
You do not have to give up your land. Mountain Valley only
seeks an easement for its pipeline. No decision has yet been
made by the FERC about the projects. See the response to
comment FA11-12 regarding need. Safety is addressed in section
4.12. See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent
domain.

INDIVIDUALS
IND337 – Iris Moye

Individual Comments

IND337-2

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND337-3

Natural gas is one of the cleanest burning fossil fuels. Welded
steel underground pipelines rarely leak. Emissions are discussed
in section 4.13 of the EIS. See the response to comment
IND281-2 regarding jobs in Virginia. Commissioners are not
elected; but appointed by the President. The U.S. Senate is
currently in the process of confirming two new Commissioners.

IND337-4



Sinkholes and karst are discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS. There
are existing natural gas pipelines in Virginia. Section 4.4 of the
EIS stated that the projects would have significant impacts on
forest. The FERC is funded by the U.S. Congress. It is also the
U.S. Congress that conveys the power of eminent domain.

INDIVIDUALS
IND337 – Iris Moye

Individual Comments

IND337-5



As requested by the FERC, Mountain Valley filed a response to
the commenter's letter on February 17, 2017 (Attachment
Cultural Resources 16 Accession number 20170217-5199). As
stated in Mountain Valley’s response, the commenter's property
would not be located within the APE. Therefore, cultural
resources on the commenter's parcel would not be impacted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND338 – Alan Daniel O’Hara

Individual Comments

IND338-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND338 – Alan Daniel O’Hara

Individual Comments



See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. See the
response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain. See the
response to comment IND2-3 regarding export. See the response
to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the responses to letter
CO14 regarding Smith Mountain Lake. See the response to
comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. See the response to
comment LA1-7 regarding herbicides.

INDIVIDUALS
IND339 – Linda Quinn

Individual Comments

IND339-1

As discussed in section 4.12.1 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. See the response to comment IND18-2 regarding
emergency response.

IND339-2



Geological hazards, seismic activity, landslides, steep terrain,
shallow bedrock, karst, and soil liquefaction are all topics
addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See the response to comment
CO5-1 regarding pending information in the draft EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND340 – Shirley and Willis Hall

Individual Comments

IND340-1



See the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s
report. The EIS discusses karst terrain in section 4.1. See the
response to comment IND2-3 regarding export. See the response
to comment IND234-1 regarding the Greater Newport Historic
District. See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding
property values. See the response to comment IND92-1
regarding leaks. See also the response to comment IND40-1
regarding renewable energy.

INDIVIDUALS
IND341 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Dorothy Domermuth)

Individual Comments

IND341-1



See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits. See the
response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks. See the response
to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. Section 4.9 of the EIS
provides a discussion of jobs.

INDIVIDUALS
IND342 – Nancy Guile

Individual Comments

IND342-1



As stated in section 4.4.2 of the EIS and in Mountain Valley’s
Exotic and Invasive Species Control Plan, all equipment would
be cleaned with high-pressure washing at established equipment
cleaning stations. In addition, Mountain Valley would monitor
the right-of-way for at least two growing seasons. In addition,
while Mountain Valley does not propose the wide-scale use of
pesticides and/or herbicides, but would consider their use on a
local scale based on requests from landowners or land
management agencies.

INDIVIDUALS
IND343 – Elizabeth Reeder

Individual Comments

IND343-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND343 – Elizabeth Reeder

Individual Comments



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND344 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Dorothy Domermuth)

Individual Comments

IND344-1

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

IND344-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND344 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Dorothy Domermuth)

Individual Comments



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND345 – Robert A. and Louise W. Wey

Individual Comments

IND345-1

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

IND345-2

See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.IND345-3

As discussed in section 4.9.2 of the EIS, during operation of the
MVP, about 34 jobs, with an average annual salary of $67,000
each, would be supported in Virginia. Mountain Valley would
pay a total up to $7.4 million annually in property and ad valorem
taxes in Virginia, including about $1.7 million to Montgomery
County (FTI Consulting, 2015b).

IND345-4



The route was finalized in October 2016.  See the response to 
comment IND2-1 regarding safety.  See the response to comment 
IND18-2 regarding emergency response.  

INDIVIDUALS
IND346 – Teresa Crispin

Individual Comments

IND346-1

Visual impacts on the JNF are discussed in section 4.8.  While 
NFS-lands are not untouched; timber is harvested.  See the 
response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.  See 
the response to comment IND31-5 regarding environmental 
justice.

IND346-2



Karst is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS, groundwater in
section 4.3.1, and forest in 4.4. See also the response to comment
IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

INDIVIDUALS
IND346 – Teresa Crispin

Individual Comments

IND346-3

See the response to comment IND28-3 regarding financial
responsibility and bankruptcy. Tourism is discussed in section
4.9 of the EIS. Montgomery County, Virginia may benefit from
the MVP, due to temporary jobs and tax revenues; read section
4.9.

IND346-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND346 – Teresa Crispin

Individual Comments



The Forest Service has worked with Mountain Valley to develop
project design features, mitigation measures and monitoring
procedures to minimize the effects on the resources the plan
amendments were designed to protect, not only for those
resources on NFS lands, but also adjacent lands.

