
LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.  
See the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s 
report.  See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits.  
As listed in table 4.9.2-3 of the draft EIS, Montgomery County 
would collect about $1.7 million in ad valorem taxes annually.

LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA13-2



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



Environmental reviews of future Blanket Certificate actions are 
discussed in section 1.0 of the EIS.

LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA13-3



While Mountain Valley made minor pipeline route modifications 
on October 14, 2016, in response to requests from landowners 
and recommendations in the draft EIS, the public had until 
December 22, 2016 to comment on those modifications, and 
newly affected landowners along the modifications had until 
February 21, 2017 to comment; see also response to comment 
LA3-1.  The Commission did not hold hearings about the MVP.  
See response to LA1-11 about public sessions to take comments 
on the draft EIS. Alternative routes that would avoid or reduce 
impacts on the Slussers Chapel Conservation Site are analyzed in 
section 3 of the final EIS.

LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA13-4



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



The statements are noted.

LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA13-5



The draft EIS contained sufficient information to allow the public 
to have a meaningful opportunity to comment on the projects 
potential impacts on a range of environmental resources. See the 
responses to comments FA11-2, LA5-1, and LA13-1 regarding 
the adequacy of the draft EIS. Alternative routes that would avoid 
or reduce impacts on the Slussers Chapel Conservation Site are 
analyzed in section 3 of the final EIS.

LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA13-6



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

LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA13-7



See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide 
utility corridor in the Jefferson National Forest.  See the response 
to comment LA3-1 regarding extension of the comment period. 

LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA13-8

Environmental reviews of future Blanket Certificate actions are 
discussed in section 1.0 of the EIS.

LA13-9



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



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

LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA13-10



See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.

LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA13-11



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



Markets, rates, and return on investments are not environmental 
issues that need to be discussed in the EIS.  Non-environmental 
issues related to the MVP would be addressed in the 
Commission’s Project Order.

LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA13-12



See the response to comment IND155-2 regarding forest impacts.
Based on our experience with restoration, we conclude that the
replanting of trees in formerly disturbed areas would not
significantly enhance or expedite the return of forest habitat. We
disagree with the statements regarding the location of the
Applicants plans. Table 2.4-2 in the EIS provides the accession
number for each plan which can be found in the public record
using the FERC’s e-Library system.

LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA13-13



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



Section 4.8 of the final EIS has been revised to include a leaf-off 
analysis as requested by our recommendation in the draft EIS.  
Section 4.8 has also been revised in the final EIS to discuss 
criteria for selecting the KOPs. 

LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA13-14



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



See the response to comment CO14-1 regarding blasting.  See the 
response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report.  
Landslides and seismicity are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. 

LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA13-15



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



See the response to comment IND401-5 regarding water wells. 
A table in section 4.3 of the final EIS lists water wells and 
springs.  Section 4.3 of the final EIS has been revised to indicate 
that the water quality testing would be conducted by an 
independent laboratory. 

LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA13-16



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



Impacts on landowners, including property values, are discussed 
in section 4.9 of the EIS.  See the response to comment IND137-
1 regarding the KeyLog report.  Potential abandonment of the 
proposed facilities is discussed in 2.7 of the EIS.  Any 
abandonment, modification, or re-purposing of the proposed 
facilities would require an environmental review and 
authorization from the FERC.  Environmental reviews of future 
Blanket Certificate actions are discussed in section 1.0 of the 
EIS.  We disagree with the statements regarding insurance.  The 
FERC staff conducted independent research on the matter of 
obtaining insurance for properties encumbered by a natural gas 
pipeline (FERC, 2014).  The research involved calling a number 
of insurance agencies.  The FERC asked whether the presence of 
a utility crossing would change the terms of an existing or new 
residential insurance policy, which types of utilities may cause a 
change, how a policy might change, and what factors would 
influence a change in the policy terms, including the potential for 
a policy to be dropped completely.  Given that the project may 
not significantly affect property values, as supported by multiple 
research papers, we believe the mitigation measures outlined in 
section 4.9.2.6 of the draft EIS are adequate.  We are not 
requiring Mountain Valley to insert language into their easement 
agreements.  However, we do think those agreements would 
compensate landowners for damages.

LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA13-17



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



Climate change and GHG are discussed in sections 4.11.1 and 
4.13.2.7 of the draft EIS.

LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA13-18



Our analysis of the Slussers Chapel Conservation Site Avoidance 
Alternatives is discussed in section 3.5 of the final EIS.  
VADCR’s letter was submitted on September 9, 2016, after the 
draft EIS went to the printer. 

LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA13-19



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA13-20 Since the draft EIS, Mountain Valley has provided additional 
inventories and analyses as requested by the FS to evaluate the 
effects of the project. The FS has worked extensively with 
Mountain Valley to develop project design features, mitigation 
measures and monitoring procedures to ensure that NFS 
resources are protected as much as possible in order to determine 
that the LRMP standards can be exempted or modified for the 
MVP. The determination that the EIS is sufficient to meet FS 
NEPA obligations will be made in the FS Record of Decision for 
the plan amendments decision.



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



We disagree.  As supported by facts, the EIS indicated that, 
except for clearing of forest, the MVP would not cause 
significant irreparable environmental or economic harm to the 
citizens of Montgomery County.  As pointed out in section 4.9, 
the project may have economic benefits to the county.  The 
Commission would decide whether or not this project is needed 
in its Order.

LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA13-21



LOCAL
LA13 – Montgomery County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding the 
adequacy of the draft EIS.  See the response to comment 
IND196-2 regarding “prior to construction” recommendations.  
See also the response to comment IND147-1 regarding 
recommendations. Updated information on water wells and 
springs was provided by Mountain Valley in a filing on February 
17, 2017, and the final EIS was revised to include these data.

LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA14-1



LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



See the response to comment LA13-13 regarding forested 
impacts.

LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA14-2



LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



Since the draft EIS, Mountain Valley has provided additional 
inventories and analyses as requested by the FS to evaluate the 
effects of the project. The FS has worked extensively with 
Mountain Valley to develop project design features, mitigation 
measures and monitoring procedures to ensure that NFS 
resources are protected as much as possible in order to determine 
that the LRMP standards can be exempted or modified for the 
MVP. The determination that the EIS is sufficient to meet FS 
NEPA obligations will be made in the FS Record of Decision for 
the plan amendments decision. 

The effects to the resources the amendments are designed to 
protect are identified in the respective resource sections in section 
4.0 that discuss the Jefferson National Forest. Section 4.8.2.6 
describes the more critical mitigation measures to meet the intent 
of the amended standards. With the FS decision to not reallocate 
lands to the Rx5C-Designated Utility Corridors, all of the 
proposed amendments are project-specific to the MVP alone. 
There is no need to evaluate cumulative effects associated with 
the amendments. 

The purpose and need for the pipeline is determined by FERC. 
The FS has the responsibility is to respond to an application for 
the project to utilize NFS lands, not to determine the purpose and 
need for the pipeline. 

LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA14-3



LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



Section 1.3.2.2 of the EIS provides a discussion of the COE 
permitting process.  As stated in this section, the COE cannot 
make a decision on a permit application until the requirements of 
NEPA are fulfilled.  After the publication of an EIS, the COE 
permit decision can be issued as a ROD. In addition, in 
communications with FERC staff, representatives of the COE 
indicated that individual COE Districts would not finalize their 
permit processes for the MVP and EEP until after the FERC has 
documented completion of the NHPA Section 106 and ESA 
Section 7 consultations.

LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA14-4



LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



The sentence “impacts on vegetation can be minimized by 
utilizing special construction techniques, proper restoration 
measures, and post-construction monitoring” was made at the 
beginning of draft EIS section 4.4.2.2.  The remainder of section 
4.4.2.2 provides a discussion of the special construction 
techniques, restoration measures, and post-construction 
monitoring that would be utilized.  The statement regarding 
revegetation requiring more time than indicated in Resource 
Report 3 is noted.  However, Resource Report 3 was prepared by 
Mountain Valley not the FERC.  As stated in section 4.4 of the 
EIS, based on our review of the potential impacts on vegetation 
as described above, we find that the most adverse impacts from 
construction and operation would be on forested vegetation 
crossed by the MVP pipeline route.  This conclusion is based on 
the acreage affected and the permanence of the impact.  Section 
4.4 of the final EIS has been revised to provide an updated 
discussion of forest impacts.

LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA14-5



LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



See the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s 
report. Section 4.1 of the final EIS has been revised to address 
Mr. Rubin’s report. 

LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA14-6



LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



Again, the commentor has selected one of the first sentences of 
an “Environmental Consequences” section to incorrectly claim 
that the draft EIS did not provide a detailed discussion of impacts 
and mitigation.  Section 4.3.2.2 states that clearing and grading of 
stream banks, in-stream trenching, trench dewatering, and 
backfilling could each cause temporary, local modifications of 
aquatic habitat involving sedimentation, increased turbidity, and 
decreased dissolved oxygen concentrations; however, in almost 
all cases, these impacts would be limited to the period of 
instream construction.  Section 4.3.2.2 includes text titled 
“project-specific impacts and mitigation.”  

The commentor incorrectly states that the draft EIS does not 
thoroughly evaluate the potential impacts to specific groundwater 
sources, and does not include a complete inventory of such 
sources.  However, the draft EIS indicated that:  “Appendix F 
provides a summary of waterbodies crossed by the MVP in karst 
areas, and table 4.3.2-8 provides waterbodies crossed in areas of 
shallow bedrock.”  In addition, section 4.3.2 of the EIS provides 
a discussion of mitigation measures for karst terrain. 

See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.

Mountain Valley filed its Hydrological Analysis of 
Sedimentation on the Jefferson National Forest on March 3, 2017 
(Attachment DR4-Water Resources 26), and these data were used 
in the final EIS.

LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA14-7



LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



Table 4.3.2-7 of the EIS provides a list of 100-year floodplains 
that would be crossed by the MVP.  See also table 4.1.1-9.  The 
final EIS has been revised to further address impacts on 
floodplains, including flooding potential from large rainfall 
events. 

LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA14-8



LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



See the response to comment LA13-16 regarding water wells and 
springs.  Section 4.3 of the final EIS has been revised to include 
additional information regarding water quality testing.  On 
February 17, 2017, Mountain Valley filed updated information 
about wells and springs.  That data was incorporated into the 
final EIS.

LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA14-9



LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



Section 4.10 of the final EIS has been revised as appropriate.  We 
acknowledge that Giles County is a consulting party for 
compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA.  We address the 
comments of the Greater Newport Rural Historic District 
Committee in section 4.10.2.1.  Impacts on the Greater Newport 
Rural Historic District are discussed in section 4.10.7.1.  Table 
4.10.7-3 indicates that the MVP would have no effect on the 
Reynolds Farm Sinking Creek Covered Bridge and no adverse 
effects on the Link Farm Red Covered Bridge.  As stated in 
section 4.10.6.2, the Virginia SHPO concurred with our 
definition of the APE.  The FERC typically completes the 
Section 106 process after the issuance of a Certificate.  The 
reasons for this are practical.  First, if the Commission does not 
authorize the project, there would be no effects on historic 
properties.  Second, in cases where surveys cannot be completed 
because landowners denied access, the company would need a 
Certificate to use eminent domain to gain access and complete 
the surveys. 

LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA14-10



LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



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

LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA14-11



See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.  Section 
4.9 of the final EIS has been revised to address comments about 
property values. 

LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA14-12



A specific plan for road repairs is not possible as it would be 
dependent on the location and extent of damage.  Mountain 
Valley would make appropriate repairs to damaged roads; and we 
assume this work on public roads would be monitored by the 
counties, in accordance with the Traffic Plan.  Mountain Valley 
filed revised Traffic and Management Plans on February 17, 
2017 that incorporated comments from counties.  These data are 
included in the final EIS.  Landowners who believe Mountain 
Valley did not make proper repairs to private roads can contact 
the FERC helpline.  Appendix E of the final EIs has been revised 
to provide updated information regarding roadway 
improvements. 

LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA14-13



As stated in section 4.12.1 of the EIS, the Applicants would 
actively participate in emergency response coordination with 
local fire personnel.  The Applicants would coordinate with first 
responders regarding measures that should be taken if the 
pipeline were to be crossed by heavy machinery.  The 
Applicants’ emergency response plans developed in coordination 
with local emergency response officials would ensure that the 
response to a pipeline emergency would be acceptable.

