
INDIVIDUALS
IND846 – Anne Petrie Dobbs Brown

Individual Comments

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

IND846-6

The FS has worked with Mountain Valley to develop project
design features, mitigation measures and monitoring procedures
to minimize the impacts to the resources those standards were
designed to protect. These mitigation measures and monitoring
procedures are described in the POD.

IND846-7



INDIVIDUALS
IND846 – Anne Petrie Dobbs Brown

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND846 – Anne Petrie Dobbs Brown

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND846 – Anne Petrie Dobbs Brown

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND846 – Anne Petrie Dobbs Brown

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. See the
response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits. Section 3.3 of
the EIS provides an assessment of using existing systems as an
alternative.

IND846-8



INDIVIDUALS
IND847 – Mode Johnson

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND498-1 regarding LiDAR.IND847-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND847 – Mode Johnson

Individual Comments

Section 4.1 discusses dye trace studies used in our analysis.IND847-2

Section 4.1 of the final EIS has been revised to provide updated
information regarding fracture trace/lineament studies.

IND847-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND847 – Mode Johnson

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND498-1 regarding LiDAR.IND847-4

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

IND847-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND847 – Mode Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND847 – Mode Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND848 – Individual

Individual Comments

The Commission would decide if the projects are necessary. The
EIS concluded that the project would not cause significant long-
term harm (except for the clearing of forest). Section 3.3 of the
EIS provides an assessment of using existing systems as an
alternative.

IND848-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND849 – Tyler Williams

Individual Comments

MVP would transport natural gas; not oil. See the response to
comment CO14-3 regarding spills. Impacts on the ANST and
Jefferson National Forest are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.
See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export. See the
response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the response
to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits. Renewable energy
alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the EIS. See also the
response to comment IND40-1 regarding renewable energy.

IND849-1

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.
The EIS provides a discussion of tourism in section 4.9. Water
resources area addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

IND849-4

The EIS provides a discussion of karst and seismicity in section
4.1. See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking
water.

IND849-3

See the response to comment CO14-3 regarding spills. An
updated visual analysis is provided in section 4.8 of the final EIS.

IND849-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND849 – Tyler Williams

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.IND849-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND850 – Maury Johnson

Individual Comments

Wells and springs are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS; also see
the response to comment LA15-14 regarding information
pending about water wells. See the response to comment
IND334-3 regarding remote closing of MLVs.

IND850-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND851 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

Here is how our democratic system works in relation to federal
independent regulatory agencies, like the FERC. Voters elect the
President and Congress. The President selects the
Commissioners at FERC, who are confirmed by the Senate.
Congress passed the NGA, which guides the actions of the
Commission in the review of natural gas applications. How the
Commission arrives at decisions is summarized in section 1.2.3
of the EIS.

IND851-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND851 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

Public participation in the FERC’s environmental review process
for the projects is summarized in section 1.4 of the EIS. The
FERC staff took into consideration all relevant environmental
comments filed in the docket, during the preparation of the final
EIS. The EIS also summarizes data filed by Mountain Valley.

IND851-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND851 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

This is not true.  FERC staff have many ways to communicate 
with affected landowners, including open houses, public 
meetings, sessions to take comments on the draft EIS, site visits, 
and letters filed in the docket.  The fact that the EIS cites many 
letters and reports filed by the public and addresses issues raised 
is evidence that all filed comments are read and considered by 
staff.  

IND851-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND851 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

Letters filed during scoping, or in response to our draft EIS, that 
raised legitimate environmental issue guided the direction of the 
FERC’s analysis for the final EIS.  Reports filed by outside 
parties were not ignored; see for example our evaluation of Dr. 
Kastning’s report on karst in section 4.1 of the final EIS.

IND851-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND851 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND851 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

The draft EIS addressed all relevant environmental issues raised 
by the public during scoping; although mostly in a generalized 
manner under resource topics in section 4.  Table 1.4-1 in the 
draft EIS clearly showed that FERC received the most comments 
on socioeconomic issues during scoping; representing 12 percent 
of the comments received.  

IND851-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND851 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

Environmental issues raised by the public, both during scoping, 
and in comments on the draft EIS, are classified in section 1.4 of 
the final EIS.

IND851-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND851 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

Mountain Valley’s discussion of project benefits and costs can be 
found in its application to the FERC.  The Commission may 
further discuss markets for the project in its Order.  These are not 
environmental issues to be addressed in the EIS.  Real estate 
values are addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS.  That analysis was 
based on a review of independent scholarship, with citations 
provided.

IND851-7



INDIVIDUALS
IND851 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

Our public participation program, outlined in section 1.4 of the 
EIS, meets the requirements of NEPA.

IND851-8



INDIVIDUALS
IND851 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND852 – Robert Massengale

Individual Comments

IND852-1

Section 4.8 of the EIS provides a visual assessment for the
Jefferson National Forest. Socioeconomic issues, including
tourism, is addressed in section 4.9.

IND852-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND852 – Robert Massengale

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. The EIS
provides a discussion of groundwater in section 4.3 and karst in
section 4.1. See the response to comment IND277-11 regarding
chemicals.

IND852-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND853 – S. Gordon

Individual Comments

Section 4.8 of the final EIS has been revised to provide an
updated visual impacts analysis. The EIS provides a discussion of
karst terrain in section 4.1. See the response to comment FA11-
12 regarding need.

IND853-1

Climate change is addressed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.
Landslides are addressed in section 4.1, and cultural resources
(including Historic Districts) in section 4.10 of the EIS. The
MVP would not destroy the Mount Olivet Methodist Church,
which is 430 feet away from the pipeline, or the Newport
Recreation Center that is 945 feet away. Impacts on historic
properties can be mitigated, in accordance with the regulations
for implementing Section 106 of the NHPA at 36 CFR 800. See
the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.