INDIVIDUALS
IND347 – Joseph C. Pitt

Individual Comments

IND347-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND347 – Joseph C. Pitt

Individual Comments



See the response to comment CO34-1 regarding the Red Sulphur
PSD. See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks.
See the response to CO34-1 regarding hydrogeological studies.

INDIVIDUALS
IND348 – Harold M. “Rocky” Parsons, Jr.

Individual Comments

IND348-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND348 – Harold M. “Rocky” Parsons, Jr.

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.IND348-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND348 – Harold M. “Rocky” Parsons, Jr.

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND349 – Elizabeth Reeder

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.

IND349-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND350 – Bruce Zoecklein

Individual Comments

The EIS was prepared by scientists who independently checked
facts. Our conclusions are based on those facts. This include
evaluating reports submitted by the public. Sections 2 and 4.3 of
the EIS discuss erosion control measures that would be
implemented to prevent excess sediment from entering into
streams. See also the response to comment IND70-1 regarding
erosion. Karst terrain and steep slopes are discussed in section
4.1 of the EIS. See the response to comment IND62-1 regarding
Dr. Kastning’s report. As stated in section 4.7 of the EIS, we
concluded that the MVP may adversely affect 3 species (Indiana
bat, northern long-eared bat, and Roanoke logperch). Therefore,
we are preparing a separate BA.

IND350-1

Seismic zones are discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS. Pipelines
have safely been installed and maintained in California, which
has much more powerful earthquakes than Virginia.

IND350-2

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

IND350-3

GHG emissions are discussed in section 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.
See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic
fracturing.

IND350-4

As discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS, the MVP would result in
many millions of dollars in economic benefits to the region, from
labor expenditures, purchases of supplies, rent, and taxes.
Section 4.10 of the EIS evaluates impacts on all Historic Districts
that would be crossed by the pipeline. The U.S. Congress passed
a law that stated that a company that obtains a Certificate from
the FERC has the ability to use eminent domain. As stated in the
EIS, the FERC would prefer the company negotiate mutual
agreements with landowners for its easement. See the response
to comment IND2-3 regarding export. See the response to
comment IND196-5 regarding review of the projects.

IND350-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND350 – Bruce Zoecklein

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND351 – Bruce Zoecklein 

Individual Comments

The draft EIS did not contain factual errors, and our conclusions
are based on facts. See the response to comments CO5-1 and
LA5-1 regarding preparation of the draft EIS. The draft EIS
would not be withdrawn, but this final EIS addresses comments
on the draft. The final EIS incorporates the minor route
modifications filed by Mountain Valley in October 2016. The
final EIS addresses reports filed by the public. A revised
discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found in section
4.3 of the final EIS. Water resources are addressed in section
4.3. The Greenbrier River would now be crossed using dry
methods. Karst is addressed in section 4.1. See the response to
comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report. See the
response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.

IND351-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND351 – Bruce Zoecklein 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND351 – Bruce Zoecklein 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND352 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon 

Individual Comments

The EIS has been corrected. The MVP does not affect any 
national forest system lands in Craig County, Virginia.
See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1. 

IND352-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND352 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon 

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND352 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon 

Individual Comments

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

IND352-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND353 – J. Dana McCarron

Individual Comments

The EIS discusses climate change in section 4.13. See the
response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic fracturing.

IND353-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND353 – J. Dana McCarron

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND354 – Ingrid Pankonin

Individual Comments

Section 4.9 of the EIS provides a discussion of tourism.  The 
MVP pipeline would transport natural gas; not oil.

IND354-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND355 – Greg Warren

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND355-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND355 – Greg Warren

Individual Comments

The EIS uses the Scenery Management System to evaluate the
effects on visual resources on the Jefferson National Forest.

IND355-2

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND355-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND355 – Greg Warren

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND356 – Robert B. Lineberry

Individual Comments

The FS and BLM have worked extensively with Mountain Valley 
to minimize the effects of the proposed project.  See the response 
to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1. 

IND356-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND356 – Robert B. Lineberry

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.IND356-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND356 – Robert B. Lineberry

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.IND356-3

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND356-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND357 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Jason Taylor)

Individual Comments

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

IND357-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND358 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Jennifer Rathmann)

Individual Comments

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

IND358-1

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND358-2

Impacts on forested areas are discussed in sections 4.4 and 4.5 of
the EIS.

IND358-3

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

IND358-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND359 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Peter and Mary Jane Imhof)

Individual Comments

The EIS addresses safety in section 4.12; karst and earthquakes in
section 4.1; and tourism in section 4.9. See the response to
comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch pipelines in
mountainous terrain. See the response to comment IND2-1
regarding safety.

IND359-1

See the response to comment CO14-1 regarding blasting. See the
response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water. See the
response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. See the
response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks.

IND359-2

Tourism is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS. See the response
to comment IND281-2 regarding taxes and jobs. See the
response to comment IND288-3 regarding road damage. See the
response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits.

IND359-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND359 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Peter and Mary Jane Imhof)

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND360 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Hersha Evans)

Individual Comments

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

IND360-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND361 – James Chandler

Individual Comments

Comment regarding surveyors are noted. Additional information
regarding the location of wetlands identified on the parcel would
be required and would be collaborated with the COE. Wetland
and stream delineations are conducted within a defined corridor
for the proposed right-of-way and access roads. It is likely that
the unidentified wetlands on the parcel fall outside of the survey
corridor. Without specific information regarding the location of
these wetlands in relation to the MVP environmental survey
corridor, we are unable to make any determinations regarding the
adequacy of the wetland surveys. During preliminary
environmental surveys many potential access roads are evaluated
for potential use during a project and negotiations with
landowner are made in order to compensate for use of access
roads.