As stated in section 4.12.1 of the EIS, once a pipeline operator 
has determined the HCAs on its pipeline, it must apply the 
elements of its integrity management plan to those segments of 
the pipeline within the HCAs.  The criteria used to designate 
HCAs are defined in section 4.12.1 of the EIS.  The DOT 
regulations specify the requirements for the integrity 
management plan at 49 CFR Part 192.911.  The pipeline integrity 
management rule for HCAs requires inspection of the pipeline 
every 7 years.  The regulations do not require avoidance of an 
HCA.  Table 4.12.1-3 in the final EIS has been revised. 

LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA14-14



There are no valid reasons why the FERC should issue a revised 
draft EIS.  This final EIS addresses comments on the draft. 

LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA14-15



See the response to comments LA14-2 through LA14-14 
regarding these topics.

LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA14-16



The FS provided comments on the draft EIS on December 20, 
2016 (FA16) and the COE provided comments on November 1, 
2016 (FA5).

LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments

LA14-17



LOCAL
LA14 – Giles County Board of Supervisors

Local Comments



We acknowledge that Roanoke County is a consulting party for 
compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA.

The draft EIS contained a meaningful discussion of potential 
project-related impacts on geological resources (section 4.1), 
water resources (section 4.3), cultural resources (section 4.10), 
conserved lands (section 4.8), roadways (section 4.9), and public 
safety (section 4.12).  See our responses to comments FA11-2 
and LA5-1.  There is no need or requirement for us to revise the 
draft EIS.  Instead, this final EIS addresses comments on the 
draft.

Mountain Valley has complied with the FERC’s regulations 
regarding the environmental data attached to its application, as 
outlined in 18 CFR 380.  See the response to comment IND152-1 
regarding the FERC’s third-party compliance monitoring 
program.  The FERC staff would conduct regular field 
inspections during construction to enforce any conditions 
imposed by the Commission’s Order.  

LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments

LA15-1



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-
diameter natural gas pipelines in karst terrain..  See the response 
to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report.  We have 
decades of extensive experience observing and assessing rights-
of-way construction and restoration using the mitigation 
measures outlined in our Plan and Procedures

LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments

LA15-2

Adequate explanations were provided for staff’s conclusions in 
the EIS.

LA15-3



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



Alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the EIS.  We do not 
have to include mitigation measures for alternatives that were not 
selected.  The mitigation plans for the MVP are summarized in 
section 2 of the EIS.  In section 4 of the EIS, we explain why we 
think each mitigation plan would be effective, under our analysis 
of specific environmental resources.  The final EIS includes our 
evaluation of Mountain Valley’s Blasting Plan in sections 4.1.2.5 
and 4.1.2.7 of the EIS.

LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments

LA15-4



Mountain Valley has not proposed a compressor station in 
Virginia.

LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments

LA15-5



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



See the response to comment FA11-3 regarding a programmatic 
EIS.  The ACP Project was evaluated as a possible alternative to 
the MVP in section 3.3.2 of the EIS.  The ACP Project was also 
evaluated in the cumulative impacts section of the EIS (4.13).  
Section 3.3.2 of the EIS clearly states that the Appalachian 
Connector pipeline is not a real project, and under NEPA only 
foreseeable projects need to be addressed.  Section 4.13 of the 
final EIS has been revised to discuss sources of information 
about reasonably foreseeable projects. 

LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments

LA15-6



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



See the response to comment LA14-4.

LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments

LA15-7



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



The final EIS has been revised.  See Section 4.8.2.6 for further 
discussion.

LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments

LA15-8



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

LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments

LA15-9



Steep slopes and landslides are discussed in section 4.1 of the 
EIS.  Soils are discussed in section 4.2.  See the response to 
comment CO49-63 regarding the Spring Hollow Reservoir.  See 
section 4.3.1 of the EIS for a discussion of pre and post-
construction testing of drinking water supplies.  See the response 
to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report.  See the 
response to comment LA14-6 regarding the Rubin report. 

LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments

LA15-10



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.
Section 4.3 of the final EIS has been revised to address Roanoke
County’s Hydrogeological Assessment. In accordance with the
FERC Plan, as discussed in section 4.2 of the EIS, Mountain
Valley would conduct topsoil and subsoil compaction tests in
agricultural and residential areas using a penetrometer or other
appropriate device at regular intervals. The results of the
compaction tests would be compared and matched to undisturbed
soil under similar moisture conditions to ensure any affected soils
are properly decompacted. If compaction is found to have
occurred, the area would be tilled and retested. Section 4.3 has
been revised to address deforestation and water quality.

LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments

LA15-11



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



The Spring Hollow Reservoir would be about 1.6 river miles 
upstream of the intake.  As stated in section 4.6.2 of the EIS, 
based on a literature assessment of magnitude and timing of 
suspended sediment produced from open-cut dry crossing 
methods (Reid et. al., 2004), the duration of increased 
sedimentation would be mostly short-term (i.e., less than 1-4 
days) and remain near the crossing location (i.e., an approximate 
downstream distance of a few hundred feet).  As stated in section 
2.4 of the EIS, in accordance with our Procedures, intermediate 
crossings are defined as waterbody crossings between 10 and 100 
feet wide. 

LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments

LA15-12

See the response to comment LA14-4 regarding the COE 
permitting process. 

LA15-13



See the response to comment IND401-5 regarding pending 
drinking water sources.  See the response to comment LA14-9 
regarding our dispute resolution hotline.  See the response to 
comment CO14-1 regarding blasting. 

LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments

LA15-14



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



Section 4.10 of the final EIS has been revised as appropriate.  
The section now includes information about the Coles-Terry 
Rural Historic District, and assessments of impacts on resources 
within that District, the Blue Ridge Parkway Historic District, 
and the Bent Mountain Rural Historic District.  These 
assessments considered the built environment and rural historic 
landscapes associated with the Historic Districts.

LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments

LA15-15



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



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

LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments

LA15-16



Section 4.8 of the final EIS has been revised to better discuss 
potential impacts on VOF easements.  Section 3 of the EIS has 
been revised to discuss Grace Terry’s property and a permanent 
access road (MVP-RO-279.01).    

LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments

LA15-17



See the response to comment LA14-13 regarding road repairs. 

LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments

LA15-18

The FERC encourages Roanoke County to coordinate with 
Mountain Valley regarding its Integrity Management Program.

LA15-19



See our responses to comments FA11-2, LA5-1, and LA13-1 
regarding the adequacy of the draft EIS. This final EIS 
addresses comments on the draft and supplemental filings by 
Mountain Valley.

LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments

LA15-20



See the response to comments LA15-1 through LA15-18 
regarding these topics.

LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments

LA15-21



See the responses to LA15-7 and LA15-8 regarding draft EIS 
comments from the FS and the COE.

LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments

LA15-22



LOCAL
LA15 – Roanoke County

Local Comments



The statements are noted.

LOCAL
LA16 – Roanoke Regional Chamber

Local Comments

LA16-1



LOCAL
LA16 – Roanoke Regional Chamber

Local Comments



Section 4.8.2.4 of the draft EIS discussed the pipeline
route through the New River Conservancy (NRC)
easement and the New River Conservancy Variation. We
indicated that Sizemore Inc., who granted the conservation
easement to the NRC, objected to the New River
Conservancy Variation, therefore we did not study it
further in the alternatives section of the draft EIS.
However, we have revised section 3 of the final EIS to
provide an evaluation of the alternative route. The draft
EIS acknowledged the May 31, 2016 letter to the FERC
from the NRC. However, we stated that a FERC
Certificate may override state prohibitions. Section 1.5.2
of the draft EIS indicated that the courts have held that
state and local agencies and laws may not prohibit the
construction and operation of FERC authorized facilities
(see Schneidewind v. ANR Pipeline Co., 485 U.S. 293
[1988]; National Fuel Gas Supply V. Public Service
Commission, 894 F. 2d 571 [2n Cir. 1990]; and Iroquois
Gas Transmission System, L.P., et al., 52 FERC 61,091
[1990] and 59 FERC 61,094 [1992]).

