
INDIVIDUALS
IND821 – K. Kirkbride

Individual Comments
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IND821 – K. Kirkbride

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND821 – K. Kirkbride
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Individual Comments
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Individual Comments
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Individual Comments
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IND821 – K. Kirkbride

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND821 – K. Kirkbride

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND821 – K. Kirkbride

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND821 – K. Kirkbride

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND821 – K. Kirkbride

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND821 – K. Kirkbride

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND821 – K. Kirkbride

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND821 – K. Kirkbride

Individual Comments



Cumulative impacts and climate change are addressed in sections
4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND822 – Kim Kirkbride

Individual Comments

IND822-2

Historic sites are evaluated in section 4.10 of the EIS. Impacts
on historic properties can be mitigated, in accordance with the
regulations for implementing Section 106 of the NHPA at 36
CFR 800. The Mount Olivet Methodist Church is 430 feet away
from the pipeline and the Newport Recreation Center is 945 feet
away; neither would be adversely affected by the MVP. See the
response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the response
to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks.

IND822-3

See the response to comment FA11-2 regarding need. Non-
environmental FERC staff may address the Synapse report in the
Project Order.

IND822-1



See the response to comments FA8-1 and FA10-1 regarding the
LRMP on the Jefferson National Forest. The ANST would be
crossed by a bore. A revised visual analysis (including a leaf-off
analysis) of the ANST can be found in section 4.8 of the final
EIS. Tourism is addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS. See the
response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide utility
corridor on the Jefferson National Forest.

INDIVIDUALS
IND822 – Kim Kirkbride

Individual Comments

IND822-5

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

IND822-4



The Commission would decide if the projects have public
benefits and their opinions would be published in their Order.

INDIVIDUALS
IND822 – Kim Kirkbride

Individual Comments

IND822-6



See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. We are not issuing another draft EIS, but
this final EIS includes revisions and addresses comments on the
draft.

INDIVIDUALS
IND823 – H. Teekell

Individual Comments

IND823-1

Section 4.1 of the final EIS has been revised to provide additional
details regarding karst features in the project area. See the
response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report

IND823-3

See the response to comment LA15-14 regarding water wells.IND823-2



Mountain Valley adopted some slight modifications into its
proposed route in an October 2016 filing, that are addressed in
the final EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND823 – H. Teekell

Individual Comments

IND823-4

Section 4.12 indicates that incidents involving FERC-regulated
interstate natural gas pipelines are rare. Section 4.1 points out
that existing pipelines have been safely installed across karst.

IND823-6

Table 2 was used to prepare appendix L in the EIS. Table 2 was
last revised on October 14, 2016.

IND823-5



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND823 – H. Teekell

Individual Comments

IND823-7

See the response to comment CO59-1 regarding Canoe Cave.
The October 2016 proposed route would avoid the Canoe Cave
Conservation Site.

IND823-9

We stand by our findings that Mountain Valley has developed
plans that would mitigate construction through karst.

IND823-8



The commentor’s statement is unclear as page 4-43 is the
geology section and table 4.3.1-2 is included in the water
resources section.

INDIVIDUALS
IND823 – H. Teekell

Individual Comments

IND823-10

Bending would not alter the thickness of the pipe. The gentle
bending is not expected to interfere with the modeling results.

IND823-12

Table 4.3.1-2 of the EIS lists drinking water sources, such as
springs, swallets, and water wells. Wetlands are provided in
appendix G.

IND823-11



See the response to comment CO14-1 regarding blasting. The
location of the General Blasting Plan can be found in table 2.4-2.

INDIVIDUALS
IND823 – H. Teekell

Individual Comments

IND823-13

See the response to comment CO14-1 regarding blasting.IND823-14

Seismicity and earthquakes are addressed in section 4.1 of the
EIS. As stated in section 4.1 of the EIS, earthquake shaking
alone does not pose a significant threat to the integrity of modern
buried welded steel pipelines.

IND823-15



Landslides are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. Mountain
Valley would adhere to the landslide mitigation techniques as
outlined in the Landslide Mitigation Plan.

