
LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO101 – Lorraine Titus 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3154 

 
LO101-1 See the responses to comments CO46-1 and LO18-1. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO101-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO102 – Teresa Rhodes 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3155 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO102 – Teresa Rhodes (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3156 

 
LO102-1 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO102-2 Comment noted. 

LO102-3 See the response to comment CO80-8. 

LO102-4 See the response to comment CO85-7 regarding rates. 

LO102-5 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

LO102-6 The projects would be maintained and monitored throughout the life of 
operation.  As discussed in section 4.12.1, Atlantic and DETI have affirmed 
that the project facilities would be designed, constructed, operated, and 
maintained in accordance with the DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards 
in 49 CFR 192.  The regulations are intended to ensure adequate protection 
for the public and to prevent natural gas facility accidents and failures.  The 
staffing of DOT safety inspectors is outside the scope of this EIS.  The topic 
of financial liability is also outside the scope of this EIS and is more properly 
addressed in legal forums.  See also the response to comment LO22-5. 

LO102-7 Comment noted. 

LO102-8 See the response to comments CO68-12 and CO80-8. 

LO102-9 We do not anticipate natural gas leaks into groundwater or streams.  The main 
potential issue with wells is that the physical structure of the well itself could 
be affected by the construction workspace or construction practices; or, if 
fluids from construction equipment were spilled in the vicinity of the well.  
Contamination by methane is not a primary concern.  Because methane is a 
lighter-than-air gas, it rapidly dissipates into the atmosphere.  If a pipeline 
leak were to occur within a stream or riverbed, there may be a small amount 
of methane dissolved in the water, but the majority would remain gaseous and 
leave the water column.  This may reduce aqueous oxygen capacity slightly 
until repairs are completed.  However, methane does not “contaminate” soils, 
rivers, or groundwater like fluid hydrocarbons can.   

 

LO102-1 

LO102-2 

LO102-3 

LO102-4 

LO102-5 

LO102-6 

LO102-7 

LO102-8 

LO102-9 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO102 – Teresa Rhodes (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3157 

 
LO102-10 Comment noted.  Refer to sections 4.5 and 4.6 for a discussion of the potential 

impacts on wildlife and aquatic resources, respectively, and the mitigation 
measures that would be implemented to reduce these impacts.  

LO102-11 Comment noted. 

LO102-12 See the responses to comments CO46-1 and CO66-2.  Past issues related to 
Dominion are outside the scope of this EIS. 

LO102-13 Comment noted.  Refer to section 4.4 for a discussion of impacts on forested 
vegetation and the mitigation measures that would be implemented to reduce 
these impacts. 

 

LO102-9 
(cont’d) 

LO102-10 

LO102-11 

LO102-12 

LO102-13 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO103 – Francine J. Stephenson 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3158 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO103 – Francine J. Stephenson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3159 

 
LO103-1 Comment noted. 

LO103-2 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

  

  

  

 

LO103-1 

LO103-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO103 – Francine J. Stephenson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3160 

 
LO103-3 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

LO103-4 The topic of financial liability is outside the scope of this EIS and is more 
properly addressed in legal forums.  See also the response to comment LO22-
5. 

LO103-5 See the response to comment LO62-2. 

LO103-6 See the response to comment LO89-4. 

 

LO103-3 

LO103-4 

LO103-5 

LO103-6 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO103 – Francine J. Stephenson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3161 

 
LO103-7 Section 4.12.1 has been revised to include discussion of potential safety 

impacts from heavy farm equipment and other large vehicles crossing the 
pipeline in open areas (i.e., not at road crossings).   

LO103-8 See the response to comment CO68-12. 

LO103-9 As described in section 2.7, if at some point in the future, any of the project 
facilities approved in this proceeding were proposed to be abandoned, 
Atlantic and/or DETI would have to seek specific authorization from the 
FERC for that action and the public would have the opportunity to comment 
on the applicant’s abandonment proposal. 

LO103-10 Comment noted. 

 

LO103-7 

LO103-8 

LO103-9 

LO103-10 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO103 – Francine J. Stephenson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3162 

 
LO103-11 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment CO95-1. 

LO103-12 FERC has also determined that a route along I-95 is not preferable to the 
proposed route.  See our discussion in section 3.3.3 of the EIS. 

 
LO103-11 

LO103-12 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO103 – Francine J. Stephenson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3163 

 
LO103-13 Section 1.4 lists the environmental permits, authorizations, and consultations 

applicable to ACP and SHP.   

LO103-14 Comment noted.  The SSURGO prime farmland soil designation is land use 
independent, and the presence of prime farmland soils does not necessarily 
indicate that that soil is being actively managed for agricultural production.  
Agricultural land is further discussed in section 4.8.1.1. 

LO103-15 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO103-16 Comment noted. 

 

LO103-12 
(cont’d) 

LO103-13 

LO103-14 

LO103-15 

LO103-16 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO103 – Francine J. Stephenson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3164 

 
LO103-17 See the response to comment SA14-86. 

LO103-18 Comment noted. 

 LO103-17 

LO103-18 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO104 – Roberta Koontz  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3165 

 
LO104-1 Comment noted.  Atlantic has eliminated the referenced access road from its 

proposed project. 

  

  

  

  

 
LO104-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO104 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3166 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO104 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3167 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 

The attachments to this letter have been reviewed by FERC staff and can be found on the FERC eLibrary 
site under FERC Accession Nos. 20170327-5059 and 20170327-5061. 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO105 – Roberta Koontz  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3168 

 

LO105-1 Comment noted.  We will review karst survey results when submitted by 
Atlantic.  See also the response to comment LO70-22. 

  

LO105-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO105 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3169 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO105-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO105 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3170 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO105 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3171 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO105 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3172 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO105 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3173 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO105 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3174 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO106 – Roberta Koontz  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3175 

 
LO106-1 See the response to comment LO64-2. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO106-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO106 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3176 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO106-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO106 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3177 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO106 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3178 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO106 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3179 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO106 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3180 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO106 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3181 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO106 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3182 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO107 – Roberta Koontz  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3183 

 

LO107-1 Comments noted. 

  

  

  

  

LO107-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO107 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3184 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO107-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO107 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3185 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO107 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3186 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO108 – Roberta Koontz  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3187 

 

LO108-1 Thank you for the information.  It was reviewed and is part of the project 
record. 

  

  

  

  

LO108-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO108 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3188 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO108-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO108 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3189 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO108-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO108 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3190 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO108 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3191 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO109 – Nancy L. Avery 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3192 

 

LO109-1 Sections 4.8.3, 4.9, and 4.12 include discussions of potential residential, 
socioeconomics, and reliability and safety impacts, respectively.  See also the 
response to comment CO6-1. 

  

  

  

  

LO109-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO110 – Larry M. Capps  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3193 

 

LO110-1 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CO46-1. 

  

  

  

  

LO110-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO110 – Larry M. Capps (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3194 

 

LO110-2 Comment noted. 

LO110-3 Comment noted. 

LO110-4 See the response to comment CO67-15. 

LO110-5 See the response to comment PM1-51. 

LO110-6 Comment noted. 

LO110-2 

LO110-3 

LO110-4 

LO110-5 

LO110-6 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO111 – Wade A. and Elizabeth G. Neely  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3195 

 

LO111-1 Section 2.5 discusses the environmental inspection and monitoring that would 
take place during construction of the projects.  See also the responses to 
comments CO6-1 and LO18-1. 

LO111-2 See the response to comment LO89-6. 

LO111-3 Atlantic and DETI would be legally required to ensure their projects follow 
the construction procedures and mitigation measures described in their 
applications and supplements, including responses to staff data requests and 
as identified in the EIS, unless modified by any Order, and fulfills the intent 
of their various project-related plans.  Failure to meet certain performance 
standards would result in issuance of noncompliance reports and, if the 
violation is repeated, could result in a stop-work order or enforcement actions 
by the FERC.  If a company does not meet the conditions or regulations that 
apply to the project, FERC has authority to refer the matter to its Office of 
Enforcement. 

Atlantic and DETI would be required to submit weekly reports documenting 
construction and restoration activities.  Further, a third-party compliance 
monitor under the direction of the FERC would be onsite daily during 
construction documenting Atlantic’s and DETI’s construction and restoration 
through about the time the pipeline would be placed into service.  FERC staff 
would periodically inspect the project area during construction and restoration 
to ensure restoration occurs and, if any issues arise, that they are addressed.  
The third-party monitors would also consult with FERC staff as needed during 
construction and restoration. 

