
INDIVIDUALS
IND650 – Jobyl A. Boone

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.
The EIS provides a discussion of tourism in section 4.9 and
visual impacts in section 4.8.

IND650-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND650 – Jobyl A. Boone

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND651 – Gordon Plocher

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forest impacts.IND651-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND651 – Gordon Plocher

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND651 – Gordon Plocher

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic
fracturing. In section 3 of the EIS, we find that transporting
natural gas by vessels, trains, or trucks would not be
recommended. Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in
section 3 of the EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1
regarding renewable energy.

IND651-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND652 – Bob Peckman

Individual Comments

The statement made in the Executive Summary is based on the
facts and conclusions as discussed throughout the EIS. See the
response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks. The EIS
provides a discussion of karst and aquifers in sections 4.1 and
4.3, respectively. See the response to comment IND3-1
regarding drinking water.

IND652-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND653 – Andrew Ianni

Individual Comments

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

IND653-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND654 – Amy Dellinger

Individual Comments

The MVP would not be an environmental disaster that would
significantly damage Virginia (with the exception of the clearing
of forest). See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks.
The EIS provides a discussion of water resources in section 4.3
and wildlife in section 4.5.

IND654-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND655 – Judith Smallwood

Individual Comments

Groundwater and drinking water supplies are discussed in section
4.3 of the final EIS. See the response to comment FA11-15
regarding the open-cut wet waterbody crossings.

IND655-1

See the response to comment IND209-1 regarding the permanent
fill of wetlands.

IND655-2

Section 4.1 of the final EIS has been revised to provide additional
details regarding karst features in the project area.

IND655-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND655 – Judith Smallwood

Individual Comments

The MVP pipeline is for transporting natural gas; which is not an
extractive activity. The Commission would decide whether or
not to authorize the projects based on the record.

IND655-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND656 – Daniel R. Averill

Individual Comments

Comments noted.IND656-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND657 – Patrick Gabbert

Individual Comments

Comment noted.IND657-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND658 – Tatyana Romanyukha

Individual Comments

The FS has worked with Mountain Valley to develop project
design features, mitigation measures and monitoring procedures
to minimize the impacts to the resources on NFS lands. These
mitigation measures and monitoring procedures are described in
the POD.

IND658-1

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the
response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks. The EIS
provides a discussion of environmental justice in section 4.9.

IND658-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND659 – Grace M. Terry

Individual Comments

The Coles-Terry Rural Historic District is discussed in section 
4.10 of the EIS.

IND659-1

Your comments about Mountain Valley land surveyors are noted.IND659-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND659 – Grace M. Terry

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND660 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

The EIS discusses socioeconomic issues in section 4.9. We
would not supplement or revise the draft EIS, but would produce
a final EIS that addresses comments on the draft. See the
response to comment FA15-5 regarding forests.

IND660-1

Alternative routes are discussed in section 3 of the EIS. Only
impacts and mitigation measures for the proposed route are
evaluated in section 4 of the EIS. See the response to comment
IND266-1 regarding perceived FERC support for the projects.
The proposed route was adjusted during the pre-filing process
due to landowner requests, avoidance of sensitive resources, and
engineering considerations.

IND660-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND660 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND660 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND660 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND660 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

As stated in section 1.2.1 of the EIS, Mountain Valley selected
the Transco Station 165 as the terminus to its pipeline because it
is an existing pooling point for Zone 5 on the Transco system,
and a gas trading hub for the Mid-Atlantic, that was selected as
the delivery point by Mountain Valley’s shippers. The FERC
staff conducts environmental reviews of projects as submitted by
applicants. We do not try to “re-engineer” those projects. The
terminus of the MVP pipeline serves project purposes and
objectives, that other locational alternatives may not.

IND660-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND660 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

Section 380.15(b) of the Commission’s siting guidelines is
intended to guide applicants in their preliminary selection of
project routes. The section provides numerous criteria by which
the Commission typically evaluates proposals and uses the
criteria to weight the impacts of one over the other. Through the
Commission’s review process, we often discover that many
routes are infeasible even though they meet one or more of the
suggested criteria for designing a pipeline route.

We have evaluated numerous route alternatives to Mountain
Valley’s proposed route in order to assess whether impacts could
be further minimized, including impacts on forested lands and on
steep slopes. We note that Mountain Valley has adopted
numerous route alternatives into its proposed route over the
course of the project, and we concluded that several other
alternative routes were not environmentally preferable to the
proposed route.