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO1 – New River Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

CO1-1



Section 3 of the draft EIS analyzed potential alternatives to
the project, including Alternative 1, which would be about
4,000 feet north of Claytor Lake. We concluded that
Alternative 1 would not offer a significant environmental
advantage when compared to the proposed route.
Potential project impacts on waterbodies, including the
New River Valley watershed, and measures that would be
implemented to reduce those impacts are discussed in
section 4.3 of the EIS. The EIS is not a decision
document. The Commission would decide about project
benefits in its Order.

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO2 – Friends of Claytor Lake

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

CO2-1



The EIS satisfies the NEPA. The EIS addresses
compliance with the ESA in section 4.7, impacts on air
quality in section 4.12, impacts on the ANST in section
4.8, impacts on water resources in section 4.3, karst terrain
and seismic zones were addressed in section 4.1, visual
resources in section 4.8, alternatives in section 3, and
cumulative impacts in section 4.13. Mountain Valley
proposes to cross under the ANST using a bore, to reduce
impacts on the trail and its users.

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO3 – Roanoke Appalachian Trail Club

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

CO3-1



The commentor refers to a crossing of the ANST as
flagged during a site visit on April 28, 2016. However,
Mountain Valley proposed a modification to the ANST
crossing in June 2016, that was later adopted into the
proposed pipeline route. The currently proposed ANST
crossing is 500 feet to the west of the October 2015
location, is a straight line rather than diagonal crossing,
and the undisturbed buffer on either side of the ANST was
increased to 300 feet rather than 100 feet.

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO3 – Roanoke Appalachian Trail Club

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

CO3-2

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.

CO3-3

The final EIS has been revised to include new visual
simulations including other KOPs along the ANST.

CO3-4



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO4 – Roanoke Appalachian Trail Club

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See the response to comment CO3-2 regarding the buffer
for the ANST crossing. Visual impacts at the ANST are
discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.

CO4-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO4 – Roanoke Appalachian Trail Club

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Section 4.8 of the final EIS has been revised to provide
updated visual simulations along the ANST with “leaves
off.” These new visual simulations include other KOPs
along the trail, such as views from Angels Rest. The
location of the ANST discussed in the draft EIS was the
latest alignment that was proposed by Mountain Valley
and filed with the FERC in June 2016, and later adopted
into the proposed pipeline route. The ANST would be
crossed via a conventional bore and not an open-cut.

CO4-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO4 – Roanoke Appalachian Trail Club

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

In June 2016 Mountain Valley adopted the current pipeline
crossing of the ANST. Alternative ANST crossings are
discussed in section 3 of the EIS. Mountain Valley filed
new visual simulation data for other KOPs along the
ANST, including Kelly Knob, that are evaluated in this
final EIS.

CO4-3

The EIS satisfies the NEPA. The EIS addresses
compliance with the ESA in section 4.7, impacts on air
quality in section 4.11.1, impacts on water resources in
section 4.3, karst terrain and seismic zones were addressed
in section 4.1, impacts on the ANST and visual resources
in section 4.8, and alternatives in section 3.

CO4-4



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO4 – Roanoke Appalachian Trail Club

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO5 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The draft EIS was sufficient to satisfy the NEPA. See
responses to comments FA11-2, LA5-1, and LA13-1.
This final EIS includes supplemental information and
addresses comments on the draft. See response to FA11-
12 about project need. The draft EIS evaluated impacts on
water resources and wetlands in section 4.3, cultural
resources in section 4.10, threatened and endangered
species in section 4.7, and climate change in section 4.13.

CO5-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO5 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO5 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. CO5-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO5 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Courts have ruled that an EIS does not have to be based on 
complete plans, and can rely on partial data - see Robertson v 
Methow Valley Citizens (40 US 332, 1989).  See also our 
response to comment FA11-2 regarding pending information.

CO5-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO5 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO5 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO5 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO5 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO5 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO5 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO5 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO5 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO5 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO5 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO5 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO6 – Roanoke Gas Company

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Comments noted.CO6-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO6 – Roanoke Gas Company

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO7 – Blue Ridge Land Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Section 3.5.1 of the final EIS has been revised to discuss 
VADCR’s suggested route alternative to avoid the Slussers 
Chapel Conservation Site, as described in its September 9, 2016 
letter (which we received after the draft EIS went to print).

