
COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO111 – Sierra Club

Companies and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment IND40-1 regarding renewable 
energy.

CO111-13

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.CO111-15

Emissions and noise from compressor stations are discussed in 
section 4.11.  See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding 
safety.

CO111-14



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO111 – Sierra Club

Companies and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



See the response to comment FA11-2. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND1 – Nancy Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND1-1

The EIS is not a decision document.  The Commission would 
make a decision whether or not to authorize the projects in an 
Order (see section 1.2.3 of the EIS). .

IND1-2



Only after the Commission has issued a Certificate to Mountain 
Valley and Equitrans (if the Commission decides to do so) could 
the Applicants use the power of eminent domain given by 
Congress to acquire easements for properties where mutual 
agreements could not be reached with landowners. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND1 – Nancy Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND1-3



Impacts on flora and fauna are addressed in sections 4.4 and 4.5 
of the EIS.  The EIS discusses potential impacts and mitigation 
measures for well water in karst terrain in sections 4.1.2.5 and 
4.3.1.2. As discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS, the Applicants 
would design, construct, operate, and maintain the proposed 
facilities in accordance with the DOT’s Minimum Federal Safety 
Standards in 49 CFR 192.  Sections 4.12.1 and 4.12.2 of the EIS 
disclose pipeline incident statistics and conclude that the number 
of significant incidents over more than 301,000 miles of 
transmission pipeline indicates the risk is low for an incident at 
any given location.  The MVP is a transportation pipeline; no 
fracking is associated with the project.  Blasting is addressed in 
sections 2, 4.1, and 4.2. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND2 – Janine Talty

Individual Comments

IND2-1

The proposed pipelines would transport natural gas, not oil. 
Natural gas is lighter than air, and in the unlikely event of a leak 
would dissipate into the atmosphere; so it would not contaminate 
water resources.  Section 4.3 of the EIS discusses monitoring and 
testing of water wells. 

IND2-2

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).  In addition, as stated in section 1.2 of the EIS, 
Mountain Valley did not design its facilities to transport natural 
gas to an LNG export terminal and it does not intend to seek 
permission to export natural gas overseas as LNG from either the 
U.S. Department of Energy or the FERC. 

IND2-3



Natural gas is lighter than air, and in the unlikely event of a leak 
would dissipate into the atmosphere; so it would not contaminate 
water resources. Section 4.3 of the EIS discusses protection of 
water supplies.  Safety is addressed in section 4.12.

INDIVIDUALS
IND3 – Tambra Pitt

Individual Comments

IND3-1



Protection of water supplies is discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  
Cultural attachment is discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND4 – Natalie Sandell

Individual Comments

IND4-1



The EIS discusses the protection of water supplies in section 4.3.  
The EIS addresses potential impacts and mitigation measures for 
organic farms in sections 2, 4.2, and 4.8. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND5 – Loretta Brolsma

Individual Comments

IND5-1



See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.  Section 
4.3 of the EIS discusses protection of water supplies.  

INDIVIDUALS
IND6 – Peter Montgomery

Individual Comments

IND6-1

The statements regarding surveys without permission are noted. IND6-2

Section 3 of the EIS provides an analysis of alternatives. IND6-3



Monroe County, West Virginia is not “un-spoiled.”  As revealed 
in section 4.9 of the EIS, about 13,500 people reside in Monroe 
County.  The  landscape has been modified by existing 
infrastructure, such as cities, farms, houses, fences, commercial 
buildings, roads, and powerlines.  See the response to comment 
IND2-1 regarding safety.

INDIVIDUALS
IND7 – David W. Witt

Individual Comments

IND7-1

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

IND7-2

Potential project impacts and mitigation measures for aquifers, 
wells, and water supplies are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 

IND7-3

Mountain Valley’s proposal is to transport natural gas in a buried 
pipeline.  See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding 
hydraulic fracturing.  Our draft EIS concludes that while there 
would be some adverse impacts, like the clearing of forest,  
impacts on most other resources would be mitigated or reduced.  

IND7-4



Section 4.10 of this final EIS has been revised to discuss site 
44FR190.   Mountain Valley’s consultant tested the site, and 
found it not eligible for the NRHP.

INDIVIDUALS
IND8 – Stephen and Anne Bernard

Individual Comments

IND8-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND8 – Stephen and Anne Bernard

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND9 – Jean L. Porterfield

Individual Comments

We stand by our analysis of cultural resources and cultural 
attachment found in section 4.10 of the EIS.

IND9-2

The protection of water supplies is discussed in section 4.3 of the 
EIS.  Visual impacts are addressed in section 4.8.  See the 
response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

IND9-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND9 – Jean L. Porterfield

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND10 – Sandra

Individual Comments

The proposed route for the MVP  pipeline would cross Bottom 
Creek, but not in the area of the gorge.  Mountain Valley would 
cross Bottom Creek with dry crossing techniques, not a drill, to 
reduce impacts.  There would be no contamination from this 
crossing, and no rare fish would be killed.  Section 4.3.2.1 of the 
EIS addresses impacts and mitigation measures to be 
implemented when crossing waterbodies including Bottom 
Creek.  Wildlife at the gorge would not be  affected because the 
pipeline route avoids this area.  Impacts and mitigation measures 
for soils are addressed in section 4.2.  Impacts and mitigation 
measures for vegetation are discussed in section 4.4.  Bottom 
Creek Gorge would not be impacted as it is about 2.2 miles away 
from the MVP pipeline, and the project would not affect visitors 
to the gorge, as explained in section 4.8.

IND10-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND11 – Natalie Sandell

Individual Comments

Cultural attachment is addressed in section 4.10  of the final EIS.IND11-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND12 – Patricia J. Tracy

Individual Comments

Multiple studies, discussed in section 4.9.1.6 of the EIS, have 
found that being near a pipeline does not significantly affect the 
sale prices of homes. 

IND12-1

In addition, other studies (as discussed in section 4.9.1 of the 
EIS) have found that a pipeline easement would not prevent a 
landowner from obtaining a mortgage or homeowners insurance.

IND12-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND12 – Patricia J. tracy

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND13 – Mark Blumen

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA5-1 regarding stakeholder 
comments. The proposed nominal construction right-of-way 
would be 125-feet-wide.  Impacts on waterbodies are addressed 
in section 4.3 of the EIS; forest in section 4.4; soils in section 4.2; 
and safety in section 4.12.

IND13-1

The right-of-way would be restored and revegetated following 
construction.  Visual impacts are assessed in section 4.8 of the 
EIS.  See the response to LA1-7 regarding herbicide/pesticide 
use.  Prevention of the use of ORV on the right-of-way is 
discussed in section 2.6.1.  The economic benefits of the project 
to local communities is discussed in section 4.9.2.7 (see also the 
response to IND7-2).  

IND13-2

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND13-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND13 – Mark Blumen

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND13 – Mark Blumen

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND14 – Gordon Jones

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements requesting intervenor status are 
noted.  Non-environmental staff at the Commission will make a 
determination on whether to grant a party’s out-of-time 
intervention request.  The EIS presents our analysis of 
environmental effects.  We concluded that the projects would 
have limited impacts on most environmental resources (except 
forest).  See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

IND14-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND15 – Jerolyn K. Deplazes

Individual Comments

As stated in section 1.2.3, the EIS is not a decision document.  
The Commission would present its opinions on project need in 
the Order.

IND15-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND16 – Cathy Sizemore

Individual Comments

The EIS concluded that the projects would not have significant 
impacts on most environmental resources (except forest). 

