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Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC (referred to in the following 
as “MVP”) has proposed extending its 303-mile fracked 
gas pipeline from southern Virginia into central North 
Carolina. MVP has made multiple claims about the 
benefits of the extension, which they call MVP Southgate, 
that are not supported by evidence. In addition to MVP’s 
faulty arguments regarding need,1 MVP has also claimed 
there would be economic benefits from the dirty infra-
structure project. MVP hired FTI Consulting to conduct a 
study of these potential benefits of the MVP Southgate 
pipeline.2 Here we outline how each of these claims of 
benefits is faulty.

We also include a discussion of the negative costs to com-
munities, local economies, public health, and more that 
would accompany this project. Many experts have pointed 
to the problematic yet consistent tendency of companies 
proposing new pipelines to identify only the purported 
benefits of the project. This creates an uneven playing 
field and does not give regulators, elected officials, or the 
public the appropriate information to assess proposed 
projects and make decisions. 

MVP Overstates Claimed Benefits
First, we need to address the methodology of FTI’s study 
and the inclusion of direct, indirect, and induced economic 
impacts in all of MVP’s claims. Direct economic impacts 
result from activities that occur as a direct consequence 
of the project (i.e., spending by MVP or people hired by 
MVP). Indirect economic impacts result from activities 
that occur due to “directly” affected industries spending 
a portion of their revenues on goods and services along 

their supply chain. Induced impacts are one step further 
away; they are the economic activities that result from the 
spending of the income earned by employees within the 
“directly” and “indirectly” affected industries (i.e., at retail 
stores, restaurants, etc.).

The FTI study uses an input-output model called IMPLAN 
to determine the economic benefits of the MVP Southgate 
project. FTI inputs assumptions about spending for the 
project, and IMPLAN returns direct, indirect, and induced 
economic impacts. The problem is that input-output 
models like IMPLAN are built on the assumption that all 
future spending and hiring decisions are made the same 
way that they have historically been made. For instance, if 
a household or business finds itself with higher wages or 
increased revenues, the only thing that household or busi-
ness can do in the model is use that additional money in 
the same way they have historically used money. However, 
in the real world this is not how everyone operates. For 
example, businesses in the real world innovate and change 
their processes in order to minimize costs, which leads to 
less indirect spending. This issue in the model’s assump-
tions means that input-output models overestimate firm 
spending and “multiplier effects.”3 Multiple reviews of 
such models’ performance have found this to be true. In 
one review of 23 studies using these models, only four 
studies correctly predicted longer run economic growth.4 
In another study, “Robertson (2003)5 tested predictions 
from input-output models against actual experience in 15 
communities in Southeast Alaska. He found that initial 
economic inputs do not “cause changes in economic 
activity serving local demand for the average community… 
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The implications of these results [are that] secondary 
economic impacts [i.e. ‘multiplier effects’] cannot be taken 
as a foregone conclusion in policy analysis” (p. iii).”6 

A further problem with how FTI uses IMPLAN to predict 
MVP Southgate’s economic benefits is in their choices 
of impact regions. The study uses the entire states of 
Virginia and North Carolina, but the proposed MVP 
Southgate pipeline crosses only three counties. Using a 
larger region leads once again to overstated economic 
benefits through a larger multiplier effect. The larger 
the impact region, the more likely that direct, indirect, or 
induced spending can happen within it. A much smaller 
subset region would more appropriately reflect potential 
benefits to the areas most impacted by the project. For 
example MVP Southgate may be able to buy materials 
in northern Virginia, over 200 miles away from where 
the pipeline would be located in southern Virginia, but by 
including all of Virginia in the impact region, the impact 
of that spending is still counted as direct spending and 
then, due to the multiplier effect, counted as additional 
indirect and induced spending. MVP provides no rationale 
for using the entire state as the study region, when a much 
smaller subset region is appropriate. Claims of economic 
benefits must be scrutinized with this lens in order to 
understand whether and what percent of the projected 

benefits will actually accrue to the impacted counties.

On top of those issues, the input-output model is also 
misused to estimate long-term economic effects. “Where 
the economic base approach gets into trouble is when it 
is used inappropriately as a tool for planning or predicting 
impacts of greater than one year in duration; a snapshot 
of current conditions tells little about the form a region’s 
future economy may take.”7 This is due to the nature 
of the model, which assumes a static economy where 
spending patterns never change.8 For example, the model 
assumes that if a family makes $20,000 more than in the 
previous year, they will continue to spend that money the 
same way they had been spending the rest of their money 
for instance by buying proportionally more groceries. The 
model does not take into account the fact that increases 
in income can lead to different kinds of spending. For 
example the family might decide to spend some of this 
new income on a vacation outside of their local region 
rather than buying more of the same items within their 
local region.