INDIVIDUALS
IND823 – H. Teekell

Individual Comments

IND823-16

See the response to comment CO59-1 regarding Canoe Cave.
The October 2016 proposed route would avoid the Canoe Cave
Conservation Site. Threatened and endangered species are
addressed in section 4.7 of the EIS.

IND823-17



See the response to comment CO59-1 regarding Canoe Cave.
The October 2016 proposed route would avoid Canoe Cave by
over 900 feet.

INDIVIDUALS
IND823 – H. Teekell

Individual Comments

IND823-18

All alternatives of substance raised by stakeholders have been
provided in the EIS for comparison.

IND823-19

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

IND823-20



See the response to comment CO59-1 regarding Canoe Cave.
The October 2016 proposed route would avoid Canoe Cave.

INDIVIDUALS
IND823 – H. Teekell

Individual Comments

IND823-21

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

IND823-22

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

IND823-23



See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. This final EIS includes revisions and
addresses comments on the draft.

The draft EIS read (page4-413): “It is expected that compliance
with the applicable federal and state air quality standards and
regulations would be addressed accordingly in the air quality
permits. As a result, we conclude that air quality impacts during
operation of the compressor stations would be minor.” The EIS
further explains that an air quality screening analysis (i.e.,
dispersion modeling) was performed for each of the compressor
stations and results for all pollutants were in compliance with the
relevant National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS). A
copy of the dispersion modeling can be found as appendices to
Resource Report 9 submitted with Mountain Valley’s
application.

During processing of the EIS, the Applicant’s emissions
calculations were reviewed for completeness and accuracy. The
results are presented as tables in the EIS. The calculation
worksheets can be found as appendices to Response Report 9.

For operational emissions, the EIS includes greenhouse gas
(GHG) and hazardous air pollutant (HAP) emissions in the
emissions tables (i.e., non-criteria pollutants). GHG emissions
are comprised mainly of carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4),
and nitrous oxide (N2O); the values are presented in the form of
CO2-equivalents. HAPs are presented as a cumulative total – and
the emissions from the highest individual HAP (formaldehyde) is
provided in the table note. For construction emissions, the
Applicant used EPA’s Nonroad2008a model to calculate
emissions for nonroad engines; the model includes hydrocarbons
(HC), carbon monoxide (CO), oxides of nitrogen (NOx),
particulate matter (PM), CO2, and sulfur dioxide (SO2). HAP
emissions were quantified as a portion of the HC emissions. The
Applicant used EPA’s Mobile6.2 model to calculate emissions
for on-road vehicles; the model includes HC, CO, NOx, PM,
CO2, SO2 and some HAPs. The models do not quantify other
components of GHGs beyond CO2 since the amounts are
generally very minimal. For fugitive emissions, the applicant
used EPA’s AP-42 emission factors. All results are presented as
tables in the EIS – HAP emissions from construction were not
provided in the tables and have been added as a table note in the
final EIS. If the calculation worksheets are requested for
viewing, they can be found as appendices to Resource Report 9.

INDIVIDUALS
IND824 – Paige Holt

Individual Comments

IND824-1



As discussed in the EIS, the Applicants submitted source
aggregation analyses to the respective state agencies. The
determination was that, except for Harris Station, each of the
compressor stations and respective contiguous or adjacent
facilities did not meet the definition of a single stationary source.

All emissions results are presented as tables in the EIS – which
tabulates emissions from fugitive dust and open burning. The
calculation worksheets (appendices to Response Report 9),
indicate that fugitive dust was calculated for travel on paved
roads, travel on unpaved roads, and earthmoving (includes
bulldozing and grading). Open burning includes fugitives from
burning of brush and slash from clearing.

INDIVIDUALS
IND824 – Paige Holt

Individual Comments

IND824-1



Section 4.7 of the final EIS has been revised to provide updated
consultations with the FWS. See the response to comment FA11-
18 regarding pending cultural resource surveys. The North Fork
Rural Historic District is discussed in section 4.10.

INDIVIDUALS
IND824 – Paige Holt

Individual Comments

IND824-2



Karst and sinkholes are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See
the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-
diameter natural gas pipelines in karst terrain.

