
Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO74 –Western Montgomery County Landowners Association

Conversion of the Brush Mountain Inventoried Roadless Area to 
a recommended wilderness study area is outside the scope of this 
project. The crossing of Craig Creek and the crossing of the 
Brush Mountain IRA have been intensely studied by MVP and 
the FS because of the concerns in this comment.  The effects are 
discussed in section 3.5.3.1.  Mountain Valley has committed to 
restoring the riparian area along the tributary to Craig Creek with 
hand planted trees and shrubs.

CO74-7

Section 3.5 of the final EIS has been updated to provide 
additional information regarding alternative routes across the 
Mount Tabor Sinkhole Plain.  Section 4.1 of the final EIS has 
been revised to provide additional details regarding karst features 
in the project area.

CO74-8



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO74 –Western Montgomery County Landowners Association



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO74 –Western Montgomery County Landowners Association

The opposition to the FS LRMP amendments and comments by 
the Western Montgomery County Landowners Association are 
noted. Conversion of the Brush Mountain Inventoried Roadless 
Area to a recommended wilderness study area is outside the 
scope of this project.

CO74-9



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO74 –Western Montgomery County Landowners Association



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO75 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates on behalf of Sweet Springs Valley Water Company

See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS. Need will be discussed in more detail the Commission 
Order, as stated in section 1.2.3 of the draft EIS.  The power of 
eminent domain was assigned by an Act of Congress.

CO75-1

Impacts to the Sweet Springs Valley Water Bottling Company 
are not anticipated as the facility is in a different watershed about 
19 miles northeast of the MVP. 

CO75-2



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO75 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates on behalf of Sweet Springs Valley Water Company

Section 4.1 discusses karst terrain and section 4.3 of the EIS 
discusses groundwater, springs, and water supplies.  

CO75-3



Company and Non-Governmental Organization Comments

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO75 – Appalachian Mountain Advocates on behalf of Sweet Springs Valley Water Company



Comment noted. 

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO76 – Appalachian Mountain Club

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

CO76-1

The FERC will not issue a supplemental draft EIS.  However, we 
will issue a final EIS that addresses comments on the draft.  The 
EIS discusses the ANST and visual resources in section 4.8.  

CO76-2



See the response to comments FA10-1 regarding Amendments 2, 
3, and 4.

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO76 – Appalachian Mountain Club

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

CO76-3

Comment notedCO76-6

Cumulative impacts from both the MVP and ACP on the ANST 
are disclosed in section 4.13 of the EIS. 

CO76-4

See the responses to CO76-2, CO76-3, and CO76-4.  Impact 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures are discussed 
in each resource section.

CO76-5



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO76 – Appalachian Mountain Club

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



Comments have been addressed in the final EIS as appropriate.

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO77 – Friends of Central Shenandoah

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

CO77-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO78 – New River Valley Bicycle Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See the response to comment CO74-7 regarding crossing Craig 
Creek and the Brush Mountain IRA.  See the response to 
comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.  Conversion of the 
Brush Mountain Inventoried Roadless Area to a congressionally-
designated Wilderness is outside the scope of this project.

CO78-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO78 – New River Valley Bicycle Association

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO79 – Virginia Petroleum Council

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Comment noted.CO79-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO79 – Virginia Petroleum Council

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO80 – The Nature Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Comments from TNC submitted prior to the preparation of the 
draft EIS were addressed in that document; see section 4.8.

CO80-1

The FERC will not issue a supplemental  draft EIS.  However, 
we will issue a final EIS that addresses comments on the draft.  

CO80-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO80 – The Nature Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

We provide new information and evaluate alternatives that would 
avoid TNC Poor Mountain easements in the final EIS in section 
3.5.

CO80-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO80 – The Nature Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

We have updated our discussion of impacts on interior forest in 
the final EIS.  Restoration of formerly forested areas is discussed 
in sections 4.4 and 4.5 of the EIS.  The draft EIS did 
acknowledge how long restoration of forest would take in section 
4.5.1. 

CO80-4



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO80 – The Nature Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO80 – The Nature Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Information on threatened and endangered species has been 
updated in section 4.7 of the final EIS.