IND853-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND854 – Jessica Scott

Individual Comments

The ANST would be crossed by a bore, to reduce impacts, as
discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS. A revised visual analysis of
the ANST can be found in section 4.8 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water. See the
response to comment CO14-3 regarding spills. The EIS provides
a discussion of wetlands in section 4.3 and landslides in section
4.1. See the response to comment LA15-14 regarding water
wells. Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3
of the EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding
renewable energy.

IND854-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND855 – William Limpert

Individual Comments

We conclude that with mitigation, the project is not likely to have
significant impacts on most environmental resources. Safety is
addressed in section 4.12 of the EIS. Steep slopes and karst are
discussed in section 4.1. See the response to comment IND3-1
regarding drinking water. Property values are discussed in
section 4.9. Visual resources are discussed in section 4.8. GHG
are discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13. Renewable energy
alternatives are discussed in section 3. See the response to
comment CO2-1 regarding benefits.

IND855-1

See the response to comment IND277-13 regarding gas usage
and customers. See also the response to comment IND40-1
regarding renewable energy.

IND855-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND855 – William Limpert

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND856 – Sharon Smith

Individual Comments

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 final EIS.

IND856-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND857 – William Limpert

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.
The Commission would decide if the projects are in the public
interest.

IND857-1

See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding economic
benefits.

IND857-6

Section 4.9 of the EIS provides a discussion of tourism.IND857-5

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.IND857-4

See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.IND857-3

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND857-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND857 – William Limpert

Individual Comments

A revised visual assessment is provided in section 4.8 of the final
EIS.

IND857-7

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

IND857-13

Section 4.11.2 of the EIS provides a discussion of noise. See the
response to comment CO14-1 regarding blasting.

IND857-12

Section 4.11.1 of the EIS provides a discussion of air quality,
dust, and fugitive emissions.

IND857-11

See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.
Landslides and steep slopes are addressed in section 4.1 of the
EIS.

IND857-9

See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forests. See the
response to comment IND343-1 regarding invasive species.

IND857-8

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. The project would not transport oil. See the response
to comment CO14-3 regarding spills.

IND856-10

GHG emissions and climate change are addressed in sections
4.11 and 4.13.

IND857-14

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

IND857-15



INDIVIDUALS
IND857 – William Limpert

Individual Comments

The draft EIS is correct. In accordance with NEPA,
environmental impacts can be mitigated.

IND857-16



INDIVIDUALS
IND858 – David Splitt

Individual Comments

The ANST and visual impacts are discussed in section 4.8 of the
EIS. See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. The
EIS provides a discussion of seismicity in section 4.1, water
resources in section 4.3, and forest in 4.4.

IND858-1

A revised visual analysis of the ANST can be found in section
4.8 of the final EIS. As discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS, the
pipeline would be bored beneath the ANST. Tourism is
addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS. See the response to comment
FA11-12 regarding need. The EIS analyzes impacts to forest,
including old growth and core/interior forest in detail in sections
3, 4.4, and 4.8.

IND858-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND858 – David Splitt

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND859 – Russell Chisholm

Individual Comments

A revised visual analysis of the ANST can be found in section
4.8 of the final EIS. As discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS, the
pipeline would be bored beneath the ANST. Tourism is
addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

IND859-1

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

IND859-3

The EIS provides a discussion of seismicity in section 4.1 and
water resources in section 4.3. See the response to comment
IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

IND859-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND859 – Russell Chisholm

Individual Comments

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

IND859-4

Cultural attachment is addressed in section 4.10 of the EIS.IND859-6

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

IND859-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND860 – Jesse Paris

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks.
Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the
EIS.

IND860-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND861 – Anita Puckett

Individual Comments

Comments noted. Yellow Finch Lane would be used by
Mountain Valley as a temporary access road (see appendix E).
The temporary access road which would be restored following
construction.

IND861-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND861 – Anita Puckett

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND861 – Anita Puckett

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND862 – Anita Puckett

Individual Comments

Cultural attachment is addressed in section 4.10 of the EIS. The
commentor has not provided evidence that the property would
represent a “traditional cultural property.”

IND862-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND862 – Anita Puckett

Individual Comments

IND862-2 See section 3.5 regarding this parcel.



INDIVIDUALS
IND862 – Anita Puckett

Individual Comments

Section 3.5 provides an updated discussion of this parcel.IND862-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND862 – Anita Puckett

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND863 – Cynthia Cook

Individual Comments

We conclude that with mitigation, the project is not likely to have 
significant impacts on most environmental resources.  The right-
of-way would be restored and revegetated following construction 
(see section 2.4.2 of the EIS).  A revised visual analysis of the 
ANST can be found in section 4.8 of the final EIS.  As discussed 
in section 4.8 of the EIS, the pipeline would be bored beneath the 
ANST.  Tourism is addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS.  Historic 
Districts are addressed in section 4.10 of the EIS.  Karst is 
discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.  See the response to comment 
IND241-1 regarding induced development.
The FS has worked with Mountain Valley to develop project 
design features, mitigation measures and monitoring procedures 
to minimize the impacts to the resources those standards were 
designed to protect. These mitigation measures and monitoring 
procedures are described in the POD.

IND863-1

Historic Districts are discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS. The
Newport Recreation Center is about 945 feet away from the
pipeline and should not be affected by the MVP.

