
COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO55 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO55 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO55 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO55 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO56 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The reasons FERC did not prepare a programmatic NEPA 
document are explained in section 1.3 of the EIS.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO56 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO56 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO56 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO56 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO57 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

All documents previously submitted to the docket are already 
part of the consolidated administrative record for this proceeding.  
All major environmental issues raised prior to the production of 
the draft EIS were addressed (see section 1.4 of the draft EIS).the 
See the responses to comments FA11-2, LA5-1, and LA13-1 
regarding the adequacy of the draft EIS. 

CO57-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO57 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The route of the MVP pipeline was mostly set at application in 
October 2015, as analyzed in the draft EIS, although Mountain 
Valley made minor modifications to the final route in October 
2016 that are addressed in the final EIS.  FERC staff 
independently fact-checked Mountain Valley’s application and 
supplemental filings.  Mountain Valley filed a revised stream 
scour analysis in October 2016, that was later supplemented, and 
these data will be in the final EIS.  The public had 90-days to 
comment on the draft EIS.

CO57-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO57 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The COE will determine if it can issue the necessary permits 
required by the CWA.

CO57-5

The reasons the FERC did not prepare a programmatic NEPA 
document are explained in section 1.3 of the EIS.  See the 
response to comment FA8-1 regarding FS amendments.  

CO57-4

The FERC Plan, which has been adopted by Mountain Valley, 
contains a series of erosion and sedimentation control measures 
as discussed in sections 2.4, 4.2, and 4.3 of the EIS.  The FS will 
analyze project-related impacts on water quality in the Jefferson 
National Forest and their findings are in the EIS.

CO57-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO57 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See responses to comments FA11-2, LA5-1, and LA13-1 
regarding the adequacy of the draft EIS. 
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO57 – Preserve Craig

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO58 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The draft EIS was not flawed.   Cultural resources are addressed 
in section 4.10 of the  EIS.  There are no good reasons to 
withdraw the draft EIS.  The final EIS addresses comments on 
the draft.  See responses to comments FA11-2, LA5-1, and 
LA13-1.  Section 4.10.1 of the final EIS summarized 
consultations with the public regarding compliance with Section 
106 of the NHPA.

CO58-1

The draft EIS was not filled with inaccuracies.  The APE was 
defined in consultation with the SHPO as required by 36 CFR 
800.4(a)(1).  Impacts on Historic Districts are discussed in 
section 4.10.7.1.  It is typical of FERC to complete the Section 
106 after an Order, which is not in violation of the NHPA.  The 
reasons are practicable, for tracts where access was denied, 
surveys cannot be done until after a Certificate when eminent 
domain can be used.  Part 800.4(b)2 allows for the lead agency to 
use a phased process to conduct identification and evaluation 
efforts.  The final EIS has been revised to discuss rural historic 
landscapes and traditional cultural places.  Alternatives are 
discussed in section 3 of the EIS.  All resources in the APE 
within the Greater Newport Rural Historic District (GNRHD) are 
listed on table 4.10.7-3.  Cultural attachment, including the ACE 
report, is discussed in section 4.10.9 of the final EIS.  Tom 
King’s report is discussed in section 4.10.2.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO58 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO58 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment CO58-2.  The FERC is not 
deferring its obligation to comply with Section 106, but is 
making its determinations of project effects in consultation with 
the SHPO, as required under Part 800.  If the project is 
authorized, the Commission would condition its Order so that 
Section 106 must be completed before construction can begin. 
This approach is supported by the ACHP and the courts 
(Grapevine v Department of Transportation 17 f 3rd 1502).

CO58-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO58 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

In response to comments on the draft, we revised our assessment 
of effects on the GNRHD in the final EIS.  Fourteen sites within 
the GNRHD are in the direct APE for the MVP.  Mountain 
Valley used its “Methods for Historic Architecture Criteria of 
Effects Assessment for Virginia” that was approved by the SHPO 
and found that the MVP would have no adverse effects on four 
resources in the GNRHD, and no effect on all others in the 
District.

The MVP pipeline does in fact parallel existing powerlines for 
portions of its route through the GNRDH.  The Pezzoni Report 
and King Report were both filed in the docket prior to the 
issuance of the draft EIS so they are not informed by that 
document.

See table 4.10.7-3 for distances of various resources to the 
proposed MVP.  

Canoe Cave and Tawney Cave are geological features, not 
cultural sites, and are not listed on the GNRHD NRHP 
Registration Form.  The caves are discussed in section 4.1 of the 
EIS (Geology).  Federally listed threatened and endangered 
species are addressed in section 4.7 of the EIS.

Visual impacts on the ANST, including Kelly Knob, are 
discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO58 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO58 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO58 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Section 4.10 of the final EIS has been clarified as appropriate. CO58-5



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO58 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See the response to comment FA8-1. Comments were reviewed 
and incorporated into section 4.10 of the final EIS as applicable.

CO58-6

See the response to FA8-2 regarding the Hybrid 1A alternative.  
Alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the EIS.

CO58-7



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO58 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Comments were reviewed and incorporated into section 4.10 of 
the final EIS as applicable.

CO58-8

The draft EIS complies with both the NHPA and NEPA.CO58-9



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO58 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Mountain Valley hires its own environmental consultants, whose 
work is subject to review by the FERC and permitting agencies 
such as the SHPO.

