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CO3 Roanoke Appalachian Trail Club 
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CO59  Cave Conservancy of the Virginias (CCV) 
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(POWHR) 

CO71  Indian Creek Watershed Association 

CO72  Preserve Monroe (on behalf of Paula L. Mann) 

CO73  The Student Chapter of the Wildlife Society at Virginia Tech 



6 
 

CO74  Western Montgomery County Landowners Association 
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CO111 Sierra Club 

 

INDIVIDUALS 

IND1 Nancy Bouldin 

IND2 Janine Talty 

IND3 Tambra Pitt  

IND4 Natalie Sandell 

IND5 Loretta Brolsma 

IND6 Peter Montgomery 

IND7 David W. Witt 

IND8 Stephen and Anne Bernard 

IND9 Jean L. Porterfield 



8 
 

IND10 Sandra 

IND11 Natalie Sandell 

IND12 Patricia J. Tracy 

IND13 Mark Blumen 

IND14 Gordon Jones 

IND15 Jerolyn K. Deplazes 

IND16 Cathy Sizemore 

IND17 Caleb Laieski 

IND18 Patricia Curran Leonard 

IND19 Pat Leonard 

IND20 Alden W. Dudley Jr. 

IND21 Alden W. Dudley Jr.  

IND22 Gretchen Dudley 

IND23 Gretchen Link Dudley 

IND24 Gretchen Link Dudley 

IND25 Mary Ferry 

IND26 Gordon Jones 

IND27 Pat Leonard 

IND28 Mark Blumen 

IND29 Robert M. Jones 

IND30 Pat Leonard 

IND31 Shirley Hall 

IND32 Robert and Rosemary Goss 

IND33 Pat Curran Leonard 

IND34 Gretchen Dudley 



9 
 

IND35 Alden W. Dudley Jr. 

IND36 Alden W. Dudley Jr. 

IND37 Tim Ligon 

IND38 Del Dyer 

IND39 Pat Curran Leonard 

IND40 Pat Curran Leonard 

IND41 Marshall D. and Pamela S. Tessnear 

IND42 Louisa Gay 

IND43 Barbara Michelsen 

IND44 Lynda Majors 

IND45 Pat Curran Leonard 

IND46 Pat Curran Leonard 

IND47 Pat Curran Leonard 

IND48 Robert M. Jones 

IND49 Donna Jones 

IND50 Pat Curran Leonard 

IND51 Earle Mitchell 

IND52 Pat Curran Leonard 

IND53 Pat Curran Leonard  

IND54 Pamela L. Ferrante 

IND55 Mode A. Johnson 

IND56 Pamela L. Ferrante 
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IND66 Robert M. Jones 
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IND75 Pat Curran Leonard 

IND76 Pat Curran Leonard 

IND77 Pat Curran Leonard 
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IND79 Jerolyn K. Deplazes 
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IND82 Pat Curran Leonard 

IND83 Mark Blumen 

IND84 Guy Buford 
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IND87 Tomas T. Bouldin 
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IND89 Pat Curran Leonard 
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IND91 Pat Curran Leonard 

IND92 Pat Curran Leonard 

IND93 Pat Curran Leonard 

IND94 Pat Curran Leonard 

IND95 Pat Curran Leonard 

IND96 Frank Talbott 

IND97 Ruth Talbott 
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IND100 Mark Blumen 
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IND107 Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Donald Prater) 

IND108 Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Mr. and Mrs. Rador Vaden) 
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IND117 Pat Curran Leonard 

IND118 Roger S. Brown 

IND119 Thomas Tyler Bouldin 
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IND123 Alden W. Dudley, Jr. 

IND124 Gretchen Link Dudley 

IND125 Gretchen Link Dudley 

IND126 Gretchen 

IND127 Gretchen Link Dudley 
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IND129 Alden W. Dudley Jr. 

IND130 Pamela L. Ferrante 
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IND718 Pamela Humphrey 

IND719 Evan Nicely 

IND720 John Rubel 

IND721 John Rubel 

IND722 Richard Ettelson 

IND723 Keara Axelrod 

IND724 Josh Lipton 

IND725 John Rubel 

IND726 Jacob Zehnder 

IND727 Susan and Thomas Bouldin 

IND728 John Rubel 

IND729 Jeff Kessler 

IND730 Aaron McGuire 

IND731 Kate Sirota 

IND732 Vicki Pierson 

IND733 David Yolton 

IND734 Josh Lipton 
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IND735 Vicki Pierson 

IND736 Ruth Murphy 

IND737 Anne Canterbury 

IND738 Dale Angle 

IND739 Betty Schwimmer 

IND740 Laura Robinson 

IND741 Jeff Kessler 

IND742 Betty Schwimmer 

IND743 Ruth Murphy 

IND744 Betty Schwimmer 

IND745 Betty Schwimmer 

IND746 Betty Schwimmer 

IND747 Betty Schwimmer 

IND748 Barbara Duerk 

IND749 Mathew Shattuck 

IND750 Susan Molesky 

IND751 Sean Bishop 

IND752 Stephen Legge 

IND753 Perry Martin 

IND754 Guy Werner 

IND755 Chris Loomis 

IND756 Michael Bittinger 

IND757 Karen Kovick 

IND758 Anita Bevins 

IND759 Laura Neale 
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IND760 Sandi Webster 

IND761 Susan Swing 

IND762 Kristin Peckman 

IND763 Kurt Bodling 

IND764 Susan Robertson 

IND765 Kristin Peckman 

IND766 Emily Susko 

IND767 Gwynn Hamilton 

IND768 Julia Moore 

IND769 Robert Dellinger 

IND770 Pat Levy-Lavelle 

IND771 Carli Mareneck 

IND772 Glen Besa 

IND773 Joseph Fagan 

IND774 Robert Fener 

IND775 Pat Leonard 

IND776 David Kern 

IND777 Individual 

IND778 Theodore Mills-Kelly 

IND779 Danielle Greene 

IND780 Megan Motts 

IND781 Edward Anderson 

IND782 Meredith Simmons 

IND783 T. Hatfield 

IND784 Marilyn Amerson 
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IND785 Christopher Lish 

IND786 Suzanne Vance 

IND787 Bruce Mahin 

IND788 Kara Vaneck 

IND789 Deborah Rosen 

IND790 David Flores 

IND791 Freeda Cathcart 

IND792 Thomas Headley 

IND793 Lydia Barker 

IND794 J. Kark 

IND795 Amanda Wilson 

IND796 Savannah Neal 

IND797 Martha Bergsten 

IND798 Donald Jones 

IND799 Erin Noakes 

IND800 Papi Crabtree 

IND801 Robert Peckman 

IND802 Sherman Bamford 

IND803 Glen Besa 

IND804 Patrick Shea 

IND805 Carol Geller 

IND806 Carl Zipper 

IND807 Donald Jones 

IND808 Donald Jones 

IND809 V. Stone 
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IND810 Robert Del Vecchio 

IND811 Allen Johnson 

IND812 Jessica Alley 

IND813 Liz Tuchler 

IND814 David Ansley 

IND815 Arnold Lafon 

IND816 Stephen Smith 

IND817 Sarah Brunner 

IND818 Alyssia Valentin 

IND819 Sharlyn Thacker 

IND820 K. Casper 

IND821 K. Kirkbride 

IND822 Kim Kirkbride 

IND823 H. Teekell 

IND824 Paige Holt 

IND825 Caroline Terlecki 

IND826 Thomas Bouldin 

IND827 Susan Crenshaw 

IND828 Lois Martin 

IND829 S. Provo 

IND830 Thomas and Betty Gilkerson 

IND831 Betsy Hughes 

IND832 V. Stone 

IND833 Robert Miller 

IND834 V. Stone 
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IND835 Lynda Curtis 

