
PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3A – Sheraton Hotel Roanoke, VA– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3A2-59 See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
See the response to comment CO14-1 regarding blasting.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-60 See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
Waterbody crossing methods are discussed in section 2 of the
EIS. Karst is addressed in section 4.1. The pipeline would be
buried beneath the waterbody and the contour of the crossing
would not change.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-61 Visual resources are addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS. See the
response to comment FA8-1 regarding a 50-foot-wide utility
corridor in the Jefferson National Forest. See the response to
comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.

PS3A2-62 See the response to comments FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the draft EIS. See the response to comment
IND137-1 regarding the KeyLog report. See the response to
comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-63 See the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s
report.

PS3A2-68 Section 3 of the EIS has been revised to provide a discussion of
the Hybrid 1A Alternative route.

PS3A2-65 GHGs and climate change are addressed in section 4.13 of the
EIS. No fracking is involved with these projects. See also the
response to comment FA15-10 regarding lifecycle emissions.

PS3A2-67 See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide
utility corridor in the Jefferson National Forest.

PS3A2-69
Historic Districts are addressed in section 4.10 of the EIS.

PS3A2-64 The Giles County Seismic Zone is addressed in section 4.1 of the
EIS.

PS3A2-66 Endangered species are discussed in section 4.7.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-70 The FERC carries out its responsibilities in accordance with the
NGA. If landowners reach agreements with the companies for
the purchase of easements, no private land would be taken.
Property rights were discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

PS3A2-71 See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks. Soils are
addressed in section 4.2 of the EIS.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-72 See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.
Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the
EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding
renewable energy.

PS3A2-73 See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits. The EIS
concluded that for most resources there would not be significant
adverse effects.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-74 The final EIS was revised to discuss the VIA for the ANST in
section 4.8.

PS3A2-75 The final EIS addresses the comments of the ATC on the draft.
Alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the EIS.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-76 See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-78 The EIS provides a discussion of caves, sinkholes, and karst in
section 4.1; water resources in section 4.3. See the response to
comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

PS3A2-77 The proposed route is discussed in section 2 and impacts and 
proposed mitigation are provide in section 4 of the EIS.  
Alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the EIS.  The LMRP 
amendments were identified in the draft EIS, which was available 
for a 90-day public comment period. Although the LRMP 
amendments in the final EIS are different, they address 
essentially the same resource concerns as in the draft EIS.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-79 See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. The Jefferson National Forest and the
ANST are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS. All of our
conclusions are backed by facts.

PS3A2-80 See the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s
report.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-82 See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.

PS3A2-83 See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide
utility corridor on Jefferson National Forest.

PS3A2-81 The EIS provides a discussion and analysis of soils in section 4.2,
sinkholes in section 4.1, and groundwater in section 4.3.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-85 GHGs and climate change are addressed in sections 4.11 and
4.13 of the EIS. See also the response to comment FA15-10
regarding lifecycle emissions.

PS3A2-86 The companies seek to negotiate agreements with private
landowners to purchase their easements.

PS3A2-84 The EIS discloses to the public the potential environmental
impacts associated with the proposed construction and operation
of the projects; in accordance with NEPA. The final EIS updates
the draft with newly filed supplemental information. See the
response to comment IND196-2 regarding the prior to
construction recommendations.

PS3A2-87 See the response to comments FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-89 Operation and maintenance of the MVP is discussed in section
2.6 of the EIS. 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.

PS3A2-88 The No-Action Alternative is discussed in section 3.

PS3A2-90 See the response to comments FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the EIS. The ANST is discussed in both section 3
and 4.8 of the EIS.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-92 See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks. See the
response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the response
to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.

PS3A2-91 The POD contains an Exotic and Invasive Species Control Plan 
in appendix R.

PS3A2-94 See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.

PS3A2-93 Stream crossings are discussed in section 4.3.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-95 Caves are discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS; water resources in
section 4.3. See the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr.
Kastning’s report.

PS3A2-96 Landslides and steep slopes are addressed in section 4.1 of the
EIS. See the response to comment IND 70-1 regarding erosion.
See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch
pipelines in mountainous terrain. See the response to comment
CO14-3 regarding spills.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-97 See the response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s
report.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-99 See the response to comment CO14-1 regarding blasting. See the
response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. A revised
discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found in section
4.3 of the EIS. The EIS provides a discussion of wetlands in
section 3.3 and endangered species in section 4.7. We disagree
that the upper regions of Bottom Creek should be considered
impaired until data proves otherwise.

PS3A2-98 See the response to comment FA11-17 regarding Bottom Creek.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-100 Open-cut dry crossings would be used for all waterbodies. See
the response to comment LA15-12 regarding the open-cut dry
waterbody crossing method. Timing restrictions were updated as
appropriate.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-101 See the response to comment IND332-1 regarding cattle. Water
resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

PS3A2-102 Statements regarding Mountain Valley land surveyors are noted.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-103 Comment noted.

PS3A2-104 Section 4.10 of the final EIS provides a discussion of the Coles-
Terry Rural Historic District.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-105 The projects are not in violation the CWA. The companies
would have to obtain CWA Section 401 permits from the states
and CWA Section 404 permits from the COE, as discussed in
sections 1 and 4.3 of the EIS. See the response to comment
IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

PS3A2-106 Spring Hollow Reservoir, surface water protection areas and
public supply intakes are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.
Karst is addressed in section 4.1. See the response to comment
IND3-1 regarding drinking water. See the response to comment
PS2B1-20 regarding dust control.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3A – Sheraton Hotel Roanoke, VA– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3A2-107 Conclusions in the EIS are based on facts. See the response to
comment FA15-5 regarding forest impacts.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-110 Impacts on soils are discussed in section 4.2. See the response to
comment CO14-1 regarding blasting.

PS3A2-109 See the response to comment FA11-17 regarding Bottom Creek.

PS3A2-108 Climate change and cumulative impacts are discussed in section
4.13.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-113 The concerns of citizens, expressed in comments filed in the
FERC public record, were taken into consideration by staff
during the production of the final EIS.

PS3A2-112 Bottom Creek’s status as a trout stream is listed in appendix F of
the EIS.

PS3A2-111 Wetlands are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. The bog turtle
is discussed in section 4.7 of the EIS.

PS3A2-114 The statement regarding Mountain Valley’s surveyors is noted.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-116 The final EIS takes into consideration the comments filed on the
draft. The No Action Alternative is discussed in section 3.

PS3A2-115 See the response to comment FA11-2 regarding preparation of
the draft EIS. The final EIS revises the draft and presents an
analysis of newly filed data.

PS3A2-117 See the response to comment CO6-1 regarding the Mount Tabor
Variation. The VADCR’s proposed alternative route to avoid the
Slussers Chapel Cave Conservation Site is discussed in section 3
of the final EIS.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-118 See the response to comment IND18-2 regarding emergency
plans.

PS3A2-119 See the response to comments FA8-1 and FA10-1 regarding
Amendments to the LRMP.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-120 See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-121 The are many existing pipelines that go over mountains;
including the Rockies, Sierra, and Cascades. Water resources are
discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. It is unlikely that the health
issues of the Lakota Nation are related to natural gas
transportation pipelines. Our EIS concluded that the projects
would probably not have significant adverse impacts on most
environmental resources (except for the clearing of forest).
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-122 Socioeconomic issues are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.
See the response to comment IND28-3 regarding bankruptcy and
financial responsibility.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-123 See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefit.
Compensation is between the landowner and the Applicants.

PS3A2-124 Climate change is discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13. See the
response to comment IND40-1 regarding renewable energy and
fossil fuels.

PS3A2-125 Landowner rights are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-126 Impacts on water wells are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.
The EIS addresses karst terrain in section 4.1. See the response
to comment CO14-1 regarding blasting. See the response to
comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-128 See the responses to comment IND12-1 regarding property
values.

PS3A2-127 See the responses to comment IND12-1 regarding property
values. See the responses to comment IND277-6 regarding
damages and responsibility.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-130 See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the
response to comment IND133-1 regarding the Newport Mount
Olivet Methodist Church.

PS3A2-129 See the response to comment PS1B1-10 regarding the potential
impact radius. See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding
safety.

PS3A2-131 The Newport Recreation Center is 945 feet away from the
pipeline; the Newport Mount Olivet Methodist Church 430 feet
away. These buildings would not be adversely affected. See the
response to comment IND133-1 regarding the Greater Newport
Rural Historic District.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-132 See the response to comment PS1B1-10 regarding the potential
impact radius. See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding
safety.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-133 Impacts on trees are discussed in section 4.4 of the EIS.

PS3A2-134 FERC is funded by Congress. 

.

PS3A2-135 See the response to comment FA11-2 regarding preparation of
the draft EIS.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-136 See the response to comment FA11-2 regarding preparation of
the draft EIS.

PS3A2-137 Climate change is discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.
See the response to comment IND40-1 regarding renewable
energy and fossil fuels.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-138 See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide
utility corridor in the Jefferson National Forest.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3A – Sheraton Hotel Roanoke, VA– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3A2-139 The statement regarding Mountain Valley’s surveyors is noted.

PS3A2-140 See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-141 See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-142 We discuss pipeline routing in section 3 of the EIS. Impacts and
proposed mitigation for water resources and wetlands is
discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-143 Impacts and proposed mitigation for water resources and
wetlands is discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

PS3A2-145 We discuss pipeline routing in section 3 of the EIS. Impacts and
proposed mitigation for water resources and wetlands is
discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

PS3A2-144 See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-146 See the response to comment FA11-2 regarding preparation of
the draft EIS. The Commission has not yet made a decision
about the projects. However, their decision making process is
based on the consolidated record.

PS3A2-148 Climate change is discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.
See also the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic
fracturing.

PS3A2-147 See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-150 Cumulative impacts are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.

PS3A2-149 The Commission complies with the NGA. National energy
policy is made by the President and Congress.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-151 See the response to comment FA11-2 regarding preparation of
the draft EIS. Water resources are addressed in section 4.3 of the
EIS; endangered species in section 4.7; cultural resources in
section 4.10; recreation and the ANST in section 4.8. Public
participation is documented in section 1.4.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-152 Karst terrain is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See also the
response to comment IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-153 See the response to comment IND320-1 regarding public
comment sessions. These sessions were open to the public, and
all comments were placed into the FERC public records. See the
response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water. Trees
are discussed in section 4.4 of the EIS.