CO80-5

Sections 4.1 and 4.3 discuss the interconnected relationship 
between karst and groundwater resources.  As explained in 
section 4.1, known caves would be avoided.  Section 3.5 explores 
alternatives that would avoid the Mount Tabor Sinkhole Plain 
which contains a concentration of karst features.  Sections 4.5 
and 4.7 of our EIS discuss subterranean habitats extensively for 
species such as multiple bats and Ellet valley millipede. The 
VADCR is not requiring surveys for the millipede because cave 
habitat would be avoided.

CO80-6

Climate change is discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.CO80-7



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO80 – The Nature Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Mountain Valley filed a public version of its revised MBCP on 
May 11, 2017 (see table 2.4-2).  The final EIS has been updated 
with new information for migratory birds.

CO80-8

Mountain Valley filed a revised Landslide Mitigation Plan in 
March 2017 (see table 2.4-2).

CO80-9



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO80 – The Nature Conservancy

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Comment noted.CO80-10



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO81 – Preserve Roanoke

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The Coles-Terry Rural Historic District is addressed in section 
4.10 of the EIS. 

CO81-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO82 – Preservation Virginia

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

FERC staff is consulting with Virginia SHPO for all 
determinations of eligibility and project effects, as stated in 
section 4.10 of the final EIS.  The SHPO indicated that the 
Lynchburg and Danville Railroad Historic District is not eligible 
for the NRHP.   New South Associates found the Tosh Farm and 
Mease Cemetery,  Tobacco Barn at 8424 Museville Rd.,  Mease 
Farm, Toney Tobacco Barn,  Calloway Level Primitive Baptist 
Church and Cemetery,  and Cemetery at 71-5496 to be not 
eligible for the NRHP, and the VADHR concurred.  The Phillip 
Craft House is outside the APE and not recorded or evaluated; 
and would not be affected by the MVP.  Archaeological site 
44PY427 will be avoided.  

CO82-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO82 – Preservation Virginia

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Parties that signed a confidentiality agreement with Mountain 
Valley were provided copies of archaeological survey reports that 
pertained to their area of interest.   As reflected in the final EIS, 
the entire pipeline route (19.5 miles) in Pittsylvania County, 
Virginia has been inventoried for cultural resources. 

CO82-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO82 – Preservation Virginia

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

No archaeological sites were recorded at the crossing of the Pigg 
River; although site 44PY4327 (not eligible) was located about 
1,000 feet to the west of the river.  The Virginia SHPO accepted 
the archaeological survey reports for Pittsylvania County; so no 
additional work is necessary.  Archaeological sites 44PY417, 
418, 419, 421, 422, 424, and 425 were tested and found not 
eligible.  Site 44PY427 would be avoided.  Mountain Valley 
should have provided Preservation Virginia with copies of all 
cultural resources reports pertaining to Pittsylvania County.

CO82-3

An assessment of visual resources is included  in section 4.8 of 
the EIS.

CO82-4



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO83 – The American Petroleum Institute

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The statements are noted.CO83-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO83 – The American Petroleum Institute

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO83 – The American Petroleum Institute

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS.  The FERC will not issue a supplemental draft EIS.  
However, we will issue a final EIS that addresses comments on 
the draft.

CO84-1

We disagree.  Alternatives are discussed in detail in section 3 of 
the EIS.  This EIS concludes that the projects would not have 
significant adverse effects on the public or environmental 
resources (except for the clearing of forest).

For existing pipeline infrastructure to be a viable alternative (i.e., 
system alternative), then that system must have available 
capacity.  Our analysis does not require an alternative to follow 
the same alignment as the proposed route, see our analysis in 
section 3.3 of the WB Xpress Pipeline Alternative and section 
3.4. of the Northern Pipeline – ACP Collocation Alternative.  We 
also evaluated a single pipeline alternative - see section 3.3 of the 
EIS.  

The FERC analysis all applications independently, and the 
applicants must document that they market support.  The WB 
Xpress, ACP, and MVP all have different shippers.
The use of trucks and railways is a natural gas transportation 
alternative was raised by commenters, and considered in section 
3.  Renewable energy sources and energy efficiency are 
discussed in section 3 of the EIS.  