These methodological problems suggest that MVP’s 
reported economic benefits are generally overestimated. 
The model’s bias only exacerbates the more specific ways 
in which MVP overstates the project’s potential benefits, 
discussed below.

MVP Claim 1: There will be short term 
economic benefits associated with 
construction activity.9 
Thirty-nine percent of the project’s estimated capital 
expense would purportedly be spent directly in Virginia 
and North Carolina. MVP offers no estimate of how much, 
if any, of this capital would be spent in the areas within 
these states that the pipeline would actually traverse. 
In Virginia, MVP Southgate would cross one county, 
Pittsylvania County, and in North Carolina it would cross 
two, Rockingham and Alamance. While the communities 
in these counties will bear most of the burden of the nega-
tive impacts of the pipeline (discussed in depth below), 
MVP offers no estimate of how much of the spending 
would occur in these communities.

Similarly, MVP cites the number of jobs they expect the 
project to generate, but fail to mention that the over-
whelming majority of the positions end when construction 
concludes. Ongoing operation and maintenance of the 
pipeline would support only four direct jobs in Virginia or 
North Carolina. Furthermore, many of the jobs they claim 
to create are actually positions that are already filled, 
with the employee simply moving from a separate project 
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on to the MVP. It is important that communities be built 
on family-sustaining jobs, and MVP’s use of smoke and 
mirrors to artificially inflate their job totals makes it nearly 
impossible for local leaders and potential employees to 
rely on them to make important decisions. 

These stated benefits ignore the potential job losses that 
the communities the pipeline crosses could face. In other 
communities with proposed pipelines, businesses have re-
ported that the pipeline construction and operation would 
reduce the number of planned new jobs and threaten new 
positions being created in those areas. For instance, in 
Nelson County, Virginia plans for a $35 million resort have 
stalled due to the planned Atlantic Coast Pipeline.10 This 
resort project alone would employ at least 50 full-time 
and 50 to 75 part-time permanent employees, far more 
(and more sustainable) jobs than pipelines offer. A family 
farm in Rocky Mount, Virginia was put out of business 
by Mountain Valley Pipeline’s right of way taking water 
sources and pasture.11 This resort project, farm, and many 
other businesses depend on high environmental quality, 
which pipelines threaten.

MVP Claim 2: Long-term economic 
benefits associated with the increased 
supply of an affordable, cleaner-burning 
fuel that is preferred by many employers.12 
In MVP’s list of economic benefits, it lists ad valorem 
taxes as a separate item in a list that includes the direct 
spending of capital expenses.13 MVP is once again mis-
leading, as the direct spending estimate includes the ad 
valorem taxes, essentially double counting this supposed 
benefit.14 

Ad valorem taxes are not guaranteed. They are based on 
pipeline mileage, county tax rates, and, importantly, “the 
monetary value of the project.”15 Ad valorem taxes are 
assessed according to value. Unlike houses or land, there 
is no standard marketplace to determine the fair market 
value of a pipeline. Many factors, like overestimating 
revenues or underestimating costs (which we know has 
happened to similar pipelines recently16), can reduce the 
projections of fair market value that these tax estimates 
are based on, therefore reducing the taxes the localities 
will actually receive.

MVP states the taxes that they may pay, but they do 
not account for the taxes that might be lost due to the 
pipeline. The area may lose taxes in a few ways.

Lost Property Tax Revenues
A new dangerous fracked gas pipeline will reduce sur-
rounding property values, which reduces property taxes 
the area receives. While the Interstate Natural Gas 
Association of America (INGAA) may insist that pipelines 
do not affect property values, their claims have been 
refuted and more reliable research shows that potential 
home buyers are less interested, or entirely uninterested, 
in properties near pipelines—and that property values 
decrease by over 10%.17 (See Key-Log Economics for a 
more thorough explanation.18) This has been confirmed by 
recent evidence; in a review of properties in Virginia that 
have signed easements for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline, 
Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League found property 
values have dropped.19 In a more specific example, after 
construction of the Mountain Valley Pipeline, a sinkhole 
opened in the backyard of a home in Lindside, West 
Virginia making the property “virtually unsellable.”20 

Forgone Economic Development 
Opportunities
MVP insists that gas is preferred by many employers, 
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much more interested in truly clean energy. In a letter 
to Dominion after its fossil-heavy integrated resource 
plan was released, 10 major data companies including 
Adobe, Apple, LinkedIn, Microsoft, and Salesforce were 
quite clear about their preferences: “Companies provid-
ing or using data centers want to power our operations 
with renewable energy resources like wind and solar.”21 
Supporting fossil fuel expansion can deter these busi-
nesses from locating in the area. Additionally, the area 
would likely lose out on tourists, workers, and retirees as 
people choose to visit or live in places that are prioritizing 
environmental health. This has ripple effects on spending 
in the local communities and on taxes.