PS3A2-154 Shallow bedrock is discussed in section 4.2 of the EIS. See the
response to comment CO14-1 regarding blasting.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-155 Measures that Mountain Valley would implement to reduce
impacts on farmlands are discussed in sections 2, 4.2, and 4.8 in
the EIS. See the response to comment IND362-3 regarding use
of property. See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding the
fact that MVP was not designed for export.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-156 See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide
utility corridor in Jefferson National Forest.

PS3A2-157 Karst terrain is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.

PS3A2-158 Steep slopes and earthquakes are addressed in section 4.1 of the
EIS. See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.
Abandonment is discussed in section 2.7 of the EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3A – Sheraton Hotel Roanoke, VA– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3A2-159 Water quality and streams are discussed in section 4.3.2 of the
EIS. See also the response to comment IND2-3 regarding
hydraulic fracturing.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-160 See the response to comment PS1B1-10 regarding the potential
impact radius. See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding
safety.

PS3A2-161 See the response to CO6-1 regarding the Mount Tabor Variation.
Section 3 discusses alternative routes that may lessen impacts on
the Old Mill Cave Conservation Site.

PS3A2-162 See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-163 See the response to CO6-1 regarding the Mount Tabor Variation.

PS3A2-164 Mountain Valley adopted the Mount Tabor Variation into its
proposed route. The pipeline would be about a mile away from
the Old Mill Cave.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-165 See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
The landowner is encouraged to negotiate changes to Mountain
Valley’s proposed water quality testing with Mountain Valley.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-166 As explained in the EIS; the MVP pipeline route includes one
crossing of Craig Creek. Cultural Attachment is discussed in
section 4.10 of the EIS. The pipeline would only cross about two
miles in Craig County. Impacts on forest are discussed in section
4.4; recreation in 4.8; and tourism in 4.9. Public services are also
discussed in section 4.9.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-167 Cultural Attachment is discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-168 Cultural Attachment is discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.
See the response to comment PS1B1-10 regarding the potential
impact radius. See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding
safety. See the response to comment IND18-2 regarding
emergency plans.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-169 See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding other existing 42-
inch pipelines in mountainous terrain. See also the response to
comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

PS3A2-170 The draft EIS was not inaccurate. The final EIS revised the draft
with newly filed information and responses to comments. See the
response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.
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PS3A2-171 See section 1.2 of the EIS. See the response to comment FA11-
12 regarding need. See the response to comment FA11-2
regarding preparation of the draft EIS. See the response to LA3-
1 regarding additional filings by MVP.

PS3A2-173 See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding other existing 42-
inch pipelines. See the response to comment IND184-1
regarding easements and compensation.

PS3A2-172 Climate change is discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS..
See also the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic
fracturing. See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forest
impacts.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-174 The EIS provides a discussion of impacts on JNF throughout
section 4; and especially in section 4.8.

PS3A2-175 Caves are discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS. Water resources
are addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS. See the response to
comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water. Cultural resources
are addressed in section 4.10 of the EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3A – Sheraton Hotel Roanoke, VA– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3A2-176 See EIS sections 2, 4.1, and 4.2 about blasting. Water resources
are discussed in section 4.3. See the responses to comment
IND277-6 regarding damages and responsibility.

PS3A2-177 Comment noted.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-178 See the response to comment IND362-3 regarding use of
property. Water quality and streams are discussed in section
4.3.2 of the EIS. See the response to comment IND270-1
regarding wildlife.

PS3A2-179 See the responses to comments IND12-1 and IND 12-2 regarding
property values and insurance. Traffic is addressed in section 4.9
of the EIS. Mountain Valley would maintain access for
landowners.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-180 See the response to comment IND332-1 regarding cattle.
Mountain Valley would have to compensate the landowner for
the loss of ranching income caused by pipeline construction.
Water resources, streams, and wetlands are discussed in section
4.3 of the EIS.

PS3A2-181
Property values are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS. See the
response to comment CO14-1 regarding blasting. See the
response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water. See also
the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-182 The statement regarding Mountain Valley’s surveyors is noted.
Waterbodies and wetlands are discussed in section 4.3.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-183 See the responses to comments IND12-1 regarding property
values. See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking
water. See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

PS3A2-184 The EIS provides a discussion of impacts on the JNF throughout
section 4; and especially in section 4.8. See the response to
comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide right-of-way on
NFS lands.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-186 To fulfill its obligations under the NGA, the Commission
authorizes natural gas infrastructure to serve markets. We
explain how the Commission makes decisions in section 1.2.3 of
the EIS.

PS3A2-187 Comment noted.

PS3A2-185 Collocation with existing utilities is discussed in section 3.3 of
the EIS.
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PS3A2-188 See the response to FA11-12 regarding project route variations.
See the response to comment CO14-1 regarding blasting. See the
response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
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Public Session Comments

PS3A2-189 See the response to comment FA15-5 regarding forest impacts.

PS3A2-190 Steep slopes are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion.

PS3A2-191 See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.
See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding the fact that
MVP was not designed for export.

PS3A2-192 See the response to comment LA2-1 regarding the draft EIS
comment sessions. The sessions were open to the public, and
comments were placed into the FERC’s public record.

PS3A2-193 See the responses to comments IND12-1 regarding property
values. Water resources are addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3A – Sheraton Hotel Roanoke, VA– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3A2-194 Water supplies are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

PS3A2-195 Climate change and GHGs are discussed in sections 4.11 and
4.13 of the EIS.

PS3A2-196 See the response to comment LA1-7 regarding pesticides and
herbicides.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3A – Sheraton Hotel Roanoke, VA– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3A2-197 See the response to comment IND152-1 regarding our third-party
construction monitoring program.

PS3A2-198 Karst terrain and caves are discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.

PS3A2-199 Water resources, streams, and wetlands are discussed in section
4.3.2 of the EIS. Conservation areas are discussed in section 4.8.
The final EIS includes a revised discussion of flash flooding.
Special status species are discussed in section 4.7.

PS3A2-200 See the response to comment IND40-1 regarding renewable
energy. See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent
domain. Non-environmental FERC staff may address the
Synapse report in the Project Order.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3A – Sheraton Hotel Roanoke, VA– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3A2-201 Non-environmental FERC staff may review the Synapse report.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3A – Sheraton Hotel Roanoke, VA– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-1 The pipeline would be more than 1,600 feet from the
commentor’s parcel. Mountain Valley has not contacted the
commentor because the commentor is not an impacted or
adjacent landowner. Willow Springs, your historic house, was
recorded as site #35-41-61, within the Greater Newport Rural
Historic District. This house is about 1,820 feet away from the
pipeline. The Greater Newport Rural Historic District is
discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.

PS3B1-2 See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.
Earthquakes are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. Section 3 of
the EIS has been revised to discuss the Hybrid 1A Alternative.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-3 See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. See the
response to comments FA8-1 and FA10-1 regarding
Amendments to the LRMP.

PS3B1-5 Comment noted.

PS3B1-4 Combining the MVP and ACP was addressed in section 3 of the
EIS. The EIS provides a discussion of water resources in section
4.3, environmental resources throughout section 4, and cultural
resources in section 4.10.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-6 See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. DOT
regulates pipeline design, including wall thickness, as explained
in section 4.12 of the EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-8 See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. Existing
systems as an alternative to the MVP was evaluated in section 3
of the EIS.

PS3B1-7 The MVP pipeline would cross under the ANST using a bore; see
section 4.8 of the EIS. See the response to comment FA8-1
regarding the 500-foot-wide corridor on NFS lands.

PS3B1-10 See the response to comment PS1B2-34 regarding jobs in West
Virginia.

PS3B1-9 See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-12 See the response to comment IND76-1 regarding bees.

PS3B1-11 Water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. Karst is
addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See the response to comment
CO34-1 regarding hydrogeological studies.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-14 See the response to comment IND28-3 regarding financial
responsibility.

PS3B1-13 See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the
response to comment IND18-2 regarding emergency response.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-16 Steep slopes are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.

PS3B1-15 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. The pipeline is only permitted
to transport natural gas.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-17 See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic
fracturing. See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding
export. See the response to comment IND332-1 regarding
farming. See the response to comment IND155-2 regarding
forest impacts. See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding
benefits. See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-18 The EIS complies with NEPA. See the response to comment
IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.

PS3B1-19 See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the draft EIS. See the response to comment
IND196-2 regarding pending information in the draft EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-20 Karst is addressed in section 4.1, groundwater in section 4.3, and
surface water in section 4.3 of the EIS. See the response to
comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water. See the response to
comment IND179-2 regarding contamination.

PS3B1-21 Steep slopes are discussed in section 4.1. Soils are addressed in
section 4.2 of the EIS. See the response to comment IND70-1
regarding erosion.

PS3B1-22 See the response to comments FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the draft EIS. See the response to comment
IND196-5 regarding the FERC review process.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-26 See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks. See the
response to comment LA1-7 regarding herbicides. Organic farms
are addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS.

PS3B1-24 See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic
fracturing.

PS3B1-25 After pipeline installation underground, the right-of-way would
be restored and revegetated. See the response to comment IND3-
1 regarding drinking water. Tourism is addressed in section 4.9
of the EIS.

PS3B1-23 See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide
utility corridor in the Jefferson National Forest. See the response
to comment FA11-12 regarding need.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-30 See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

PS3B1-28 See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

PS3B1-29 Geology is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.

PS3B1-27 Groundwater is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-31 Farming is discussed in sections 2, 4.2, and 4.8. Tourism is
addressed in section 4.9.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-32 See the response to comment PS1B1-15 regarding the MLVs.

PS3B1-33 See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-34 Water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

PS3B1-36 Noise is addressed in section 4.11.2 of the EIS. See the response
to comment IND288-3 regarding road repairs.

PS3B1-35 See the response to comment IND439-3 regarding noise at
compressor stations.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-37 Geology is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS. The surface
waters that would be impacted are taken from recent studies or
published topographic maps. It is unclear which 1929 source the
commentor is referring to.