Under a MOU on Natural Gas Transportation Facilities dated January 15, 
1993, between the DOT and FERC, the DOT has the exclusive authority to 
promulgate federal safety standards used in the transportation of natural gas.  
Section 157.14(a)(9)(vi) of FERC’s regulations require that an applicant 
certify that it would design, install, inspect, test, construct, operate, replace, 
and maintain the facility for which a Certificate is requested in accordance 
with federal safety standards and plans for maintenance and inspection, or 
certify that it has been granted a waiver of the requirements of the safety 
standards by the DOT in accordance with section 3(e) of the Natural Gas 
Pipeline Safety Act.  FERC accepts this certification and does not impose 
additional safety standards other than DOT standards.   

  

  

LO111-1 

LO111-2 

LO111-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO111 – Wade A. and Elizabeth G. Neely (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3196 

 

LO111-4 Potential impacts, and measures to reduce impacts, on groundwater are 
discussed in section 4.3.1. 

LO111-5 Comment noted. 

LO111-6 See the response to comment LO89-4.  Also, section 4.12.1 has been revised 
with additional discussion of Atlantic’s coordination with local emergency 
response providers and the development of its Operational Emergency 
Response Plans, which would address evacuation requirements in the event 
of an incident along the pipeline. 

LO111-7 The purpose of the EIS is to analyze the potential environmental impacts of 
ACP and SHP.  Past issues related to Dominion are outside the scope of this 
EIS. 

LO111-3 
(cont’d) 

LO111-4 

LO111-5 

LO111-6 

LO111-7 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO111 – Wade A. and Elizabeth G. Neely (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3197 

 

LO111-8 Comment noted.  FERC and other agencies with permitting responsibilities 
require that certain surveys be completed for the entire pipeline route.  The 
data collected by Atlantic and DETI are filed with the FERC and submitted 
to the specific resource agencies for review.  As part of the permitting/ 
consultation process, agencies review and verify that data submitted by the 
applicant are accurate prior to issuing their respective permits.  In addition, 
FERC resource specialists review the information filed by Atlantic and DETI 
to ensure its accuracy as part of the analysis of the proposed projects.  Issues 
related to survey of properties are not within FERC’s jurisdiction.   

LO111-9 The FS is using the FERC’s NEPA document to assist it in its regulatory 
process.  The FS may continue to request additional information from Atlantic 
specific to its lands after the final EIS and prior to issuance of any FS permit. 

LO111-7 
(cont’d) 

LO111-8 

LO111-9 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO111 – Wade A. and Elizabeth G. Neely (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3198 

 

LO111-10 See the response to comment CO46-1.  The legality of eminent domain is 
outside the scope of this EIS. 

LO111-11 See the response to comments SA8-252, CO3-1, and CO10-3. 

LO111-12 See the response to comment LO70-18. 

LO111-13 As discussed in section 1.3, FERC staff visited certain areas that could be 
affected by ACP and SHP, and met with various groups and landowners.  We 
also inspected the remainder of the ACP and SHP area via automobile and 
helicopter in conjunction with open houses, public scoping meetings, and 
other meetings, and held meetings with various resource, permitting, and land 
management agencies.   

LO111-10 

LO111-11 

LO111-12 

LO111-13 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO111 – Wade A. and Elizabeth G. Neely (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3199 

 

LO111-14 See the response to comment CO48-2. 

LO111-15 Details describing the precautionary measures to be taken during pipeline 
construction blasting are discussed in section 4.1.2.2 and also in Atlantic’s 
and DETI’s Blasting Plan.  Potential impacts, and measures to reduce impacts, 
on groundwater are discussed in section 4.3.1. 

LO111-16 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

  

  

LO111-14 

LO111-15 

LO111-16 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO111 – Wade A. and Elizabeth G. Neely (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3200 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO111 – Wade A. and Elizabeth G. Neely (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3201 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO111 – Wade A. and Elizabeth G. Neely (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3202 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO111 – Wade A. and Elizabeth G. Neely (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3203 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO111 – Wade A. and Elizabeth G. Neely (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3204 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO111 – Wade A. and Elizabeth G. Neely (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3205 

 

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO111 – Wade A. and Elizabeth G. Neely (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3206 

 

LO111-17 Potential impacts, and measures to reduce impacts, on groundwater are 
discussed in section 4.3.1. 

LO111-18 Comment noted. 

LO111-19 As discussed in section 2.5.3, third-party compliance monitors would be 
selected and managed by FERC staff and would provide daily environmental 
compliance monitoring services for the projects.  The third-party compliance 
monitors are separate from the EIs that would be employed by Atlantic, as 
described in section 2.5.2.  The FERC third-party compliance monitors would 
provide daily reports to the FERC staff on compliance issues and make 
recommendations to the FERC Project Manager on how to deal with 
compliance issues and construction changes, should they arise.  FERC staff's 
periodic inspections would typically occur once per month. 

LO111-17 

LO111-18 

LO111-19 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO111 – Wade A. and Elizabeth G. Neely (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3207 

 

LO111-20 See the response to comment LO111-12. 

LO111-21 Comment noted. 

LO111-22 Comment noted.  Section 4 of the EIS includes our analysis of potential 
environmental impacts of the project 

LO111-23 Sections 4.1 and 4.12 discuss potential impacts related to geology and 
reliability and safety, respectively. 

LO111-24 Comment noted. 

LO111-25 The purpose of the EIS is to analyze the potential environmental impacts of 
ACP and SHP.  Past issues related to Dominion are outside the scope of this 
EIS. 

LO111-20 

LO111-21 

LO111-22 

LO111-23 

LO111-24 

LO111-25 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO111 – Wade A. and Elizabeth G. Neely (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3208 

 

LO111-26 Atlantic and DETI are required to provide FERC with a list of all affected 
landowners as defined in 18 CFR 157.6(d)(2), and the list of affected 
landowners was part of our environmental mailing list who received the draft 
EIS.  Anyone who wishes can request to be added to the FERC mailing list 
by submitting a comment on the docket or contacting FERC directly. 

LO111-27 Comment noted.   

  

  

  

LO111-25 

LO111-26 
(cont’d) 

LO111-27 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO111 – Wade A. and Elizabeth G. Neely (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3209 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO112 – Multiple Landowners  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3210 

 

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO112 – Multiple Landowners (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3211 

 

LO112-1 Any project that is approved by the Commission conveys the right of eminent 
domain, and this authority is specifically spelled out under the NGA for 
installation and operation of pipelines.  See also the responses to comments 
CO6-1 and CO46-1. 

  

  

  

  

LO112-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO112 – Multiple Landowners (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3212 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO112-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO112 – Multiple Landowners (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3213 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO112-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO112 – Multiple Landowners (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3214 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO112-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO112 – Multiple Landowners (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3215 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO112-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO112 – Multiple Landowners (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3216 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO112-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO112 – Multiple Landowners (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3217 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO112-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO112 – Multiple Landowners (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3218 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO112-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO112 – Multiple Landowners (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3219 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO112-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO112 – Multiple Landowners (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3220 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO112-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO112 – Multiple Landowners (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3221 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO112-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO112 – Multiple Landowners (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3222 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO112 – Multiple Landowners (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3223 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO113 – Sally Adkins  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3224 

 

LO113-1 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

  

  

  

  
LO113-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO113 – Sally Adkins (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3225 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO113-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3226 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3227 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3228 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3229 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3230 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3231 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3232 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3233 

 

LO114-1 See the responses to comments CO6-1, and LO114-2 through LO114-25. 

  

  

  

  

LO114-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3234 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO114-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3235 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO114-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3236 

 

LO114-2 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

  

  

  

  

LO114-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3237 

 

LO114-3 See the response to comment CO55-6. 

  

  

  

  

LO144-2 
(cont’d) 

LO144-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3238 

 

LO114-4 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO114-5 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

  

  

LO114-3 
(cont’d) 

LO114-4 

LO114-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3239 

 

LO114-6 See the response to comment CO85-7 regarding rates. 

  

  

  

  

LO114-5 
(cont’d) 

LO114-6 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3240 

 

LO114-7 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

  

  

  

  

LO114-6 
(cont’d) 

LO114-7 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3241 

 

LO114-8 As discussed in section 2.5.3, third-party compliance monitors would be 
selected and managed by FERC staff and would provide daily environmental 
compliance monitoring services for the projects.  The third-party compliance 
monitors are separate from the EIs that would be employed by Atlantic, as 
described in section 2.5.2.  The FERC third-party compliance monitors would 
provide daily reports to the FERC staff on compliance issues and make 
recommendations to the FERC Project Manager on how to deal with 
compliance issues and construction changes, should they arise.   