INDIVIDUALS
IND824 – Paige Holt

Individual Comments

IND824-3

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

IND824-4



The ANST would be crossed by a bore. A revised visual analysis
of the ANST can be found in section 4.8 of the final EIS. The
proposed pipelines would transport vaporized natural gas, not oil.
See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks.

INDIVIDUALS
IND825 – Caroline Terlecki

Individual Comments

IND825-1



We stand by our analysis of environmental justice in section 4.9
of the final EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND826 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND826-1

See section 4.9.8.1 for a description of the criteria used to
assessment impacts on low income and minority populations.

IND826-2



Section 4.9.2.8 of the final EIS states: “The MVP is designed to
transport natural gas from the production fields of northern West
Virginia to the Transco interconnect in central Virginia. Along
the way, Mountain Valley selected its pipeline route to take
advantage of ridgetop alignments, cross as little federal lands as
possible, avoid major waterbodies and wetlands where possible,
and avoid major population centers. The pipeline route mostly
crosses rural regions with relatively low population densities. By
avoiding metropolitan areas, the MVP should reduce impacts on
communities with high percentages of minorities, low-income
populations, and other vulnerable populations.”

INDIVIDUALS
IND826 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND826-3

Impacts on landowners are discussed in section 4.9.IND826-4

Section 4.9.2.8 of the EIS states: “Based on our review, we
determined that low-income populations exist in the MVP and
EEP areas; however, 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.”

IND826-5

We assume that the commentor’s statement regarding
“commodity payments” is in reference to current and potential
future gas prices as a result of the projects. The price of natural
gas is dependent on many factors and prediction of future prices
is neither feasible nor within the scope of this EIS.

IND826-6



Non-environmental staff would assess rates for the projects. One
of the original purposes of the NGA was to limit the profits of
regulated natural gas companies.

INDIVIDUALS
IND826 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND826-7

Section 1 of the final EIS indicated that the terminus for the MVP
pipeline at Transco Station 165 is the existing pooling point for
Zone 5 on Transco’s system and a gas trading hub for the Mid-
Atlantic market, which is where the shippers want to receive gas.

IND826-8

An analysis of potential profits of the project are not within the
scope of the EIS. Additionally, this information is not necessary
to assess the potential effect of the project on landowners.

IND826-9

The current and future value of gas is not within the scope of this
EIS.

IND826-10



INDIVIDUALS
IND826 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

We disagree with the commentor’s statement that the EIS does
not evaluate the economic impacts of the project. Economic
impacts are addressed section 4.9. See the response to comment
letter CO100 regarding the Key-Log Economics Study.

IND826-11



INDIVIDUALS
IND826 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

As part of the Commission’s determination whether to grant or
deny the Applicants’ request for Certificate authorization is a
consideration of the benefits of the projects in comparison to any
adverse impacts. See the Commission’s “Certificate Policy
Statement” (Certification of New Interstate Natural Gas Pipeline
Facilities, 88 FERC ¶ 61,227 (1999), clarified in 90 FERC ¶
61,128, and further clarified in 92 ¶ 61,094 (2000)).

IND826-12

Impacts on water resources, including wells, are discussed in
section 4.3, forest fragmentation is discuss in section 4.4, and soil
compaction is discussed in section 4.2.2.1.

IND826-13



INDIVIDUALS
IND826 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

Section 4.9 discusses environmental justice communities in the
project area. Our analysis is in keeping with CEQ guidelines.
The projects would not result in significant impacts to human
health for populations that contain disproportionate percentages
of minorities, poor, elderly, children, handicapped, or non-
English speakers.

IND826-14



INDIVIDUALS
IND826 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

The potential economic impacts of the project on landowners,
such as loss of crops, property values, and timber production are
discussed in section 4.9. Compensation for an easement would
be negotiated between the landowner and the Applicant. Impact
discussions on all individual parcels is not discussed in the EIS;
as this is a summary document. The projects do not involve
fracking.

IND826-15



INDIVIDUALS
IND826 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND826 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

Mountain Valley would not be purchasing homes in Summers
County; merely negotiating for an easement across land. See the
response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.

IND826-16



INDIVIDUALS
IND826 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

Section 4.9 presents our assessment of impacts on environmental
justice populations. Impacts on groundwater is discussed in
section 4.3; agricultural soils in sections 2, 4.2, and 4.8.