IND16-1

Impacts on water resources, and measures to reduce those 
impacts, discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 

IND16-2

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND16-3

The economic benefits of the projects to local communities is 
discussed in section 4.9.2.7 (see also the response to IND7-2).  
See the response to IND2-3 regarding export. 

IND16-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND17 – Caleb Laieski

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.  The EIS 
discusses impacts and proposed mitigation for water resources, 
fish, and vegetation in sections 4.3, 4.6, and 4.4 respectively.  As 
discussed in section 2.4 of the EIS, project construction would be 
monitored by the FERC staff and federal land managing 
agencies, not by county agencies. 

IND17-1

Impacts on water resources, and measures to reduce those 
impacts, are discussed in section 4.3 (see also the response to 
comment IND2-2). 

IND17-2

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND17-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND18 – Patricia Leonard

Individual Comments

Impacts on water resources, and measures to reduce those 
impacts, are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS (see also the 
response to comment IND2-2). 

IND18-1

As stated in section 4.12.1 of the EIS, the Applicants would 
coordinate with many emergency services departments along the 
pipeline route, would develop emergency action plans, and would 
coordinate with the departments annually during operation to 
review such plans.  The Applicants would pay for the 
implementation of their emergency plans.  Section 4.12 of the 
final EIS has been revised to provide additional details regarding 
emergency services.

IND18-2

See the response to FA11-12 regarding need. IND18-3

Land values are discussed in section 4.9.1.6.IND18-4

The EIS was researched and written by independent scientists, 
relying on numerous studies (cited in the EIS).  The document 
addressed impacts on air (section 4.11.1), water (section 4.3), 
vegetation (section 4.4), wildlife (section 4.5), and 
socioeconomics (4.9). 

IND18-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND19 – Patricia Leonard

Individual Comments

See the responses to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain 
and comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

IND19-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND20 – Alden W. Dudley Jr.

Individual Comments

Chesapeake Energy Corporation is a company engaged in natural 
gas exploration and production.  As indicated in section 1.3 of the 
EIS, the FERC does not regulate the exploration and production 
of natural gas; that is done by the individual states.  There is no 
direct connection between Chesapeake and Mountain Valley. 

IND20-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND21 – Alden W. Dudley Jr.

Individual Comments

The MVP pipeline would transport natural gas.  The Mobil 
pipeline mentioned was a liquids line. 

IND21-1

Our EIS does address potential impacts and mitigation measures 
for crossing mountains with steep grades (in section 4.1), 
waterbodies (in section 4.3), endangered species (in section 4.7), 
the ANST and BRP (in section 4.8), and pipeline safety (in 
section 4.12).

IND21-2

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

IND21-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND22 – Gretchen Dudley 

Individual Comments

The MVP pipeline would not carry LNG to any port.  The 
pipeline would transport natural gas in a vapor state to an existing 
Transco compressor station in the interior of southeast Virginia.  
After pipeline installation underground, the right-of-way would 
be restored and revegetated.  Visual impacts and mitigation 
measures are discussed in section 4.8 of the draft EIS. 

IND22-1

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND22-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND23 – Gretchen Link Dudley 

Individual Comments

After pipeline installation underground, the trench would be 
backfilled, and the right-of-way would be restored and 
revegetated.  It would not ruin the beauty of its surroundings, as 
explained under the assessment of visual impacts found in section 
4.8 of the EIS.  As discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS, the 
projects would not have significant adverse impacts on 
mountains in the region.  Nor would the projects have significant 
adverse impacts on water resources (see section 4.3 of the EIS), 
or property values (see section 4.9).  Rather than diminishing 
your savings for retirement, the projects may provide an 
economic boost to the community. 

IND23-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND24 – Gretchen Link Dudley 

Individual Comments

The MVP is designed to transport natural gas, not “NLG.”  See 
the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic fracturing.  
There is not a direct relationship between Mountain Valley and 
Chesapeake Energy Company.

IND24-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND25 – Mary Ferry 

Individual Comments

Section 4.3 of the EIS addresses impacts and measures to reduce 
impacts on water resources. 

IND25-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND26 – Gordon Jones 

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.  If 
approved by the Commission, Mountain Valley would be 
permitted to install only one pipeline.  Installation of a second 
pipeline would require a new application, separate environmental 
review under NEPA, and permission from the Commission.  
Slopes with landslide potential are discussed in section 4.1.2.4; 
sinkholes and karst terrain in section 4.1.2.5; and cultural 
attachment in section 4.10.9 of the EIS.

IND26-1

The EIS presents potential impacts and mitigation measures for 
crossing mountains with steep grades (in section 4.1), 
waterbodies (in section 4.3), and cultural attachment (in section 
4.10).  We concluded that the projects would have limited and 
temporary impacts on most environmental resources. 

IND26-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND27 – Pat Leonard 

Individual Comments

Section 4.7 of the final EIS has been revised to include a
discussion of the survey protocol for threatened and endangered
bat species, which was approved by the appropriate federal
and/or state agencies. 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.

IND27-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND28 – Mark Blumen 

Individual Comments

See the responses to comments IND12-1 and IND 12-2 regarding 
property values and insurance.

IND28-1

See the response to comment IND18-2 regarding emergency 
plans. 

IND28-2

We have revised section 4.12.1 of this final EIS to include a 
discussion regarding financially responsible should there be a 
pipeline incident.  According to the Applicants “parties affected 
by an incident would be compensated for the amount of the loss, 
as governed by common law or statute. Mountain Valley will 
have insurance for covered losses, both personal injury or 
property damage, caused by its operations.”

IND28-3

See the response to FA11-12 regarding need. IND28-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND29 – Robert M. Jones 

Individual Comments

The statements regarding surveys without permission along the 
Mount Tabor Variation are noted. 

IND29-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND30 – Pat Leonard 

Individual Comments

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

IND30-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND31 – Shirley Hall

Individual Comments

We believe the alternative referred to by the commentor is the SR 
635-ANST variation, which would be about 1.3 miles southwest 
of Fortner Cemetery.  Given the distance of the alternative route 
from the commentor’s homeplace (about 1 mile) and the 
commentor’s current home (about 2 miles), impacts to either 
location would not be expected.

IND31-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND31 – Shirley Hall

Individual Comments

Impacts on water resources, and measures to reduce those 
impacts, discussed in section 4.3 (see also the response to 
comment IND2-2). 

IND31-2

Sinkholes and karst terrain are discussed in section 4.1.2.5 of the 
EIS.

IND31-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND31 – Shirley Hall

Individual Comments

As stated in the response to IND31-1 the SR 635-ANST variation 
would be about 1.3 miles from Fortner Cemetery therefore, 
impacts to the cemetery would be avoided. 

IND31-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND31 – Shirley Hall

Individual Comments

As discussed in section 4.9.1.8 of the EIS, our analysis of 
environmental justice found that in the counties that would 
contain MVP facilities in West Virginia, minorities represent 
between 0.7 to 25.2 percent of the population, compared to the 
statewide average of 6.4 percent.  The projects would mitigate for 
impacts on low-income communities through short-term 
employment, spending on commodities, and generation of tax 
revenues that would stimulate the local economy.

IND31-5

The statements regarding Monroe County are noted.IND31-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND32 – Robert and Rosemary Goss

Individual Comments

The EIS complies with NEPA.  Mountain Valley adopted the 
Mount Tabor Variation into its proposed route on October 14, 
2016.  Impacts on water resources, and measures to reduce those 
impacts, are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS (see also the 
response to comment IND2-2). 