IND660-4

See the response to comment IND660-3 regarding the start and
end locations for the MVP.

IND660-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND660 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND660 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

Maps filed by Mountain Valley meet the Commission’s
requirements under 18 CFR 380.12.

IND660-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND660 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

Not all landowner requests can be adopted into the proposed
route. Some requests are not feasible due to the location of
sensitive resources or engineering considerations.

IND660-7

Mountain Valley has already developed protocols for crossing
karst terrain and steep slopes; see section 4.1 of the EIS.

IND660-8



INDIVIDUALS
IND660 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

The FERC staff reviewed the acceptability of the proposed
pipeline route in the EIS. This is done before the Commission
considers whether or not to authorize use of that route; with or
without modifications recommended by staff and cooperating
agencies.

IND660-9

As part of our analyses, we critically examined relevant filings
and research information provided by the Applicants, other
government agencies, and the public. See the response to
comment LA13-17 regarding easement negotiations prior to
issuance of a certificate.

IND660-10

It is true that the third-party contracting system is established so
that the applicant is financially responsible for funding the
program. However, third-party contractors work under the sole
direction and control of the FERC staff, not the Applicants.

IND660-11



INDIVIDUALS
IND660 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

Non-environmental staff at the FERC would review Mountain
Valley’s proposed rates.

IND660-12

See the responses to comments IND660-10 and IND660-11
regarding review of filed data and the FERC’s third-party
contractor.

IND660-13

The route as proposed during pre-filing is refined over time based
on survey data, stakeholder input, engineering considerations,
staff and agencies recommendations, and avoidance of sensitive
resources.

IND660-14



INDIVIDUALS
IND660 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

In the EIS (see section 5.2), FERC staff recommended that the
Commission include an environmental condition in its Order that
would allow landowners to utilize complaint resolution
procedures during a dispute with the companies.

IND660-15

See the response to comment LA13-17 regarding easement
negotiations prior to issuance of a certificate. As stated in the
EIS, the FERC urges the Applicants to enter into good faith
negotiations with landowners to reach mutual agreements for
easements. If an agreement is not possible, and if the
Commission authorizes the project, the company can use eminent
domain, as provided by the U.S. Congress. In such a case, a
court would decide compensation.

IND660-16

See the response to comment IND196-5 regarding the FERC
review process.

IND660-17



INDIVIDUALS
IND660 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

See the responses to comment IND660-11 regarding review of
filed data and the FERC’s third-party contractor.

IND660-18

All stakeholder comments are reviewed by the FERC staff and
our third-party environmental contractor. All comments are
given equal consideration. Comments about impacts on specific
environmental resources, and addressed in a general manner
under that resource in section 4 of the EIS. Comments on the
draft EIS filed before the closing date of December 22, 2016 are
individually responded to in this appendix. All comments filed in
the dockets become part of the consolidated record. The public
can access the record through our eLibrary system via the
internet.

IND660-19



INDIVIDUALS
IND660 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

Data provided in the application was prepared by the Applicants,
while data presented in the EIS was prepared by FERC staff and
cooperating agencies

IND660-20

No subcontractors are in use for these projectsIND660-21

There are no administrative steps or barriers to the public access
of information. The FERC’s process is transparent. All
information in the docket is available to the public. The FERC
staff’s evaluation of information filed by the Applicants is
provided in the text of the EIS.

IND660-22



INDIVIDUALS
IND660 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

See the responses in comment IND660-1 through IND660-22IND660-23



INDIVIDUALS
IND661 – James McGrady

Individual Comments

Non-environmental Commission staff will make a determination
on whether to grant a party’s out-of-time intervention request.
See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
See the response to CO34-1 regarding hydrogeologic studies.

IND661-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND661 – James McGrady

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forest impactsIND661-2

The EIS provides a discussion of karst in section 4.1, farmlands
in section 4.8, and threatened and endangered species in section
4.7.

IND661-3

Comment noted.IND661-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND661 – James McGrady

Individual Comments

The FS has worked with Mountain Valley to develop project
design features, mitigation measures and monitoring procedures
to minimize the impacts to the resources on NFS lands. These
mitigation measures and monitoring procedures are described in
the POD.

IND661-5

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.IND661-6

IND661-7

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

IND661-8

The EIS provides a discussion of soils in section 4.2 and riparian
areas are discussed in sections 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 of the EIS.