IND826-17



INDIVIDUALS
IND826 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND826 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

Assessing the current mental and physical health of all
landowners crossed by the project is outside the scope of the EIS.
Impacts to private wells, springs, and water resources are
discussed in section 4.3, steep slopes are discussed in section 4.1,
and impacts to air are discussed in section 4.11. An assessment
of these impacts on identified environmental justice communities
is provided in section 4.9.2.8.

IND826-18



INDIVIDUALS
IND826 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

An assessment of each individual parcel crossed by the project is
outside the scope of the EIS; which is a summary document. The
Commission would decide about public benefits from then
projects in their Order.

IND826-19



INDIVIDUALS
IND826 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND826 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

As discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS, the Applicants would
design, construct, operate, and maintain the proposed facilities in
accordance with the DOT’s Minimum Federal Safety Standards
in 49 CFR 192.

IND826-20



INDIVIDUALS
IND826 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

Section 4.9.2.3 discusses Mountain Valleys’ coordination with
local emergency service departments.

IND826-21

We discuss the KeyLog studies in our EIS, and find that those
studies make sweeping generalizations about impacts without any
facts to support those statements.

IND826-22



INDIVIDUALS
IND826 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND826-17 regarding our
assessment of impacts in relation to environmental justice
communities.

IND826-23



INDIVIDUALS
IND826 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND826 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND827 – Susan Crenshaw

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. The draft EIS was not inadequate, and
would not be withdrawn.

IND827-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND828 – Lois Martin

Individual Comments

Karst is addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.IND828-1

See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits. See the
response to comment IND281-2 regarding jobs in Virginia. See
the response to comment IND332-1 regarding farming. See the
response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the response
to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water. See the response
to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.

IND828-2

The EIS provides a discussion of springs and wetlands in section
4.3. Endangered species are addressed in section 4.7.

IND828-3

Visual resources are discussed in section 4.8. Tourism is
addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS. See the response to comment
CO14-1 regarding blasting.

IND828-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND828 – Lois Martin

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits.IND828-5

As described in section 4.8 of the EIS, the pipeline would be
bored beneath the BRP. The Applicants would adhere to all
federal, state, and local laws.

IND828-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND829 – S. Provo

Individual Comments

The EIS provides a discussion of karst in section 4.1, visual
impacts in section 4.8, climate change in section 4.13, and
cultural resources in section 4.10. See the response to comment
IND281-2 regarding jobs in Virginia.

IND829-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND830 – Thomas and Betty Gilkerson

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.
The EIS provides a discussion of air quality in section 4.11.1,
water resources in section 4.3, and visual resources in section 4.8.

IND830-1

Comments noted.IND830-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND830 – Thomas and Betty Gilkerson

Individual Comments

The Commission would decide if the projects are in the public
interest. Safety is discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS. See the
response to comment FA15-5 regarding forest impacts. See the
response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

IND830-3

See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forest impacts.
The EIS analyzes impacts to forest, including old growth and
core/interior forest in detail in sections 3, 4.4, and 4.8. Section
4.8 of the final EIS provides a revised discussion on the ANST
and the BRP. Section 4.7 of the final EIS has been revised to
provide updated consultation with the FWS. The FS is a
cooperating agency and assisted in preparation of the EIS.

IND830-6

Section 4.11 of the EIS provides an assessment of air quality and
noise impacts. See the response to comment LA15-5 regarding
changes to the proposed MVP.

IND830-5

See the response to comment CO34-1 regarding hydrogeological
studies.

IND830-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND830 – Thomas and Betty Gilkerson

Individual Comments

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

IND830-7



INDIVIDUALS
IND830 – Thomas and Betty Gilkerson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND830 – Thomas and Betty Gilkerson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND831 – Betsy Hughes

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forest impacts.IND831-1

See the response to comment FA11-2 regarding need.IND831-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND831 – Betsy Hughes

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND832 – V. Stone

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND148-3 regarding maps in the
EIS. Given the length of most alternatives, the maps in section 3
of the EIS are intended to provide an overview of the alternative
route. See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1
regarding preparation of the EIS.