IND836 William Queen 

IND837 Steven Hodges 

IND838 Tina Smusz 

IND839 Nan Gray 

IND840 Linda Sutton 

IND841 Lauren Bradford 

IND842 William Sydor 

IND843 Paul Washburn 

IND844 Beth Covington and Michael Martin 

IND845 Erin Bicknese 

IND846 Anne Petrie Dobbs Brown 

IND847 Mode Johnson 

IND848 Individual 

IND849 Tyler Williams 

IND850 Mary Johnson 

IND851 Thomas Bouldin 

IND852 Robert Massengale 

IND853 S. Gordon 

IND854 Jessica Scott 

IND855 William Limpert 

IND856 Sharon Smith 

IND857 William Limpert 

IND858 David Splitt 

IND859 Russell Chisholm 
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IND860 Jesse Paris 

IND861 Anita Puckett 

IND862 Anita Puckett 

IND863 Cynthia Cook 

IND864 Rory Mullennex 

IND865 Nick Lasky 

IND866 Michelle McAlpin 

IND867 Robin Morris 

IND868 George Jones 

IND869 Kimberley Homer 

IND870 Dianne Broussard 

IND871 Leigh Anne Weitzenfeld 

IND872 Maury Johnson 

IND873 Carl Zipper 

IND874 Kristin Peckman 

IND875 Allison Del Vecchio 

IND876 Nancy Evey 

IND877 Georgianne Stinnett 

IND878 Mark Jennings 

IND879 Abigail Benjamin 

IND880 Kristin Peckman 

IND881 Adrianne Zofchak 

IND882 Ryan Hoke 

IND883 Millie Smith 

IND884 Paul Washburn 
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IND885 Anna R. Ziegler 

IND886 Andrew Klein 

IND887 Jonathan Lee 

IND888 William Sidebottom 

IND889 Irene E. Leech 

IND890 Marianne Hughes 

IND891 Elisabeth Struthers Malbon (on behalf of Hersha Evans) 

IND892 Tina Smusz (on behalf of Jacob Tileman) 

IND893 Tina Smusz 

IND894 E. Scott Geller 

IND895 Judy Vanek 

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

IND897 Steven Hodges 

IND898 Thomas E. Adams, III 

IND899 Lynda Majors 

IND900 Adrianne Zofchak 

IND901 Carrie S. Jubb 

IND902 Robin S. Boucher (on behalf of Winema and Wilson Lanoue) 

IND903 Erin McElvy 

IND904 April Keating 

IND905 Thomas E. Adams, III 

IND906 Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Andrew and Elisabeth Alden) 

IND907 Brian R. Murphy 

IND908 Lynda Majors 

IND909 Holly L. Scoggins 
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IND910 Roseanna Sacco 

IND911 Linda Parsons Sink 

IND912 Grace Terry 

IND913 Katie and Russ Barksdale 

IND914 Charles Chong 

IND915 Joyce Waugh 

IND916 Susie Vance 

IND917 Catherine Grant 

IND918 James Kocton 

IND919 Justin Raines 

IND920 Natalie Thiele 

IND921 Tom Bond 

IND922 Morgan Miller 

IND923 Maury Johnson 

IND924 James Walker 

IND925 Joe Chasnoff 

IND926 Judith Vanek 

IND927 Loretta Brolsma 

IND928 Suzie Henritz 

IND929 Scott Womack 

IND930 Frances Dowdy Williams Collins 

IND931 Suzanne Clewell 

IND932 Autumn Leah Bryson Crowe 

IND933 Becky Crabtree 

IND934 Shirley Hall 
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IND935 Thomas Johnson 

IND936 Amy South 

IND937 Bob Liebman 

IND938 Richard A. Lynch 

IND939 Carli Mareneck 

IND940 Dana Olson 

IND941 Willis Hall 

IND942 Cookie Cole 

IND943 Stephen Miller 

IND944 Jim Gore 

IND945 Roseanne Sacco 

IND946 Ann Brown 

IND947 Alyssa VonZurich 

IND948 Ashby Berkley 

IND949 Beth Covington 

IND950 Carley Knapp 

IND951 Carly Ann Braun 

IND952 David Muhly 

IND953 Demi Elliott and Ruth Murphy 

IND954 Dorothy Larew 

IND955 Dale Leshaw 

IND956 Robin Skillern 

IND957 Dorothy Larew 

IND958 Vivian Pranulis 

IND959 Scott Miller 
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IND960 Anne M. Brown 

IND961 Suzanne Kidwell 

IND962 Lucy Ann Price 

IND963 Dana Olson 

IND964 Patricia Curran Leonard 

IND965 Individual 

IND966 Clifford A. Shaffer 

IND967 Patricia Curran Leonard 

IND968 Bridget Simmerman 

IND969 Tom Hoffman 

IND970 Allan and Pan Tsang 

IND971 Karolyn W. Givens 

IND972 Tom Melko 

IND973 Don W. Rain 

IND974 Lauren Wadsworth 

IND975 Lauren Wadsworth 

IND976 Carli Mareneck 

IND977 Clifford P. Burdette 

IND978 Carli Mareneck 

IND979 Carli Mareneck 

IND980 Alex and Daisy Ermoloff 

IND981 Dianna Richardson 

IND982 James O. Gore 

IND983 Megan Raddant 

IND984 Kenneth J. Srpan 



47 
 

IND985 David G. Yolton 

IND986 Individual 

IND987 Patty Clevis 

IND988 Jim and Mareia Leitch 

IND989 Virginia D. McWhorter 

IND990 Mike Willams 

IND991 Timothy J. Lawless 

IND992 Lauren Wadsworth 

IND993 Ann Soukup 

IND994 John J. Walkup III 

IND995 Lauren Wadsworth 

IND996 Individual 

IND997 Deborah Dix 

IND998 Individual 

IND999 Sandy Arthur 

IND1000 Bill Woodrum 

IND1001 Anne Bernard 

IND1002 Stephen Williamson Bernard 

IND1003 Mark W. Dooley  

IND1004 J. Wendell Brooks 

IND1005 Michael Steven Carter 

IND1006 Jacklin Clark 

IND1007 Bill Clarke 

IND1008 Bridget Kelley-Dearing 

IND1009 Patricia Curran Leonard 
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IND1010 Gretchen Link Dudley 

IND1011 Alden W. Dudley Jr. 

IND1012 Caroline A. Evans 

IND1013 Joan Fanning 

IND1014 Samantha Evans 

IND1015 Patricia Curran Leonard 

IND1016 Robert Leonard 

IND1017 William Lattea 

IND1018 Glenn W. Loveless 

IND1019 Janice Murray 

IND1020 Paul F. Crawford 

IND1021 Emilie Owen 

IND1022 John and Mary Rueckert 

IND1023 Joseph and Belinda Webb 

IND1024 Constance Abraham 

IND1025 Thomas J. Berlin 

IND1026 Dianne L. Broussard 

IND1027 Anne M. Brown 

IND1028 Carly Ann Braun 

IND1029 Anne Chopnak 

IND1030 James Clewell 

IND1031 Patricia Ann "Cookie" Cole 

IND1032 Shirley Hall 

IND1033 Maury Johnson 

IND1034 Carley Knapp 
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IND1035 Beth Krause 

IND1036 Charles and Dorothy Larew 

IND1037 Perry Martin 

IND1038 Iryene McNeil 

IND1039 Virginia D. McWhorter 

IND1040 Dana Olson 

IND1041 Ronkeith Adkins 

IND1042 Ajmal Alami 

IND1043 Individual 

IND1044 D. Michael Bailey 

IND1045 Pamela Barger 

IND1046 Liz Belcher 

IND1047 CJ Boothe 

IND1048 M. Rupert Cutler 

IND1049 Susan Crenshaw 

IND1050 Elisabeth Daystar 

IND1051 Molly A. Dearing 

IND1052 Barbara Duerk 

IND1053 Pamela L. Ferrante 

IND1054 Samuel Gittelman 

IND1055 Clarence B. Givens 

IND1056 Karolyn W. Givens 

IND1057 Nan Gray 

IND1058 Georgia Haverty 

IND1059 Meredith Hickman 
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IND1060 Tom Hoffman 

IND1061 Pamela P. Humphrey 

IND1062 Carolyn Jake 

IND1063 Roberta C. Johnson 

IND1064 Mode Johnson 

IND1065 Samuel L. Lionberger, Jr.  