PS3B1-38

The Greater Newport Rural Historic District is discussed in
section 4.10 of the EIS. The Newport Mount Olivet Methodist
Church is about 430 feet away from the pipeline. The Link Red
Covered Bridge is about 365 feet away from the pipeline; the
Reynolds Covered Bridge 2,415 feet. The pipeline would be 945
feet away from the 1933 Newport High School. The pipeline
would be 3,353 feet way from the Newport Volunteer Fire
Department. No homes would be taken in Newport for
installation of the MVP; and no people removed. See also the
response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide utility
corridor in the Jefferson National Forest.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-39 Each subsection within section 4 of the EIS provides mitigation
measures. The plans are listed in section 2.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-40 Climate change is discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.
See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic
fracturing. Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in
section 3 of the EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1
regarding renewable energy.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-41 Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the
EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding
renewable energy.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-42 The EIS addresses springs in section 4.3, wetlands in sections
4.3, karst in section 4.1, steep slopes in section 4.1, endangered
species in section 4.7, bedrock in section 4.1, and cultural
resources in section 4.10. See the response to comment IND401-
5 regarding pending water wells.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-43 Mountain Valley has filed supplemental information in response
to our EIRs, and we have included these data in the final EIS.

PS3B1-44 See the response to comments FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the draft EIS.

PS3B1-45 Impacts on the Jefferson National Forest and ANST are discussed
in section 4.8 of the EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-46 The MVP pipeline route does not cross the Allegheny Mountain
Range. The EIS concluded that for most resources there would
not be significant adverse effects.

PS3B1-47 The potential health effects regarding methane are discussed in
section 4.12 of the EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-49 As stated in section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS, except for Mountain
Valley’s Bradshaw Compressor Station (which is subject to Title
V permitting), emissions from the new compressor stations
would be minor sources of air pollution. Using low NOx turbine
combustors, low emission levels would be achieved with normal
engine maintenance and operation using pipeline quality natural
gas. Implementation of BAT for Equitrans’ Redhook
Compressor Station as required by the PADEP air quality
permitting regulations would minimize emissions of criteria air
pollutant. In addition, modeled air quality screening analysis
performed for each of the new compressor stations (the MVP’s
Bradshaw, Harris, and Stallworth and the EEP’s Redhook) show
that emissions due to the compressor stations’ operations would
not exceed the NAAQS. Therefore, any emissions resulting from
operation of the compressor facilities would not be expected to
have significant impacts on local or regional air quality.

PS3B1-48 Mountain Valley now proposes to cross the Greenbrier River
using dry techniques including a coffer dam. Section 4.3 of the
EIS has been revised to include updated scour analysis
information provided by MVP in October 2016 and analyzed by
FERC staff.

PS3B1-50 Climate change is addressed in sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-52 Engineers reviewed the Applicants’ pipeline designs.

PS3B1-51 See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the
response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-diameter
natural gas pipelines in karst terrain.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-55 The pipeline would be about 430 feet away from the Newport
Mount Olivet Methodist Church. See the response to comment
IND2-1 regarding safety.

PS3B1-53 See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

PS3B1-54 See the response to comments FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the draft EIS. The Newport Historic District and
Greater Newport Rural Historic District are discussed in section
4.10 of the EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-58 The MVP pipeline would be about 945 feet away from the
Newport Recreation Center. Only intervenors would have
standing to challenge a Commission decision.

PS3B1-56 There are more than 300,000 miles of natural gas pipelines
currently in the United States; many are close to churches,
schools, hospitals, etc.

PS3B1-57 Visual impacts are addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-59 Visual impacts are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-61 See the response to comment PS3B1-49 regarding air emissions.
See the response to comment IND439-3 regarding noise impacts.
Mountain Valley would not force landowners to move from their
house.

PS3B1-60 Karst is addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. Water resources are
addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-63 Route selection is discussed in section 3 of the EIS. Karst is
addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS. See the response to comment
LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-diameter natural gas pipelines
in karst terrain. See the response to comment LA5-1 regarding
stakeholder comments.

PS3B1-62 Organic farms are addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND76-1 regarding bees.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-64 See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-66 The pipeline would be installed below the narrows of Hans Creek
not through it.

PS3B1-65 See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-68 See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

PS3B1-67 See the response to comment LA1-7 regarding herbicides. See
the response to comment IND76-1 regarding bees.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-69 See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
Water resources are addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

PS3B1-70 Cultural attachment is addressed in section 4.10 of the EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-71 See the response to comments FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the draft EIS. See the response to comment
IND62-1 regarding Dr. Kastning’s report.

PS3B1-72 Water resources are addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

PS3B1-73 Use of NFS lands for public needs for infrastructure are part of 
the mission for the Forest Service. The FS, COE, BLM, FWS, 
EPA, and DOT are cooperating in a manner consistent with the 
May 2002 interagency agreement with the FERC. 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B1-74 Steep slope mitigation measures are provide in section 4.1.2.4 of
the EIS.

PS3B1-75 See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide
utility corridor in the Jefferson National Forest. See the response
to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

PS3B1-76 Pre-construction testing is necessary to determine a baseline in
order to document any changes post construction. See the
response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits. See the
response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 1 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-1 Water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. The
Greater Newport Rural Historic District is addressed in section
4.10 of the EIS. The Deplazes house is about 907 feet away from
the pipeline. The Newport Mount Olivet Methodist Church is
about 435 feet away; Newport Recreation Center 945 feet.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-2 Section 3 of this final EIS has been revised to discuss the Hybrid
1A Alternative.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-3 The Newport Historic District and the Greater Newport Rural
Historic District are addressed in section 4.10 of the EIS.

PS3B2-4 Section 3 of this final EIS has been revised to discuss the Hybrid
1A Alternative.

PS3B2-5 Section 3 of this final EIS has been revised to discuss the Hybrid
1A Alternative. The currently proposed route would be about
163 feet away from the Fidel Smith Store; and 365 feet from the
Link Red Covered Bridge. Pig Hole Cave would be about 1,640
feet from the pipeline; Tawney Cave 131 feet, and Canoe Cave
902 feet. No homes would be taken out in the village of
Newport; but the company would seek to negotiate agreements to
acquire its easement.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-6 See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. The EIS
addresses karst terrain in section 4.1, wetlands in section 4.3, and
sinkholes in section 4.1. A revised discussion of flash flooding is
provided in section 4.3.2 of the EIS.

PS3B2-7 Mountain Valley would maintain access for landowners.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-8 Mountain Valley would maintain access for landowners. See the
response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the response
to comment IND18-2 regarding emergency response.

PS3B2-10 See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

PS3B2-9 Water resources, including springs, are discussed in section 4.3
of the EIS. See the response to comment CO14-1 regarding
blasting.

PS3B2-11 See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

PS3B2-12 See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.
Cultural attachment is addressed in section 4.10 of the EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-13 Organic farming is addressed in sections 2, 4.2, and 4.8 of the
EIS. Karst is addressed in section 4.1 and groundwater is
addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

PS3B2-15 See the response to comment IND332-1 regarding farming.
Tourism is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.

PS3B2-14 Section 4.1 discusses where the MVP pipeline route would be in
the vicinity of coal mines.

PS3B2-16 See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
Karst terrain is discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-17 After pipeline installation underground, the right-of-way would
be restored and revegetated. Visual impacts and mitigation
measures are discussed in section 4.8 of the draft EIS. If
approved, the applicants would only be permitted to install one
natural gas pipeline within the right-of-way (see recommended
condition 4 in section 5.2). Tourism is addressed in section 4.9
of the EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-18 See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

PS3B2-19 See the response to comment IND155-2 regarding forest impacts.
See the response to comment IND270-1 regarding wildlife.

PS3B2-20 See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.

PS3B2-21 See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding export.

PS3B2-22 Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the
EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding
renewable energy.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-23 See the response to comment IND251-1 regarding earthquakes
and the St. Clair fault.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-24 . The EIS provides a discussion of earthquakes, faults, landslides,
soil liquefaction, karst and shallow bedrock in section 4.1. A
revised discussion of flash flooding is provided in section 4.3.2
of the EIS. The Giles County Seismic Zone is addressed in
section 4.1 of the EIS



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-25 Steep slopes and karst are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.
See the response to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. A
revised discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found in
section 4.3 of the EIS. See also the response to comment
IND152-1 regarding the FERC’s third-party monitoring program.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-26 The meeting between the FERC, the Red Sulphur PSD, and the
Town of Union was discussed in section 1.4 of the EIS. Section
4.3 of the EIS provided information about intakes for the Red
Sulphur PSD as well as proposed mitigation.

PS3B2-27 See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide
utility corridor in the Jefferson National Forest.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-28 See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the draft EIS. Environmental justice is addressed
in section 4.9 of the EIS.

PS3B2-29 Section 3 discussed the route selection process. The point of the
pipeline is to transport natural gas from Wetzel County, West
Virginia to Transco Station 165 in Pittsylvania County, Virginia.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-30 The final EIS revises the draft to address comments.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-31 Section 4.1 of the EIS provides a discussion of karst, steep
slopes, and earthquakes. There is no such thing as a “no build
zone.”

PS3B2-32 As stated in section 2.7 of the EIS, the useful life of the projects
is expected to be about 50 years. Monitoring is discussed in
section 4.12 of the EIS.

PS3B2-33 The EIS concluded that for most resources there would not be
significant adverse effects.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-35 Springs are addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.

PS3B2-34 See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.

PS3B2-36 See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the
response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-38 The pipeline would transport vaporized natural gas. See the
response to comment IND179-2 regarding a release of gas.

PS3B2-37 See the response to comment IND334-3 regarding MLVs which
would isolate an area believed to be leaking.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-40 The old Sweet Springs Resort is 23 miles away from the pipeline
See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.

PS3B2-39 The Beckley House at Kinney Knob is about 5,000 feet away
from the pipeline. The Pence Spring Hotel Historic District is
discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS. The crossing of the
Greenbrier River in section 4.3.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-41 Groundwater resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.
See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-42 See the response to comment FA11-2 and LA5-1 regarding
preparation of the draft EIS. See the response to comment LA3-1
regarding the comment period.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-43 GHGs and climate change are addressed in sections 4.11 and
4.13 of the EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-44 The final EIS revised the draft to include newly filed information.

PS3B2-45 The no-action alternative is discussed in section 3 of the EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-46 The proposed Mountain Valley pipeline route would not cross the
Allegheny Mountain Range. The EIS concluded that for most
resources there would not be significant adverse effects.

PS3B2-47 See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. Traffic is
addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-48 Noise is addressed in section 4.11.2 of the EIS.

PS3B2-49 See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the
response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-50 The EIS concluded that MVP would not have significant adverse
impacts on most resources (except for the clearing of forest).
Water resources, including wells and springs, are discussed in
section 4.3. See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding
drinking water.

