
INDIVIDUALS
IND232 – Peggy Quarles 

Individual Comments

See response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1. IND232-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND232 – Peggy Quarles 

Individual Comments

The FS has decided to not change the management prescriptions 
to the Rx 5C-Designated Utility Corridors.

IND232-2

The FS has decided to not change the management prescriptions 
to the Rx 5C-Designated Utility Corridors.

IND232-3

Although the FS has decided to not change the management 
prescriptions to the Rx 5C-Designated Utility Corridors, any 
future potential utility collocation would be required to undergo 
the full NEPA process, including surveys.

IND232-4

The FS has decided to not change the management prescriptions 
to the Rx 5C-Designated Utility Corridors.

IND232-5

Collocation with the proposed ACP project is addressed in the 
section 3.3.2 of the EIS. Collocation with the proposed Atlantic 
Coast Pipeline project is addressed in the EIS, Section 3.3.2.1.

IND232-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND232 – Peggy Quarles 

Individual Comments

The FS has decided to not change the management prescriptions 
to the Rx 5C-Designated Utility Corridors.

IND232-7

The FS has decided to not change the management prescriptions 
to the Rx 5C-Designated Utility Corridors.

IND232-8

The FS has decided to not change the management prescriptions 
to the Rx 5C-Designated Utility Corridors.

IND232-9

The FS has decided to not change the management prescriptions 
to the Rx 5C-Designated Utility Corridors.

IND232-10



INDIVIDUALS
IND232 – Peggy Quarles 

Individual Comments

The FS has decided to not change the management prescriptions 
to the Rx 5C-Designated Utility Corridors.

IND232-11

The FS has decided to not change the management prescriptions 
to the Rx 5C-Designated Utility Corridors.

IND232-12

The FS has decided to not change the management prescriptions 
to the Rx 5C-Designated Utility Corridors.

IND232-13



INDIVIDUALS
IND232 – Peggy Quarles 

Individual Comments

Comment noted. The comment is noted. IND232-14



INDIVIDUALS
IND233 – David C. Schmauss

Individual Comments

Comments noted.IND233-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND234 – Francis Dowdy Collins 

Individual Comments

The MVP would not destroy your farm.  As noted in section 4.10 
of the EIS, the proposed pipeline would be 1,362 feet away from 
the historic iron ore furnace (35-412-36).  The EIS discusses 
impacts on water resources in section 4.3; forest in 4.4; and 
farmlands in section 2, 4.2, and 4.8. 

IND234-1

Comment noted.IND234-8

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

IND234-7

Comment noted.IND234-6

Comment noted.IND234-5

Comment noted.IND234-4

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

IND234-3

Section 4.1 of this final EIS has been revised to discuss the 
October 2016 route that would avoid Canoe Cave (about 1,000 
feet away). Wildlife is discussed in section 4.5 of the EIS.  See 
the response to comment IND2-2 regarding springs.  

IND234-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND234 – Francis Dowdy Collins 

Individual Comments

Comment noted. IND234-9



INDIVIDUALS
IND235 – Judith Starchild

Individual Comments

Section 4.3.1 of the EIS describes measures to protect 
groundwater resources.  See the response to comment LA5-1 
regarding preparation of the EIS. 

IND235-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND236 – Elizabeth Reeder 

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA5-1 regarding preparation of the 
EIS.  The EIS addressed water resources in section 4.3, wildlife 
in section 4.5, threatened and endangered species in section 4.7, 
erosion control in section 2, cultural resources in section 4.10, air 
quality and noise in section 4.11, pipeline safety in section 4.12.

IND236-1

See the response to comment IND196-5.  A revised discussion of 
flash flooding is provided in section 4.3.2 of this final EIS. 

IND236-4

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

IND236-3

As discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS, the Applicants would 
negotiate an easement agreement with landowners for use of their 
property for project facilities.

IND236-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND236 – Elizabeth Reeder 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND237 – Robert L. McCain 

Individual Comments

The commentor’s home would be more than 2,000 feet from the 
proposed pipeline centerline.  Impacts to the commentor’s land 
and water are not expected. 

IND237-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND238 – Robert L. McCain 

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND237-1 regarding location of the 
proposed pipeline from the commentor’s home. Mountain Valley 
is proposing a permanent access road (MVP-DO-049) off of 
Branch of Dry Fork Road about 1,800 feet south of the 
commentor’s home.  This access road and associated ATWSs 
would be located adjacent to the commentor’s parcel but not on 
land owned by the commentor. 

IND238-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND238 – Robert L. McCain 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND238 – Robert L. McCain 

Individual Comments

See the response to IND70-1 regarding erosion and 
sedimentation.  See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding 
export.  See the response to comment IND288-3 regarding road 
damage. 

IND238-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND239 – Robert L. McCain 

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND237-1 regarding location of the 
proposed pipeline from the commentor’s home. 

IND239-1

See the response to IND238-2 regarding access roads near the 
commentor’s parcel.

IND239-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND239 – Robert L. McCain 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND240 – Tina Smusz

Individual Comments

Non-environmental Commission staff will make a determination 
on whether to grant a party’s out-of-time intervention request.  
See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding water wells. 

IND240-1

The potential health effects regarding methane are discussed in 
section 4.12 of the EIS.

IND240-2

The commenter's comments regarding an alternative route are 
noted. 