  

  

  

  

LO114-7 
(cont’d) 

LO114-8 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3242 

 

LO114-9 Atlantic and DETI would be legally required to ensure their projects follow 
the construction procedures and mitigation measures described in their 
applications and supplements including responses to staff data requests and 
as identified in the EIS (unless modified by any Order), and fulfills the intent 
of their various project-related plans.  Failure to meet certain performance 
standards would result in issuance of noncompliance reports and, if the 
violation is repeated, could result in a stop-work order or enforcement actions 
by the FERC.  If a company does not meet the conditions or regulations that 
apply to the project, FERC has authority to refer the matter to its Office of 
Enforcement.   

Past issues related to Dominion are outside the scope of this EIS. 

  

  

  

  

LO114-8 
(cont’d) 

LO114-9 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3243 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO114-9 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3244 

 

LO114-10 The topic of financial liability is outside the scope of this EIS and is more 
property addressed in legal forums. 

LO114-11 As discussed in section 4.3.1.7, Atlantic and DETI have developed a well 
sampling plan that presents procedures for pre-construction monitoring of all 
identified drinking water supply wells, which includes private, community, 
municipal/public wells, and springs within 150 feet of the construction 
workspace in non-karst terrain and within 500 feet of the construction 
workspace in karst terrain.  If a damage claim is filed with Atlantic or DETI, 
Atlantic and DETI would conduct post-construction water quality tests, which 
would be analyzed by a certified laboratory, to determine if water supply wells 
and springs are affected by construction activities.  If damage occurs, Atlantic 
and DETI have committed to providing a temporary potable water source, 
and/or a new water treatment system or well.  We encourage anyone who 
believes their well or spring may be affected by construction of the proposed 
projects to complete a preconstruction water quality and yield survey.  Should 
construction activities affect a well or spring, landowners can negotiate the 
delivery of alternative water supplies and/or water sources with Atlantic/
DETI.  If Atlantic and DETI are unresponsive or unwilling to negotiate, we 
encourage landowners to contact FERC’s Landowner Helpline to investigate 
the problem. 

  

  

  

LO114-10 

LO114-11 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3245 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO114-11 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3246 

 

LO114-12 Details describing the precautionary measures to be taken during pipeline 
construction blasting are discussed in section 4.1.2.2 and also in Atlantic’s 
and DETI’s Blasting Plan.  Potential impacts, and measures to reduce impacts, 
on groundwater are discussed in section 4.3.1. 

  

  

  

  

LO114-11 
(cont’d) 

LO114-12 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3247 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO114-12 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3248 

 

  

  

  LO114-12 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3249 

 

LO114-13 Refer to section 4.1.4.2 for a discussion of the mitigation measures that would 
be utilized in steep slope areas.  See also the response to comment CO6-1. 

  

  

  
LO114-13 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3250 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

LO114-13 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3251 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO114-13 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3252 

  
LO114-14 Appendix K has been updated to list Jennings Branch as a perennial 

waterbody. 

  

  

 

LO114-13 
(cont’d) 

LO114-14 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3253 

  
LO114-15 Comments noted.  As discussed in section 4.3.1.5, we are recommending that 

Atlantic complete the remaining field surveys for wells and springs within 
150 feet of the construction workspace, and within 500 feet of the construction 
workspace in karst terrain, and file the results, including type and location, 
with the Secretary prior to construction. 

LO114-16 The table has been updated to identify the water source as Jennings Branch. 

LO114-17 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

 

LO114-14 
(cont’d) 

LO114-15 

LO114-16 

LO114-17 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3254 

  
LO114-18 Comment noted. 

LO114-19 We disagree.  See the response to comment LO59-1. 

  

  

  

 

LO114-18 

LO114-19 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3255 

  
  

  

  
LO114-19 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3256 

  
LO114-20 Comment noted.  See the responses to Comment Letter LO77. 

LO114-19 
(cont’d) 

LO114-20 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3257 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO114-20 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3258 

  
LO114-21 Permission to survey properties is not within FERC’s jurisdiction.  The right 

for a project sponsor to survey one’s property is subject to the respective state 
laws pertaining to property rights and access for survey purposes.  Generally, 
certain surveys, such as real estate assessment or visual resource surveys, can 
be conducted from public rights-of-way and therefore do not require 
landowner permission.  This is similar to a property assessment conducted by 
municipalities for tax purposes.  The NGA does not give FERC the authority 
to grant access to properties or easements for a project and only grants 
applicants the right of eminent domain if a project is approved.  State law may 
differ. 

LO114-22 Comment noted.  See the response to comment letter LO-77. 

LO114-21 

LO114-22 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3259 

  
LO114-23 See the response to comments CO8-1 and PM1-51. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO114-22 

LO114-23 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3260 

  
LO114-24 See the response to comment LO59-1. 

  

  

  

  

  

  

LO114-24 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3261 

   
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO114-24 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3262 

  
LO114-25 See the response to comment LO77-12. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO114-25 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3263 

   
  

  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO114 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3264 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO115 – William S. Moore 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3265 

  
LO115-1 Comment noted. 

LO115-2 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

 LO115-1 

LO115-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO116 – Kirk Daniel Sorensen 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3266 

 
LO116-1 The wetland in question has been identified as a spring in table 4.3.1-2 of the 

EIS.   

LO116-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO117 – Kirk Daniel Sorensen 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3267 

  
LO117-1 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

 

LO117-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO118 – Kirk Daniel Sorensen 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3268 

  
LO118-1 The DOT's safety regulations in 49 CFR 192.625 describe the requirements 

for odorants in natural gas transmission lines.  See also the response to 
comment LO22-5.  

 
 

LO118-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO119 – Kirk Daniel Sorensen 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3269 

  
 

LO119-1 Section 4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, 
including methods of leak detection. 

LO119-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO120 – Kirk Daniel Sorensen 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3270 

  
 

LO120-1 The topic of financial liability is outside the scope of this EIS and is more 
properly addressed in legal forums.  

  

  

  

  

 

LO120-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO121 – Jeffrey A. Mills 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3271 

  
  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO122 – Jeffrey A. Mills (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3272 

  
LO121-1 Comment noted.  We believe that when taking all factors into consideration, 

the route has optimized collocation with existing rights-of-way to the extent 
practical. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO121-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO122 – Jeffrey A. Mills (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3273 

  

  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO122 – Jeffrey A. Mills (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3274 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO122 – Rebecca L Harmon  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3275 

  
LO122-1 See the response to comment CO8-1.  Section 4.8.3 discusses residential 

construction measures, including Atlantic’s commitment to complete septic 
system repairs.   

LO122-2 See the response to comment CO68-17. 

LO122-3 As discussed in section 4.12, Atlantic and DETI would be required to comply 
with DOT safety standards to ensure safe operation of ACP and SHP, which 
include depth of cover requirements.  We do not have the authority to require 
installation measures beyond what the DOT requires.   

LO122-4 Comment noted.  Mole Hill and Trimble Know are extinct volcanoes last 
active approximately 47 million years ago. 

  

 

LO122-1 

LO122-2 

LO122-3 

LO122-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO123 – Bette Grahame 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3276 

 
 

 

LO123-1 Atlantic and DETI completed surveys based on protocols that were reviewed 
and approved by the appropriate agencies prior to initiation.  In addition, 
Atlantic and DETI submit completed survey reports documenting the results 
of their various environmental surveys to the applicable reviewing agencies, 
who had the opportunity to review and comment on the results.  Further, 
FERC staff has reviewed all survey reports and results for the preparation of 
this EIS, and have taken into account the reviewing agencies’ comments in 
our analysis. 

LO123-2 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

LO123-3 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment CO6-1. 

  

  

LO123-1 

LO123-2 

LO123-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO124 – Charles F. Wulf, Jr. 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3277 

 

LO124-1 Section 4.8.5.2 discusses impacts on Fort Pickett (and the Ward Burton 
Wildlife Foundation).  Based on correspondence from the U.S. Department 
of the Army dated November 14, 2016, the agency believes that the ACP “is 
compatible with the purpose of the Fort Pickett Army Compatible Use 
Program” and that “the routes of the pipeline does not produce any significant 
risk to the current or future planned military operations in the installation.”  
Issues related to terrorism and its potential effects on the proposed projects 
are addressed in section 4.12.4 of the EIS. 