IND1066 Maura Lydon 

IND1067 Lauren Malhotra 

IND1068 Andrea A. Midkiff 

IND1069 JB Mixon 

IND1070 Marilyn Moody 

IND1071 Cynthia Munley 

IND1072 Gena Palmer 

IND1073 Kristin Peckman 

IND1074 Joel and Ann Rader 

IND1075 Michael D. Reynolds 

IND1076 Sandra P. Schlaudecker 

IND1077 Karen B. Scott 

IND1078 Michael T. Scott 

IND1079 Mildred H. Scott 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 

PS1A – Room 1 Chatham High School - November 1, 2016 – Chatham, VA 

PS1A – Room 2 Chatham High School - November 1, 2016 – Chatham, VA 

PS1B – Room 1 Lewis County High School – November 1, 2016 – Weston, WV 
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PS1B – Room 2 Lewis County High School – November 1, 2016 – Weston, WV 

PS2A – Room 1 Franklin County High School – November 2, 2016 – Rocky Mount, VA 

PS2A – Room 2 Franklin County High School – November 2, 2016 – Rocky Mount, VA 

PS2B – Room 1 Nicholas County High School – November 2, 2016 – Summersville, WV 

PS2B – Room 2 Nicholas County High School – November 2, 2016 – Summersville, WV 

PS3A – Room 1 Sheraton Hotel – Roanoke – November 3, 2016 – Roanoke, VA 

PS3A – Room 2 Sheraton Hotel – Roanoke – November 3, 2016 – Roanoke, VA 

PS3B – Room 1 Peterstown Elementary School – November 3, 2016 – Peterstown, WV 

PS3B – Room 2 Peterstown Elementary School – November 3, 2016 – Peterstown, WV 

PS4A – Room 1 California Area High School – November 9, 2016 – Coal Center, PA 

PS4A – Room 2 California Area High School – November 9, 2016 – Coal Center, PA 

 



Section 3.5 of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has been
revised with new information regarding the New River Conservancy
Route Variation.

FEDERAL
FA1 – U.S. House of Representatives – Congressman H. Morgan Griffith

Federal Comments

FA1-1



Equitrans provided the NRCS with GIS shapefiles in October
2016. See also comment FA7-1, which states that NRCS did not
identify any NRCS easements.

FEDERAL
FA2 – U.S. Department of Agriculture- Natural Resources Conservation Service

Federal Comments

FA2-1



The FS’s data request to Mountain Valley is noted. The final EIS
has been updated to reflect information provided by Mountain
Valley in relation to this data request.

FEDERAL
FA3 – U.S. Department of Agriculture – Forest Service

Federal Comments

FA3-1



The FERC’s designation as the lead federal agency for
consultations under Section 106 of the NHPA and Section 7 of
the ESA is noted. The FERC’s roles as lead federal agency is
required by EPAct and the 2002 Interagency Agreement, as
discussed in section 1.3.1 of the draft EIS.

FEDERAL
FA4 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Federal Comments

FA4-1



FEDERAL
FA4 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Federal Comments



As requested by the FERC, Mountain Valley filed a response to
the COE’s letter on February 17, 2017 (Attachment General 3a
Accession number 20170217-5199). In that response Mountain
Valley stated elevation data would be added to pre-construction
alignment sheets. In flood prone areas, Mountain Valley would
use aggregate filled sacks to weigh down the pipeline.

FEDERAL
FA5 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Federal Comments

FA5-1

According to Mountain Valley, following construction existing
contours would be restored as close as possible. Mountain
Valley would maintain existing flow patters and surface
hydrology. Therefore, impacts to the flood control storage of the
Burnsville Dam is not expected.

FA5-2

As discussed in section 2 of the EIS, the pipeline would be coated
with a protective coating of fusion-bonded epoxy or other
approved coating that would inhibit corrosion by preventing
moisture from coming into direct contact with the steel. In
addition, a cathodic protection system, which helps prevent
corrosion of underground facilities, would be installed. Periodic
inspections in accordance with DOT/PHMSA regulations 49
CFR 192.465 would be conducted.

FA5-3

Mountain Valley would complete subsurface investigations of the
Weston and Gauley Bridge Turnpike Trail prior to the start of
construction. Desktop and field surveys indicate that the
proposed conventional bore installation has a low risk of failure.

FA5-4

Mountain Valley would spread excess spoil along the existing
private right-of-way on either side of COE property.

FA5-5



Mountain Valley stated the Huntington District would be
included on the emergency notification list.

FEDERAL
FA5 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Federal Comments

FA5-6

Mountain Valley has agreed to the COE’s request to avoid
surface disturbance of COE property. Mountain Valley would
install the pipeline using an approximately 130 foot conventional
bore beneath COE property.

FA5-7

Mountain Valley would leave approximately 20 feet of trees on
either side of the Weston and Gauley Bridge Turnpike Trail.

FA5-8

Mountain Valley would adhere to the COE’s request that the
surface of the turnpike should not be crossed at any point with
any motorized vehicles except by using County Route 46 near
Mt. Hope Church.

FA5-9

Mountain Valley would adhere to the COE’s request that access
would not be obtained by using any part of the Weston and
Gauley Bridge Turnpike Trail within government property.

FA5-10

Mountain Valley would adhere to the COE’s request that the
COE’s right-of-way fence not be disturbed.

FA5-11

Mountain Valley agrees to include the COE’s Government
Flowage Easement Language to the crossing agreement.

FA5-12



FEDERAL
FA5 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Federal Comments



The FS’s comments on Mountain Valley’s Plan of Development
(POD) are noted. Sections of the final EIS have been updated to
reflect Mountain Valley’s revised POD as appropriate.

FEDERAL
FA6 – U.S. Department of Agriculture – Forest Service

Federal Comments

FA6-1



The NRCS’s comment that the EEP would not impact any NRCS
easements in Pennsylvania is noted.

FEDERAL
FA7 – U.S. Department of Agriculture – Natural Resources Conservation Service

Federal Comments

FA7-1



As stated in section 2 of the EIS, the MVP would consist of a 
125-foot construction nominal right-of-way and a 50-foot-wide 
permanent right-of-way.  In the draft EIS, the FS had proposed a 
500-foot-wide right-of-way to reallocate to Rx 5C-Designated 
Utility Corridors for potential future collocation opportunities.   
In the final EIS the FS no longer proposes to reallocate any lands 
to the Rx 5C-Designated Utility Corridor and there would not be 
a 500-foot wide corridor identified for future collocation 
opportunities. The FS has reconsidered the Forest Plan 
amendment in the draft EIS that proposed to allocate a 500-foot 
corridor along the pipeline to the management prescription Rx 
5C-Designated Utility Corridors. The primary intent of the Forest 
Plan standard (FW-248) requiring this change in management 
emphasis for any new utility corridor was to reduce 
fragmentation and minimize visual impacts by encouraging the 
collocation of any future linear corridors. Although the Forest 
Plan did not specify a certain width for the Rx change, a width of 
500 feet had been proposed in the draft EIS to allow for the 
operation and maintenance of an existing utility (approximately 
50 feet) and the construction, operation and maintenance of an 
additional linear utility. 

The MVP is the first time a new linear utility corridor has been 
proposed on the Forest since the Forest Plan was revised in 2004. 
Almost all of the existing utility corridors, both transmission and 
natural gas, on the Forest were constructed either before the lands 
were acquired by the FS or several decades ago. The FS 
acknowledges the concerns raised in numerous public comments 
received on this proposed amendment. In particular, the 
boundaries of NFS lands in the Forest are considerably 
interspersed among adjacent lands. A reallocation to the Rx 5C 
on NFS lands could encourage future collocation that could result 
in impacts to landowners outside Forest management. The FS 
also acknowledges how difficult it can be to collocate in the 
Forest’s mountainous terrain where locations may not be 
logistically feasible, or environmentally preferable, to 
accommodate an additional use.  Although existing utility 
corridors may offer some advantages for collocation, any future 
proposals would still be required to undergo extensive on-site 
evaluation, NEPA, and public involvement. 

