
COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Collocation is discussed in sections 2, 3, and 4 of the EIS and in 
appendix P.  Natural gas transmission pipelines are routinely 
located adjacent to high voltage electric powerlines and can be 
operated safely.

CO89-39



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Natural gas transmission pipelines are routinely located adjacent 
to high voltage electric powerlines and can be operated safely.

CO89-40



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The effects of the proposed MVP are discussed throughout 
section 4 of the EIS.  See the response to FA11-2 regarding the 
adequacy of the draft EIS.  The document was not flawed.  We 
conclude that impacts to environmental resources can be 
mitigated to non-significant levels (except for the clearing of 
forest).

CO89-41



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO90 – Appalachian Voices

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The Commission would consider public interest and need in its 
Project Order (see section 1.2.3 of the EIS).  The projects do not 
pose a threat to public health and safety (see section 4.12 of the 
EIS).  The EIS concludes that the projects would not have 
significant adverse effects on the environment (except for the 
clearing of forest).  Global climate change is discussed in 
sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.  In fact, if natural gas is used to 
replace coal in power plants, it may reduce pollution.

CO90-1

The Commission would consider need in its Project Order (see 
section 1.2.3 of the EIS).  We evaluated the use of existing or 
modified existing infrastructure in section 3.3 of the EIS.

CO90-2

Safety is addressed in section 4.12 of the EIS.CO90-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO90 – Appalachian Voices

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Impacts on water resources is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.CO90-4

Climate change and GHG are addressed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 
of the EIS. 

CO90-5

The draft EIS did not “wave off concerns” regarding impacts to 
forest, rather we concluded that forest impacts would be 
significant.  Forest resources are discussed in sections 4.4 and 4.5 
of the EIS.  See also the response to comment FA15-5.

CO90-6

Air quality is discussed in section 4.11.1 of the EIS.  The 
WVDEP is the delegated permitting agency responsible for 
compliance with the CAA in West Virginia.  All three of 
Mountain Valley’s proposed compressor stations would be 
located in West Virginia. No compressor stations are proposed 
for Montgomery County, Virginia.

CO90-7

Historic resources are discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.  The 
pipeline would be bored under the Weston and Gauley Bridge 
Turnpike and ANST, reducing impacts.  Descriptions and impact 
analyses for the BRP and the ANST are discussed in section 4.8 
of the EIS, and Jefferson National Forest throughout section 4.  
The FS is a cooperating agency for the development of this EIS. 

CO90-8



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO90 – Appalachian Voices

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Socioeconomics and environmental justice are discussed in 
section 4.9 of the EIS.  Safety is addressed in section 4.12 of the 
EIS.

CO90-9



The EIS has been updated regarding railway crossing safety.  
Non-environmental Commission staff will make a determination 
on whether to grant a party’s out-of-time intervention request. 

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO91 – Norfolk Southern Railway Company

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

CO91-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO91 – Norfolk Southern Railway Company

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO91 – Norfolk Southern Railway Company

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO91 – Norfolk Southern Railway Company

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO91 – Norfolk Southern Railway Company

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO91 – Norfolk Southern Railway Company

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO91 – Norfolk Southern Railway Company

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The comments regarding the importance of coordination and 
safety standards for pipeline crossing are noted.

CO91-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO91 – Norfolk Southern Railway Company

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO91 – Norfolk Southern Railway Company

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO91 – Norfolk Southern Railway Company

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The EIS has been updated regarding railway crossing safety and 
railway company coordination. 

CO91-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO91 – Norfolk Southern Railway Company

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO91 – Norfolk Southern Railway Company

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO91 – Norfolk Southern Railway Company

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO91 – Norfolk Southern Railway Company

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO92 – Preserve Montgomery County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

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

CO92-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO92 – Preserve Montgomery County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO93 – Virginia River Healers

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

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

CO93-1

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

CO93-7

The Commission would consider need in its Project Order (see 
section 1.2.3 of the EIS). 

CO93-6

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

CO93-5

The FERC does not regulate the exploration or production of 
natural gas; that is the purview of individual states (see section 
1.3 of the EIS). 

CO93-4

Water resources and wetlands are discussed in detail in section 
4.3 and appendices F and G of the EIS. 

CO93-3

Water resources are discussed in detail in section 4.3 of the EIS.CO93-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO93 – Virginia River Healers

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The reasons the FERC did not prepare a programmatic NEPA 
document are explained in section 1.3.

CO93-8



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO94 – Greenbrier River Watershed Association

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Vegetation, wildlife, fisheries and aquatic resources, and 
threatened, endangered and other special status species are 
discussed in sections 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7 of the EIS.  Federally 
listed species are also discussed in our BA. 

CO94-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO94 – Greenbrier River Watershed Association

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Forest interiors and birds are discussed in sections 4.4 and 4.5 of 
the EIS.