  

  

  

  

LO124-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO124 – Charles F. Wulf, Jr. (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3278 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO124-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO124 – Charles F. Wulf, Jr. (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3279 

LO124-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO124 – Charles F. Wulf, Jr. (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3280 

   

  

  

  

  

  

LO124-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO124 – Charles F. Wulf, Jr. (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3281 

  

  

  

  

  

  

LO124-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO124 – Charles F. Wulf, Jr. (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3282 

  

  

  

  

  

  

LO124-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO124 – Charles F. Wulf, Jr. (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3283 

  

  

  

  

  

  

LO124-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO124 – Charles F. Wulf, Jr. (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3284 

  

  

  LO124-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO124 – Charles F. Wulf, Jr. (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3285 

 

  

  LO124-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO124 – Charles F. Wulf, Jr. (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3286 

LO124-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO124 – Charles F. Wulf, Jr. (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3287 

 

  

  
LO124-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO124 – Charles F. Wulf, Jr. (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3288 

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO124 – Charles F. Wulf, Jr. (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3289 

 

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO125 – Cora Perkins  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3290 

 

LO125-1 Section 4.11.1 includes our analysis on air quality, including construction, 
operation, and fugitive pipeline emissions.  We conclude that the impacts 
from the pipelines and new and modified compressor stations, when 
combined with the existing background levels, would comply with the 
NAAQS, which were established by the EPA to be protective of public 
welfare and human health, including children, the elderly, and sensitive 
populations, and would not result in a significant impact on air quality. 

LO125-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO126 – Emma L. Earnst 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3291 

  

 

LO126-1 See the response to comment CO49-1. 

LO126-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO127 – Teresa Rhodes 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3292 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO127 – Teresa Rhodes (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3293 

  
LO127-1 See the response to comments CO68-12 and CO80-8. 

LO127-2 Comment noted. 

LO127-3 As described in section 4.12.1, the list of HCAs follows the DOT rules that 
define a HCA as an area where a natural gas pipeline accident could do 
considerable harm to people and their property, and requires an integrity 
management program to minimize the potential for an accident.  This 
definition satisfies, in part, the Congressional mandate for DOT to prescribe 
standards that establish criteria for identifying each natural gas pipeline 
facility in a high-density population area.  We do not have the authority to 
require pipe thicknesses beyond what the DOT requires.  Per DOT 
regulations, Atlantic and DETI would be required to design and construct the 
pipeline based on identified area classifications and HCAs at the time of 
construction.  If a subsequent increase in population density adjacent to the 
right-of-way results in a change in class location for the pipeline, Atlantic and 
DETI would reduce the MAOP or replace the segment with pipe of sufficient 
grade and wall thickness, if required to comply with DOT requirements for 
the new class location or HCA. 

Section 4.12.1 has also been revised to include discussion of potential safety 
impacts from heavy farm equipment and other large vehicles crossing the 
pipeline in open areas (i.e., not at road crossings).   

 

LO127-1 

LO127-2 

LO127-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO127 – Teresa Rhodes (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3294 

 

 

 
LO127-4 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

LO127-5 Comment noted.  Impacts and associated mitigation measures for vegetation 
and wildlife habitat are discussed in sections 4.4 and 4.5, respectively. 

  

  

 

LO127-4 

LO127-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO127 – Teresa Rhodes (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3295 

   
LO127-6 Comment noted. 

LO127-7 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO127-8 Comment noted. 

LO127-9 Comment noted. 

LO127-10 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

LO127-11 We have taken flooding into consideration. 

LO127-12 Comment noted. 

 

LO127-6 

LO127-7 

LO127-8 

LO127-9 

LO127-10 

LO127-11 

LO127-12 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO127 – Teresa Rhodes (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3296 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO128 – Marcia Gibbons 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3297 

  
LO128-1 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO128-2 See the response to comment CO68-9. 

 

LO128-2 

LO128-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO128 – Marcia Gibbons (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3298 

  
LO128-3 See the response to comment PM4-27. 

 

LO128-2 
(cont’d) 

LO128-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO129 – James Bolton 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3299 

   
  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO129 – James Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3300 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO129 – James Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3301 

 

 

 
LO129-1 See the response to comment CO5-1. 

  

 

LO129-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO129 – James Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3302 

 

 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO129-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO129 – James Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3303 

 

 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO129-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO129 – James Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3304 

  
LO129-2 Comment noted.  See also the responses to comments CO6-1 and CO46-1. 

LO129-3 FS response:  The FS and FERC have received additional information and 
analyses since the draft EIS and have incorporated them into the final EIS. 
Additional mitigation measures and monitoring procedures have been 
identified that will be incorporated into the COM Plan and Special Use 
Permit, if issued. 

LO129-4 See the response to comment CO68-9. 

  

  

 

LO129-2 

LO129-3 

LO129-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO129 – James Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3305 

  
 

LO129-4 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO129 – James Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3306 

  
LO129-5 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO129-4 
(cont’d) 

LO129-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO129 – James Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3307 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO129-5 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO130 – Chapin Wilson  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3308 

  
LO130-1 Comment noted. 

LO130-2 The topic of financial liability is outside the scope of this EIS and is more 
properly addressed in legal forums.  See also the response to comment CO67-
15. 

LO130-3 See the response to comment CO66-2. 

  

  

 

LO130-1 

LO130-2 

LO130-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO130 – Chapin Wilson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3309 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO130-3 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO131 – Tyler Bird Paul  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3310 

  
LO131-1 Sections 4.7.1.1 through 4.7.1.4 include updated information and discussions/

consultations with the FWS regarding known roost trees. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO131-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO132 – Tyler Bird Paul  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3311 

  
LO132-1 See the response to comments SA12-1 and CO72-1.  We received a comment, 

which included a study that expressed concern that pipeline construction 
could “behead” karst conduits supplying water to springs.  We reviewed the 
study, and did not find the supporting data that would lead to this potential 
conclusion.  Atlantic’s karst consultant concluded that beheading of 
underground feeder streams is unlikely to occur because the typical trench 
excavation depth is 10 to 12 feet, which is not likely to intercept underground 
conduits.  We concur with that conclusion. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO132-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO132 – Tyler Bird Paul (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3312 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO132-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO133 – Tyler Bird Paul  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3313 

  
LO133-1 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO133-2 Comment noted. 

LO133-3 See the response to comment LO18-1. 

  

  

 

LO133-1 

LO133-2 

LO133-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO133 – Tyler Bird Paul (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3314 

  
LO133-4 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO133-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO134 – Tyler Bird Paul  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3315 

  
LO134-1 Section 4.7.1.16 provides an updated discussion of the rusty patched bumble 

bee, including potential impacts and avoidance, mitigation and conservation 
measures. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO134-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO134 – Tyler Bird Paul (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3316 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO134-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO135 – Tyler Bird Paul  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3317 

  
LO135-1 Sections 4.7.1.1 through 4.7.1.4 have been updated, and include discussions 

of potential impacts and avoidance, mitigation, and conservation measures. 

  

  

  

  

 
LO135-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO135 – Tyler Bird Paul (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3318 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO135-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO135 – Tyler Bird Paul (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3319 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO135-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO136 – Teresa Rhodes 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3320 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO136 – Teresa Rhodes (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3321 

  
LO136-1 See the response to comments CO68-12 and CO80-8. 

LO136-2 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

LO136-3 Comment noted. 

LO136-4 See the response to comment CO80-8. 

LO136-5 These impacts, along with the measures to minimize impacts, are discussed 
in section 4.3.2.6. 

 

LO136-1 

LO136-2 

LO136-3 

LO136-4 

LO136-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO136 – Teresa Rhodes (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3322 

  
LO136-6 Comment noted. 

LO136-87 Air quality impacts are discussed in section 4.11.1. 

LO136-8 Comment noted. 

LO136-9 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO136-10 We have taken flooding into consideration. 

LO136-11 Comment noted. 

 

LO136-5 
(cont’d) 

LO136-6 

LO136-7 

LO136-8 

LO136-9 

LO136-10 

LO136-11 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO137 – Randy A. and M. Kathleen Forbes  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3323 

  
LO137-1 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

 

LO137-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO137 – Randy A. and M. Kathleen Forbes (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3324 

  
LO137-2 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO137-3 Comment noted. 

 

LO137-1 
(cont’d) 

LO137-2 

LO137-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO137 – Randy A. and M. Kathleen Forbes (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3325 

  
LO137-4 See the response to comment LO18-1. 

LO137-5 See the response to comments CO68-12 and CO80-8. 

LO137-6 As discussed in section 4.3.1.5, we are recommending that Atlantic complete 
the remaining field surveys for wells and springs within 150 feet of the 
construction workspace, and within 500 feet of the construction workspace in 
karst terrain, and file the results, including type and location, with the 
Secretary prior to construction. 