IND32-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND32 – Robert and Rosemary Goss

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND33 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

The FERC is headquartered in Washington DC.  The weather in 
Washington DC, including the fall season, is very similar to 
Virginia.  Impacts and mitigation measures for vegetation is 
discussed in section 4.4 of the EIS, and wildlife is addressed in 
section 4.5. 

IND33-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND34 – Gretchen Dudley

Individual Comments

The FERC has not been notified about a Transco pipeline that 
would be added to the MVP.  No new Transco pipeline would be 
considered as part of this project, because it was not proposed as 
part of Mountain Valley’s application.  The size of the pipeline 
would be limited to what was proposed by the Applicants, if 
authorized by the Commission.  The MVP pipeline would 
transport natural gas in a vapor state, not LNG.  See the response 
to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. 

IND34-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND34 – Gretchen Dudley

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND35 – Alden W. Dudley Jr. 

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.  Impacts on water resources, and measures to reduce 
those impacts, are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS (see also 
the response to comment IND2-2). 

IND35-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND35 – Alden W. Dudley Jr. 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND35 – Alden W. Dudley Jr. 

Individual Comments

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

IND35-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND36 – Alden W. Dudley Jr. 

Individual Comments

The EIS concludes that for most environmental resources, the 
projects would not have significant adverse impacts (except 
forest).  The EIS addresses impacts and measures to reduce those 
impacts on water resources in section 4.3, crossing of rugged 
terrain in section 4.1, and pipeline safety in section 4.12. In 
section 4.9 we cite studies that indicate that it is unlikely the 
homeowners insurance would go up because of the MVP.  
Studies have also shown that pipelines do not significantly affect 
property values.  Also, the presence of a pipeline would not 
prevent a homeowner from obtaining a loan.  

IND36-1

Section 4.9 of the EIS indicates the projects would have 
economic benefits for local communities.  As discussed in 
sections 4.2 and 4.8, farms would still be able to raise crops on 
top of the right-of-way after pipeline installation. See the 
response to comment IND34-1 regarding addition of a Transco 
pipeline to the MVP.  See the response to comment IND2-3 
regarding hydraulic fracturing.  The right of eminent domain for 
companies that obtain a Certificate from the FERC was granted 
by the U.S. Congress. 

IND36-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND37 – Tim Ligon 

Individual Comments

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

IND37-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND38 – Del Dyer 

Individual Comments

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

IND38-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND39 – Pat Curran Leonard 

Individual Comments

See the response to IND2-3 regarding export.IND39-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND40 – Pat Curran Leonard 

Individual Comments

As stated in section 3 of the EIS, because the purpose of the 
MVP and the EEP is to transport natural gas, and the generation 
of electricity from renewable energy sources or the gains realized 
from increased energy efficiency and conservation are not 
transportation alternatives, they cannot function as a substitute 
for the projects.  The FERC is the federal regulatory agency 
responsible for evaluating applications to construct and operate 
interstate natural gas pipeline facilities.  The FERC staff is an 
advocate for the environmental review process and is not an 
advocate for the proposed projects.

IND40-1

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.  Impacts on water resources, and measures to reduce 
those impacts, discussed in section 4.3 (see also the response to 
comment IND2-2).  Impacts on noise and measures to reduce 
those impacts are discussed in section 4.11.2 of the EIS.  Traffic 
impacts and mitigation are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.  
See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.  See the 
responses to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.  
Impacts and mitigation due viewsheds is discussed in section 4.8 
of the EIS.

IND40-2

See the response to comment IND40-1 regarding renewable 
energy. IND40-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND41 – Marshall D. and Pamela S. Tessnear 

Individual Comments

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

IND41-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND42 – Louisa Gay 

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-1.IND42-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND43 – Barbara Michelsen 

Individual Comments

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

IND43-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND44 – Lynda Majors 

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-1.IND44-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND45 – Pat Curran Leonard 

Individual Comments

We stand by our analysis of potential impacts on interior forest 
provided in section 4.4 of the EIS.  We discuss impacts on 
wildlife, and measures that would reduce those impacts, in 
section 4.5 of the EIS.  The EIS is not a decision document.  The 
Commission would make a decision on the public benefit of this 
project in its Order.

IND45-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND46 – Pat Curran Leonard 

Individual Comments

The Commission would only authorize facilities that are 
proposed in the applications.  See recommended Condition No. 4 
in section 5.2 of the draft EIS.  The Applicants would not be 
permitted to make any changes to their proposed projects, 
including route changes, unless those changes are reviewed and 
approved by the Commission.  We examined other natural gas 
transportation systems as alternatives in section 3.3 of the EIS. 

IND46-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND47 – Pat Curran Leonard 

Individual Comments

The EIS was written by a team of professional scientists who 
independently fact-checked data submitted by the Applicants.  
The EIS concluded that with the use of mitigation measures, 
impacts on most environmental resources would not be adverse 
(except forest).  There are several existing 42-inch-diameter 
natural gas pipelines in the United States. 

IND47-1

See the response to comment IND28-3 regarding bankruptcy and 
financial responsibility. See the responses to comment IND12-1 
regarding property values. See section 4.12 of the EIS for a 
discussion on safety.  The Commission would make its finding 
on public benefit in its Order.  The economic benefits of the 
projects to local communities is discussed in section 4.9.2.7 (see 
also the response to IND7-2). 

IND47-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND48 – Robert M. Jones 

Individual Comments

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

IND48-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND48 – Robert M. Jones 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND49 – Donna Jones 

Individual Comments

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

IND49-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND50 – Pat Curran Leonard 

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-
diameter natural gas pipelines.  Multiple studies (including those 
done for INGAA) have shown that the size of a pipeline does not 
influence sale prices for houses nearby.  Also, in many of the 
studies cited, the pipelines were installed before the subdivision 
was created, so buyers knew of its presence.  We stand by our 
analysis of the impacts of pipelines on housing prices in section 
4.9 of the EIS. 

IND50-1



See the response to FA11-12 regarding need.  See the response to 
comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic fracturing. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND51 – Earle Mitchell

Individual Comments

IND51-1



Groundwater is more fully discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  
See also the response to comment IND2-2 regarding impacts on 
water wells. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND52 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND52-1



The MVP pipeline would transport natural gas in a vapor state; 
not fluids.  See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding 
safety.  Monitoring is discussed in section 2.4 of the EIS.  See the 
response to IND28-3 regarding responsibility for damages. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND53 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND53-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND54 – Pamela L. Ferrante

Individual Comments

IND54-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND55 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND55-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND56 – Pamela L. Ferrante

Individual Comments

IND56-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND57 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND57-1



Statement about survey permission is noted.  Landowner rights 
are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND58 – Ian Elliott Reilly

Individual Comments

IND58-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND59 – Thomas W. Triplett

Individual Comments

IND59-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND59 – Thomas W. Triplett

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND60 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

Consultations with Native American Tribes as well as surveys to 
identify Native American sites and artifacts are discussed in 
section 4.10 of the EIS.

IND60-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND61 – Sterl B. Morris

Individual Comments

Lindside United Methodist Church would be located about 125 
feet away from the MVP construction workspace, and should not 
be affected by the project.  The EIS generally does not discuss 
resources that would not be affected because they would be 
avoided by the MVP. 

IND61-1

Draft EIS appendices A through W were included on both 
eLibrary (Accession Number 20160916-4001) and on the CD 
sent to the environmental mailing list.  Due to size, the 
appendices were not printed. 

