
COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

We stand by our analyses in the EIS.  Alternatives including ACP 
Project were examined in section 3.3.2 of the EIS.

CO105-14



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to FA11-12 regarding need.CO105-15

See the response to comments LA5-1 and FA11-2 regarding 
pending information in the EIS.  See the response to comment 
IND196-2 regarding “prior to construction” recommendations.  
See also the response to comment IND147-1 regarding 
recommendations.  Courts have found that final plans are not 
required at the NEPA stage, as long as they are completed prior 
to construction.  The final EIS has been updated to include the 
following:  consultations with FS and stakeholders about crossing 
the ANST (section 4.8): Mountain Valley’s adoption of the 
Mount Tabor Variation; revised table 3.5.3-1; waterbodies that 
would be paralleled (section 4.3); wetlands at WB Interconnect 
(section 4.3); wetlands where more than 75 feet would be used 
(section 4.3); revised Migratory Bird Conservation Plans 
(section 4.5); easements were acquired by Equitrans for the 
Redhook Compressor Station (section 2); Equitrans’ adoption of 
the New Cline Variation (section 3); revised Landslide 
Mitigation Plan (section 4.1); analysis of debris flows within the 
Jefferson National Forest (section 4.1); results of the fracture 
trace study (section 4.1); impacts on wells and springs (section 
4.2); culverts and fill in waterbodies and wetlands (section 4.3);  
Mountain Valley’s proposal for crossing the Elk, Gauley, and 
Greenbrier Rivers with dry ditch methods; our recommendation 
that Mountain Valley cross the Pigg River with an HDD (section 
4.3); our recommendation that Mountain Valley provide a 
contingency plan to reduce impacts on public water supplies 
(section 4.3); results of environmental surveys at cathodic 
protection beds; the FWS is not requiring surveys for the Elliott 
Valley millipede because the MVP pipeline would avoid caves 
(sections 4.1 and 4.7); surveys for bog turtle and buffalo clover 
(section 4.7); the avoidance of the Mill Creek Natural Area and 
consultations with TNC and VADCR (sections 3 and 4.8); and 
cultural resources surveys (section 4.10). Constitution, Atlantic 
Sunrise, Sabal Trail, and PennEast are separate projects and have 
nothing to do with the MVP and EEP.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the responses to comments CO95-3 and CO99-49 regarding 
impacts to aquatic life and habitats from erosion, sedimentation, 
and turbidity.  See also the response to comment FA11-15 
regarding sedimentation and turbidity modeling.  Water resources 
are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS; soils in section 4.2.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The FERC Plan and Procedures contains a series of erosion and 
sedimentation control measures as discussed in sections 2.4, 4.2, 
and 4.3 of the EIS.  Mountain Valley has adopted the Plan and 
the Procedures (with a few modifications).  The FERC staff has 
decades of extensive experience observing and assessing pipeline 
construction, waterbody crossings, and restoration using the 
BMPs and mitigation measures outlined in our Plan and 
Procedures.

CO105-18

See the response to IND70-1 regarding erosion and 
sedimentation.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Mountain Valley now proposes to cross the Elk, Gauley, and 
Greenbrier Rivers using dry crossing methods, and final EIS has 
been updated accordingly.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See response to comment CO105-18 regarding the use of BMPs 
to control sedimentation impacts.  Landslides and steep slopes 
are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.  See the response to 
comment IND 70-1 regarding erosion.  See the response to 
comment LA1-4 regarding existing pipelines in mountainous 
terrain.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Sedimentation is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.CO105-22
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Section 4.1 discusses karst terrain and section 4.3 of the EIS 
discusses groundwater, springs, and water supplies.  See the 
response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