IND361-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND361 – James Chandler

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND361 – James Chandler

Individual Comments

All of Mountain Valley’s filings are available for public review
on the FERC’s eLibrary system. Wetland and stream
delineations will be collaborated by the COE. MVP is seeking
coverage under permit NWP12.

IND361-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND361 – James Chandler

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND362 – James Chandler

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. Mountain
Valley’s response to this landowner’s concerns are listed on table
3.5.3-2.

IND362-1

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.IND362-2

Landowners could continue to use land within the easement with
the exception of construction of access roads or permanent
structures within the permanent easement.

IND362-3

See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.IND362-4

See the response to comment IND332-1 regarding cattle.IND362-5

Impacts on forests are discussed in sections 4.4 and 4.5 of the
EIS.

IND362-6

Scrub-shrub wetlands typically re-grow within 1 to 3 years of
disturbance. See the response to IND270-1 regarding wildlife.

IND362-7

The proposed centerline would be more than 500 feet from the
edge of the existing house. The MVP is not expected to impact
the commenter's desire to expand their home.

IND362-8

Mountain Valley’s proposed modifications to access road MVP-
RO-287 are provided in appendix E. As stated in section 4.8.2.2,
Mountain Valley would maintain access to homes and driveways.
This would extend to emergency response services. See the
response to IND332-1 regarding pasture and cattle fences. Our
Procedures state that “the only access roads, other than the
construction right-of-way, that can be used in wetlands are those
existing roads that can be used with no modifications or
improvements, other than routine repair, and no impact on the
wetland.” Based on alignment sheets filed on October 13, 2016,
Mountain Valley would neck-down the access road in specific
spots to avoid wetland impacts.

IND362-9



INDIVIDUALS
IND363 – James Chandler

Individual Comments

As discussed in section 4.9.2 of the EIS, Mountain Valley’s
economic consultant estimated that during peak construction the
project would support a total of about 4,400 jobs in Virginia,
including direct and indirect jobs. During operation of the MVP,
about 34 jobs, with an average annual salary of $67,000 each,
would be supported in Virginia. See the response to comment
IND3-1 regarding drinking water. Water resources are discussed
in section 4.3 of the EIS. See the response to comment CO14-1
regarding blasting.

IND363-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND364 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Loretta Walker)

Individual Comments

The Jefferson National Forest and ANST are discussed in section
4.8 of the EIS. Historic resources are discussed in section 4.10.
See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.
See the response to comment IND18-2 regarding emergency
response.

IND364-1

See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits.
Transportation is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS. Tourism is
discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

IND364-2

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export.
Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the
EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding
renewable energy.

IND364-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND365 – Tina Smusz

Individual Comments

The FERC held open public sessions to hear comments about the
projects; see section 1.4 of the EIS. See the response to comment
IND2-3 regarding export.

IND365-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND365 – Tina Smusz

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND366 – Kathy E. Chandler

Individual Comments

Mountain Valley’s response concerning pipeline routing on the
subject property is listed on table 3.5.3-2 of the final EIS. Forest
impacts are addressed in section 4.4; wildlife discussed in section
4.5; and water resources in section 4.3. The permanent easement
can be used for pasture, or planted in crops. Once the temporary
right-of-way is reforested, it can be harvested for timber in the
future.

IND366-1

See the response to comment IND362-9 regarding access road
MVP-RO-287.

IND366-2

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.
See the response to comment IND12-2 regarding homeowner’s
insurance. See the response to comment CO14-1 regarding
blasting. See the response to comment LA1-7 regarding
herbicides. See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding
drinking water. We are not aware of a recommendation for water
testing 3 to 4 times a year due to the presence of a natural gas
pipeline.

IND366-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND366 – Kathy E. Chandler

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. As
discussed in section 4.12.1 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. See the response to comment IND18-2 regarding
emergency response. As stated in section 4.8.2.2, Mountain
Valley would maintain access to homes and driveways for both
the homeowner and emergency response personnel.

IND366-4

The commenter's statements regarding surveys without
permission are noted.

IND366-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND366 – Kathy E. Chandler

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
Impacts and proposed mitigation for water resources and
wetlands is discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

IND366-6

The statements regarding surveys without permission are noted.IND366-7



INDIVIDUALS
IND366 – Kathy E. Chandler

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.
See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
Impacts and proposed mitigation for water resources and
wetlands is discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. See the response
to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

IND366-8



INDIVIDUALS
IND367 – Donna S. Pitt

Individual Comments

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. In addition, the draft EIS is an objective evaluation of
the proposed projects and their potential impacts on specific
environmental resources.

IND367-1

See the response to comment LA5-1 regarding stakeholder
comments. See also the response to comment IND62-1 regarding
Dr. Kastning’s report.

IND367-2

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.IND367-3

Cultural attachment is discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.
Tourism is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

IND367-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND367 – Donna S. Pitt

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO5-1 regarding pending
information in the draft EIS.