LO137-7 See the response to comment LO89-4. 

 

LO137-4 

LO137-5 

LO137-6 

LO137-7 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO137 – Randy A. and M. Kathleen Forbes (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3326 

  
LO137-7 See the response to comment LO89-4. 

LO137-8 We disagree.  See the responses to comments CO67-14 and CO48-2. 

LO137-9 See the response to comments CO55-3 and CO55-4. 

  

  

  

 

LO137-7 

LO137-8 

LO137-9 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO137 – Randy A. and M. Kathleen Forbes (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3327 

  
  

  

  

  

  

  

 

LO137-9 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO138 – Beverly S. Lacey 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3328 

  
LO138-1 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

LO138-2 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO138-3 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

  

  

  

 

LO138-1 

LO138-2 

LO138-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO139 – Berkeley Laury 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3329 

  
LO139-1 The anticipated project construction schedule is provided in section 2.4, 

although this is dependent upon many factors and is subject to change.  The 
Landowner Complaint Resolution Procedure is discussed in section 4.8.3, and 
the landowner easement process is discussed in section 4.8.2.  Wildlife and 
special status species are discussed in section 4.5 and 4.7, respectively.  Air 
quality and potential health impacts are discussed in section 4.11.1.  The topic 
of financial liability is outside the scope of this EIS and is more properly 
addressed in legal forums.  

  

  

  

  

  

 

LO139-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO140 – Janice Jackson and Chapin Wilson 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3330 

  
LO140-1 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

LO140-2 Refer to section 4.1.4.2 for a discussion of the mitigation measures that would 
be utilized in steep slope areas. 

LO140-3 Comment noted.  Refer to section 4.5.6 for a discussion of interior forest 
fragmentation, and appendix S for species-specific impacts and mitigation for 
the cerulean warbler.  

 

LO140-1 

LO140-2 

LO140-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO140 – Janice Jackson and Chapin Wilson 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3331 

  
LO140-4 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment LO18-1. 

LO140-5 Comment noted. 

LO140-6 An explanation for the conclusion was presented and, in summary, notes that 
while the permanent right-of-way would result in the conversion of forest land 
to open land, this would not result in the development of a more intensive use 
or rezoning to a more intensive classification.  The landowner may choose to 
cultivate the converted open land as agricultural land, and Atlantic would 
compensate the landowner for the loss of the trees.  Areas outside of the 
permanent right-of-way would be able to continue within the pre-existing land 
use following construction.  Operation of the project on the parcel would be 
of an equivalent or lower intensity than the activity it would replace. 

Also see the response to comment PM1-51. 

LO140-7 See the response to comment LO43-1. 

 

LO140-4 

LO140-5 

LO140-6 

LO140-7 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO141 – Carson and Bonnie Ralston 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3332 

 
LO141-1 The text of section 4.3.1.4 has been revised to state the project would cross 

the Zone 2 wellhead protection area for the Deerfield Well. 

 

LO141-1 

The attachments to this letter have been reviewed by FERC staff and can be found on the FERC eLibrary 
site under FERC Accession No. 20170406-0026. 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO142 – Rob Boyette 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3333 

 
LO142-1 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO142-2 As described in section 4.12.1, area classifications are based on population 
density in the vicinity of pipeline facilities, and specify more rigorous safety 
requirements for populated areas.  In addition, the list of HCAs included in 
section 4.12.1 of the EIS follows the DOT rules that define a HCA as an area 
where a natural gas pipeline accident could do considerable harm to people 
and their property, and requires an integrity management program to 
minimize the potential for an accident.  This definition satisfies, in part, the 
Congressional mandate for DOT to prescribe standards that establish criteria 
for identifying each natural gas pipeline facility in a high-density population 
area.  We do not have the authority to require pipe thicknesses beyond what 
the DOT requires.  Per DOT regulations, Atlantic and DETI would be 
required to design and construct the pipeline based on identified area 
classifications and HCAs at the time of construction.  If a subsequent increase 
in population density adjacent to the right-of-way results in a change in class 
location for the pipeline, Atlantic and DETI would reduce the MAOP or 
replace the segment with pipe of sufficient grade and wall thickness, if 
required to comply with DOT requirements for the new class location. 

  

  

  

 

LO142-1 

LO142-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO143 – Peter Blake  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3334 

 
LO143-1 Potential impacts, and measures to reduce impacts, on water resources are 

discussed in section 4.3. 

LO143-2 Comment noted. 

LO143-3 Comment noted 

 

LO143-1 

LO143-2 

LO143-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO144 – Janice Jackson 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3335 

 
LO144-1 Comments noted. 

  

  

  

 

LO144-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO144 – Janice Jackson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3336 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO144-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO144 – Janice Jackson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3337 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO144-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO144 – Janice Jackson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3338 

 
  

  

  

  

 

LO144-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO145 – James R. Bolton  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3339 

 
  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO145 – James R. Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3340 

 
  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO145 – James R. Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3341 

 
  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO145 – James R. Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3342 

 
  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO145 – James R. Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3343 

 
LO145-1 Atlantic and DETI have confirmed that the Slip Avoidance, Identification, 

Prevention, and Remediation – Policy and Procedure applies to the entire 
project.  While information was still pending at the time of issuance of the 
draft EIS, the lack of this final information does not deprive the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment on a substantial adverse environmental 
effect of the projects or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such effect. 

If the projects are authorized, Atlantic and DETI would be required to 
complete all surveys.  Once surveys are completed, Atlantic and DETI would 
file its survey findings and documentation of consultations/federal permits 
required and incorporate this work into its final plans.  Staff will review and 
verify that the information does not alter the EIS conclusions, and that all 
Commission’s conditions have been met, prior to any construction approval.  
All this information would also be available on the Commission website for 
review by other agencies and the public.  As in all Commission proceedings, 
rehearing requests would be considered after any Commission decision.   

Atlantic and DETI have reviewed independent geological studies filed on the 
Commission docket and provided responses and/or revisions where 
appropriate. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO145-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO145 – James R. Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3344 

 
LO145-2 As discussed in section 4.1.7, we conclude that constructing the pipelines in 

steep terrain or high landslide incidence areas could increase the potential for 
landslides to occur.  However, Atlantic and DETI would comply with DOT 
regulations, specifically 49 CFR 192.317(a), which require pipeline operators 
to protect transmission pipelines from hazards, including 
landslides.  Regulations at 49 CFR 192 also specify pipeline design 
requirements to ensure safe pipeline operation (including pipe stress 
requirements/testing), and require consideration of external loads in pipeline 
design.  Adherence to DOT’s pipeline safety regulations would minimize the 
risk of landslides in the project area.  Atlantic and DETI are currently working 
to provide documentation of the likelihood that their proposed design features 
and mitigation measures would minimize the risk of landslides in the project 
area. 

 

LO145-1 
(cont’d) 

LO145-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO145 – James R. Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3345 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO145 – James R. Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3346 

 

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO145 – James R. Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3347 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO145 – James R. Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3348 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO145 – James R. Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3349 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO145 – James R. Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3350 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO145-2 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO145 – James R. Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3351 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO145 – James R. Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3352 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO145 – James R. Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3353 

 
LO145-3 Atlantic and DETI have confirmed that the SAIPR applies to the entire 

project. 

LO145-4 The BIC Team applies to the entire project.  The development of mitigation 
strategy will continue during the pipeline design phase.  See also the response 
to comment CO6-1. 

LO145-5 Atlantic and DETI have confirmed that the SAIPR applies to the entire 
project. 

  

  

 

LO145-3 

LO145-4 

LO145-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO145 – James R. Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3354 

 
LO145-6 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO145-6 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO145 – James R. Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3355 

 
LO145-7 Table 4.9.6-1 has been revised to correct this error. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO145-7 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO146 – Peggy Quarles  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3356 

 
LO146-1 Comment noted.  Refer to section 4.5.6 for a discussion of interior forest 

fragmentation. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO146-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO146 – Peggy Quarles (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3357 

 
LO146-2 Sections 4.7.1.1 through 4.7.1.4, and section 4.7.1.13 discuss potential 

impacts on karst, including updated consultations with the FWS regarding 
avoidance and conservation measures. 

LO146-3 The Wingina community locations have been added to the Warminster Rural 
Historic District. This historic district is discussed in section 4.10.1.1. A 
discussion of cultural attachment is in the same section.  

LO146-4 Sections 4.9.5 and 4.9.8 included our discussion of potential impacts on the 
Wintergreen Resort. 

LO146-5 Sections 4.9.5 and 4.9.8 included our discussion of potential impacts on the 
Spruce Creek Resort development. 

