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The Proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline Jefferson National Forest Segment 
Cultural Attachment Report 

 
 
1.0 Introduction 
 
Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC, (MVP) a joint venture between Equitrans Midstream Partners, LP 
(EQT) and affiliates of NextEra Energy, Inc.; WGL Holdings, Inc.; Vega Energy Partners, Ltd.; Con 
Edison Gas Midstream, LLC and RGC Midstream, LLC, is proposing to construct and operate an 
approximately 301-mile-long 42-inch-diameter natural gas pipeline spanning through 17 counties 
in West Virginia and Virginia. The purpose of the pipeline, referred to as the Mountain Valley 
Pipeline (also MVP), is to provide time-efficient and cost-effective access to the growing demand for 
natural gas for use by local distribution companies, industrial users and power generation in the 
Mid-Atlantic and southeastern markets, and potential markets in the Appalachian region. The 
proposed MVP will extend from the existing Equitrans, LP transmission system and other natural 
gas facilities in Wetzel County, West Virginia to Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Company, LLC’s 
Zone 5 Compressor Station 165 in Pittsylvania County, Virginia. In addition to the pipeline, the MVP 
Project proposes to construct and operate three compressor stations along the route, as well as 
measurement, regulation, and other ancillary facilities required for the safe and reliable operation 
of the pipeline.  
 
The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) is the lead federal agency for the MVP Project. 
On October 23, 2015, MVP filed an application pursuant to Section 7(c) of the Natural Gas Act and 
the FERC regulations seeking (1) a certificate of public convenience and necessity authorizing MVP 
to construct, own, and operate the MVP Project; (2) a blanket certificate of public convenience and 
necessity authorizing MVP to provide open-access interstate transportation services, with pre-
granted abandonment approval; (3) a blanket certificate of public convenience and necessity under 
Part 157, Subpart F of FERC’s regulations for MVP to construct, operate, acquire, and abandon 
certain eligible facilities, and services related thereto; (4) approval for its proposed interim period 
rates and initial recourse rates for transportation service and for its pro forma tariff; and (5) such 
other authorizations or waivers as may be deemed necessary to allow for the construction to 
commence as proposed. FERC is responsible for reviewing and rendering a decision for the 
application, as well as produce an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended for the project.  
 
Tetra Tech Inc. (Tetra Tech), as the prime environmental and permitting contractor for the Project, 
subcontracted Applied Cultural Ecology, LLC (ACE), Sun Valley, Nevada to conduct the current 
study and produce a report regarding cultural attachment as it relates to lands managed by the 
USDA Forest Service, George Washington and Jefferson National Forests (Forest Service).  
 
 
1.1 Study Description and Purpose 
 
The current study is in response to a FERC request to investigate the previously reported cultural 
attachment of local communities to the segments of the proposed MVP Project corridor, as 
represented in the FERC filing, that are within the boundaries of Jefferson National Forest (JNF). 
The overall goal of the study was to provide FERC with a discussion of concept of cultural 
attachment as it pertains to local residents with respect to the MVP segment within the JNF. The 
primary objectives of this study were to: 
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• Investigate the concept of cultural attachment within the field of cultural anthropology and 
identify resource studies that focus on cultural attachment; 

• Provide a discussion of the concept of cultural attachment, particularly as it pertains to 
NEPA-based anthropological studies; 

• Identify and document previously recorded traditional values of identified cultural groups, 
as well as places of cultural and religious importance within the JNF Study Area (defined in 
Section 1.2 below); 

• Identify and interview long-term residents from the cultural groups that may have cultural 
attachment to the JNF Study Area and Peters Mountain and surrounding vicinity; resource 
managers; and others who have knowledge of the nature of the cultural attachment and 
previous studies about cultural attachment; 

 
The current study constitutes an investigation of the concept of cultural attachment for the portion 
of JNF lands as described in Section 1.2 that includes the MVP Project’s crossing of 3.4 miles, and 
not the entire MVP Project corridor or its alternatives. It is not a complete ethnographic assessment 
of the JNF Study Area or Peters Mountain and the surrounding vicinity.  
 
 
1.2 Description of Study Area  
 
Although the entire MVP Project corridor spans over 300 miles across 17 counties in Virginia and 
West Virginia, ACE was asked to focus on those proposed segments that are on JNF lands managed 
by the Forest Service (Figure 1.1). This area is referred to as JNF Study Area within this report. No 
known human inhabitants live on these JNF lands; however, local residents stated to ACE 
researchers that they still practice subsistence methods used over many decades on JNF lands as 
their ancestors did for centuries prior to the establishment of JNF. Cultural attachment as described 
in this report and in prior studies in the MVP Project area is not limited to geographic boundaries. 
Therefore, to provide context for the current study, ACE determined that it would be more 
beneficial to conduct background research for the entirety of the Peters Mountain vicinity. 
 
Peters Mountain is relatively narrow and long, lies in a southwest to northeast direction, and 
crosses Alleghany, Craig, and Giles counties in Virginia and Monroe County in West Virginia. It 
stretches a distance of about 52 miles from the confluence of Ogle Creek into Dunlap Creek near 
Callaghan, Virginia in Alleghany County to the New River near Narrows, Virginia in Giles County. 
Elevations vary from around 2,300 feet (ft) above mean sea level (AMSL) to its highest point 
Hanging Rock at 4,073 ft AMSL. The 4,531-acre Peters Mountain Wilderness Area, managed by the 
Forest Service, George Washington and Jefferson National Forests, was established in 1984 on the 
east slope in Giles County (Forest Service 2015; Wilderness.net 2015). Additionally, a portion of the 
Appalachian National Scenic Trail travels along the crest of Peters Mountain. The proposed Project 
corridor, as represented in the October 2015 FERC filing, crosses JNF in Giles County outside of the 
southwestern edge of the Peters Mountain Wilderness. 
 
There are numerous sandstone outcroppings along the crest of Peters Mountain, as well as several 
high mountain bogs in the vicinity of Pine Swamp Ridge (Wilderness.net 2015). The geology of the 
mountain consists primarily of limestone, shale, and sandstone. Because of the presence of 
limestone, several areas exist that have the potential for karst terrain between Mileposts (MP) 172 
and 234. Some of this part of the proposed corridor crosses Peters Mountain (MVP 2015). During 
the field research for the study, local residents said that most of the Peters Mountain area consisted 
of karst formations as was evidenced by the numbers of sinkholes, caves, springs, and sinking near   



	 	

Figure	1.1.	Map	showing	location	of	proposed	Mountain	Valley	Pipeline	route	in	Peters	Mountain	area	
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creeks throughout the mountain terrain. They also said that the mountain contains many 
freshwater springs that supply most of the water for the local residences. 
 
A deciduous forest covers most of the Peters Mountain Wilderness and includes white ash, 
basswood, cucumber tree, hickory, red maple, chestnut oak, northern red oak, red oak, scarlet oak, 
upland oak, white oak, white pine, Table Mountain pine, Virginia pine, yellow poplar, and tulip tree 
(Wilderness.net 2015). Local residents told ACE researchers that they collect plants from Peters 
Mountain including ramps (wild leeks), morels and other mushrooms, and other various nuts. 
Additionally, some of the local residents maintain nut-bearing and fruit-bearing trees on their 
private lands amidst the native species, like hazelnut, walnut, apple, pear, and cherry trees. People 
also prefer the wood of the American Chestnut (Castanea dentata [Marshall] Borkh.) to make 
furniture and for house construction. Although almost obliterated during the chestnut blight of 
1904-1950, small stands of the American Chestnut are reported to survive in the JNF and on private 
property nearby. 
 
ACE researchers observed numerous deer, as well as squirrels, opossums, and badgers on the 
mountain, and a wide variety of birds. Local residents mentioned other animals, in addition to their 
livestock, known to inhabit Peters Mountain, including coyotes, raccoons, wolves (recently 
reintroduced to the area), mountain lions, and bears.  
 
 
1.3 Report Structure 
 
Since there is no standard format for this type of report, it is structured to best fit a typical cultural 
resources technical report and the requirements of the scope of work. Section 1.0 contains a brief 
introduction and description of the JNF Study Area, as well as the Peters Mountain and surrounding 
vicinity. Section 2.0 details the study methodology. Sections 3.0 through 6.0 contain the results of 
the study’s research, as well as a discussion of cultural attachment as a concept (in Section 5.0) and 
how, for the purposes of NEPA, it is more suitably associated with a discussion of cultural landscape 
rather than as a stand-alone concept (in Section 6.0). Section 7.0 contains a synthesis and summary 
of the data gathered during the archival records and literature review and fieldwork. Section 8.0 
lists a few potential effects as perceived by local residents. Finally, Section 9.0 provides a summary 
based on questions initially raised by FERC and other conclusions based on the available data.  
 
 
2.0 Methods 
 
Several different methods were used for this research. Normally, a data adequacy project would 
entail the review of secondary sources exclusively; however, at the request of the client, ACE 
included a week of field research consisting of an eight-day visit to talk with local residents within 
the Peters Mountain vicinity. Both archival records and available literature review and fieldwork 
were used for the current study.  
 
 
2.1 Archival Records and Literature Research  
 
The literature and archival records research consisted of a review of documents provided to ACE by 
Tetra Tech and FERC, such as previous cultural attachment reports for the AEP 765 kV 
Transmission Line EIS, research on other existing documentation, including, but not limited to, 
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books on Appalachian culture and local history; peer-reviewed academic articles, various 
governmental guidance handbooks, such as those produced by the Forest Service and FERC; MVP 
Project resource reports, submitted with the FERC filing on October 23, 2015; and various comment 
letters, public scoping meeting transcripts, and other documents posted in the on-line FERC 
eLibrary. ACE researchers also conducted Google searches for and reviewed related websites, 
Facebook accounts, and reports from environmental organizations, such as Preserve Craig, 
Preserve Monroe, Save Monroe, Preserve Giles County, and Preserve the New River Valley. 
 
An in-depth literature search was conducted regarding the concept of cultural attachment within 
the field of anthropology, as well as its use as a concept within documentation produced for 
projects regarding environmental impact analysis. The review of academic treatises on cultural 
attachment led to research on the concepts of sense of place, community attachment, and several 
other related and commonly used concepts. ACE staff utilized databases provided by state and 
university library systems to locate peer-reviewed and other articles, book chapters, and books.  
 
 
2.2 Fieldwork  
 
Between November 16 and 23, 2015, ACE staff traveled to the Peters Mountain vicinity in Virginia 
and West Virginia to conduct fieldwork in the form of meetings with local residents, as well as 
interviews with selected individuals regarding the Peters Mountain area. Prior to entering the field, 
ACE staff exchanged emails with potential contacts who live in the Peters Mountain vicinity, as well 
as Forest Service staff at the George Washington and Jefferson National Forest offices in Roanoke, 
Virginia. Some of these contacts in turn contacted others. All of the individual interviews with long-
time residents, meetings with groups roughly based on county affiliation, and tours of the Peters 
Mountain vicinity were arranged as a result of these initial contacts1. Table 2.1 contains a listing 
and brief description of these interviews, meetings, and field tours. ACE staff made contact with 
over 49 individuals for the current study. Forty-five were local residents, three were Forest Service 
staff, and one was a professor at a local university. These individuals represented both long-term 
and shorter-term residents. Some had advanced degrees and a few of them work at Virginia 
Polytechnic Institute and State University in nearby Blacksburg, Virginia. Many of them are 
involved in various special interest groups, like Save Monroe, The Border Conservancy, Preserve 
Craig County, and Preserve Giles County. It must be noted that, due to the interconnected nature of 
community alliances and kin networks with environmental organizations and county officials, some 
individuals represented a number of these categories, and may have participated in more than one 
fieldwork activity. Thirteen of the individuals were interviewed either separately or in small groups 
of two or three people.  
 
ACE researchers attempted to digitally record all interviews and meetings. The recordings from the 
two meetings were transcribed in-house by ACE staff for use in the analysis described in Sections 
2.3 and 2.4 of the current report. An interview protocol was used as a guide, but in ethnographic 
tradition, participants were encouraged to explain themselves in their own words and on their own 
terms. The interview topics focused on the concept of cultural attachment and way of life. Verbal or 
written consent to be interviewed and recorded was obtained (see Appendix A for signed consent 
forms). In situations, such as informal group interviews, or field tours, verbal consent was more 
commonly requested and agreed upon. Those who participated in group meetings were also asked 
to fill out an informal sign-in sheet (Appendix B). 
                                                             
1 This is referred to as the snowball method in anthropology. 
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Table 2.1. Interviews, Meetings, and Field Tours during November 16-23, 20152 

 
Date Activity 

 
11/16/15 

 
Field tour with one local resident and interviews with 2 more local residents in Craig County, 
Virginia.  

11/17/15 Informal introductions with 5 individuals at Senior Center in Greenville, West Virginia. Brief 
introductions to several others. Live music at the Center was too loud to adequately conduct formal 
interviews. Met and went on short field tour with 3 residents from Zenith, West Virginia.  

11/18/15 Met with Jennifer Adams, Ken Lagraf, and Karen Overcash at George Washington and Jefferson 
National Forest offices in Roanoke, Virginia. 

11/19/15 Meeting with 10 local residents at a church in Newport, Virginia. Field tour with 4 of these 
residents. 

11/20/15 Met with and interviewed 3 residents in Paint Bank, Virginia. Field tour with Maury Johnson, along 
border of Craig, Virginia and Monroe, West Virginia counties. Brief introductions to 4 other people 
during field tour. Interview with professor in Blacksburg, Virginia. 

11/21/15 Met with and interviewed 3 residents at their homeplace near Zenith, West Virginia. Field tour of 
springs and Peters Mountain. 

11/22/15 Meeting with 16 local residents at Senior Center in Lindside, West Virginia. 
11/23/15 Visited Craig County Historical Society Museum, New Castle, Virginia. Field tour of springs and 

farms. Interviews with 5 residents from Craig and Giles County. 
 

 
 
ACE researchers also conducted field visits and interviews regarding the nearby area of Sinking 
Creek along Route 42 (also known as the Cumberland Gap Road) at the base of Sinking Creek 
Mountain. 
 