IND863-3

Climate change is addressed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS;
cumulative impacts in section 4.13. See the response to comment
IND12-1 regarding property values. See the response to
comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

IND863-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND864 – Rory Mullennex

Individual Comments

Habitats and wildlife are discussed in sections 4.4 and 4.5 of the
EIS. The ANST and Jefferson National Forest are discussed in
section 4.8 Tourism is addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS.
While the MVP pipeline would not cross the New River,
potential temporary impacts on tributary streams are discussed in
section 4.3. Impacts on environmental resources can be
mitigated, in accordance with NEPA.

IND864-1

Section 3.3 of the EIS provides an assessment of existing systems
as an alternative. See the response to comment FA11-12
regarding need.

IND864-3

The FS has worked with Mountain Valley to develop project
design features, mitigation measures and monitoring procedures
to minimize the impacts to the resources those standards were
designed to protect. These mitigation measures and monitoring
procedures are described in the POD.

IND864-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND864 – Rory Mullennex

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits.IND864-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND865 – Nick Lasky

Individual Comments

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

IND865-1

Section 4.8 provides an assessment of the Jefferson National
Forest, ANST, and BRP. A revised visual analysis of the ANST
can be found in section 4.8 of the final EIS. See the response to
comment FA15-5 regarding forests.

IND865-4

Section 3.3 of the EIS provides an assessment of existing systems
as an alternative. See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding
benefits.

IND865-3

The proposed pipelines would transport vaporized natural gas,
not oil. See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding
hydraulic fracturing. Climate change is addressed in sections
4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.

IND865-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND866 – Michelle McAlpin

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND209-1 regarding the permanent
fill of wetlands. A revised discussion of sedimentation and
turbidity can be found in section 4.3 of the final EIS. See the
response to comment LA15-14 regarding pending water wells.

IND866-1

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

IND866-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND867 – Robin Morris

Individual Comments

Climate change is addressed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.
See the response to comments FA8-1 and FA10-1 regarding the
LRMP. See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-
foot-wide utility corridor in the Jefferson National Forest. See
the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. Water
resources are addressed in section 4.3. See the response to
comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

IND867-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND868 – George Jones

Individual Comments

The Commission has not yet made a decision about the projects.
Comments noted.

IND868-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND869 – Kimberley Homer

Individual Comments

Section 3.3 of the EIS provides an assessment of existing systems
as an alternative. See the response to comment FA11-12
regarding need. A revised visual analysis of the ANST can be
found in section 4.8 of the final EIS. As discussed in section 4.8
of the EIS, the pipeline would be bored beneath the ANST.
Migratory birds are discussed in section 4.4 of the EIS. Deer are
addressed in section 4.5 of the EIS. Deer are often attracted to
open grassy rights-of-ways. Recreational fishing is addressed in
section 4.8 of the EIS. See the response to comment IND70-1
regarding erosion.

IND869-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND869 – Kimberley Homer

Individual Comments

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.

IND869-2

Karst mitigation measures are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.IND869-4

See the response to comment LA15-5 regarding changes to the
proposed MVP.

IND869-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND870 – Dianne Broussard

Individual Comments

Comment noted. The FS has worked with Mountain Valley to
develop project design features, mitigation measures and
monitoring procedures to minimize the impacts to the resources
on NFS lands. These mitigation measures and monitoring
procedures are described in the POD.

IND870-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND870 – Dianne Broussard

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND870 – Dianne Broussard

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND871 – Leigh Anne Weitzenfeld

Individual Comments

As stated in section 4.3 of the EIS, the hydrostatic test water
would typically be discharged in the same watershed as the
source from which it was obtained. To minimize scour, erosion,
and sediment transport, hydrostatic test water would be
discharged over vegetated land surfaces through filter bags, or
hay lined dewatering structures. Additionally, the discharge rate
would be regulated using valves and energy dissipation devices.
The hydrostatic test water would not pick up contaminates within
the pipeline. The Applicants would obtain necessary permits
from the states. Mountain Valley would use commercial biocide
according to manufacturer instructions. The biocide treatment is
not intended to treat invasive species.

IND871-1

See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. See
the response to comment IND152-1 regarding the FERC’s third-
party monitoring program. 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. Bottom Creek is discussed in
sections 4.3 and 4.6 of the EIS. See the response to comment
CO107-26 regarding the Roanoke logperch. See the response to
comment IND343-1 regarding invasive species. As stated in
section 4.4.2 of the EIS, promptly reseeding disturbed areas with
native seed mixes following final grading and restoration of the
right-of-way.

IND871-3

The Applicants considered forests when routing the pipeline.IND871-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND871 – Leigh Anne Weitzenfeld

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND655-3 regarding karst features.IND871-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND872 – Maury Johnson

Individual Comments

Comments noted.IND872-1

See the responses to comment IND470 regarding Dr. Lawhorn’s
letter. See the response to comment CO34-1 regarding a
hydrogeological study.

IND872-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND872 – Maury Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND873 – Carl Zipper

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1. 
See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4. 
Although there is no karst on NFS lands, the FS acknowledges 
the karst in surrounding areas and has worked with Mountain 
Valley to minimize the potential for soil movement and to ensure 
adequate restoration and revegetation. See the Erosion and 
Sediment Control Plan (POD, Appendix C), Landslide Mitigation 
Plan (POD, Appendix F), the Site Specific Design of Stabilization 
Measures in High Hazard Portions of the Route (POD, Appendix 
G), the Restoration Plan (POD, Appendix H), and the Winter 
Construction Plan (POD, Appendix L).

IND873-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND873 – Carl Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND873 – Carl Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND873 – Carl Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND873 – Carl Zipper

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.
The POD contains an Exotic and Invasive Species Control Plan 
in appendix R. 

