
See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. See the response to comment FA11-12
regarding need.

INDIVIDUALS
IND918 – James Kotcon

Individual Comments

IND918-1

Climate change and cumulative impacts are addressed in section
4.13 of the EIS.

IND918-2

The price of fuel oil and natural gas are dependent on many
factors and prediction of future prices is neither feasible nor
within the scope of this EIS.

IND918-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND918 – James Kotcon

Individual Comments



See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. See the response to comment FA11-15
regarding waterbody crossing methods. As discussed in section
4.3 of the EIS, Mountain Valley evaluated trenchless crossings
for several waterbodies. Given workspace requirements,
geotechnical conditions, constraints, and overall construction
feasibility, we conclude that it is not feasible or practicable to use
trenchless methods at every waterbody.

INDIVIDUALS
IND919 – Justin Raines

Individual Comments

IND919-1



See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. System
alternatives are discussed in section 3.3 of the EIS. Non-
environmental FERC staff may address the Synapse report in the
Project Order. The final EIS contains revisions on the draft to
address comments, and include supplemental information.

INDIVIDUALS
IND921 – Natalie Thiele

Individual Comments

IND920-1

The EIS provides an assessment of landslides and earthquakes in
section 4.1, water resources in section 4.3, threatened and
endangered species in section 4.7, and recreation in section 4.8.
See the response to comment IND18-2 regarding emergency
response.

IND920-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND921 – Natalie Thiele

Individual Comments



The Stonewall Gathering Pipeline is not a FERC-regulated
pipeline and therefore not subject to the same regulations,
requirements, and monitoring as FERC-regulated pipelines.
Construction on steep slopes, including a discussion of winching
machines, is provided in section 2.4.2.16.

INDIVIDUALS
IND921 – Tom Bond

Individual Comments

IND921-1

Reclamation and revegetation are discussed in sections 2 and 4.3
of the EIS. The Applicants would not use culverts for installation
of the pipeline. Mountain Valley is currently proposing the use
of culverts for waterbody crossings along access roads as
discussed in section 4.3.

IND921-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND921 – Tom Bond

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.IND921-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND922 – Morgan Miller

Individual Comments

The edge of Upshur County, West Virginia would be more than 5
miles from the MVP. The ACP project would impact Upshur
County. See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

IND922-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND923 – Maury Johnson

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. See our responses to the EPA letter in
FA15.

IND923-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND923 – Maury Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND924 – James Walker

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND924-1

See the response to comment CO14-1 regarding blasting.
Mountain Valley proposes to cross under the ANST via bore.
Visual impact analysis from various KOP is included in section
4.8 of the EIS. Threatened and endangered species are discussed
in section 4.7 and historic properties in section 4.10. Sinkholes
are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See the response to
comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water. See the response to
comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report.

IND924-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND924 – James Walker

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND925 – Joe Chasnoff

Individual Comments

GHGs and climate change are addressed in section 4.13 of the
EIS. See also the response to comment FA15-10 regarding
lifecycle emissions. See the response to comment IND2-3
regarding hydraulic fracturing.

IND925-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND925 – Joe Chasnoff

Individual Comments

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

IND925-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND925 – Joe Chasnoff

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND926 – Judith Vanek

Individual Comments

This does not appear to be a comment about the draft EIS.IND926-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND927 – Loretta Brolsma

Individual Comments

Organic farms are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.IND927-1

Section 4.1 outlines areas where the MVP pipeline route may
cross coal fields.

IND927-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND928 – Suzie Henritz

Individual Comments

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

IND928-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND928 – Suzie Henritz

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. See the response to comment IND196-2
regarding prior to construction recommendations.

IND928-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND928 – Suzie Henritz

Individual Comments

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

IND928-3

See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.IND928-5

The EIS provides a discussion of groundwater in section 4.3 and
karst and steep slopes in section 4.1. See the response to
comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

IND928-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND928 – Suzie Henritz

Individual Comments

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

IND928-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND929 – Scott Womack

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.IND929-1

See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. See the response to comment IND147-1
regarding approval of the projects. As noted in the EIS, table
2.4-2 provides the accession number for each mitigation plan,
which can be found using the FERC’s e-Library system.