 
2.3 Content Analysis to Determine Key Themes 
 
ACE conducted several forms of content analysis of the data collected from the document review 
and fieldwork to determine key themes and concepts related to cultural attachment. Content 
analysis refers to examining data for common themes, and is sometimes called “text analysis.” It 
includes a wide variety of approaches and no single method is considered the most acceptable in 
cultural anthropology (Bernard 2011:407-408). In addition to the literature review, ACE 
researchers read a subset of the stakeholder comment letters for the proposed MVP Project and 
searched for common themes. ACE analyzed a subset of the comment letters because of the large 
amount of stakeholder letters received by FERC regarding the MVP Project3. Tetra Tech had 
performed a word search of the eLibrary files for documents containing the term “cultural 
attachment” and provided these letters and documents to ACE. Additionally, ACE performed a word 
search for documents containing the term “cultural” and “attachment” separately. ACE staff 

                                                             
2 Individuals who preferred to remain anonymous or who gave verbal consent are not listed. 
3 ACE researchers were informed that there are perhaps thousands of comment letters submitted to FERC 
regarding the proposed MVP Project. 
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manually reviewed and analyzed the content of these documents for mention of cultural 
attachment and other associated cultural values and concerns regarding MVP in the Peters 
Mountain area. They determined that 71 letters contained specific information regarding cultural 
attachment with respect to the MVP Project. The documents revealed a number of themes that were 
also found in the literature review and fieldwork by ACE staff. These letters were further analyzed 
using NVivo Qualitative Analysis software. NVivo is a leading qualitative software package and was 
chosen because of its flexibility and ability to analyze various types of data and documents. 
 
Aggregate data from public meetings and Preserve Craig collated letters4 were analyzed separately 
using the same methods. These data consisted of: 
 

• An official transcript for FERC’s public scoping meeting held on May 4, 2015 in Monroe 
County at Lindside, Monroe County, West Virginia; 

• Transcripts from recordings made during meetings with ACE staff and local residents on 
Nov. 19, 2015 in Newport, Giles County, Virginia and on Nov. 22, 2015 in Lindside, Monroe 
County, West Virginia5; 

• Letter dated Jun 16, 2015 to Kimberly D. Bose (Secretary, FERC) from Sam Easterling and 
Bill Wolf (Co-Chairs, Preserve Craig) that contained a compilation of scoping letters from 
residents of Craig County, VA.  

 
It is important to note that themes, concepts and issues discussed throughout the report include 
both intangible and tangible elements that often overlap. They are discussed in more detail in 
Sections 5.0 (Cultural Attachment) and 6.0 (Cultural Landscapes). Because of the overlap and in 
order to assess the cultural attachment of the people to the Peters Mountain vicinity, the same 
theme may be discussed in both sections of the report; however, the material culture, or tangible 
aspects, of cultural attachment are primarily found in Section 6.0 and the emotional, or intangible 
aspects, are discussed primarily in Section 5.0. 
 
 
3.0 The People 
 
Much like other parts of Appalachia, early European-American settlers in the Peters Mountain area 
were primarily of Scotch-Irish and German origins. People currently living in Craig, Giles and 
Monroe counties, proudly trace their ancestors back for centuries. One Giles County resident stated 
that he could trace the genealogy of his ancestors, who settled in the Peters Mountain vicinity, back 
to the 1600s when Euroamericans first came to the Americas. According to an Appalachian scholar 
interviewed by ACE staff during fieldwork for the current study6, the Peters Mountain area has not 
been affected by large-scale resource extraction industries, such as coal mining, unlike most of the 
larger Appalachian region. However, when faced with ground disturbing land development, like the 
AEP 765 kV Transmission Line and MVP projects, local residents of the Peters Mountain area have 
assumed a collective identity in solidarity with fellow Appalachians who have struggled for decades 
to preserve their lands and culture endangered by extractive development, such as coal mines. 
These local residents do not perceive a difference between the impacts that may occur from the 
MVP Project and extractive development, like coal mining.  
                                                             
4 Since Craig County has a large number of residents with cultural attachment concerns, and no public scoping 
meeting was held there, these collated letters took the place of a meeting transcript. 
5 As stated previously, ACE staff transcribed these audio recordings after fieldwork was completed. 
6 This person preferred to remain anonymous. 
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When compared with state and national averages, Giles, Craig, and Monroe counties share similar 
demographic characteristics (see Appendix A), such as below average incomes, low population 
density, rural lifestyles, and total populations under 17,000; below average home value, high rates 
of homeownership, and lower median home values. The average percent of education levels as 
compared with state and national averages shows similarities for rates of high school graduation 
but less than half the average state and national rates for people with college degrees. They also 
have higher rates of elderly, disabled, and people under age 65 without health insurance (U.S. 
Census Bureau 2015). During fieldwork for the current study, ACE researchers were told by local 
residents that many people are self-employed as small family farm owners and that dairy farming is 
the primary type of agriculture in the region. Local residents also explained that almost all families 
maintain subsistence gardens. 
 
Local residents, in general, tend to self-identify with the county they live in, and as a way of 
introduction, most often state their county, and then their kin relations and family name. Wagner 
(2002) has likened this self-identification to clan introductions among Native American cultural 
groups, as have others who visited and settled in the Peters Mountain vicinity.  
 
Based on discussions with local residents, ACE researchers broadly identified three categories of 
people living in the Peters Mountain vicinity: those who trace long-term ancestral habitation in the 
area since the 1700s to 1800s, those who moved to the region around the 1970s, and those who 
relocated to the Peters Mountain vicinity most recently within the last 10-15 years.  
 
Stereotypes about Appalachian residents, in general, highlight an inherent mistrust of outsiders 
(Scott and McSpirit 2014). Culturally, kin relations are extremely important and local residents still 
rely upon family members for labor, food resources, access to land, and support for any number of 
aspects of daily life. In spite of this focus on strong family ties, newcomers (those who moved into 
the area in the last 50 years or so) to the Peters Mountain vicinity seem to have been assimilated 
into the regional culture. While newcomers are quick to point out that they moved to the area from 
elsewhere, they are accepted and included in local gatherings, community events, and sharing of 
resources. They are an integral part of the deeply connected communities associated with the 
Peters Mountain area. This is also evidenced by their involvement with long-term residents in the 
many environmental organizations that evolved because of various development projects that have 
been proposed for the Peters Mountain vicinity in the last few decades. Some individuals 
considered to be newcomers even serve in leadership roles of environmental organizations such as 
Save Monroe, The Border Conservancy, Preserve Craig, Preserve Giles, and Preserve Monroe. 
 
One trait common to most of those who reside in or near the Peters Mountain area is land 
ownership. All of the contacts made during the current study are landowners. Generally, long-term 
residents still own the lands inherited from their ancestors who first owned them centuries ago. 
Even in cases where these parcels of land were sold, descendants sometimes worked to eventually 
buy the land back to keep it in the family. In other instances, newcomers to the Peters Mountain 
area bought land previously owned by descendants of long-term residents, but the land is still 
referred to as being the long-term resident’s land. As an example, one local resident, newcomer to 
the Peters Mountain area, who attended the Monroe County meeting with ACE researchers jokingly 
noted that he owns the deed to his property, but that the man across the table whose family sold 
him the property still owned the land.  
 
People throughout the region, although proud landowners, tend to share a collective cultural 
orientation, sharing resources and labor as needed. For example, the majority of residents in the 
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Peters Mountain vicinity rely on spring or well water sources, with gravity-fed springs being 
common. Residents reported sharing of their water resources with others who may not have access 
to the best-tasting or consistent water source on their own property. Gravity-fed water pipes are 
buried throughout the landscape and usually extend hundreds of feet (sometimes thousands) from 
homes. These water sources are readily shared, at no monetary cost with neighbors or family 
members on adjoining properties. Hunting grounds and fruit resources are also shared among 
community members. People of Craig County, in particular, strongly identify as living “in” JNF, 
because the Forest Service manages much of the land within the county boundaries. 
 
Hunting grounds and plant gathering areas on private property are commonly shared among 
neighbors, who are free to cross property lines without fences7. In fact, hunting of deer, bear, wild 
turkeys, and trapping and use of non-timber forest products on private lands as well as the JNF are 
common. Plants and fruits are gathered throughout the study area, as well as wild mushrooms (see 
Section 6.0 for further discussion of these resources).  
 
Local residents living in or near the Peters Mountain area also strongly believe in their way of life as 
less hurried and unencumbered by the trappings of a fast-paced modern society. For example, they 
often speak of the lack of cell-phone service as a benefit, not a hindrance. The same is true for the 
presence of “vintage” powerlines (David Brady, personal communication 2015) from the 1950s. 
The power often goes out in winter, but several residents claimed that they are “used to it” and can 
get by without power for several days with no problem. Additionally, many local residents, 
particularly those who are long-term, stated that they could weather a loss of power or even an 
income because of their self-sufficiency. They can grow their own food, burn wood for fuel, and 
obtain water from springs on their property. This was reiterated in individual interviews, as well as 
during meetings like the one held in Giles County with ACE researchers. 
 
 
4.0 Previous Studies Consulted 
 
This section summarizes the previous cultural attachment studies consulted during the archival 
record and literature review. These project-specific reports, as well as the numerous stakeholder 
comment letters and FERC scoping meeting transcripts for the MVP EIS, provide insight into how 
local residents view their lifeways and attachment to the land within and adjacent to the MVP study 
area. It should be noted that the information discussed below does not represent an exhaustive 
review of previous studies undertaken in the study area. In-depth synthesis and analysis of cultural 
attachment and other related publications can be found in Section 5.0. Two unpublished technical 
reports, authored by Melinda Bollar Wagner and her students (1995a and 1995b) were not 
available and therefore, ACE staff did not review their contents8.  
 
 

                                                             
7 This practice has, however, been curtailed somewhat because local residents recently began posting private 
lands with “No Trespassing” signage. 
8 ACE made several attempts, via email messages and phone calls, to contact Dr. Wagner to request an 
interview and copies of these reports (Wagner et al. 1995a, 1995b). An interlibrary loan request was also 
submitted for these reports through the archives of the Appalachian Regional Studies Center at Radford 
University. The librarian at Radford University stated the reports were unavailable due to a move of the 
facilities and subsequent disarray of their archives. Wagner responded to an interlibrary loan staff member 
with references to her other publications, but did not respond to ACE staff directly. 
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4.1 AEP 765 kV Transmission Line Project 
 
In the early 1990s the Appalachian Power Company, doing business as American Electric Power 
(AEP), proposed to construct, operate, and maintain a 765 kV electric transmission line across 
approximately 115 miles from their Wyoming Station in Oceana, West Virginia to the Cloverdale 
Station in Coverdale, Virginia. A portion of the transmission line route crossed JNF in the vicinity of 
Peters Mountain and was considered by the project proponent as the preferred alternative for the 
Draft EIS (DEIS). As the lead agency, the Forest Service rejected the preferred alternative for the 
proposed transmission line route in its Record of Decision (ROD) for the DEIS and identified the No 
Action alternative as its preferred alternative (Forest Service 2002). Subsequently, AEP submitted a 
new preferred alternative that generally avoided the Peters Mountain area and was accepted by the 
Forest Service as published in the ROD for the Supplemental AEP 765kV Transmission Line Project 
(AEP Project) Final EIS in 2002.  
 
At least four primary entities have conducted research about cultural attachment concerning the 
AEP Project. Dr. Melinda Bollar Wagner began doing research on the issue of cultural attachment 
with her students at Radford University in 1993. The results were published in several documents 
(Wagner et al. 1997; Wagner 1999, 2002, 2005, 2009). James Kent Associates (JKA) (Kent et al. 
1996) conducted two studies on cultural attachment, one for the initial AEP Project DEIS in 1995 
and a second for the Supplemental DEIS in 2002 (JKA 2002; Kent et al. 1996). Heidi Lockhart Utz 
(2001) used existing data and literature to analyze collective identity, place identity, and social 
movement organizations with respect to the AEP Project in her 2001 Master of Science thesis. Link, 
Brady, and Givens (2002) published their own reactions (as local residents in the vicinity of the 
proposed AEP Project corridor) to the earlier Kent et al. (1996) study, noting a number of 
disagreements and problems with its findings. 
 
 
4.1.1 Melinda Bollar Wagner – 1993-2009 
 
Beginning in 1993 Wagner (1999:241) initially developed a “symbiotic relationship with citizens’ 
groups in southwestern Virginia to support community efforts in cultural conservation and 
environmental protection” and to “learn about cultural attachment to land, or sense of place.” 
Through her work with college students, she sought to study the proposed powerline’s potential 
effects on cultural attachment to land in Craig County, Virginia (Wagner 1997). This early work led 
Wagner to co-author two technical reports (Wagner et al. 1995a, 1995b) on the project in which 
college students interviewed residents regarding cultural attachment to land, sense of place, and 
overall local history of the region (Wagner 1997). Initially, the study looked at the protest 
movement as an example of Appalachian activism and controversy. This led to a multi-year project 
for which students, throughout eleven different semesters, collected data in interviews, transcribed 
audio recordings, and produced reports co-authored by several of the original six students, referred 
to as the Craig County Research Team (Wagner 2002). The original project expanded over time to 
neighboring counties, including Giles County. 
 
In several of her publications, Wagner discussed research methods she used with her students 
(1997, 1999, 2002). Their goal was to determine whether there was, in fact, cultural attachment 
and if so, on what it was based. In descriptions of her research and the notion of cultural 
attachment to land, Wagner tied the concept to early writings on sense of place, a term that gained 
widespread use by the 1980s in the social sciences (Cohen 1976) and humanities, as well as 
environmental studies and humanities (NPS 2015).  Her 2005 publication on interview techniques 
in Appalachia was also an outcome of her earlier work on cultural attachment to land in Craig 
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County as related to the AEP Project. In this publication she emphasized, not only typical styles of 
communication in Appalachia, but also the notion of collective culture, as she characterized 
Appalachia, and contrasted it with the more common individualistic mainstream American culture. 
The differences in cultural viewpoints are highlighted as important considerations when 
researchers are conducting interviews. Wagner and Hedrick (2001) discussed the interconnections 
between teaching, academic research, and community service, reflecting on a number of projects in 
Appalachia, including the AEP Project protests.  
 