CO94-2

Comment noted.CO94-8

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

CO94-7

Threatened, endangered and other special status species are 
discussed in section 4.7 of the EIS and in more detail in our BA.

CO94-6

Wildlife, fisheries and aquatic resources, and threatened, 
endangered and other special status species are discussed in 
sections 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7 of the EIS.  Federally listed species 
are also discussed in our BA.  The WVDNR is a cooperating 
agency for the development of this EIS and has been involved in 
its development.

CO94-5

Early successional forest habitat would result from natural 
regeneration of tree saplings within the restored temporary 
easement in formerly forested areas.

CO94-4

Forest interior and migratory birds are discussed in section 4.5 of 
the EIS.

CO94-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO95 – Trout Unlimited

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Water resources and fisheries, including trout, are discussed in 
sections 4.3 and 4.6 of the EIS, respectively.

CO95-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO95 – Trout Unlimited

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Mountain Valley’s proposed stream crossing method is listed in 
appendix F of the EIS.  Alignment sheets for the MVP, which 
Mountain Valley has filed and show crossing alignment, are 
available on our website under docket number CP16-10-000. 

CO95-2

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

CO95-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO95 – Trout Unlimited

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Bottom Creek is discussed in sections 4.3 and 4.6 of the EIS.  
Cumulative effects are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.  
Waterbody crossing methods are discussed in section 2.4 of the 
EIS.  Mountain Valley would be required to adhere to its 
proposed waterbody mitigation procedures, including any 
requirements resulting from VADEQ or COE CWA permitting.

CO95-4

We will not require site-specific restoration plans for each trout 
stream crossing, but would ensure that Mountain Valley adheres 
to its listed mitigation procedures through our third-party 
monitoring plan which is discussed in section 2.4 of the EIS. 

CO95-7

We have updated the final EIS regarding natural streambank 
restoration in Virginia in addition to Mountain Valley’s prior 
commitment to consult with WVDEP regarding natural 
streambank restoration in West Virginia. 

CO95-8

Seasonal instream work windows are listed in section 4.6 of the 
EIS.

CO95-6

Based on site-specific conditions and crossing requirements, 
sometimes additional temporary extra workspace is needed 
within 50 feet of a stream.  As noted in section 4.3.2 of the EIS, 
we have reviewed these type of variations to our procedures and 
find them acceptable. 

CO95-5



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO95 – Trout Unlimited

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Our Procedures require that Mountain Valley construct bridges 
(including culverts) in a manner that does not restrict flow.  We 
conclude that this requirement would also allow for free 
movement of aquatic life.  See section 2.4 of the EIS and our 
Procedures regarding access roads and bridges/culverts.  

CO95-9

The 15-foot riparian buffer is based on standard FERC policy, 
which was reviewed and updated by the FERC staff in May 
2013, see the FERC’s  Procedures section V.B.3.c.

CO95-12

We have updated the EIS regarding hydrostatic discharge into 
trout waters. 

CO95-13

We found Mountain Valley’s proposed erosion controls would 
reduce sedimentation into trout streams. 

CO95-11

Construction methods when crossing steep slopes are addressed 
in sections 2 and 4.1 of the EIS.

CO95-10



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO95 – Trout Unlimited

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

We conclude that a pre- and post-construction trout stream study 
is not warranted.

CO95-14



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO96 – Indian Creek Watershed Association

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Groundwater resources, including springs, are discussed in 
section 4.3 of the EIS.

CO96-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO96 – Indian Creek Watershed Association

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO97 – Indian Creek Watershed Association

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to CO34-1 regarding hydrogeologic studies.  
See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS.  In March 2017, the WVDEQ issued a Water Quality 
Certificate to Mountain Valley to comply with Section 401 of the 
CWA.

CO97-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO97 – Indian Creek Watershed Association

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO98 – Virginia Chapter of the American Fisheries Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Sedimentation effects and mitigation measures, including 
consideration of steep slopes, aquatic habitats, and long-term 
maintenance are discussed in sections 2, 4.1, 4.3, and 4.6 of the 
EIS. 

CO98-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO98 – Virginia Chapter of the American Fisheries Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Our BA contains detailed information regarding sedimentation 
and potential impacts to federally listed aquatic species.

CO98-2

Comment noted.CO98-5

See the response to CO55-5 regarding herbicides. CO98-4

Methods for waterbody crossings and potential impacts and 
mitigation for aquatic species are discussed in sections 2.4, 4.3, 
4.6, 4.7 of the EIS and within our BA.  Individual waterbody 
crossing information and methods are provided in appendix F of 
the EIS. 

CO98-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO99 – West Virginia Rivers

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS.  We will not be producing a supplemental draft EIS.  The 
final EIS addresses new information and comments on the draft.

CO99-1

The ES is not misleading; it summarizes finding in the body of 
the EIS.