IND873-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND873 – Carl Zipper

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.IND873-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND873 – Carl Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND873 – Carl Zipper

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND873-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND873 – Carl Zipper

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.IND873-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND873 – Carl Zipper

Individual Comments

Comments noted.IND873-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND873 – Carl Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND874 – Kristin Peckman

Individual Comments

Section 4.11.1 has been revised to correct the section reference.
It should be section 4.13.2.7. Section 4.13.2.7 has been revised
to include a discussion of loss annual carbon sequestration
potential due to forest clearing.

IND874-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND875 – Allison Del Vecchio

Individual Comments

We conclude that with mitigation, the project is not likely to have
significant impacts on most environmental resources. The right-
of-way would be restored and revegetated following construction
(see section 2.4.2 of the EIS). See the response to comment
IND12-1 regarding property values. Tourism is addressed in
section 4.9 of the EIS. An updated visual analysis is provided in
section 4.8 of the final EIS. See the response to comment
IND92-1 regarding leaks. See the response to comment IND2-1
regarding safety.

IND875-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND876 – Nancy Evey

Individual Comments

See the response to FA15-5 regarding forest impacts.IND876-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND877 – Georgianne Stinnett

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. Climate change is addressed in section
4.13. See the response to comment FA-12 regarding need. See
the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic fracturing.

IND877-1

See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks. See the
response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the response
to comment IND18-3 regarding financial responsibility.

IND877-3

See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.
As discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS, the primary health issue
related to the proposed projects would be the risk associated with
an unanticipated pipeline failure. As discussed in section 4.11.1
of the EIS, the proposed projects would not be expected to have a
significant impact on local or regional air quality. Terrorism is
addressed in section 4.12 of the EIS. Property values are
addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS.

IND877-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND877 – Georgianne Stinnett

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND196-5 regarding the FERC
review process.

IND877-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND878 – Mark Jennings

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. We conclude that with mitigation, the
project is not likely to have significant impacts on most
environmental resources. The right-of-way would be restored
and revegetated following construction (see section 2.4.2 of the
EIS). See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property
values. Tourism is addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

IND878-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND879 – Abigail Benjamin

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. See the response to comment IND209-1
regarding the permanent fill of wetlands. The EIS provides a
discussion of property values in section 4.9, air quality in section
4.11.1, and noise in section 4.11.2. Karst is addressed in section
4.1. A revised discussion of flash flooding is provided in section
4.3.2 of the final EIS. See the response to comment IND1-3
regarding eminent domain. See the response to comment IND2-1
regarding safety. Landowner rights are discussed in section 4.9
of the EIS.

IND879-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND880 – Kristin Peckman

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND147-1 regarding
recommendations. See also the response to comment IND152-1
regarding the FERC’s third-party monitoring program.

IND880-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND881 – Adrianne Zofchak

Individual Comments

See the responses to comments FA8-1 and FA10-1 regarding 
Amendments to the LRMP.

IND881-1

Section 4.1 of the EIS provides a discussion of landslides, karst,
and erosion. See also the response to comment IND70-1
regarding erosion. Historic Districts are discussed in section
4.10. A revised visual analysis of the ANST can be found in
section 4.8 of the final EIS. As discussed in section 4.8 of the
EIS, the pipeline would be bored beneath the ANST.

IND881-3

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. Section
3.3 of the EIS provides an assessment of using existing
infrastructure as an alternative. 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..

IND881-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND881 – Adrianne Zofchak

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND882 – Ryan Hoke

Individual Comments

Mitigation measures are discussed throughout section 4 of the
EIS. See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.
Section 3.3 of the EIS provides an assessment of using existing
infrastructure as an alternative.

IND882-1

Section 4.1 of the EIS provides an assessment of karst and
sinkholes. A revised visual analysis of the ANST can be found in
section 4.8 of the final EIS. As discussed in section 4.8 of the
EIS, the pipeline would be bored beneath the ANST.

IND882-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND883 – Millie Smith

Individual Comments

All streams that would be impacted are provided in appendix F of
the EIS. Wetlands are provided in appendix G. See the response
to comment LA15-14 regarding pending water supply wells. The
statements regarding the No Action Alternative are noted.

IND883-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND883 – Millie Smith

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND884 – Paul Washburn

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA15-4 regarding comment letters.IND884-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND885 – Anna R. Ziegler

Individual Comments

The EIS provides a discussion of water resources in section 4.3
and visual impacts in section 4.8. The October 2015 proposed
route was illustrated in appendix B of the draft EIS. A revised
discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found in section
4.3 of the final EIS. See the response to comment IND70-1
regarding erosion. See the response to comment LA1-7
regarding herbicides.

IND885-1

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. A revised discussion of
sedimentation and turbidity can be found in section 4.3 of the
final EIS. See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding
drinking water. Section 4.3 has been revised as necessary to
accurately depict the distance of intakes for the Big Bend PSD
from the MVP.

IND885-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND885 – Anna R. Ziegler

Individual Comments

A revised discussion of flash flooding is provided in section 4.3.2
of the final EIS.

IND885-3

Steep slopes are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.IND885-4

Section 3.3 of the EIS provides an assessment of using existing
systems as an alternative.

IND885-6

We conclude that with mitigation, the project is not likely to have
significant impacts on most environmental resources. The right-
of-way would be restored and revegetated following construction
(see section 2.4.2 of the EIS). Forest fragmentation is discussed
in section 4.4 of the EIS. Aquatic impacts are discussed in
section 4.6 of the EIS. Recreation is discussed in section 4.8 and
tourism is discussed in section 4.9.