IND661-9

Tourism is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.



INDIVIDUALS
IND661 – James McGrady

Individual Comments

The EIS analyzes impacts to forest, including old growth and
core/interior forest in detail in sections 3, 4.4, and 4.8.

IND661-10

A revised discussion of the ANST crossing is provided in section
4.8 of the final EIS.

IND661-11



INDIVIDUALS
IND662 – Lynda Majors

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. The crossing of Craig Creek and the
crossing of the Brush Mountain IRA have been intensely studied
by Mountain Valley and the FS because of the concerns in this
comment. The effects are discussed in the EIS, section 3.5.3.1,
Brush Mountain Minor Route Variations. Mountain Valley has
committed to restoring the riparian area along the tributary to
Craig Creek with hand planted trees and shrubs.

IND662-1

Water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. A revised
discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found in section
4.3 of the EIS. See also the response to comment FA11-15
regarding sediment and turbidity modeling.

IND662-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND662 – Lynda Majors

Individual Comments

The draft EIS discussed alternatives to reduce impacts on the
Mount Tabor Sinkhole Plain and the Slussers Chapel
Conservation Site in section 3.5.

IND662-3

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

IND662-4

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.

IND662-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND663 – Robert Goss

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA13-19 regarding the VADCR’s
letter.

IND663-1

On October 14, 2016, Mountain Valley adopted the Mount Tabor
Variation into the proposed route. The proposed route would be
more than 1 mile from the commentor’s parcel. See the response
to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report.

IND663-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND663 – Robert Goss

Individual Comments

In section 3 of the EIS we evaluate the alternative route proposed
by the VADCR.

IND663-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND664 – Elizabeth Hoffman

Individual Comments

The Roadless Area Conservation Rule and impacts to roadless
areas under this regulation are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.
As discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS, Mountain Valley would
bore beneath the ANST.

IND664-1

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND664-2

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

IND664-3

Cumulative impacts are addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.IND664-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND665 – Victoria Hudsperth

Individual Comments

Climate change is discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.
Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the
EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding
renewable energy.

IND665-1

Tourism is addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS. See the response
to comment IND281-2 regarding jobs in Virginia.

IND665-2

The EIS provides a discussion of threatened and endangered
species in section 4.7. See the response to comment IND270-1
regarding wildlife.

IND665-3

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

IND665-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND666 – Gene Rose

Individual Comments

Comments noted.IND666-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND667 – Jilian Pramas

Individual Comments

The Dakota Access Pipeline is proposed to transport oil, with a
permit to be issued by the COE. The MVP pipeline would
transport natural gas, regulated by the FERC. The two projects
have nothing in common. Impacts on the ANST are discussed in
section 4.8 of the EIS.

IND667-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND668 – Douglas D. Martin

Individual Comments

The Greater Newport Rural Historical District is discussed in
section 4.10 of the EIS.

IND668-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND669 – Erica Rupp

Individual Comments

The Roadless Area Conservation Rule and impacts to roadless
areas under this regulation are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.
See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the
response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks. The EIS
provides a discussion of environmental justice in section 4.9.

IND669-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND670 – Robin Scully Boucher

Individual Comments

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

IND670-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND670 – Robin Scully Boucher

Individual Comments

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

IND670-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND671 – Nelson Bailey

Individual Comments

The ACP Project is considered in the EIS as an alternative in
section 3, and cumulative impacts from both the ACP and MVP
are discussed in section 4.13. See the response to comment
IND2-3 regarding hydraulic fracturing. Climate change is
discussed in section 4.13. Renewable energy alternatives are
discussed in section 3 of the EIS. See also the response to
comment IND40-1 regarding renewable energy.

IND671-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND672 – Anthony Mietus

Individual Comments

Springs are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. See the response
to comment LA15-14 regarding water wells and blasting. See the
response to CO34-1 regarding hydrogeologic studies. See the
response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. A revised
discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found in section
4.3 of the EIS and in the response to comment FA11-15.

IND672-1

See the response to comment IND147-1 regarding
recommendations. Section 4.3 of the final EIS has been revised
to provide additional details regarding water system replacement
due to project damages. The draft EIS was prepared by FERC
staff, not Mountain Valley.

IND672-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND673 – Anthony Mietus

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.IND673-1

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).