IND929-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND930 – Frances Dowdy Williams Collins

Individual Comments

Water supplies are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.IND930-1

Section 4.1 of this final EIS has been revised to discuss the
October 2016 route that would avoid Canoe Cave. Forest
impacts are discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS. Mountain
Valley’s proposed October 2016 route across Dowdy Farm
would avoid forest impacts. See the response to comment IND2-
2 regarding springs. Row crops could still be grown in
agricultural areas following installation of the pipeline as
described in section 4.8, but trees would not be allowed to re-
establish within the 50-foot-wide permanent right-of-way in
upland areas.

IND930-2

See the response to IND655-3 regarding karst features. See the
response to IND70-1 regarding erosion.

IND930-3

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. If approved, the FERC would only allow
one natural gas pipeline to be built by Mountain Valley (see
recommended condition 4 in section 5.2 of the EIS). See the
response to comment IND241-1 regarding induced development
and the Appalachian Connector project.

IND930-4

Only after the Commission has issued a Certificate to Mountain
Valley and Equitrans (if the Commission decides to do so) could
the companies use the power of eminent domain given by
Congress to acquire easements for properties where mutual
agreements could not be reached with landowners.

IND930-5

See the response to IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report.IND930-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND931 – Suzanne Clewell

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. The EIS
provides a discussion of karst and earthquakes in section 4.1.

IND931-1

See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.IND931-2

See the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s 
report.  See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-
foot-wide utility corridor on the Jefferson National Forest.

IND931-3

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

IND931-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND931 – Suzanne Clewell

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND932 – Autumn Leah Bryson Crowe

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. See the response to comment FA11-15
regarding waterbody crossings.

IND932-1

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

IND932-2

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

IND932-3

See the response to comment CO95-1 regarding trout.IND932-4

The EIS provides a discussion of karst and groundwater in
section 4.1 of the EIS.

IND932-5

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

IND932-6

See the response to comment CO99-39 regarding the scour
analysis.

IND932-7

See the response to comment FA11-17 regarding Tier III
waterbody crossings.

IND932-8

A revised discussion of flash flooding is provided in section 4.3.2
of the EIS.

IND932-9

See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.IND932-10

See the response to comment CO99-29 regarding water for dust
control.

IND932-11



INDIVIDUALS
IND933 – Becky Crabtree

Individual Comments

Karst is addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See the response to
comment CO14-1 regarding blasting. See the response to
comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

IND933-1

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. Dust is
discussed in section 4.11.1 and noise is discussed in section
4.11.2 of the EIS.

IND933-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND933 – Becky Crabtree

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND934 – Shirley Hall

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. See the response to comment IND251-1
regarding earthquakes and the St. Clair fault.

IND934-1

Section 4.1 has been revised in the final EIS as appropriate.IND934-2

Table 2.1-2 has been revised in the final EIS as appropriate.IND934-3

The 35 to 70 percent slope in the soils tables represents the slopes
that make up that soil map unit.

IND934-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND934 – Shirley Hall

Individual Comments

Alternative 1 is discussed in section 3.4 of the EIS.IND934-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND935 – Thomas Johnson

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding waterbody
crossings.

IND935-1

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND935-2



See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
Tourism is addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND936 – Amy South

Individual Comments

IND936-1



See section 2 of the EIS about crossing existing utilities.

INDIVIDUALS
IND937 – Bob Liebman

Individual Comments

IND937-1

Earthquakes are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.IND937-2

There are existing 42-inch-diamenter pipelines. Mountain Valley
proposes to cross under the ANST via bore. VIA of KOPs is
included in section 4.8 of the EIS.

IND937-3



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND937 – Bob Liebman

Individual Comments

IND937-4



Native American sites are discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND938 – Richard A. Lynch

Individual Comments

IND938-1



See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.

INDIVIDUALS
IND938 – Richard A. Lynch

Individual Comments

IND938-2

See table 3.5.3-2 for additional discussion.IND938-3

See table 3.5.3-2 for additional discussion.IND938-4

Comment noted. IND938-5

See table 3.5.3-2 for additional discussion.IND938-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND938 – Richard A. Lynch

Individual Comments



See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. See the response to comment IND62-1
regarding Dr. Kastning’s report.

INDIVIDUALS
IND939 – Carli Mareneck

Individual Comments

IND939-1

Water resources are addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS. See the
response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide utility
corridor on the JNF. See the response to comment IND2-1
regarding safety. See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding
drinking water.