CO58-10



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO58 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO58 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The MVP does not come under the purview of the DOT so 
Section 4(f) is not relevant.

CO58-11



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO58 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

See response to comment CO58-11.CO58-12



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO58 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Alternatives are addressed in section 3 of the EIS.CO58-13

The FERC staff took comments from the Committee into 
consideration, and revised section 4.10 of the final EIS as 
appropriate.  The final EIS documents the status of our 
compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA.  DOT’s Section 4(f) 
requirements do not apply to the MVP.

CO58-14



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO58 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO58 – Greater Newport Rural Historic District Committee

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO59 – Cave Conservancy of the Virginias (CCV)

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

Section 4.1 of the EIS discusses karst terrain. On October 14,
2016, Mountain Valley filed certain route modifications; in
part, to address recommendations made by the FERC staff in
the September 16, 2016 draft EIS. The new route would
avoid both Canoe Cave and Slussers Chapel Cave. This
information is reflected in the final EIS.

CO59-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO60 – Preserve Roanoke/Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The Blue Ridge Parkway Historic District, Coles-Terry Rural 
Historic District, and Bent Mountain Rural Historic District are 
discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.  The Historic Districts are 
already listed or found to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.  It 
is assumed that all listed or eligible Historic Districts already 
have significance and integrity established.  The draft EIS also 
stated that we have not yet completed the process of compliance 
with Section 106 of the NRHP.  The final EIS has been updated 
to contain additional information. 

CO60-1



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

The draft EIS stated that the FERC staff would not be making its 
final determination of effect for the crossing of the Blue Ridge 
Historic District until after we have completed consultations with 
the NPS and the VADHR.  We disagree with your opinion that 
the MVP would have permanent visual impacts on the Blue 
Ridge Historic District.  We stand by our analysis that impacts 
would be short-term.  The pipeline would be bored under the 
Blue Ridge Parkway, the right-of-way on each side of the 
crossing would be restored and revegetated, and few trees would 
be removed.

CO60-2

COMPANIES AND NGOs
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Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO60 – Preserve Roanoke/Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO60 – Preserve Roanoke/Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO60 – Preserve Roanoke/Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO60 – Preserve Roanoke/Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

In the case of the Coles-Terry Rural Historic District, the draft 
EIS indicated that additional information and consultations with 
the VADHR would be necessary before we could make 
determinations of effect.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO60 – Preserve Roanoke/Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO60 – Preserve Roanoke/Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO60 – Preserve Roanoke/Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO60 – Preserve Roanoke/Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

In the case of the Bent Mountain Rural Historic District, the draft 
EIS indicated that additional information and consultations with 
the VADHR would be necessary before we could make 
determinations of effect.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO60 – Preserve Roanoke/Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO60 – Preserve Roanoke/Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO61 – Indian Creek Watershed Association

See the response to CO34-1 regarding hydrogeologic studies.  
See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS.  The WVDEQ issued a CWA Section 401 Water Quality 
Certificate to Mountain Valley on March 23, 2017.
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Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO61 – Indian Creek Watershed Association



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO62 – Cave Conservancy of the Virginias (CCV)

See the response to CO59-1 regarding karst and caves.CO62-1



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO63 – Rex Coal Land Co., Inc.

Section 4.1 of the final EIS has been revised to address these 
statements.

CO63-1



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO63 – Rex Coal Land Co., Inc.



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO64 – Preserve Craig

See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS.  Alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the EIS.  
Environmental impacts to resources are discussed throughout 
section 4. Scientific studies utilized in the EIS are cited.  While 
Mountain Valley filed minor route modifications in October 
2016, the public had adequate time to comment on post-draft EIS 
supplemental data, as comments were taken by the FERC up to 
December 22, 2016, and past, as discussed in section 1.4 of the 
final EIS.  See the response to CO55-5 regarding herbicides and 
invasive species.
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Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO64 – Preserve Craig



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO64 – Preserve Craig



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO64 – Preserve Craig



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO65 – Preserve Monroe (on behalf of Dorothy Larew)

See the response to CO34-1 regarding hydrogeologic studies.  
See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS.  Section 4.1 of the EIS discusses karst terrain. 

CO65-1

Visual impact analysis of KOP is included in section 4.8 of the 
EIS.
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Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO65 – Preserve Monroe (on behalf of Dorothy Larew)



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO66 – Indian Creek Watershed Association

See the response to CO34-1 regarding hydrogeologic studies.  
See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS.  On March 23, 2017 the WVDEQ issued a CWA Section 
401 Water Quality Certificate to Mountain Valley.
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Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO66 – Indian Creek Watershed Association



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO67 – Indian Creek Watershed Association

See the response to CO34-1 regarding hydrogeologic studies.  
See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS.  On March 23, 2017 the WVDEQ issued a CWA Section 
401 Water Quality Certificate to Mountain Valley.
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Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO67 – Indian Creek Watershed Association



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO68 – Preserve Bent Mountain

Cultural attachment, including the geographic scope of analysis, 
is discussed in section 4.10 of the final EIS.  The Bent Mountain 
Rural Historic District and the Coles-Terry Rural Historic 
District are also discussed in section 4.10.
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COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO68 – Preserve Bent Mountain



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO68 – Preserve Bent Mountain



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO68 – Preserve Bent Mountain



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO68 – Preserve Bent Mountain
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