IND673-2

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.IND673-3

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND673-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND674 – Heather Becker

Individual Comments

The ANST is discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks. See the response
to comments IND281-2 and PS1B2-34 regarding jobs. Tourism
is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

IND674-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND675 – Marika Svolos

Individual Comments

The landscape of Appalachia would not be destroyed by the
MVP. See the EIS, which assesses impacts; especially section
4.8. See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking
water.

IND675-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND676 – Larry Thompson

Individual Comments

Springs are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. Blasting is
discussed in sections 2, 4.1, and 4.2. See the response to
comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water. See the response to
comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report.

IND676-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND677 – Christina McIntyre

Individual Comments

The EIS discusses the ANST in section 4.8; water wells in
section 4.3. See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding
drinking water. The EIS address the use of existing corridors in
the alternatives section 3. See the response to comment IND92-1
regarding leaks.

IND677-1

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. See the
response to comment FA11-3 regarding a programmatic EIS.
Cumulative impacts are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.

IND677-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND678 – Edgar Martin

Individual Comments

The commentor appears to be more than 4 miles from the
proposed pipeline route.

IND678-1

Catawba Hospital appears to be more than 10 miles from the
MVP.

IND678-2

Streams are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.IND678-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND678 – Edgar Martin

Individual Comments

Karst is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.IND678-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND678 – Edgar Martin

Individual Comments

The right-of-way would be restored and revegetated following
construction (see section 2.4.2 of the EIS). Acreage impacts for
aboveground facilities is described in section 2 of the EIS. Noise
is addressed in section 4.12.2 of the EIS. See also the response to
comment IND375-4 regarding noise.

IND678-5

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.
The commentor’s statements that the landowner must pay to
access their land is incorrect. See the response to comment
IND332-1 regarding heavy equipment.

IND678-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND678 – Edgar Martin

Individual Comments

The Applicants would be responsible for installing and maintain
pipeline markers. See the response to comment LA1-7 regarding
herbicides.

IND678-7

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the
response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-diameter
pipelines in karst terrain.

IND678-8



INDIVIDUALS
IND678 – Edgar Martin

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks. The
proposed pipelines would transport vaporized natural gas, not
gasoline.

IND678-9



INDIVIDUALS
IND678 – Edgar Martin

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-
diameter pipelines in karst terrain.

IND678-10



INDIVIDUALS
IND678 – Edgar Martin

Individual Comments

The EIS provides a discussion of karst and sinkholes in section
4.1. See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-
inch-diameter pipelines in karst terrain.

IND678-11

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND678-12



INDIVIDUALS
IND679 – Teri Pettipiece

Individual Comments

The commentor does not appear on the impacted landowner list.
Karst is addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See the response to
comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-diameter pipelines in
karst terrain.

IND679-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND680 – Eleanor A. Lasky

Individual Comments

Well water is discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water. See the
response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks. See the response
to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

IND680-1

Climate change is discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic fracturing.IND680-3

The visual analysis of the ANST has been revised in the final
EIS.

IND680-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND681 – Dana Dickson

Individual Comments

Section 3.0 Alternatives describe alternatives that would avoid
the Jefferson National Forest.

IND681-1

Section 4.13 of the EIS provides a discussion of cumulative
impacts to the ANST.

IND681-2

See response to comment IND401-7.  The EIS provides a 
discussion of threatened and endangered species in section 4.7.

IND681-3

We did not produce a supplemental draft EIS. We produced a
final EIS that addresses new information and comments on the
draft.

IND681-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND682 – John D. Wellman

Individual Comments

Section 4.13 provides a cumulative impacts discussion for the
MVP and the ACP Project. The Commissions would decide if
these projects are necessary for regional natural gas supplies in
the Project Orders.

IND682-1

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

IND682-2

Section 4.13 of the EIS provides a discussion of cumulative
impacts to the ANST.

IND682-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND683 – Anne W. Nielsen

Individual Comments

The MVP pipeline route does not cross the George Washington
National Forest. Impacts from the MVP on plants and forest is
discussed in section 4.4 of the EIS; stream crossings in section
4.3; and erosion in sections 2 and 4.2. Climate change is
addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.

IND683-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND684 – Brian Dickman

Individual Comments

Wetlands can be located on alignment sheets.IND684-1

Table 4.4.1-4 provides invasive species identified during field
surveys.

IND684-2

The Applicants would adhere to our Procedures which state that
synthetic monofilament mesh/netted erosion control materials
should not be used in areas designated as sensitive wildlife
habitat unless the product is specifically designed to minimize
harm to wildlife.