CO84-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See the response to CO16-1 regarding eminent domain.CO84-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

We disagree.  Climate change is discussed in sections 4.11 and 
4.13 of the EIS.  

CO84-4



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Erosion control measures would be employed as specified in the 
FERC’s Plan. 

CO84-5

See the response CO55-4.CO84-6



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Pipelines have been installed on steep slopes all over the country, 
including in the Rockies, Sierra, and Cascades.   See section 4.1 
of the EIS for measure that would mitigate impacts on slopes.  
See section 2.4 of the EIS regarding erosion control plans.

CO84-7



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Erosion control measures would be employed as specified in the 
FERC’s Plan. 

CO84-8



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Slope breakers would be installed and maintained as specified in 
the FERC’s Plan. 

CO84-9



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

In October 2016, Mountain Valley filed data indicating that no 
waterbodies would be crossed using wet-open cuts.  The final 
EIS has been updated accordingly.

CO84-10

See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding sedimentation 
and turbidity. 

CO84-11



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

The comments regarding EQT’s environmental record are noted.CO84-12



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Inspections would continue until revegetation is deemed 
adequate.  Inspections would not be arbitrarily ended after the 
second growing season if revegetation progress was not suitable. 

CO84-13



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Soil compaction testing and mitigation is discussed in section 4.2 
of the EIS.

CO84-14



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Impacts on groundwater resources are addressed in section 4.3 of 
the EIS.

CO84-15

Section 4.1 discusses karst terrain and section 4.3 of the EIS 
discusses groundwater, springs, and water supplies. 

CO84-16



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Soil compaction testing and mitigation is discussed in section 4.2 
of the EIS.  Groundwater flow patterns and mitigation are 
discussed in section 4.3.1 of the EIS and in appendix L.

CO84-17

Section 4.3 addresses impacts on waterbodies, including those 
which would be closely paralleled by the pipeline.

CO84-18



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS. The courts have held that plans do not have to be finalized a 
the NEPA stage.  Therefore, we include recommendations in the 
EIS that would require final data prior to construction. 

CO84-19

The 15-foot riparian buffer is based on standard FERC policy, 
which was reviewed and updated by the FERC staff in May 
2013, see the FERC’s Procedures section V.B.3.c.

CO84-20

Mountain Valley would maintain buffers as denoted in the 
FERC’s Procedures.

CO84-21

Waterbody riparian buffers, impacts, and mitigation are discussed 
in sections 4.3 and 4.4 of the EIS. 

CO84-22



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Mountain Valley has modified its pipeline route to only cross 
Craig Creek at one location.  Mountain Valley also submitted a 
revised sedimentation plan for the Jefferson National Forest.  
Updated information can be found in section 4.3 of the final EIS.  
Inspections would continue until revegetation is deemed 
adequate.  Inspections would not be arbitrarily ended after the 
second growing season if revegetation progress was not suitable. 
See also the response to comment FA11-15 regarding 
sedimentation and turbidity. 

CO84-23



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Landslides and mitigation as described in Mountain Valley’s 
revised Landslide Mitigation Plan are discussed in section 4.1 of 
the EIS.  Factors that could potentially contribute to landslides 
are provided in appendix N.

CO84-24



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Stormwater permitting, impacts, and mitigation are discussed in 
sections 1.5, 4.1, and 4.3 of the EIS.

CO84-25



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Other than aboveground facilities and permanent access roads 
(which would be graveled, not impervious), the areas disturbed 
by Mountain Valley would be revegetated. 

CO84-26

Calculations noted.CO84-27



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

Forested areas would be impacted by the proposed project as 
discussed in sections 4.4 and 4.5 of the EIS.  Mountain Valley 
would maintain buffers as denoted in the FERC’s Procedures.  
Areas subject to conservation easements and similar designations 
would be avoided where possible (see section 3.5 of the EIS) 
and/or subject to special crossing plans (see section 4.8.2 of the 
EIS).

CO84-28

Soil compaction testing and mitigation is discussed in section 4.2 
of the EIS.  Soil permeability and water infiltration is discussed 
in sections 4.1 and 4.3 of the EIS. 