CO7-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO7 – Blue Ridge Land Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO8 – Virginia Outdoors Foundation

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The commenter’s support for adoption of the Mount Tabor Route 
Variation and avoidance of VOF easements is noted.

CO8-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO8 – Virginia Outdoors Foundation

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Section 4.10 of the final EIS has been revised as appropriate.  
The Virginia SHPO accepted Mountain Valley’s addendum 
historic architectural report for Giles County (Turco, June 2016) 
that included new mapping and updated tables identifying the 
resources in the APE along the pipeline route through the Greater 
Newport Rural Historic District.  Those data are included in the 
final EIS.

CO9-1

Alternatives are analyzed in section 3 of the EIS.  As stated in 
section 4.10.6.2, the Virginia SHPO accepted our definition of 
the APE.  Table 4.10.2-1 provides consulting party requests and 
data conveyance.  The revised section 4.10 of the final EIS 
addresses the comments of the Committee and the Pezzoni 
report.  In addition, our draft EIS was sent to the VADHR.

CO9-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

We had adequate data at the application stage, supplemented with 
responses to our EIRs, to proceed with production of the draft 
EIS.  See responses to FA11-2, LA5-1, and LA13-1.  Section 
4.10 of the final EIS summarizes the process of complying with 
Section 106 of the NHPA.

CO9-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

FERC’s consultations under Section 106 are summarized in 
section 4.10 of the final EIS.

CO9-4

Alternatives are analyzed in section 3 of the final EIS.CO9-5

The SHPO agrees with our definition of the APE.CO9-6

Mountain Valley’s application met the standards outlined in our 
regulations at 18 CFR 380.  Section 4.10 of the final EIS 
summarized our compliance with the Section 106 process, and 
included references to letters from the SHPO reviewing 
Mountain Valley’s cultural resources investigations reports.  We 
assessed impacts on all of the historic resources within the APE 
through Greater Newport Rural Historic District listed on table 1 
of this letter in table 4.10.7-3 of the final EIS.

CO9-7



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The Virginia SHPO agreed with our definition of the APE.CO9-8



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The scope of the MVP is not unprecedented.  There have been 
hundreds of FERC-jurisdictional natural gas projects in the past 
for pipelines of similar or greater length.  Nor is uncommon for 
other linear-type non-FERC-jurisdictional infrastructure projects, 
including other pipelines, powerlines, sewerlines, waterlines, and 
roads, to cross through Historic Districts.  This is allowable under 
the NHPA, as long as historic properties are identified, impacts 
assessed, and adverse effects resolved, in accordance with 36 
CFR 800.  Cumulative impacts are addressed in section 4.13 of 
the EIS.  The Cahas Mountain Rural Historic District would not 
be affected by the MVP, as it is located 1.5 miles away.  Nor 
does the proposed pipeline route cross through the boundaries of 
the Newport Historic District.  The Big Stony Rural Historic 
District and the Bent Mountain Rural Historic District were 
created by Mountain Valley’s consultants.

CO9-9



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Cultural attachment is addressed in section 4.10.10 of the final 
EIS.  We discuss Dr. King’s report in section 4.10.2.1 of the final 
EIS.

CO9-10



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

There are already existing modern infrastructure features, 
including other pipelines, powerlines, sewerlines, waterlines, and 
roads that comprise the integrity of the historic rural cultural 
landscape associated with the Greater Newport Rural Historic 
District.  If the Commission authorizes the MVP, only one 42-
inch-diameter pipeline would be allowed.  Cumulative impacts 
are addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.

CO9-11



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Mountain Valley proposes to use a nominal 125-foot-wide 
construction right-of-way and a 50-foot-wide operational 
easement.  See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the FS’ 
proposed changes to the LRMP. 