IND684-3

Complete citations can be found in appendix V of the EIS.IND684-4

Section 4.3 of the final EIS has been revised to provide site-
specific construction methods for major waterbody crossings.

IND684-5

Section 3.5 of the final EIS has been revised to discuss an
alternative route which would avoid the Mill Creek Springs
Natural Area Preserve.

IND684-6

The visual analysis of the ANST has been revised in the final
EIS.

IND684-7

See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forest impacts.IND684-8



INDIVIDUALS
IND685 – January Handl

Individual Comments

FERC-regulated buried welded steel transportation pipeline
rarely leak. Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in
section 3 of the EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1
regarding renewable energy.

IND685-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND686 – Rachel Rugh

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND401-5 regarding information
pending about water wells.

IND686-1

Section 4.1 of the EIS has been revised to provide additional
details regarding karst features in the project area. Section 3
discusses alternatives to reduce impact on the Mount Tabor
Sinkhole Plain.

IND686-3

Tourism is addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS.IND686-4

A revised discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found
in section 4.3 of the final EIS. If Mountain Valley crosses all
waterbodies using dry techniques, there would be a low potential
for downstream sedimentation and turbidity

IND686-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND687 – Dainez

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic
fracturing. The proposed pipelines would transport natural gas,
not oil.

IND687-1

See the response to comment IND270-1 regarding wildlife. See
the response to comment IND277-11 regarding chemicals.

IND687-2

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

IND687-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND688 – Martin Russell

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND281-2 regarding jobs and tax
revenue for Virginia. The EIS provides a discussion of forest
impacts in section 4.4, visual impacts in section 4.8, and karst,
blasting, landslides, and seismic activity in section 4.1.

IND688-1

The EIS stated, “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.”

IND688-2

See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.IND688-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND688 – Martin Russell

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND689 – Traci York

Individual Comments

Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the
EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding
renewable energy. Climate change is addressed in sections 4.11
and 4.13 of the EIS.

IND689-1

See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
The EIS provides a discussion of karst in section 4.1; and
cumulative impacts in section 4.13. A revised discussion of
sedimentation and turbidity can be found in section 4.3 of the
final EIS and in the response to comment FA11-15. Since
Mountain Valley would cross all waterbodies using dry
techniques, there would be a low potential for downstream
sedimentation and turbidity. Traffic is addressed in section 4.9;
and tree clearing in section 4.4.

IND689-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND690 – Lesley

Individual Comments

A revised discussion of flash flooding is provided in section 4.3.2
of the final EIS. See the response to IND177-1 regarding
landslides and Mountain Valley’s revised Landslide Mitigation
Plan.

IND690-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND691 – Peggy Burkhardt

Individual Comments

A revised discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found
in section 4.3 of the final EIS and in the response to comment
FA11-15. Since Mountain Valley would cross all waterbodies
using dry techniques, there would be a low potential for
downstream sedimentation and turbidity. See the response to
comment CO14-3 regarding spills. Loss of stream bank cover,
including temperature changes, is discussed in section 4.6.2 of
the EIS.

IND691-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND692 – Peggy Burkhardt

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks.

IND692-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND693 – Peggy Burkhardt

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND270-1 regarding wildlife. We
disagree that these impacts were not adequately addressed in the
EIS.

IND693-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND694 – Dean Woodall

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND681-3 regarding high hazard
areas.

IND694-1

See the response to comment IND401-5 regarding pending water
wells.

IND694-2

Section 4.13 of the EIS provides a discussion of cumulative
impacts to the ANST.

IND694-3

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.IND694-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND695 – Anne L. Henley

Individual Comments

Comments noted.IND695-1

Alternative crossings of the Jefferson National Forest can be
found in section 3.5 of the EIS. Given the start and end points of
the MVP, crossing NFS lands cannot be avoided.

IND695-2

The EIS provides a discussion of water resources in section 4.3,
invasive species in section 4.4, wildlife in section 4.5, and forest
impacts in section 4.4.

IND695-3

See the response to comment IND401-5 regarding pending
information about water wells.

IND695-4

A revised visual analysis of the ANST can be found in section
4.8 of the final EIS.

IND695-5

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

IND695-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND696 – Josh Lipton

Individual Comments

There would be no open-cut wet waterbody crossings.IND696-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND697 – Debbie Naeter

Individual Comments

Impacts on aquatic resources are discussed in section 4.6 of the
EIS.