IND939-2



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND939 – Carli Mareneck

Individual Comments

IND939-3



Spring and wetland were discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS;
karst and slope in section 4.1; endangered species in section 4.7;
depth to bedrock in section 4.2; and cultural resources in section
4.10.

INDIVIDUALS
IND940 – Dana Olson

Individual Comments

IND940-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND940 – Dana Olson

Individual Comments



This does not appear to be a comment about the FERC’s draft
EIS issued in September of 2016.

INDIVIDUALS
IND941 – Wills Hall

Individual Comments

IND941-1



See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
Safety is discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS. See the response
to comment IND28-3 regarding financial responsibility. See the
response comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.

INDIVIDUALS
IND942 – Cookie Cole

Individual Comments

IND942-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND942 – Cookie Cole

Individual Comments



See the response to comment CO34-1 regarding the Red Sulphur
PSD and hydrogeologic studies.

INDIVIDUALS
IND943 – Stephen Miller

Individual Comments

IND943-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND943 – Stephen Miller

Individual Comments



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND944 – Jim Gore

Individual Comments

IND944-1

See the response to comment IND288-3 regarding road repairs.IND944-2

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

IND944-3



Climate change is addressed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.
See also the response to comment FA15-10 regarding lifecycle
emissions.

INDIVIDUALS
IND945 – Roseanna Sacco

Individual Comments

IND945-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND945 – Roseanna Sacco

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND945 – Roseanna Sacco

Individual Comments



See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide
utility corridor on the Jefferson National Forest. See the response
to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the response to
comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water. Landslides are
addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. A revised discussion of flash
flooding is provided in section 4.3.2 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND946 – Ann Brown

Individual Comments

IND946-1



The MVP pipeline would transport natural gas; not oil. See the
response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

Drinking water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.
See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

INDIVIDUALS
IND947 – Alyssa von Zurich

Individual Comments

IND947-1

IND947-2



Mountain Valley’s cultural resources contractors did not record
the historic Old Riverside Inn near Pence Spring.

INDIVIDUALS
IND948 – Ashby Berkley

Individual Comments

IND948-1

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

IND948-2

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. As noted
in section 4.10 of the EIS, the Pence Spring Hotel Historic
District is located about 0.5-mile away from the pipeline.

IND948-3

As noted in section 4.10, the old Sweet Spring Resort is located
about 23 miles away from the pipeline. The Commission would
make a decision about the public benefits of the projects.

IND948-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND948 – Ashby Berkley

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND948 – Ashby Berkley

Individual Comments



If your property is 0.25-mile away from the pipeline route, you
are not an affected landowner. See the response to comment
IND31-5 regarding environmental justice. This final EIS revises
the draft and addresses comments. The Commission would
decide if the projects would provide public benefits.

INDIVIDUALS
IND949 – Beth Covington

Individual Comments

IND949-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND949 – Beth Covington

Individual Comments



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND950– Carley Knapp

Individual Comments

IND950-1



See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

INDIVIDUALS
IND951– Carly Ann Braun

Individual Comments

IND951-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND951– Carly Ann Braun

Individual Comments



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

INDIVIDUALS
IND952– David Muhly

Individual Comments

IND952-1



See the response to IND655-3 regarding karst features.

INDIVIDUALS
IND953– Demi Elliott and Ruth Murphy

Individual Comments

IND953-1

Water resources, are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.IND953-2

Comments noted.IND953-3



The EIS discusses visual impacts in section 4.8. Water resources
are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. See the response to LA1-4
regarding karst.

INDIVIDUALS
IND954– Dorothy Larew

Individual Comments

IND954-1

The EIS addresses impacts on the local economy and tourism in
section 4.9. See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding
safety.

IND954-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND954– Dorothy Larew

Individual Comments



The ANST is discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND955– Dale Leshaw

Individual Comments

IND955-1



River crossings are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND956– Robin Skillern

Individual Comments

IND956-1

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

IND956-2

See the response to comment IND401-5 regarding water wells.IND956-3

Aquatic resources are discussed in section 4.6 of the EIS.IND956-4

Karst features are discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS. Pipelines
can and have been constructed within karst terrain.

IND956-5

Table 2.4-2 provides the location of Mountain Valley’s Landslide
Mitigation Plan.