IND885-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND886 – Andrew Klein

Individual Comments

We conclude that with mitigation, the project is not likely to have
significant impacts on most environmental resources. The right-
of-way would be restored and revegetated following construction
(see section 2.4.2 of the EIS). A revised visual assessment has
been provided in section 4.8 of the final EIS. Tourism is
addressed in section 4.9. See the response to comment IND3-1
regarding drinking water. As discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS,
the pipeline would be bored beneath the ANST. The FS has
worked with Mountain Valley to develop project design features,
mitigation measures and monitoring procedures to minimize the
impacts to the resources those standards were designed to protect.
These mitigation measures and monitoring procedures are
described in the POD.

IND886-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND887 – Jonathan Lee

Individual Comments

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

IND887-1

Tourism is addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS. Impacts to the
Jefferson National Forest are discussed in section 4.8. A revised
visual analysis of the ANST can be found in section 4.8 of the
final EIS. As discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS, the pipeline
would be bored beneath the ANST. See the response to comment
IND332-1 regarding farming.

IND887-3

We conclude that with mitigation, the project is not likely to have
significant environmental impacts on most resources. The right-
of-way would be restored and revegetated following construction
(see section 2.4.2 of the EIS). A revised discussion of
sedimentation and turbidity can be found in section 4.3 of the
EIS. See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking
water.

IND887-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND887 – Jonathan Lee

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. The EIS provides a discussion of soil in
section 4.2, water quality in section 4.3, public safety in section
4.12, cultural resources in section 4.10, and socioeconomics in
section 4.9.

IND887-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND888 – William Sidebottom

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements are noted. See the response to
comment FA15-5 regarding forests. A revised visual analysis of
the ANST can be found in section 4.8 of the final EIS. As
discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS, the pipeline would be bored
beneath the ANST.

IND888-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND889 – Irene E. Leech

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.
The EIS clearly outlines the proposed route in section 2 and
alternative routes in section 3.

IND889-1

See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. See the response to comment LA2-1
regarding the draft EIS comment sessions. At each session, all
people who wished to speak were given an opportunity. The
transcripts were prepared by professional court stenographers.
See the response to comment LA15-5 regarding changes to the
proposed MVP.

IND889-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND889 – Irene E. Leech

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. PHMSA
regulates pipeline design, construction, and operation. The
statements regarding compensation are noted. See the response
to comment IND184-1 regarding easements and compensation.

IND889-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND890 – Marianne Hughes

Individual Comments

Traffic is addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS. Air quality impacts
from truck traffic are addressed in section 4.11.1 of the EIS.

IND890-1

See the response to comment IND241-1 regarding induced
development. See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding
safety. Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3
of the EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding
renewable energy.

IND890-4

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic
fracturing. The FERC does not regulate shale gas wells. These
sites were identified to the extent possible in section 4.13 of the
EIS.

IND890-3

See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forests. Air
quality impacts from burning are also addressed in section 4.11.1
of the EIS. Slips are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.

IND890-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND890 – Marianne Hughes

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND891 – Elisabeth Struthers Malbon (on behalf of Hersha Evans)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1. IND891-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND891 – Elisabeth Struthers Malbon (on behalf of Hersha Evans)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.IND891-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND891 – Elisabeth Struthers Malbon (on behalf of Hersha Evans)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.IND891-3

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND891-4



The EIS states that impacts on forest would be long-term and
significant. See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding
erosion. If approved by the Commission, the Applicants would
only be permitted to impact the approved construction right-of-
way width and ATWS. Forest fragmentation is addressed in
sections 4.4 and 4.5 of the EIS. Carbon sequestration 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. See
the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the
response to comment CO14-3 regarding spills. Radon is
discussed in section 4.11.1 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND892 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Jacob Tileman)

Individual Comments

IND892-1



Traffic is addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS. The Applicants
would maintain access for emergency response vehicles. Noise
from construction, periodic blasting, and operation of compressor
stations is addressed in section 4.11.2. A revised visual analysis
of the ANST can be found in section 4.8 of the final EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND892 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Jacob Tileman)

Individual Comments

IND892-2

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.
The EIS provides a discussion of tourism in section 4.9 and
Historic Districts in section 4.10.

IND892-3



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND892 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Jacob Tileman)

Individual Comments

IND892-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND892 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Jacob Tileman)

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND893 – Tina Smusz

Individual Comments

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

IND893-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND893 – Tina Smusz

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND893 – Tina Smusz

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND893 – Tina Smusz

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND894 – E. Scott Geller

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s
report. The EIS provides a discussion of sinkholes and karst in
section 4.1. Water resources are discussed in section 4.3.

IND894-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND894 – E. Scott Geller

Individual Comments

See the response to comment SA2-3 regarding historic properties
and the Greater Newport Rural Historic District. The pipeline
would be 430 feet away from the Newport Mount Olivet
Methodist Church and 945 feet away from the Newport
Recreation Center (1933 High School).

IND894-2

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND894-4

The FS is working with Mountain Valley to incorporate
mitigation measures, such as reducing the permanent operational
right-of-way that is converted to herbaceous cover from 50 feet
wide to 10 feet wide for its length on the Jefferson National
Forest. Reducing the herbaceous right-of-way width and allowing
more of a vegetative transition within the operational corridor
(i.e., grasses over the pipeline then shrubs between the grasses
and treeline) would help mitigate the effects of the change to the
scenic character of the area. .

IND894-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND894 – E. Scott Geller

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.
See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export.