PS3B2-51 Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the
EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding
renewable energy.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-52 GHGs and climate change are discussed in sections 4.11 and 4.13
of the EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-53 Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the
EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding
renewable energy.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-54 Water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-55
If the commentor is located on an alternative route that was not
selected the commentor would not be affected by the MVP.
Likewise, no archaeological surveys would have been conducted
for the property.

PS3B2-56 The Red Sulphur Spring Resort is about 2.3 miles away from the
pipeline.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-57 See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. Faults
are discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS. The DOT regulations
determine class pipeline thickness as described in section 4.12 of
the EIS.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-58 Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the
EIS. See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding
renewable energy.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments

PS3B2-59 See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS3B – Peterstown Elementary School, Peterstown, WV– Room 2 – November 3, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS4A – California Area High School Coal Center, PA– Room 1 – November 9, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS4A – California Area High School Coal Center, PA– Room 1 – November 9, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS4A – California Area High School Coal Center, PA– Room 1 – November 9, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS4A – California Area High School Coal Center, PA– Room 2 – November 9, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS4A – California Area High School Coal Center, PA– Room 2 – November 9, 2016

Public Session Comments



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS
PS4A – California Area High School Coal Center, PA– Room 2 – November 9, 2016

Public Session Comments
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BACKGROUND 

History 

On October 23, 2015, Mountain Valley filed its formal application with the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (FERC) pursuant to the Natural Gas Act.  Mountain Valley is 
seeking a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity from the Commission authorizing 
the proposed Mountain Valley Project (MVP), with facilities located in the State of West 
Virginia and the Commonwealth of Virginia.  The MVP would involve constructing and 
operating about 303.5 miles of 42-inch-diameter pipeline; 3 compressor stations; and 
numerous associated facilities.  Of the approximately 304 miles of pipeline, approximately 
3.5 miles cross national forest system lands in the George Washington and Jefferson 
National Forests in Monroe County, West Virginia, and Giles and Montgomery Counties in 
Virginia. 
 
Pursuant to Section 7 of the Natural Gas Act, the FERC is the Lead Federal Agency for 
producing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and to analyze and disclose the impacts associated with 
the proposed project.  The Forest Service (FS), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and US 
Army Corps of Engineers are cooperating agencies in the development of the EIS.  The 
FERC will consider issuing a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity.  The BLM, 
under the provisions of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, will consider a Right-of-Way Grant 
(ROW) application for the pipeline to cross Federal lands, and the FS is considering 
amendments to their Land and Resource Management Plan.   
 
On September 16, 2016, the FERC issued a Notice of Availability (NOA) of a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).  The NOA initiated a 90-day public comment 
period that ended on December 22, 2016.  On October 14, 2016 BLM and FS issued an 
agency-specific NOA announcing the opening of the FERC comment period and clarifying 
that the full 90-day public comment period required by the FS would end on 90 days 
following the publication date of the FERC’s NOA in the Federal Register.  Therefore, the FS 
is responsible for responding to comments received during the full 90-day period, which 
ended December 26, 2016.  While this did not represent a formal extension of FERC’s 
comment period, FERC accepted and accessioned comments received between December 
23 and 26, 2016 and forwarded them to FS and BLM for review and response.  This report 
details the FS disposition of those comments and is a companion to FERC’s Response to 
DEIS Comments Report. 
 
METHODOLOGY AND ORGANIZATION OF COMMENTS 
 
The FERC encouraged interested parties to submit substantive comments and provided 
responses in their response to comment document.  For comments received during FERC’s 
comment period, comments identified by FERC as specific to the BLM and FS were 
forwarded to those agencies, which provided responses to FERC.  The FS responses are 
included along with FERC’s responses for letters received from October 14, 2016 through 
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December 22, 2016 in FERC’s Comment Response Report, to which this report is an 
appendix.  
 
Comments received from December 23 through December 26, 2017 were accessioned by 
FERC and forwarded to the BLM and FS for coding, review, and response to substantive 
comments.  According to the BLM guidance (Handbook H-1790-1), substantive comments 
address one or more of the following: 
 

• the accuracy of information in the EIS; 
• the adequacy of, methodology for, or assumptions used for the 

environmental analysis; 
• new information relevant to the analysis; 
• reasonable alternatives addition to those analyzed in the EIS; and/or 
• changes or revisions in one or more of the alternatives. 

 
Comments that are not considered substantive include the following: 

• comments in favor of or against the proposed action or alternatives without 
reasoning that meet the criteria listed above; 

• comments that only agree or disagree with BLM policy or resource decisions 
without justification or supporting data that meet the criteria listed above;  

• comments that don’t pertain to the project area or the project; 
• comments that take the form of vague, open-ended questions.  

 
FERC received eight comment submissions during the period from December 23 to 26, 
2016, each of which is appended to this report.  FS and BLM staff and their third-party 
contractor (Galileo Project, LLC) read all of the submissions.  Using the guidelines discussed 
above, the agencies determined which comments were substantive.  All submissions were 
entered into a database that included individual comments, the submission’s author and 
address, and corresponding key word(s).   
 
The agencies followed CEQ regulations found at 40 Code of Federal Regulations § 1503.4 
and developed responses and/or provided recommendations to FERC for revisions to the 
draft EIS in response to substantive comments.  During this process, the comments were 
sorted by resource topic or issue to aid the in identifying trends and see the full range of 
public opinion regarding particular topics.  Reviewing comments in this manner facilitated 
the development of comprehensive responses.    
 
The Comment and Response Table (below) is similarly organized by topic.  Each comment 
has an identifying code to allow tracking of the comments and responses in a database with 
each respondent and each piece of correspondence.  Please note that some comments may 
have been consolidated or edited for grammar and clarity.  
 
Responses to individually coded comments are provided in the far right column of the 
Comment and Response table below.  Some responses refer to comments and responses 
already provided in FERC’s Comment Response Report, to which this report is an appendix.  
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The BLM and FS appreciate the time and effort the public put into their comments. 
 

COMMENTS 

Acronyms and Abbreviations 

BLM Bureau of Land Management 
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 
DEIS Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
EIS Environmental Impact Statement 
FEIS Final Environmental Impact Statement 
FERC Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
FS U.S. National Forest Service 
GCSZ Giles County Seismic Zone 
MVP Mountain Valley Project 
NF National Forest  
NFS National Forest System 
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
NOA Federal Register Notice of Availability 
POD Plan of Development 
Project Mountain Valley Pipeline Project 
Rx Management Prescription 
ROW right-of-way 
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT EIS PUBLIC COMMENTS DATED DECEMBER 23 to 26, 2016 

Accession 
#  

ID Sub-ID Public Comment Response/Reference to FERC 
response  

Land Use, Visual Resources, and Recreation Comments 
20161223-
5068 
(31859796) 

FS01 FS1-1 The Jefferson National Forest 
is one such space. The Forest 
Management Plan for the 
Jefferson National Forest 
outlines standards for 
management and land use 
within the forest. There are 
environmental protections in 
the Jefferson National Forest 
Management Plan that would 
prohibit the Mountain Valley 
Pipeline from being built on 
that land. I am aware of a 
number of amendments that 
have been proposed to evade 
these restrictions. The Forest 
Management Plan exists to 
protect the Jefferson National 
Forest from irreparable harm, 
and irreparable harm would be 
caused by the Mountain Valley 
Pipeline project. I strongly 
oppose these amendments, as 
they would weaken 
protections that have served to 
protect these delicate habitats, 
paving the way for other 
projects that would also cause 
damage to this area in the 
future. 

See the response to comments 
FA8-1 and FA10-1. 
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT EIS PUBLIC COMMENTS DATED DECEMBER 23 to 26, 2016 

Accession 
#  

ID Sub-ID Public Comment Response/Reference to FERC 
response  

20161223-
5084 
(31860285) 

FS02 FS02-4 I oppose the amendments 
proposed to the Jefferson 
National Forest and its Forest 
Management Plan. The 
amendments will weaken 
existing protections on public 
land so that the Mountain 
valley Pipeline can be built. 
The Forest Service has the 
legal power and responsibility 
to tell FERC that the MVP 
cannot go through the National 
Forest. The Forest 
management Plan should be 
upheld and not amended to 
sacrifice the health of the 
Jefferson National Forest. 

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

20161223-
5087 
(31859798) 

FS03 FS03-1 The Proposed "Amendments" 
to the Management Plan for 
the Jefferson National Forest 
will degrade the ecosystem 
integrity, sustainability, and 
biodiversity of the Jefferson 
National Forest, and thereby 
diminish the multitude of 
environmental services 
(particularly intact forest and 
associated erosion protection, 
clean water, clean air, and 
economically critical outdoor 
recreation opportunities) that 
the National Forest currently 
provides.  

See the response to comments 
FA8-1 and FA10-1. 
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT EIS PUBLIC COMMENTS DATED DECEMBER 23 to 26, 2016 

Accession 
#  

ID Sub-ID Public Comment Response/Reference to FERC 
response  

20161223-
5087 
(31859798) 

FS03 FS03-4 There is National cultural 
attachment to the Appalachian 
Trail. It has "high public value" 
in the words of Appalachian 
Trail Club members. The 
impacts from amendment 4 
would be far-reaching, even 
worldwide-- not "restricted to 
the project area" as claimed in 
the DEIS. I believe the 
proposed idea to "mitigate" 
through horizontal boring 
under the Trail was rejected by 
MVP's own geologists as 
inappropriate, not 
recommended, or inadvisable. 

See the response to comment 
FA10-1.                               
 

20161223-
5104 
(31860280) 

FS05 FS05-1 I strongly oppose the 
application for a Special Use 
Permit to cross the Jefferson 
National Forest and the 
requests for amendments to 
the Forest Plan.  I would urge 
the BLM and Forest Service to 
reject the application. 

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

20161223-
5104 
(31860280) 

FS05 FS05-2 I personally find the DEIS to be 
wholly inadequate. As I 
understand the law, the 
applicant is required to show 
that there is no reasonable 
alternative to crossing Forest 
Service land or the application 
has to be denied. The 
application merely states that 
the proposed route is 
preferable. The pipeline would 
skirt both the Peters Mountain 
and Brush Mountain East 
Wilderness areas, and would 
severely impact the wilderness 
experience - in the 
construction phase and scars 
from construction could mar 
some of the views 
permanently. 