IND956-6



See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

INDIVIDUALS
IND957– Dorothy W. Larew

Individual Comments

IND957-1

Tourism is addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS. Visual resources
are discussed in section 4.8.

IND957-2



Cultural attachment is addressed in section 4.10 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND957– Dorothy W. Larew

Individual Comments

IND957-3

Groundwater and drinking water impacts are discussed in section
4.3 of the EIS. See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding
drinking water testing.

IND957-4



See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits.

INDIVIDUALS
IND957– Dorothy W. Larew

Individual Comments

IND957-5

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

IND957-6

See the response to FA11-12 regarding need.IND957-7



Tourism is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS. The Greenbrier
River would be crossed with dry techniques. FERC-regulated
underground welded steel natural gas transmission pipeline rarely
leak. In that unlikely event, natural gas which is lighter than air
would dissipate into the atmosphere and would not contaminate
waterbodies.

INDIVIDUALS
IND958– Vivian Pranulis

Individual Comments

IND958-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND958– Vivian Pranulis

Individual Comments



The statements regarding pipeline inspection requirements are
noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND958– Vivian Pranulis

Individual Comments

IND958-2

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the right of way.IND958-3

Table 2.4-2 provides the location of Mountain Valley’s Landslide
Mitigation Plan.

IND958-4

See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits.IND958-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND958– Vivian Pranulis

Individual Comments



See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding wet open-cut
waterbody crossings. Since Mountain Valley would cross all
waterbodies using dry techniques, there would be a low potential
for downstream sedimentation and turbidity.

INDIVIDUALS
IND959– Scott Miller

Individual Comments

IND959-1

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

IND959-2

A revised discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found
in section 4.3 of the final EIS.

IND959-3

Table 2.4-2 provides the location of Mountain Valley’s Landslide
Mitigation Plan.

IND959-5

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

IND959-6

Karst features are discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS. Pipelines
can and have been constructed within karst terrain.

IND959-4



See the response to comment F8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide 
utility corridor on the Jefferson National Forest.  See the response 
to comment FA11-12 regarding need.  See the response to 
comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic fracturing.

INDIVIDUALS
IND960– Anne M. Brown

Individual Comments

IND960-1

Tourism is addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS.IND960-2

Water resources are addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND2-2 regarding drinking water.

IND960-3

Organic farming is addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND332-1 regarding farming.

IND960-5

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.IND960-6

See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks.IND960-4

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.IND960-7

Socioeconomics and environmental justice are discussed in
section 4.9 of the EIS. This analysis indicates which counties
along the pipeline route contain concentrations of vulnerable
populations, including the elderly.

IND960-8

See the response to comment F8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide
utility corridor on the Jefferson National Forest. The
commenter’s statements are noted.

IND960-9



See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.

INDIVIDUALS
IND961– Suzanne Kidwell

Individual Comments

IND961-1

Climate change is discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.
See the response to comment IND40-1 regarding renewable
energy.

IND961-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND961– Suzanne Kidwell

Individual Comments



Springs are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND962– Dr. Lucy Ann Price

Individual Comments

IND962-1



Impacts on the Jefferson National Forest are discussed in section
4.8 of the EIS. Water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of
the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND963– Dana O. Olson, M.D., Jane Peters Olson, D.O.

Individual Comments

IND963-1



Mountain Valley merely followed the regulations for filing an
application with the FERC under the NGA. Congress conveyed
the power of eminent domain to comments that obtain a
Certificate from the FERC. See the response to comment IND2-
3 regarding export and hydraulic fracturing; FA15-10 regarding
emissions; IND152-1 regarding third party monitoring, and
IND2-1 regarding safety.

INDIVIDUALS
IND964– Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND964-1



The Commission has not yet made a decision about these
projects. Cumulative impacts are addressed in section 4.13 of the
EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND964– Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND964-2



The landscape of the project area is not “untouched.” In fact, it
is filled with existing infrastructure, including towns, highways,
pipelines, powerlines, housing developments, farmsteads,
commercial structures, churches, and schools. The BRP and
ANST are discussed in section 4.8. No residents along the MVP
pipeline would be forced out of their homes. See the response to
IND92-1 regarding leaks. Safety is addressed in section 4.12.
Section 4.8 includes a discussion of an analysis of visual impacts.