Finally, in 2009, Wagner delved deeper into discussing her work with rural residents and published 
a book chapter about how she trained citizens to conduct their own interviews and studies 
regarding cultural attachment to land, sense of place and the impacts of the proposed AEP Project. 
In this publication she discusses the notions of building social capital and citizen involvement in 
decision-making regarding environmental and cultural impacts associated with energy 
development and transmission projects. 
 
 
4.1.2 James Kent Associates – 1996-2002 
 
Between June 22 and August 31, 1995, JKA subcontracted to Woodward-Clyde Consultants to 
conduct a study on cultural attachment for the AEP Project DEIS. The study area focused on Peters 
Mountain, located along the border of Virginia and West Virginia. No map of the proposed 
transmission line route was included in the report (Kent et al. 1996).  
 
JKA’s methodology for the study consisted of their trademarked Discovery Process, human 
geographic mapping, definition of cultural attachment and identification of cultural assessment 
indicators, site-specific assessments based on cultural attachment strength, and assessment of 
potential impacts to cultural attachment (Kent et al. 1996). The Discovery Process was defined as 
 

…a descriptive process for identifying various elements of a community. A describer’s 
information comes from listening to people, not interviewing them, as they describe the 
community’s geographic area, its networks, issues, history, and lifestyle. [Kent et al. 1996:5]. 

 
In the report, JKA noted that they made a total of 175 citizen contacts (Kent et al. 1996:5), but the 
report does not specify if the researchers actually talked to all 175 residents. The report implies 
that none of the researchers conducted formal or informal interviews with any of these individuals. 
 
As part of the human geographic mapping process, JKA identified seven cultural descriptors. These 
were settlement patterns, work routines, support services, publics, networks, recreation activities, 
and geographic features. JKA did not discuss the methodology for how they selected the cultural 
descriptors; however, these descriptors were used to establish boundaries to form seven Human 
Resource Units (HRUs) – Narrows, New Castle, Newport, Pearisburg/Walker Valley, Zenith/Gap 
Mills, Peterstown/Lindside, and Waiteville/Paint Bank (Kent et al. 1996:8). Additionally, the same 
descriptors were used to identify seven geographic areas of special concern – Peters Mountain, 
Waiteville, Sinking Creek Valley, Clover Hollow, Paint Bank, Ballard-Bozoo, and Walker Valley (Kent 
et al. 1996). These geographic areas were mapped and color-coded according to the extent of 
cultural attachment, but they were not labeled on the map included in the report. 
 
In their report, Kent et al. (1996:11) defined cultural attachment as  
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the cumulative effect over time of a collection of traditions, attitudes, practices, and stories 
that tie a person to the land, to physical place, and to kinship patterns. 

 
The three elements of cultural attachment (land, physical place, and kinship) were ascertained from 
information gathered during the fieldwork, review of the literature about Appalachia, and 
discussions with experts on Appalachian life and history (Kent et al. 1996). 
 
In addition to defining cultural attachment and identifying the elements of cultural attachment, JKA 
also developed five cultural attachment indicators (kinship, place/work orientation, relationship to 
land, genealogy of homeplace, and absorption) to aid in identifying and ranking the extent of 
cultural attachment to the seven areas of geographic concern (high, high/medium, medium, 
medium/low, and low) (Kent et al. 1996). The report, however, did not discuss the methodology 
used to develop the cultural attachment indicators or how the rating of each area of geographic 
concern was determined. 
 
Kent et al. (1996:27) stated that 
 

Cultural attachment does not lend itself to mitigation. Since cultural attachment is 
non­economic and non-transferable, it cannot be mitigated through reimbursement or 
relocation of individuals. For alternatives with high intrusive impacts on cultural attachment, 
where intrusions have been minimal and individuals make daily choices based upon their 
culture, avoidance is the most culturally-appropriate action.  

 
Based on existing documentation, including stakeholder comment letters and public scoping  
meeting transcripts, local residents concur with this recommendation for the MVP Project. 
 
JKA (2002) submitted a revised report for the Supplemental EIS for the AEP Project. The report 
reiterated the findings submitted for the DEIS in 1996. JKA (2002:51) also included the term of 
sense of place and tie it to a section entitled “defining cultural attachment.” They (2002: 53) also 
included the notion of stewardship in their descriptions of local residents’ attachment to land and 
place. 
 
 
4.1.3 Doris Lucas Link, David Brady, and Nancy Kate Givens – 2002 
 
This book chapter consists of three essays by Giles County community residents and activists (Link 
et al. 2002). A major purpose of the chapter was to explain their objections to the Kent et al. (1996) 
report.  The authors did not agree with the contractor’s assessment of their community having 
merely a “medium” place attachment. Link, a sixth-generation descendant of early settlers in Giles 
County, described her way of life, attachment to land, gardening, canning, and harvesting wild 
foods, as well as wild flora and fauna of the region. Brady described the Virginia communities of 
Clover Hollow and Plow Screw from a resident’s point of view and the legal shortcomings of the 
AEP Project DEIS, as well as the community response and protests. In her essay, Nancy Kate Givens 
described the process of conducing historical research, personal transformation as part of the 
process of community activism, and she questioned the EIS process. In large part, as a result of 
protests against the AEP Project, all three residents worked to research and create the Greater 
Newport Rural Historic District, with the assistance of Benita Howell and Melinda Wagner. 
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4.1.4 Heidi Lockhart Utz – 2001 
 
This M.S. thesis in Sociology analyzes the notion of collective identity among writers protesting the 
AEP Project. Utz (2001) focused on social movement theory and environmental organizations in 
addition to sense of place. She used content analysis of the AEP Project public scoping letters as her 
main methodology. A primary goal of the research was to understand the role of land and place 
identity as key factors in the opposition movement. In the literature review, Utz covered the 
development of social movements in Appalachia and discussed how they related to the resistance 
movement against the AEP Project.  
 
 
4.2 Mountain Valley Pipeline 
 
Although the MVP Project is the focus of the current study, there are some documents that have 
been generated specifically for it to date. These include stakeholder comments letters; transcripts 
from FERC’s public scoping meetings; and reports generated by special interest environmental 
groups, including one by JKA. 
 
 
4.2.1 Scoping Comments – 2015 
 
Stakeholder comments for the MVP EIS are stored in the FERC e-library database and were sorted 
and provided to ACE by Tetra Tech. ACE conducted additional searches for scoping comments that 
are related to cultural attachment (see Section 2). Additional documents included the Preserve 
Craig collated scoping letters, submitted on the FERC docket and posted on the Preserve Craig 
website, and FERC public scoping meeting transcripts for the MVP Project. Other available 
resources for the MVP Project NEPA process include various resource reports, some of which were 
reviewed, but not synthesized in this report.  
 
 
4.2.2 Preserve Giles County – 2015 
 
Preserve Giles County submitted a report titled “Giles County Environmental Impact Statement” to 
FERC on June 16, 2015. Giles County landowners who lived within ¼ mile of the proposed MVP 
corridor or one of its alternatives were contacted for the Preserve Giles County study; however, it is 
unclear which alternative was considered for the Preserve Giles County study. In addition to using 
Google Earth data, 130 residents were given self-reporting questionnaires requesting information 
on topics such as: “water sources and use, geology/soils, cultural/historical features, land use” 
(Preserve Giles County 2015:4) and other natural and cultural aspects of their relationship to the 
land. Preserve Giles County documented and discussed responses from 94 individuals. The report 
emphasized concerns regarding the karst formation and damage to local residents’ water supplies, 
impacts on existing sinkholes, and potential for new sinkholes as result of the pipeline construction. 
The report also listed a number of other stakeholder issues, stressing concerns about impacts to 
caves, endangered species, and cemeteries. 
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4.2.3 Save Monroe, Inc. and The Border Conservancy of Monroe County, WV – 2015 
 
Preserve Monroe and the Border Conservancy conducted a landowner impact survey regarding 
overall impacts of the project to landowners (Save Monroe and Border Conservancy 2015). The 
survey received hundreds of responses. It also included a substantial section on impacts to cultural 
attachment. Some confidential sections of this report are not available for public review, including 
notebooks submitted to FERC. 
 
 
4.2.4 James Kent Associates – 2015 
 
This report, contracted by Preserve Craig, set out to establish the validity of the credentials of JKA 
as well as the validity of the term “cultural attachment.” The report highlighted the company’s 
expertise with NEPA, provided additional case examples where the term cultural attachment was 
used, and tied the concept to the NHPA, the concept of traditional cultural properties, and cultural 
landscapes.9 Kent and Preister (2015:1) provided a newer definition for cultural attachment, “a 
social phenomenon that ties people to their physical surroundings and to the landscape around 
them,” and supplemented the earlier definition, which they reiterated in this 2015 report. 
 
Kent and Preister (2015:1) also reiterated aspects developed from the earlier project of the 1990s 
that cultural attachment is non-transferable and further stated that a pipeline corridor would be an 
intrusion on the cultural landscape and “threatens to irreparably harm impacted communities that 
are ‘culturally attached.’”  
 
In their report, one person provided a brief description of the importance of Peters Mountain: 
 

Some people there (Peters Mountain) talked about how they interacted with the mountain. 
Others talked about the mountain in a spiritual sense, almost giving it a persona. We’d never 
dealt with this before – attachment to place. [Kent and Preister 2015:6] 

 
Kent and Preister (2015) described case examples of the uses of the term cultural attachment from 
Australia and Hawai’i, and note use of the term by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). The report 
stressed the likely deleterious effects that the MVP Project would have on communities that are 
culturally attached. 
 
 
5.0 Cultural Attachment, Sense of Place, and the Genealogical Landscape  
 
5.1 Definitions of Culture and Cultural Attachment 
 
In this section earlier uses of the term “cultural attachment” are discussed, with attention to its use 
among Appalachian residents in the vicinity of the JNF near the proposed MVP Project corridor. 
 

                                                             
9 The interpretation of how to apply NHPA and the concept of traditional cultural properties is not fully 
accurate in Kent and Preister (2015), but these concepts do apply to the Peters Mountain area (see Section 
6.0). 
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The most widely accepted early definition of culture by Edward B. Tyler (1871:1) is still used 
among many anthropologists in introductory classes “that complex whole which includes 
knowledge, belief, art, morals, law, custom, and any other capabilities and habits acquired by man 
[humans] as a member of society.” 
 
Even today, anthropologists teaching introductory classes fall back on this definition, adding to it 
that culture is shared by members of the same cultural group, learned, symbolic, and passed on to 
members of that group (Kottak 2013:5). Furthermore, culture is the primary way in which humans 
adapt to their environments (Sutton and Anderson 2013). 
 
 
5.2 Origins of the Term “Cultural Attachment”: Social History and the Household Economy 
 
Among anthropologists, there is no agreed-upon criteria or length of residence that must be met for 
recognizing the degree to which cultural groups could be considered attached to a landscape, or 
have in-depth traditional ecological knowledge, as well as spiritual and emotional ties. Yet, these 
qualities are known to exist among Native American cultures and often contrasted with 
Euroamerican settlers, presuming early white settlers came to destroy the land, rather than create 
an integrated cultural landscape. In the case of the Peters Mountain area, since the mid-1990s the 
notion of cultural attachment has become a part of the oral tradition of residents in Craig, Monroe, 
and Giles counties in the Study Area and to some extent, Montgomery and other surrounding 
counties. 
 
It is likely that the term “cultural attachment” has been used unsystematically throughout many 
disciplines for decades or longer. The most common use of the term “cultural attachment” occurs in 
the field of psychology (Hong et al. 2013, Keller 2013) in which it is used to refer to infants’ and 
children’s attachments to caregivers. Ferenczi and Marshall (2013) have attempted to apply this 
notion to attachment to homelands and nations of origins in research among immigrant 
populations. In this report, usage of the term “cultural attachment” in the field of psychology is not 
expanded upon because it widely diverges from its usage in anthropology, the focal discipline for 
this project.  
 
The research for the current study, examining its usage by cultural anthropologists, led to reports 
and publications concerning the Peters Mountain vicinity and cultural attachment in a number of 
sources by Wagner alone (1997, 1999, 2002, 2009) and with others (1995a, 1995b), as well as 
works by JKA (JKA 2002; Kent and Preister 2015; Kent et al. 1996). Billings et al. (1986) referred to 
cultural attachment in the field of social history, and noted similarities with Clark’s work in New 
England (Clark 1979). Within the field of social history, in his research on New England 
communities, social historian, Christopher Clark (1979:175), used the term cultural attachment to 
refer to rural communities’ “deeper kinship and neighborhood ties and to a spirit of mutual 
cooperation” occurring through the mid-nineteenth century. Contrasting this system with cash 
economies that were developing in industrial America, Clark describes a functional system wherein 
co-operation and work- swapping were valued amidst the development of a capitalist system 
(ibid.). Examples of trade involved products such as hay, wheat, corn, pork, plowing or day-work 
(Clark 1979). In other urban areas at the same time periods, Clark contends that American 
economies had already transitioned to cash economies. 
 
Much like the people in the MVP project area in current-day, Clark (1979:174) described an 
economy that “illustrates the extent to which the people of the Valley were accustomed to rely on 
their neighbors and relatives for part of their livelihood. Whether they traded regularly for the 
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goods and labor of other households or whether they used the exchange networks more 
sporadically to tide them over seasonal or periodic shortages of particular goods, their economic 
planning was geared to the needs of their households within the context of the local community, 
rather than to the demands of production for profit in the marketplace.” 
 