Section 3.0 Alternatives 
discusses alternatives that 
avoid crossing the Jefferson 
National Forest. 
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT EIS PUBLIC COMMENTS DATED DECEMBER 23 to 26, 2016 

Accession 
#  

ID Sub-ID Public Comment Response/Reference to FERC 
response  

20161223-
5104 
(31860280) 

FS05 FS05-5 The pipeline is proposed to 
cross about 1 mile of the Brush 
Mountain Inventoried 
Roadless Area, thus destroying 
the wilderness value of this 
area. Roads built in the area 
will inevitably lead to 
degraded water quality. Roads 
invariably damage forests by 
degrading water quality, and 
promoting the invasion of non-
native species and eliminating 
forest habitat. 

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

20161227-
0009 
(31860184) 

FS06 FS06-1 FERC also proposes to re-zone 
part of the Jefferson National 
Forest to create a 500-foot 
wide "Utility Corridor' for 
future gas, electricity and 
water lines. That’s over one 
and a half football fields in 
width. And if it has to be that 
wide through the national 
Forest, how wide will it be as it 
runs through the countryside 
and towns? I think that's this is 
a terrible swath of destruction 
to run through a National 
Forest and believe we don't 
even need these pipelines! 

In the EIS, FS no longer 
proposes to reallocate any 
lands to the Rx 5C-Designated 
Utility Corridor. There would 
not be a 500-foot wide corridor 
identified for future collocation 
opportunities. See Section 
4.8.2.6-Land Use on Federal 
Lands, FEIS Amendment, Part 1 
for further discussion. 
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT EIS PUBLIC COMMENTS DATED DECEMBER 23 to 26, 2016 

Accession 
#  

ID Sub-ID Public Comment Response/Reference to FERC 
response  

National Environmental Policy Act Process Comments 
20161223-
5098 
(31859027) 

FS04 FS04-1 I am writing to comment on 
the Mountain Valley Pipeline 
proposal, with specific 
reference to Proposed 
Amendment 1 to the Jefferson 
National Forest Plan. In a 
related letter submitted to 
FERC on 22 December 2016, I 
advanced a number or reasons 
why Proposed Amendment No. 
1 (the 500-foot designated 
utility corridor) should not be 
implemented and should be 
rejected. Among those reasons: 
Mountain Valley Pipeline’s 
routing decision were poorly 
performed. For the BLM and FS 
to allow those decisions to 
dictate the location for a 500-
foot designated utility 
corridor, without conducting 
an independent analysis and 
competent review of 
alternatives, would be 
unfortunate and poorly 
advised.  

In the EIS FS no longer 
proposes to reallocate any 
lands to the Rx 5C-Designated 
Utility Corridor. There would 
not be a 500-foot wide corridor 
identified for future collocation 
opportunities. See Section 
4.8.2.6-Land Use on Federal 
Lands, FEIS Amendment, Part 1 
for further discussion. 

20161223-
5098 
(31859027) 

FS04 FS04-3 Proposed Amendment No. 1 to 
the Jefferson National Forest 
Plan should be rejected. 

In the EIS FS no longer 
proposes to reallocate any 
lands to the Rx 5C-Designated 
Utility Corridor. There would 
not be a 500-foot wide corridor 
identified for future collocation 
opportunities. See Section 
4.8.2.6-Land Use on Federal 
Lands, FEIS Amendment, Part 1 
for further discussion. 

20161223-
5098 
(31859027) 

FS04 FS04-4 Mountain Valley Pipeline’s 
request for an easement 
through Jefferson National 
Forest should be rejected. 

The comment is noted. 
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT EIS PUBLIC COMMENTS DATED DECEMBER 23 to 26, 2016 

Accession 
#  

ID Sub-ID Public Comment Response/Reference to FERC 
response  

20161227-
5018 
(31859074) 

FS07 FS07-1 As an affected landowner of 
the proposed Mountain Valley 
Pipeline and a US citizen and 
taxpayer, I am deeply 
disturbed at the suggestion of 
a 500 foot “utility corridor” 
through National Forest 
Service land as outlined in the 
recent amendments to its Land 
Use Management Plan. This 
amendment is contrary to the 
public interest in many ways: 
it spoils NFS lands, encourages 
further over-development of 
this type on NFS lands, further 
exposes private landowners 
along this proposed corridor to 
additional takings by eminent 
domain, discourages in-state 
use of the gas being 
transported, and ignores the 
question of whether these 
pipelines are actually needed. 

In the EIS FS no longer 
proposes to reallocate any 
lands to the Rx 5C-Designated 
Utility Corridor. There would 
not be a 500-foot wide corridor 
identified for future collocation 
opportunities. See Section 
4.8.2.6-Land Use on Federal 
Lands, FEIS Amendment, Part 1 
for further discussion. 

20161227-
5018 
(31859074) 

FS07 FS07-2 Firstly, if the proposed 
corridor goes through road 
less areas, this is a further 
violation of the 2001 Roadless 
Rule and sets a very dangerous 
precedent for future projects 
of this type. The 2001 Roadless 
Rule establishes prohibitions 
on road construction, road 
reconstruction, and timber 
harvesting on 58.5 million 
acres of inventoried roadless 
areas on National Forest 
System lands. The intent of the 
2001 Roadless Rule is to 
provide lasting protection for 
inventoried road less areas 
within the National Forest 
System in the context of 
multiple-use management. 

See response to comment 
CO114-34. 
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT EIS PUBLIC COMMENTS DATED DECEMBER 23 to 26, 2016 

Accession 
#  

ID Sub-ID Public Comment Response/Reference to FERC 
response  

Comments Addressing Multiple Resources 
20161223-
5087 
(31859798) 

FS03 FS03-3 Okay, so what happens when 
the dried out vegetation and 
duff burns off the top three 
feet? And what happens if the 
soil has eroded away on steep, 
un-vegetated slopes, leaving 
the pipeline "uninsulated"? 
What if heavy equipment is 
needed to fight fire? I can come 
up with plenty more scenarios, 
but if you try, you can. too. Just 
THINK, dear Forest Service. 
Please don't blow it. 

See Section 4.8.2.6 Land Use on 
Federal Lands for discussion of 
fire suppression on NFS lands.  

Geology Comments 
20161223-
5068 
(31859796) 

FS01 FS1-2 The Jefferson National Forest 
Management plan has explicit 
provisions regarding steep 
slope erosion control. Karst 
hydrology and erosion control 
are critical for ensuring the 
safety of surrounding 
communities, both in terms of 
immediate threats such as 
sinkholes and landslides, and 
delayed threats such as 
compromising water quality. 
Even if the construction of the 
Mountain Valley Pipeline 
project ensures adherence to 
FERC's best practices, it is not 
adequate to prevent dangerous 
situations given the wet, 
mountainous land that the 
pipeline would be built 
through. 

Section 4.1 Geology addresses 
the risks of high landslide 
potentials, highly erodible 
soils, and very steep slopes. For 
NFS lands, the applicable 
mitigation measures designed 
to minimize the potential for 
soil movement and to ensure 
adequate restoration and 
revegetation are identified in 
the Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan [Plan of 
Development (POD), Appendix 
C], Landslide Mitigation Plan 
(POD, Appendix F), the Site 
Specific Design of Stabilization 
Measures in High Hazard 
Portions of the Route (POD, 
Appendix G), the Restoration 
Plan (POD, Appendix H), and 
the Winter Construction Plan 
(POD, Appendix L). Mountain 
Valley would also follow the 
FERC Upland Erosion Control, 
Revegetation, and Maintenance 
Plan. 



   

 
Prepared by Galileo Project, LLC Page 11 

RESPONSE TO DRAFT EIS PUBLIC COMMENTS DATED DECEMBER 23 to 26, 2016 

Accession 
#  

ID Sub-ID Public Comment Response/Reference to FERC 
response  

20161223-
5098 
(31859027) 

FS04 FS04-2 The MVP would cross the 
Jefferson National Forest 
within the GCSZ. The GCSZ is a 
seismically active area known 
for small local seismic events 
and one historic quake that 
took place in 1897 before 
modern before modern 
seismic monitoring equipment 
but was estimated to be 
magnitude 5.8 …” 
 
The GCSZ acronym in the 
above text refers to the Giles 
County Seismic Zone, an area 
of enhanced seismic that 
remains active.1 
Why is a 42-inch diameter 
high-pressure natural gas 
pipeline being routed through 
this terrain? The process used 
for routing of the Mountain 
Valley Pipeline through the 
mountains of Appalachia was 
seriously flawed.2 

 Section 4.1 Geology addresses 
the risks of high landslide 
potentials, highly erodible 
soils, and very steep slopes, 
The applicable mitigation 
measures designed to 
minimize the potential for soil 
movement and to ensure 
adequate restoration and 
revegetation are identified in 
the Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan (POD, Appendix 
C), Landslide Mitigation Plan 
(POD, Appendix F), the Site 
Specific Design of Stabilization 
Measures in High Hazard 
Portions of the Route (POD, 
Appendix G), the Restoration 
Plan (POD, Appendix H), and 
the Winter Construction Plan 
(POD, Appendix L). Mountain 
Valley would also follow the 
FERC Upland Erosion Control, 
Revegetation, and Maintenance 
Plan. 
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT EIS PUBLIC COMMENTS DATED DECEMBER 23 to 26, 2016 

Accession 
#  

ID Sub-ID Public Comment Response/Reference to FERC 
response  

Soils and Sediments Comments 
20161223-
5087 
(31859798) 

FS03 FS03-2 The DEIS also states that "Dry 
and Xeric Oak Forest" and "Dry 
and Dry-Mesic Oak-Pine Forest 
are considered well-
represented". That is, they 
admit dry areas exist. Stripping 
tall, old shading vegetation off 
will worsen evaporation and 
make the soils permanently 
dry, and thus, incapable of 
supporting the more shallow 
rooted vegetation they claim 
will hold the soil in place on 
slopes. Believe me, no amount 
of Hydroseed and little swaths 
of black plastic fence can fix 
this. 