For all of these reasons, the FS no longer proposes to reallocate 
the MVP corridor to the Rx 5C-Designated Utility Corridors. 
Instead, the FS proposes to exempt the MVP from Forest Plan 
standard (FW-248) that requires a reallocation of new utility 
corridors to the Rx 5C and keep the operational MVP corridor in 
the existing management prescriptions. See section 4.8.2.6 for 
further discussion. 

FEDERAL
FA8 – U.S. Department of the Interior – Bureau of Land Management

Federal Comments

FA8-1



The FS’s data request to Mountain Valley is noted. The final EIS
has been updated to reflect information provided by Mountain
Valley in relation to this data request.

FEDERAL
FA9 – U.S. Department of Agriculture – Forest Service

Federal Comments

FA9-1



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 analysis for the MVP. 

The FS has worked extensively with Mountain Valley for an 
inventory, analysis, and evaluation of the geologic, soil, and 
hydrologic resources that could be affected by this project. The 
FS has also consulted with a third party consultant for the 
technical review of this information. The Plan of Development 
(POD) is a document developed between the FS, BLM, and 
Mountain Valley that contains the design features, mitigation 
measures, roles and responsibilities, monitoring, and procedures 
for the construction and operation of the pipeline on NFS lands. 
The POD would be incorporated into BLM’s Right-of-Way 
Grant if the project is authorized. 

The applicable mitigation measures designed to minimize the 
potential for soil movement and to ensure adequate restoration 
and revegetation are identified in the Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan (POD, Appendix C), Landslide Mitigation Plan 
(POD, Appendix F), the Site Specific Design of Stabilization 
Measures in High Hazard Portions of the Route (POD, Appendix 
G), the Restoration Plan (POD, Appendix H), and the Winter 
Construction Plan (POD, Appendix L). Mountain Valley would 
also follow the FERC Plan and the BMPs for the states of West 
Virginia and Virginia.  Mountain Valley would have geotechnical 
inspectors for daily inspections during construction in areas of 
potential subsistence or landslide concern. 

The applicable mitigation measures in the POD to protect 
wetlands and minimize compaction include: limiting the 
construction right-of-way width to 75 feet through wetlands 
(unless approved by the FERC); placing equipment on mats; 
using low-pressure ground equipment; limiting equipment 
operation and construction traffic along the right-of-way; locating 
ATWS more than 50 feet away from wetland boundaries (unless 
approved by the FS); cutting vegetation at ground level; limiting 
stump removal to the trench; segregating the top 12 inches of 
soil, or to the depth of the topsoil horizon; using “push-pull” 
techniques in saturated wetlands; limiting the amount of time that 
the trench would be open by not trenching until the pipe is 
assembled and ready for installation; not using imported rock and 
soils for backfill; and not using fertilizer, lime, or mulch during 
restoration in wetlands. Mountain Valley would also follow the 
FERC Procedures.  

FEDERAL
FA10 – U.S. Department of the Interior – Bureau of Land Management

Federal Comments

FA10-1



It is also noted that Mountain Valley adopted a minor route 
variation (FS 71) that modified the crossing of Craig Creek, 
reducing the number of crossings and later incorporated another 
variation to minimize impacts to a 100-foot riparian area where 
the pipeline would parallel Craig Creek. In addition, Mountain 
Valley has committed to limit construction (including waterbody 
crossings) in the Craig Creek area to times of dry weather or low 
water flow.  Mountain Valley would also continue to work with 
the FS and VADEQ during the development and implementation 
of high quality and multiple tiered erosion control measures at 
the proposed Craig Creek crossing to minimize potential erosion 
and subsequent water quality impacts.  

Additionally, oversight responsibilities for MVP, FERC, FS, and 
BLM are described in the POD (Environmental Compliance 
Management Plan, Appendix M) that would apply to the 
construction, operation, and maintenance of the project on NFS 
lands. The FS Authorized Officer would be responsible for 
administering and enforcing Right-of-Way Grant provisions and 
would have stop work authority. The FS Authorized Officer’s 
designated representatives would be responsible to ensure 
stipulations and mitigation measures included in the POD are 
adhered to during project construction, operation, and 
maintenance. BLM would also have an Authorized Officer who 
would work with the FS to ensure the work is being conducted in 
accordance with the Right-of-Way Grant and agreed upon 
conditions. BLM would also have stop work authority. Field 
variance requests would be coordinated with the Authorized 
Officers. 

Old growth inventories were conducted by Mountain Valley and 
by the FS that found 13.2 acres of the Dry-Mesic Oak Forest and 
1.7 acres of the Dry and Dry-Mesic Oak-Pine Forest old growth 
community types would be harvested during project construction. 
Dry-Mesic Oak Forest is the most represented old growth 
community type (44 percent) of identified existing old growth on 
the Forest whereas Dry and Dry-Mesic Oak-Pine Forest 
represents 18 percent of identified existing old growth. Existing 
Dry-Mesic Oak Forest old growth represents approximately 8 
percent of the estimated total acres of this community type across 
the Forest. Existing Dry and Dry-Mesic Oak-Pine old growth 
represents approximately 6 percent of the estimated total acres of 
this community type across the Forest. The FS acknowledges that 
while old growth is not replaceable and the harvest of old growth 
cannot be mitigated, the acres impacted by the MVP Project 
would not change the ability of these two old growth 
communities to be represented across the forest landscape.

FEDERAL
FA10 – U.S. Department of the Interior – Bureau of Land Management

Federal Comments

FA10-1 
(cont’d)



Mountain Valley evaluated several crossing locations of the 
ANST as described in section 3. The location of the pipeline 
crossing the ANST at Peters Mountain occurs where no other 
major impacts already exist. The project design specifies that the 
pipeline would use a conventional auger bore machine 
underneath the ANST. Should the conventional bore under the 
ANST fail, MVP would utilize the methods described in the 
Contingency Plan for the Proposed Crossing of the Appalachian 
National Scenic Trail (POD, Appendix E) that does not include 
an open trench crossing of the ANST. The contingency methods 
include reattempting the bore, using a microtunnel boring 
machine, or using the direct pipe method (trenchless).  Since the 
draft EIS release, the FS has worked with Mountain Valley on 
the location of the bore entry and exit points to go under the 
ANST such that there is now an approximate 300-foot buffer 
from the ANST footpath. With mitigation measures for 
supplemental plantings, those points should not be visible from 
the ANST within this Rx 4A area and as such, there is no longer 
a need to lower the Scenic Integrity Objective at this crossing 
from High to Moderate. 

The FS is working with Mountain Valley to incorporate 
additional mitigation measures, such as reducing the permanent 
operational right-of-way that is converted to herbaceous cover 
from 50 feet wide to 10 feet wide for its length on the Jefferson 
National Forest. This would significantly reduce the visibility of 
the pipeline, especially when viewed in the far middleground and 
background distance zones, and it would reduce or eliminate its 
visibility when viewed on an angle. Along the edge of this linear 
corridor a variety of FS approved shrubs, small trees and shallow 
rooted trees should be planted and maintained along a slightly 
undulating line in order to break up the straight edge and offer a 
variety of plant heights to reduce a hard shadow line. Reducing 
the herbaceous right-of-way width and allowing more of a 
vegetative transition within the operational corridor (i.e., grasses 
over the pipeline then shrubs between the grasses and treeline) 
would help mitigate the effects of the change to the scenic 
character of the area. This would also lessen the visual impacts of 
the pipeline as seen from the ANST from other viewsheds, 
including KOPs that were identified in public comments.

Hybrid Alternative 1A is described in section 3.4.2 of the EIS. 

FEDERAL
FA10 – U.S. Department of the Interior – Bureau of Land Management

Federal Comments

FA10-1
(cont’d)



The ANST is discussed in sections 3, 4.8, and 4.10 of the EIS.