IND61-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND62 – Jerolyn K. Deplazes

Individual Comments

Dr. Kastning’s report was considered when preparing sections 
4.1 and 4.3 of the EIS.  Dr. Kastning’s report was specifically 
cited on page 4-72 of the draft EIS.  On December 22, 2016, 
Mountain Valley filed a rebuttal to the Kastning report.  Section 
4.1 of the final EIS has been revised to include further discussion 
of Dr. Kastning’s report.  Impacts and mitigation measures for 
crossing karst terrain, steep slopes, and seismicity is addressed in 
sections 4.1 and groundwater is discussed in section 4.3 of the 
EIS. 

IND62-1

Groundwater is more fully discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  
See also the response to comment IND2-2 regarding impacts to 
water wells. 

IND62-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND63 – J. Phillip Pickett

Individual Comments

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

IND63-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND63 – J. Phillip Pickett

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND64 – J. Phillip Pickett

Individual Comments

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

IND64-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND64 – J. Phillip Pickett

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND64 – J. Phillip Pickett

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND64 – J. Phillip Pickett

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND64 – J. Phillip Pickett

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND64 – J. Phillip Pickett

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND65 – Susan Ryan

Individual Comments

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

IND65-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND66 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s 
report.  See the response to comment CO6-1regarding the Mount 
Tabor Variation. 

IND66-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND66 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND66 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND66 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND66 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND66 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND67 – Elsmere Wayne Wilbourn

Individual Comments

An electronic copy of the EIS can be found on the internet by 
going to the FERC webpage (www.ferc.gov) and accessing our 
eLibrary system (under Documents & Filings).  An electronic 
copy on CD was sent to Mr. Wilbourn on November 18, 2016.  
Mr. Wilbourn was also added to our project-specific 
environmental mailing list so as to receive future mailings.

IND67-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND68 – Terri Walker

Individual Comments

Groundwater is more fully discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  
See also the response to comment IND2-2 regarding impacts to 
water wells.  As discussed in section 2.4 of the EIS, the project 
would be monitored and inspected periodically by the FERC 
staff. 

IND68-1

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.  See the 
response to IND68-1 regarding water resources. IND68-2

As discussed in section 4.8.2, MVP has developed an Organic 
Farm Protection Plan (OFPP) to mitigate impacts to organic 
farms.  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.  In addition, the EIS has 
been updated to reflect that the FS may require herbicide use on 
FS-managed lands.

IND68-3

As discussed in section 1.4 of the EIS, the FERC held seven 
public sessions in the project area to take comments on the draft 
EIS.  The format for these sessions were described in the Notice 
of Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Proposed Mountain Valley Project and Equitrans Expansion 
Project issued by the FERC on September 16, 2016.  See also the 
response to LA2-1 regarding the draft EIS comment sessions.

IND68-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND69 – Terri Walker

Individual Comments

Cultural attachment is addressed in section 4.10 of the EIS.  
Property values and environmental justice are discussed in 
section 4.9. 

IND69-1

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND69-2

Potential project impacts and mitigation measures for water wells 
and springs used for domestic water supplies are discussed in 
section 4.3. 

IND69-3

Route alternatives were investigated in section 3 of the EIS. IND69-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND70 – Michael L. Bentley

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-
diameter natural gas pipelines. Streams and wetlands are 
discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  Construction on steep slopes 
is addressed in sections 2 and 4.1.

IND70-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND70 – Michael L. Bentley

Individual Comments

Section 4.1 of the EIS discusses karst.IND70-2

Recreation, including a discussion of the ANST and the BRP, is 
addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS.  The MVP pipeline would be 
bored underneath the ANST and the Blue Ridge Parkway.  
Impacts and mitigation on tourism are discussed in section 4.9 of 
the EIS.

IND70-3

A revised discussion of flash flooding is provided in sections 4.1 
and 4.3 of the final EIS. 

IND70-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND71 – Margaret M. Slayton

Individual Comments

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

IND71-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND72 – James Walker

Individual Comments

Potential project impacts and mitigation measures for 
groundwater and water wells and springs used for domestic water 
supplies are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  Impacts on 
wildlife were addressed in section 4.5 of the EIS. 

IND72-1

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

IND72-5

See the response to IND68-3 regarding organic farms and 
defoliates.

IND72-4

See the response to IND72-1 regarding water resources. IND72-3

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND72-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND73 – Michael E. Slayton, M.D. 

Individual Comments

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

IND73-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND74 – Pat Curran Leonard 

Individual Comments

As stated in section 1.1.1 and 1.3.2 of the EIS, EPA is a 
cooperating agency.  The NPS did not respond to our invitation 
to be a cooperating agency until December 22, 2016; when it 
declined.  As stated in section 1.3, the EIS is not a decision 
document.  The Commission will determine the need and public 
benefits of the projects in its Order.

IND74-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND75 – Pat Curran Leonard 

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. IND75-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND76 – Pat Curran Leonard 

Individual Comments

Section 4.4.2.2 (page 4-144) of the draft EIS stated:  "Mountain 
Valley would promote growth of ground cover species that 
flower for long duration through the growing season in attempt to 
create new habitat for native and domestic pollinators such as 
bees and butterflies." 

IND76-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND77 – Pat Curran Leonard 

Individual Comments

Air Force activities have nothing to do with the MVP. IND77-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND78 – Zane Lawhorn 

Individual Comments

The EIS documents that the MVP would not have significant 
adverse impacts on most environmental resources. 

IND78-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND79 – Jerolyn K. Deplazes 

Individual Comments

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

IND79-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND80 – Nancy Bouldin 

Individual Comments

The FERC staff used supplemental filings from Mountain Valley 
in the final EIS; organized under appropriate resources. 

IND80-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND81 – Warren H. Cooper 

Individual Comments

It is noted that the commentor does not grant survey permission.  
Landowner rights are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

IND81-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND81 – Warren H. Cooper 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND82 – Pat Curran Leonard 

Individual Comments

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

IND82-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND83 – Mark Blumen 

Individual Comments

Pipeline safety is presented in section 4.12 of the EIS.  As stated 
in section 4.12 of the EIS, pipeline safety is overseen by the 
DOT.  See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.  
The MVP pipeline would transport natural gas; not oil.

IND83-1

As stated in our September 16, 2016 Notice of Availability for 
the draft EIS, the sessions to take comments on the draft EIS 
were public and open to all.  Transcripts of all comments were 
placed in the public record for this proceeding.  The venues were 
spaced within reasonable driving distance for most citizens along 
the pipeline route. 

IND83-4

See the responses to comment IND 12-2 regarding homeowners 
insurance.  Environmental justice is discussed in section 4.9 of 
the EIS.

IND83-3

Impacts on water resources, and measures to reduce those 
impacts, discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 

IND83-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – Guy Buford 

Individual Comments

See the response to IND80-1 regarding Mountain Valley’s 
October 14, 2016 filing.  The request to extend the comment 
period is denied.  The public had adequate time (two months) to 
comment on supplemental filings.  See also the response to 
comment LA3-1 regarding the comment sessions and comment 
period. 

IND84-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND85 – Patricia J. Tracy 

Individual Comments

The statements regarding the organization of Mountain Valley’s 
filings is noted.  FERC staff reviewed and evaluated Mountain 
Valley’s October 2016 filings in the final EIS. 

IND85-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND86 – Louisa S. Gay 

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.IND86-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND86 – Louisa S. Gay 

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.IND86-2

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.IND86-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND86 – Louisa S. Gay 

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND86-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND87 – Thomas T. Bouldin 

Individual Comments

Alternatives are addressed in section 3 of the EIS.  The EIS 
quantifies impacts for all resources.  For example, impacts on 
water resources are detailed in section 4.3.  The draft EIS was not 
rushed into production, and was issued about two years after staff 
began its environmental review of the projects. 