Billings et al. (1986) also noted similarities in cultural behaviors and practices as different parts of 
Appalachia did not begin to rapidly adopt market economies until the mid-20th century, some 200 
years later than New England. “Isolation permitted an independent economy to persist in the 
Appalachian Mountains long after it had vanished elsewhere in the United States” (Billings et al. 
1986:161). Billings, a well-known scholar on Appalachian studies, and colleagues explained that 
there were a number of contradictions in the development of Appalachian culture, as well as 
misconceptions about peoples who value agricultural self-sufficiency, yet function in good part on 
kin and informal networks to maintain that relative independence. Furthermore, these authors 
adeptly pointed out that a history of social resistance developed from experiences with coal mining 
communities in many parts of Appalachia where communities dominated by large resource-
extraction companies began to develop a “strong collective mentality” (Billings et al. 1986:166). The 
ability to adapt to so-called modern ways of life and economic systems, yet maintain resilient 
cultural traditions is recognized in more recent ethnographic studies that dispel old negative 
stereotypes of a “culture of poverty” (Lewis 1959) and lack of motivation toward so-called success 
in American society (Billings et al. 1986; Kingsolver 2014; Puckett 2014; Scott and McSpirit 2014). 
Yet, while these negative stereotypes depict a host of beliefs and values from laziness to lack of 
motivation toward economic success, Appalachian cultural norms often differ from modern 
western cultural norms inherently biased to prioritize gain in economic terms only. As this report 
will demonstrate, Appalachians in the Peters Mountain area strive to maintain their way of life and 
distinctly voice their cultural traditions of subsistence gardening, kin networks, co-operation, 
attachment to place and land, and traditional ecological knowledge of their environment, all of 
these taking a back seat to formal economic gain. 
 
As used commonly regarding the Peters Mountain area, some consider the concept of cultural 
attachment to be lacking in tangible substantive elements because it encompasses so many 
different factors, and does not lend itself to NEPA-based analysis. Nonetheless, the importance of 
attachment to place has been well documented in a plethora of sources in anthropological, 
geographic, and sociological literature, as well as other disciplines and within various government 
agencies. In this section, the publications of Dr. Melinda Bollar Wagner, a cultural anthropologist at 
Radford University with decades of research in the region, are described. Then, the early report on 
cultural attachment by Kent and Associates is synthesized, as well as their more recent report on 
the status of cultural attachment.  Next, a brief description of sense of place and its origins is 
provided. And, finally, the concept of cultural landscapes is introduced as a means of documenting 
the material aspects of cultural attachment within NEPA and the NHPA. 
 
 
5.3 Previous Studies of Cultural Attachment in the George Washington and Jefferson National 
Forest Region 
 
In Appalachia, following the rise of regional Appalachian studies as a scholarly discipline roughly 
within the last 40 years, the phenomenon of an integrated nature-culture way of life has become 
widely accepted (Wagner 1999:244). Citizens raised the issue of cultural attachment during public 
scoping meetings for the AEP 765kV Transmission Line Project (Howell 2003). In its 2002 ROD for 
the AEP 765kV Transmission Line SEIS, the Forest Service stated that a number of proposed 
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alternatives were avoided due to cultural attachment in the JNF and Peters Mountain region. 
According to interviews with local residents the AEP 765kV Transmission Line was relocated, 
partly because the preferred alternative as described in the DEIS may have potentially affected the 
cultural attachment of the local residents in the area. 
 
 
5.3.1 Early Works by Wagner on Cultural Attachment 
 
Wagner (1999) noted that Cohen described the intangible elements of sentimental and symbolic 
attachment to the environment and that these orientations included the sentimental orientation to 
the environment; the symbolic orientations, which may be in aesthetic, moral or religious terms; 
and a sense of belonging to place.  
 
Beginning in or before 1993, Wagner initially developed a “symbiotic relationship with citizens’ 
groups in southwestern Virginia to support community efforts in cultural conservation and 
environmental protection… and to learn about cultural attachment to land or sense of place” 
(Wagner 1999:241). Through her work with college students, she sought to study the proposed 
powerline’s potential effects on cultural attachment to land in Craig County, Virginia (Wagner 
1997). This early work led Wagner to co-author two reports on the project in which students 
interviewed residents regarding cultural attachment to land, sense of place and overall local history 
of the region. Initially, the study looked at the protest movement as an example of Appalachian 
activism and controversy and led to a multi-year project for which students in eleven different 
semesters collected data in interviews, transcribed audio recordings, and produced several reports 
co-authored by several of the original six students, referred to as the Craig County Research Team 
(Wagner 2002). The original project expanded over time to include neighboring counties, including 
Giles County. 
 
In several of her publications, Wagner (1997, 1999, 2002) discussed research methods she used 
with her students to discover and measure cultural attachment to land and place. Their goal was to 
determine whether there was in fact cultural attachment and if so, what was it based on. Following 
Cohen’s approach, Wagner (1999) looked beyond instrumental, or rational resource use to 
understand community members’ attachment to land in terms of symbolic and sentimental terms. 
In these descriptions of her research and the concept of cultural attachment to land, Wagner tied 
the concept to early writings on sense of place, a concept that gained widespread use by the 1980s 
in the social sciences (Cohen 1976) and humanities, as well as environmental studies and 
humanities (NPS 2015). 
 
In the two valley communities studied, economic attachments, while existing, took a back seat to 
“genealogical, historical, aesthetic, and spiritual anchors” (Wagner 1999:241, 242). Wagner 
generally found that residents had immense knowledge concerning family histories, neighbors and 
their counties. Culture and nature were intertwined and they have extensive detailed knowledge of 
natural surroundings.  
 
Interviews were conducted and questions intended to elicit native language and “to hear natives 
talk as if they were talking to each other” (1999:242).  Utilizing classic cultural anthropology/ 
ethnographic methods, she sought to teach students how to elicit the emic, or insider perspective. 
Leading questions and comments were avoided; no answers or multiple-choice were given, nor 
surveys used. Questions were meant to elicit conversation, for example, “What should I know about 
how you spend your time on the land?” Material culture was also studied: houses, gardens, 
woodpiles, bird feeders, antlers mounted inside homes, etc. Student researchers and Wagner also 



 19 

went to church with residents, subscribed to local newspapers, and collected archival material 
community members shared with them (Wagner 1999). By March 1999, Wagner and her students 
had collected 106 interviews with 160 residents, with nearly 3,000 pages of transcripts and 2,500 
pages of computer analysis of words used in the interviews. By March 2000, the study of cultural 
attachment to land had included 223 interviews in five counties. 
 
Wagner (1999:243) described how language provides clues to a culture’s themes. “The first things 
people talk about, and the first things people show, as well as repetitions and patterns, are markers 
for their culture’s themes.” Sherry Ortner (1973 in Wagner 1999:243) used the term key symbols 
for things most important to a culture, with these indicators: 1) Natives say X is important; 2) 
Natives are emphatic about X; 3) X comes up in many contexts; 4) they give greater elaboration of 
details re X; 5) there are greater restrictions surrounding X.  
 
As is classic with ethnographic analysis, Wagner (1999) and her students sought to discover themes 
that are most salient. Analysis asks: “What do they discuss first, talk about often, what kinds of 
things, what kinds of things are given in detail, topics of stories, how do they say they spend their 
time, what kinds of things could they discuss but do not?” 
 
Content analysis is a way that anthropologists use interview transcripts to search for common 
themes, or domains. Wagner’s (1997, 1999) detailed content analysis used three tracks: search for 
themes by examining words in context, words per se, and topics of stories noted. For example, one 
type of computer analysis of interviews showed words that had both depth (frequency) and 
breadth (used in many interviews). For one of the analyses, fifty words met criteria Wagner 
established for depth and breadth (1999:243 ,246), showing a mixture of culture and nature, such 
as: “signs of human habitation: home, farm, road, school, county, place, family, people, live.” 
(1999:243,244). These words alternated with natural labels, such as, mountain and creek. Others 
indicated “nature for human use – land, hunt, property” (Wagner 1999:244). Work(ed)(ing) was 
important and what was viewed: see(n)/saw, pretty, beautiful. Directions were common: around, 
at, back, etc., and history: old, years, where and time(s) when. Words that did not appear most 
frequently were instructive also: ugly, bad, new, less as compared with frequently occurring words 
such as beautiful, good, old, and more. “Words that use economically-based idiom such as money, 
cash, dollars, and pay” were not frequently occurring (ibid). 
 
Triangulating theme, word and stories, Wagner (1999) noted that residents’ ties to land and culture 
were “inextricably joined” and that the nature/culture dichotomy, developed as part of the NEPA 
framework of environmental and social impact assessment, was not evident in her work on cultural 
attachment in the region. 
 
The culture/nature connection “is manifested in multiple, complex ways,” for example: residents’ 
perceptions of natural beauty; how they orient themselves to geological markers; the integral part 
nature plays in history, folklore, and stories; the uses culture has made of things of nature; natural 
knowledge the people possess, and by land-based connections among the people. Families are 
“rooted” in the land in many ways besides that it may support them, e.g., by genealogical ties, 
working to maintain buildings their ancestors raised; the sight of huge “sugar trees” planted as 
newlyweds; the taste of apples grafted decades ago; a nearby cemetery where their relatives’ bones 
are and one day they will be buried. “They are rooted by the past, present and future on the land. 
They are living in a ‘genealogical landscape’ “(Allen in Wagner 1999:245).  
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Sense of place relates to identity and metaphors can express identity, therefore interviews were 
also searched for metaphors. They were of two types: “one likened the land to a family member; the 
other gave the land a religious or spiritual essence” (Wagner 1999:245). 
 
When residents were asked, “Where would you go if you had to leave this county,” they answered, 
“I think that the only place that I could go that would be nicer than this would be heaven” (Wagner 
1999:246). 
 
 
5.3.2 James Kent Associates 
 
In 1995, JKA was contracted to conduct a study of an issue of significance, referred to as cultural 
attachment because it had been raised during public scoping for the initial DEIS on the AEP 765 kV 
Transmission Line (JKA 2015). Howell also noted that the issue of “cultural attachment to land” was 
raised during the public scoping meetings for the AEP 765 kV Transmission Line Project (2003:2). 
 
For the study, despite Wagner’s previous and ongoing work in the region, they noted that cultural 
attachment had not yet been defined as working concept in the sociological or anthropological 
literature reviewed, so they developed the definition: 
 

the cumulative effect over time of a collection of traditions, attitudes, practices, and stories 
that tie a person to the land, to physical place, and to kinship patterns [JKA 2002:1; Kent et al. 
1996:1] 10 

 
Kent et al. (1996:1) noted that cultural attachment is non-transferable and is “linked to specific 
land, physical place and kinship patterns.” 
 
In their study, Kent et al. (1996) utilized a method they developed referred to as the Discovery 
Process, and expanded upon it for ascertaining cultural attachment. They explained that their 
methods closely resembled “the concept social-psychologist W.I. Thomas called 
ethnomethodology,” which is “a qualitative process that is concerned with the common practices 
people employ to create a sense of order in their daily lives” (Kent et al. 1996a:1; JKA 2002:1). The 
goal of these methods seems to draw on the intent of cultural anthropology and ethnographic 
research that seeks to learn the insider views, yet the implementation of on-the-ground field 
techniques and analyses does not utilize widely accepted ethnographic methods (see also Howell 
2003). 
 
A brief outline of their methods is provided as follows: 
 

1. Discovery Process– assessment of current conditions of culture in the study area and 
delineation of human geographic boundaries.  

2. Cultural attachment was defined and indicators for assessing the strength of cultural 
attachment were identified. 

3. Site-specific assessments were made regarding the current strength of cultural attachment. 

                                                             
10 It is important to note that Wagner’s work was primarily concerned with cultural attachment to land and 
place, not merely “cultural attachment.”  
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4. The potential impact to cultural attachment by alternatives were assessed (Kent et al. 
1996). 

 
They further defined the Discovery Process as “A descriptive process for identifying various 
elements of a community. A describer’s information comes from listening to people, not 
interviewing them, as they describe the community’s geographic area, its networks, issues, history, 
and lifestyle” (Kent et al. 1996:5). Subjects were selected through contacts with individuals referred 
to as “caretakers, communicators, and historians” (Kent et al. 1996:7). 
 
Kent et al. (1996:7) used “cultural descriptors” (settlement patterns, work routines, support 
services, publics, networks, recreation activities, and geographic features) to determine HRUs. They 
also organized information used in these cultural descriptors according to the HRUs, but do not 
explain how they determined the categorization of these areas. The areas they referred to as HRUs 
are: Peters Mountain, Walker Valley, Waiteville, Sinking Creek, Clover Hollow, Bozoo/Ballard, and 
Paint Bank. 
 
Furthermore, they noted five “indicators” for determining cultural attachment: kinship, place/work 
orientation, relationship to land, genealogy of homeplace,11 and absorption (Kent et al. 1996:15). 
The authors provided some description of their rationale for applying these indicators to their 
designated HRUs, but inadequate information is available to fully understand their methodology or 
to replicate it. 
 
Kent and others (1996:11) interpreted cultural attachment as the result of having lived in an area 
and having had your ancestors live in the area. The three defining elements of cultural attachment 
were attachment to land, to physical place and to kinship patterns.  Locals gave “constant attention 
to keeping these three elements in harmony.”   
 
Two concepts they discussed were cultures’ abilities for “absorption,” which allows for people to 
accommodate and absorb change without losing their culture (Kent et al. 1996). Major impacts 
from the outside are referred to as intrusions. They described intrusions as threats to and loss of 
livelihood, as well as loss of cultural and kin ties to land. 
 

Loss of land to [outside-generated intrusions] are threats to CA. Some of the farms which are 
marginal will be sold off and the farming families will move. The loss of a family in a culturally 
attached area diminishes the support systems that are necessary for survivors to keep making 
[sic] commitment to the land. In addition, the ‘eminent domain’ process to acquire right-of-
way land would intrude on the relationship between land and people by allowing the land 
value to be measured in economic rather than cultural terms. It also involves forcing the sale 
of land which has a genealogical and cultural meaning. A community which functions well, 
through cultural attachment, will be destroyed--even if it takes years. [Kent et al. 1996:20] 

 
The authors (1996: 23-24) went on to describe the Peters Mountain area, for example, in which 
“poems and stories [have] established the mountain as hero,” parallel “descriptions of cultural 
property which [are] often used in discussing Native American’s cultural and spiritual relationship 
to land and place [e.g.], active rituals on the land, burials of family members, family history rooted 

                                                             
11 Homeplace is a term used in the Peters Mountain vicinity to describe family lands, homes, as well as 
associated natural and culture features. See Section 5.5.1 for further discussion. 