FEDERAL
FA11 – U.S. Department of the Interior – OEPC

Federal Comments

FA11-1



We disagree. The issuance of the draft EIS was not premature;
the FERC staff spent about two years on its analysis. We were
assisted in the preparation of the draft EIS by agencies within the
USDOI, including the BLM, who is a cooperating agency. 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.
The courts have held that final plans are not required at the
NEPA stage (Robertson v Methow Valley Citizens Council 490
U.S. 332 [1989]). The draft EIS was based on environmental
surveys of almost 90 percent of the MVP pipeline route, so data
are nearly complete. The EIS includes sufficient detail to enable
the reader to understand the environmental issues raised by the
proposed projects and consider a reasonable range of alternatives.
See the February 3, 2017 answer to comments filed by Mountain
Valley that addressed the adequacy of the draft EIS (Accession
number 20170203-5263). The courts have ruled that a draft EIS
is not an agency’s final findings, is just a draft, and is intended
under the NEPA to be a “springboard for public comment” and to
“elicit suggestions for change” (National Commission for the
New River v FERC 374 F3rd 1323 [DC Circuit 2004]). The
Applicants must file information requested in the draft EIS on
our e-Library system which is available to the public. Therefore,
the public can comment on that information at the time of its
filing. In addition, the draft EIS meets the requirements of the
CEQ implementing regulations for complying with the NEPA.
All comments received on the draft EIS were considered by
FERC staff in preparing the final EIS. Those received during the
comment period, which ended on December 22, 2016, received
direct responses by FERC staff in appendix AA of the final EIS.
The final EIS has also been updated with new information where
it is available.

FEDERAL
FA11 – U.S. Department of the Interior – OEPC

Federal Comments

FA11-2



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

FEDERAL
FA11 – U.S. Department of the Interior – OEPC

Federal Comments

FA11-3

Text included in this section was provided by the FS since the
NPS declined the FERC’s request to be a cooperating agency.
Section 1.3 has been revised to clarify the NPS role in relation to
the ANST.

Maps of the MVP crossing of the ANST were correct in the draft
EIS; see figure 1.3. Just one proposed crossing location was
illustrated; except for alternatives. Page 3-51 of the draft EIS
clearly stated that the length of the bore under the ANST would
be 600 feet total. Page 3-46 of the draft EIS clearly stated that
Mountain Valley intends to cross the ANST with a conventional
bore; however, both an open cut crossing and an HDD were
investigated as alternatives. We recommended that Mountain
Valley provide additional visual simulations (both leaf-on and
leaf-off) of the ANST crossing.

FA11-4



FEDERAL
FA11 – U.S. Department of the Interior – OEPC

Federal Comments



The FS, ATC, and local trail clubs were consulted about the
proposed ANST trail crossing. FERC representatives held an on-
site meeting with those parties on July 22, 2016 (with notes of the
meeting placed into the public file for the docket), as stated on
page 3-51 of the draft EIS. The NPS has declined to cooperate
with the FERC staff, despite our notices, letters, and a face-to-
face meeting with NPS staff.

Section 3 of the final EIS has been revised to clarify that
Mountain Valley’s initial proposal was for a 100-foot buffer.
However, Mountain Valley has increased the buffer to 300 feet
on either side. Figures for the CVG Peters Mountain Variation,
SR-635-ANST Variation, and AEP-ANST Variation have been
updated as appropriate to insure an accurate depiction of the
ANST. The number and characteristics of ANST crossings is
one of many parameters used to compare and evaluate the CGV
and the AEP-ANST Variations. The FERC must balance
consideration of numerous comparison parameters (such as total
length, which can serve as a proxy for overall environmental
disturbance, forests, karst, etc.) in addition to the ANST when
evaluating route alternatives. After further review, we conclude
that the CGV and the AEP-ANST Variations do not offer
significant environmental advantages over the proposed route.

FEDERAL
FA11 – U.S. Department of the Interior – OEPC

Federal Comments

FA11-5



Section 3.5.1.6 of the final EIS has been revised to provide an
updated discussion of geotechnical analysis for the ANST
crossing. An HDD analysis of the alternative ANST crossings is
not necessary, as these alternatives have been eliminated from
further consideration, and an HDD at the proposed ANST
crossing was found to be geotechnically infeasible, as disclosed
in section 3 of the EIS.

FEDERAL
FA11 – U.S. Department of the Interior – OEPC

Federal Comments

FA11-6



As noted, the draft EIS included a recommendation for Mountain
Valley to file documentation of continued coordination with the
FS and other ANST stakeholders regarding “leaf-on” and “leaf-
off” visual simulations for the ANST crossing. Mountain
Valley’s leaf-off simulations were filed on February 17, 2017.
Sections 3.5.1 and 4.8 of the final EIS have been revised to
discuss the updated visual assessment.

FEDERAL
FA11 – U.S. Department of the Interior – OEPC

Federal Comments

FA11-7



See response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.  See 
response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4. 

FEDERAL
FA11 – U.S. Department of the Interior – OEPC

Federal Comments

FA11-8



On pages 4-221 and 4-352 of the draft EIS it is clearly stated that
the ANST was previously found eligible for listing on the NRHP.
The draft EIS stated that by boring under the ANST, Mountain
Valley would avoid significant adverse impacts on the trail and
its users. We disagree that we did not consider impacts of the
project on the “indirect APE” (see page 4-334 of the draft EIS).
The final EIS has been revised to include additional visual
simulations of locations where the pipeline right-of-way may be
visible to hikers along the ANST. The ACHP’s regulations for
implementing Section 106 at 36 CFR 800.4(a) states that the
agency determines the APE in consultation with the SHPO. The
SHPOs agreed with our definition of the APE.

On multiple occasions, the FERC attempted to consult with the
NPS regarding potential impacts on the ANST. On February 27,
2016, the FERC sent a letter to the NPS requesting its
participation as a cooperating agency in the preparation of the
draft EIS (as stated on page 1-6); but the NPS never replied to
that letter. The FERC had a meeting with Wendy Janssen, NPS
Superintendent of the ANST, on April 8, 2015; and notes of the
meeting were posted on the public record for this proceeding (as
stated on page 1-25 of the draft EIS). Our April 15, 2015 NOI
for the MVP, sent to the NPS and other stakeholders, included a
paragraph about Section 106 that stated that the NOI initiated
consultations with parties concerning potential project-related
impacts on historic properties. The FERC sent copies of the draft
EIS issued September 16, 2016 to the NPS. However, the NPS’
June 16, 2016 letter (mentioned on page 4-324 of the draft EIS)
and December 22, 2016 letter were the only written responses to
our consultation requests. Until this letter, the NPS did not
previously request to be a consulting party. Consulting party
status is now granted to the NPS.

The FERC’s MVP team is unable to comment on the NPS’
request for consulting party status on the Atlantic Sunrise
Pipeline and PennEast Pipeline Projects. Those are separate,
unrelated projects.

FEDERAL
FA11 – U.S. Department of the Interior – OEPC

Federal Comments

FA11-9



FEDERAL
FA11 – U.S. Department of the Interior – OEPC

Federal Comments



The BRP is discussed in sections 4.8 and 4.10 of the EIS. The
draft EIS (page 4-348) stated that the BRP Historic District is
already listed on the NRHP and the HAER. To date, Mountain
Valley submitted to the NPS three cultural resources survey
reports that cover the proposed pipeline route and potential route
alternatives that would cross the BRP, to which the NPS has not
yet responded.

FEDERAL
FA11 – U.S. Department of the Interior – OEPC

Federal Comments

FA11-10



FEDERAL
FA11 – U.S. Department of the Interior – OEPC

Federal Comments



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

FEDERAL
FA11 – U.S. Department of the Interior – OEPC

Federal Comments

FA11-11

According to 40 CFR 1502.13, an EIS should only “briefly”
discuss the purpose and need explained by the Applicants in their
proposals to which the FERC is responding. This brief summary
can be found in section 1.2 of the EIS. The EIS is not a decision
document. We anticipate that the Commission Order will include
further consideration of project need.

Each alternative eliminated from section 3 of the EIS clearly
states why it was eliminated. Alternatives eliminated are not
carried forward in the EIS.