IND87-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND87 – Thomas T. Bouldin 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND87 – Thomas T. Bouldin 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND87 – Thomas T. Bouldin 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND87 – Thomas T. Bouldin 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND88 – Patricia J. Tracy 

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1. IND88-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND88 – Patricia J. Tracy 

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2. IND88-2

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3. IND88-3

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4. IND88-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND88 – Patricia J. Tracy 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND89 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

The statements regarding surveys are noted.  The Commission 
would make its determination on public benefits when it issues 
its Order for the projects.

IND89-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND90 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

Section 4.12 of the EIS describes pipeline safety measures.  The 
FERC public participation activities (e.g., meetings, notices, 
informational handouts, and brochures) are outlined in section 
1.4 of the EIS.

IND90-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND91 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

Section 4.12 of the EIS describes pipeline safety measures.  See 
the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.

IND91-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND92 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

A revised discussion of flash flooding is provided in sections 4.1 
and 4.3 of this final EIS.  A discussion of recent storm events has 
been added to the final EIS.  See the response to IND70-1 
regarding erosion and sedimentation.  In addition, if the pipeline 
were to leak, as discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS, natural gas 
is lighter than air and therefore would immediately dissipate and 
disperse into the atmosphere. 

IND92-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND93 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

Section 4.7 of the EIS provides additional information regarding 
which species were evaluated as well as the state agencies which 
were consulted. 

IND93-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND94 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

Section 4.3 of the final EIS has been revised to reflect that the 
MVP pipeline route would cross less than 2 miles of the 
Chesapeake Bay watershed.  The MVP crossing would be located 
along the edge of the southwestern portion of the watershed 
boundary.  Impacts on wildlife are discussed in section 4.5.

IND94-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND95 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

As the EIS clearly states, the MVP would not result in significant 
adverse environmental impacts on the Jefferson National Forest 
and its public users. 

IND95-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND96 – Frank Talbott

Individual Comments

Protection of water supplies is addressed in section 4.3 of the 
EIS.

IND96-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND97 – Ruth Talbott

Individual Comments

See response to comment IND96-1. IND97-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND98 – Dawn E. Cisek

Individual Comments

Section 3.5.3 of this final EIS has been revised to evaluate the 
commentor’s proposed route variation. 

IND98-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND98 – Dawn E. Cisek

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND99 – Jim Steitz

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND95-1 regarding the Jefferson 
National Forest. 

IND99-1

Visual impacts are addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS. IND99-3

See the response to FA11-12 regarding need. IND99-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND100 – Mark Blumen

Individual Comments

The EIS is not a decision document.  The Commission would 
make its finding on need in its Project Order (see section 1.2.3 of 
EIS).  The EIS addresses impacts on water resources in section 
4.3, on vegetation in section 4.4, and air quality in section 4.12. 

IND100-1

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND100-4

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

IND100-3

See the response to comment FA11-2 regarding pending 
information in the draft EIS. 

IND100-2



Existing pipelines have been safely installed next to powerlines. 
Construction on steep slopes and erosion control are discussed in 
sections 2 and 4.1 of the EIS. The draft EIS was not issued 
prematurely. The document reflects two years of study.  The final 
EIS analyzes Mountain Valley’s proposed pipeline route filed 
with the FERC in October 2016.  As noted in section 3.5.3.1, we 
want Mountain Valley to adjust its route through minor 
modifications to address landowner concerns.  The No Action 
Alternative was discussed in section 3.1. The FERC would not 
release a supplemental draft EIS, but this final EIS addresses 
comments on the draft.

INDIVIDUALS
IND101 – Kristin Peckman

Individual Comments

IND101-1



The comment is noted. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND102 – Pamela L. Ferrante

Individual Comments

IND102-1

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1. IND102-2

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.IND102-3



The comment is noted. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND102 – Pamela L. Ferrante

Individual Comments

IND102-4

The FS has listened to the written and oral comments and 
concerns expressed on the MVP and has tried to address them as 
within its jurisdictional authorities.

IND102-5



See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-
diameter natural gas pipelines.  Impacts on forest are addressed in 
section 4.4 of the EIS; farmland is discussed in sections 2, 4.2, 
and 4.8; and karst and geological hazards in sections 4.1.  
Impacts on water resources, and measures to reduce those 
impacts, are discussed in section 4.3 (see also the response to 
comment IND2-2). 

INDIVIDUALS
IND103 – Ruth Sherman

Individual Comments

IND103-1



The comment is noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND104 – Jean L. Porterfield

Individual Comments

IND104-1

See response to comment CO74-7 regarding Craig Creek.IND104-2

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.IND104-3



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND104 – Jean L. Porterfield

Individual Comments

IND104-4

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4. 
Section 3 of the final EIS has been revised to provide a 
discussion of the Hybrid 1A Alternative route.  

IND104-5



The FERC staff visited the project area, as documented in section 
1.4 of the EIS.  Hunting, fishing, boating, skiing, swimming, and 
hiking would not be adversely impacted by the MVP.  Project 
impacts on private property are addressed in section 4.9 of the 
EIS; historical sites are discussed in section 4.10; safety in 
section 4.12.

INDIVIDUALS
IND105 – Judy Sink

Individual Comments

IND105-1

Impacts, as well as proposed mitigation measures, on vegetation 
and wildlife are discussed in sections 4.4 and 4.5 of the EIS, 
respectively. 

IND105-2

Impacts on water resources, and measures to reduce those 
impacts, discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  See the response to 
comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic fracturing. 

IND105-3

Pipeline safety is addressed in section 4.12 of the EIS.  See also 
the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

IND105-4



Air quality is addressed in section 4.11 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND105 – Judy Sink

Individual Comments

IND105-5



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND106 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Donald Prater)

Individual Comments

IND106-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND106 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Donald Prater)

Individual Comments



See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.  
See the response to comment CO74-7 regarding Craig Creek.

INDIVIDUALS
IND107 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Donald Prater)

Individual Comments

IND107-1 See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.

IND107-2



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND107 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Donald Prater)

Individual Comments

IND107-3

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4. 
Section 3 of the final EIS has been revised to provide a 
discussion of the Hybrid 1A Alternative route.  

IND107-4



See the response to comments IND12-1 regarding property 
values.

INDIVIDUALS
IND108 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Mr. and Mrs. Rador Vaden)

Individual Comments

IND108-1

Groundwater is discussed in section 4.3.1 of the EIS.  See also 
the response to comment IND2-2 regarding impacts to water 
wells. 

IND108-2

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

IND108-3



See the response to LA1-4 regarding karst.

INDIVIDUALS
IND109 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Peter Montgomery)

Individual Comments

IND109-1

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. IND109-2

See the response to comments IND12-1 regarding property 
values.

IND109-3

Groundwater is discussed in section 4.3.1 of the EIS.  See also 
the response to comment IND2-2 regarding impacts to water 
wells. 

IND109-4

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

IND109-5



The EIS has been corrected. The MVP route does not impact 
national forest system lands in Craig County, Virginia.

INDIVIDUALS
IND110 – Torsten Sponenberg

Individual Comments

IND110-1

See response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1. 
The experiences with the previous pipeline construction on Peters 
Mountain have been valuable in identifying potential impacts, 
mitigation measures, and monitoring procedures that have been 
incorporated into the MVP. Section 3 of the final EIS has been 
revised to provide a discussion of the Hybrid 1A Alternative 
route.  