INDIVIDUALS
IND965– Individual

Individual Comments

IND965-1

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. A
discussion of cumulative impacts is included in section 4.13 of
the EIS.

IND965-5

See the response to comment 12-1 regarding property values.
Tourism is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

IND965-4

The FS has worked with MVP 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.

IND965-3

Seismicity and landslides are discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.
See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety

IND965-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND966– Clifford A. Shaffer

Individual Comments

The Commission has not yet made a decision about the projects.  
See section 1.2.3 of the EIS about how the Commission makes its 
decisions.  The Commission would decide about public benefits 
and the need for the projects.

IND966-1

Cumulative impacts are discussed in section 4.13.IND966-3

Climate change and GHG are discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 
of the EIS.

IND966-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND966– Clifford A. Shaffer

Individual Comments

The EIS complies with NEPA.  Streams and wetland are 
discussed in section 4.3;  endangered species in section 4.7; 
cultural resources in section 4.10; recreation in section 4.8.

IND966-4

Karst is addressed in section 4.1.IND966-5



The FERC staff worked with federal and state agencies in the
production of the EIS; see section 1. Impacts on water are
discussed in section 4.3; air quality in section 4.11. See the
response to comment LA5-1 regarding pending data. Renewable
energy resources are discussed in section 3. The Commission
would determine the public benefits of the projects. See the
response to IND2-1 regarding safety. Blasting is discussed in
sections 2, 4.1, and 4.2. Endangered species are addressed in
section 4.7. Erosion controls are outlined in section 2.

INDIVIDUALS
IND967– Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND967-1



Impacts on the Jefferson National Forest are discussed in section
4.8 of the EIS. Climate change is discussed in section 4.11 and
4.13.

INDIVIDUALS
IND968– Bridget Simmerman

Individual Comments

IND968-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND968– Bridget Simmerman

Individual Comments



Non-environmental FERC would address rates in the Project
Order.

INDIVIDUALS
IND968– Bridget Simmerman

Individual Comments

IND968-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND968– Bridget Simmerman

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND968– Bridget Simmerman

Individual Comments



Section 4.8 of the EIS includes an analysis of visual impacts.

INDIVIDUALS
IND969– Tom Hoffman

Individual Comments

IND969-1

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.IND969-2

GHG emissions and climate change are discussed in section 4.11
and 4.13 of the EIS.

IND969-3



See the response to IND177-1 regarding landslides and Mountain
Valley’s revised Landslide Mitigation Plan. See the response to
comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.

INDIVIDUALS
IND969– Tom Hoffman

Individual Comments

IND969-4

See the response to IND 62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report.
Karst is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See the responses to
comments CO14-3 and IND92-1 regarding spills and leaks. See
the response to IND2-2 regarding drinking water.

IND969-5

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

IND969-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND970– Allan and Pam Tsang

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safetyIND970-1

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.IND970-2

Construction traffic is discussed in section 4.9.2 of the EIS. Air
and noise pollution is addressed in section 4.11 of the EIS. See
the response to comments IND92-1 and CO14-3 regarding leaks
and spills.

IND970-3

IND970-4

Section 4.9 of the EIS clearly states that the Applicants would
pay for damages to structures, wells, crops, etc. Section 4.9
further states that the projects would generate taxes and increase
local revenues, thus having economic benefits for the region. See
also the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits.

IND970-5

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the utility
corridor.

IND970-6

See the response to comment IND28-3 regarding financial 
responsibility.

IND970-7

Karst, landslides, and steep slopes are discussed in section 4.3 of
the EIS.



INDIVIDUALS
IND971– Karolyn W. Givens

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND234-1 regarding the Greater
Newport Rural Historic District. The Newport Mount Olivet
Methodist Church would be 430 feet away from the pipeline; the
Newport Recreation Center 945 feet. Mr. Echols would
probably not be forced to relocate by Mountain Valley; they
merely seek an easement over his land. See the response to
comment IND332-1 regarding farming.

IND971-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND971– Karolyn W. Givens

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.
See the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s
report. See the response to comment FA8-2 regarding Hybrid
Alternative 1A.