Alignment changes following the draft EIS mostly concerned
minor route variations to address landowner concerns and
alternatives recommended in the draft EIS. Any route changes
are disclosed and evaluated in the final EIS.

FA11-12



See the response to comment FA11-6 regarding geotechnical
analysis of the ANST crossing. Landslides are addressed in
section 4.1 of the EIS. Waterbody crossings are discussed in
section 4.3 of the EIS.

FEDERAL
FA11 – U.S. Department of the Interior – OEPC

Federal Comments

FA11-13

The visual assessment has been revised in this final EIS.FA11-14



See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. The use
of existing systems and utility corridors as alternatives are
discussed in section 3 of the EIS. The feasibility of crossing the
Elk, Gauley, and Greenbrier Rivers using trenchless crossing
methods was discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. Since issuance
of the draft EIS, Mountain Valley has changed the crossing
method for these three waterbodies from open-cut wet to dry
open-cut methods. As stated in section 4.6.2 of the EIS, based on
a literature assessment of magnitude and timing of suspended
sediment produced from open-cut dry crossing methods (Reid et.
al., 2004), the duration of increased sedimentation would be
mostly short-term (i.e., less than 1-4 days) and remain near the
crossing location (i.e., an approximate downstream distance of a
few hundred feet). We conclude that the revised analysis in the
final EIS is sufficient to characterize the impacts.

FEDERAL
FA11 – U.S. Department of the Interior – OEPC

Federal Comments

FA11-15



As stated in section 4.7 of the draft EIS, we are currently
preparing a BA which will be submitted separately to the FWS
and will include our detailed assessment regarding the projects
effects on federally listed species. The BA will outline the life
history information of all federally listed with the potential to
occur in the project area. Potential effects of the projects and
conservation measures to avoid and/or minimize such effects will
also be included in the BA. Section 4.7 of the EIS essentially
summarizes our BA, and presents our findings of effects for each
federally listed species that may be affected by the projects.
Section 4.7 of the final EIS has been revised to provide updated
consultation with the FWS.

Plant surveys conducted in August 2016 were not provided to the
FERC prior to issuance of the draft EIS. Section 4.7 of the final
EIS has been revised to include these surveys.

As stated in section 4.3.2 of the EIS, although the MVP pipeline
route would cross Bottom Creek, it would not cross the impaired
segment or the Tier III segment (the Tier III segment is over 3
miles downstream of the proposed crossing location).

Section 4.5.2 of the final EIS has been revised to include updated
information about potential impacts on migratory birds.

FA11-17

FA11-16 Dust emissions are discussed in section 4.11.1 of the EIS. As
stated in section 4.13 of the EIS, of the projects identified, only
the ACP and the MVP would both impact the ANST. However,
the MVP and ACP crossings of the ANST would be about 100
miles apart.

FA11-18 It is standard practice for cultural resources investigations to be
completed after the Commission authorizes a project, so that
access may be obtained using eminent domain where landowners
had previously denied access. We account for this in our
recommended condition as stated in section 4.10 and section 5.2
of the EIS.



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

FEDERAL
FA11 – U.S. Department of the Interior – OEPC

Federal Comments

FA11-20

FA11-19 As requested by the FERC, Mountain Valley filed a response to
the BLM’s letter on February 23, 2017 (Attachment General 3b2
accession number 20170224-5038). In that response Mountain
Valley stated updated erosion and sedimentation control plans
and restoration plans for NFS lands were submitted on December
22, 2016 to the FERC docket (accession number 20161222-
5442). As noted in table 2.4-2, Mountain Valley filed a General
Blasting Plan on February 9, 2017 (Attachment DR4 Geology 13
accession number 20170209-5249) and Mine Pool Mitigation
Plan on February 17, 2017 (Attachment DR4 Geology 12
accession number 20170217-5199). Mountain Valley also
submitted a General Blasting Plan for the Jefferson National
Forest (Appendix J) as part of their POD (Attachment General 2b
Accession number 20170303).



As requested by the FERC, Mountain Valley filed a response to 
the USGS’s letter on February 17, 2017 (Attachment General 3b1 
accession number 20170217-5199).   As stated in Mountain 
Valley’s response, these stream gauges would be about 4,000 to 
6,000 feet from the proposed pipeline.  Mountain Valley has 
agreed to document the condition of each stream gauge prior to 
the start of construction for comparison following construction.  
Mountain Valley would also consult with the USGS Virginia-
West Virginia Water Science Center to develop additional 
safeguards as necessary.  Two weeks prior to construction, 
Mountain Valley would notify the USGS Virginia-West Virginia 
Water Science Center of pending construction activities. 

FEDERAL
FA11 – U.S. Department of the Interior – OEPC

Federal Comments

FA11-21

See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding sedimentation 
and turbidity modeling and wet open-cut crossings. 

FA11-22

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

FA11-23



FEDERAL
FA11 – U.S. Department of the Interior – OEPC

Federal Comments



FEDERAL
FA11 – U.S. Department of the Interior – OEPC

Federal Comments



FEDERAL
FA11 – U.S. Department of the Interior – OEPC

Federal Comments



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

FEDERAL
FA12 – U.S. Department of Agriculture – Forest Service

Federal Comments

FA12-1



FEDERAL
FA12 – U.S. Department of Agriculture – Forest Service

Federal Comments



As requested by the FERC, Mountain Valley filed a response to
the FS’s letter on February 23, 2017 (Attachment General 3b3
accession number 20170224-5038). In that response Mountain
Valley committed to incorporate the FS’s December 15, 2016
seed mix and seeding techniques into the Project.

FEDERAL
FA13 – U.S. Department of Agriculture – Forest Service

Federal Comments

FA13-1



The statements about the FAST-41 dashboard are noted.

FEDERAL
FA14 – U.S. Department of the Interior – Bureau of Land Management

Federal Comments

FA14-1



FEDERAL
FA14 – U.S. Department of the Interior – Bureau of Land Management

Federal Comments



See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.
Cumulative impacts are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS. The
EIS provides a discussion of forests (section 4.4), aquatic
resources (section 4.6), geology (section 4.1), and threatened and
endangered species (section 4.7).

FEDERAL
FA15 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Comments

FA15-1

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.FA15-2



See the response to comment FA15-15 regarding alternatives. 

FEDERAL
FA15 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Comments

FA15-3

Section 1.4 of the final EIS has been revised to address additional
filings provided by the Applicants and public review. While we
did not respond individually in this Response to Comments
(RTC) to letters received after December 22, 2016, all comments
filed on the docket are part of the FERC’s administrative public
record (in eLibrary). Letters received after the close of the
comment period, up until staff began production of this final EIS,
were considered and addressed generically by resource topic and
issues in this final EIS.

FA15-4

As stated in the EIS, in considering the total acres of forest
affected, the quality and use of forest for wildlife habitat, and the
time required for full restoration in temporary workspaces, we
conclude that the projects would have significant impacts on
forest.

FA15-5



See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding sedimentation
and turbidity modeling and wet open-cut crossings.

FEDERAL
FA15 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Comments

FA15-6

The EIS provides a discussion of karst and landslides (section
4.1). A revised discussion of flash flooding is provided in section
4.3.2 of the final 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. Charges would be kept to
the minimum needed to break up and dislodge the rock.
Mountain Valley would conduct pre- and post-blast surveys for
wells and structures within 150 feet of blasting activities.

FA15-7

See the response to comment FA11-2 regarding pending
information contained in the EIS. As stated by the commentor,
table 2.4-2 in the EIS provides a footnote for each of the plans
prepared by the Applicants. Draft plans are noted. Copies of
these are not included as appendices to the EIS but can be found
in the docket for this proceeding available to the public through
our E-library system. In accordance with CEQ guidance for
compliance with NEPA, an EIS is only supposed to contain
summaries of plans; not necessarily copies of every plan filed in
its entirety.

FA15-8

Water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.FA15-9

Section 4.13.2.7 of the final EIS was revised to clarify the total 
GHG calculations.  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)].      
Therefore, upstream/downstream and lifecycle emissions do not 
meet the definition of indirect impacts and are not mandated as 
part of the Commission’s NEPA review.  