LO146-6 Potential impacts on the local economy and specifically impacts on recreation 
and tourism are discussed in section 4.9.5 of the EIS.  Our analysis concluded 
that based on the impacts identified and Atlantic and DETI’s proposed 
measures to reduce impacts, the projects would not result in significant or 
adverse impacts on recreational or special interest areas.  As such, and given 
the relative short timeframe for construction, we conclude the projects would 
not result in significant or adverse long-term impacts on tourism.  Potential 
impacts on public and private recreation resources in the project area are 
assessed in more detail in section 4.8. 

 

LO146-2 

LO146-3 

LO146-4 

LO146-5 

LO146-6 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO146 – Peggy Quarles (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3358 

 
LO146-7 Comment noted. 

LO146-8 See the responses to comment letter CO86. 

LO146-9 Comment noted. 

LO146-10 Comment noted.   

  

 

LO146-6 
(cont’d) 

LO146-7 

LO146-8 

LO146-9 

LO146-10 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO146 – Peggy Quarles (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3359 

 

LO146-11 See the response to comments CO55-3 and CO55-4. 

LO146-12 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

LO146-13 See the response to comment CO60-1. 

LO146-14 FERC’s Certificates are typically conditioned.  This means that certain 
information listed in FERC Certificate must be provided prior to construction 
in order to be granted authorization to begin construction.  Still other 
information must be provided prior to authorization to place the pipeline into 
service.  However, such conditions pertain to follow-up information related 
to preparing for construction, addressing project-specific issues, and/or 
achieving satisfactory restoration or disturbed areas.  The details of these 
types of follow-ups are not necessary to have in hand for the NEPA document, 
and we can base our conclusions, in part, on their future implementation. 

LO146-15 Atlantic and DETI would be legally required to ensure their projects follow 
the construction procedures and mitigation measures described in their 
applications and supplements, including responses to staff data requests and 
as identified in the EIS (unless modified by the Order).  Failure to meet certain 
performance standards would result in issuance of noncompliance reports 
and, if the violation is repeated, could result in a stop-work order or 
enforcement actions by the FERC.  If a company does not meet the conditions 
or regulations that apply to the project, FERC has authority to refer the matter 
to its Office of Enforcement. 

LO146-10 
(cont’d) 

LO146-11 

LO146-12 

LO146-13 

LO146-14 

LO146-15 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO146 – Peggy Quarles (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3360 

 

LO146-16 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO146-17 See the response to comments LA17-1 and CO55-6. 

LO146-18 FS response:  Since the draft EIS, Atlantic has provided additional 
information and analyses as requested by the FS to evaluate the effects of the 
proposed project.  The FS has worked with Atlantic to develop project design 
features, mitigation measures, and monitoring procedures to ensure that NFS 
resources are protected. The FS' ROD will determine if FERC's final EIS 
adequately discloses the environmental effects of the proposed action and if 
so, the FS will adopt the analysis to support its decisions on plan amendments 
and special use permit issuance.  See also the responses to comments CO5-1 
and PM4-027. 

  

  

LO146-15 
(cont’d) 

LO146-16 

LO146-17 

LO146-18 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO146 – Peggy Quarles (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3361 

 

LO146-19 FS response:  Section 3.3.4.1-National Forest Avoidance Route Alternatives 
describes potential routes to the north and to the south that would avoid NFS 
lands.  However, these potential alternative routes were not recommended due 
to various factors, as discussed in the EIS. 

LO146-20 FS response:  Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended, 
allows the use of NFS lands for pipelines.  If FERC determines that there is a 
public need for the pipeline and there is no route that could avoid NFS lands, 
the FS must consider the authorization.  If the project is not consistent with 
the LRMPs, FS regulations at 36 CFR 219.15 provide procedures for 
resolving inconsistency with plan components.  The linear nature of utility 
infrastructure like pipelines make it difficult for proposals to be consistent 
with all of the components of a Forest Plan.  The FS strives to achieve the 
intent of LRMP standards through project design features or mitigation 
measures.  If a project requires amendments to the LRMPs, as is the case here, 
then those amendments are part of the analysis and decision-making processes 
for evaluating the project.  

LO146-21 FS response:  The FS no longer proposes a change in land allocation to Rx5C-
Designated Utility Corridors. 

LO146-22 FS response:  The FS no longer proposes a change in land allocation to Rx5C-
Designated Utility Corridors. 

LO146-18 
(cont’d) 

LO146-19 

LO146-20 

LO146-21 

LO146-22 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO146 – Peggy Quarles (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3362 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3363 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3364 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3365 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3366 

 

LO147-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

LO147-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3367 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO147-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3368 

 

LO147-2 FS response:  See the response to comment LO146-20.  Section 3 of the final 
EIS discusses alternative routes of Atlantic's proposed corridor for ACP, some 
of which included evaluation of co-locating in existing or proposed utility 
corridors. 

  

  

  

  

LO147-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3369 

 

LO147-3 See the responses to comments LO147-4 through LO147-14. 

  

  

  

  

LO147-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3370 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO147-3 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3371 

 

LO147-4 See the response to comments LO146-19 and LO114-2. 

  

  

  

  

LO147-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3372 

 

LO147-5 See the response to comments LO114-3 and LO114-4. 

LO147-4 
(cont’d) 

LO147-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3373 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO147-5 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3374 

 

LO147-6 See the response to comment CO46-1.  

LO147-6 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3375 

 

LO147-7 FS response:  See response to comment LO146-20.  Section 4.8 discusses the 
modifications to the Forest Plan standards that would be needed if the ACP 
project is approved.   

LO147-8 Comment noted.   LO147-6 
(cont’d) 

LO147-7 

LO147-8 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3376 

 

LO147-9 Comment noted.   

LO147-8 
(cont’d) 

LO147-9 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3377 

 

LO147-10 See the response to comment CO90-04. 

LO147-10 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3378 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO147-10 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3379 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO147-10 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3380 

 

LO147-11 See the response to comment CO66-39. 

LO147-10 
(cont’d) 

LO147-11 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3381 

 

LO147-12 As discussed in section 2.5.2, the FERC staff acknowledges that the role of 
Atlantic’s and DETI’s EIs is to ensure ACP and SHP are constructed in 
accordance with the requirements imposed by FERC and other regulatory 
agencies.  However, the EI’s role should not be mistaken for FERC abdicating 
its inspection authority to Atlantic and DETI.  The purpose of the EI is to 
ensure applicants are cognizant of and taking matters of compliance seriously, 
and to provide immediate correction when necessary.  To further ensure ACP 
and SHP are constructed in compliance with the FERC’s and other regulatory 
agencies’ requirements, FERC would conduct its own independent 
monitoring and inspection of the projects as discussed in section 2.5.3.   

FS response:  The FS Authorized Officer (AO) would be responsible for 
overall environmental compliance for the project on NFS lands.  The AO 
would manage the Field Compliance/Monitoring Officers and have stop work 
authority on all NFS lands. 

LO147-13 FS response:  Section 3-Environmental Compliance of the COM Plan 
includes the FS’ environmental compliance roles and responsibilities for 
monitoring.  

  

  

  

LO147-12 

LO147-13 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3382 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO147-13 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3383 

 

LO147-14 Details describing the precautionary measures to be taken during pipeline 
construction blasting are discussed in EIS section 4.1.2.2 and also in 
Atlantic’s and DETI’s Blasting Plan.  Potential impacts, and measures to 
reduce impacts, on groundwater are discussed in section 4.3.1. 

  
LO147-13 
(cont’d) 

LO147-14 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3384 

 

  

  

  LO147-14 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3385 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

LO147-14 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3386 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO147 – Louis and Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3387 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO148 – Roberta Koontz 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3388 

 

LO148-1 Comments noted.  Section 4.4.2 has been updated to include a discussion of 
old growth forests; however, note that public datasets delineating old growth 
communities are not currently available for the ACP and SHP project areas; 
therefore, a desktop analysis was conducted.  Atlantic and DETI have 
indicated that they would conduct timber cruises where requested by the 
landowner prior to construction.  As described in the Timber Removal Plan 
(see table 2.3.1-1), Atlantic has also committed to avoid large snags or large 
diameter trees on the edge of the construction right-of-way where practicable.  
These trees would be flagged prior to clearing.  Further discussion on impacts 
to specialty crops and orchards, forested land and timber, and residences, 
including from a monetary perspective, are described in section 4.8. 