CO99-3

The Director of OEP has delegated authority to take whatever 
steps are necessary to ensure the protection of all environmental 
resources during construction and operation of the MVP.  The 
FERC would ensure that Mountain Valley adheres to its listed 
mitigation procedures through our third-party monitoring plan 
which is discussed in section 2.4 of the EIS. 

CO99-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO99 – West Virginia Rivers

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

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

CO99-4

Our visual impacts analyses is contained in section 4.8 of the 
EIS. 

CO99-6

Land use characteristics of the project area are quantified in 
detail in section 4.8 of the EIS, along with an assessment of 
visual resources which has been updated as applicable for the 
final EIS.  Tourism is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.  The 
distance of compressor stations to nearby houses is explicitly 
stated in section 4.11.

CO99-5

Unplanned blowdown events can’t be predicted, but can be 
accurately characterized as “infrequent and of relatively short 
duration.”  Additional information regarding blowdowns is 
located in section 4.11.2 of the EIS.

CO99-9

See section 4.9 of the EIS, where we discuss studies other than 
the INGAA report regarding the impact of pipeline on property 
values. 

CO99-8

See section 4.9 of the EIS, where we discuss economic 
characteristics at the census block level, not just the county level. 

CO99-7



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO99 – West Virginia Rivers

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Cumulative impacts are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.CO99-12

We do not seek public comment prior to our compliance team’s 
review of relatively minor (Level 1 or 2) variance requests, but 
the public could comment on more significant Level 3 variance 
requests which must be filed on the FERC docket.  All variance 
approvals are reported in our weekly compliance reports, also 
filed on the FERC docket, on which the public could comment. 

CO99-14

The Commission would consider need in its Project Order (see 
section 1.2.3 of the EIS). 

CO99-13

Mountain Valley filed a revised Landslide Mitigation Plan in 
March 2017.  Landslides and mitigation measures are discussed 
in updated section 4.1  of the final EIS.  Factors that could 
potentially contribute to landslides are provided in appendix N.

CO99-17

Section 3.5 of the final EIS has been updated to provide additional 
information regarding alternatives for crossing the Mount Tabor 
Sinkhole Plain.  The Mount Tabor Variation was adopted by 
Mountain Valley in October 2016.  Section 4.1 of the final EIS has 
been revised to provide additional details regarding karst features in 
the project area.

CO99-16

Flooding is discussed in sections 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 of the EIS; 
including a reference to recent heavy rainfall events in West 
Virginia.  We conclude that the pipe class designations proposed 
by Mountain Valley are consistent with DOT requirements. 

CO99-15

Air quality including cumulative effects are discussed in sections 
4.11.1 and 4.13 of the EIS.

CO99-10

GHG emissions are discussed in section 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.  CO99-11



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO99 – West Virginia Rivers

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Landslides and mitigation measures as described in Mountain 
Valley’s revised Landslide Mitigation Plan are discussed in 
updated section 4.1  of the final EIS.  Factors that could 
potentially contribute to landslides are provided in appendix N.

CO99-19

Sinkholes are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.  Mountain 
Valley’s Karst Mitigation Plan is described in sections 2.4, 4.1 
and 4.3 of the EIS. 

CO99-20

Erosion control measures would be employed as specified in the 
FERC’s Plan. 

CO99-22

As stated in sections 2.4 and 4.1, Mountain Valley has developed 
a Karst-Specific Erosion and Sedimentation Plan.  Mountain 
Valley’s Karst Mitigation Plan includes measures that could be 
considered beyond routine, such as indicated in section 4.1 of the 
EIS:  “If a significant previously unknown karst feature is 
discovered during construction Mountain Valley would first 
attempt to avoid the feature through minor route changes
(emphasis added) before attempting to stabilize and mitigate any 
discovered features” for example.

CO99-21

Section 4.1.2 of the EIS states that “Mountain Valley would 
employ geotechnical inspectors who would conduct daily 
(emphasis added) inspections during construction in areas of 
potential subsidence or landslide concern.”  Mountain Valley 
would be required to employ the number of geotechnical needed 
to fulfil their commitment and our monitoring team would ensure 
compliance. 

CO99-18



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO99 – West Virginia Rivers

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Our assessment of wells following disturbance is based on our 
project experience with similar projects in similar regions.  
Mountain Valley offered to conduct pre-construction and post-
construction testing of subject wells and perform mitigation if 
needed as discussed in section 4.3.1 of the EIS.

CO99-24

In an EIR dated January 26, 2017, we asked Mountain Valley to 
revise the trace/lineament study it filed in October 2016.  Those 
data were added to analysis in the final EIS.

CO99-25

As noted in section 4.3.1 of the EIS, damaged water supplies 
would be repaired or replaced by Mountain Valley.  The repair 
method would depend on the specific damage type and 
replacement could involve drilling a new well or a new 
connection to a public water supply system, for example. 

