
INDIVIDUALS
IND1033 – Maury Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND1034 – Carley Knapp

Individual Comments

The MVP pipeline route does not cross through the Allegheny 
Mountain Range.

IND1034-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND1034 –Carley Knapp

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND1035 – Beth Krause

Individual Comments

Air quality is addressed in section 4.11 of the EIS; water quality 
in section 4.3.

IND1035-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND1036 – Charles and Dorothy Larew

Individual Comments

Comment noted.IND1036-1

Water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS; karst in 
4.1.

IND1036-8

Renewable energy sources as alternatives are discussed in section 
3.

IND1036-7

The Commission would decided if there is need for the projects.IND1036-6

No fracking is involved with these projects.IND1036-5

Impacts on forest are discussed in section 4.4; wildlife in 4.5.IND1036-4

Safety is addressed in section 4.12.IND1036-3

Tourism is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.IND1036-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND1036 – Charles and Dorothy Larew

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND1037 – Perry Martin

Individual Comments

The MVP pipeline would be 430 feet away from the Newport 
Mount Olivet Methodist Church.

IND1037-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND1038 – Iryene McNeil

Individual Comments

The MVP pipeline is for the transportation of natural gas.  The 
project does not involve extraction activities, that are regulated 
by the states.

IND1038-1

Restoration is discussed in section 2.IND1038-3

Construction in steep terrain is discussed in section 4.1 of the 
EIS.

IND1038-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND1039 – Virginia D. McWhorter

Individual Comments

Safety is discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS; water resources in 
section 4.3; historic resources in section 4.10.  The house of 
Virginia McWhorter is located about 1,820 feet away from the 
pipeline.

IND1039-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND1039 – Virginia D. McWhorter

Individual Comments

Alternative Hybrid 1A is discussed in section 3 of the EIS.IND1039-2

IND1039-3 See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding a utility corridor.
See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. See the
response to comment CO84-2 regarding collocation.



INDIVIDUALS
IND1040 – Dana Olson

Individual Comments

No relevant environmental information filed by the public has 
been ignored.   Comments are addressed in the resources sections 
(see section 1.4). Springs and wells are discussed in section 4.3.

IND1040-1

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

IND1040-2



Comment noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND1041 – Ronkeith Adkins

Individual Comments

IND1041-1



The projects do not involve fracking.

INDIVIDUALS
IND1042 – Ajmal Alami

Individual Comments

IND1042-1



Section 7h of the NGA is not under litigation.

INDIVIDUALS
IND1043 – Individual

Individual Comments

IND1043-1

Impacts on tourism are discussed in section 4.9.  Visual impacts 
in section 4.8.

IND1043-7

Public services are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.IND1043-6

The final EIS been revised to present an accurate count of jobs.IND1043-5

We stand by our analysis of impacts on environmental justice 
communities.

IND1043-4

We disagree.  The studies of pipeline impacts on property values 
are relevant.

IND1043-3

The final EIS has been revised to present the correct number of 
access roads.

IND1043-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND1043 – Individual

Individual Comments

Safety is addressed in section 4.12.IND1043-12

We stand by our analysis of tax revenues.IND1043-11

The content of easement agreements differ between landowners 
depending on individual negotiations with the companies. The 
FERC is not privy to those agreements.

IND1043-10

Mountain Valley would repair any damages to roads.IND1043-9

Section 4.9 does explain economic benefits of the projects, in 
terms of employment, wages, spending, and tax revenues.

IND1043-8



INDIVIDUALS
IND1043 – Individual

Individual Comments

Non-native species are discussed in section 4.4.IND1043-13



INDIVIDUALS
IND1043 – Individual

Individual Comments

Compensation for impacts on water sources is between the 
landowner and the company.

IND1043-14

The Commission would decide if the projects are needed.IND1043-18

Air emissions are disclosed in section 4.11 of the EIS.IND1043-17

The projects should not have any significant adverse impacts on 
the health of the regional population.