Mountain Valley would follow 
the Restoration Plan (POD, 
Appendix H), the FERC Upland 
Erosion Control, Revegetation, 
and Maintenance Plan. The FS 
has worked with Mountain 
Valley to identify seed mixes 
appropriate for this area, 
revegetation procedures and 
mitigation measures, such as 
reducing the permanent 
operational right-of-way that is 
converted to herbaceous cover 
from 50’ wide to 10’ wide for 
its length on the Jefferson 
National Forest. Along the edge 
of this linear corridor a variety 
of FS approved shrubs, small 
trees and shallow rooted trees 
should be planted and 
maintained along a slightly 
undulating line in order to 
break up the straight edge and 
offer a variety of plant heights 
to reduce a hard shadow line.  
Reducing the herbaceous right-
of-way width and allowing 
more of a vegetative transition 
within the operational corridor 
(i.e., grasses over the pipeline 
then shrubs between the 
grasses and treeline) would not 
only help mitigate the effects of 
the change to the scenic 
character of the area but 
increase soil stabilization as 
well. 
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT EIS PUBLIC COMMENTS DATED DECEMBER 23 to 26, 2016 

Accession 
#  

ID Sub-ID Public Comment Response/Reference to FERC 
response  

Comments Pertaining to FERC 
20161223-
5068 
(31859796) 

FS01 FS1-5 I hope you will consider these 
concerns surrounding my 
opposition to the irreparable 
harm that would be caused by 
the Mountain Valley Pipeline 
project. It would damage 
protected land in Jefferson 
National Forest, the local 
economy through 
compromising tourism and 
jobs in the region, and would 
pose a long lasting threat to 
the area regarding erosion. 

 The comment is noted.  

 



   

 

 

 

 

Attachment A 

Comment Letters 



To whom it may concern,

My name is Hannah Winter and I am a citizen of the state of Virginia. I 
have had the opportunity to travel to many other states in the US, in 
addition to a number of other countries and I must say that Virginia is 
one of the most beautiful places I have ever been. As an avid hiker I 
have spent countless days and nights on the Appalachian Trail. As an 
employee of Rackspace (working remotely from my home in 
Richmond, VA from Rackspace's Blacksburg, VA office) I know for a 
fact that a large draw to the area (for both companies and employees) 
is the numerous outdoor recreational spaces that Virginia has to offer.

The Jefferson National Forest is one such space. The Forest 
Management Plan for the Jefferson National Forest outlines standards 
for management and land use within the forest. There are 
environmental protections in the Jefferson National Forest 
Management Plan that would prohibit the Mountain Valley Pipeline 
from being built on that land. I am aware of a number of amendments 
that have been proposed to evade these restrictions. The Forest 
Management Plan exists to protect the Jefferson National Forest from 
irreparable harm, and irreparable harm would be caused by the 
Mountain Valley Pipeline project. I strongly oppose these amendments, 
as they would weaken protections that have served to protect these 
delicate habitats, paving the way for other projects that would also 
cause damage to this area in the future.

The Jefferson National Forest Management plan has explicit provisions 
regarding steep slope erosion control. Karst hydrology and erosion 
control are critical for ensuring the safety of surrounding communities, 
both in terms of immediate threats such as sinkholes and landslides, 
and delayed threats such as compromising water quality. Even if the 
construction of the Mountain Valley Pipeline project ensures adherence 
to FERC's best practices, it is not adequate to prevent dangerous 
situations given the wet, mountainous land that the pipeline would be 
built through.

Additionally, I am aware of studies that have shown that current 
energy demand can be met by existing infrastructure. This is a clear 
indicator that we do not need to jeopardize this region for the 
Mountain Valley Pipeline project.
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Climate change is another major issue that should be considered here. 
Addressing and evaluating the cumulative impacts of a project like this 
is a required part of the NEPA process.

Lastly, the pipeline would head straight through Newport, Va., an 
historic town in the region. Threats to historic places are not mitigable.

I hope you will consider these concerns surrounding my opposition to 
the irreparable harm that would be caused by the Mountain Valley 
Pipeline project. It would damage protected land in Jefferson National 
Forest, the local economy through compromising tourism and jobs in 
the region, and would pose a long lasting threat to the area regarding 
erosion.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Regards,

Hannah Winter
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Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Secretary Bose,

As a citizen I am submitting comment on the DEIS for the Mountain Valley pipeline, Docket CP16-
10-000.

The FERC DEIS for the Mountain Valley Pipeline fails to recognize many irreparable threats to the
environmental security of Virginians and without proper research and assessment breaches numerous 
federal regulatory requirements that protect citizens and our environmental rights.

1. NEPA process requires that FERC must complete an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that 
thoroughly investigates all environmental impacts the Mountain Valley Pipeline would cause and fully 
assess the need for the project that includes reasonable alternatives to the project. I demand that such 
an assessment be conducted to the legitimacy of the NEPA process.
FERC’s current Draft Environmental Impact Statement grossly dismisses the irreparable harm the 
MVP would cause and in doing so directly compromises the health of all Virginians and the long term 
security of our environmental rights.
-The DEIS does not address the immediate or long term threat this pipeline proposes to our water 
security.
-The DEIS does not fully assess the damage to water quality the pipeline would create. The pipeline 
would cross more than 1,000 waterways and wetlands.
-The DEIS completely dismisses the “upstream” damage that the pipeline could trigger via expanded 
fracking and gas infrastructure, given the 2 billion cubic feet per day of added capacity the project 
would create.

2. The draft EIS doesn’t mention cumulative impacts such as climate change. The EPA recommends 
that FERC addresses cumulative impacts such as climate change. Addressing the cumulative impacts 
of life-cycle greenhouse gas emissions the pipeline would trigger is a required part of the NEPA 
process.

3.FERC must assess the need for the pipeline in a thorough environmental impact statement. Studies 
show that current energy demand can be met by existing infrastructure. We don’t even need the 
Mountain Valley pipeline. If the need for the Mountain Valley Pipeline is not properly assessed, 
FERC will be violating the NEPA process and our environmental rights.

4. I oppose the amendments proposed to the Jefferson National Forest and its Forest Management 
Plan. The amendments will weaken existing protections on public land so that the Mountain valley 
Pipeline can be built. The Forest Service has the legal power and responsibility to tell FERC that the 
MVP cannot go through the National Forest. The Forest management Plan should be upheld and not 
amended to sacrifice the health of the Jefferson National Forest.

In solidarity with many others, I urge you to deny Mountain Valley Pipeline’s application or, at 
minimum, conduct a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement that assesses all the regional 
pipeline projects in one document.

Best,

Izzy Pezzulo 
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RE: Objections to crossing of U.S. Forest Service Lands by Mountain Valley Pipeline
Docket CP16-10-000

Dear FERC and Forest Service Folks, 

I strongly object to and oppose the Proposed Amendments to the Land Resource 
Management Plan for the Jefferson National Forest, as stated in the NOA of the DEIS and 
in the MVP DEIS itself. 

WHAT are you thinking?!? This is the NATIONAL FOREST, for God's sake! The Forest 
Service's motto is "Caring for the Land and Serving People", not "Raping the Land and Serving 
Corporations". I fear you have lost sight of this, or become blinded to your duty by money. This 
is wrong.

In DEIS section 4.8.1.6, The Forest Service's states its mission is "to sustain the health, diversity, 
and productivity of the nation's forests and grasslands to meet the needs of current and future 
generations." That means thinking 50, 100, 150 years ahead. Imagine the Americans of 2067, 
who will certainly be using solar, wind and other renewable energy sources, laughing (or, more 
likely, crying) about a rash, irresponsible decision, made by the Forest Service in 2017, to allow 
a gas corporation to destroy the Nation's forests and grasslands (and mountain people's lives and 
culture) for a quick "fast food" profit that yielded a few decades of gas, a useless fuel in the 
future. The reason we have the beautiful National Forest we have today is because those who 
lived decades before us had the sense, respect, and foresight to protect it. Please don't let that 
wisdom end with you.

In DEIS section 4.8.1.6, the FS says it carries out this mission by, among other things, "the 
protection and management of NFS lands." and "It is the responsibility of the FS to manage 
National Forests for multiple uses of resources such as water, forage, wildlife, wood, recreation 
and Wilderness". Nowhere do I see mentioned management for the purpose of enriching gas 
corporations. Did I miss something? Maybe you did.

The Proposed "Amendments" to the Management Plan for the Jefferson National Forest will 
degrade the ecosystem integrity, sustainability, and biodiversity of the Jefferson National Forest, 
and thereby diminish the multitude of environmental services (particularly intact forest and 
associated erosion protection, clean water, clean air, and economically critical outdoor recreation 
opportunities) that the National Forest currently provides.

I find the use of the word "amendment" improper--these changes are NOT betterments or 
improvements to the existing plan, but rather gaping loopholes slashed in the fabric of a 
management plan meant to protect and properly manage FS lands... slashed by frack gas 
corporations who literally could NOT care less about the National Forest.

In DEIS section 4.2.8.6, the authors clearly admit the project's "linear nature" and" the 
topography of the Forest" make it unsuitable for the terrain. The DEIS also states here that 
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"With these amendments the MVP would then be a conforming use of the Forest Plan" 
Translation: "We know we are breaking all the rules, but if we change the rules, then we're no 
longer breaking them". This is not only quite insane, it is immoral. I suggest that the FS follow 
its Option 2, described section 4.2.8.6:"When a project would not be consistent with the Forest 
Plan where the project would occur the FS has the following options: "(2) reject the proposal."

Amendment 1 would create a 500-foot “Designated Utility Corridor” that could be used to locate 
gas, electricity or water transmission lines in the future. That is the equivalent of building a 42-
lane superhighway through the National Forest. Are you nuts?! This pristine corner of West 
Virginia would become the target zone for other massive pipeline projects! It is clear that 
Monroe County and our region is being set up as a "Mega-Gas Pipeline sacrifice zone". 

Establishing a required, designated  zone for gas, electric, water, and who-knows-what-else 
pipelines is akin to calling in hungry cows to be fed---here they come! Get out of the way! the 
DEIS section 4.8.2.6 states "The primary effect of designating a new utility corridor would be 
the potential for future development within that corridor". To permit a Utility Corridor here 
would be like laying out the welcome mat for the multitude of additional pipeline projects now 
being planned--four, I understand, at last count....oh, no, wait...here comes another one---make 
that five more. And don't forget all the jolly little bits of above ground infrastructure that go with 
them: more compressor stations, access roads, shut offs, etc. You're talking about allowing this 
to happen in an area which should never have even ONE pipeline, period.