In the very unlikely case of a pipeline leak, natural gas is lighter 
than air, and would dissipate into the atmosphere and would not 
contaminate groundwater.  These projects include welded steel 
transportation underground  pipelines; and methane leakage from 
exploration and development activities is not relevant.  Read 
section 4.12 of the EIS.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See response to comment CO99-21 regarding Mountain Valley’s 
Karst Mitigation Plan.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Forest fragmentation, including impacts on wildlife, is addressed 
in section 4.4 and 4.5 of the EIS.  Mountain Valley has filed a 
revised Migratory Bird Conservation Plan that addresses forest 
fragmentation.  The final EIS has been updated to quantify 
impacts to forest edges.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Forest interior and birds are discussed in section 4.5 of the EIS.  
See response to comment IND511-1 regarding bird mitigation 
plans. Mountain Valley has filed a revised Migratory Bird 
Conservation Plan that addresses forest fragmentation.  The final 
EIS has been updated to quantify impacts to forest edges.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment LA14-5.  Revegation is discussed 
in section 4.4 of the EIS.

CO105-29

Actually, the EIS concludes that the projects would have 
significant impacts on forest; and mitigation measures are not 
included.  See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forest 
impacts.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See response to comment PS2B2-6 regarding active revegetation 
of workspaces.

CO105-31

Early successional forest habitat would result from natural 
regeneration of tree saplings within the restored temporary right-
of-way in formerly forested areas.  Section 4.4.2.2 provides a 
discussion of the special construction techniques, restoration 
measures, and post-construction monitoring that would be 
utilized.

CO105-30

Invasive species are addressed in section 4.4 of the EIS.  See also 
the response to comment IND343-1 regarding invasive species.  
The FERC would monitor Mountain Valley’s invasive species 
program as part of its third-party monitoring program discussed 
in section 2.4 of the EIS and in the response to comment 
IND152-1.

CO105-33

Seed mixes are provided in appendix N of the EIS.CO105-32



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See response to comment PS2B2-6 regarding active revegetation 
of workspaces.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See response to comment IND511-1 regarding the Migratory 
Bird Conservation Plan.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The EIS analyzes impacts to forest, including old growth and 
core/interior forest in detail in sections 4.4 and 4.5.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The EIS analyzes noise impacts on wildlife in sections 4.5 and 
4.11. 

CO105-37

See response to comment IND511-1 regarding the Migratory 
Bird Conservation Plan.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Threatened, endangered, and other special status species are 
discussed in section 4.7 of the EIS and in more detail in our BA.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment CO105-39.CO105-40

See the response to FA11-2 regarding incomplete surveys.CO105-41



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

As stated in section 4.7 of the EIS, we have determined that the 
MVP is not likely to adversely affect the gray bat and Virginia 
big-eared bat and we are requesting formal Section 7 consultation 
with the FWS for the Indiana bat and the northern long-eared bat 
as they relate to the MVP.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Mitigation for impacted bat species is included in section 4.7 of 
the EIS, and in our BA. 
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Potential impacts to aquatic habitats, mussels, and fish are 
discussed in sections 4.3, 4.6, and 4.7 of the EIS as well as our 
BA.  As stated in section 4.6.2.7 of the EIS, Mountain Valley 
would reduce impacts on freshwater mussels by relocating 
mussels in the construction zone in accordance with both West 
Virginia and Virginia mussel protocol documents.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment CO105-44.CO105-45

See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding waterbody 
crossings and sediment and turbidity modeling.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The Roanoke logperch is addressed in section 4.7 of the EIS and 
in more detail in our BA.  All waterbodies would be crossed via 
dry crossing methods, which would limit impacts, particularly for 
turbidity and sedimentation.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Socioeconomics impacts and our analysis of environmental 
justice impacts are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS. This 
analysis indicates which counties along the pipeline route contain 
concentrations of vulnerable populations, including the elderly.  
See the response to comment CO100. 