CO99-27

See response to comment CO90-23.
CO99-26

Section 4.1 discusses karst terrain and section 4.3 of the EIS 
discusses groundwater, springs, and water supplies.  In an EIR 
dated January 26, 2017, we asked Mountain Valley to provide the 
location of all water wells, springs, and swallets within 150 feet 
of construction workspaces (500 feet in karst).  The final EIS was 
revised accordingly.

CO99-23

Since the MVP pipeline route would not cross the designated 
source water protection areas, it is reasonable to conclude that 
potential impacts on the public water supplies would be avoided. 

CO99-28



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO99 – West Virginia Rivers

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Section 4.3 of the final EIS has been updated regarding Mountain 
Valley’s proposed wetland mitigation plans and permanent fill of 
wetlands. 

CO99-30

The MVP pipeline route would not cross any Tier III 
waterbodies.  Erosion control measures would be employed as 
specified in the FERC’s Plan.  We conclude that implementation 
of these measures would adequately protect the watersheds 
draining to Tier III waterbodies.

CO99-31

If a municipal water supply was used for hydrostatic testing, the 
releases would be tested for residual chlorine as discussed in 
section 4.3.2 of the EIS.

CO99-33

Hydrostatic test water discharge locations were listed on table 
4.3.2-10 of the draft EIS.  The final EIS has been updated 
regarding the WVDEP pH requirements of hydrostatic discharge 
water as applicable.

CO99-32

Mountain Valley would obtain water for dust control mainly 
from municipal sources.  It is not necessary that Mountain Valley 
indicate exactly where water would be obtained for dust control 
purposes at this time.  However, the FERC compliance program 
staff would ensure that dust-control is conducted in compliance 
with Mountain Valley’s filings and all applicable federal, state, 
and local requirements. 

CO99-29

See response to CO99-29.CO99-34



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO99 – West Virginia Rivers

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

In October 2016, Mountain Valley indicated it would not use wet 
open-cut methods to cross the Elk, Gauley, and Greenbrier 
Rivers; but would instead use dry open-cut methods with a 
coffer-dam.  The final EIS has been updated accordingly.

CO99-36

See the response to comment CO99-36. CO99-37

Mountain Valley provided an updated scour analysis prior to the 
end of the draft EIS comment period and the final EIS has been 
updated accordingly.

CO99-39

Mountain Valley stated that it would attempt to avoid blasting in 
waterbodies if possible by trying to mechanically rip bedrock 
first.  The definitive need for blasting would be determined based 
on site conditions at the time of crossing.  See the response to 
CO14-1.

CO99-38

The description regarding the location of hydrostatic discharge 
locations relative to possible inter-basin transfer has been 
updated in the final EIS, as applicable.

CO99-35

The EIS assesses potential impacts to applicable source water 
protection areas and public water intakes in section 4.3.2.

CO99-40



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO99 – West Virginia Rivers

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Our recommendation is adequate to mitigate impacts on surface 
water protection areas and public water supply intakes.

CO99-41

The same protective Procedures would apply to all waterbodies 
regardless of size, including headwater streams.  The potential 
impacts of access roads upon water resources are assessed 
throughout section 4.3 of the EIS.  

CO99-42

Based on site-specific conditions and crossing requirements, 
sometimes additional temporary extra workspace is needed 
within 50 feet of a stream.  As noted in section 4.3.2 of the EIS, 
we have reviewed these type of variations to our Procedures and 
find them acceptable.

CO99-43



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO99 – West Virginia Rivers

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Flooding is discussed in sections 4.1 and 4.3 of the EIS.  Section 
4.3.3 of the draft EIS stated: “Wetlands serve several functions 
including, but not limited to flood control (emphasis added)...”  
Wetlands would be restored following construction and we 
conclude that the MVP  would not adversely affect wetlands in 
regard to flood control.  The COE, the federal agency responsible 
for wetland permitting under the CWA , is a cooperating agency 
for the development of this EIS.

CO99-44

Mountain Valley’s compensatory mitigation plan for wetlands is 
still in development in coordination with the COE, who as the 
federal agency administering Section 404 of the CWA must 
approve the plan as part of the permitting process.  The COE is a 
cooperating agency for the development of this EIS. 

CO99-45

The candy darter was discussed in section 4.7 of the draft EIS.  In 
an EIR dated January 26, 2017, we asked for additional 
information about the candy darter and the diamond darter.  We 
have updated the final EIS as applicable. 

CO99-46

The final EIS was revised regarding sedimentation and turbidity, 
based on Mountain Valley’s plans to not cross any rivers using 
wet open-trench methods. 

CO99-49

The WVDNR is a cooperating agency for the development of this 
EIS and has input regarding which special status species should 
be included in the EIS analyses.