Additional Ignored Costs
There are numerous other costs that MVP ignores in its 
discussion of economic impacts.

1. Costs passed on to ratepayers to pay for this dirty 
infrastructure: Self-dealing affiliate agreements 
between the companies that build the pipelines and 
the companies that purchase the gas increase the 

likelihood that ratepayers will be saddled with these 
increased costs for decades. Oil Change International 
provides a more detailed explanation of this dynamic.22 

2. Health Costs: Along with the actual pipeline infra-
structure, MVP Southgate will include building at 
least one new compressor station, which would cause 
numerous negative health impacts.23 People living near 
compressor stations experience respiratory impacts; 
sinus problems; throat, eye, and nasal irritation; vision 
impairment; sleep disturbances; and severe headaches. 
These ailments will increase health care costs and lead 
to reduced economic productivity. 

3. Community Service Costs

d. Road Maintenance: Heavy construction vehicles 
used to build the pipeline will drive throughout 
these communities, accelerating the deterioration 
of roads not meant for this type of traffic. In one 
instance in Virginia, MVP construction led to erosion 
that caused eight inches of mud to cover a road.24 
This forced a road closure, keeping those in the 
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area from their normal productivity. While pipeline 
companies may make promises to clean up these 
problems, there have been documented instances of 
inadequate maintenance.25 Local governments with 
already strained budgets will have to find the money 
to fix any damage that the companies ignore.

e. Emergency Services: Unfortunately pipelines do 
explode, causing serious loss of life and property.26 
The areas through which the pipeline crosses will 
have to increase their emergency services abilities 
in order to be prepared for a pipeline accident in 
their community. 

f. Property Damage: During construction of a pipeline, 
construction crews can cause damage to the sur-
rounding area, and MVP does not have a good track 
record. In Franklin County, Virginia, six landowners’ 
property was damaged by MVP’s failure to control 
stormwater run-off, which caused a mudslide. 
The landowners note that MVP shows a “startling 
disregard” for the construction impacts.27 That is 
just one of the hundreds of documented instances 
where MVP’s inadequate construction practices 
have adversely affected neighboring landowners.

7. Lost Ecosystem Service Value: The MVP Southgate 
pipeline will disturb natural processes and reduce 
the natural benefits that these communities were 
previously enjoying. For example, ecosystem services 
include water filtration, aesthetic quality, wildlife 
habitat, and food production. MVP Southgate will 
reduce the natural capacity for all of these benefits, 
meaning the communities will have to come up 
with more expensive, man-made solutions or suffer 
economic losses. For the MVP mainline, lost ecosystem 
service value estimates total between $4.1 and 
$14.8 million each year.28 In Alamance County, North 
Carolina, one of the three counties the pipeline would 
cross, the county commissioners unanimously voted 
to approve a resolution opposing the MVP extension 
citing numerous concerns over degradation of the 
natural environment.29 

8. Social Cost of Carbon: The MVP Southgate will 
transport fracked gas to end users, leaking methane, a 
potent greenhouse gas, all along the way. Downstream 
combustion of the fracked gas will release carbon 
dioxide into the atmosphere. The social cost of 
carbon is a tool that monetizes the damage (e.g., lost 
agricultural productivity, human health impacts, and 
property damage) associated with an incremental 
increase in emissions. The cost of climate change 
cannot be ignored; according to the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, “climate change is 
increasing the frequency of some types of extremes 
that lead to billion-dollar disasters.”30 In 2018, disaster 
costs in North Carolina totaled between three to five 
percent of North Carolina’s Gross State Product, the 
highest percentage in the nation.31 

MVP’s claimed economic benefits are overstated and 
inaccurate. While MVP ignores the costs of its proposed 
Southgate pipeline to the communities it would cross, that 
does not stop those costs from happening. The communi-
ties along the planned route would bear the brunt of these 
costs, while MVP’s executives reap the profits.
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