 22 

in stories about the land, and intimate understanding of the resources which the land provides for 
sustenance.”  
 
Kent and others (1996:27) stated “cultural attachment does not lend itself to mitigation. Since 
cultural attachment is non-economic and non-transferable, it cannot be mitigated through 
reimbursement or relocation of individuals.” In cases of proposed high impact intrusion “avoidance 
is the most culturally appropriate action” (1996:27). For low intrusion impacts, “special attention 
could be given to agricultural production” (1996:27) and mitigation could include “working with 
farmers to site [intrusions] and rights-of-way, manual clearing of underbrush along the route 
instead of chemical application, and minimization of new road construction” (1996:27).  
 
According to interviews during the ACE field visit, JKA was recently contracted by Preserve Craig to 
provide an overview of the field of cultural attachment in the broader context. They provided a 
report that also attempted to establish the validity of the credentials of JKA as well as the validity of 
the term “cultural attachment” (Kent and Preister 2015). Furthermore, it highlighted the company’s 
expertise with NEPA, provides additional case examples of usage of the term “cultural attachment,” 
and it tied the concept to the NHPA, the concept of traditional cultural properties, as well as cultural 
landscapes.12 
 
In their 2015 report regarding potential effects to cultural attachment from the proposed Mountain 
Valley Pipeline, a newer definition for cultural attachment was provided to supplement the earlier 
definition: “a social phenomenon that ties people to their physical surroundings and to the 
landscape around them” (Kent and Preister 2015:1). 
 
Kent and Preister (2015:1) also reiterate aspects developed from the earlier project of the 1990s 
that cultural attachment is non-transferable and further state that a pipeline corridor would be an 
intrusion on the cultural landscape and “threatens to irreparably harm impacted communities that 
are culturally attached.”  
 
A brief description of the importance of Peters Mountain is given:  
 

Some people there (Peters Mountain) talked about how they interacted with the mountain. 
Others talked about the mountain in a spiritual sense, almost giving it a persona. We’d never 
dealt with this before – attachment to place. [Bergman in Kent and Preister 2015:6] 

 
One of the examples in this newest report is the Office of Hawaiian Affairs’ recognition of the 
relationship of cultural attachment to the well-being of the native Hawaiian population. The Thirty 
Meter Telescope Project, Maunakea EIS mirrors the attention given to the importance of cultural 
attachment regarding the proposed project’s impact to the sacred mountain and traditional cultural 
resources. (Kent and Preister 2015) 
 
A third case cited in the 2015 JKA report occurs in Australia, where the government now recognizes 
cultural attachment as integral to the well-being of indigenous Australians and their “sense of their 
own identity and their connection with and participation in, traditional activities (such as 
ceremonies and dances, rituals, art, stories, and customs)” (Kent and Preister 2015:9-10). 
 

                                                             
12 The interpretation of how to apply NHPA is not fully accurate in this report, but related concepts may apply 
to the JNF Study Area and Peters Mountain vicinity. See Section 6.0. 
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Other notable information provided in Kent and Preister’s (2015) report included usage by the 
USGS of the concept of cultural attachment regarding beaches and beach erosion, the concepts of 
“sense of place” and “place attachment,” attachment to kinship and discussion of direct and indirect 
effects under NEPA, as well as cumulative effects on communities that are “off-site.”  
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5.3.3 Benita Howell 
 
Writing about community relationships with national parks in the U.S., Benita Howell (2003) 
explained that Appalachian peoples living near the national parks do not have obviously distinctive 
traits of “traditionally associated people.” They are usually underrepresented in local government. 
Howell attempted to explain the importance of recognizing that people in Appalachia have 
attachment to place, much likes traditional or native peoples do, but they have been 
underrepresented in NPS management. 
 
Howell (2003:2) strongly criticized the methods of the original cultural attachment report written 
by Kent et al. (1996) and noted that “the contract research on this subject was seriously flawed 
because the researchers failed to recognize that they could not measure this intangible cultural 
phenomenon from a distance, without employing ethnographic methods.” Researchers instead did 
a “windshield survey,” used outdated literature, and other insufficient means of measuring 
“strength of place attachment.” JKA’s contract researchers had no graduate training in 
anthropology. They chose “research at a distance” over emic methods. Their community mapping 
boundaries did not agree with locals’ “cognitive boundaries.” 
 
Howell (2003:3) went on to explain the researchers’ etic conclusions of social isolation were 
considered place attachment. Citizens felt that they were victims of “stealth research.” As a result, 
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests were limited, “because the contract firm claimed 
proprietary rights over their Discovery Process.” No data were made available for public review.  
 
A major, but often overlooked issue identified by Howell (2003) is that the method used in which 
communities were assigned an attribute of high, medium, or low cultural attachment inherently 
ranked communities’ and caused some communities frustration that their voices were not 
accurately heard or represented. The communities responded by again hiring Dr. Wagner and her 
researchers. This time Wagner also trained and utilized citizen interviewers. AEP challenged the 
research, particularly the fact that residents interviewed their neighbors and kin. Dr. Wagner was 
called as an expert witness at a State Corporation Commission hearing. The commission sided with 
Wagner and considered the research, “legitimate evidence of attachment to land” (Melinda Bollar 
Wagner, personal communication in Howell 2003). 
 
 
5.4 Sense of Place, Relation to Place Attachment, and Cultural Attachment 
 
The term “sense of place” essentially bears the same meaning as the term “cultural attachment.” Yi-
Fu Tuan is most known for bringing the concept of “sense of place” to the fore of academic 
discussions surrounding human emotions and geographic localities, as well as environmental 
values. Other scholars, practitioners, environmental advocates and government resource managers 
have written widely about the notion of place and attachment. 
 
 
5.4.1 Topophilia 
 
Renowned cultural geographer Yi-Fu Tuan (Trimmer 1983:183) is most often credited with coining 
the concept of “topophilia.” Trimmer (1983) explained that Tuan’s topophilia was the result of his 
attempts to express the notion of place by “straddling the two lines” of geography and philosophy. 
In describing Tuan’s classic works, he described the breakthrough Tuan established in viewing 
sense of place beyond the material/physical realm. 
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Trimmer (1983:183) noted: “As seen by a geographer, place is a unit in a cosmological scheme 
whose position can be debated.” But as seen by Tuan,  
 

Place is a center of meaning constructed by experience. Place is known not only through the 
eyes and mind but also through the more passive and direct modes of experience, which resists 
objectification. To know a place fully means both to understand it in an abstract way and to 
know it as one person knows another. At a high theoretical level, places are points in a spatial 
system. At the opposite extreme, they are strong visceral feelings. [Trimmer 1983: 183] 

 
 
5.4.2. Other Terms and Disciplinary Meanings Related to Sense of Place 
 
Jennifer Cross (2001) has provided a useful description of the wide variety of interpretations and 
definitions regarding “sense of place” in her paper prepared for the 12th Headwaters Conference at 
Western State College in Colorado. She (2001:1-2) noted that the “lack of a common definition or 
understanding of sense of place, results both from the fact that it has become a buzzword used to 
suit various purposes, and from the interdisciplinary nature of the concept.” The following 
synopses are definitions of the concepts from fields outside of anthropology, as described by Cross 
(2001:1-2). From this brief summary of the notion of sense of place and place attachment, it 
becomes apparent that all of the various definitions of sense of place and place attachment are very 
similar to Wagner and Kent’s usage of the term “cultural attachment.” 
 
 
5.4.2.1 Environmental Psychology: Sense of Place  
 
Within Environmental Psychology, the experiences of a person in a certain locale (such as “feeling 
stimulated, excited, joyous, expansive, and so forth”) are considered a major part of sense of place, 
or “Spirit of Place.” Although, primarily concerned with intangible feelings or spiritual aspect, 
environmental psychology considers both physical and social elements (Steele in Cross 2001). 
 
 
5.4.2.2 Sociology: Community Attachment 
 
In sociology, community is the focus in that a human’s sense of attachments to communities is 
bound with their conscious feelings about their environments as well as community settings. 
Sociologists generally consider these feelings to be tied to their environmental meanings (Hummon 
in Cross 2001). 
 
 
5.4.2.3 Geography: Topophilia 
 
As described above, Cross summarized Tuan’s topophilia: as “the affective bond between people 
and place or setting” and again noted primarily one’s sentiment, or feelings about the environment. 
Additionally, Tuan discussed one’s orientation to environments in geographical tradition, yet his 
work was groundbreaking in that it included human sentiments about the environment (Tuan in 
Cross 2001). 
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5.4.2.4 Landscape Architecture/History: Sense of Place and Time 
 
Cross (2001) noted that Jackson connected sense of place with sense of time in history and 
landscape. Jackson described that sense of place is created by recurring events over time and 
created over time by experiences in and on the landscape (Jackson in Cross 2001). 
 
 
5.4.2.5 Anthropology: Place Attachment  
 
In addition to describing definitions of sense of place and associated concepts from outside the field 
of anthropology, Cross (2001) also credited Setha Low’s work on place attachment as having an 
influential role in anthropology’s attention to sense of place (Low 1992; Low and Altman 1992). On 
the concept of place attachment in anthropology, Low (in Cross 2001:1) wrote: 
  

Place attachment is the symbolic relationship formed by people giving culturally shared 
emotional/affective meanings to a particular space of piece of land that provides the basis for 
the individual’s and group’s understanding of and relation to the environment.... Thus, place 
attachment is more than an emotional and cognitive experience, and includes cultural beliefs 
and practices that link people to place 

 
 
5.4.3 Anthropology and Place Naming  
 
Early anthropologists and cultural geographers tended to focus more on the material aspects of 
sense of place, for example Charles Frake (1996:235) described a universal attribute of places: 
“places, like persons, have individual names.” He noted that “all cultures not only label kinds of 
places, such as “settlements,” streams,” “lakes,” and “mountains,” but that they also name individual 
places like “Paris,” “Bull run,” “Tahoe,” and “Pinatubo.” 
 
Keith Basso is probably the most well-known anthropologist who focused on sense of place and 
place-naming in a classic 1988 article, “’Speaking with Names’: Language and Landscape Among the 
Western Apache,” Senses of Place (Feld and Basso 1996), and in his essay, “Wisdom Sits in Places” 
(Basso 1996). In these works, Basso explained that peoples’ attachments to geographic features and 
their cultural identities are often tied to places in stories and, among the Western Apache, stories 
with ethical codes and morals.  
 
 
5.5 Content Analysis of Cultural Attachment and Related Themes 
 
As Wagner described the way of life of people in the Peters Mountain area and the early AEP Project 
throughout all of her publications, the concepts described in this section are so intertwined that 
they make up the identity of not only individuals, but also communities. Identity is commonly 
associated with counties that are thought to have certain qualities or is associated with various 
places, place names, early settlers and family names. Interestingly, the Peters Mountain area, has 
been less affected by the type of resource extraction industries common in other parts of 
Appalachia and people who live in the area often cite the natural beauty and way of life in 
connection with each other, as well as their ability to rely on family and neighbors as needed. 
Therefore, the reader should keep in mind that the following themes and terms discussed in 
Sections 5.5.1 and 5.5.2 are interrelated and most relevant as cultural traits and values when 
considered in combination with a general understanding of residents’ way of life and worldview.  
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5.5.1. Homeplace, Kin, and Place Names 
 
The concept of homeplace is a common vernacular term used in the Peters Mountain area. The 
homeplace refers to the family home where residents grew up and, yet more importantly, where 
their ancestors homesteaded, farmed, or originally settled the land. Place names make up the 
vocabulary of residents who describe and name locations on the landscape based on family names, 
cemeteries, buildings such as churches or schools, or events that occurred at a particular location, 
such as “bear tree” (a place where a bear clawed a tree in the past). Other place names may be 
locations of cultural or natural features such as the “Jones’ spring,” natural occurrences on the 
landscapes, such as “sinkhole” or even the “roar of the mountain,” referring to places where one can 
hear the unique sound the Peters Mountain wind makes. As an example of the importance of the 
concept of “homeplace,” three different residents described a practice of keeping their parents’ 
homes after they had passed away, using the houses as gathering places for holidays, or as places 
for relatives to stay when visiting. In more than one interview, residents described their ties to the 
land where they grew up as so strong that most children plan to return to the region for retirement, 
and when the appropriate family member is ready, one of the children will re-inhabit the 
homeplace (Figure 5.1). One resident explained that her husband had been born in “the old 
farmstead.” She said that one can still see the cellar by the “big cypress tree” and that her husband 
was “buried on top of the hill.” She expressed concern that the proposed MVP Project corridor 
would “cut the farm in two.”  
 
The residents’ knowledge of the history of their families and homeplaces, their neighbors, and the 
county is vast. They view culture and nature as intertwined. Local people carry a cultural 
knowledge of their natural surroundings that is both broad and deep and covered a wide variety of 
topics in great detail. They live in a “genealogical landscape” where history, current culture, and 
nature are inextricably joined (Allen in Wagner 2005). (See Figure 5.2 showing family names, 
homeplaces, cabins, cemeteries, nature features and trails.) They see their families’ futures as tied 
to the land. They use metaphors to describe their bond to the land, such as, “The land is like another 
member of the family” (Wagner 2002:130). Yet, people in the Peters Mountain area value individual 
land-ownership and private property rights, as well as the collective culture she described.  
 
 
5.5.2. Common Pool Resources 
 
During the field visit, ACE researchers noted a common theme of sharing among local residents. In 
addition to the collective culture that Wagner described (2005), the view of land and human 
existence in the landscape is also seen as “tied to the people who have lived there” but also as a 
“social space” (Plaut in Wagner 2002:125). Elinor Ostrom et al. (1994) described a phenomenon of 
“common pool resources” wherein communities have informal mechanisms and cultural practices 
regarding sharing of resources that may be on private or lands held in “common,” such as national 
forests. Families forge links of reciprocity with kin and neighbors that enable continuing agrarian 
use of the land in economically challenging times. Sharing of resources includes items like garden 
produce, meat from hunting or domestic stock, fruits, nuts, and most commonly, spring water. 
These resources are further discussed in Section 6.0. 
 