CO99-48

Section 4.7 has been revised to discuss the crayfish Cambarus 
pauleyi.

CO99-47



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO99 – West Virginia Rivers

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Based on site-specific conditions and crossing requirements, 
sometimes additional temporary extra workspace is needed 
within 50 feet of a stream.  As noted in section 4.3.2 of the EIS, 
we have reviewed these type of variations to our procedures and 
find them acceptable.

CO99-50

Impacts to vegetation including riparian areas are discussed in 
sections 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5 of the EIS.

CO99-51

Based on our analyses and updated information in the final EIS, 
we conclude that constructing and operating the MVP and the 
EEP would not significantly impact fisheries and aquatic 
resources. 

CO99-54

Mountain Valley would adhere to the seasonal work windows 
specified in section 4.6 of the EIS.

CO99-53

The description regarding the location of hydrostatic discharge 
locations relative to possible inter-basin transfer has been 
updated in the final EIS as applicable. 

CO99-52

See response to comment CO99-46.CO99-55



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO99 – West Virginia Rivers

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See response to comment CO99-46.CO99-56

In an EIR dated January 26, 2017, we requested that Mountain 
Valley provide the results of all environmental surveys for areas 
that would be affected by cathodic protection installations.  The 
final EIS was updated accordingly. 

CO99-57

In the draft EIS, we included a recommendation immediately 
below the excerpted text that Mountain Valley document 
consultation with the state agencies regarding this trail prior to 
construction.

CO99-60

The location of the ANST and the associated visual screening 
analysis has been updated and clarified in the final EIS. 

CO99-59

In the draft EIS, we included a recommendation immediately 
below the excerpted text that Mountain Valley document 
consultation with the COE regarding this trail prior to 
construction.

CO99-58

Given the relatively fixed starting and ending points of the MVP 
pipeline, dictated by access to natural gas production and end 
user preferences, and the location of NFS lands, avoidance of 
NFS lands is not reasonable or practical. 

CO99-61



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO99 – West Virginia Rivers

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.CO99-62

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.CO99-63

We have updated the state park name accordingly.CO99-66

See the response to comment CO33-1 regarding hydrogeological 
studies.

CO99-65

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3CO99-64

We included projects based on our resource-specific geographic 
scopes as discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.  Induced natural 
gas production is discussed in section 1.3 of the EIS. 

CO99-67

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

CO99-68



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO99 – West Virginia Rivers

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO99 – West Virginia Rivers

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO100 – Key-Log Economics LLC

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The Commission policies have been upheld by the courts. 
Our staff and third-party contractor independently reviewed 
economic data submitted by the Applicants.  Our analysis is 
provided in section 4.9 of the EIS.

Section 4.9 presents the results of research using multiple studies 
of the effects pipelines may have on property values.
The EIS complies with the CEQ regulations for implementing 
NEPA.  Impacts from GHG is discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 
of the EIS.  Impacts on recreation is discussed in section 4.8.  
Impacts on tourism is discussed in section 4.9.

CO100-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO100 – Key-Log Economics LLC

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO100 – Key-Log Economics LLC

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO100 – Key-Log Economics LLC

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The FERC’s policy regarding the range of applicable alternatives, 
including energy efficiency and renewable energy, is discussed in 
section 3 of the EIS. 

CO100-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO100 – Key-Log Economics LLC

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Our independent review of economic impacts from the projects is 
presented in section 4.9 of the EIS.  The commenter provided no 
facts or evidence to support his claims that the Applicants 
overstated the economic benefits of the projects.

CO100-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO100 – Key-Log Economics LLC

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.  
While the commenter presented no data to support his claim that 
property values would be lost, section 4.9 of our EIS presents the 
results of multiple studies about the impacts of pipelines across 
the nation on property values.  A search of the landowner 
database did not result in a finding of Christian Reidys (stated as 
an affected landowner that could not sell his property).  Pipeline 
risks are discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS; where we conclude, 
based on hard facts and verified statistics, that risks are low.  
Therefore, the commenter’s opinions that risks affect property 
values is unfounded and unsupported.   

CO100-4



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO100 – Key-Log Economics LLC

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO100 – Key-Log Economics LLC

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO100 – Key-Log Economics LLC

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO100 – Key-Log Economics LLC

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO100 – Key-Log Economics LLC

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO100 – Key-Log Economics LLC

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO100 – Key-Log Economics LLC

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The conversion of land uses that would result from the MVP are 
acknowledged and discussed throughout the EIS, particularly in 
section 4.8.  As stated in section 4.8.2 of the EIS, forested land 
would be affected.  However, existing cropland, pasture, open 
land, and scrub-shrub land would not be altered by operation of 
the MVP and these land uses provide ecosystem services (albeit 
different ones than provided by forests) as acknowledged by the 
commentor.  Our Plan requires measures to test for and mitigate 
potential soil compaction.  Invasive species are addressed in 
section 4.4 of the EIS. 