IND110-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND110 – Torsten Sponenberg

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND110 – Torsten Sponenberg

Individual Comments



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND110 – Torsten Sponenberg

Individual Comments

IND110-3

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.IND110-4



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND110 – Torsten Sponenberg

Individual Comments

IND110-5

The opposition to the FS LRMP amendments is noted. IND110-6



The EIS was written by a team of professional scientists who 
independently fact-checked data submitted by the Applicants.  
Sources utilized are listed in References. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND111 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND111-1

As stated in sections 2, 4.1, and 4.2 of the EIS, Mountain Valley 
would first attempt to rip bedrock.  Any required blasting would 
be conducted in accordance with all federal, state, and local 
regulations, and as specified in the General Blasting Plan. 

IND111-2



As discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS, Mountain Valley 
evaluated trenchless crossings for several waterbodies.  Given 
workspace requirements, geotechnical conditions, constraints, 
and overall construction feasibility, we conclude that it is not 
feasible or practicable to use trenchless methods (conventional 
bore, HDD, and direct pipe) at every waterbody.  We recommend 
that the Pigg River be crossed with an HDD.  Proposed site-
specific waterbody crossing methods and information are 
provided in appendix F of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND112 – Justin Raines

Individual Comments

IND112-1



See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-
diameter natural gas pipelines.  Steep slopes and karst terrain are 
addressed in sections 4.1 of the EIS.  See also the response to 
IND2-1 regarding safety.

INDIVIDUALS
IND113 – Alden W. Dudley Jr.

Individual Comments

IND113-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND114 – Delwyn A. Dyer

Individual Comments

IND114-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND114 – Delwyn A. Dyer

Individual Comments

IND114-2

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3. 
Section 3 of the final EIS has been revised to provide a 
discussion of the Hybrid 1A Alternative route.

IND114-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND114 – Delwyn A. Dyer

Individual Comments



As stated in section 4.9.1.6 of the EIS, Integra Reality Resources 
(IRR) interviewed Wells Fargo because it is the largest home 
lender in the country.  However, as stated in section 4.9.1.6 of the 
EIS, the FERC staff also contacted Citizens Bank, Bank of 
America, and Chase Bank. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND115 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND115-1

Section 4.9.1.6 of the EIS has been revised to include the 
diameter of the natural gas pipelines where available.

IND115-2

The MVP pipeline would only transport natural gas.  Not “mixed 
gases.” 

IND115-3

The MVP would be a public utility, if authorized by the FERC. IND115-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND115 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments



End-use of the natural gas transported in the MVP is briefly 
stated in section 1 of the EIS (for industrial use, including in 
power plants).  Section 2.7 of the EIS provides an overview of 
future plans and abandonment.  See the response to comment 
IND2-3 regarding hydraulic fracturing. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND116 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND116-1



Our analysis of environmental justice impacts can be found in 
section 4.9 of the EIS.  This analysis indicates which counties 
along the pipeline route contain concentrations of vulnerable 
populations, including the elderly.

INDIVIDUALS
IND117 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND117-1



See the response to LA1-4 regarding karst.  Potential impacts on 
groundwater resources and karst are discussed in sections 4.1 and 
4.3 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND118 – Roger S. Brown

Individual Comments

IND118-1



We could not locate Mr. Bouldin’s name in the affected 
landowner list.  Appendix I of the final EIS has been updated 
regarding the status of the route variation described in accession 
number 20150420-5197.  Steep slopes and landslides are 
addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND119 – Thomas Tyler Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND119-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND119 – Thomas Tyler Bouldin

Individual Comments



Traffic impacts and mitigation are discussed in section 4.9 of the 
EIS.  According to appendix Q of the EIS, State Highway 12 / 
County Route 3 would be crossed via bore, so impacts to traffic 
patterns would not be anticipated.  As stated in section 2.4 of the 
EIS, Mountain Valley would install temporary sediment barriers 
designed to keep rolling rocks within the construction right-of-
way. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND119 – Thomas Tyler Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND119-2

Landslides and mitigation as described in Mountain Valley’s 
revised Landslide Mitigation Plan are discussed in updated 
sections 4.1 and 4.2 of the final EIS.  Factors that could 
potentially contribute to landslides are provided in appendix N.

IND119-3



The distance from the proposed pipeline to water supply intakes 
has been updated in the final EIS, as applicable.

INDIVIDUALS
IND119 – Thomas Tyler Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND119-4

Mussels that would be located in the construction zone would be 
relocated as discussed in section 4.6 of the EIS.  Mussels, 
including protected species are discussed in sections 4.6 and 4.7 
of the EIS as well as our BA. 

IND119-5

Cultural resources are discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS. IND119-6



Cultural resources are discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.  
Pipeline companies may purchase easements in advance at their 
own risk, with no guarantee of project approval or finalized 
routing.

INDIVIDUALS
IND119 – Thomas Tyler Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND119-7

Based on our review, the Greenbrier Academy for Girls would be 
located at least 2,000 feet away from the proposed pipeline.

IND119-8

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.  Flooding is discussed in sections 4.1 and 
4.3 of the EIS. 

IND119-9



Mountain Valley provided a revised scour analysis prior to the
end of the draft EIS comment period and the final EIS has been
updated accordingly. As discussed in section 4.3.2 of the EIS,
Mountain valley conducted a geotechnical study at the
Greenbrier River. The draft EIS did not indicate that the
Greenbrier River crossing was 1,841 feet, rather table 4.1.1-9
indicated that the flood zone associated with the Greenbrier River
was 1,841 feet. The crossing length for the Greenbrier River
would be 403.6 feet as provided in appendix F. Section 3.5 of
the final EIS has been updated regarding the subject alternative
route. In response to our January 26, 2017 EIR, Mountain Valley
stated that it now intends to cross the Greenbrier River using dry
methods, as further discussed in the final EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND119 – Thomas Tyler Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND119-10



Comment noted regarding the location of the ATWS in relation 
to Mr. Bouldin’s property.

INDIVIDUALS
IND119 – Thomas Tyler Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND119-11



See the response to IND119-1.  All comments are considered.  
We will produce a final EIS that addresses new information and 
comments on the draft. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND119 – Thomas Tyler Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND119-12



INDIVIDUALS
IND119 – Thomas Tyler Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND119 – Thomas Tyler Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND119 – Thomas Tyler Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND119 – Thomas Tyler Bouldin

Individual Comments



Mountain Valley adopted the Mount Tabor Variation into its 
proposed route, as discussed in this final EIS.   The proposed 
route would now lessen impacts on the Old Mill Cave 
Conservation Site.  The pipeline is now almost a mile away from 
Old Mill Cave.

INDIVIDUALS
IND120 – Linda Parsons Sink

Individual Comments

IND120-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND120 – Linda Parsons Sink

Individual Comments



See the response to LA1-4 regarding karst.  Potential impacts on 
groundwater resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND121 – Roger S. Brown

Individual Comments

IND121-1



See the response to IND2-1 regarding safety.  The MVP does not 
include the construction of a 42-inch-diameter pipeline for 
Transco. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND122 – Alden Dudley

Individual Comments

IND122-1



See the response to IND2-1 regarding safety.

INDIVIDUALS
IND123 – Alden W. Dudley, Jr.

Individual Comments

IND123-1



The MVP pipeline would transport natural gas; not oil.  See the 
response to IND2-1 regarding safety.

INDIVIDUALS
IND124 – Gretchen Link Dudley

Individual Comments

IND124-1



See the response to IND2-1 regarding safety.

INDIVIDUALS
IND125 – Gretchen Link Dudley

Individual Comments

IND125-1

See the responses to comments IND12-1 and IND 12-2 regarding 
property values and insurance.  See the response to comment 
IND28-3 regarding bankruptcy and financial responsibility. 