Material resources are not the only kind of sharing. Other types of sharing include informal 
arrangements for trading labor. Several residents gave examples of helping each other with such 
tasks as bailing hay or butchering meat. One woman explained that since her husband had died, she 
continues to farm primarily on her own, but receives help from friends and family for heavy labor 
when needed. Another resident said that she still has a garden, but is too old to “work it” so others  
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Figure 5.1 Typical landscape in the Peters Mountain area 
 

 

 
Figure 5.2. Craig County Historical Society map from Johnston and Givens (2010:8)  
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garden on her property. Yet another talked about an uncle who has a garden and grows so much 
produce he relies on his nieces to can it for him, in return giving them the surplus.  
 
The connections between family and kin, land and landscape, food production, neighbors, history, 
early settlers, cemeteries and burials, ancestors, and culture are so strong that residents’ reverence 
for the ancestors’ place in the landscape, both physically and metaphorically becomes obvious even 
within short conversations.   
 
 
5.5.3 Hundred Most Frequently Used Words 
 
Using NVivo qualitative analysis software, ACE conducted a word frequency query for the hundred 
most frequently used words in the aggregate data of transcripts from Giles and Monroe County 
meetings held with ACE, the Monroe County FERC public scoping meeting official transcript, and 
Preserve Craig collated letters.13 Word frequency counts provide tools to analyze themes and 
common words within a certain demographic (QSR International 2015). Many of the overlapping 
themes and importance of themes discussed in this report include such words as county, water, 
mountain, land, and people and are found in the top ten used words. Words such as cultural, 
environmental, lands, place, attachment, and creek are among the top 25 words. Figure 5.3 provides 
a succinct assessment of the kinds of issues within the sample analyzed, and displays a number of 
words related to themes discussed in this section. 
 
 
5.5.4 Quotes from Residents Illustrating Cultural Attachment  
 
The following quotes from stakeholder letters, FERC public scoping meetings, and meetings 
between ACE researchers and local residents exemplify the people’s cultural attachment in ways 
that paraphrasing would not.  
 

For those of us who call Peters Mountain home, it is a very rare and special place where the 
mountain watches over us. It is sacred. It provides both peace and protection. Its power is not 
to be disrupted casually. [Monroe County, WV Landowner Impact Report and EIS Scoping 
Recommendations 2015] 
 
First, the forest surrounds me with the world of nature, which I can’t live without. The barred 
owls, the wood thrushes, the cool morning mist drifting down the slope, the sounds of roaring 
wind, the clean water that feeds my spring, the earsplitting silence on a snowy day. The views 
of the mountain slopes in their pastel buds preparing for spring are food for my soul. [Marjorie 
Lewter, Sinking Creek resident, New Castle, Virginia] 
  

I love my precious lands. I care for the soil with my very soul, and all creations. Indian Burial 
grounds, ancient oaks in direct path of gas pipeline, spring fed pond—we use every inch of our 

                                                             
13 The rationale for this selection of data for certain analyses is explained in Section 2.0. Since the data came 
from different sources, each transcript had its own unique characteristics, therefore this table is not a precise 
discourse analysis as would be conducted in a rigorous ethnographic or linguistic study. In some cases, FERC 
representatives’ introductions are part of the transcript. To compensate for the high usage of words or names 
of individuals and the MVP Project, words like FERC or pipeline, and names of meeting leaders were removed 
from the original list. 
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Figure 5.3. 100 Most Frequently Used Words: Aggregate Data from Meetings in Monroe and Giles County, and 
Preserve Craig Collated Letters 
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lands in all aspects of life—pristine views. Water is our life. We have the best water in the 
world.” [Resident from Salt Sulphur Springs, West Virginia] 
 
The domestic water supply for my household comes from a permanent spring on my property, 
very close to the boundary of the JNF. Spring water that originates in the JNF has provided the 
water supply to the farm on which my family lives for more than 100 years. Obviously our 
water-supply spring relies on the natural hydrology of the JNF lands immediately uphill of the 
spring. The proposed MVP pipeline is mapped only a very short distance uphill of this critical 
spring, on both my property and the JNF. Construction of the MVP pipeline (excavation and/or 
blasting) would in all likelihood disturb, damage, or destroy this spring that provides my 
family with water. The Forest Plan for the JNF (USFS 2004) discusses the need to protect 
watersheds in the JNF that are relied upon for domestic water supplies. Critical water supplies 
for hundreds or even thousands of people could be negatively impacted by construction of the 
MVP pipeline through the JNF in Craig County, and such construction should not even be 
considered. Please do not allow a private company to destroy this century-old connection 
between federal lands and your neighbors and mine who live adjacent to the National Forest. 
[Brian Murphy, New Castle, Virginia]  

 
 
5.6 NEPA, Cultural Attachment, Socioeconomic Effects, and Cultural Resources 
 
According to Tom King, a well-known author of numerous books and publications and a consultant 
regarding cultural resources, including traditional cultural properties, and their place within NEPA, 
“economic or social effects are not intended by themselves to require preparation of an 
environmental impact statement.” However, when “economic or social and natural or physical 
environmental effects are inter-related, then the EIS will discuss all of these effects on the human 
environment” as part of the NEPA process (King 2013:66). Additionally, historic properties that are 
places of high cultural importance and significance may be eligible for protection under the NHPA.   
 
This discussion of cultural attachment and sense of place has described the emotional, physical, 
and, in some cases, spiritual aspects of cultural attachment as well as material aspects, such as 
farmsteads and homeplaces. Due to the interconnected nature of cultural practices and beliefs with 
historic properties, ACE has determined that the Peters Mountain area could be considered a 
cultural landscape. This concept of “cultural landscape” is commonly recognized throughout the 
world and is described by the World Heritage Commission of the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO 2015) as “combined works of nature and humankind” 
expressing “a long and intimate relationship between humans and their natural environment.” The 
next section of this report discusses this concept in some detail as it relates to the JNF Study Area 
and the Peters Mountain vicinity as a cultural landscape, and the associated cultural attachment to 
these lands. 
 
 
6.0 Cultural Landscapes 
 

Countless cultural landscapes, ranging in scale from specific sites to entire regions, exist as 
possible subjects for preservation activity. Since there are so many cultural landscapes and 
because they reveal multiple layers of history and meaning, those individuals, institutions, and 
organizations interested in their protection and preservation must consider several issues: 
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Which cultural landscapes and time periods should be preserved, and why and how should 
they be preserved? [Alanen and Melnick 2000:6] 

 
The worldview of the local people and its relationship to the land where residents in the study area 
live is such that the best way to analyze intangible concepts like cultural attachment is to first 
consider the cultural landscape holistically. Their worldview is apparent in the way they have 
utilized the landscape while maintaining strong cultural, emotional, and spiritual ties to the land. It 
includes the locations where they establish their homeplaces, the areas in which they hunt and 
gather plants, the places where they attend church services and other gatherings, and sites that 
figure importantly in their local histories.  
 
In consideration of this worldview and its close association with the cultural landscape, a good 
starting point for analysis is the guidance provided by the National Park Service (NPS) for the 
protection, planning, treatment, and management of cultural landscapes. The NPS defines a cultural 
landscape as 
 

A geographic area, including both cultural and natural resources and the wildlife or domestic 
animals therein, associated with a historic event, activity, or person or exhibiting other 
cultural or aesthetic values. [Birnbaum 1994:1] 

 
Birnbaum (1994) further lists four general types of cultural landscapes that are not mutually 
exclusive. These are historic landscapes, historic designed landscapes, historic vernacular 
landscapes, and ethnographic landscapes (Table 6.1). 
 
Peters Mountain and the immediate surrounding area could be considered a historic vernacular or 
rural historic landscape. McClelland et al. (1989:1-2) defined a rural historic landscape as  
 
 

Table 6.1. Types of Cultural Landscapes 
 

Type Definition Examples 

 
Historic Landscape 

 
A landscape significant for its association with a 
historic event, activity, or person 

 
Battlefields, President’s house 
properties 

Historic Designed 
Landscape 

A landscape that was consciously designed or 
laid out by a landscape architect, master 
gardener, architect, or horticulturist according 
to design principles, or an amateur gardener 
working in a recognized style or tradition 

Parks, campuses, estates 

Historic Vernacular 
Landscape 

A landscape that evolved through use by the 
people whose activities or occupancy shaped 
that landscape 

Rural villages, industrial complexes, 
agricultural landscapes 

Ethnographic 
Landscape 

A landscape containing a variety of natural and 
cultural resources that associated people 
define as heritage resources 
 

Contemporary settlements, religious 
sacred sites, massive geological 
structures 

 
 



 33 

A geographical area that historically has been used by people, or shaped or modified by human 
activity, occupancy, or intervention, and that possesses a significant concentration, linkage, or 
continuity of areas of land use, vegetation, buildings and structures, roads and waterways, and 
natural features. 

 
 
McClelland et al. (1989) discussed a classification system of eleven characteristics to describe and 
evaluate a rural historic landscape. These characteristics are “the tangible evidence of the activities 
and habits of the people who occupied, developed, used, and shaped the land to serve human needs; 
they may reflect the beliefs, attitudes, traditions, and values of these people” (McClelland et al. 
1989:3). They are used to collect and categorize information to be used in evaluating the landscape. 
Four of the characteristics refer to processes that have helped shape the land: land uses and 
activities, patterns of spatial organization, response to the natural environment, and cultural 
traditions; the rest are physical components. These characteristics are discussed briefly below 
along with examples from the current Peters Mountain vicinity. 
 
 
6.1 Land Uses and Activities (Process) 
 

Land uses are the major human forces that shape and organize rural communities. Human 
activities, such as farming, mining, ranching, recreation, social events, commerce, or industry, 
have left an imprint on the landscape. An examination of changing and continuing land uses 
may lead to a general understanding of how people have interacted with their environment 
and provide clues about the kinds of physical features and historic properties that should be 
present. 
 
Topographic variations, availability of transportation, the abundance or scarcity of natural 
resources (especially water), cultural traditions, and economic factors influenced the ways 
people use the land. Changing land uses may have resulted from improved technology, 
exhausted soils or mineral deposits, climatic changes, and new economic conditions, as well as 
previous successes or failures. Activities visible today may reflect traditional practices or be 
innovative, yet compatible, adaptations of historic ones. [McClelland et al. 1989:4] 

 
Examples of features that show evidence of land uses and activities within a rural historic 
landscape include fields, pastures, orchards, commons, cemeteries, playing fields, parks, and 
logging areas (McClelland et al. 1989). Although much has been written about Appalachian culture, 
ACE found very little documented information about specific land uses and activities within the 
Peters Mountain area.  
 
The local economy of the Peters Mountain vicinity includes many small-scale family farms (Figure 
6.1). Descendants of people who settled in the area in the late 1700s own many of these farms. In 
recent times, many of these farms have had difficulty competing with large corporate farms. For 
this reason, many of them are now organic farm enterprises or are transitioning into certified 
organic farms. These organic farms include vegetables, grains, livestock, and even Christmas trees. 
 
Some of the local residents are also helping to promote tourism in the area. Vacationers come into 
the Peters Mountain area because it so peaceful and quiet. ACE researchers spoke with at least two 
families who have renovated old historic cabins into vacation rentals (Figure 6.2). The region is also 
part of a system known as the Virginia Scenic Byway; residents described the satisfaction they get 
and pride they feel watching motorcyclists drive along Cumberland Gap Road. The Cumberland Gap  
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Figure 6.1. Small family farm in West Virginia (Mountain Messenger 2015) 
 
 
Trail, associated with the historical figure Daniel Boone, parallel’s the current Route 42 along 
Sinking Creek. 
 
Many of the family farms have private cemeteries located within the property boundaries. A few of 
the family plots contain burials from the Civil War-era. Some of the deceased fought in the Civil War 
for the Confederacy. There are even some of the family cemeteries that have recent burials, like the 
Cole sisters. Both of their parents and a sister are buried in the family plot near their homeplace in 
the Zenith area, West Virginia. 
 
 
6.2 Patterns of Spatial Organization (Process) 
 

The organization of land on a large scale depends on the relationship among major physical 
components, predominant landforms, and natural features. Politics, economics, and 
technology, as well as the natural environment, have influenced the organization of 
communities by determining settlement patterns, proximity to markets, and the availability of 
transportation.  
 
Organization is reflected in road systems, field patterns, distance between farmsteads, 
proximity to water sources, and orientation of structures to sun and wind. For example, spatial 
patterns can be seen in the grid of square mile townships and 160-acre farmsteads in the 
Midwest established by the land ordinances of 1785 and 1787, the distribution of towns every  
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Figure 6.2. Vacation rental cabin owned by the Cole family 
 
 

seven miles along a railroad corridor, and the division of land in Louisiana, by the French long-
lot system, to ensure that every parcel has river frontage. 
 
Large-scale patterns characterizing the settlement and early history of a rural area may 
remain constant, while individual features, such as buildings and vegetation, change over time. 
Changes in technology, for example, may have altered plowing practices, although the location 
of plowed fields, and, therefore, the overall historic pattern may remain the same. [McClelland 
et al. 1989:4] 

 
Examples of features that show evidence of patterns of spatial organization within a rural historic 
landscape are the overall pattern of the circulation networks, areas of land use, natural features, 
clusters of structures, and division of property (McClelland et al. 1989). Although much has been 
written about Appalachian culture, ACE found very little documented information about specific 
patterns of spatial organization within the Peters Mountain area.   
 
Many of the original settlers in the Peters Mountain vicinity were given land grants after the 
Revolutionary War. It is known that some of these lands have been handed down to descendants 
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even in modern times. It is not known how much of the land is still in the ownership of these 
descendants. Collecting this information was not within the scope of the current study. 
 