IND367-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND368 – James T. Chandler

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.IND368-1

See also the response to comment IND362-3 regarding the
commenter's property. See the response to comment IND362-9
regarding access road MVP-RO-287.

IND368-2

The statements regarding surveys without permission are noted.IND368-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND369 – Taylor F. Johnson

Individual Comments

The Commission would decide whether or not the projects are in
the public interest See the response to comment IND2-1
regarding safety. Climate change is discussed in section 4.13.

IND369-1

The Commission would determine need. See also the response to
comment IND277-13 regarding U.S. natural gas consumption.
See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.

IND369-2

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND369-3

Non-environmental FERC staff may review the Synapse report.IND369-4

See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
Impacts and proposed mitigation for water resources and
wetlands is discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. See the response
to comment IND179-2 regarding contamination. Climate change
are GHG are discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13. See the
response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic fracturing. Air
and noise pollution are discussed in section 4.11 of the EIS. A
new compression station in Virginia is not proposed.

IND369-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND369 – Taylor F. Johnson

Individual Comments

The EIS concluded that the project would have limited adverse
impacts on most environmental resources, except for clearing of
forest. Impacts on farmlands, and measures for reducing those
impacts, are discussed in sections 2, 4.2, and 4.8 of the EIS.
Forest is discussed in section 4.4; wildlife in section 4.5. The FS
is a cooperating agency and assisted in preparation of the EIS.
Section 4.8 of the EIS discusses Roadless Areas and the Jefferson
National Forest. See the responses to FA11-4 and FA11-5
regarding the ANST. See the response to FA11-10 regarding the
BRP. The crossing of the Weston and Gauley Bridge Turnpike is
addressed in section 4.8 Threatened, endangered, and other
special status species are discussed in section 4.7 of the EIS and
in more detail in our BA. The EIS provides a discussion of karst
in section 4.1. See the response to comment IND31-5 regarding
environmental justice.

IND369-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND369 – Taylor F. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND369-7 See the response to comment FA8-1 and FA10-1 regarding the
LMRP.



INDIVIDUALS
IND369 – Taylor F. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND369 – Taylor F. Johnson

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND56 and IND102.IND369-8

See the response to comment IND56 and IND102.IND369-9

IND369-10 See the response to comment IND56 and IND102.



INDIVIDUALS
IND369 – Taylor F. Johnson

Individual Comments

The final EIS was updated to include a discussion of the Narrows
of Hans Creek. We will not be producing a supplemental draft
EIS. See the response to CO34-1 regarding the need for an
independent hydrogeologic study.

IND369-11



INDIVIDUALS
IND369 – Taylor F. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND369 – Taylor F. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND370 – Robert M. Johnson (on behalf of Buck Cox and Janet 
DeGroff)

Individual Comments

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

IND370-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND371 – Robert M. Johnson (on behalf of Sandra Powell)

Individual Comments

IND371-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND372 – Robert M. Johnson (on behalf of Logan Brooke)

Individual Comments

IND372-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND373 – Robert M. Johnson (on behalf of Kelly Violette)

Individual Comments

IND373-1



Comment noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND374 – Robert M. Johnson (on behalf of Kelly Violette)

Individual Comments

IND374-1

Karst is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See the response to
comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch pipelines in
mountainous terrain.

IND374-5

Air and noise pollution are discussed in section 4.11 of the EIS.IND374-4

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.
Impacts to water wells located outside these distances is not
expected.

IND374-3

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.IND374-2



See the response to comment IND28-3 regarding bankruptcy.
See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. The
Applicants stated that the expected useful lifespan of the projects
would be about 50 years. While there is no termination date for a
FERC natural gas Certificate, at the end of the 50-year period, the
Applicants may need to repair, replace, or abandon facilities.
Any of those actions would require permission from the
Commission in response to new applications.

INDIVIDUALS
IND375 – Robert M. Johnson (on behalf of Kelly Violette)

Individual Comments

IND375-1

Many studies have shown that pipelines do not necessarily
significantly affect property values. See also the response to
comment IND12-1. See the response to comment IND345-4
regarding benefits to Montgomery County. See the response to
comment IND2-3 regarding export. See the response to
comment IND28-3 regarding bankruptcy.

IND375-2



See the response to comment IND148-4 regarding Mountain
Valley’s experience. The quotation from the draft EIS regarding
potential impacts to water wells, springs, wetlands, etc. was taken
from section 4.1.1. Section 4.1.2 of the EIS provides a summary
of the draft Blasting Plan including mitigation measures. See the
response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report.

INDIVIDUALS
IND375 – Robert M. Johnson (on behalf of Kelly Violette)

Individual Comments

IND375-3

The potential health effects regarding methane are discussed in
section 4.12 of the EIS. GHGs and fugitive emissions are
discussed in section 4.13. Radon is discussed in section 4.11.1.4
of the EIS. As stated in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, potential
impacts on air quality associated with construction and operation
of the MVP and the EEP would be minimized by strict adherence
to all applicable federal and state regulations, which are designed
to be protective of air quality. Section 4.11.2 provides a
discussion of noise estimate for construction and operation of the
projects. As stated in section 4.11.2 of the EIS, to ensure that the
actual noise levels resulting from operation of the compressor
stations comply with our noise guidelines and do not result in
significant noise impacts, we recommend to the Commission that
Mountain Valley file a noise survey with the Commission.