Mountain Valley (Accession No. 20160624-5244) filed a critique 
on June 24, 2016 of Key-Log’s technical report that included 
analyses of “ecosystem services”. Mountain Valley stated that it 
concluded that Key-Log’s assumptions were unfounded and 
speculative and that its analyses were unreliable. Mountain 
Valley’s critique cited literature stating that “ecosystem service 
value” (or ESV) used by Key-Log was “contentious” and 
“subjective” and could result in dominance of some values over 
others. Further, Mountain Valley stated that assumptions based 
on respondents’ preferences and valuations were often more 
uncertain than settled. Mountain Valley’s critique also cited 
other literature stating that estimation of the value of ecosystem 
services, either generally or more specifically, is difficult and a 
“daunting exercise’. We have similar concerns about the use of 
ESV. 

CO100-5

The FERC Plan (section VII.A) requires the pipeline company to 
assess crop growth and vigor of the affected cropland compared 
to adjacent, undisturbed portions of the same field (unless the 
easement agreement specifies otherwise) at a minimum after the 
first and second growing seasons, and to report any problem 
areas and how they were addressed.  This process would serve to 
identify and resolve potential issues with crop yield.

CO100-6



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO100 – Key-Log Economics LLC

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Cropland would not become pastureland due to the operation of 
the MVP.  The FERC staff has observed cropland successfully 
restored to its full use as cropland following hundreds of past 
natural gas pipeline projects.  See the response to CO100-6.

CO100-7



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO100 – Key-Log Economics LLC

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The final EIS has been revised regarding ecosystem service 
values as appropriate. 

CO100-8



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO100 – Key-Log Economics LLC

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Tourism is discussed in detail in section 4.9 of the EIS.  The 
commenter presents no evidence to support his statement that 
“recreationalist flock to this region because of the unspoiled 
visual landscapes as well as the pristine environment.”  The facts 
are otherwise.  The visual landscapes of the region are not 
“unspoiled” or “pristine.”  As shown in section 4.9 of the EIS, 
millions of people reside  in the project area.  The area includes 
existing infrastructure, including cities, highways, powerlines, 
housing tracts, farmsteads, etc., that have modified the landscape 
and the environment.

CO100-9

We find no factually supported basis that the MVP would cause a 
10 percent reduction in visitor spending or a 10 percent reduction 
in the rate of growth in retirement-related income.  The draft EIS 
did not say that effect of the MVP would be “zero;” rather we 
concluded that the MVP would not result in a significant impact 
on tourism. 

CO100-11

We have received thousands of comments, both written and verbal 
and during the scoping period and in comments on the draft EIS, from 
a variety of stakeholders located along or nearby the proposed route 
concerning many potential issues including tourism.

CO100-10



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO100 – Key-Log Economics LLC

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to FA15-10.  See the response to comment 
IND313-5 regarding the social cost of carbon.

CO100-12



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO100 – Key-Log Economics LLC

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to CO100-1.CO100-13

See the responses to CO100-4, -5, -6, -7, -8, -9, 10, and -11.CO100-16

See the response to CO100-3.CO100-15

See the response to CO100-2.CO100-14



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO100 – Key-Log Economics LLC

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO100 – Key-Log Economics LLC

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO100 – Key-Log Economics LLC

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



The final EIS has been updated regarding the proposed project’s 
pipeline impacts upon the subject parcel’s trail.  Cultural 
attachment is discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO101 – Preserve Montgomery County Virginia

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

CO101-1



The final EIS has been updated regarding the proposed project’s 
access road’s impacts upon the subject parcel’s  dirt road. 

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO101 – Preserve Montgomery County Virginia

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

CO101-2

The final EIS has been updated regarding the proposed project’s 
impacts upon the subject parcel’s  hunting cabin.

CO101-3



The final EIS has been updated regarding the proposed project’s 
impacts upon the subject parcel. 

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO101 – Preserve Montgomery County Virginia

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

CO101-4

The  pipeline routing on the subject property is discussed in 
section 3.5 of the final EIS.

CO101-5

Comment noted.CO101-10

Mountain Valley would be required to provide access (i.e., a key) 
to locked fence gates on the parcel to the landowner. 

CO101-9

See the response to CO55-5 regarding herbicides.  Landowner 
approval would be required for the use of herbicides.

CO101-8

Revegetation is discussed in sections 2.4, 4.4, and 4.5 of the EIS.  
Landowners are free to negotiate with Mountain Valley regarding 
easement stipulations, including revegetation requirements.

CO101-7

It is not anticipated that bridges or causeways would be needed to 
cross over the pipeline.