IND971-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND972– Tom Melko

Individual Comments

The EIS provides a of discussion of waterbody crossings in
section 4.3.2, wetland impacts in section 4.3.3, water resources,
in 4.3, aquatic resources in section 4.6, geology and landslides in
section 4.1. See the response to FA11-15 regarding open-cut wet
waterbody crossings. See the response to comment IND209-1
regarding culverts and permanent fill in wetlands. See the
response to comment IND2-2 regarding drinking water. See the
response to IND177-1 regarding landslides and Mountain
Valley’s revised Landslide Mitigation Plan.

IND972-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND973– Dr. Don W. Rain

Individual Comments

Tourism is addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS. Mountain Valley
proposes to cross under the ANST via bore. Visual impact
analysis of KOPs is included in section 4.8 of the EIS.

IND973-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND974– Lauren Wadsworth

Individual Comments

See the response to FA11-15 regarding waterbody crossings.
Since Mountain Valley would cross all waterbodies using dry
techniques, there would be a low potential for downstream
sedimentation and turbidity. A revised discussion of
sedimentation and turbidity can be found in section 4.3 of the
final EIS. See the response to comment IND2-2 regarding
drinking water.

IND974-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND975– Lauren Wadsworth

Individual Comments

Wetlands are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND209-1 regarding culverts and
permanent fill in wetlands.

IND975-1



The EIS discusses karst terrain in section 4.1.  Impacts on 
domestic water supply wells are addressed in section 4.3.

INDIVIDUALS
IND976 – Carli Maraneck

Individual Comments

IND976-1



Drinking water sources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND977 – Clifford P. Burdette

Individual Comments

IND977-1

The EIS address impacts on aquatic resources in section 4.6.

IND977-2

IND977-2



Impacts from spills on water resources are addressed in sections 
2 and 4.3 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND978 – Carli Maraneck

Individual Comments

IND978-1



Impacts on forest are discussed in section 4.4 of the EIS.  The No 
Action Alternative is discussed in section 3.

INDIVIDUALS
IND979 – Carli Maraneck

Individual Comments

IND979-1



Impacts on the ANST and the Jefferson National Forest are 
addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND980 – Alex Ermoloff and Daisy Ermoloff

Individual Comments

IND980-1



See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding a 500-foot-wide 
utility corridor on the JNF.  Impacts on interior forest (and the 
creation of new edge habitat) is discussed in section 4.4 of the 
EIS.  See the response to comments FA8-1 and FA10-1 regarding 
the LRMP.

INDIVIDUALS
IND981 – Dianna Richardson

Individual Comments

IND981-1

See the response to IND70-1 regarding erosion.  Steep slopes and 
rocky terrain is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.  See the 
response to IND177-1 regarding landslides and Mountain 
Valley’s revised Landslide Mitigation Plan.

IND981-2



Impacts on interior forest (and the creation of new edge habitat) 
is discussed in sections 4.4 and 4.5 of the EIS.  Impacts and 
mitigation regarding viewsheds is discussed in section 4.8 of the 
EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND981 – Dianna Richardson

Individual Comments

IND981-3



All comments about impacts on specific environmental resource 
are addressed in a general manner under the resource evaluations 
in section 4 of the EIS.  For example, impacts on springs and 
wells are discussed in section 4.3; impacts on soils in section 4.2.  
On-the-ground environmental surveys are conducted by expert 
consultants working for Mountain Valley; FERC staff does not 
have the availability for field studies, but uses the filed results 
from Mountain Valley’s surveys as part of our analyses.  FERC 
would not produce a new draft EIS, but this final EIS addresses 
comments on the draft.  The No Action Alternative is discussed 
in section 3 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND982 – James O. Gore

Individual Comments

IND982-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND982 – James O. Gore

Individual Comments



It is typical for natural gas pipelines to go under existing utilities; 
and not sever them.  However, we suggest that you work out an 
agreement with Mountain Valley to protect the water line to your 
campground during easement negotiations.  

Without more specific information about the location of the 
historic road in relationship to the pipeline we cannot assess 
impacts.  

Impacts on wells are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND982 – James O. Gore

Individual Comments

IND982-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND982 – James O. Gore

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND982 – James O. Gore

Individual Comments



The EIS addresses karst terrain in section 4.1.  That section also 
discusses Dr. Kastning’s report.  It is unlikely that the MVP 
would contaminate drinking water supplies, as explained in 
section 4.3.