IND240-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND241 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

FERC policy provides numerous criteria by which the 
Commission typically evaluates proposals and uses the criteria to 
weight the impacts of one over the other.  The Commission’s 
“Certificate Policy Statement” can be found at Certification of 
New Interstate Natural Gas Pipeline Facilities, 88 FERC ¶ 61,227 
(1999), clarified in 90 FERC ¶ 61,128, and further clarified in 92 
¶ 61,094 (2000).  By no means does FERC policy indicate that 
existing rights-of-ways are the only locations at which a project 
could be built.  

Section 3.3.2 of the EIS  states that the Appalachian Connector 
pipeline is not a real project, and under NEPA only foreseeable 
projects need to be addressed.  See the response to comment 
IND26-1 regarding installation of a second pipeline. 
Furthermore, as stated in section 1.3 of the EIS, because a natural 
gas transportation project is proposed before the FERC, it is not 
likely that it would lead to additional drilling and production.  In 
fact, the opposite causal relationship is more likely, i.e., once 
production begins in an area, shippers or end users will support 
the development of a pipeline to move the natural gas to markets.  
In past proceedings, the Commission concluded that the 
environmental effects resulting from natural gas production are 
not linked to or caused by a proposed pipeline project.  
Therefore, induced or additional natural gas production is not a 
“reasonably foreseeable” indirect effect resulting from the 
proposed MVP and the EEP, and this topic need not be addressed 
in this EIS.

IND241-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND241 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND242 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

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

IND242-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND242 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND242 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND242 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND242 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND242 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND243 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

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

IND243-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND243 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

The geographic scope of the visual impacts analysis was 
developed in coordination with the FS, a cooperating agency for 
the production of this EIS. 

IND243-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND243 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

The EIS discusses special status resources such as the ANST in 
relation to visual resources in section 4.8.

IND243-3

The use of KOP is a standard procedure in visual analyses  .IND243-4

In its application, Mountain Valley stated “KOPs are points 
chosen in the project area and best represent the most critical 
viewpoints in the landscape.  KOPs are usually chosen along 
commonly traveled routes, in residential communities, or at other 
likely observation points, such as an established scenic area as 
well as any natural, recreational, registered natural landmark that 
may be affected by the project.”  Mountain Valley selected KOPs 
on FS lands in coordination with the FS. 

IND243-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND243 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

While there are undoubtedly many locations that could have 
served as KOPs, we find Mountain Valley’s selection of KOPs 
acceptable.  In our January and March 2017 EIRs we requested 
that Mountain Valley examine additional KOP along the ANST.  
Section 4.8 of the final EIS has been revised to provide an 
updated analysis of visual impacts.

IND243-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND243 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

Speed is a factor when analyzing visual impacts from vehicles.  
The faster a car goes by a KOP, the shorter the timeframe for the 
view.

IND243-7

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

IND243-9

Visual analyses were conducted by Mountain Valley using a 
method developed in coordination with the FS, a cooperating 
agency for the production of this EIS.

IND243-8



INDIVIDUALS
IND243 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

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

IND243-10



INDIVIDUALS
IND243 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

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

IND243-11



INDIVIDUALS
IND243 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND243 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

The draft EIS concluded that the MVP would result in an adverse 
impacts on forest resources.

IND244-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

See the response to IND244-1.IND244-2

The draft EIS addresses both direct and indirect effects as 
applicable.

IND244-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

Sections 4.4 and 4.5 of the final EIS have been updated to discuss 
indirect effects on interior forest. 

IND244-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

The final EIS has been updated in regard to potential mitigation 
for forest impacts.

IND244-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

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.  The FERC does not automatically require topsoil 
segregation in forested areas, but it can be requested by a 
landowner or land managing agency.  Based on our experience 
with similar projects in West Virginia and Virginia, natural 
reforestation is effective. 

IND244-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

The FERC does not require soil compaction testing and 
mitigation in forested areas.

IND244-7



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

We do not believe that re-planting of trees in this ecoregion on 
this scale would provide a significant advantage to natural 
reforestation.  Replanting would limit the species planted to what 
is commercially available on a very large scale.  Natural 
recruitment would allow for a more highly variable plant species 
and also would allow for species to regenerate that are best suited 
for the local conditions.

IND244-8



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

Since Mountain Valley has not proposed, nor will we require, re-
planting of trees the concept of installing protection from deer 
browse is moot.

IND244-9

Invasive species are addressed in section 4.4 of the EIS.  See also 
the response to comment IND343-1 regarding invasive species. 

IND244-10



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

Mountain Valley would be required to monitor revegetation for a 
minimum of two growing seasons following restoration and 
report their findings to FERC staff.  In addition, FERC staff also 
would conduct site inspections following restoration.

IND244-11

See the response to IND244-8.IND244-12



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

See the response to IND244-8.IND244-13

Invasive species are addressed in section 4.4 of the EIS.  See also 
the response to comment IND343-1 regarding invasive species. 

IND244-14



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

The discussion regarding the duration of post-restoration 
vegetation monitoring has been updated in section 4.4 of the final 
EIS.

IND244-15



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

Mountain Valley would also use herbicides to control invasive 
species, if requested by the landowner or land managing agency.

IND244-16

We do not believe that seasonal control measures to prevent seed 
production by invasive species would be practical on the scale of 
this project. 

IND244-17



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

We conclude that the invasive species control plan would be 
adequate.

IND244-18



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

The final EIS has been updated in section 4.4 regarding the 
apparent discrepancy between the seed mixtures listed in 
appendix N of the draft EIS and the list of invasive species 
described in section 4.4.

IND244-19



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND244 – Carl E. Zipper 

Individual Comments

We conclude that trees will naturally recruit into an area 
stabilized by a grassy cover.  See the response to IND244-19.

IND244-20
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