IND375-4



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND375 – Robert M. Johnson (on behalf of Kelly Violette)

Individual Comments

IND375-5

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND375-6

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

IND375-7

Mountain Valley is not currently proposing a compressor station
in Montgomery County, Virginia. Installation of additional
project facilities would require permission from the Commission
in response to new applications. The Commission would conduct
a separate environmental review under NEPA.

IND375-8

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export.IND375-9

Section 2.7 of the EIS provides an overview of future plans and
abandonment.

IND375-10

Noise mitigation measures are discussed in section 4.11.2 of the
EIS.

IND375-11



INDIVIDUALS
IND376 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

The Commission will make its decision regarding the projects
after staff has produced a final EIS. The COE and the states will
decide if the projects are in compliance with the CWA .

IND376-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND377 – Sandra P. Schlaudecker

Individual Comments

The BLM has received requests for additional public meetings on
the Mountain Valley Pipeline Project. In lieu of additional public
meetings, the BLM will be soliciting comments on the final EIS
specific to impacts on federal lands.

IND377-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND378 – Sandra P. Schlaudecker

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. See the
response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.

IND378-1

The EIS discloses significant impacts on forest. The EIS is not a
decision document. The Commission will consider
environmental impacts in part when it makes its decision whether
or not to authorize the projects.

IND378-2

See the response to comment CO5-1 regarding pending
information in the draft EIS. The standard comment period of 45
days was extended to 90 days for the MVP. See the response to
comment LA3-1 regarding Mountain Valley’s October 2016
filings.

IND378-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND378 – Sandra P. Schlaudecker

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. See
the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s
report. See the response to comment IND213-1 regarding
materials to be transported.

IND378-4

See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
Section 2.7 of the EIS provides an overview of future plans and
abandonment.

IND378-5

See the response to the comment IND1-3 regarding eminent
domain. See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export.

IND378-6

See the response to the comment IND137-1 regarding the
KeyLog report.

IND378-7



INDIVIDUALS
IND378 – Sandra P. Schlaudecker

Individual Comments

As shown in section 4.8 of the EIS, there would be no significant
impacts on the ANST because the pipeline would be bored under
it with a forested buffer to hide visual impacts; see also the
response to comment CO17.

IND378-8



INDIVIDUALS
IND379 – Sandra P. Schlaudecker

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.IND379-1

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.IND379-2

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.IND379-3

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND379-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND380 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

I-73 is a proposed new interstate from northern Michigan to
South Carolina. According to the Roanoke Times, the idea of I-
73 has been around for more than 20 years (2015) . If the MVP
is approved by the Commission, it is likely it would be
constructed prior to the I-73 roadway. Therefore, the existence
of the pipeline would be considered during planning of the I-73
route.

Roanoke Times. 2015. New I-73 signs go up, but not the
highway. Available at:
http://www.roanoke.com/news/local/new-i--signs-go-up-but-not-
the-highway/article_af3b4be0-9f4f-576d-a4f0-
e436f136ab26.html.

IND380-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND381 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. The
FERC does not determine setback distances from residences.
These are determined by PHMSA.

IND381-1

See the response to comment IND234-1 regarding the Greater
Newport Historic District.

IND381-2

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.IND381-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND382 – Richard Ettleson

Individual Comments

The Federal Register Notice for the Notice of Availability of the
MVP draft EIS (including the Jefferson National Forest LRMP
proposed amendments) was published by the lead agency, FERC,
on September 27, 2016 with a stated comment period ending
December 22, 2016. This Notice is the official notice starting the
comment period. However, the FS must have a 90-day comment
period for the proposed draft EIS Amendment 1 and the deadline
of December 22, 2016 did not give the full 90 days for comments
since the comment period started on September 27, 2016.
Therefore, the FS and BLM also published a NOA for the MVP
draft EIS (including the Jefferson National Forest LRMP
proposed amendments) on October 14, 2016 that gave notice that
comments must be received within 90 days following the
publication of the FERC Notice of Availability, not December
22, 2016. This provided for a full 90-day comment period for
comments related to the LRMP amendments.

IND382-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND382 – Richard Ettleson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND383 – Jim Steitz

Individual Comments

The pipelines would be buried underground, and the right-of-way
restored and revegetated.

IND383-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND384 – James R. Thomas

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.IND384-1

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND384-2

The EIS concluded that for most environmental resources (except
forest) there would not be significant adverse effects. See the
response to comment CO2-1 and comment IND281-2 regarding
benefits and taxes.

IND384-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND385 – Ashley L. Johnson

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. Climate
change is addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.

IND385-1

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need and IND1-
3 regarding eminent domain.

IND385-2

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND385-3

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.IND385-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND385 – Ashley L. Johnson

Individual Comments

The same protective Procedures would apply to all waterbodies
regardless of size, including headwater streams as discussed in
section 4.3 of the EIS. See the response to comment IND2-2
regarding drinking water. See the response to IND401-5
regarding missing water wells. See the response to comment
IND92-1 regarding leaks.

IND385-5

Climate change is addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS. See the
response to FA15-10 regarding life cycle emissions. The
commenter’s statement is noted.