IND832-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND833 – Robert Miller

Individual Comments

No one would loss their place because of the MVP. Mountain
Valley merely seeks to negotiate easements. Economic impacts
are discussed in section 4.9. The Commission has not yet made a
decision about the projects.

IND833-1



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND834 – V. Stone

Individual Comments

IND834-1



The text referred to by the commentor is located within the
Executive Summary of the EIS. This section states that
Mountain Valley would implement the measures outlined in its
various resource-specific mitigation plans “to reduce” impacts.
The statements do not use the word “will.” These are statements
about how mitigation would be achieved if the projects are
approved.

INDIVIDUALS
IND835 – Lynda Curtis

Individual Comments

IND835-1

It is assumed the commentor inadvertently stated ACP rather than
MVP. See the response to comment FA11-2 regarding need. See
the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

IND835-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND835 – Lynda Curtis

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND836 – William Queen

Individual Comments

Historic resources are discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS;
socioeconomic impacts are addressed in section 4.9.

IND836-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND837 – Steven Hodges

Individual Comments

See the comment response to CO109-7 regarding soils.IND837-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND837 – Steven Hodges

Individual Comments

We would not re-issue the draft EIS; but this final EIS includes
revisions and addresses comments on the draft. Temporary and
permanent impacts are defined in section 4 of the EIS.

IND837-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND837 – Steven Hodges

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO109-8 regarding soils.IND837-3

See the response to comment CO109-11 regarding soils.IND837-6

See the response to comment CO109-10 regarding soils.IND837-5

See the response to comment CO109-9 regarding soils.IND837-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND837 – Steven Hodges

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO109-12 regarding soils.IND837-7

See the response to comment CO109-17 regarding soils.IND837-12

See the response to comment CO109-16 regarding soils.IND837-11

See the response to comment CO109-15 regarding soils.IND837-10

See the response to comment CO109-14 regarding soils.IND837-9

See the response to comment CO109-13 regarding soils.IND837-8



INDIVIDUALS
IND837 – Steven Hodges

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO109-20 regarding soils.IND837-15

See the response to comment CO109-19 regarding soils.IND837-14

See the response to comment CO109-18 regarding soils.IND837-13



INDIVIDUALS
IND837 – Steven Hodges

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO109-23 regarding soils.IND837-18

See the response to comment CO109-22 regarding soils.IND837-17

See the response to comment CO109-21 regarding soils.IND837-16



INDIVIDUALS
IND837 – Steven Hodges

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO109-27 regarding soils.IND837-22

See the response to comment CO109-26 regarding soils.IND837-21

See the response to comment CO109-25 regarding soils.IND837-20

See the response to comment CO109-28 regarding soils.IND837-23

IND837-19 See the response to comment CO109-24 regarding soils.



INDIVIDUALS
IND837 – Steven Hodges

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO109-31 regarding soils.IND837-26

See the response to comment CO109-30 regarding soils.IND837-25

See the response to comment CO109-29 regarding soils.IND837-24

See the response to comment CO109-32 regarding soils.IND837-27



INDIVIDUALS
IND837 – Steven Hodges

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO109-33 regarding soils.IND837-28

See the response to comment CO109-34 regarding soils.IND837-29



INDIVIDUALS
IND837 – Steven Hodges

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO109-35 regarding soils.IND837-30

See the response to comment CO109-36 regarding soilsIND837-31



INDIVIDUALS
IND837 – Steven Hodges

Individual Comments

Comments noted. Temporary and permanent impacts are defined
in section 4 of the EIS.

IND837-33

See the comment response to CO109-37 regarding soils.IND837-32



INDIVIDUALS
IND838 – Tina Smusz

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO49-63 regarding the Spring
Hollow Reservoir. Herbicide use would be limited and would be
in accordance with manufacturer’s recommendations. See the
response to comment IND277-11 regarding chemicals. Water
resources and karst are addressed in sections 4.3 and 4.1,
respectively. 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 final EIS. See also the response to
comment FA11-15 regarding sediment and turbidity modeling.