CO105-49

Scientific evidence indicates that the Big Sandy crayfish once 
occurred in streams throughout the upper Big Sandy River basin 
in Kentucky, Virginia and West Virginia.  However, currently the 
FWS identifies the Big Sandy crayfish as known to be found in 
six isolated populations across Floyd and Pike counties, 
Kentucky; Buchanan, Dickenson, and Wise counties, Virginia; 
and McDowell and Mingo counties, West Virginia.  None of 
these counties are crossed by the MVP.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment CO105-49.CO105-50



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

GHG emissions are discussed in section 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.  
Climate change is also discussed in section 4.13.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment IND313-3 regarding emissions. CO105-52
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Section 4.11 outlines the air impacts from direct and indirect
emissions (including GHG emissions) related to the MVP and
EEP (considered interrelated and connected actions), and outlines
applicable mitigation measures for both construction and
operations. Section 4.13 lists the cumulative impacts of as a
result of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions. In section 1.3.3 of the EIS we discuss out-of-scope
issues, such as upstream and downstream emission, and explain
why it is impractical to include a lifecycle analysis in the EIS.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

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

CO105-54

See the response to comment CO105-54.CO105-55



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment IND241-1 regarding induced 
development.
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CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See section 1.3.3 of the EIS.CO105-57
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See the response to comment CO105-57. CO105-58



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



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

Cumulative impacts are addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.  
Projects within our resource-specific geographic scopes, 
including oil and gas well development, were included in that 
analysis.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Cumulative impacts are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.  We 
conclude that our temporal scope is appropriate for the analysis 
of cumulative impacts. 
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Cumulative impacts are addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.  
Resource specific effects, such as water resources, are addressed 
in section 4.13.2 of the EIS.  We conclude that our geographic 
scope is appropriate for the analysis of cumulative impacts.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment CO105-61.CO105-62
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Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment CO105-61.CO105-63
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See the response to comment CO105-61.CO105-64



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment IND375-4 regarding noise impacts 
from construction and operation of the projects.

CO105-65

See the response to comment CO105-61.CO105-66
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CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment CO105-61.CO105-67

See the response to comment CO105-61.CO105-68
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See the response to comment CO105-61.CO105-69
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment CO105-65.  The EIS analyzes noise 
impacts to wildlife in sections 4.5 and 4.11.
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See the response to comment CO105-61.CO105-71
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See the response to CO105-61.CO105-72

We conclude that our geographic scope is appropriate for the 
analysis of cumulative impacts.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Air quality including cumulative effects are discussed in sections 
4.11.1 and 4.13 of the EIS.
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CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the responses to comments FA8-1 and FA10-1. CO105-75
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See the response to comments FA8-1 and FA10-1.CO105-76
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CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Impacts on the Jefferson National Forest, BRP, and ANST are 
discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS. 
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See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.CO105-78
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See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.CO105-79
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CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates
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The Restoration Plan (POD, Appendix H) states “all disturbed 
areas will be regraded and re-contoured to reestablish drainage 
patterns, except at those locations where permanent changes in 
drainage will be required to prevent erosion, scour, and possible 
exposure to the pipeline. The emphasis during re-contouring will 
be to return the entire right-of-way to its approximate original 
contours, stabilize slopes, control surface drainage, and 
aesthetically blend the area with the contours of adjacent lands.” 
The FS would have its own inspectors on site during construction 
and during restoration to ensure that the intent of standard FW-9 
for the protection of the soil resource is met. 
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Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The Restoration Plan (POD, Appendix H) requires the 
segregation of topsoil so that it can be replaced after construction.  
The FS would have its own inspectors on site during construction 
and during restoration to ensure that the intent of standard FW-13 
for the protection of the soil resource is met.

CO105-81

Mountain Valley has worked with the FS in the avoidance of 
routing the pipeline parallel to streams as much as possible to 
avoid impacting riparian habitat. Mountain Valley has committed 
to restoring the riparian area along the tributary to Craig Creek 
with hand planted trees and shrubs.
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Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Standard 11-017 allows tree removals from the core of the 
riparian corridor for approved facility construction/renovation. If 
the BLM decides to authorize the use of NFS for the MVP, this 
would be an approved construction project and this standard 
would allow for the removal of trees. 
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See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.CO105-84
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See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.CO105-85
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See the response to comment FA10-1.CO105-86
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Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The ANST would be crossed by a bore as discussed in section 4.8 
of the EIS. See the response to comment FA10-1.
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Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

A revised visual analysis (including a leaf-off analysis) of the 
ANST can be found in section 4.8 of the final EIS. See the 
response to comment FA10-1.

