO55 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO55 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO55 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO55 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Sections 4.1.2.5 and 4.4.2.4 of the draft EIS  noted that herbicides 
would not generally be used, unless requested by a landowner or 
land managing agency.  Only the use of herbicides in the 
Jefferson National Forest as recently changed, as addressed in the 
final EIS.  See the response to CO53-1 regarding invasive 
species.

CO55-5



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO55 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Mountain Valley would inspect and maintain the permanent 
right-of-way in accordance with the FERC Plan and as described 
in section 2.6 of the EIS.

CO55-6



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO55 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Pipelines are not exempt from implementing BMPs.  Section 3 of 
the EIS evaluates numerous route alternatives.

CO55-7



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO55 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The EIS concluded that except for clearing of forest, the MVP 
would not have long-term significant adverse effects on most 
environmental resources.  A realistic assessment of the facts 
would lead a reader to acknowledge that the pipeline route is 
suitable for meeting the goals of Mountain Valley to transport 
natural gas from the Mobley receipt point in Wetzel County, 
West Virginia to the delivery point at the Transco Station 165 in 
Pittsylvania County, Virginia.

CO55-8

Erosion control is addressed in section 2 of the EIS.
Experience has shown that pipelines can be safely constructed on 
steep slopes.  Water resources can be protected.  In fact, the 
WVDEP issued a Water Quality Certificate to Mountain Valley 
under Section 401 of the CWA. The FS will independently 
review the POD.  The draft EIS was not deficient, and fulfills our 
legal obligations under NEPA.   Revisions to the POD are 
discussed in the final EIS.  Because there are no good reasons for 
a revised or supplemental draft EIS, we issued a final EIS that 
addresses comments on the draft.  See the responses to comments 
FA8-1 and FA10-1 regarding the FS’ proposed amendments.  
The public already had its full legal opportunity to comment on 
the draft EIS and the proposed FS amendments to the Jefferson 
National Forest LRMP.

CO55-9



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO55 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments
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