IND894-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND894 – E. Scott Geller

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND894 – E. Scott Geller

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND895 – Judy Vanek

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forests. The EIS
analyzes impacts to forest, including old growth and core/interior
forest in detail in sections 3, 4.4, and 4.8. A revised visual
analysis of the ANST and the BRP can be found in section 4.8 of
the final EIS.

IND895-1

See the response to comment IND322-1 regarding farming.  
Karst is addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.  See the response to 
comment CO2-1 regarding benefit.  See the response comment 
FA11-12 regarding need. The FS has worked with Mountain 
Valley to develop project design features, mitigation measures 
and monitoring procedures to minimize the impacts to the 
resources those standards were designed to protect. These 
mitigation measures and monitoring procedures are described in 
the POD.

IND895-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND895 – Judy Vanek

Individual Comments

Recreation is addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS while tourism is 
addressed in section 4.9.  See the response to comment FA8-1 
regarding Amendment 1. See the response to comment FA10-1 
regarding Amendment 3.

IND895-3

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND895-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND895 – Judy Vanek

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND896 – April Keating (on behalf of Arthur and Judy Roberts)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND332-1 regarding heavy
equipment. See the response to comment IND270-1 regarding
wildlife. See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding
drinking water. See the response to comment CO14-1 regarding
blasting. See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding
erosion.

IND896-1

Oil and gas wells are discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the response
to comment IND28-3 regarding financial responsibility.

IND896-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND897 – Steven Hodges

Individual Comments

The FS has worked with Mountain Valley to develop project 
design features, mitigation measures and monitoring procedures 
to minimize the impacts to the resources those standards were 
designed to protect. These mitigation measures and monitoring 
procedures are described in the POD. 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.

IND897-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND897 – Steven Hodges

Individual Comments

Comments noted.IND897-2

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. The FS 
has worked with Mountain Valley to develop project design 
features, mitigation measures and monitoring procedures to 
minimize the impacts to the resources those standards were 
designed to protect. These mitigation measures and monitoring 
procedures are described in the POD.  See the response to 
comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1. 

IND897-4

All relevant environmental comments on the draft EIS were
addressed in the final EIS. This included reports filed by outside
parties. Soil scientists produced the soils section of the EIS (4.2).

IND897-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND897 – Steven Hodges

Individual Comments

The EIS provides a discussion of steep slopes, blasting, karst,
sinkholes, caves, and seismicity in section 4.1. Section 4.2 of the
EIS addresses erodible and compactable soils. Cultural resources
are addressed in section 4.10.

IND897-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND897 – Steven Hodges

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND897 – Steven Hodges

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND898 – Thomas E. Adams, III

Individual Comments

The FS has worked with Mountain Valley to develop project 
design features, mitigation measures and monitoring procedures 
to minimize the impacts to the resources those standards were 
designed to protect. These mitigation measures and monitoring 
procedures are described in the Plan of Development (POD).  See 
the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1. 

IND898-1

See the response to comment IND519-1 regarding black powder
sludge.

IND898-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND898 – Thomas E. Adams, III

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND898 – Thomas E. Adams, III

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND899 – Lynda Majors

Individual Comments

Responses to Ms. Ferrante’s letter can be viewed at IND648.IND899-1

The final EIS provides a discussion of the Mount Tabor Variation
in section 3.

IND899-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND900 – Adrianne Zofchak

Individual Comments

The FS has worked with Mountain Valley to develop project
design features, mitigation measures and monitoring procedures
to minimize the impacts to the resources those standards were
designed to protect. These mitigation measures and monitoring
procedures are described in the POD.

IND900-1

Existing infrastructure as an alternative is assessed in section 3.3
of the EIS. See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding
need.

IND900-2

See the response to comment CO41-2 regarding visual resources
relating to the ANST.

IND900-6

Historic Districts are discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.IND900-5

See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.
Impacts and mitigation measures for karst terrain and landslides
are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.

IND900-4

Climate change is addressed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.IND900-3



The FS has worked with Mountain Valley to develop project 
design features, mitigation measures and monitoring procedures 
to minimize the impacts to the resources those standards were 
designed to protect. These mitigation measures and monitoring 
procedures are described in the POD.  See the response to 
comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.

INDIVIDUALS
IND901 – Carrie S. Jubb

Individual Comments

IND901-1

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.IND901-2

Climate change is addressed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.IND901-3

See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.
Impacts and mitigation measures for karst terrain is addressed in
section 4.1 of the EIS. Impacts and associated mitigation
measures for groundwater in areas of karst terrain are addressed
in sections 4.3.1 of the EIS. See the response to comment
IND152-1 regarding the FERC’s third-party monitoring program
to insure compliance with BMPs.

IND901-4



Historic Districts are discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND901 – Carrie S. Jubb

Individual Comments

IND901-5



See the responses to comments LA2-1 and LA5-1 regarding the
FERC public comment process, the consideration of stakeholder
comments in the EIS, and the overall adequacy of the EIS. See
the response to comment CO6-1 regarding the Slussers Chapel
Conservation Site and the Mount Tabor Variation. The ANST is
discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND902 – Winema Wilson Lanoue

Individual Comments

IND902-1



The FS has worked with Mountain Valley to develop project 
design features, mitigation measures and monitoring procedures 
to minimize the impacts to the resources those standards were 
designed to protect. These mitigation measures and monitoring 
procedures are described in the POD.  See the response to 
comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1. See the response to 
comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.

INDIVIDUALS
IND903 – Erin McKelvy

Individual Comments

IND903-1

Water quality is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS; Historic
Districts are discussed in section 4.10. Climate change is
discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS. See the response
to comment FA11-12 regarding need.