IND838-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND838 – Tina Smusz

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND838 – Tina Smusz

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND838 – Tina Smusz

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND838 – Tina Smusz

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND839 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments

Ecoregions are discussed in section 4.4 of the EIS. The
statements regarding the No Action Alternative are noted.

IND839-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND840 – Linda Sutton

Individual Comments

We conclude that with mitigation, the project is not likely to have
significant impacts on most environmental resources (except the
clearing of forest). The EIS provides an assessment of water
resources in section 4.3, soils, in section 4.2, wildlife in section
4.5, forests in section 4.4, and air quality in section 4.12.1. See
the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.

IND840-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND841 – Lauren Bradford

Individual Comments

Impacts on visual resources are discussed in section 4.8 of the
EIS. The MVP route would not crossed any designated
Wilderness areas. Comments noted. See the response to
comments FA8-1 and FA10-1 regarding the LRMP. 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).

IND841-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND842 – William Sydor

Individual Comments

Non-environmental Commission staff would make a
determination on whether to grant a party’s out-of-time
intervention request.

IND842-1

Revegetation would not be considered complete until vegetation
is similar in density and cover of non-nuisance vegetation to
adjacent undisturbed lands. The FERC would monitor
restoration until it is deemed complete.

IND842-3

See the response to comment IND210-5 regarding invasive
species.

IND842-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND842 – William Sydor

Individual Comments

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

IND842-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND843 – Paul Washburn

Individual Comments

The proposed facilities are described in section 2 of the final EIS.
FERC engineers review project design.

IND843-1

IND843-2 Information about MVP design was provided in Mountain
Valley’s application to the FERC and is summarized in section 2
of the EIS.



INDIVIDUALS
IND843 – Paul Washburn

Individual Comments

FERC engineers reviewed the design for the MVP.  Their 
findings may be discussed in the Commission Order.

IND843-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND843 – Paul Washburn

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND844 – Beth Covington

Individual Comments

The EIS was written by FERC staff, assisted by our third-party
environmental contractor, and cooperating agencies. This is a
group of unbiased scientists. The Commissioners, who are
appointed by the President and approved by the Senate, would
decide whether or not to authorize the projects, based on the
record and the factors outlined in section 1.2.3 of the EIS. While
the Commission fulfills its obligations under the NGA, it is the
President and Congress who determine this nation’s energy
policies; which is entirely democratic and representative, since
they are elected by voters in the project area.

IND844-1

Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the
EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding
renewable energy. Public comments were taken into
consideration in the production of this EIS.

IND844-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND844 – Beth Covington

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND845 – Erin Bicknese

Individual Comments

The Commission would decide if the projects are necessary.
Section 3.3 of the EIS provides an assessment of using existing
systems as an alternative. The EIS provides a discussion of
climate change in sections 4.11 and 4.13. Historic places are
discussed in section 4.10. Impacts on historic properties can be
mitigated, in accordance with the regulations for implementing
Section 106 of the NRHP at 36 CFR 800. Karst and landslides
are addressed in section 4.1. See the response to comment
IND70-1 regarding erosion.

IND845-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND846 – Anne Petrie Dobbs Brown

Individual Comments

The Commission would decide if the projects are in the public
interest. See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.
Climate change is discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.
See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forests. Section
3.3 of the EIS provides an assessment of using existing systems
as an alternative. Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in
section 3 of the EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1
regarding renewable energy.

IND846-1

Water resources are discussed in section 4.3. See the response to
comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water. See the response to
comment CO34-1 regarding hydrogeological studies.

IND846-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND846 – Anne Petrie Dobbs Brown

Individual Comments

Climate change is addressed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.
See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic
fracturing.

IND846-3

See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forest impacts.
Section 4.8 of the final EIS provides a revised discussion on the
ANST, Jefferson National Forest, BRP, and Weston and Gauley
Bridge Turnpike. The FS is a cooperating agency and assisted in
preparation of the EIS. The MVP pipeline would not cross any
designated Wilderness areas. Karst is discussed in section 4.1 of
the EIS; and threatened and endangered species in section 4.7.

IND846-4

The EIS provides a discussion of landslides in section 4.1.IND846-5
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