IND385-6

See the response to IND155-2 regarding forests. Construction
methods and proposed mitigation measures were evaluated and
deemed to be protective of the resources.

IND385-7

See the response to comment LA15-5 regarding changes to the
MVP .

IND385-8



INDIVIDUALS
IND385 – Ashley L. Johnson

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND95-1 regarding the Jefferson
National Forest. Mountain Valley would bore under the ANST.
Section 4.8 of the EIS provides a discussion of visual impacts
including those to the ANST.

IND385-9

Environmental justice is addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS.IND385-10

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.IND385-11



INDIVIDUALS
IND385 – Ashley L. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND385 – Ashley L. Johnson

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.IND385-12

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.IND385-13

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.
The remaining comments are noted.

IND385-14



INDIVIDUALS
IND385 – Ashley L. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND385 – Ashley L. Johnson

Individual Comments

Comment notedIND385-15



INDIVIDUALS
IND385 – Ashley L. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND386 – Tim Dye

Individual Comments

As stated in section 4.8.2, Mountain Valley would maintain
access to homes and driveways. See the response to comment
IND2-1 regarding safety.

IND386-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND387 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export. See the
response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. Customers for
the projects are listed in section 1.2 of the EIS.

IND387-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND388 – Elizabeth Thomas

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefit. See the
response to IND2-3 regarding hydraulic fracturing and export.
After pipeline installation underground, the right-of-way would
be restored and revegetated. Water resources are discussed in
section 4.3 of the EIS.

IND388-1

See the response to comment CO14-1 regarding blasting. Karst
terrain and earthquakes are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.
See the response to comment CO14-3 regarding spills. See the
response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.

IND388-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND389 – Christine Kane

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks. Karst
terrain is addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS while landslides are
discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See the response to comment
IND70-1 regarding erosion.

IND389-1

Visual impacts on the ANST are discussed in section 4.8 of the
EIS.

IND389-2

Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the
EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding
renewable energy.

IND389-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND390 – John Festa

Individual Comments

Comment noted. Impacts on the ANST are addressed in section
4.8 of the EIS. Programmatic EISs are discussed in section 1.3.
See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.
Cumulative impacts are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.

IND390-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND391 – Lauren C. Malhortra

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits.
Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the
EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding
renewable energy. Non-environmental Commission staff will
make a determination on whether to grant a party’s out-of-time
intervention request.

IND391-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND392 – Stephen D. Trail

Individual Comments

Groundwater is discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.IND392-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND393 – Ryan Wedsock

Individual Comments

Climate change is discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND40-1 regarding renewable energy.
Karst is addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. Impacts on the
ANST are analyzed in section 4.8, including a discussion of
visual impacts.

IND393-1

Socioeconomics is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND137-1 regarding the KeyLog report.
See the response to comment IND345-4 regarding benefits to
Montgomery County. See also the response to comment
IND281-2 regarding benefits to Virginia.

IND393-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND394 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Bruce and Nora Fugate)

Individual Comments

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

IND394-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND395 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Les and Patty Fuller)

Individual Comments

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

IND395-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND395 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Les and Patty Fuller)

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND396 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Donald and Joanna 
Sunshine)

Individual Comments

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

IND396-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND396 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Donald and Joanna 
Sunshine)

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND397 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. See the
response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain. See the
response to comment IND2-3 regarding export. See the response
to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits.

IND397-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND397 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND397 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon

Individual Comments

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

IND397-2

Section 4.12 of the EIS provides a discussion of safety and
summarizes interstate natural gas pipeline incidents. See the
response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

IND397-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND397 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon

Individual Comments

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

IND397-4

The EIS concluded that for most environmental resources (except
forest), impacts would be temporary or short-term, and not
significant. The pipeline would not destroy the beauty of the
area; after installation, the right-of-way would be restored and
revegetated. See the response to comment IND28-3 regarding
financial responsibility. See the response to IND2-1 regarding
safety. See the response to IND12-1 regarding property values.
See the response to CO2-1 regarding benefits. Statements are
noted.

IND397-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND397 – Elizabeth Struthers Malbon

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND398 – Patricia Ann “Cookie” Cole

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.IND398-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND398 – Patricia Ann “Cookie” Cole

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.IND398-2

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

IND398-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND398 – Patricia Ann “Cookie” Cole

Individual Comments

Comment noted.IND398-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND398 – Patricia Ann “Cookie” Cole

Individual Comments

Comment noted.IND398-5

Section 3.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of using existing
systems as an alternative to the MVP. See the response to
comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.

IND398-6

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND398-7

Section 3.3 of the EIS provides a discussion of using existing
systems as an alternative to the MVP.

IND398-8



INDIVIDUALS
IND398 – Patricia Ann “Cookie” Cole

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
We found the Applicants proposed mitigation would be
protective of drinking water.

IND398-9

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

IND398-10

We conclude that with mitigation, the project is not likely to have
significant impacts on most environmental resources. The right-
of-way would be restored and revegetated following construction
(see section 2.4.2 of the EIS). Specific mitigation is discussed
throughout section 4 of the EIS.

IND398-11



INDIVIDUALS
IND398 – Patricia Ann “Cookie” Cole

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND785-6 regarding air and noise
impacts and additional compressor stations.

IND398-12

The FS and BLM are cooperating agencies and assisted in
preparation of this EIS.

