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Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO69 – Chesapeake Climate Action Network

See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS.  The EIS concludes that construction and operation of the 
projects would not have significant impacts on environmental 
resources; except for the clearing of forest.

CO69-1

Cumulative impacts are addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.CO69-2

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.  See also section 1.3.3 of the draft EIS.

CO69-3

The reasons the FERC did not prepare a programmatic NEPA 
document are explained in section 1.3.

CO69-8

The Commission would consider need in its Project Order (see 
section 1.2.3 of the EIS).

CO69-7

Historic Districts and archaeological sites are discussed in section 
4.10 of the EIS.

CO69-6

Cumulative effects are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS. CO69-5

Water quality and streams are discussed in section 4.3.2 of the 
EIS.

CO69-4



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO70 – Preserve Roanoke/Preserve Bent Mountain/Protect Our Water, Heritage, Rights (POWHR)

This is not a comment on the draft EIS produced by the FERC 
staff in September 2016 for the MVP.  Comments on surveying 
are noted. 

CO70-1
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Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO71 – Indian Creek Watershed Association

Cumulative effects are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.CO71-1
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Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO72 – Preserve Monroe (on behalf of Paula L. Mann)

Air quality issues associated with construction are discussed in 
section 4.11.1 of the EIS.  See the response to CO55-5 regarding 
herbicides (which would not be used without landowner consent). 

CO72-1

Water supplies are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.CO72-5

Steep slopes and landslides are addressed in section 4.1 of the 
EIS.  See the response to IND177-1 regarding landslides and 
Mountain Valley’s revised Landslide Mitigation Plan.

CO72-4

Air quality and water quality are discussed in sections 4.11.1 and 
4.3 of the EIS, respectively.

CO72-3

Organic farms are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.  Mountain 
Valley developed a OFPP to reduce impacts on organic farms.

CO72-2



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO72 – Preserve Monroe (on behalf of Paula L. Mann)

See the responses to FA11-4 and FA11-5 regarding the ANST.  
Mountain Valley proposes to cross under the ANST via bore.  
Visual impact analysis of KOP is included in section 4.8 of the 
EIS.  Tourism is addressed in section 4.9. 

CO72-6



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO73 – The Student Chapter of the Wildlife Society at Virginia Tech

See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS.  Surveys were designed and conducted by Mountain 
Valley’s consultants in coordination with permitting agencies and 
are subject to review and verification by permitting agencies.  
Impacts on habitats were discussed in section 4.4 of the EIS; 
impacts on wildlife in section 4.5.  Survey reports referenced in 
the EIS can be found in the public record for this proceeding 
through the FERC’s eLibrary system.  

CO73-1



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO73 – The Student Chapter of the Wildlife Society at Virginia Tech

See the response to FA11-2 regarding pending data.  Courts have 
held that plans do not need to be completed at the NEPA stage, if 
they are done before construction is allowed.

CO73-2

Amphibians, including salamanders, are discussed in sections 4.5 
and 4.7 of the EIS.

CO73-5

The tri-colored bat is discussed in section 4.7 of the EIS along 
with other special status species and their habitats.  Federally 
listed species are discussed in additional detail in our BA. 

CO73-4

Surveys were designed and conducted by Mountain Valley’s 
professional consultants in coordination with permitting agencies 
and are subject to review and verification by permitting agencies.

CO73-3



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO73 – The Student Chapter of the Wildlife Society at Virginia Tech

Surveys were designed and conducted by Mountain Valley’s 
professional consultants in coordination with permitting agencies 
and are subject to review and verification by permitting agencies.

CO73-6

As discussed in the draft EIS, the FERC staff continues to 
communicate with the FWS, VAGIF, and the VADCR.  If is not 
possible for the MVP to completely avoid impacts on undisturbed 
habitats.  Forest fragmentation is an on-going process throughout 
the eastern United States due to other infrastructure projects, 
including highways, powerlines, and commercial and residential 
development.

CO73-8

See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS. Our public review period for the draft EIS extended for 90 
days.

CO73-7



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO74 –Western Montgomery County Landowners Association

The comment is descriptive in nature.CO74-1



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO74 –Western Montgomery County Landowners Association

The comment is descriptive in nature.CO74-2

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.CO74-6

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.CO74-5

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.CO74-4

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1. CO74-3
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