However, to provide the public additional information and to 
inform decision makers, we have estimated the downstream GHG 
emissions from the Project in section 4.13.2, assuming all of the 
gas to be transported is eventually combusted.  We note that this 
CO2e estimate represents a conservative estimate for the amount 
of end-use combustion that could result from the gas transported 
by this project.  This is because some of the gas may displace 
fuels (i.e., fuel oil and coal) which could result in lower total 
CO2e emissions.  It may also displace gas that otherwise would be 
transported via different means, resulting in no change in CO2e
emissions.  This estimate also assumes the maximum capacity is 
transported 365 days per year, which is rarely the case because 
many projects are designed for peak use. 

FA15-10



The commentor’s statement regarding the draft EIS is noted.

FEDERAL
FA15 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Comments

FA15-12

FA15-11 See the response to comment FA15-10 regarding the lifecycle of
gas.



The final EIS has been revised to address the FS comments as
appropriate.

FEDERAL
FA16 – U.S. Department of Agriculture – Forest Service

Federal Comments

FA16-1



The final EIS has been updated to reflect information provided
by Mountain Valley in relation to this data request.

FEDERAL
FA17 – U.S. Department of Agriculture – Forest Service

Federal Comments

FA17-1



The ACHP’s intent to participate in the Section 106 process is
noted. As indicated in section 4.10 of the final EIS, FERC staff
would include the ACHP in the resolution of adverse effects.

FEDERAL
FA18 – Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Federal Comments

FA18-1



Section 4.8 of the EIS has been revised to address the karst
conservation sites detailed in the commentor’s letter. Section 4.1
of the EIS has been revised to address methods used to identify
karst in the Project area. While the FERC did not conduct a full
independent hydrogeologic study, we asked a number of
questions (and reviewed the responses) that would be normally
included in such a report, including Mountain Valley’s submittal
of the fracture trace analysis. Additional information and
analyses has been included in the final EIS. Section 4.3.1 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. Impacts to water wells
located outside these distances is not expected. See the response
to comment CO7-1 regarding the Mount Tabor Variation and the
VADCR alternative.

STATE
SA1 – Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation

State Comments

SA1-1



As explained in the EIS, the FERC accepted all requests for
consulting party status from representatives of local governments
(Roanoke County, Giles County, and Montgomery County) in
accordance with the ACHP’s regulations for implementing
Section 106 of the NHPA at 36 CFR Part 800.2(c)(3). We denied
consulting party status to those individuals and entities that failed
to demonstrate a legal or economic relationship to the
undertaking, as required under Part 800.2(c)(5). The FERC’s
public comment process satisfies Part 800.2(d). FERC has not
denied access to cultural resources studies to any party that
requested them. In fact, any party that signed a confidentiality
agreement with Mountain Valley were provided copies of
archaeological survey reports that pertained to their area of
interest.

STATE
SA2 – Virginia Department of Historic Resources

State Comments

SA2-1



It is standard FERC practice to complete the Section 106 process
after the issuance of a Certificate. The reason for this is practical.
In some cases, landowners deny access. Only after the FERC
issues a Certificate can the Applicant use the power of eminent
domain to obtain access and complete cultural resources
investigations. We do not believe that this approach limits our
ability to make informed decisions about the treatment of historic
properties; and the courts have supported this approach. The
FERC staff would consider a Programmatic Agreement to
resolve adverse effects, which takes our phased approach into
consideration.

STATE
SA2 – Virginia Department of Historic Resources

State Comments

SA2-2

Section 4.10 details our identification of historic properties in the
APE, and addresses the comments of the Greater Newport Rural
Historic District Committee. We are still waiting for the
VADHR to provide us its opinions on project effects to Historic
Districts.

SA2-3

Section 4.10 of the EIS clearly stated that the FERC staff cannot
make final determination of effects on Historic Districts until
after we receive the opinions of the VADHR. We have revised
our discussion of Historic Districts in the final EIS to address
their potential to be rural historic landscapes.

SA2-4



STATE
SA2 – Virginia Department of Historic Resources

State Comments



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

STATE
SA3 – Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

State Comments

SA3-1



See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forest impacts.

STATE
SA3 – Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

State Comments

SA3-2



The Commonwealth of Virginia’s comments on the draft EIS are
noted. The final EIS has been revised as appropriate.

STATE
SA3 – Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

State Comments

SA3-3



STATE
SA3 – Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

State Comments



The statements regarding the MVP are noted.

STATE
SA4 – Senate of Virginia – Senator Frank M. Ruff, Jr.

State Comments

SA4-1



STATE
SA4 – Senate of Virginia – Senator Frank M. Ruff, Jr.

State Comments



The statements regarding Mountain Valley and the FERC’s pre-
filing process are noted.

LOCAL
LA1 – Board of Supervisors of Montgomery County

Local Comments

LA1-1

It seems premature for the Montgomery County Board of 
Supervisors to oppose the MVP before the FERC issued its draft 
EIS on September 16, 2016.  This appears to be a political 
statement, rather than a rational decision based on the facts 
revealed in the EIS about potential impacts on the resources and 
citizens of Montgomery County.

LA1-2

The statements regarding the FERC’s pre-filing process, route 
changes, karst, steep slopes, seismicity, and groundwater are 
noted..

LA1-3



We disagree.  Pipelines can be safely installed through karst 
terrain.  There are existing 42-inch-diameter natural gas pipelines 
in the United States.  There are also existing pipelines that cross 
mountainous terrain, including the Rockies, Sierra, and Cascades.  
An example includes the Ruby Pipeline (a 680-mile 42-inch-
diameter natural gas pipeline which extends from Wyoming to 
Oregon). 

LOCAL
LA1 – Board of Supervisors of Montgomery County

Local Comments

LA1-4

The EIS addresses karst terrain and building on steep slopes in 
section 4.1, and impacts on water resources in section 4.3.

LA1-5

The EIS discusses impacts on federally listed species in section 
4.7. 

LA1-6

As stated in section 4.4.2 of the EIS, 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.

LA1-7

Section 4.3.2 of the EIS addresses potential project impacts on 
surface waterbodies.  Those impacts do not include 
contamination from herbicides or pesticides (see above response 
to LA1-7).  As stated in section 4.1 of the EIS, fertilizers, 
herbicides, and pesticides would not be applied within 100 feet of 
a waterbody or karst feature.

LA1-8

Section 4.8 of the EIS includes an analysis of visual impacts.  It 
should be pointed out that viewsheds in Montgomery County 
currently contain existing infrastructure, including roads, 
powerlines, pipelines, housing tracts, commercial buildings, 
churches, schools, and farmsteads.

LA1-9



We look forward to receiving the Board’s comments on the draft 
EIS.

LOCAL
LA1 – Board of Supervisors of Montgomery County

Local Comments

LA1-10

We selected session locations convenient for the greatest number 
of people who might be interested in the project, spaced 
according to reasonable driving distances, as well as logistical 
requirements, including finding suitable and available venues 
along the proposed pipeline route, and staff constraints.  
Christiansburg is only 35 miles from Roanoke.

LA1-11



As discussed in revisions to section 1.4 of the final EIS, because 
we anticipated considerable interest from concerned citizens, the 
format for the sessions (including the 3-minute time limit) to take 
comments on our draft EIS was designed to receive the 
maximum amount of verbal comments, in a convenient way 
during the timeframe allotted.  At these sessions, comments were 
received on a one-on-one basis with FERC staff and with a 
stenographer to transcribe comments.  Transcripts from the 
meetings were placed into the docket, which is accessible for 
public viewing on the FERC’s internet web site (at 
www.ferc.gov) through our eLibrary system, ensuring 
transparency.  In addition, FERC staff was available in the 
waiting area to answer administrative questions about our 
environmental review process.  This draft EIS comment session 
format was recently used successfully for several major pipeline 
projects in other states.  While public comment sessions are a 
valuable tool, they are only one of several ways for interested 
parties to bring their concerns to the Commission’s attention.  
Stakeholders could also file electronic or written comments on 
the draft EIS that received the same consideration as oral 
comments given at public sessions.  All comments received 
during the comment period were addressed by FERC staff in the 
final EIS.