IND903-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND903 – Erin McKelvy

Individual Comments



The request to extend the draft EIS comment period is denied.
The public had adequate time to comment on the project.
However, all comments were considered, if filed before the final
EIS was drafted on May 11, 2017.

INDIVIDUALS
IND904 – April Keating

Individual Comments

IND904-1



The FS has worked with Mountain Valley to develop project 
design features, mitigation measures and monitoring procedures 
to minimize the impacts to the resources those standards were 
designed to protect. These mitigation measures and monitoring 
procedures are described in the POD.  See the response to 
comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1. See the response to 
comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.

INDIVIDUALS
IND905 – Thomas E. Adams, III

Individual Comments

IND905-1

Existing infrastructure as an alternative is assessed in section 3.3
of the EIS. The Commission would determine if the pipelines are
needed.

IND905-2

Impacts on groundwater are addressed in sections 4.3 of the EIS;
karst is discussed in section 4.1.

IND905-3

An assessment of visual resources, which has been updated as
applicable for the final EIS, is located in section 4.8 of the EIS.
Historic Districts are discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.

IND905-4

Climate change is discussed in 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.IND905-5

See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits of the
projects.

IND905-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND905 – Thomas E. Adams, III

Individual Comments



See the response to comment CO6-1 regarding the Mt. Tabor
Variation.

INDIVIDUALS
IND906 – Andrew and Elizabeth Alden

Individual Comments

IND906-1

The Commission would decide about public benefits of the
projects. See the response to comment IND2-3 and IND1-3
regarding export and the use of eminent domain, respectively.

IND906-2

The Slussers Cave Conservation Site avoidance alternative is
discussed in section 3 of the EIS.

IND906-3



See the response comment FA11-12 and LA5-1 regarding the
preparation of the draft EIS. The draft EIS was not deficient.
The MVP pipeline route was slightly modified in October 2016,
and those modifications are addressed in this final EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND906 – Andrew and Elizabeth Alden

Individual Comments

IND907-1

See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.IND907-2

See the response to comment LA1-7 regarding the use of
pesticides.

IND907-3



The EIS meets the requirements of NEPA.

INDIVIDUALS
IND907 – Brian R. Murphy

Individual Comments

IND907-4



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND908 – Lynda Majors

Individual Comments

IND908-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND908 – Lynda Majors

Individual Comments



See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-
diameter natural gas pipelines in karst terrain. Construction in
steep terrain and karst is addressed in sections 2, and 4.1 of the
EIS; impacts on waterbodies in section 4.3. See the response to
comment IND62-1 regarding karst terrain, groundwater, and Dr.
Kastning’s report.

INDIVIDUALS
IND909 – Holly L. Scoggins and Joel L. Shuman

Individual Comments

IND909-1

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.IND909-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND909 – Holly L. Scoggins and Joel L. Shuman

Individual Comments

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

IND909-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND909 – Holly L. Scoggins and Joel L. Shuman

Individual Comments



Climate change, GHGs, and cumulative impacts are discussed in
sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND910 – Roseanna Sacco

Individual Comments

IND910-1



As discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS, the Applicants would
design, construct, operate, and maintain the proposed facilities in
accordance with the DOT’s Minimum Federal Safety Standards
in 49 CFR 192. As cited in multiple locations in the EIS,
PHMSA data were used to inform the assessment.

INDIVIDUALS
IND910 – Roseanna Sacco

Individual Comments

IND910-2

The potential for flash flooding is discussed in the EIS.IND910-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND910 – Roseanna Sacco

Individual Comments



The Mount Tabor Variation is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.
In addition, see the response to comment CO6-1 regarding the
Mount Tabor Variation.

INDIVIDUALS
IND911 – Linda Parsons Sink

Individual Comments

IND911-1

Groundwater within the MVP project area is typically
significantly deeper than the proposed trench depth of 10 feet.
See section 4.3.1.2 of the EIS for a discussion of potential
impacts and mitigation for groundwater resources. See the
response to comment LA7-1 regarding pesticides.

IND911-2



The Mount Tabor Variation is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.
In addition, see the response to comment CO6-1 regarding the
Mount Tabor Variation.

INDIVIDUALS
IND911 – Linda Parsons Sink

Individual Comments

IND911-3



Alternatives to the use of the access road within the VOF
easement on the Terry parcel is discussed in section 3 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND912 – Grace Terry

Individual Comments

IND912-1



Information about the access road on the Terry parcel is part of
the public record; filed by Mountain Valley. See alignment
sheets and data response filed on February 17, 2017. We discuss
VOF easements in section 4.8 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND912 – Grace Terry

Individual Comments

IND912-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND912 – Grace Terry

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND912 – Grace Terry

Individual Comments



Appendix E provides site-specific justification for each access
road.

INDIVIDUALS
IND912 – Grace Terry

Individual Comments

IND912-3

The landowner is encouraged to negotiate controls to prevent
trespassing such as gates and signs.

IND912-6

MVP filed an updated appendix E to the draft EIS (Access Roads
for the Mountain Valley Project) on October 20, 2016. See
Mountain Valley’s data response filed February 17, 2017.

IND912-4

The EIS addresses building on steep slopes in section 4.1. See
the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. See
Mountain Valley’s data response filed February 17, 2017.

IND912-5



Forest fragmentation is discussed in sections 4.4 and 4.5 of the
EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND912 – Grace Terry

Individual Comments

IND912-7

See the responses to comment CO14-2 regarding soil compaction
and IND70-1 regarding soil erosion and runoff. Property values
are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS. Impacts on waterbodies
are discussed in section 4.3; noise in section 4.11.