Local residents told ACE researchers that many of the long-term residents, as well as newcomers to 
the area, own lands that are being converted to organic farming. Gathering information on land 
ownership and organic farming also was not within the scope of the current study. The conversion 
to organic farming represents a technological change in farming methods for local residents. It also 
implies that farmers develop a more intimate knowledge of their land. Based on conversations with 
long-term residents of the Peters Mountain area, ACE learned that most of them, indeed, have an 
intimate knowledge of their lands and surrounding environment. This connection to the land is now 
common to those whose families have lived in the area for hundreds of years and those organic 
farmers who have moved into the area more recently. Some residents told ACE staff that they have 
children who have left to go to college and are planning to return to the region to farm the land. A 
number of people explained that, because of the perceived purity of the water and its reputation for 
winning international contests for quality and taste, the region is ideal for organic and “natural” 
(crops and animals raised without chemicals, antibiotics and hormones) farming and ranching. 
Farmers sell products to such name brand commercial entities as Whole Foods and Organic Valley. 
Food sharing, common hunting grounds crossing private lands, trading meat for hay or corn, and 
sharing of water are all common cultural practices. 
 
 
6.3 Response to the Natural Environment (Process) 
 

Major natural features, such as mountains, prairies, rivers, lakes, forests, and grasslands, 
influenced both the location and organization of rural communities. Climate, similarly, 
influenced the siting of buildings, construction materials, and the location of clusters of 
buildings and structures. Traditions in land use, construction methods, and social customs 
commonly evolved as people responded to the physiography and ecological systems of the area 
where they settled. 
 
Early settlements frequently depended upon available natural resources, such as water for 
transportation, irrigation, or water power. Mineral or soil deposits, likewise, determined the 
suitability of a region for particular activities. Available materials, such as stone or wood, 
commonly influenced the construction of houses, barns, fences, bridges, roads, and community 
buildings. [McClelland et al. 1989:4-5] 

 
Examples of features that show evidence of the peoples’ response to the natural environment 
within a rural historic landscape include adaptations to climate and natural features seen in land 
use, orientation of clusters, construction materials, design of buildings, and methods of 
transportation (McClelland et al. 1989). Although much has been written about Appalachian 
culture, ACE found very little documented information about specific responses to the natural 
environment within the Peters Mountain area. 
 
The most noticeable response to the natural environment by local residents of the Peters Mountain 
area is the development of the water system used for home and farming. Because of its unique 
geological composition, Peters Mountain has many freshwater springs. Many of the homes get their 
water from these springs through a gravity-flow system that consists of the spring (Figure 6.3), a 
spring box (Figures 6.4 and 6.5), and a network of pipes (Figure 6.6). Some homes piped the water 
through a spring house that also served as a refrigerator to store milk, butter, buttermilk, and 
anything else that needed to be kept cold. 
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Figure 6.3. Amy Cole South shows a spring source on their property on Peter’s Mountain 
 
 
Residents in the study area who were interviewed by ACE were very concerned about the 
possibility of damage to their water sources. Concerns about a collapse of the entire water system is 
well documented in various reports submitted to the FERC docket by environmental organizations, 
stakeholder letters, county reports, and residents, as well as scientists who are also residents. The 
vast majority of residents in the study region rely on spring fed or well water originating in Peters 
Mountain, Brush Mountain, or Sinking Creek Mountain karst terrain for all of their water needs, 
including household, farming, gardening, and livestock (Figure 6.7). Additionally, residents have 
intimate knowledge of sinkholes within the landscape, and caves dot the landscape, some of which 
are reported to lead into underground aquifers and lakes. 
 
When questioned about how they actually obtain water from springs in interviews and in situ field 
visits, people explained the gravity fed system first goes through what is called a “water box” or 
“spring box” and is piped down the mountain to their homes. In interviews, residents explained that 
pipes are made of modern materials, such as PVC pipe, or in some cases, buried old wooden pipes 
carry water to homes throughout the landscape. An earlier practice of using “spring houses” near 
homes as refrigeration is less common now as compared with the time period before electricity was 
available. It is important to stress that the information presented here is not comprehensive as 
there are many different types of systems, especially for gravity fed spring systems. 
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Figure 6.4. Historic spring box 
 

 
 

Figure 6.5. Diagram of spring box (from Water for the World 2015) 
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Figure 6.6. Pipe coming from gravity fed spring to 
homeplace 

 

 
 

Figure 6.7. Stream running out of karst cave formation 
out of the mountain above Sinking Creek 

 
 
 
6.4 Cultural Traditions (Process) 
 

Cultural traditions affect the ways that land is used, occupied, and shaped. Religious beliefs, 
social customs, ethnic identity, and trades and skills may be evident today in both physical 
features and uses of the land. Ethnic customs, predating the origins of a community, were often 
transmitted by early settlers and perpetuated by successive generations. Others originated 
during a community's early development and evolution. Cultural groups have interacted with 
the natural environment, manipulating and perhaps altering it, and sometimes modifying 
their traditions in response to it. 
 
Cultural traditions determined the structure of communities by influencing the diversity of 
buildings, location of roads and village centers, and ways the land was worked. Social customs 
dictated the crops planted or livestock raised. Traditional building forms, methods of 
construction, stylistic finishes, and functional solutions evolved in the work of local artisans. 
For example, rustic saunas appeared among the outbuildings of Finnish farmsteads in 
northwestern Michigan, while community churches occupied isolated crossroads in the High 
Plains. Taro, grown as a staple in the Hawaiian daily diet, also assumed an important role in 
the traditional luau. At the Amana Colonies in Iowa, large expanses of farmland and forest, 
based upon communal ownership, a village settlement pattern, and religious beliefs, varied 
from the rectangular grid typical of Midwestern family farms. [McClelland et al. 1989:5] 
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Examples of features that show evidence of cultural traditions associated with a rural historic 
landscape include land use practices, buildings and structures, ethnic or religious institutions, 
community organization, construction methods, technology, trades and skills, use of plants, 
craftsmanship, method of transportation, and pattern of land division (McClelland et al. 1989). 
Much has been written about Appalachian culture; however, little of it concerns cultural traditions 
specific to the Peters Mountain area. During interviews and group meetings, ACE researchers were 
told that local residents still practiced many of the old traditions of Appalachia. For example, many 
still gather wild plants, such as morels and ramps (wild leeks). Families still collect wood for use in 
heating their homes. A wide variety of domestic and wild fruits and berries are scattered and 
harvested throughout private lands and JNF. They also hunt deer and other animals for meat. These 
activities still take place on JNF lands. 
 
Generally, families are self-sufficient. Many people commented that they did not really need a job or 
electricity to survive.  
 

I plant two gardens in the summer. My cellar is full of vegetables that I canned, potatoes, 
winter squash. I have apple trees, pear trees, cherry trees, wild blackberries, chestnuts, black 
walnut. If I want to live on that farm without working, I can sustain myself on it. And this is 
going to ruin it, if it comes close or across my property. If I want to go out and hunt a deer, I 
have deer and wild turkey, bear, I don't know what it's going to do to their habitat. It just 
breaks my heart.  
 
I get all of my wood, which I heat with, and most of my food. All of My water.  
 
I guess we would have to have kerosene for our lamps if we didn't have electricity. I'd hate to 
give up my refrigerator. Go back to the spring house.  
 
We could survive.  

 
Community gatherings are common and include, but are not limited to, church dinners, family 
reunions, dances, lunches at Senior Centers, and weddings. Generally, the entire community is 
invited to these gatherings. 
 

There's an old time music jam down by the park in the warm weather. We have the largest 
Fourth of July parade in the county. The oldest agricultural fair in the state.  

 
Some of the people interviewed by ACE said that they had one special place that they would go to 
when they wanted peace and quiet, a place for them to think and enjoy the sounds of the 
countryside or forest. As described, these places are usually remote and in an area relatively free 
from noise from motorized vehicles or other human-made noises. Other special places are chosen 
for not so obvious reasons. In all cases, it is someone’s special place that holds significance for that 
person. 
 

I have a favorite place that I go on my farm, it's a ridge, and there's a road that goes out 
through it, and it's moss covered on both sides and I go there when I want peace and quiet and 
in the spring Trailing Arbutus is the first flower that blooms there. I have Lady Slippers, it's full 
of mountain laurel, Rhododendron, Wild Azalea. I can go there and I can listen to the birds sing 
and the squirrels and the trees and it brings me peace. And that's gonna be destroyed, and that 
is my life, that farm defines who I am and I don’t want to give it up for somebody's greed. 
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Oh yeah, with my two-year-old granddaughter we found a Putty Root Orchid. She said, “This is 
my stump. She told me to go get the camera to take a picture of her stump.”  
 
So we have a grove of six old trees that were never cut down over two hundred years old. And, 
in fact, we have photos from the Forest Service when they did the first aerial survey in 1937. 
And you can see these trees out there and there are some amazing things that live there and 
we think it's because it's an old forest. And it's a pretty amazing special place.  
 
On this ridge where I go there's an old Beech tree which we call the “initial tree” and my 
initials are there from the year I married. Everybody who passes that tree puts their initials on 
that tree. It has nieces and nephews and the newest one is about two years old, a grandniece of 
mine.   
 
I'll speak as a newcomer. I've only been here for one decade. I built my house on that “special 
place”. From that place there are views in any direction you want to look and it's beautiful.  

 
 
6.5 Circulation Networks (Physical Component) 
 

Circulation networks are systems for transporting people, goods, and raw materials from one 
point to another. They range in scale from livestock trails and footpaths, to roads, canals, 
major highways, and even airstrips. Some, such as farm or lumbering roads, internally served a 
rural community, while others, such as railroads and waterways, connected it to the 
surrounding region. [McClelland et al. 1989:5] 

 
Examples of features that show evidence of circulation networks within a rural historic landscape 
include paths, roads, streams, or canals, highways, railways, and waterways (McClelland et al. 
1989). Although much has been written about Appalachian culture, ACE found very little 
documented information about circulation networks within the Peters Mountain area. While in the 
field, ACE researchers noted that, with the exception of very few major highways, most paved roads 
in the Peters Mountain area were narrow and very windy. The major highways follow the base of 
the 52-mile-long Peters Mountain making it a long drive to get from one side of the mountain to the 
other. Travel over the mountain is, for the most part, difficult and time-consuming. Some of these 
roads are paved; however, most are gravel or dirt and are very narrow and windy. Additionally, a 
large part of the mountain that is part of JNF is a Wilderness Area that is not accessible to motorized 
vehicles. 
 
 
6.6 Boundary Demarcations (Physical Component) 
 

Boundary demarcations delineate areas of ownership and land use, such as an entire 
farmstead or open range. They also separate smaller areas having special functions, such as a 
fenced field or enclosed corral. Fences, walls, tree lines, hedge rows, drainage or irrigation 
ditches, roadways, creeks, and rivers commonly marked historic boundaries. [McClelland et al. 
1989:5] 

 
Examples of features that show evidence of boundary demarcations within a rural historic 
landscape include divisions marked by fences, walls, land use, vegetation, roadways, bodies of 
water, and irrigation or drainage ditches (McClelland et al. 1989). Although much has been written 
about Appalachian culture, ACE found very little documented information about boundary 
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demarcations within the Peters Mountain area. ACE researchers noted fence lines; however, people 
talked about how the land was treated more as a commons, particularly during hunting season. It 
should be noted that since the issue concerning the various surveys, many people now have No 
Trespassing signs posted all along their property boundaries. 
 
 
6.7 Vegetation Related to Land Use (Physical Component) 
 

Various types of vegetation bear a direct relationship to long-established patterns of land use. 
Vegetation includes not only crops, trees, or shrubs planted for agricultural and ornamental 
purposes, but also trees that have grown up incidentally along fence lines, beside roads, or in 
abandoned fields. Vegetation may include indigenous, naturalized, and introduced species.  
 
While many features change over time, vegetation is, perhaps, the most dynamic. It grows and 
changes with time, whether or not people care for it. Certain functional or ornamental 
plantings, such as wheat or peonies, may be evident only during selected seasons. Each species 
has a unique pattern of growth and life span, making the presence of historic specimens 
questionable or unlikely in many cases. Current vegetation may differ from historic vegetation, 
suggesting past uses of the land. For example, Eastern red cedars or aspens indicate the 
natural succession of abandoned farmland in the Midwest. [McClelland et al. 1989:5] 

 
Examples of features that show evidence of vegetation related to land use within a rural historic 
landscape include functional and ornamental trees and shrubs fields for cropping, tree lines along 
walls and roads, native vegetation, orchards, groves, woodlots, pastures, gardens, shelter belts, 
forests, and grasslands (McClelland et al. 1989). Although much has been written about 
Appalachian culture, ACE found very little documented information about patterns of vegetation 
related to land use within the Peters Mountain area.  
 
The Peters Mountain area and surrounding lands are filled with small farms. Pastures and fields are 
sometimes nestled in amidst groves of native and other nut and fruit trees. Most families have home 
gardens near their houses. Some specifically cultivate heirloom plants in their gardens. Often the 
harvests are shared with neighbors and family members. 

We put up a huge garden, and always try to winter over vegetables so that you have enough to 
last, particularly potatoes. Giles County is good for growing two crops, potatoes and rocks. And 
tomatoes. We try to raise enough tomatoes for a few houses. 

 
There's still a few heirloom apple trees around on some of the old farmsteads. 
We've got two old American chestnut trees on my land, haven't gotten the blight yet.  
 
I have persimmons on my farm, not a lot of them around.  
 
When I was a kid on the farm growing up we planted cane, cane molasses. These were survival, 
to get you through the winter. Apple butter in the summer. Sauerkraut, got a kraut barrel, you 
take your cabbage and you got a kraut maul that you bring the juice out of your cabbage, and 
then you put a weight on it with a rock and that lasts you on up into the summer through the 
winter. That's the way life was on the farm. Survival, you're not gonna get ahead, that's why 
people moved out. Because the little farmer, he can only survive, he can't compete with these 
big farms.  
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6.8 Buildings, Structures, and Objects (Physical Component) 
 

Various types of buildings, structures, and objects serve human needs related to the occupation 
and use of the land. Their function, materials, date, condition, construction methods, and 
location reflect the historic activities, customs, tastes, and skills of the people who built and 
used them.  
 