Geologic hazards exist which make this karst area "a no-build zone" (see the Kastning Report).
How does it make sense to put all your eggs in one basket-- and on top of a seismic area, no 
less? Co-location of this magnitude creates vast potential for terrorist attacks and subsequent fire 
destruction. Peters  Mountain supplies water to farmers, landowners, towns and municipalities... 
and you want to rip a corridor the width of nearly two football fields over it? What are residents 
supposed to drink? Dirt? Gas? Or maybe the purpose of including "water pipelines" in the utility 
corridor scenario is to TAKE our water--we have plenty of it and it is award-winningly good. 
But no thanks, we don't want you to take all our water. We need it to live. Get the picture? Do 
you hear me now?

Amendment 2 would grant waivers from current National Forest standards on soil conditions and 
riparian corridors. Let me just state here that getting lazy with the rules is a prescription for 
(literal, in this case) disaster. If any "amendment" were needed on this rule, it should be that it be 
made MORE strict, not less. The DEIS section 4.8.2.6 , which discusses proposed Amendment 2   
is overlarded with nearly unintelligible gobbledegook . I request a translator, at MVP's expense. 
In the mean time, I believe the essence of what is being said here is "We want to run our pipeline 
through valuable, sensitive, irreparable soils and waterways, so we'll just keep saying 'we'll fix 
it' (using words like "mitigation measures" and "monitoring activities") until it is fully 
incomprehensible and our smokescreen is good and thick." They admit over and over that the 
"linear nature" of MVP is inappropriate for this mountain terrain. Why not save the futile effort 
to "make it back the way it was" and NOT do it in the first place?
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Amendment 3 would allow logging of old growth forest habitat currently maintained in a 
special forest management prescription. In DEIS section 4.8.2.6,  it is plainly stated that 
"Construction of the MVP would result in a long term impact." and "a long-term loss of 
timber". We are not just talking about conventional wood products here. We are talking 
about trees which are old and can never be replaced. As such, each single one has value 
beyond "timber". If and when current challenges to forest health such as the Emerald Ash 
Borer, wipe out nearly the entire species (much like the Chestnut Blight killed all the 
Chestnuts, or Dutch Elm Disease killed most American Elms), imagine that within the old 
growth forest, there were trees able to resist these pests and create offspring capable of doing 
so. Or perhaps old trees can yield medicines like old trees in the Amazon Rainforest. Yes, 
every old growth tree is valuable-- beyond your knowing. 

The DEIS also states that "Dry and  Xeric Oak Forest" and "Dry and Dry-Mesic Oak-Pine
Forest are considered well-represented". That is, they admit dry areas exist. Stripping tall,old 
shading vegetation off will worsen evaporation and make the soils permanently dry, and thus, 
incapable of supporting the more shallow rooted vegetation they claim will hold the soil in 
place on slopes. Believe me, no amount of Hydroseed and little swaths of black plastic fence 
can fix this.

Off the subject of amendments, for a moment-- but while we're talking about trees and dry 
soil, let's talk fire. DEIS sec 4.8.2.6 says " The presence of a pipeline would not increase fire 
hazards." and that surface fires wouldn't directly threaten a pipeline "because of the 
insulating effects of soil cover over the pipeline".  Okay, so what happens when the dried out 
vegetation and duff burns off the top three feet? And what happens if the soil has erroded 
away on steep, unvegetated slopes, leaving the pipeline "uninsulated"? What if heavy 
equipment is needed to fight fire? I can come up with plenty more scenarios, but if you try, 
you can. too. Just THINK, dear Forest Service. Please don't blow it.

Amendment 4 would authorize a destructive crossing of the historic Appalachian Scenic 
Trail, permanently changing the scenic quality from High to Moderate. This matters to the 
Nation. Not just us little hillbillies in Monroe County. The United States. Now you are 
messing with the Big Dog. Don't take that lightly.

The AT matters to the thousands who hike all or part of the Trail. These folks are not "visual 
receptors" (a term used in DEIS section 5.1.8). They are human beings who crave to be in a 
wild, pristine place. They require it for mental and physical health , sanity, and growth. 
There is National cultural attachment to the AT. It has "high public value" in the words of 
ATC members. The impacts from  amendment 4 would be far-reaching, even worldwide--
not "restricted to the project area" as claimed in the DEIS. I believe the proposed idea to 
"mitigate" through horizontal boring under the Trail was rejected by MVP's own geologists
as inappropriate, not recommended,  or inadvisable. You should ask them about that. I could 
go on and on here about the Appalachian Trail, but I have already submitted a comment 
specifically about it in an earlier eFiling. So, to summarize: I beg you not to allow this 
desecration.
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The MVP should not be allowed to cross Forest Service Lands along Peters Mountain.

The proposed amendments to the FS LRMP are not acceptable.

  The U.S. Forests belong to the American public: EVERYONE.. We are all affected by these 
decisions. I pray that God guides you to make the right decision for us all.

Sincerely,

Beth Covington and Michael T. Martin

PO Box 57, Greenville, WV 24945

(304)832-6078   covington925@hotmail.com
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23 December 2016 
 
Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary  
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)  
888 First Street, N.E.  
Washington, DC 20426  
 
Victoria Craft and Miriam Liberatore,  
US Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
vcraft@blm.gov 
mliberat@blm.gov 
 
Jennifer Adams 
US Forest Service (USFS) 
Jefferson National Forest 
comments-southern-georgewashington-jefferson@fs.fed.us 
jenniferpadams@fs.fed.us 
 
RE:   FERC Docket CP 16-10 

Mountain Valley Pipeline proposal 
Proposed Amendment No. 1 to Jefferson National Forest Plan 

 

Dear Ms. Bose, Members of the Commission, Ms, Adams, Ms. Craft, and Ms. Liberatore, 

I am writing to comment on the Mountain Valley Pipeline proposal, with specific reference to  
to Proposed Amendment 1 to the Jefferson National Forest Plan. In a related letter submitted to 
FERC on 22 December 2016, I advanced a number or reasons why Proposed Amendment No. 
1 (the 500-foot designated utility corridor) should not be implemented and should be rejected. 
Among those reasons: Mountain Valley Pipeline’s routing decision were poorly performed. For 
the BLM and USFS to allow those decisions to dictate the location for a 500-foot designated 
utility corridor, without conducting an independent analysis and competent review of 
alternatives, would be unfortunate and poorly advised. 

In support of that logic, I will copy text from the DEIS section 4.1.1.7 Jefferson National 
Forest: 

“Landslides are a dominant geologic process shaping Peters Mountain, 
Sinking Creek Mountain, and Brush Mountain. Debris flows are the dominant 
landslide process in the Appalachian Mountains in Virginia … Specific studies 
on debris flows within National Forests have shown that debris flows were 
initiated along fill slopes and not only by natural slope failures. Most studies of 
debris flows in Virginia have focused on debris flows in general or debris 
flows initiated by natural slope failures … 

The largest known landslides in eastern North America are on the south flank 
of Sinking Creek Mountain …where the pipeline route would cross the 
Jefferson National Forest … The pipeline route on Sinking Creek Mountain 
(MPs 217.2 to 217.6) crosses one of the large bedrock landslides mapped by 
Schultz (1993).  
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The MVP would cross the Jefferson National Forest within the GCSZ. The 
GCSZ is a seismically active area known for small local seismic events and 
one historic quake that took place in 1897 before modern before modern 
seismic monitoring equipment but was estimated to be magnitude 5.8 …” 

The GCSZ acronym in the above text refers to the Giles County Seismic Zone, an area of 
enhanced seismic that remains active.1  

Why is a 42-inch diameter high-pressure natural gas pipeline being routed through this 
terrain? The process used for routing of the Mountain Valley Pipeline through the mountains of 
Appalachia was seriously flawed.2  

Proposed Amendment No. 1 to the Jefferson National Forest Plan should be rejected. 

Mountain Valley Pipeline’s request for an easement through Jefferson National Forest 
should be rejected. 

Mountain Valley Pipeline’s application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 
should be rejected. 

 
With regards, 

 
Carl E. Zipper, Blacksburg Virginia 24060 

 

                                                            
1 Biryol, C.B.; Wagner, L.S.; Fischer, K.M.; and Hawman, R.B., 2016, Relationship between observed upper 

mantle structures and recent tectonic activity across the Southeastern United States: Journal of 
Geophysical Research: Solid Earth, v. 121, 21p. (DOI: 10.1002/2015JB012698). 

2 See submittal 20151125‐5156 to FERC Docket CP16‐10, Motion to Protest and Intervene. 
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Harlan K Sandberg, Pompano Beach, FL.
To Whom it may concern:

       -I strongly oppose the application for a Special Use Permit to 
cross the Jefferson National Forest and the requests for amendments to 
the Forest Plan. 
I would urge the BLM and Forest Service to reject the application.
       I personally find the draft EIS to be wholly inadequate.  As I 
understand the law, the applicant is required to show that there is no 
reasonable alternative to crossing Forest Service land or the application 
has to be denied.  The application merely states that the proposed route 
is preferable.  The pipeline would skirt both the Peters Mountain and 
Brush Mountain East Wilderness areas, and would severely impact the 
wilderness experience - in the construction phase and and scars from 
construction could mar some of the views permanently.
      The DEIS makes no attempt to assess the impacts of this proposed 
pipeline on the Appalachian Trail in context with other pipelines and 
projects that would damage the AT’s character and value. This failure 
violates FERC’s duty to perform an adequate cumulative impacts analysis 
under NEPA.
      The potential damage to waterways, particularly impacts on 
headwater streams, is inadequately addressed.
      The pipeline is proposed to cross about 1 mile of the Brush 
Mountain Inventoried Roadless Area, thus destroying the wilderness value 
of this area.   Roads built in the area will inevitably lead to degraded 
water quality, Roads invariably damage forests by degrading water 
quality, and promoting the invasion of non-native species and elimating 
forest habitat.
       For these reasons I urge the rejection of the application for a 
special use permit allowing the building of the Mountain Valley Pipeline.  
I appreciate the 
opportunity to make my views known.