CO101-6



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO101 – Preserve Montgomery County Virginia

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO102 – Indian Creek Watershed Association

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS. Dr. Dodd’s report is addressed in sections 4.1 and 4.3 of 
the final EIS.

CO102-1

The Commission decision would be found in the Project Order.CO102-5

In March 2017 the WVDEQ issued a Water Quality Certificate to 
Mountain Valley in compliance with Section 401 of the CWA.

CO102-4

The final EIS represents a revision of the draft.
CO102-3

See the response to CO34-1 regarding hydrogeologic studies. CO102-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO102 – Indian Creek Watershed Association

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO103 – Save Monroe Border Conservancy

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Cultural Attachment is discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.  This 
section addressed public comments to the issue.

CO103-1

See response to comment CO103-2.CO103-3

Comments were reviewed and incorporated in the analysis of 
Cultural Attachment in section 4.10 of the EIS, as applicable.  

CO103-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO103 – Save Monroe Border Conservancy

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See response to comment CO103-2.CO103-4

See responses to comments CO103-1 and CO103-2.CO103-6

See response to comment CO103-2.CO103-5

This statement just reiterated what the draft EIS stated.CO103-7



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO103 – Save Monroe Border Conservancy

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Again, this comment just repeats what the EIS said.  In the final 
EIS we make clear that FERC staff concurs with the ACE 
findings.  We agree that Peters Mountain may be viewed as a 
rural cultural landscape.

CO103-9

While the FS only requested a study of Cultural Attachment to 
cover the Jefferson National Forest, in fact ACE expanded their 
study to include the portion of Peters Mountain in the project 
area.

CO103-8

An analysis of project effects on the Peters Mountain area is 
contained in section 4.10 of the EIS.  That analysis was 
conducted by qualified professional Cultural Anthropologists.  
Section 4.10 of the final EIS also discusses the King report (that 
was filed after the draft EIS was in production).

CO103-10



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO103 – Save Monroe Border Conservancy

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Historic Districts are addressed in section 4.10 of the EIS.CO103-12

See response to comment CO103-9.CO103-11

We disagree.  The draft EIS was not inadequate, did not contain 
misleading information, and was written by professional scholars.  
Cultural Attachment is addressed in section 4.10 of the EIS.

CO103-13



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO103 – Save Monroe Border Conservancy

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Since the JKA figure was drawn to illustrate areas where Cultural 
Attachment is strong, and was focused on the Peters Mountain 
portion of the project area, it is appropriate to our discussion.

CO103-14

The effects analysis was written by professional scholars with 
undergraduate and graduate degrees and experience in 
Anthropology, including the sub-discipline of Cultural 
Anthropology.  Since we adopted the ACE findings, no further 
field work was necessary.  Comments were reviewed and 
incorporated in the analysis of cultural attachment as applicable.  
Section 4.10 of the final EIS has been updated to include any 
applicable information.

CO103-15



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO103 – Save Monroe Border Conservancy

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Restoration is discussed in section 2 of the EIS, revegetation in 
section 4.4, and visual impacts in section 4.8. 

CO103-16



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO103 – Save Monroe Border Conservancy

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Visual impacts are addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS.  The 
FERC staff considered all comments as appropriate.

CO103-17



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO103 – Save Monroe Border Conservancy

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

We disagree and stand by our analysis.  FERC staff did visit 
Monroe County, West Virginia, as documented in section 1.4 of 
the EIS. 

CO103-18

Actually, Dr. King agreed with us that impacts can be mitigated. CO103-19



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO103 – Save Monroe Border Conservancy

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Rural cultural landscapes are discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.  
Visual impacts are addressed in section 4.8.  

CO103-20

Water resources are addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  Karst is 
addressed in section 4.1.

CO103-21

Comments were reviewed and incorporated in the analysis in the 
EIS as applicable.  The EIS concluded that, except for the 
clearing of forest, the MVP would not have significant adverse 
effects on other environmental resources.  Therefore, the MVP 
would not significantly alter the rural cultural landscape 
associated with Peters Mountain.

CO103-22



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO103 – Save Monroe Border Conservancy

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

We stand by our analysis.CO103-23

The EIS acknowledged that local residents in the Peters 
Mountain area have a sense of attachment to land and homeplace.

CO103-24

We disagree that our statements are erroneous, and stand by our 
analysis.  Economic benefits of the projects are discussed in 
section 4.9 of the EIS.

CO103-25



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO103 – Save Monroe Border Conservancy

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The EIS presents facts to support our conclusions.CO103-26



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO103 – Save Monroe Border Conservancy

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Our analysis of Cultural Attachment is sufficient and does not 
need to be supplemented by additional studies.  We adopted the 
ACE study, which extended beyond the Jefferson National Forest 
to cover the portion of Peters Mountain in the project area.   We 
also agree with ACE that Peters Mountain may be considered a 
rural cultural landscape.  Our effects analysis was conducted by 
qualified professional Cultural Anthropologists.  