CO9-12

Alternatives are analyzed in section 3 of the EIS.CO9-13



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Mountain Valley’s application and supplements were useful in 
the production of the EIS.  However, the FERC staff and SHPO 
independently fact checked data in cultural resources 
investigations reports.  The VADHR approved Mountain 
Valley’s methods to identify historic properties.  Alternatives 
were evaluated in section 3 of the EIS.  Four landowners who 
have historic properties on their land in proximity to the proposed 
pipeline route within the Greater Newport Rural Historic District 
were granted consulting party status.  Our consultations with the 
SHPO are documented in section 4.10.  Since Mountain Valley 
filed historic architectural survey reports in the docket as 
“public,” available electronically through the FERC website’s 
eLibrary system, stakeholders had immediate access to data about 
Historic Districts.  The FERC staff considered all comments from 
the public about cultural resources during the production of the 
EIS.  Section 4.10 contains our assessment of project-related 
impacts on historic properties in the APE, and summarizes 
compliance with the Section 106 process.

CO9-14



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO9 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO10 – Cave Conservancy of the Virginias

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The EIS addresses kart terrain and caves in section 4.1.CO10-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO11 – Coronado Coal, LLC.

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Section 4.1 of the final EIS has been revised to address the 
commenter’s statements. 

CO11-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO11 – Coronado Coal, LLC.

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO11 – Coronado Coal, LLC.

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO11 – Coronado Coal, LLC.

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO11 – Coronado Coal, LLC.

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO11 – Coronado Coal, LLC.

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO11 – Coronado Coal, LLC.

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO11 – Coronado Coal, LLC.

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO11 – Coronado Coal, LLC.

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO11 – Coronado Coal, LLC.

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO12 – The Teamsters Pipeline Training Fund

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The commenter’s statements are noted.CO12-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO12 – The Teamsters Pipeline Training Fund

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The commenter’s statements are noted.CO12-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO12 – The Teamsters Pipeline Training Fund

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO12 – The Teamsters Pipeline Training Fund

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO12 – The Teamsters Pipeline Training Fund

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO12 – The Teamsters Pipeline Training Fund

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO12 – The Teamsters Pipeline Training Fund

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO13 – National Trust for Historic Preservation

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

FERC follows 36 CFR 800 to comply with the NHPA.  The 
status of our compliance is documented in section 4.10 of the 
EIS.

CO13-1

Consultations under Section 106 are discussed in section 4.10 of
the EIS. As documented in section 4.10 of the EIS, the FERC
accepted the requests of all local governments to be consulting
parties. We also accepted the request of the NPS and the ATC
because of their special status as managers of the BRP and
ANST. Likewise, we accepted the requests of four landowners
within the Greater Newport Rural Historic District who have
historic properties near the pipeline. We declined the requests of
others who could not demonstrate a legal or economic
relationship to the project, as required by Part 800.2(c)(5).
However, FERC has procedures in place to ensure consideration
of the views of the public on potential impacts on historic
properties, in accordance with Part 800.2(d).

CO13-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO13 – National Trust for Historic Preservation

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Read section 4.10 of the EIS. We engaged in proper
consultations.

CO13-3

See the response to FA11-12 regarding need.CO13-4

We disagree. Section 4.10 of the EIS accurately identified
historic resources. See response to comment SA2-3 regarding
historic properties and the Greater Newport Historic District.

CO13-5



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO13 – National Trust for Historic Preservation

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Effects on historic properties are discussed in section 4.10 of the 
EIS.

CO13-6

Section 4.10 of the EIS discusses Historic Districts within the
context of the built environment, as rural historic landscapes, and
as potentially traditional cultural properties.

CO13-7



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO13 – National Trust for Historic Preservation

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

36 CFR 800.4(b)2 allows for the lead agency to use a phased
process to conduct identification and evaluation efforts. At the
time of the writing of this final EIS, Mountain Valley has
inventoried 96 percent of its pipeline route. We have
recommended a condition that allows for the completion of the
Section 106 process after a Commission Order authorizing the
project is issued, and access can be obtained for the other parcels.

CO13-8

FERC is consulting with SHPOs for all determinations of
eligibility and project effects. Section 4.10 of the final EIS has
been updated as applicable.

CO13-9

There are no major gaps in the identification of historic
properties, as only four percent of the pipeline route remains
unsurveyed at this time. Section 4.10 discloses to the public the
status of our compliance with Section 106.

CO13-10
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