IND697-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND698 – Debbie Naeter

Individual Comments

Crossings of waterbodies are discussed in sections 2 and 4.3 of
the EIS. Impacts on aquatic resources are addressed in section
4.6. Air pollution is discussed in section 4.11.

IND698-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND699 – Carol Brighton

Individual Comments

We conclude that with mitigation, the project is not likely to have
significant impacts on most environmental resources (except
forest).

IND699-1

A revised visual analysis of the ANST can be found in section
4.8 of the final EIS.

IND699-2

The EIS provides a discussion of seismic activity and sinkholes
in section 4.1.

IND699-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND700 – Debbie Naeter

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA15-14 regarding water wells and
blasting.

IND700-1



See the response to comment IND209-1 regarding the permanent
fill of wetlands.

INDIVIDUALS
IND701 – Debbie Naeter

Individual Comments

IND701-1



The report referenced by the commentor is in FERC’s eLibarary
and has been reviewed by FERC staff. Seismic issues are
addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND702 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND702-1



See the response to IND177-1 regarding landslides and Mountain
Valley’s revised Landslide Mitigation Plan.

INDIVIDUALS
IND703 – Debbie Naeter

Individual Comments

IND703-1



A revised discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found
in section 4.3 of the final EIS and in the response to comment
FA11-15. Since Mountain Valley would cross all waterbodies
using dry techniques, there would be a low potential for
downstream sedimentation and turbidity. Safety is addressed in
section 4.12 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND704 – Lauren Wadsworth

Individual Comments

IND704-1



The proposed route is analyzed in the final EIS. We would not
supplement the draft EIS, but the final EIS addresses comments
on the draft and new information filed after the draft was issued.
Karst is addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND705 – Debbie Naeter

Individual Comments

IND705-1



A revised visual analysis of the ANST can be found in section
4.8 of the final EIS. As discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS, the
pipeline would be bored beneath the ANST.

INDIVIDUALS
IND706 – Jennifer McGuire

Individual Comments

IND706-1

IND706-2 The EIS provides a discussion of karst and seismic activity in
section 4.1 and water resources in section 4.3.



Section 3.5.3 has been revised in this final EIS to provide
updated information regarding the Cline Minor Route Variation.

INDIVIDUALS
IND707 – Betty Jane Cline

Individual Comments

IND707-1



The statements regarding Equitrans’ filings and the comment
period are noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND707 – Betty Jane Cline

Individual Comments

IND707-2

Section 4.7 has been revised to address nodding rattlesnake root.IND707-3



Comments noted. As stated in section 4.3 of the EIS, Equitrans
has not yet identified all water supply wells due in part to lack of
access. We have included a recommendation that Equitrans file
this information prior to construction.

INDIVIDUALS
IND707 – Betty Jane Cline

Individual Comments

IND707-4

The interior forest discussion in section 4.4 of the EIS has been
revised.

IND707-5



Section 3.5.3 has been revised in this final EIS to provide
updated information regarding the Cline Minor Route Variation.

INDIVIDUALS
IND707 – Betty Jane Cline

Individual Comments

IND707-6

Comment noted. See the response to comment IND707-4.IND707-7

IND707-8 Comment noted. Section 3.5.3 has been revised in this final EIS
to provide updated information regarding the New Cline Minor
Route Variation.



Forest fragmentation is discussed in section 4.4 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND707 – Betty Jane Cline

Individual Comments

IND707-9

Forest fragmentation is discussed in section 4.4 of the EIS.IND707-10



Section 4.8 provides a discussion of agricultural lands and has 
been revised to include a discussion of the Pennsylvania 
Agricultural Land Preservation Program. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND707 – Betty Jane Cline

Individual Comments

IND707-11

Comment noted.  The potential impact radius is discussed in 
section 4.12. 

IND707-12

The Mariner East project is already included on figure 4.13-2.
The number in parenthesis following the project name in
appendix U corresponds to the numbers listed in figure 4.13-2
(see footnote “a” of appendix U). The Mariner East project is
number 017 as listed on page 3 of figure 4.13-2.

IND707-13



Section 3.5.3 has been revised in this final EIS to provide
updated information regarding the Cline Minor Route Variation.