CO105-88

See the response to comment FA11-6. See the response to 
comments FA8-1 and FA10-1.
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CO105 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Mountain Valley filed additional visual impact analysis for 
various KOPs along the ANST and within the Jefferson National 
Forest, and the results are included in the final EIS.
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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
CO106 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Non-environmental FERC staff will consider requests for late 
intervention.

CO106-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO106 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Comment noted.CO106-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO106 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

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

CO106-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO106 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The reasons the FERC did not prepare a programmatic NEPA 
document is explained in section 1.3.  The ACP Project was 
evaluated as a possible alternative to the MVP in section 3.3.2 of 
the EIS.  The ACP Project was also evaluated in the cumulative 
impacts section of the EIS (4.13).

CO107-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

We disagree.  The draft EIS adequately documented impacts on 
environmental resources.  Numerous alternatives were examined 
in section 3 of the EIS.  The text stated that we would only 
recommend an alternative that could meet the projects purposes 
and had clear environmental advantages over the proposed 
routes.

CO107-2

See the response to FA11-12 regarding need.  See the response to 
LA15-6 regarding the evaluation of the ACP Project.

CO107-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to LA15-6 regarding the evaluation of the ACP 
Project.

CO107-4

See the response to LA15-6 regarding the evaluation of the ACP 
Project.

CO107-5



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

We stand by our analyses in the draft EIS.  Alternatives were 
examined in section 3 of the EIS. 

CO107-6



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

This tool does not appear to be applicable to FERC review of 
natural gas pipeline projects.  As stated in section 1, the 
Applicant chooses its route, and FERC staff analyzes the 
environmental impacts of that route.  Mountain Valley and 
Equitrans explained their route selection process in their 
applications to the FERC. 

CO107-7



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

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

CO107-8



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Sedimentation effects and mitigation measures, including 
consideration of steep slopes, aquatic habitats, long-term 
maintenance, and routing, are discussed throughout the EIS. 

CO107-11

The Brush Mountain Inventoried Roadless Area was allocated to 
the Rx4J-Urban/Suburban Interface because of the adjacent high 
density subdivision and concerns about the abilities to provide 
wildfire suppression on NFS lands.  See the response to comment 
FA8-1.

CO107-10

See the response to comment CO107-8.CO107-9



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Forest fragmentation is discussed in section 4.4 of the EIS.  The 
FS is a cooperating agency and assisted in preparation of the EIS. 

CO107-14

The FS recognizes the potential for illegal motorized use 
throughout the pipeline corridor on NFS lands and has worked 
with Mountain Valley to develop an Off-Highway Vehicle 
Management Plan (POD Appendix Z). This plan identifies 
methods to limit OHV use within the right-of-way in order to 
avert user conflicts in adjacent areas, as well as to avoid 
problems with revegetation efforts and prevent potential erosion 
within the right-of-way. To minimize OHV access within the 
right-of-way, Mountain Valley would install barriers at 
appropriate locations in coordination with the FS. The proposed 
OHV barriers would be designed and constructed in a manner 
that attempts to prevent unauthorized motor vehicle/OHV use of 
and along the right-of-way. A plan for monitoring involving FS 
law enforcement personnel will be included in the 
communication plan. Monitoring of forest resources would be 
conducted by the FS and funded through cost recovery.

CO107-13

We examined alternative routes crossing Peters Mountain and 
Sinking Creek Mountain in section 3 of the EIS; including 
alternative routes that followed existing powerlines, pipelines, 
and roads.  Invasive species are discussed in section 4.4.