Buildings—designed to shelter human activity—include residences, schools, churches, 
outbuildings, barns, stores, community halls, and train depots. Structures—designed for 
functions other than shelter—include dams, canals, systems of fencing, systems of irrigation, 
tunnels, mining shafts, grain elevators, silos, bridges, earthworks, ships, and highways. 
Objects—relatively small but important stationary or movable constructions—include 
markers and monuments, small boats, machinery, and equipment.  
 
Rural buildings and structures often exhibit patterns of vernacular design that may be 
common in their region or unique to their community. Residences may suggest family size and 
relationships, population densities, and economic fluctuations. The repeated use of methods, 
forms, and materials of construction may indicate successful solutions to building needs or 
demonstrate the unique skills, workmanship, or talent of a local artisan. [McClelland et al. 
1989:5-6] 

 
Examples of features that show evidence of buildings, structures, and objects within a rural historic 
landscape include residences, schools, churches, outbuildings, barns, stores, community halls, train 
depots, dams, canals, tunnels, mining shafts, grain elevators, silos, bridges, earthworks, highways, 
monuments, threshers, and mills (McClelland et al. 1989). Tetra Tech conducted an archaeological 
overview of the area (Reeve et al. 2015) and a Phase IB survey of the proposed MVP corridor, as 
well as some of the alternatives. ACE researchers were shown numerous historic structures, 
including schools, churches, general stores, and old spa compounds. Many of these structures were 
likely not recorded because they were outside of either the proposed MVP corridor or alternative 
corridors, or local landowners did not grant access. Documenting information about these 
structures was not in the scope of the current study. 
 
 
6.9 Clusters (Physical Component) 
 

Groupings of buildings, fences, and other features, as seen in a farmstead, ranch, or mining 
complex, result from function, social tradition, climate, or other influences, cultural or natural. 
The arrangement of clusters may reveal information about historical and continuing activities, 
as well as the impact of varying technologies and the preferences of particular generations. 
The repetition of similar clusters throughout a landscape may indicate vernacular patterns of 
siting, spatial organization, and land use. Also, the location of clusters, such as the market 
towns that emerged at the crossroads of early highways, may reflect broad patterns of a 
region's cultural geography. [McClelland et al. 1989:6] 

 
Examples of features that show evidence of clusters within a rural historic landscape include village 
centers, farmsteads, and crossroads (McClelland et al. 1989). Although much has been written 
about Appalachian culture, ACE found very little documented information about specific clusters, as 
described above, within the Peters Mountain area. Because the focus of this study was “cultural 
attachment,” ACE did not document this type of information.  
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6.10 Archaeological Sites (Physical Component) 
 

The sites of prehistoric or historic activities or occupation, may be marked by foundations, 
ruins, changes in vegetation, and surface remains. They may provide valuable information 
about the ways the land has been used, patterns of social history, or the methods and extent of 
activities such as shipping, milling, lumbering, or quarrying. The ruins of mills, charcoal kilns, 
canals, outbuildings, piers, quarries, and mines commonly indicate previous uses of the land. 
Changes in vegetation may indicate abandoned roadways, homesites, and fields. The spatial 
distribution of features, surface disturbances, subsurface remains, patterns of soil erosion and 
deposition, and soil composition may also yield information about the evolution and past uses 
of the land. [McClelland et al. 1989:6] 

 
Examples of features that show evidence of archaeological sites within a rural historic landscape 
include road traces, reforested fields, ruins of farmsteads, mills, mines, and irrigation systems 
(McClelland et al. 1989). As stated previously, Tetra Tech conducted an archaeological overview of 
the area (Reeve et al. 2015) and a Phase IB survey of the proposed MVP corridor, as well as some of 
the alternatives.  
 
 
6.11 Small-scale Elements (Physical Component) 
 

Small-scale elements, such as a foot bridge or road sign, add to the historic setting of a rural 
landscape. These features may be characteristic of a region and occur repeatedly throughout 
an area, such as limestone fence posts in Kansas or cattle gates in the Buffalo River Valley of 
Arkansas. While most small-scale elements are long-lasting, some, such as bales of hay, are 
temporal or seasonal. Collectively, they often form larger components, such as circulation 
networks or boundary demarcations. Small-scale elements also include minor remnants, 
including canal stones, road traces, mill stones, individual fruit trees, abandoned machinery, or 
fenceposts, that mark the location of historic activities, but lack significance or integrity as 
archeological sites. [McClelland et al. 1989:6] 

 
Examples of features that show evidence of small-scale elements within a rural historic landscape 
include foot bridges, cow paths, road markers, gravestones, isolated vegetation, fence posts, 
curbstones, trail ruts, culverts, foundations, and minor ruins (McClelland et al. 1989). Although 
much has been written about Appalachian culture, ACE found very little documented information 
about small-scale elements, as described above, within the Peters Mountain area. 
 
Spring boxes are one type of small-scale element that is found throughout the Peters Mountain 
area. These were discussed previously in Section 6.1. 
 
 
7.0 Potential Effects: Perceptions of Local Community Members  
 
Potential effects are not analyzed here; however, the following quotes may be useful to consider the 
concerns of local community members. These quotes from interviews and meeting transcripts 
exemplify the kinds of effects community members perceive regarding effects to the cultural 
landscape they live within and cultural attachment to the land. 
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And we couldn't even keep surveyors off our land. We couldn't even say no to surveyors. I 
posted my land for the first time. I've always let people hunt on my land and I didn't want to 
post it and all the hunters are upset. I did let them hunt.  Now every place is posted and you 
have to get written permission.  
 
Nobody posted. Now everybody is posted. They just so abuse peoples’ property. If they don't see 
it posted they just come in and do whatever they want to do.  
 
And if I'm going out hunting on the other side, I don't know where I may end up. I might go 
over on Marty’s [property]. I might go up over on Dave Brady. I'm going anywhere, but if I see 
all these posted signs, it kind of restricts my movement.  
 
Everything is posted now. Every farm. That puts a damper on my hunting, and ultimately my 
culture.  
 
The pipelines are going to go across most of these springs and dynamite and water don't mix.  
 
My great grandfather is one of the Civil War veterans. He's buried in the local cemetery. This 
pipeline is going through this. You don't know how this makes me feel. 
 
So my father then purchased the property that joined my grandfather's and it's going through 
the property that I've inherited from him. And with the caves, sinkholes, crevices, underground 
water Giles County and Craig County are no fit place for the pipeline because the risk of a 
rupture of that pipeline and the explosion and fire that goes with it would wipe out, at a 
conservative estimate, a ten-mile radius. Because you've got a 42-inch pipe that's never been 
built before to carry this natural gas and once you get the rupture you're gonna have the 
flames... I can't even envision. The California fires you saw this summer would not be a candle 
to this, not a candle.   
 
I feel like it would put us out of the dairy business. You see it's to come between here and 
Maywood, between here and out there, is where the line is drawn…. So, either way it's going to 
rob us of the water this way, and the crops the other way. 
 
It needs to be proved that this is for the greater good of the people. This pipeline is in no way 
going to help W VA. There may be a few temporary jobs, there's a little bit of money to be had 
for your land, but no amount of money is worth losing your land, your life, your... My dad was a 
funeral director and began farming [and bought nearby farm property] and those farms are to 
be left to our children. My son is a farmer, he's 30 years old, and farming is what he loves.  So if 
that land is... with karst, you start drilling and you don't know what's gonna happen. They can 
destroy water miles away, and they can say 'if we mess up your springs we'll fix it." You don't 
fix springs. They're done. That land was purchased by hard work, and if it's messed up it's not 
gonna be the land that was purchased for my children, to raise their children. That's just very 
emotional. 
 
One of the surveyors assured me that if they put a pipeline, they would put the land back 
exactly as it was, you could still farm it. You could still do whatever you were doing before... It's 
a long ways through a karst landscape… If they come through here what is life going to be 
without water? Can you sustain life without water? Where are we going to move to? It's gonna 
kill everybody here, all the animals, it's gonna be a desolate landscape if the water supply is 
destroyed." It would not just destroy crops it would destroy people; we'd all have to move. 
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We're afraid the pipeline could blow up, then everybody's dead. So where do you run away 
from it? We're concerned for our children and their children. We could be like those people 
from Syria; where could we run to? 

 
 
8.0 Conclusions 
 
ACE was tasked with investigating the concept of cultural attachment as it relates to the JNF Study 
Area. A major finding of this research is that, in the JNF project area, cultural attachment includes 
intangible aspects, such as emotional and spiritual feelings about the land; as well as, tangible or 
material aspects, such as the overall cultural landscape in which they live. Within this cultural 
landscape, residents perceive little distinction between human-created cultural resources and 
natural resources. To summarize other findings of the current study, it is useful to refer back to 
questions initially raised by Paul Friedman, FERC Environmental Project Manager. 
 
 
Is “cultural attachment” a legitimate term used in the cultural anthropological literature?  If 
so, when was it first used, by whom, and what is its meaning?  
 
As discussed in Section 5.0, the term cultural attachment has likely long been used by social 
scientists and particularly by cultural anthropologists, but more as a descriptor, rather than as 
primary concept. It is unknown who actually first used the term and none tried to precisely define it 
prior to JKA’s 1996 report, most likely because it approximates the more common term, “sense of 
place.” Wagner (1997, 1999, 2002) generally used the term “cultural attachment to land” in much of 
her work. In 1996, JKA was the first, and to the best of ACE’s knowledge, the last to provide a 
definition for cultural attachment as a noun (Kent et al. 1996; see Section 5.3.2).  
 
 
Besides the power line study, what other cultural anthropological research has been done on 
“cultural attachment” and where? 
 
In 1999 as part of an ethnographic study for the Thirty Meter Telescope Project in Maunakea, 
Hawai’i Island, Kepa Maly (Maly 1999), a cultural historian and resource specialist, borrowed the 
term from JKA’s 1996 report (Kent et al. 1996), but used it as a descriptor, rather than a noun. He 
used the term to describe the Native Hawai’ian cultural attachment to the environment. 
 

“Cultural attachment” embodies the tangible and intangible values of a culture. It is how a 
people identify with and personify the environment (both natural and manmade) around 
them. Cultural attachment is demonstrated in the intimate relationship (developed over 
generations of experiences) that people of a particular culture share with their landscape—for 
example, the geographic features, natural phenomena and resources, and traditional sites etc., 
that make up their surroundings. This attachment to environment bears direct relationship to 
the beliefs, practices, cultural evolution, and identity of a people. In Hawai‘i, cultural 
attachment is manifest in the very core of Hawaiian spirituality and attachment to landscape. 
[Maly 1999] 

 
 
Does this term only apply to Appalachia?  Do not people all over the world have cultural 
attachment to their homelands? 
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Based on the information gathered by ACE researchers for the current study and by others for 
previous studies, it is apparent that cultural attachment is not specific to the Appalachian people. It 
may be that other cultural groups in other parts of the world have a cultural attachment to the land 
that is as deep as it is in Appalachia; however, not all cultural groups have a deep and ingrained 
emotional and cultural attachment to the place where they live and its natural environment. 
According to Maly (1999), Native Hawai’ians do because of the intimate relationship to their land 
and natural environment. It is widely recognized that peoples throughout the world often have a 
deep sense of place, as described in Section 5.0. Cultural attachment, as described in this report, is 
similar to indigenous peoples’ attachment to place and worldviews that do not separate the natural, 
cultural, and spiritual environment. The local people who live in the vicinity of Peters Mountain 
exhibit a deep sense of place that is evident in their intimate attachment to their lands. 
 
 
Do the people who reside in the vicinity of the pipeline route across JNF have a special kind of 
“cultural attachment” that is different from other areas? 
 
Yes, the people who reside in the Peters Mountain area have a cultural attachment to the Study 
Area that is different from other areas here in the United States. ACE researchers were told by many 
local residents about how they knew every inch of their land and that they held those lands in a 
special kind of reverence. Many of these people still live on land that was granted to their ancestors 
over 200 years ago. To them, the land is a living entity that deserves their care and respect. They 
consider themselves to be the stewards of the land. Some residents stated that Mother Earth takes 
care of them, so they need to take care of her. 
 
One of the key issues that ACE researchers discovered during the archival record and literature 
research, and that became clearer once they began meeting and speaking with local residents, was 
that the entire Peters Mountain area, including the JNF Study Area, was a cultural landscape. 
Although people still use JNF lands for things like plant gathering, hunting, and wood collecting, 
much of the cultural attachment that they feel towards the Peters Mountain vicinity is associated 
with private property. As discussed in Section 6.0, the best way to analyze the tangible aspects of 
cultural attachment specific to the JNF Study Area would be to assess the Peters Mountain and 
surrounding vicinity, including private lands and other government-managed lands besides those 
of JNF. It should be noted that several of the individuals ACE researchers met with also had 
concerns about the usefulness and validity of the current study because of its focus on the JNF 
lands.  
 
McClelland and others (1989) developed a set of guidelines that includes criteria necessary to 
evaluate a cultural landscape. These include, but are not limited to, identification of tangible 
features related to land uses by type, general location, dates of use, condition, and related 
vegetation; description of patterns characterizing the landscape as a whole; and descriptions of 
land use practices, patterns of land division, institutions, building forms, workmanship, stylistic 
preferences, vernacular characteristics, use of materials, and methods of construction that have 
been influenced by cultural tradition.  
 
Some of this information may be gleaned from a deeper review of archival records, such as 
recorded oral histories of people from the Peters Mountain area conducted by researchers from 
Radford University and Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University. Another useful source 
may be the document titled “Parts II-A and II-B: Individual Landowner Reports” produced by Save 
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Monroe, Inc. and The Border Conservancy of Monroe County, WV that potentially contains detailed 
information about land use and other information about cultural attachment to land.14 The data 
presented here from a variety of sources, including academic literature, technical reports, public 
meeting transcripts, scoping letters, in-person interviews, and meetings with local residents 
indicates that cultural attachment to land in the JNF Study Area is a major concern with regard to 
the proposed MVP Project.  
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