LOCAL
LA2 – Roanoke county

Local Comments

LA2-1



LOCAL
LA2 – Roanoke county

Local Comments



The request to reschedule the public session held on November 2, 
2016 at Franklin County High School in Rocky Mount, Virginia 
to take comments on the draft EIS is denied.  The draft EIS 
addressed the vast majority of environmental impacts that could 
occur if the project is authorized and constructed.  The 
supplemental filings by Mountain Valley in October 2016 mostly 
concerned minor route variations to address landowner concerns 
and alternatives recommended in the draft EIS.  While public 
comment sessions are a valuable tool, they were only one of 
several ways for interested parties to bring their concerns to the 
Commission’s attention.  Stakeholders could also file electronic 
or written comments on the draft EIS that received the same 
consideration as oral comments given at public sessions.  The 
citizens of Franklin County had until December 22, 2016 to 
provide the FERC with their comments on the draft EIS and the 
supplemental filings by Mountain Valley.  All comments 
received during the comment period were addressed by FERC 
staff in the final EIS.

LOCAL
LA3 – Franklin County

Local Comments

LA3-1



The comment is reiteration of draft EIS language.

LOCAL
LA4 – County of Giles Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA4-1



As stated in section 2.0 of the EIS, the MVP would consist of a 
125-foot construction nominal right-of-way and a 50-foot-wide 
permanent right-of-way. In the draft EIS, the FS had proposed a 
500-foot-wide right-of-way to reallocate to Rx 5C-Designated 
Utility Corridors for potential future collocation opportunities.   
In the final EIS, the FS no longer proposes to reallocate any lands 
to the Rx 5C-Designated Utility Corridor. There would not be a 
500-foot wide corridor identified for future collocation 
opportunities. See response to comment FA8-1.

LOCAL
LA4 – County of Giles Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA4-2

See response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.LA4-3

See response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.LA4-4



See response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.

LOCAL
LA4 – County of Giles Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA4-5

The opposition to the proposed FS LRMP amendments by the 
Giles County Board of Supervisors is noted.

LA4-6



We disagree with the statements regarding the draft EIS.  The 
draft EIS was written by a team of professional scientists, over a 
two-year period, using the best available data.  The draft EIS was 
accurate.  It offered an objective evaluation of the proposed 
projects impacts on environmental resources.  See the response to 
comment FA11-2.  Section 1.4 of the EIS highlights input from 
stakeholders. 

LOCAL
LA5 – Craig County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA5-1

See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding Mountain 
Valley’s October 2016 filings.LA5-2

The opposition to the proposed FS LRMP amendments and 
additional comments by the Craig County Board of Supervisors 
are noted.

LA5-3



LOCAL
LA5 – County of Giles Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



Alternative routes that would avoid or reduce impacts on the 
Slussers Chapel Conservation Site are analyzed in section 3 of 
the final EIS.

LOCAL
LA6 – Board of Supervisors of Montgomery County

Local Comments

LA6-1



LOCAL
LA6 – Board of Supervisors of Montgomery County

Local Comments



Mountain Valley would follow the Restoration Plan (POD, 
appendix H) and the FERC Plan. The FS has worked with 
Mountain Valley to identify seed mixes appropriate for this area 
and revegetation procedures and mitigation measures (such as 
requesting Mountain Valley reduce the permanent operational 
right-of-way that is converted to herbaceous cover from 50 feet 
wide to 10 feet wide for its length on the Jefferson National 
Forest). These measures would significantly reduce the visibility 
of the pipeline.  The FS has requested Mountain Valley plant and 
maintain FS approved shrubs small trees and shallow rooted trees 
along a slightly undulating line in order to break up the straight 
edge and offer a variety of plant heights to reduce a hard shadow 
line within the Jefferson National Forest.  Reducing the 
herbaceous right-of-way width and allowing more of a vegetative 
transition within the operational corridor (i.e., grasses over the 
pipeline then shrubs between the grasses and treeline) would help 
mitigate the effects of the change to the scenic character of the 
area.

LOCAL
LA7 – County of Giles Board of Directors

Local Comments

LA7-1



The opposition to the proposed FS LRMP amendments by the 
Town of Blacksburg is noted.  See response to comment FA8-1 
regarding Amendment 1.  See the response to comment FA10-1 
regarding Amendments 2, 3, and 4.

LOCAL
LA8 – Town of Blacksburg

Local Comments

LA8-1



LOCAL
LA8 – Town of Blacksburg

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA8 – Town of Blacksburg

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA8 – Town of Blacksburg

Local Comments



Alternative routes that would avoid or reduce impacts on the 
Slussers Chapel Conservation Site are analyzed in section 3 of 
the final EIS.

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

LOCAL
LA9 – Town of Blacksburg

Local Comments

LA9-1



LOCAL
LA9 – Town of Blacksburg

Local Comments



See the response to comment LA2-1 regarding the draft EIS 
comment sessions.  See the response to comments LA5-1, FA11-
2, and IND196-5 regarding preparation of the EIS.  Alternatives 
are discussed in section 3 of the EIS. 

LOCAL
LA10 – Craig County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA10-1



LOCAL
LA10 – Craig County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA10 – Craig County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



The final EIS reorganized and summarized data provided by 
Mountain Valley in supplemental filings. 

LOCAL
LA10 – Craig County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA10-2

See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.  
Drinking water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 

LA10-3



Socioeconomic impacts on Craig County are addressed in section 
4.9 of the EIS.  Tourism is also discussed in section 4.9.  

LOCAL
LA10 – Craig County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA10-4



The opposition to the proposed FS LRMP amendments and 
additional comments by the Craig County Board of Supervisors 
are noted.  See the response to comments FA8-1 and FA10-1 
regarding Amendments 1, 2, 3, and 4.

LOCAL
LA10 – Craig County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA10-5



Impacts on the ANST are analyzed in section 4.8 of the EIS, 
including a discussion of visual impacts. 

LOCAL
LA10 – Craig County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA10-6



LOCAL
LA10 – Craig County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



See the response to comments LA5-1 and FA11-2 regarding 
pending information in the draft EIS.  See the response to 
comment CO14-3 regarding spills. 

LOCAL
LA11 – Franklin County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA11-1



Cultural resources are addressed in section 4.10 of the EIS.

LOCAL
LA11 – Franklin County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA11-2

See the response to comment IND288-3 regarding road repairs.LA11-3

See the responses to letter CO14 regarding Smith Mountain 
Lake.

LA11-4

See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.LA11-5

Visual resources are addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS.LA11-6

Water resources, including drinking water, are addressed in 
section 4.3 of the EIS.

LA11-7

See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding open-cut wet 
waterbody crossings (there are none). 

LA11-8

Invasive species are addressed in section 4.4 of the EIS.LA11-9



See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding a 500-foot-wide 
utility corridor in the Jefferson National Forest.  Visual resources 
are addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS.  See the response to 
comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. 

LOCAL
LA12 – Town of Blacksburg

Local Comments

LA12-1



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



We disagree with your unsupported ascertains.  As supported by 
facts in the EIS, the MVP would not result in significant 
permanent damage to resources in Montgomery County; with the 
exception of clearing of forest.  The MVP would not cause 
substantial environmental, economic or safety harm to the 
citizens in the county.  Socioeconomic impacts are discussed in 
section 4.9 of the EIS; safety in section 4.12.  Route variations to 
avoid or reduce impacts on the VADCR-designated Slussers 
Chapel Conservation Site are provided in section 3 of the final 
EIS.  The draft EIS was neither inadequate or inaccurate; see 
responses to comments FA11-2 and LA5-1.  The document 
complies with the CEQ regulations implementing NEPA, at 40 
CFR 1500-1508.  The draft EIS was not legally deficient because 
it summarized project purpose and need in section 1.2; see 
response to comment FA11-12.  An assessment of karst terrain 
can be found in section 4.1; and property values are discussed in 
section 4.9.  This final EIS addresses comments on the draft.

LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA13-1