IND912-8

The final EIS addresses alternatives to use of the access road on
the Terry parcel in section 3, in response to your comments on
the draft EIS. Therefore, the 90-day period was sufficient for
staff to consider comments.

IND912-9



INDIVIDUALS
IND912 – Grace Terry

Individual Comments



The FERC has a landowner hot-line, with the number provided
on our internet web page.

INDIVIDUALS
IND912 – Grace Terry

Individual Comments

IND912-10

The final EIS represents a revision of the draft, to address
comments and update the document with supplemental
information.

IND912-13

See section 1.4 of the EIS regarding the FERC’s public
participation program as part of the environmental review
process for the projects. FERC staff did conduct field visits
along the MVP pipeline route. However, we do not have the
ability to examine every parcel.

IND912-12

The draft EIS comment process used by the FERC must work
correctly, because your comments are addressed in the final EIS.

IND912-11



Impacts on conservation easements are discussed in section 4.8
of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND912 – Grace Terry

Individual Comments

IND912-14



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND913 – Russell and Katherine Barksdale

Individual Comments

IND913-1

Existing infrastructure as an alternative is assessed in section 3.3
of the EIS. The Commission would decide on the need for the
projects. Safety is addressed in section 4.12. See the response to
comment IND40-1 regarding renewable energy. The use of
railcars to transport natural gas as an alternative is explored in
section 3 of the EIS. The MVP would transport natural gas, not
oil. Section 4.9 of the EIS provides a discussion of the potential
economic benefits associated with the proposed projects.

IND913-2

Climate change is discussed in 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.IND913-3



See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.
Landslides and karst are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See
also the response to comment IND152-1 regarding the FERC’s
third-party monitoring program. The EIS does not recommend
Mountain Valley provide information “after initiation of
construction.” Some recommendations are “prior to the start of
construction.”

INDIVIDUALS
IND913 – Russell and Katherine Barksdale

Individual Comments

IND913-4

See the response to comment FA15-7 regarding blasting and
wells. Section 4.3 of the EIS has been revised to address septic
systems.

IND913-5

See the response to comment FA15-7 regarding blasting. Section
4.1.1.5 of the EIS discusses impacts and mitigation measures for
blasting.

IND913-6

See the response to comment IND288-3 regarding road damage.
See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding soil erosion.

IND913-7

Land use impacts are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.
Tourism is discussed in section 4.9.

IND913-8

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.
Land use impacts are discussed in section 4.8 of the draft EIS.

IND913-9



Cultural resources surveys, including Native American artifacts
and historical structures, were conducted for the MVP and are
discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS. The pipeline would be 430
feet away from the Mount Olivet Methodist Church in Newport
and 945 feet away from the Newport Recreation Center; so those
historic properties should not be adversely affected.

INDIVIDUALS
IND913 – Russell and Katherine Barksdale

Individual Comments

IND913-10



See the response to comment IND246-1 regarding the ANST.

INDIVIDUALS
IND913 – Russell and Katherine Barksdale

Individual Comments

IND913-11

See the response to comments FA8-1 and FA10-1 regarding the 
Jefferson National Forest LRMP.  See the response to comment 
FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4. 

IND913-12



Existing infrastructure as an alternative is assessed in section 3.3
of the EIS. An explanation for each elimination of an alternative,
including the use existing infrastructure, is clearly stated in the
EIS. See the response to comment IND40-1 regarding renewable
energy. See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export.
Section 4.9 of the EIS provides a discussion of the potential
economic benefits associated with the proposed projects.

INDIVIDUALS
IND913 – Russell and Katherine Barksdale

Individual Comments

IND913-13

Climate change is discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.IND913-14

The statement regarding the efficacy of FERC BMPs is noted.
See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-
diameter natural gas pipelines in karst terrain. The EIS does not
recommend Mountain Valley provide information “after
initiation of construction.” Some recommendations are “prior to
the start of construction.”

IND913-15



See the response to comment FA15-7 regarding blasting and
wells. Section 4.3 of the EIS has been revised to address septic
systems.

INDIVIDUALS
IND913 – Russell and Katherine Barksdale

Individual Comments

IND913-16

See the response to comment FA15-7 regarding blasting. Section
4.1.1.5 of the EIS discusses impacts and mitigation measures for
blasting.

IND913-17

Cultural resources surveys, including Native American artifacts
and historical structures, were conducted for the MVP, and are
discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.

IND913-21

See the response to comment IND288-3 regarding road damage.
See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding soil erosion.

IND913-18

Land use impacts are discussed in section 4.8 of the draft EIS.IND913-19

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.
Land use impacts are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.

IND913-20



INDIVIDUALS
IND913 – Russell and Katherine Barksdale

Individual Comments



Section 4.9 of the final EIS has been revised, as appropriate, to
address potential impacts on property values.

INDIVIDUALS
IND914 – Charles Chong

Individual Comments

IND914-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND914 – Charles Chong

Individual Comments
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IND914 – Charles Chong
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INDIVIDUALS
IND914 – Charles Chong

Individual Comments



Comments noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND915 – Joyce Waugh

Individual Comments

IND915-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND915 – Joyce Waugh

Individual Comments



The Stonewall Jackson Reservoir would be more than 4 miles
from the proposed route. See the response to comment LA15-12
regarding the open-cut dry waterbody crossing method.
Landslides are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. Both access
roads proposed for the commentor’s parcel would be temporary
and restored following construction

INDIVIDUALS
IND916 – Susie Vance

Individual Comments

IND916-1



See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the
response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.

INDIVIDUALS
IND917 – Catherine Grant

Individual Comments

IND917-1
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