LO148-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO148 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3389 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO148-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO149 – Dawn Averitt  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3390 

 

LO149-1 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

  

  

  

  

LO149-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO149 – Dawn Averitt (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3391 

 

LO149-2 We note that the commentor's quote is from Atlantic's Restoration and 
Rehabilitation Plan.  Section 4.1.4 of the EIS provides our analysis of issues 
related to slope stability and measures to reduce impacts.  See also the 
response to comment LO146-15. 

LO149-3 See the responses to comments LO22-5 and LO62-6. 

  

  

  

LO149-2 

LO149-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO149 – Dawn Averitt (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3392 

 

LO149-4 See the response to comment LO147-14. 

LO149-5 We disagree that the impacts on property values were not adequately 
addressed in the EIS.  See section 4.9.7.  This section provides an overview 
of existing studies on this issue and discusses potential project-related 
impacts.  Based on FERC staff’s research, our analysis found no conclusive 
evidence indicating that natural gas pipeline easements or compressor stations 
generally have a significant negative impact on property values, although this 
is not to say that any one property may or may not experience an impact on 
property value for either the short or long term. 

  

  

  

LO149-3 
(cont’d) 

LO149-4 

LO149-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO149 – Dawn Averitt (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3393 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO149-5 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO150 – Frank H. Reichell, III (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3394 

 

LO150-1 See the responses to comments CO5-1, PM04-27, and LO146-20. 

LO150-2 See the responses to comments CO5-1, PM04-27, and LO146-20. 

  

  

  

LO150-1 

LO150-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO150 – Frank H. Reichell, III (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3395 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO150-2 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO151 – Carolyn Fischer 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3396 

 

LO151-1 FS response:  The comment is noted. 

LO151-2 See EIS section 4.1.6 for discussion regarding the handling of spoils on steep 
slopes on NFS lands.  Section 4.2.3 has been revised to discuss disposal of 
excess rock and spoil.  

LO151-3 Section 4.3.2 includes our discussion of impacts on surface waters, and 
measures to reduce impacts during construction. 

LO151-4 This is not accurate.  As discussed in section 2.5.2 of the EIS, the role of 
Atlantic’s and DETI’s EIs is to ensure ACP and SHP are constructed in 
accordance with the requirements imposed by FERC and other regulatory 
agencies.  However, the EIs’ role should not be mistaken for FERC abdicating 
its inspection authority to Atlantic and DETI.  The purpose of the EI is to 
ensure applicants are cognizant of and taking matters of compliance seriously.  
Therefore, to ensure ACP and SHP would be constructed in compliance with 
the FERC’s and other regulatory agencies’ requirements, FERC would 
conduct its own independent monitoring and inspection of the projects as 
discussed in section 2.5.3.   

LO151-5 Section 3 includes our analysis of alternatives to the projects, including major 
route alternatives and route variations. 

LO151-6 The topic of financial liability is outside the scope of this EIS and is more 
properly addressed in legal forums. 

LO151-1 

LO151-2 

LO151-3 

LO151-4 

LO151-5 

LO151-6 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3397 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3398 

 

LO152-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

LO152-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3399 

 

LO152-2 Section 4.8.8.2 discusses the Fortune’s Point neighborhood.  Also see the 
response to comment LO83-2. 

  

  

  

  

LO152-1 
(cont’d) 

LO152-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3400 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO152-2 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3401 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO152-2 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3402 

 

LO152-3 See the responses to comments CO48-2 and LO22-5. 

  

  

  

  

LO152-2 
(cont’d) 

LO152-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3403 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO152-3 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3404 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO152-3 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3405 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO152-3 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3406 

 

LO152-4 We have analyzed the routes and as outlined in section 3; we do not find them 
preferable to the proposed route.   

  

  

  

  

LO152-3 
(cont’d) 

LO152-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3407 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO152-4 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3408 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3409 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3410 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3411 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3412 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3413 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3414 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3415 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3416 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3417 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3418 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3419 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3420 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3421 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3422 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3423 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3424 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3425 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3426 

 

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3427 

 

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3428 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3429 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3430 

  
  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3431 

  
  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO152 – David and Nancy Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3432 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO153 – Elaine Gardner Ollis 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3433 

  
LO153-1 See the response to comment LO62-6. 

  

  

LO153-1 



LANDOWNERS 
LO154 – William Wright 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3434 

 

 

 
LO154-1 As discussed in section 4.8.1.1, the landowner may choose to cultivate the 

land as agricultural land, which is in line with the stated policy to encourage 
the development of such lands for the production of food and other products.  
An underground natural gas pipeline would not preclude the use of the land 
for most agricultural purposes. 

Also see the response to comment LO140-6. 

  

  

  

  

 LO154-1 



LANDOWNERS 
LO154 – William Wright (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3435 

 

 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO154-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS 
LO155 – Karl and S. Elise Barry  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3436 

  
LO155-1 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO155-2 We disagree that the assessment of impacts on local economies was 
inadequate.  See section 4.9.8 of the EIS.  Impacts are based on direct project-
related estimates developed by the project proponents regarding employment 
and spending.  Construction of ACP would have a beneficial, short-term 
impact on employment, local goods and service providers, and state 
governments in the form of sales tax revenues.  Additionally, payroll taxes 
would be collected from workers employed on ACP, resulting in additional 
beneficial, short-term effects.  In the short-term, the projects would create 
economic stimulus to the affected areas via payroll and materials expenditures 
and sales taxes.  Atlantic and DETI would purchase goods, materials, and 
services locally when possible.  Workers on both projects would also most 
likely spend a portion of their pay in local communities on items such as 
housing, food, automobile expenses, entertainment, and miscellaneous other 
items.  During operations, local communities in the project area would benefit 
from the annual property taxes that would be paid by Atlantic and DETI over 
the life of the projects.  Any individual business, however, may experience a 
temporary reduction of revenue.  Potential impacts on local businesses would 
be reduced to the extent possible by proposed mitigations related to 
construction noise and traffic.   

Potential adverse impacts on environment resources are not quantified in 
monetary terms in the EIS, but are discussed and evaluated in detail in their 
respective sections. 

LO155-3 See the responses to comments CO46-1 and CO85-7. 

LO155-4 Comment noted.  See the response to comment LO22-5. 

LO155-5 Sections 4.1 and 4.12 discuss potential impacts related to geology and 
reliability and safety, respectively. 

LO155-6 Sections 4.1 and 4.3.1 discuss geological resources and groundwater 
resources, respectively. 

 

LO155-3 

LO155-5 

LO155-1 

LO155-2 

LO155-4 

LO155-6 



LANDOWNERS 
LO155 – Karl and S. Elise Barry (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3437 

  
LO155-7 Section 4.8.8 discusses the impacts on visual resources resulting from 

construction and operation of the project. 

LO155-8 As discussed in section 4.8.2, pipeline operators must obtain easements from 
landowners and land-managing agencies to construct and operate natural gas 
facilities, or acquire the land on which the facilities would be located.  As 
such, Atlantic and DETI would need to acquire long-term easements from the 
landowner and/or land-managing agency to construct and operate the new 
project facilities.  These negotiations are between the landowner and/or land-
managing agency and Atlantic Coast and DETI, and are not subject to review 
by the FERC.  Landowners have the opportunity to request that site-specific 
factors and/or development plans for their property be considered during 
easement negotiations, and that specific measures be taken into account.    

LO155-9 Section 4.1.2 and 4.3.1.7 discuss potential impacts of blasting on geological 
resources and groundwater resources, respectively. 

LO155-10 Comment noted. 

LO155-11 Comment noted. 

  

 

LO155-7 

LO155-8 

LO155-9 

LO155-10 

LO155-11 



LANDOWNERS 
LO155 – Karl and S. Elise Barry (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3438 

  
LO155-12 The EIS and our analysis is consistent with the Natural Gas Act. 

LO155-13 FS response:  The comment is noted. The effects analysis of pipeline 
construction on NFS lands is discussed in section 4.1.6 of the EIS.  Additional 
information on how Atlantic would construct the pipeline on steep slopes can 
be found in the COM Plan (appendix G). 

 

LO155-12 

LO155-13 



LANDOWNERS 
LO155 – Karl and S. Elise Barry (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3439 

  
LO155-14 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

 

LO155-14 



LANDOWNERS 
LO155 – Karl and S. Elise Barry (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3440 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS 
LO155 – Karl and S. Elise Barry (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3441 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS 
LO155 – Karl and S. Elise Barry (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3442 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS 
LO156 – Jeanette B. Robinson  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3443 

  
IND156-1 See the response to comment CO10-3. 