IND125-2

See the response to FA11-12 regarding need. IND125-3



Safety is addressed in section 4.12 of the EIS.  The MVP pipeline 
would transport natural gas in a vapor state; not oil or LNG

INDIVIDUALS
IND126 – Gretchen Link Dudley

Individual Comments

IND126-1

See the responses to comments IND12-1 and IND12-2 regarding 
property values and insurance. 

IND126-2



The FERC is an independent federal agency that, among other 
things, regulates the interstate transmission of natural gas. In 
accordance with Section 7(h) of the NGA, a company that 
receives a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity from 
the FERC is conveyed the power of eminent domain to obtain an 
easement for its approved facilities.  However, as explained in 
section 4.9 of the EIS, the FERC would prefer if companies 
obtained easements through mutually negotiated agreements with 
landowners.

INDIVIDUALS
IND127 – Gretchen Link Dudley

Individual Comments

IND127-1



The MVP  pipeline would transport natural gas in a vapor state, 
not LNG.  Pipeline safety is discussed in section 4.12 of the draft 
EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND128 – Gretchen Link Dudley

Individual Comments

IND128-1



The MVP pipeline would transport natural gas in a vapor state, 
not LNG.  Pipeline safety is discussed in section 4.12 of the draft 
EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND129 – Alden W. Dudley Jr.

Individual Comments

IND129-1



Section 4.12 of this final EIS has been revised to provide 
additional details regarding emergency services.

INDIVIDUALS
IND130 – Pamela L. Ferrante

Individual Comments

IND130-1



See the response to comment FA11-2 regarding pending 
information contained in the draft EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND130 – Pamela L. Ferrante

Individual Comments

IND130-2



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND131 – Thomas W. Triplett

Individual Comments

IND131-1

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.IND131-2

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.IND131-3



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND131 – Thomas W. Triplett

Individual Comments

IND131-4

Comment noted. IND131-5



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND132 – Jerry and Jerolyn Deplazes

Individual Comments

IND132-1

The operational easement for the MVP pipeline has not changed 
and would still be 50 feet wide.

IND132-2

The reports submitted by outside parties dealing with karst, 
Historic Districts, and cultural attachment are part of the public 
record for this proceeding and were addressed in the EIS; karst in 
section 4.1, and Historic Districts and cultural attachment in 
section 4.10. 

IND132-3

Section 3 of the final EIS has been revised to provide a 
discussion of the Hybrid 1A Alternative  route.

IND132-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND132 – Jerry and Jerolyn Deplazes

Individual Comments



According to section 4.10 in the draft EIS, the closest house 
within the Greater Newport Rural Historic District would be 
about 39 feet away from a proposed workspace.  We are unaware 
that Mountain Valley would “take” this home; they would 
probably negotiate for an easement.  Appendix H of the draft EIS 
included site-specific residential mitigation plans for houses 
within 50 feet of construction work areas.  We requested in the 
draft EIS that homeowners comment on these plans.  The 
Newport Recreation Center is about 945 feet away from the 
pipeline, would be outside the construction right-of-way, and 
should not be affected.

INDIVIDUALS
IND133 – Jerolyn K. Deplazes

Individual Comments

IND133-1

See the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s 
report. 

IND133-2

Section 3 of this final EIS has been revised to provide a 
discussion of the Hybrid 1A Alternative route.

IND133-3



The statements regarding Mountain Valley’s land agents are 
noted.  The FERC expects applicants to enter into good faith 
negotiations with all landowners.  For more information on 
eminent domain, see sections 1.3 and 4.9 of the EIS. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND134 – Serina Garst

Individual Comments

IND134-1

What the agent said is not true.  FERC is not involved in any 
easement negotiations.

IND134-2

The FERC would prefer that companies engage in good faith 
negotiations with landowners to come up with mutually 
agreeable easements. 

IND134-3



Comment noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND134 – Serina Garst

Individual Comments

IND134-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND134 – Serina Garst

Individual Comments



The EIS concluded that it was likely that the projects would not 
have significant adverse impacts on most environmental 
resources (except forest).

INDIVIDUALS
IND135 – Julia Travers

Individual Comments

IND135-1



Information on emergency services is provided in section 4.9 of
the EIS. The final EIS was updated to contain supplemental
information filed by Mountain Valley about local fire
departments.

INDIVIDUALS
IND136 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND136-1

We note that there are at least 7 fire departments in Summers 
County, West Virginia.  The comment about road access is noted.

IND136-2    



INDIVIDUALS
IND136 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



The mapping of fire stations in question is provided in 
attachment R11-3 of Mountain Valley’s filings dated January 15, 
2016.

INDIVIDUALS
IND136 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND136-3

Reliability and safety are discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS.  
Information on emergency services is provided in section 4.9 of 
the EIS.  As noted in section 4.9 of the EIS, Mountain Valley 
would create temporary travel lanes or use steel plates to ensure 
traffic flow during construction.  The pipeline right-of-way 
would not constitute a new barrier for emergency responders or 
evacuees during operation. 

IND136-4



We consider Mountain Valley’s commitment to actively 
coordinate with emergency responders as a substantive measure. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND136 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND136-5

Comment noted.IND136-6



The report by FTI Consulting presented facts to back-up its 
analysis, while the report by KeyLog did not.

INDIVIDUALS
IND137 – Roger S. Brown

Individual Comments

IND137-1



Mountain Valley incorporated a variation into its proposed route 
that would increase the distance away from the Mayapple School; 
as recommended in our draft EIS.  Class locations are determined 
by PHMSA.  See the response to IND2-1 regarding safety.

INDIVIDUALS
IND138 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND138-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND139 – Brenda Lynn Williams

Individual Comments

IND139-1

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.IND139-2



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND139 – Brenda Lynn Williams

Individual Comments

IND139-3

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4. 
Section 3 of this final EIS has been revised to provide a 
discussion of the Hybrid 1A Alternative route.

IND139-4

Comment noted. IND139-5



The MVP pipeline would only transport natural gas; not “mixed 
gases.”  See the response to IND2-1 regarding safety.

INDIVIDUALS
IND140 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND140-1

Summary notes for all meetings between the FERC and the 
Applicants were filed in the public record for this proceeding.  
See the responses to comment IND12-1 regarding property 
values. The FERC would not consider MVP to be a public utility 
until after it authorizes the project (if it does).

IND140-2



The FERC staff, our contractor, and the cooperating agencies are 
conducting independent research and fact checking this project.   
In addition, as stated in section 2.4 of the EIS, FERC staff would 
monitor construction and restoration to make certain that all 
environmental plans are implemented.

INDIVIDUALS
IND141 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND141-1



As discussed in section 4.1.2.7 of the EIS, Mountain Valley 
would conduct pre-blast and post-blast surveys at locations 
within 150 feet of the blasting activity.  Mountain Valley would 
be responsible for any damage to structures due to blasting.

INDIVIDUALS
IND142 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND142-1



Section 3.2 of the EIS provides a discussion of transporting 
natural gas via truck and rail.  Natural gas powers about 150,000 
vehicles in the United States and about 15.2 million vehicles 
worldwide (DOT, 2016).  As stated in section 4.12, pipelines are 
a very safe way to transport natural gas.

INDIVIDUALS
IND143 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND143-1

See the response to IND2-1 regarding safety.  The EIS was not 
produced in a hasty manner, and was written over several years.

IND143-2



See the response to comment IND18-2 regarding emergency 
action plans.  Section 4.12 of the EIS has been revised to provide 
additional details regarding emergency services.  The FERC staff 
did visit the project area; as documented in section 1.4.