CO103-27

Our analysis of Cultural Attachment is adequate, and the FS 
agrees, as a coopering agency in the production of the EIS.

CO103-29

We will not issue a revision of the draft, but the final EIS takes 
into account new data and addresses comments from the public.

CO103-28



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO103 – Save Monroe Border Conservancy

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The Commissions will make their decision in a Project Order.CO103-30



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO104 – Preserve Bent Mountain

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The Commission would consider need in its Project Order (see 
section 1.2.3 of the EIS). 

CO104-1

Sections 4.1 and 4.3 of the EIS address Dr. Dodd’s report.  Dr. 
Phillips’ report is discussed in sections 4.8 and 4.9.  
Unfortunately, Dr. Phillips did not include any facts to support 
his opinions.

CO104-3

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

CO104-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO104 – Preserve Bent Mountain

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Trout streams are discussed in section 4.6 of the EIS. CO104-4

Waterbody riparian buffers, impacts, and mitigation are discussed in 
sections 4.3 and 4.4 of the EIS.  Aquatic life is discussed in section 
4.6 of the EIS.

CO104-6

Springs and streams are discussed in sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2 of 
the EIS, respectively.  Soil compaction is addressed in section 
4.2.

CO104-5

Groundwater is discussed in section 4.3.1 of the EIS.  Mountain 
Valley’s Karst Mitigation Plan is described in sections 2.4, 4.1 and 
4.3 of the EIS.  Earthquakes and landslides are addressed in section 
4.1 of the EIS.  

CO104-7

Visual impacts are addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS.  Non-
environmental FERC staff would review comments about 
Mountain Valley investors.  President Reagan had Alzheimer’s 
disease; and that’s who you want to quote. The Commission 
would consider need in its Project Order (see section 1.2.3 of the 
EIS).  The reasons the FERC did not prepare a programmatic 
NEPA document are explained in section 1.3.  We will not be 
producing a supplemental draft EIS.  We will produce a final EIS 
that addresses new information and comments on the draft. 

CO104-10

Visual impacts are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS and this 
section has been updated for the final EIS.  Dr. Phillips did not 
present any facts to support his opinions on visual impacts, and 
impacts on tourism.  See sections 4.8 and 4.9 of the EIS, and 
responses to comment CO100.

CO104-9

Cumulative impacts are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.CO104-8



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO104 – Preserve Bent Mountain

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS.  The document was adequate to comply with the CEQ 
regulations for implementing the NEPA.  However, we will issue 
a final EIS that addresses comments on the draft.

CO105-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

We disagree.  The draft EIS did not contain many substantial 
deficiencies. We will not be producing a supplemental draft EIS.  
We will produce a final EIS that addresses new information and 
comments on the draft.  See the response to comment FA11-12 
regarding need.  Impacts on water resources, wetlands, and 
measures to reduce those impacts are discussed in section 4.3 of 
the EIS.  Cultural resources are addressed in section 4.10 of the 
EIS.  Endangered species in section 4.7.  Climate change is 
discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.  

CO105-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to FA11-12 regarding need.CO105-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to FA11-12 regarding need.  The No Action 
Alternative is discussed in section 3 of the EIS.  The Synapse 
report may be considered by non-environmental FERC staff. 

CO105-4



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Non-environmental FERC staff would determine if Mountain 
Valley’s open season process was legitimate.  A discussion of 
this issue may be in the Commission Order if applicable. 

CO105-5



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

As stated in section 1 of the EIS, Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC 
is a joint venture between affiliates of EQT Midstream Partners, 
LP; NextEra Energy US Gas Assets, LLC; WGL Midstream, 
Inc.; RGC Midstream, LLC; and Con Edison Gas Midstream, 
LLC.  MVP facilities would be operated by an affiliate of the 
EQT Corporation.  Non-environmental FERC staff would 
determine the market for the MVP, and may address comments 
about the nature of affiliate relationships.  The Commission 
Order should contain a discussion of markets and project need.

CO105-6



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Non-environmental FERC staff may consider issues such as 
captive ratepayers and excessive benefits to shareholders. 

CO105-7



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Non-environmental FERC staff should examine affiliate 
agreements. 

CO105-8



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Non-environmental FERC staff should examine contracts related 
to the MVP.

CO105-9



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Non-environmental FERC staff may examine the issues raised in 
the Synapse report.  The Commission Order should address the 
need for the MVP.

CO105-10



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The Commission would consider need in its Project Order (see 
section 1.2.3 of the EIS).  The EPA’s Clean Power Plan is 
discussed in section 4.11 of the EIS.

CO105-11



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Numerous alternatives are examined in section 3 of the EIS.CO105-12



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

System alternatives are discussed in section 3.3 of the EIS.CO105-13
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