INDIVIDUALS
IND983 – Megan Raddant

Individual Comments

IND983-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND983 – Megan Raddant

Individual Comments



In October 2016, Mountain Valley indicated it would cross the 
Elk, Gauley, and Greenbrier Rivers using dry trenching methods 
and coffer-dams.

INDIVIDUALS
IND983 – Megan Raddant

Individual Comments

IND983-2

As explained in section 4.10 of the EIS, the MVP pipeline route 
would avoid the Pence Springs Hotel Historic District

IND983-3

See section 4.9 of the EIS on socioeconomic issues.  The MVP 
may provide temporary jobs, expenditures on materials and 
accommodations, and local tax revenues that benefit the regional 
economy.

IND983-4

Tourism is discussed in section 4.9.IND983-5



Karst addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.

INDIVIDUALS
IND983 – Megan Raddant

Individual Comments

IND983-6

Water wells and drinking water supplies addressed in section 4.3.IND983-7

Mountain Valley would be responsible for all remediation.  The 
crossing of the Greenbrier River would not result in downstream 
contamination; because dry techniques would be used.

IND983-8

Wildlife, aquatic species, and special status species are discussed 
in sections 4.5, 4.6, and 4.6 of the EIS.

IND983-9

Section 4.9 is a socioeconomic analysis.IND983-10

Historic districts are discussed in section 4.10.IND983-11

The MVP is a transportation pipeline.  The project does not 
involve fracking.  Safety is addressed in section 4.12.

IND983-12



INDIVIDUALS
IND983 – Megan Raddant

Individual Comments



Comment noted

INDIVIDUALS
IND984 – Kenneth J. Srpan

Individual Comments

IND984-1



The EIS discusses wells and springs in section 4.3.

INDIVIDUALS
IND985 – David G. Yolton

Individual Comments

IND985-1

The MVP pipeline route would be outside the boundaries for the 
Newport Historic District.  The EIS is accurate and meets the 
regulatory requirement for compliance with NEPA.

IND985-8

Erosion controls that are mandatory are listed in section 2.IND985-2

Surveys for threatened and endangered species are discussed in 
section 4.7.  We have included a recommendation that the Order 
contain a condition that construction may not begin until we have 
completed the process of compliance with the ESA.

IND985-3

Karst is addressed in section 4.1.IND985-4

Historic properties are addressed in section 4.10.  Section 3 
includes an evaluation of the Hybrid 1A Alternative route.

IND985-5

Revised section 4.8 in the final EIS discusses additional KOAs 
and the VIA.

IND985-6

The EIS discusses the KeyLog reports and finds that they lack 
any basis in fact.  The Commission would determine the need for 
the project in its Order.

IND985-7



Cumulative impacts are addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.  
Seismicity, soil liquefaction, slopes, and landslides are discussed 
in section 4.1.  Soils are addressed in section 4.2. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND986 – Individual

Individual Comments

IND986-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND986 – Individual

Individual Comments



Your honey bee farm should not be adversely affected by MVP.  
During restoration, flowering plants attractive to pollinators 
would be part of the re-vegetation plan.  Section 4.1 of the EIS 
mentions Mountain Valley Karst Mitigation Plan.

INDIVIDUALS
IND987 – Patty Clevis and Constantine Clevis

Individual Comments

IND987-1

Mountain Valley does not intend to use herbicides; unless 
required by a landowner.  

IND987-2

Mountain Valley does not intend to use herbicides; unless 
required by a landowner.  

IND987-3

Safety is discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS.IND987-4

Mountain Valley would create an Emergency Response Plan.IND987-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND987 – Patty Clevis and Constantine Clevis

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND988 – Jim and Marcia Leitch

Individual Comments

It is unlikely that Mountain Valley would allow individual farm 
taps along such a large pipeline.

IND988-1

Water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.IND988-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND988 – Jim and Marcia Leitch

Individual Comments

Impacts on drinking water sources and local public service 
districts are addressed in section 4.3.

IND988-3

Bats are discussed in sections 4.5 and 4.7.IND988-4

Renewable energy alternatives are mentioned in section 3.IND988-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND989 – Virginia D. McWhorter

Individual Comments

Septic systems are discussed in the EIS.IND989-1

If you are not an affected landowner along the proposed pipeline 
route, there is no reason for Mountain Valley to visit your 
property.