CO107-12

We have revised the final EIS to clarify the distance from the 
pipeline to the boundary of wilderness areas within the Jefferson 
National Forest.  As discussed in section 4.11.2 of the EIS, noise 
would be temporary during construction.  See the response to 
comment IND343-1 regarding invasive species. The pipeline 
would be buried underground and would not be an obstacle to 
wildlife movement. In addition, the potential for spills would be 
limited to oil and fuel from equipment used during construction 
of the projects.  As discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS, the 
Applicants would implement their respective spill plans during 
construction and operation to prevent, contain, and clean-up 
accidental spills.  Prevention of the use of ORV on the right-of-
way is discussed in section 2.6.1.

CO107-15



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Mountain Valley explained its route selection process in its 
application to the FERC.  The purpose of the MVP is to transport 
natural gas from areas of production, beginning in Wetzel 
County, West Virginia with interconnects to producer facilities, 
and terminating at the Transco Station 165, in Pittsylvania 
County, Virginia, which is a hub selected by shippers to supply 
customers in the Mid-Atlantic and Southeastern states.  Such a 
route would have to cross NFS lands; as explained in section 3 of 
the EIS.  However, the pipeline route would avoid crossing any 
designated Wilderness areas within the Jefferson National Forest.

CO107-16



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Alternatives are analyzed in section 3 of the EIS.  A revised 
visual impact assessment is included in section 4.8 of the final 
EIS.

CO107-17

The EIS discusses the ANST in section 4.8.  We examine 
alternative routes and methods for crossing the ANST in section 
3.

CO107-18



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to FA11-12 regarding need.CO107-20

The draft EIS discussed alternatives that would increase 
collocation with existing corridors, including near Peters 
Mountain and the ANST.  See section 3.5 of the EIS and the 
analyses for the CGV Peters Mountain Variation and the AEP-
ANST Variation.

CO107-21

As stated in section 4.4.2, Mountain Valley does not propose the 
wide-scale use of pesticides and/or herbicides, but would 
consider them for localized use, only after a request from a 
landowner or land management agency.  The final EIS has been 
updated to reflect that the FS may require herbicide use on NFS 
lands.

CO107-22

The EIS addressed water resources and hydrology in section 4.3.  
Little Stony Creek’s status as a trout stream is listed in appendix 
F. 

CO107-23

Comment noted.CO107-24

CO107-19 The EIS discusses the ANST and visual resources in section 4.8.



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

While some information was still pending at the time of issuance 
of the draft EIS, the lack of this final information does not 
deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on 
the projects potential impacts on a range of environmental 
resources, and measures that would avoid, reduce, or mitigate 
those impacts.  See the response to comment IND209-1 regarding 
culverts and permanent fill in wetlands. See the response to 
comment IND226-6 regarding the list of waterbodies paralleling 
the right-of-way within 15 feet.  See the response to comment 
FA11-15 regarding sedimentation and turbidity at waterbody 
crossings.  The results of recent biological surveys are 
summarized in sections 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7 of the final EIS.  The 
final EIS was updated to reflected changes to the Blackwater 
River crossing following issuance of the draft EIS.  We 
recommend in this final EIS that Mountain Valley use an HDD to 
cross under the Pigg River to reduce impacts on the waterbody 
and its aquatic environment.  The final EIS clarifies the route 
through the Jefferson National Forest, and states there would 
only be one crossing of Craig Creek.  The removal of fish and 
mussels at dry stream crossings is discussed in section 4.6.  Acres 
of wetlands impacts is provided in section 4.3.  Blasting is 
discussed in sections 2, 4.1, and 4.2.  Erosion Control Plans are 
discussed in section 2.

CO107-25



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The VADGIF did not require surveys for orangefin madtom.CO107-28

The WVDNR waived the mussel survey for the Gauley River.CO107-27

As stated in section 4.7 of the EIS, we concluded that the MVP 
would be likely to adversely Roanoke logperch. Therefore, we 
requested formal Section 7 consultation with the FWS for this 
species.  As stated in section 4.6.2.7 of the EIS, Mountain Valley 
would reduce impacts on freshwater mussels by relocating 
mussels in the construction zone in accordance with both West 
Virginia and Virginia mussel protocol documents.