IND1043-16

Tourism is discussed in section 4.9.IND1043-15



INDIVIDUALS
IND1044 – D. Michael Bailey

Individual Comments

We evaluate a potential alternative locating the pipeline along 
highways in section 3 of the EIS.  

IND1044-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND1044 – D. Michael Bailey

Individual Comments

Comment noted.IND1044-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND1045 – Pamela Barger

Individual Comments

Comment noted.IND1045-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND1046 – Liz Belcher

Individual Comments

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

IND1046-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND1046 – Liz Belcher

Individual Comments

Erosion controls are outlined in sections 2 and 4.2 of the EIS.IND1046-2

Water resources are discussed in section 4.3.IND1046-10

Environmental justice communities are discussed in section 4.9.IND1046-9

Wildlife is discussed in section 4.5.  IND1046-8

Invasive species are discussed in section 4.4.  IND1046-7

Tourism is discussed in section 4.9.  IND1046-6

Endangered species are discussed in section 4.7.IND1046-5

The ANST is discussed in section 4.8.IND1046-4

Safety is addressed in section 4.12 of the EIS.IND1046-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND1047 – CJ Boothe

Individual Comments

Comment noted.IND1047-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND1047 – CJ Boothe

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND1048 – M. Rupert Cutler

Individual Comments

The proposed MVP pipeline route would not cross any 
designated Wilderness areas within the Jefferson National Forest.

IND1048-1

Erosion controls are discussed in sections 2 and 4.2 of the EIS.  
Potential impacts on drinking water sources are discussed in 
section 4.3. Safety is addressed in section 4.12 of the EIS.

IND1048-3

Visual impacts, including on the ANST and BRP, are addressed 
in section 4.8 of the EIS. 

IND1048-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND1048 – M. Rupert Cutler

Individual Comments

The Commission would decide if the projects are necessary.IND1048-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND1048 – M. Rupert Cutler

Individual Comments

The MVP would not have significant adverse effects on NPS and 
NFS lands.  The pipeline route would only cross about 0.2-mile 
of NPS lands at the BRP, and 3.5 miles of the Jefferson National 
Forest.  Mountain Valley would mitigate impacts on 
environmental resources within those crossings.  The EIS 
discusses impacts on water resources in section 4.3; forest in 
section 4.4; recreation and visual resources in section 4.8; and 
historic resources in section 4.10.  We explain why a 
Programmatic EIS is impractical in section 1.3.3 of the EIS.  
Alternatives are studied in section 3. Compliance with the ESA is 
addressed in section 4.7.  The Commission would decide if there 
is a need for the projects.

IND1048-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND1048 – M. Rupert Cutler

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND1048 – M. Rupert Cutler

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND1049 – Susan Crenshaw

Individual Comments

Water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.IND1049-1

The EIS discusses the proposed route and alternatives.  See the 
response to comment IND2-2 regarding export.  The ACE study 
discussed in section 4.10 stated that people all over the world can 
claim “cultural attachment to land.”

IND1049-3

The MVP pipeline route would only cross about 2 miles of Craig 
County; therefore it could not impact all citizens in that county.  
Cultural attachment is discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.

IND1049-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND1049 – Susan Crenshaw

Individual Comments

The Commission would decide about public benefits.IND1049-8

The environment is not pristine, but has been modified by 
existing infrastructure, including towns, housing developments, 
commercial facilities, highways, powerlines, churches, schools, 
etc. Recreation and visual resources are discussed in section 4.8 
of the EIS; businesses and tourism in section 4.9.

IND1049-10

Socioeconomic impacts are discussed in section 4.9.IND1049-9

Public services in Craig County are discussed in section 4.8.IND1049-4

Actually, as discussed in section 4.9, the economy of Craig 
County may benefit from the MVP.

IND1049-5

There are existing 42-inch-diameter natural gas transportation 
pipelines safely installed throughout the nation.

IND1049-6

This project does not involve natural gas exploration or 
development.  Water resources are discussed in section 4.3; karst 
in 4.1.