IND398-13

The environmental justice analysis provided in section 4.9 of the
EIS is consistent with EO 12898.

IND398-14

The commentor’s statements are noted.IND398-15



INDIVIDUALS
IND398 – Patricia Ann “Cookie” Cole

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND398 – Patricia Ann “Cookie” Cole

Individual Comments

See the response to CO34-1 regarding hydrogeological studies.IND398-16



INDIVIDUALS
IND398 – Patricia Ann “Cookie” Cole

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND399 – Carol Yopp

Individual Comments

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

IND399-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND400 – Lisa Hyatt

Individual Comments

Alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the EIS.IND400-1

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

IND400-2

The ANST is discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS. Cumulative
impacts to the ANST are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.

IND400-3



Comment noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND401 – Robert Shippee

Individual Comments

IND401-1

The draft EIS is not inadequate, and meets the legal requirements
of NEPA. Our conclusions in the EIS are supported by facts.
See the response to comment LA5-1 regarding preparation of the
draft EIS.

IND401-2

See the response to comment IND400-3 regarding alternative
crossings of the Jefferson National Forest.

IND401-3

The Brush Mountain and Peters Mountain Wildernesses would
not be crossed by the proposed MVP pipeline route. An analysis
of visual impacts is presented in section 4.8.2 of the EIS.

IND401-4

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.

IND401-5

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

IND401-6

Section 4.1 addresses the risks of high landslide potentials, highly
erodible soils, and very steep slopes, 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 our Plan.

IND401-7

Cumulative impacts are addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.IND401-8



The ANST is discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND401 – Robert Shippee

Individual Comments

IND401-9



Evidence shows that natural gas transmission through
underground welded steel pipelines does not pose a risk to public
health or safety; see section 4.12 of the EIS. Air quality is
addressed in section 4.11 of the EIS. Karst and sinkholes are
addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. Groundwater resources are
discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. The No Action Alternative
and renewable energy are discussed in section 3 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND402 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Curtis A. Laub)

Individual Comments

IND402-1



See the response to comment IND401-7.

INDIVIDUALS
IND403 –Rachel Rose

Individual Comments

IND403-1



The referenced prior letter regarding visual impacts is responded
to in IND243. The visual impact analysis in section 4.8 of the
final EIS has been revised to incorporate supplemental data filed
by Mountain Valley in response to our EIRs and FS comments.
The draft EIS would not be withdrawn, but the final EIS
addresses comments on the draft.

INDIVIDUALS
IND404 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments

IND404-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND404 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND404 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND404 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND404 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments



See the response to comment CO6-1 regarding the Mount Tabor
Variation. See the response to comment IND196-2 regarding the
filings made just before or after the close of the comment period.

INDIVIDUALS
IND405 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND405-1



We recommend in section 3 of the EIS, that Mountain Valley
adopt Variation 250, which would reduce impacts on karst
terrain.

INDIVIDUALS
IND405 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND405-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND405 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments



The draft EIS did not analyze the entire October 2016 Proposed
Route. However, the final EIS does. The commenter used the
term “Original 2015 Proposed Route;” which we assume refers to
the proposed route filed by Mountain Valley with its application
to the FERC on October 23, 2015; that we analyzed in the draft
EIS. We assume the commenter intended to reference table
3.5.1-7 from the draft EIS, not table 3.5.7-1; however, many of
the parameters from table 3.5.1-7 are different than those
presented in table 3.5.7-1.

As stated in section 3 of the EIS, to ensure a consistent
environmental comparison and to normalize the comparison
factors, we generally used desktop sources of information (e.g.,
publicly available data, aerial imagery) and assumed the same
right-of- way widths and general workspace requirements. We
evaluated data collected in the field if surveys were completed
for both the proposed route and its corresponding alternative.

INDIVIDUALS
IND405 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND405-3



See the response to comment IND405-3 regarding discrepancies
between survey data and section 3 tables.

INDIVIDUALS
IND405 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND405-4



Landslides are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND405 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND405-5

Karst is addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See the response to
comment IND405-3 regarding desktop sources. Data sources for
karst areas crossed by the Mount Tabor Variation were reviewed
and updated in the final as appropriate. See the response to
comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report.

IND405-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND405 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND405 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND405 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND405 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND405 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND406 – Dia Broussard

Individual Comments

The FS is working with Mountain Valley to incorporate 
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.  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. 

IND406-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND406 – Dia Broussard

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND407 – Thomas and Judith Pospichal

Individual Comments

Water resources are addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.
Horizontal directional drills (HDDs) are not proposed to be used
on the MVP.

IND407-1

The Commission will provide its opinion on need in its Project
Order. See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export.

IND407-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND408 – Dwayne Milam

Individual Comments

Alternative routes are discussed in section 3 of the EIS.IND408-1

Mountain Valley now proposes a dry crossing of the Greenbrier
River, as evaluated in section 4.3 of the final EIS. See also the
response to comment IND119-8.

IND408-2

Steep slopes and landslides are addressed in section 4.1 of the
EIS. See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-
inch-diamter pipelines in mountainous terrain.