IND989-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND989 – Virginia D. McWhorter

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND990 – Mike Williams

Individual Comments

Water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  See the 
response to comment IND2-2 regarding drinking water.  Karst 
features, impacts, and mitigation is discussed in section 4.1.1.5 
and 4.1.2.5 of the EIS.

IND990-1

See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.
See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500 foot wide
utility corridor in the JNF. Karst features, impacts, and
mitigation is discussed in section 4.1.1.5 and 4.1.2.5 of the EIS.
See the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s
report. See the response to comments FA8-1 and FA10-1
regarding the LRMP.

IND990-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND991 – Timothy J. Lawless

Individual Comments

Using Labelleuve Drive for access is addressed in section 3 of the 
EIS.

IND991-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND992 – Lauren Wadsworth

Individual Comments

The pipeline in North Dakota was for oil.  The MVP pipeline 
would transport natural gas. Safety is discussed in section 4.12 of 
the EIS.

IND992-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND993 – Ann Soukup

Individual Comments

The MVP does not involve fracking.  Fracking is a method of 
exploration and production.  Such activities are regulated by the 
states, not FERC.  The MVP is for the transportation of natural 
gas.

Mountain Valley would now cross the Elk, Gauley, and 
Greenbrier Rivers with dry techniques.

IND993-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND993 – Ann Soukup

Individual Comments

Section 4.3 of the EIS addresses impacts on wetlands, including 
mitigation.

IND993-2

Groundwater is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.IND993-3

Aquatic resources are addressed in section 4.6.IND993-4

Geologic hazards are discussed in section 4.1.IND993-5

Landslide are addressed in section 4.1.IND993-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND994 – John J. Walkup III

Individual Comments

The No Action Alternative is discussed in section 3 of the EIS.  
Section 4.3 addresses wetlands.

IND994-1

The Landslide Mitigation Plans are discussed in section 4.1.IND994-2

Karst is discussed in section 4.1.  IND994-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND994 – John J. Walkup III

Individual Comments

Mountain Valley would use dry-trench methods to cross all 
streams, including the Greenbrier River.

IND994-4

Drinking water supplies are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.IND994-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND995 – Lauren Wadsworth

Individual Comments

Karst is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.IND995-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND996 – Individual

Individual Comments

Seismic activity is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.IND996-1

Groundwater is discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS; wildlife in 
section 4.5; and habitats in section 4.4.

IND996-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND996 – Individual

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND997 – Deborah Dix

Individual Comments

Uranium and Radon are discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.IND997-1

Impaired waterbodies are mentioned in section 4.3.IND997-2

Mountain Valley would not spread industrial sludge.IND997-3

Drinking water sources are discussed in section 4.3.IND997-4

This is not a project proposed by Transco.IND997-5

Mountain Valley should negotiate with landowners to reach 
mutual agreements for the easement.

IND997-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND998 – Individual

Individual Comments

Comments noted.IND998-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND999 – Sandy Arthur

Individual Comments

The EIS discusses flash flooding from rain events in section 4.3.IND999-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND1000 – Bill Woodrum

Individual Comments

Wetlands are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.IND1000-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND1001 – Anne Bernard

Individual Comments

The project does not involve fracking.IND1001-1

The project is not for the export of natural gas.IND1001-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND1001 – Anne Bernard

Individual Comments

Property values are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.IND1001-3

The FERC has not yet made a decision about the project.  Your 
medical problems are not related to the MVP.

IND1001-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND1001 – Anne Bernard

Individual Comments

Water resources are addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.IND1001-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND1002 – Stephen Williamson Bernard

Individual Comments

Landowner rights are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.  
Mountain Valley must maintain access to your house.

IND1002-1

If your house is 180 feet away from the pipeline it is outside of 
the direct APE and probably would not be adversely effected by 
the project.

IND1002-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND1002 – Stephen Williamson Bernard

Individual Comments

Mountain Valley’s cultural resources consultant tested site 
44FR191 and found it does not qualify for the NRHP.

IND1002-3

Production of the draft EIS was not rushed, the FERC staff spent 
about two years prior studying the project.

IND1002-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND1002 – Stephen Williamson Bernard

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND1003 – Mark W. Dooley

Individual Comments

The project does not involve fracking.IND1003-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND1003 – Mark W. Dooley

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND1004 – J. Wendell Brooks

Individual Comments

Water resources are addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.IND1004-1
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