IND1049-7



INDIVIDUALS
IND1049 – Susan Crenshaw

Individual Comments

As discussed in section 4.10, impacts on cultural attachment to 
land can be mitigated in many different ways.

IND1049-11

The Commission would decided if there is a need for the 
projects.

IND1049-12

Jobs are discussed in section 4.9.IND1049-13

The draft EIS was accurate and will not be withdrawn.  However, 
the final EIS includes revisions to the draft and addresses 
comments.

IND1049-14



INDIVIDUALS
IND1050 – Elisabeth Daystar

Individual Comments

Cumulative impacts are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.IND1050-3

There is a contingency plan in case there are problems during the 
bore under the ANST.

IND1050-1

The FS would decide if the pipeline route can go through that 
area.

IND1050-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND1050 – Elisabeth Daystar

Individual Comments

Safety is addressed in section 4.12.IND1050-4

The U.S. Congress conveyed the power of eminent domain to 
companies that obtain a Certificate from the FERC.  Non-
environmental FERC staff may review the Synapse Report in the 
Project Order.  The Commission would decide if there is a need 
for the projects.

IND1050-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND1050 – Elisabeth Daystar

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND1051 – Molly A. Dearing

Individual Comments

The Commission would decide if there is a public need for the 
projects.

IND1051-1

The U.S. Congress conveyed the power of eminent domain to 
companies that obtain a Certificate from the FERC. 

IND1051-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND1051 – Molly A. Dearing

Individual Comments

Emissions are discussed in section 4.11 of the EIS.IND1051-3

The U.S. Congress conveyed the power of eminent domain to 
companies that obtain a Certificate from the FERC. 

IND1051-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND1052 – Barbara Duerk

Individual Comments

Comment noted.IND1052-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND1052 – Barbara Duerk

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND1053 – Pamela L. Ferrante

Individual Comments

FERC would not issue a new draft EIS, but produced a final EIS 
that revised the draft.  The final EIS considered the filed concerns 
of citizens regarding environmental issues.  The No Action 
Alternative is discussed in section 3.

IND1053-1

The Mount Tabor Variation, that Mountain Valley adopted into 
its proposed pipeline route, would reduce impacts on the Slussers 
Chapel Cave Conservation Site and the Old Mill Cave 
Conservation Site.  The VADCR avoidance route was evaluated 
as an alternative in section 3 of the EIS.

IND1053-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND1053 – Pamela L. Ferrante

Individual Comments

Public services, including emergency responders, are discussed in 
section 4.9 of the EIS.

IND1053-3

The Commission would decided whether or not these projects are 
needed.

IND1053-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND1053 – Pamela L. Ferrante

Individual Comments

See the response to comments FA8-1 and FA10-1 regarding the 
LRMP.

IND1053-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND1054 – Samuel Gittelman

Individual Comments

The Commission would decide if the projects have public 
benefits.

IND1054-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND1055 – Clarence B. Givens

Individual Comments

Section 3 discussed alternative routes (including Alternative 
Hybrid 1A) that may avoid Historic Districts; however none of 
those alternatives were found to be environmentally superior to 
the proposed route.  We discuss impacts on the Greater Newport 
Rural Historic District in section 4.10 of the EIS.  The pipeline 
would be 430 feet away from the Newport Mount Olivet 
Methodist Church and 945 feet from the Newport Recreation 
Center.  Impacts on Historic Districts can be mitigated in 
accordance with 36 CFR 800, the regulations for implementing 
Section 106 of the NHPA.

IND1055-1

Water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.IND1055-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND1055 – Clarence B. Givens

Individual Comments

The Commission would discuss the need for the projects in its 
Order.

IND1055-3

The draft EIS was adequate to comply with NEPA.  The courts 
have found that not all plans need to be complete at the NEPA 
stage.  Updated information is included in the final EIS.

IND1055-4

Section 1.3.3 explains why this is an out-of-scope issue that does 
not have be analyzed in the EIS.