IND408-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND408 – Dwayne Milam

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND408 – Dwayne Milam

Individual Comments

Groundwater, landslides, and pipeline safety were discussed in
section 4.3, section 4.1, and section 4.12 of the EIS, respectively.
A revised discussion of flash flooding is provided in section 4.3.2
of the final EIS.

IND408-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND408 – Dwayne Milam

Individual Comments

Section 4 of the EIS provides an assessment of water resources
and other natural resources such as vegetation, geology, soils,
wildlife, and threatened and endangered species. As stated in
section 4.4 of the EIS, both Mountain Valley and Equitrans
developed Migratory Bird Habitat Conservation Plans to
minimize impacts on bird species. In addition, Equitrans has
agreed to conduct tree clearing outside of the migratory bird
nesting season (i.e., from August 2 to April 14). Mountain
Valley would conduct tree clearing in select areas during the
migratory bird nesting season (limited to the timeframe of April
15 to April 30). Mountain Valley had indicated it would extend
clearing into the first two weeks of the nesting period due to
logistical constraints. However, Mountain Valley has agreed to
conduct nest searches in these select areas prior to tree-clearing,
would protect active nests until the hatchlings have fledged, and
would coordinate with the FWS regarding additional mitigation.

IND408-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND408 – Dwayne Milam

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forest impacts.
See the response to comment IND343-1 regarding invasive
species.

IND408-6

Tourism is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS and recreation is
discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS. The Blue Stone National
Scenic River is 12 miles away from the pipeline; New River
Gorge National Scenic River 5 miles; Pipestem State Park 14
miles. Historic Districts are discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.
The Pence Spring Historic District is 0.5-mile away from the
pipeline; Alderson Historic District 5.5 miles.

IND408-7



INDIVIDUALS
IND408 – Dwayne Milam

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND408 – Dwayne Milam

Individual Comments

Visual impacts are addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS.IND408-8



INDIVIDUALS
IND408 – Dwayne Milam

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND409 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Mark A. Hileman)

Individual Comments

The draft EIS was not deficient. Karst is addressed in section 4.1
of the EIS. Visual impacts on the ANST are discussed in section
4.8. See the response to IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s
report. Groundwater and drinking water impacts are discussed in
section 4.3 of the EIS.

IND409-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND409 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Mark A. Hileman)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND409-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND409 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Mark A. Hileman)

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND409 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Mark A. Hileman)

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND410 – Pamela L. Ferrante

Individual Comments

Comment noted.IND410-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND411 – Guy W. Buford

Individual Comments

This does not appear to be a comment about the draft EIS issued
by the FERC in September 2016 for the MVP.

IND411-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND412 – David Seriff

Individual Comments

The Commission would decide it there is a legitimate
justification for the projects.

IND412-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND412 – David Seriff

Individual Comments

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

IND412-2

See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.IND412-3

See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch
natural gas pipelines in mountainous terrain.

IND412-4

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

IND412-5

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export. See the
response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits.

IND412-6

FERC staff visited the project area and held public meetings;
read section 1.4 of the EIS. Visual impacts and the Brush
Mountain Inventoried Roadless Area are discussed in section 4.8.

IND412-7



INDIVIDUALS
IND412 – David Seriff

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND413 – Stephen and Anne Bernard

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND413 – Stephen and Anne Bernard

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND413 – Stephen and Anne Bernard

Individual Comments

The commentor’s parcel is addressed in section 3.5 of the EIS.IND413-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND413 – Stephen and Anne Bernard

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND414 – Mode A. Johnson

Individual Comments

Comment noted.IND414-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND415 – David Arthur

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.  
See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export. Roanoke 
Gas is a partner in the project, and will provide natural gas to 
communities in Virginia.  

IND415-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND416 – Molly Carole Diane Crutchfield

Individual Comments

Usually, pipe is coated at the factory, not in-situ.
The trench would not be backfilled with coal ash.
The pipeline would transport natural gas in vapor state; not LNG.
Underground welded steel pipelines rarely leak.
Mountain Valley does not propose to use herbicides, unless
requested by landowners.

IND416-1

See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.IND416-2

See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits.IND416-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND417 – Jack W. Finney

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND417-1

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.IND417-2

See the response to comment FA15-10 regarding emissions.
Traffic is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS; noise and air quality
issues in section 4.11 of the EIS

IND417-3

Wells are discussed in section 4.3.1 of the EIS. See the response
to comment IND401-5 regarding pending water wells. See the
response to comment IND226-17 regarding water wells and
blasting.

IND417-4

Karst is addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See also the
response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch pipelines
in karst terrain.

IND417-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND418 – Guy M. Buford

Individual Comments

FERC was created by the U.S. Congress, and carries out its
mission in accordance with the Natural Gas Act. The draft EIS
analyzed the route filed by Mountain Valley in its October 2015
application. The final EIS address minor route modifications
made in October 2016. See the response to comment LA5-1
regarding stakeholder comments.

IND418-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND419 – Eleanor Anne Marsh

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. The
Commission would decide on the benefits of the projects in their
Project Order; also see section 4.9 of the EIS.

IND419-1

See the response to comment IND270-1 regarding wildlife.IND419-2

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the
response to comment IND12-2 regarding insurance and
mortgages. See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding
drinking water.

IND419-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND419 – Eleanor Anne Marsh

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND420 – Louisa Gay

Individual Comments

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

IND420-1
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