CO84-29

We believe that the proposed erosion controls would reduce   
runoff.

CO84-30



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS and regarding pending data.  See the response to LA1-4 
regarding pipelines built through mountainous terrain. 

CO84-31



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO84 – Sierra Club, VA Chapter

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



The EIS concludes that projects would not have significant 
adverse impacts on mountain ecosystems (except for the clearing 
of forest.  The Commission would decide on the benefits of the 
projects in their Order.  

Water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  Invasive 
plants are discussed in section 4.4 of the EIS.  See the response to 
comment IND12-1 regarding property values.  Safety is 
discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS.  

The FERC’s public outreach process is summarized in section 
1.4 of the EIS.  While the public may comment on environmental 
issues, the Commissioners are the decision makers.
The FERC staff addressed data gaps in Mountain Valley’s 
applications and supplements in multiple EIRs.
The draft EIS was not rushed into production, and was produced 
about two years after staff began its environmental review of the 
project.  

Cultural attachment is discussed in section 4.10  of the final EIS.  
Erosion control on steep slopes is discussed in sections 2 and 4.1.
Section 4.9 of the EIS discusses expert studies of pipeline 
impacts on property values.  Karst terrain and impacts on 
groundwater are discussed in sections 4.1 and 4.3.
Environmental surveys have been completed for about 90 percent 
of the MVP pipeline route, providing adequate data to support 
our conclusions.

Forest plan amendments considered by the FS are discussed in 
section 4.8 of the EIS.

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO85 – Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

CO85-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO85 – Preserve Craig

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



Climate change, GHGs, and cumulative impacts are discussed in
sections 4.11 and 4.13 of the EIS. Fugitive methane leaks are
discussed in section 4.11 of the EIS. Induced natural gas
production is discussed in section 1.3 of the EIS. Renewable
energy sources and energy efficiency are discussed in section 3
of the EIS.

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO86 – Oil Change International

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

CO86-1



The draft EIS does not need to be redone; it was sufficient to 
meet the standards issued by the CEQ in implementing 
regulations for compliance with NEPA.  We will produce a final 
EIS that addresses comments on the draft EIS.  Our public 
involvement process was also sufficient, see section 1.4 of the 
EIS. 

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO87 – Friends of Buckingham, VA

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

CO87-1

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

CO87-2

See the response to FA11-2 regarding the adequacy of the draft 
EIS.

CO87-3



Water resources, including streams and springs, are discussed in 
section 4.3 of the EIS.

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO88 – Wild Virginia

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

CO88-1



The EIS concludes that the projects would not have significant 
environmental impacts on most resources (except for the clearing 
of forest).  The FERC does not regulate the exploration or 
production of natural gas; that is the purview of individual states 
(see section 1.3 of the EIS).  

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

CO89-1



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



Pipeline safety is discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS.

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

CO89-2



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



Water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  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.  
Sedimentation effects and mitigation measures, including 
consideration of steep slopes, aquatic habitats, long-term 
maintenance, and routing, are discussed throughout the EIS.  
Smith Mountain and Leesville Lakes are discussed in sections 4.9 
and 4.13.1 of the EIS and see the response to CO14-1.  Potential 
impacts to groundwater are discussed in section 4.3.1 of the EIS 
and based on the information presented there, we conclude that 
the MVP would be unlikely to affect groundwater in a manner 
that would impact Smith Mountain and Leesville Lakes and their 
pumpback operations. 

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

CO89-3



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



We have recommended that Mountain Valley cross the Pigg 
River using an HDD to reduce impacts.

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

CO89-4



COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments



The entire right-of-way disturbed during construction would be 
revegetated.  In temporary workspaces, trees would be allowed to 
recruit and regrow, and in the permanent right-of-way, a 
grassy/shrub corridor would be maintained.  Impacts to 
vegetation including forest and riparian areas are discussed in 
sections 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5 of the EIS.  Soil compaction testing and 
mitigation is discussed in section 4.2 of the EIS.  See the 
response to CO14-1 regarding blasting.

COMPANIES AND NGOs
CO89 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

COMPANIES AND NGOs Comments

CO89-5
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