IND1055-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND1055 – Clarence B. Givens

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing 

IND1055-6

Compliance with the NHPA is discussed in section 4.10.IND1055-7



The Newport Historic District and Greater Newport Rural 
Historic District are discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.  The 
pipeline  would be about 430 feet away from the Newport Mount 
Olivet Methodist Church, and about 945 feet away from the 
Newport Recreation Center.  Mountain Valley probably would 
not relocate Mr. Echols from his house; but they would like to 
negotiate an easement across his land.  The pipeline would not 
destroy the Leffel Farm, and would be about 2,034 feet away 
from the Leffel Mansion.  The pipeline would be about 1,791 feet 
away from the Adlai Jones (now George Jones) Farm house.  The 
pipeline would be 907 feet away from the Deplaze house.  The 
nominal construction right-of-way for the MVP pipeline would 
be 125-feet-wide.  The Commission would only allow Mountain 
Valley to install one 42-inch-diameter pipeline in that right-of-
way (see recommended condition 4 in section 5.2 of the EIS).

INDIVIDUALS
IND1056 – Karolyn W. Givens

Individual Comments

IND1056-1



The U.S. Congress conveyed the power of eminent domain to 
companies that obtain a Certificate from the FERC. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND1056 – Karolyn W. Givens

Individual Comments

IND1056-2

See the responses to comments above.IND1056-6

The Hybrid 1 Alternative is addressed in section 3.IND1056-5

The EIS discusses endangered species in section 4.7.IND1056-4

Dr. Kastning’s report is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.IND1056-3



Karst is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.  

INDIVIDUALS
IND1057 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments

IND1057-1

Sinkholes are discussed in section 4.1.IND1057-5

Construction over steep slopes is discussed in sections 2 and 4.1.IND1057-4

Karst is discussed in section 4.1; groundwater in section 4.3.  IND1057-3

Prime farmland soils are discussed in sections 2 and 4.2. IND1057-2



The Doe Creek Farm is discussed as an historic property (site # 
35-18) in section 4.10 of the EIS.  The farm house is about 479 
feet away from the pipeline.  We have determined that the MVP 
would have no adverse effects on the Doe Creek Farm.

INDIVIDUALS
IND1058 – Georgia Haverty

Individual Comments

IND1058-1

Property values are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.IND1058-5

Comments noted.IND1058-4

As stated in section 4.12, HCA are determined according to DOT 
standards.

IND1058-3

Springs are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.IND1058-2

The VIA for the ANST is discussed in section 4.8. See the 
response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4. 

IND1058-9

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3. IND1058-8

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2. IND1058-7

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1. IND1058-6

Dr. Kastning’s report is discussed in section 4.1.IND1058-10



INDIVIDUALS
IND1059 – Meredith Hickman

Individual Comments

Flora is discussed in section 4.4; fauna in 4.5.IND1059-2

Karst is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.IND1059-1

Safety is addressed in section 4.12.IND1059-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND1060 – Tom Hoffman

Individual Comments

Jobs are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.IND1060-2

The Commission would decide if the projects are necessary.IND1060-1

Karst is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.IND1060-3

Water resources are discussed in section 4.3. IND1060-4

Property values are discussed in section 4.9.IND1060-7

Tourism is discussed in section 4.9.IND1060-6

The historic town of Newport would not be destroyed.  In fact, 
the pipeline is located outside the boundaries of the Newport 
Historic District; see section 4.10 of the EIS.

IND1060-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND1060 – Tom Hoffman

Individual Comments

The nominal width of the construction right-of-way for the MVP 
pipeline is still 125-feet.

IND1060-9

The VIA for the ANST is discussed in section 4.8.IND1060-8

Alternative 1-A is discussed in section 3.IND1060-10

Visual impacts are discussed in section 4.8.IND1060-11


	MVP_EEP-Appendix AA- RTC_Part162
	MVP_EEP-Appendix AA- RTC_Part163
	MVP_EEP-Appendix AA- RTC_Part164
	MVP_EEP-Appendix AA- RTC_Part165
	MVP_EEP-Appendix AA- RTC_Part166