INDIVIDUALS
IND707 – Betty Jane Cline

Individual Comments

IND707-14



Section 4.1 of the final EIS has been revised to provide additional
details regarding karst features in the project area. The FERC
would not produce a supplemental draft, but the final EIS
addresses comments on the draft and information filed after the
draft was issued.

INDIVIDUALS
IND708 – John Rubel

Individual Comments

IND708-1



The draft EIS text read: “Mountain Valley noted that the Mount
Olivet United Methodist Church, located about 400 feet south of
the Mayapple School Minor Route Variation, would qualify as a
High Consequence Area (HCA) (see section 4.12.1 for more
detail regarding HCAs) [emphasis added].” Mountain Valley’s
adopted the Mayapple School Variation into its proposed route in
an October 14, 2016 filing with the FERC. Section 4.1 of the
final EIS has been revised to provide additional details regarding
karst features in the project area.

INDIVIDUALS
IND709 – Pamela P. Humphrey

Individual Comments

IND709-1



See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding waterbody
crossings.

INDIVIDUALS
IND710 – John Rubel

Individual Comments

IND710-1



As quoted by the commentor, section 2.2 in the draft EIS states
that the pipeline would follow existing rights-of-way for about 88
miles as totaled in table 2.1-3. As noted in both the EIS text and
the table, existing rights-of-way are not limited to only overhead
power lines/electric transmission lines. Crossing over a right-of-
way does not count as collocation. Table 2.1-3 in the final EIS
has been revised due to minor route modifications filed in
October 2016. The MVP pipeline would follow existing rights-
of-way for about 89.5 miles.

INDIVIDUALS
IND711 – Pamela P. Humphrey

Individual Comments

IND711-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



In general, most comments are addressed in the final EIS, where
they relate to environmental impacts on specific resources.

INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND712-1



Mountain Valley is proposing to use an existing and new
temporary access road through the Mountain Meadow Preserve.
As stated in section 2.4.2 of the EIS, construction would
generally proceed in an assembly line fashion with construction
crews moving down the construction right-of-way as work
progresses. Construction and restoration at any particular point
along the pipeline route would take about 3 weeks to complete;
although progress could be delayed by topography, weather, or
other factors. The pipeline would not be located within the
Mountain Meadow Preserve. See the response to comment
IND3-1 regarding drinking water. As stated in section 2.4.2.8,
after backfilling the trench, the topographic contours would be
restored to their original pre-construction condition as close as
possible, using graders and bulldozers; except where drainage
patterns may cause erosion.

INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND712-2



See the response to comment CO49-22 regarding black bears.
Sections 4.5 and 4.7 have been revised as appropriate.

INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND712-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



Organic farms that would be crossed by the MVP pipeline route
are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND712-4



Cultural attachment is discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.
Threatened and endangered species surveys would be conducted
(if the landowner has granted access). As discussed in section 2
of the EIS, the pipeline would be installed beneath the streambed.
Following construction, baptisms could resume.

INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND712-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



We were unable to determine the location of the organic bee farm
in relation to the MVP. See the response to comment LA1-7
regarding herbicides. See the response to comment IND76-1
regarding bees.

INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND712-6



We were unable to determine the location of the these features in
relation to the MVP.

INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND712-7



INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND712-8 Bald eagles are discussed in section 4.5 of the EIS. Surveys for
bald eagles were conducted in consultation with the FWS.



INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



Golden eagles are discussed in section 4.5 of the EIS. Surveys
for golden eagles were conducted in consultation with the FWS.
The Indiana bat, big eared bat, Virginia bat, and gray bat are all
discussed in section 4.7. In response to stakeholder comments
sections 4.5 (wildlife), 4.6 (aquatic resources), and 4.7 (special
status species) would be updated as appropriate in the final EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND712-9



INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



Field surveys for threatened and endangered species were
conducted along the proposed pipeline route.

INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND712-10



Cultural resource surveys were conducted along the proposed
pipeline route. Three isolated finds were recorded on the
property of Maury Johnson; all evaluated as not eligible for the
NRHP.

INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND712-11



INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



See the response to comment IND401-5 regarding information
pending about water wells.

INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND712-12



Table 4.1.2-2 depicts steep slopes with the Jefferson National
Forest only. Seismicity is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.
We have revised section 4.1 as appropriate. See the response to
comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report.

INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND712-13

As discussed in section 2 of the EIS, the pipeline would be
installed beneath the streambed. Following construction,
baptisms could resume.