CO107-26



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Potential impacts to aquatic habitats, mussels, and fish are 
discussed in sections 4.3, 4.6, and 4.7 of the EIS. Erosion Control 
Plans are discussed in section 2.

CO107-30

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

CO107-29



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Our Procedures have proven to be protective of waterbodies.CO107-32

Clearing methods and waterbody and wetland crossing methods 
are discussed in section 2 of the EIS.  Equipment bridges would 
be used over waterbodies; and matting would be used in 
wetlands.  The removal of riparian vegetation is discussed in 
sections 4.3 and 4.4.

CO107-31

See the response to comment CO107-32.  Revegetation is 
addressed in sections 2 and 4.4 of the EIS.  The document 
discloses that it make take years for the reestablishment of trees 
in temporary work areas.  We expect shrubs to regenerate much 
faster.

CO107-33

Stream crossings are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  FERC 
uses a standard stream size classification in order to address 
impacts and crossing methods. 

CO107-35

Based on our extensive experience with pipeline construction and 
restoration , we feel that following the measures outlined in the 
FERC Procedure would be sufficient to minimize impacts during 
stream crossings.

CO107-34



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forest impacts. 
The EIS acknowledges adverse impacts from the clearing of 
forest.  However, the construction right-of-way through the 
Jefferson National Forest would be restricted to 125-feet (not 
500-feet).  See also the response to comments FA8-1 and FA10-
1.

CO107-36



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Landslides in Jefferson National Forest are discussed in section 
4.1 of the EIS.  

CO107-37

The EIS discusses seismic activity in section 4.1.CO107-38

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

CO107-39

Soil compaction testing and mitigation is discussed in sections 2 
and 4.2 of the EIS.

CO107-40

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

CO107-41



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Comment noted.CO107-42

Since the draft EIS, Mountain Valley has provided additional 
inventories and analyses as requested by the FS to evaluate the 
effects of the proposed project. The FS has worked extensively 
with Mountain Valley to develop project design features, 
mitigation measures and monitoring procedures to ensure that 
NFS resources are protected as much as possible in order to 
determine that the LRMP standards can be exempted or modified 
for the MVP. The determination that the EIS is sufficient to meet 
FS NEPA obligations will be made in the FS Record of Decision 
for the plan amendments decision.

CO107-43



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO107 – The Wilderness Society

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO108 – Preserve Monroe

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Impacts on streams are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  
Impacts on farmland soils is discussed in section 4.2.  Impacts on 
air quality is discussed in section 4.11.  The viewsheds in Monroe 
County, West Virginia are not “pristine.”  As listed in section 4.9, 
about 13,500 people reside in the county.  The county includes 
existing infrastructure, such as cities, housing and commercial 
developments, farmsteads, highways, powerlines, etc. that have 
modified the environment.  Visual impacts are discussed in 
section 4.8.  See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding 
export.  

CO108-1

See the response to comment IND18-2 regarding emergency 
plans.  See the response to comment IND288-3 regarding 
infrastructure damage such as roads.

CO108-5

Safety is discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS.  We conclude that 
the MVP represents a low risk that is not a threat to the public. 
The EIS addressed water resources in section 4.3.  See the 
response to IND36-2 regarding economic impact and property 
values.  See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding 
property values.  Landowner rights and communities are 
discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

CO108-4

This comment is not relevant to the MVP, which is a privately 
funded project that does not depend on taxpayer contributions.

CO108-3

See the response to FA11-12 regarding need.CO108-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO108 – Preserve Monroe

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The EIS addressed water resources and hydrology in section 4.3. 
Geological resources, including karst terrain, are discussed in 
section 4.1.  Preserve Monroe and Dale McCucheon have filed 
no data with the FERC about historical and cultural resources 
along the pipeline route in Monroe County.   Section 4.3 
discusses potential impacts on wells and public water supplies.  
Mountain Valley would identify all wells within 150 feet (500 
feet in karst) of the pipeline, test water supplies, and repair or 
replace damaged wells or supplies.  Mountain Valley’s spill plans 
would prevent contamination of water supplies from equipment 
leaks of oil or fuel.  Impacts on the local economy is addressed in 
section 4.9.  Cultural attachment is discussed in section 4.10 of 
the EIS. Climate change is discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.