                                       Harlan K Sandberg 
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Major Concerns 

Caleb Laieski <c.laieski@yahoo.com> 

Fri 12/23/2016 1:20 PM 

To:OEA Customer <Customer@ferc.gov>; 

cc:FERC Online Support <FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov>; Anton Porter <Anton.Porter@ferc.gov>; jill.dobbin@ferc.gov 
<jill.dobbin@ferc.gov>; Jamie Simler <Jamie.Simler@ferc.gov>; Norman Bay <Norman.Bay@ferc.gov>; Cheryl LaFleur 
<Cheryi.LaFieur@ferc.gov>; Andrew Holleman <Andrew.Holleman@ferc.gov>; Colette D. Honorable <Colette.Honorable@ferc.gov>; 
William Sauer <William.Sauer@ferc.gov>; ttidwell@fs.fed.us <ttidwell@fs.fed.us>; djiron@fs.fed.us <djiron@fs.fed.us>; 
acoleman@fs.fed.us <acoleman@fs.fed.us>; tcbailey@fs.fed.us <tcbailey@fs.fed.us>; Ward, Molly (GOV) 
<molly.ward@governor.virginia.gov>; natural.resources@governor.virginia.gov <natural.resources@governor.virginia.gov>; 
Suzette.Denslow@governor.virginia.gov <Suzette.Denslow@governor.virginia.gov>; Terry.McAuliffe@governor.virginia.gov 
< Terry.McAu liffe@governor.vi rginia.gov>; Terence.McAu liffe@governor. virginia.gov < T erence.McAuliffe@governor. virginia.gov>; 
Joseph.D.Garcia@wv.gov <Joseph.D.Garcia@wv.gov>; Charlie.O.lorensen@wv.gov <Charlie.O.lorensen@wv.gov>; 
Patricia.A.Burdette@wv.gov < PatriciaABurdette@wv.gov>; Rebecca.l.Neal@wv.gov < Rebecca.L.Neal@wv.gov>; Sus a n.A.Fox@wv.gov 
< Susan.A.Fox@wv.gov>; Paylor, David (DEQ) < David.Paylor@deq.virginia.gov>; Randy.C.Huffman@Wv.gov 
<Randy. C.Huffman@Wv.gov>; 

Importance: High 

1 am writing as a Virginian that is concerned about the climate change impacts of methane releases from leaking pipelines. The pipeline 
is also planned to pass through the Jefferson National Forest. The U.S. Forest Service has publicly said that given the terrain, the 
pipeline could not be built in compliance with the current Forest Management Plan. FERC's response? Reduce standards in the 
management plan, allow removal of currently preserved old-growth forest, and allow the pipeline to cross the Appalachian National 
Scenic Trail with measurable harm to scenic integrity. I am certainly opposed to this! FERC also proposes to re-zone part of the Jefferson 
National Forest to create a 500-foot wide "Utility Garrido~' for future gas, electricity and water lines. Thafs over one and a halffootball 
fields in width. And if it has to be that wide through the national Forest, how wide will it be as it runs through the countryside and towns? I 
think that's this is a terrible swath of destruction to run through a National Forest and believe we don1 even need these pipelines! Studies 
show that current energy demand can be met by existing infrastructure. Furthermore, the gas isn1 intended to the communities that will 
be harmed. The pipeline's environmental destruction and dangers to health won't benefit Virginians and aren1 even needed . 

. Reference: The Mountain Valley Pipeline (MVP) project is a proposed natural gas pipeline system that would span approximately 300 
miles from northwestern West Virginia to southern Virginia. FERC Docket# CP16-10-000 

Thank you very much for your time and consideration, 

Caleb Laieski 
109limberidge Drive 
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Vicki Pierson, Walkersville, WV.
As an affected landowner of the proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline and a 
US citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at the suggestion of a 500 
foot “utility corridor” through National Forest Service land as outlined 
in the recent amendments to its Land Use Management Plan.   This 
amendment is contrary to the public interest in many ways:  it spoils NFS 
lands, encourages further overdevelopment of this type on NFS lands, 
further exposes private landowners along this proposed corridor to 
additional takings by eminent domain, discourages in-state use of the gas 
being transported, and ignores the question of whether  these pipelines 
are actually needed.  
Firstly, if the proposed corridor goes through roadless areas, this is a 
further violation of the 2001 Roadless Rule and sets a very dangerous 
precedent for future projects of this type.  The 2001 Roadless Rule 
establishes prohibitions on road construction, road reconstruction, and 
timber harvesting on 58.5 million acres of inventoried roadless areas on 
National Forest System lands. The intent of the 2001 Roadless Rule is to 
provide lasting protection for inventoried roadless areas within the 
National Forest System in the context of multiple-use management.  A 500 
foot “utility corridor” seriously disrupts wildlife migration routes and 
mars the natural appearance of NFS lands.
Additionally, establishment of such a corridor creates an incentive for 
the future co-location of additional projects, thus making it more likely 
that private landowners along the present route will be subject to 
further takings by eminent domain.  Very few private landowners have the 
acreage or financial resources to withstand repeated assaults on their 
private property rights.  It is incumbent on FERC to safeguard the 
private property rights of US citizens.
Third, these multiple pipeline projects propose to take natural gas away 
from the areas where it is produced, thus discouraging local industrial 
development that is so vitally needed in these economically struggling 
areas.
Lastly, in their proposals, the developers of these natural gas pipeline 
projects assert that subscription rates for pipeline capacity demonstrate 
the need for additional natural gas in the target region, but they fail 
to compare the region’s existing natural gas supply capacity to its 
expected future peak demand for natural gas. A recent study has evaluated 
these parameters and finds that, in fact, given existing pipeline 
capacity, existing natural gas storage, the expected reversal of the 
direction of flow on the existing Transco pipeline, and the expected 
upgrade of an existing Columbia pipeline, the supply capacity of the 
Virginia‐Carolinas region’s existing natural gas infrastructure is more 
than sufficient to meet expected future peak demand. This result raises 
significant questions about the need for additional investment in new 
interstate natural gas pipelines in the region.  Additional interstate 
natural gas pipelines, like the Atlantic Coast and Mountain Valley 
projects, are not needed to keep the lights on, homes and businesses 
heated, and existing and new industrial facilities in the region in 
production.  This demonstrates that the pipelines’ primary purpose is 
clearly export rather than the benefit of US citizens.
In closing, I would like to point out that the proposal of a “utility 
corridor” implies that the pipeline companies would fall under the 
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purview of a utility and must therefore be regulated as such, including 
the strict limitations on profits.  Indeed, if private land is being 
taken by a for-profit company for what they assert is a public project, 
the profits should accrue to the US Treasury and not to fill the coffers 
of a private company.
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-----Original Message-----
From: bondurantlaw <bondurantlaw@aol.com> 
To: vcraft <vcraft@blm.gov>; mliberat <mliberat@blm.gov> 
Cc: amelvin3 <amelvin3@verizon.net>; jenniferpadams <jenniferpadams@fs.fed.us>; Mary_C_Krueger 
<Mary_C_Krueger@nps.gov>; McCurdy.alaina <McCurdy.alaina@epa.gov>; Rudnick.barbara 
<Rudnick.barbara@epa.gov> 
Sent: Mon, Dec 26, 2016 10:33 pm 
Subject: Additional public hearings and showing of "need" iin REIS/PEIS 

Dear Agents Craft and Liberatore, 

I'm informed that as you are the Lead Project Manager and Assistant Project Managers, respectively, on the Mountain 
Valley Pipeline Project, I should direct my request for additional public hearings and improved EIS to you. On behalf of 
the Bent Mountain community, I'd like to express appreciation for BLM involvement and concern in this project. We also 
appreciate the extension of time of four days for communications in this matter. I've copied mu colleague Ann Rogers of 
Preserve Roanoke Bent Mountain and the Advisory Committee, as well as related contacts with the Forest Service, Park 
Service and the Environmental Protection Agency. 

Certainly as a neighbor to the Blue Ridge Parkway, Bent Mountain has specific concerns regarding the environment, 
economics and aesthetics wrought by MVP's proposal; but we further snare the substantive and procedural 
concerns of other communities in the throes of the MVP-FERC process. Several of our substantive concerns are set forth 
in Roanoke County's Comments filed with FERC on December 22nd, including the Assessment of Hydrogeologic Impacts 
by geologist Pamela Dodds, and the simulation views from the Blue Ridge Parkway by Hill Studios. Dr. Dodds and other 
experts have emphasized the connections from the watershed of the Jefferson National Forest, through karst landscapes 
in Montgomery County, on to the proposed crossing at Roanoke River and to a major source of regional drinking water 
at Spring Hollow Reservoir. That the Roanoke Logperch has been afforded protections here in other infrastructure 
projects speaks not just to the importance of that fish alone, but to an ecosystem worthy of our best efforts to protect it. 

We've voiced our procedural concerns for some time--throughout the "open house" process, scoping, and now the 
DEIS public comment process. (It's worth noting that Roanoke County's request for additional "seeping" hearings was 
ignored. The County has also voiced questions regarding the "public" hearing process on November 3rd at the Roanoke 
Sheraton.) We would ask you to consider the plight of the rural elderly, among others, who are often not technology 
literate and often cannot not participate in an online process--MVP admits in Resource Report 5 that the rural elderly are 
disproportionately affected--but that the company has no mitigation duty because it will do no harm. Additional hearings 
would afford a public voice to the elderly and others for whom technology or distance from the November 3rd Roanoke 
hearing at the Sheraton Airport were a barrier to Due Process. 

Noting that your agency questioned whether the applicant had presented any bona fide "public need", we appreciate your 
consideration of a "Revised EIS." However, we would also ask you to consider the link below and the attached brief 
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submitted by attorneys for Preserve Craig, Inc., in support of a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Marcellus shale region. The attached brief offers examples of PElS used to assess public need in planning federal 
infrastructure-- in fact the Department of Interior, together with the Department of Energy, conducted the regional analysis 
for the Western Pipeline Expansion Project. FERC Commissioners have repeatedly averred that they are unable to do a 
PElS, when in reality, the FERC's umbrella agency, the DOE, has conducted at least one; and several have been 
undertaken by federal agencies since 2004. A PElS would assist agency planning in this and other 
projects. http:llwww.roanoke.com/opinionlcommentarv/stanton-and-wolf-natural-gas-pipelines-need-re-think
andlarticle 725de078-127e-5bd3-b950-d6a 180b2faeb. html 

Thank you for your time, expertise and commitment in considering our requests. If it would help your analysis, we would 
be glad to give you a driving and walking tour of the Roanoke River Crossing, the top of Poor Mountain and on to Adney 
Gap at the Parkway, which would cover the route through Roanoke County. Please feel free to respond by email, or call at 
the number below if you have any questions or concerns. 

Kind Regards, 

Roberta M. Bondurant 
Preserve Roanoke/Bent Mountain 
(540) 793-4769 
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