IND712-14



INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



Sinkholes and karst are discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See
the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s
report.

INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND712-15



Groundwater in karst areas, slopes, landslides, and seismicity are
addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See the response to comment
IND70-1 regarding erosion. See the response to comment IND3-
1 regarding drinking water.

INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND712-16

The natural is lighter than air and would dissipate into the
atmosphere. It is not likely to contaminate groundwater.

IND712-17



INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



Tourism is addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS. The EIS provides
a discussion of air quality in section 4.11.1 and noise in section
4.11.2. Traffic is addressed in section 4.9 and dust in section
4.11.1.

INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND712-18

Cultural attachment is addressed in section 4.10 of the EIS.IND712-19



INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



Comments noted. The FS has worked with Mountain Valley to
develop project design features, mitigation measures and
monitoring procedures to minimize the impacts to the resources
those standards were designed to protect. These mitigation
measures and monitoring procedures are described in the POD.

INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND712-20



INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



We are unable to determine where the commentor’s aunt lives in
relation to the projects. See the response to comment LA1-7
regarding herbicide use. As stated in section 2.4.2 of the EIS,
construction would generally proceed in an assembly line fashion
with construction crews moving down the construction right-of-
way as work progresses. Construction and restoration at any
particular point along the pipeline route would take about 3
weeks total to complete; although progress could be delayed by
topography, weather, or other factors.

INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND712-21



Karst is addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See the response to
comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water. See the response to
comment FA11-12 regarding need.

INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

IND712-22

The MVP is not likely to contaminate springs and wells; see 
section 4.3 of the EIS.

IND712-23



INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND712 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks. See the
response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. See the
response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic fracturing.
Earthquakes and forests are discussed in sections 4.1 and 4.4,
respectively. Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in
section 3 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND713 – Ellen Zinder

Individual Comments

IND713-1



See the response to comment IND695-2 regarding alternative
crossings of the Jefferson National Forest.

INDIVIDUALS
IND714 – Thomas Queen

Individual Comments

IND714-1



Non-environmental FERC staff may review the Synapse report.
The Commission Order would discuss markets for natural gas in
the region. See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding
need. The EIS provides a discussion of steep slopes, seismic
activity, and landslides in section 4.1. See the response to
comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain. See the response to
comment IND2-3 regarding export. See the response to
comment IND12-1 regarding property values. See the response
to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

INDIVIDUALS
IND715 – Pamela P. Humphrey

Individual Comments

IND715-1



Socioeconomics are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS. Tourism
is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS. A revised visual analysis
of the ANST can be found in section 4.8 of the final EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND716 – Gin Johnson

Individual Comments

IND716-1



The commentor’s distances between the proposed MVP pipeline
and the Newport Recreation Center and the Newport Mount
Olivet United Methodist Church are noted. These distances may
not be accurate because they were taken in April 2016, and
Mountain Valley modified its route in October 2016. Mountain
Valley has stated that its pipeline would be 945 feet away from
the Newport Recreation Center (1933 High School), and 430 feet
away from the Mount Olivet Methodist Church.

INDIVIDUALS
IND717 – Pamela P. Humphrey

Individual Comments

IND717-1



As further stated in the Executive Summary of the EIS, the
projects would mitigate for impacts on low-income communities
through short-term employment, spending on commodities, and
generation of tax revenues that would stimulate the local
economy. The environmental justice analysis provided in section
4.9 of the EIS is consistent with EO 12898. Section 4.9.2.8
indicates that impacts from the projects would not
disproportionately fall on environmental justice populations.
Further, impacts on these populations would not appreciably
exceed impacts on the general population.

INDIVIDUALS
IND718 – Pamela P. Humphrey

Individual Comments

IND718-1



See the response to comment IND281-2 regarding jobs in
Virginia. A revised visual analysis of the ANST can be found in
section 4.8 of the final EIS. Socioeconomics and tourism are
discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND719 – Evan Nicely

Individual Comments

IND719-1



A final EIS was produced to address comments on the draft.
Water supply wells are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND720 – John Rubel

Individual Comments

IND720-1



A revised discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found
in section 4.3 of the final EIS and in the response to comment
FA11-15. Since Mountain Valley would cross all waterbodies
using dry techniques, there would be a low potential for
downstream sedimentation and turbidity.

INDIVIDUALS
IND721 – John Rubel

Individual Comments

IND721-1
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