CO108-6



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment CO5-1 regarding preparation of the 
draft EIS.

CO109-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

FERC staff, together with our contractor and cooperating 
agencies, produced the EIS.  Mountain Valley’s application to the 
FERC met our requirements per 18 CFR 380.  We supplemented 
Mountain Valley’s environmental reports with results from 
independent research and EIRs.  We did not ignore studies 
submitted by the public; and acknowledge Dr. Kastning’s report 
in section 4.1 of the EIS.  The King report is addressed in section 
4.10; and the KeyLog reports are discussed in sections 4.8 and 
4.9.

CO109-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

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

CO109-3

See the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s 
report.  Steep slopes, landslides, karst, bedrock, and seismic 
activity along the GCSZ are addressed in sections 4.1 and 4.2 of 
the EIS.  See the response to IND177-1 regarding landslides and 
Mountain Valley’s revised Landslide Mitigation Plan.  Impacts 
and mitigation measures for soils are addressed in section 4.2.

CO109-4



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

There are existing pipelines in the United States that cross steep 
slopes and karst terrain.  Pipeline companies know how to 
construct across such environments.  In sections 4.1 and 4.3 of 
the EIS we recognize the underground connectivity between karst 
features and groundwater.  Distances from the MVP to Tawney 
Cave, Pig Hole Cave, Smoke Hole Cave, and Canoe Cave are 
discussed in section 4.1.

CO109-5



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Dr. Kastning’s report was considered when preparing sections 
4.1 and 4.3 of the EIS.  Section 4.1 of the EIS has been revised to 
include additional analysis of Dr. Kastning’s report. 

CO109-6



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Section 4.2 of the EIS addresses soil limitations used by FERC 
staff to identify and characterize the probable hazards and 
construction challenges likely to be faced by the MVP.  Shallow 
depth to bedrock is identified in the sections 4.1 and 4.2.  Soils 
map units that would be crossed by the proposed pipeline route 
are presented in appendices N1-N10. 

CO109-7

Comment noted.CO109-8



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The soil limitations discussed in the EIS, erosion potential, prime
farmlands, hydric soils, compaction prone soils, rocky/droughty
soils, and poor revegetation potential, have been used in a
significant number of previous EISs. As stated in section 4.2.1.1
of the EIS, these soil characteristics have the potential to affect,
or be affected by, construction and operation of the projects.

CO109-9

Mitigation measures may be required in areas where multiple soil
limitations could cause construction challenges. Mountain
Valley has identified areas where landslides could be of concern,
and developed a Landslide Mitigation Plan.

CO109-10

FERC recognizes that some mitigation measures may exacerbate
other soil limitations (i.e. decompaction of soils may increase the
potential for erosion by water). These soils would still be
stabilized following the measures outlined in the FERC Plan, and
as discussed in the EIS.

CO109-11

The NRCS developed its SSURGO database to provide the most
reliable and standardized soil assessments and allows for
compilation and direct comparison of soils data.

CO109-12



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

In response to comments, the EIS identified areas of slip prone 
soils.  Mountain Valley conducted a review of historic aerial 
photographs, soils data, and topographic maps to identify areas of 
landslide hazards.

CO109-14

In section 4.2, the EIS characterizes soil hazards and limitations 
that would be crossed by the proposed MVP pipeline route, and 
identifies the measures that would be used to  minimize impacts 
on soils. 

CO109-17

See the response to CO109-14.CO109-15

Appendix N-2 tables were revised in the final EIS as appropriate. CO109-16

See the response to CO109 – 10CO109-13

Permanent impacts occur at permanent facilities and the 
operational right-of-way, while temporary impacts occur during 
construction in areas outside the permanent easement that are 
restored.  See page 4-1 of the draft EIS. 