INDIVIDUALS
IND144 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND144-1



Impacts and proposed mitigation measures for wildlife is 
discussed in section 4.5 of the EIS.  The Commission would 
decide if the project has a public use and benefit.  

INDIVIDUALS
IND145 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND145-1



See the response to comment FA11-2 regarding pending 
information in the draft EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND146 – Roger S. Brown

Individual Comments

IND146-1



Table 4.3.1-2 is not an exhaustive list of springs and swallets in 
each of the counties that would be crossed by the MVP pipeline 
route.  If the MVP is approved by the FERC, Mountain Valley 
would conduct surveys in areas previously denied, and well and 
spring data would be placed into the public record for this 
proceeding.  Section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS discusses monitoring and 
testing of water wells within 150 feet of the proposed workspaces 
as well as testing of wells and springs within 500 feet of karst 
areas.  As discussed in section 5.1 of the EIS, the 
recommendations included throughout the EIS are those of the 
FERC environmental staff.  These recommendations would be 
considered by the Commission during their evaluation of the 
projects.  The decision to include all or a portion of these 
recommendations is made by the Commissioners.  These 
recommendations are not approvals.  The EIS is not a decision 
document.  The Commission will make a decision whether or not 
to authorize the projects after the FERC staff produces a final 
EIS. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND147 – Howdy Henritz

Individual Comments

IND147-1

Section 4.3 of the EIS has been revised to provide additional 
details regarding alternative water sources.

IND147-2

We conclude that adherence to the proposed BMPs would 
adequately protect the recharge zones.  In the event that 
construction of the pipeline temporarily impacted private or 
public well or spring quality or yield, the Applicants would 
provide alternative water sources or other compensation to the 
owner.  If the project caused permanent impacts on a well or 
spring as a result of construction, then the Applicants would 
repair or replace the water source or provide an alternative source 
of potable water.

IND147-3

As stated in section 4.3.2.2 of the EIS, since Mountain Valley has 
not yet provided contingency plans outlining measures that 
would be taken to minimize and mitigate potential impacts on 
public surface water supplies with intakes within 3 miles 
downstream of the crossing of the MVP pipeline, we have 
included a recommendation to the Commission that these 
contingency plans should be filed with the Secretary prior to 
construction.  These plans would be made available on the 
FERC’s eLibrary system for public review and comment. 

IND147-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND147 – Howdy Henritz

Individual Comments



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND148 – Jennifer Fenrich

Individual Comments

IND148-1

The EIS addresses impacts on wells in section 4.3.  Paul 
Friedman, the FERC Environmental Project Manager for the 
MVP, stated the exact opposite of the commentor’s statements.  
Mr. Friedman stated that Mountain Valley would be responsible 
for damages to water wells within 150 feet of the pipeline (500 
feet in karst) and would be required to mitigate impacts. 

IND148-2          

Section 2 of the EIS provides a footnote for the location of the 
alignment sheets.  In addition, the FERC prepared a set of easy to 
read maps in appendix B of the EIS. 

IND148-3 

Mountain Valley would hire contractors with the requisite 
experience to properly and safely install natural gas facilities.

IND148-4



The FS will decide whether or not to allow the pipeline to cross 
NFS lands.  The MVP is not being fast tracked, as FERC staff 
have been working on it for more than two years.

INDIVIDUALS
IND148 – Jennifer Fenrich

Individual Comments

IND148-5



The draft EIS issued by the FERC on September 16, 2016 for the 
Mountain Valley Project was not premature; it was the result of 
two years of research.  Virtually all comments on environmental 
issues from the public filed during scoping were addressed in the 
EIS.  Courts have found that environmental plans do not need to 
be completed at the NEPA stage.  The draft EIS identified data 
gaps that were mostly addressed in the final EIS. There was 
plenty of time for the public to comment on Mountain Valley’s 
supplemental filings before the draft EIS comment period ended 
on December 22, 2016.    

Many of the issues raised are addressed in the EIS.  Depth to 
bedrock and blasting were discussed in section 4.1 and appendix 
M of the EIS.  Steep slopes in section 4.1 and appendix K.  
Waterbody crossings, turbidity, and sedimentation in section 4.3 
and appendix F.  Fisheries in section 4.6.  Socioeconomics and 
impacts on landowners in section 4.9.  Tourism and recreation in 
section 4.8.

INDIVIDUALS
IND149 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND149-1



Streams and watersheds are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS 
and in appendix F.  The term “TF” does not appear in appendix 
F. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND149 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND149-2



Stream scour is discussed in an updated section 4.3 of the final 
EIS, supplemented by Mountain Valley's filing on October 14, 
2016. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND149 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND149-3

The FS is a cooperating agency in the production of the EIS.  A 
revised discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found in 
section 4.3 of the final EIS.  See also the response to comment 
FA11-15 regarding sedimentation and turbidity modeling.

IND149-4



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.

INDIVIDUALS
IND149 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND149-5

Slopes are discussed in section 4.1 and appendix K of the EIS. 
Vertical slopes were calculated by Mountain Valley using 
elevation and stationing data obtained during surveys. Aerial 
LiDAR was used in place of survey date where surveys had not 
yet been completed due to access restrictions. Ten-foot contours 
from aerial LiDAR was used for lateral slopes.

IND149-6

See the response to comment IND18-2 regarding emergency 
action plans.  Section 4.12 of the final EIS has been revised to 
provide additional details regarding emergency services.

IND149-7



INDIVIDUALS
IND149 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

Potential project impacts and mitigation measures for 
groundwater and water wells and springs used for domestic water 
supplies are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  See the response 
to IND147-1.  The EIS assesses potential impacts to applicable 
source water protection areas and public water intakes in section 
4.3.2.

IND149-8

Cultural resources and cultural attachment are discussed in 
section 4.10 of the EIS. 

IND149-9



Impacts and mitigation regarding tourism are discussed in section 
4.9 of the EIS.  See the responses to CO100 and section of the 
EIS regarding comments provided by Key-Log Economics, LLC.

INDIVIDUALS
IND149 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND149-10

The EIS was prepared by and under the direction of unbiased 
FERC staff.  Bi-weekly calls with the Applicant and government 
agencies were conducted as part of our pre-filing process, which 
is designed to facilitate the early identification and resolution of 
environmental issues.  These calls ended once the application 
was filed.

IND149-11



We used the best available scientific data, verified where possible 
by our staff and the staff of the cooperating agencies, for the 
preparation of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND149 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND149-12

The analyses of the suitability of locating multiple pipelines 
along a single ridgetop was performed by FERC staff.  
Applicant-provided data and information was critically assessed.  
See the responses to comment IND12-1 regarding property 
values.  The disclaimer included in the FTI report is noted. 

IND149-13



INDIVIDUALS
IND149 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



Appendix F (Waterbodies Crossed by the Projects) has been 
updated with new information since issuance of the draft EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND149 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND149-14



Appendix M (Shallow Bedrock) has been updated with new 
information since issuance of the draft EIS.  As stated in sections 
2, 4.1, and 4.2 of the EIS, Mountain Valley would first attempt to 
rip bedrock.  Any required blasting would be conducted in 
accordance with all federal, state, and local regulations. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND149 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND149-15



Generalized descriptions of stream crossing methods and impacts 
are based in part on our extensive experience with similar 
projects, and our Procedures, which were developed to minimize 
impacts on streams (such as limits on the duration of in-stream 
construction).  Stream restoration and riparian zones are 
discussed in sections 2.4, 4.3, and 4.4 of the EIS. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND149 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND149-16
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