CO109-18



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The EIS identifies areas where soil limitations and/or hazards 
could potentially occur by soil series crossed in appendices N-1 
through N-10.  Additional information and soils criteria is easily 
accessible via the NCRS website.

CO109-21

The EIS provides a greater level of detail regarding soils 
identifications.  Orders and suborders and are general categories 
and would provide only generalized information regarding the 
soils that would be impacted.  The soil taxonomy for the soil 
series presented in the EIS and that would be crossed by the  
MVP are available on the NCRS website.

CO109-19

In section 4.2, the EIS characterizes soil hazards and limitations 
that would be crossed by the proposed MVP pipeline route, and 
identifies measures that would be used to minimize impacts on 
soils.  Soils with poor drainage are discussed in section 4.2.1.1 of 
the EIS.

CO109-20

Mountain Valley conducted a review of historic aerial 
photographs, soils data, and topographic maps to identify areas of 
landslide hazards.  Permanent and temporary impacts are defined 
on page 4-1 of the draft EIS. 

CO109-22



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Comment noted.  Revegetation is discussed in sections 2.4 and 
4.4 of the EIS.

CO109-25

Soils are addressed in section 4.2 of the EIS.CO109-23

The categories presented in section 4.2 of the EIS identify where 
soils with limitations of concern are located and acres of each soil 
type that could be affected by construction of the proposed MVP 
pipeline. 

CO109-24

Comment noted.CO109-27

Comment noted.CO109-26



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment CO109-24.CO109-30

See the response to comment CO109-24.CO109-28

See the response to comment CO109-24.CO109-29



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Mitigation measures would be site specific and appropriate for 
landslide, erosion, karst, and water resources as identified in the 
EIS.  BMPs are identified in the FERC Plan and Procedures,  
Mountain Valley’s Landslide Mitigation Plan and  Karst 
Mitigation Plan, as summarized in the EIS.  The EIS states that 
construction of the proposed MVP could result in minor 
fluctuations in groundwater levels.  Groundwater flow is 
typically significantly deeper than the proposed trench depth of 
10 feet, which would be refilled and graded to original contours.  
We concluded that the MVP would not significantly or 
permanently affect groundwater levels. 

CO109-33

See the response to comment CO109-24.CO109-31

The plasticity index of a soil is mainly affected by clay content 
thus, soils with high amounts of clay would tend to have a high 
plasticity index.  The definition for compaction potential includes 
soils with silt loam or finer texture and includes soils that would 
have high plasticity index.  Saturated soils are typically more 
prone to compaction than dry soils.  Soils that are somewhat 
poorly drained or worse usually display, low hydraulic 
conductivity, high water table, continuous rainfall, or water from 
seepage and retain water.  These characteristics create a high 
potential for compaction.

CO109-32



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Dr. Kastning’s report was considered when preparing sections 
4.1 and 4.3 of the EIS.  Section 4.1 of the EIS has been revised to 
further consider Dr. Kastning’s report. 

CO109-37

See the response to comment CO109-24.CO109-35

See the response to comment CO109-24.CO109-36

See the response to comment CO109-24.CO109-34



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO109 – Preserve Giles County

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

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

CO109-38



The draft EIS was based on environmental surveys conducted by 
Mountain Valley for about 90 percent of its pipeline route.  See 
the response to comment CO5-1 regarding preparation of the 
draft EIS.  See the response to comment FA11-2 regarding 
pending information in the draft EIS. 

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO110 – Four Corners Farm

Companies and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

CO110-1

Organic farming is addressed in sections 2, 4.2, and 4.8 of the 
EIS.  See the response to comment IND332-1 regarding farming.  
See the response to LA1-7 regarding herbicide/pesticide use.

CO110-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO110 – Four Corners Farm

Companies and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO110 – Four Corners Farm

Companies and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO110 – Four Corners Farm

Companies and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO110 – Four Corners Farm

Companies and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO110 – Four Corners Farm

Companies and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The statements regarding Mountain Valley surveyors are noted.CO110-3
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