 

LO156-1 



LANDOWNERS 
LO157 – Dick Averitt 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3444 

  
LO157-1 Sections 4.9.5 and 4.9.8 included our discussion of potential impacts on the 

Wintergreen Resort and Spruce Creek Resort development.  We acknowledge 
that businesses may be directly and indirectly impacted by the projects; 
however, construction activities would be short-term and localized.  Potential 
impacts on local businesses would be reduced to the extent possible by 
proposed mitigations related to construction noise and traffic.   

LO157-2 See the response to comment LO18-1. 

LO157-3 Comment noted.  See the response to comment LO22-5. 

  

  

 

LO157-1 

LO157-2 

LO157-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO157 – Dick Averitt (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3445 

  
  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO158 – Jill Averitt  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3446 

 
LO158-1 See the response to comment LO146-14. 

LO158-2 Comment noted.  See the response to comment LO22-5. 

LO158-3 Comment noted. 

LO158-4 See the response to comment LO85-1. 

LO158-1 

LO158-2 

LO158-3 

LO158-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO159 – Richard Averitt 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3447 

  
LO159-1 Sections 4.8.3 and 4.8.4 discuss impacts on residences and planned 

developments, respectively, resulting from construction and operation of the 
project. 

Regarding the use of eminent domain, comment noted. 

LO159-2 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO159-3 Comment noted. 

  

  

 

LO159-1 

LO159-2 

LO159-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO160 – Jeanne B. Robinson 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3448 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO160 – Jeanne B. Robinson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3449 

  
LO160-1 FS response:  The opposition to the GWNF-6 route is noted.  See also the 

responses to comments CO5-1 and PM4-027. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO160-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO161 – Ella Rose 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3450 

  
LO161-1 In section 4.9.7, our analysis of impacts on property values has been updated 

to include two studies that analyze the impacts of the presence of natural gas 
compressor stations on residential property values.  Based on the research we 
have reviewed, we find no conclusive evidence indicating that natural gas 
compressor stations generally have a significant negative impact on property 
values, although this is not to say that any one property may or may not 
experience an impact on its value for either the short or long term. 

LO161-2 Sections 4.11.1 and 4.11.2 includes our analysis of air quality and noise, 
respectively. 

LO161-3 See the responses to comments LO22-5 and LO62-6. 

  

  

 

LO161-1 

LO161-2 

LO161-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO161 – Ella Rose (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3451 

  
  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO161 – Kyle Nuttall 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3452 

 

 

 

 

LO161-1 See the response to comment PM1-51. 

LO161-2 See the responses to comments LO22-5 and LO62-6. 

  

  

  

LO161-1 

LO161-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO161 – Kyle Nuttall (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3453 

  

  

  

  

  

  

LO161-2 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO163 – Jeannette Robinson 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3454 

 

LO163-1 See the response to comment LO146-15. 

LO163-2 See the response to comment CO48-2. 

LO163-3 See the responses to comments CO6-1 and CO46-1. 

  

  

  

  

  

  

LO163-1 

LO163-2 

LO163-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO163 – Jeannette Robinson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3455 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

LO163-3 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO164 – Gary Robinson 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3456 

 

LO164-1 Comment noted. 

LO164-2 Comment noted. 

LO164-3 Comment noted. 

LO164-1 

LO164-2 

LO164-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO165 – Sarah Collins-Simmons 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3457 

  

LO165-1 Section 4.9 discusses potential economic impacts, including beneficial 
impacts, of the projects.  Karst geology and slope stability are discussed in 
sections 4.1.2.3 and 4.1.4.2, respectively.  Section 4.3 includes our discussion 
of water resources. 

LO165-2 See the response to comment LO146-15.   

  

  

  

  

LO165-1 

LO165-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO165 – Sarah Collins-Simmons 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3458 

  

LO165-3 Comment noted.   

LO165-4 Comment noted 

  

  

  

  

LO165-2 
(cont’d) 

LO165-3 

LO165-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO166 – Rhamonia Woodson 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3459 

  

LO166-1 Comment noted.  

LO166-2 Comments received on the docket regarding a project are addressed in the 
NEPA document; in this case, the EIS for ACP and SHP. 

LO166-3 Comment noted.   

FERC and other agencies with permitting responsibilities require that certain 
surveys be completed for the entire pipeline route.  The data collected by 
Atlantic and DETI are filed with the FERC and submitted to the specific 
resource agencies for review.  As part of the permitting/consultation process, 
agencies review and verify that data submitted by the applicant are accurate 
prior to issuing their respective permits.  In addition, FERC resource 
specialists review the information filed by Atlantic and DETI to ensure its 
accuracy as part of the analysis of the proposed projects. 

See also response to comment LO114-21.  

LO166-4 Regardless of the amount of land affected, the environmental impacts related 
to constructing and operating the project must be disclosed and addressed in 
the EIS.  We note, however, that compensation for acquiring an easement 
would vary and depend on the amount of land affected and land use, as well 
as other factors.  The FERC does not engage in monetary negotiations 
between the company and the landowner or land-managing agency. 

LO166-5 Comment noted.  See the response to comment LO166-3. 

LO166-6 Atlantic must receive landowner approval and a FERC authorization 
(Certificate) in order to use and/or modify public and private roads, including 
driveways, and other areas that would be affected by construction and 
operation of the project.  Section 4.8.1.4 discusses the impacts on land uses 
resulting from access road use.  Section 4.9.6 discusses road use, potential 
impacts such as traffic management, and road repairs.      

LO166-1 

LO166-2 

LO166-3 

LO166-4 

LO166-5 

LO166-6 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO166 – Rhamonia Woodson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3460 

  

LO166-7 Comment noted.  We have assessed construction and operational risks to 
these resources. 

LO166-8 Section 4.5 discusses impacts on wildlife habitat resulting from construction 
and operation of ACP. 

LO166-9 Section 4.8.1.1 discusses impacts on agricultural land, including drain tiles.  
Section 4.8.3 discusses impacts on residential areas resulting from 
construction and operation of the project, including associated facilities such 
as septic systems.  

LO166-10 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

LO166-11 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO166-12 Comment noted.  

LO166-13 Comment noted. 

LO166-14 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

LO166-6 
(cont’d) 

LO166-7 

LO166-8 

LO166-9 

LO166-10 

LO166-11 

LO166-12 

LO166-13 

LO166-14 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO166 – Rhamonia Woodson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3461 

  

LO166-15 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

LO166-16 Comment noted. 

LO166-17 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

LO166-18 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

LO166-19 See the response to comment LO166-4. 

LO166-20 The section 106 process of identifying, evaluating, assessing, and mitigating 
effects is ongoing.  LO166-15 

LO166-16 

LO166-17 

LO166-18 

LO166-19 

LO166-20 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO166 – Rhamonia Woodson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3462 

  

  

  

  

LO166-20 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO167 – Jeannette B. Robinson  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3463 

  

LO167-1 Section 4.1.2.3 has been updated with the most recent survey data. 

LO167-2 Section 4.7.1.13 discusses the Madison Cave isopod; the section has been 
updated with the most recent survey data and consultations with the FWS. 

  

LO167-1 

LO167-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO167 – Jeannette B. Robinson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3464 

  

LO167-3 We reviewed the study that expressed concern that pipeline construction 
could “behead” karst conduits supplying water to springs.  We did not find 
the supporting data that would lead to this potential conclusion.  See also the 
response to comment CO6-1. 

  

  

LO167-2 
(cont’d) 

LO167-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO167 – Jeannette B. Robinson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3465 

  

LO167-4 Comment noted. 

LO167-5 Because Atlantic has not identified the portion of Route 694 north-northeast 
of access road 36-012.AR2 as part of its project workspace, that indicates that 
portion of the road would not require alterations or improvements for use.  As 
such, Atlantic's use of the road would be similar to other impacts related to 
transportation and traffic as discussed in section 4.9.6.  As discussed in this 
section, commercial carriers need registrations to operate in each state and 
may need special permits for oversize and overweight vehicles, temporary trip 
permits within the state, or to haul hazardous materials.  Atlantic and DETI 
would coordinate with state and local departments of transportation and land-
managing agencies to obtain the required permits to operate trucks on public 
roads.  Atlantic and DETI would also coordinate with landowners and tenants 
in the areas where local, private roadways may be impacted during 
construction. 

No additional work areas have been identified by Atlantic beyond the 
terminus of the referenced access road.  In the event any additional work areas 
are identified, Atlantic would be required to comply with the post-approval 
variance process discussed in section 2.5.5.  

Section 4.7.1.13 includes our discussion of potential impacts on Madison 
Cave isopods. 

  

LO167-3 
(cont’d) 

LO167-4 

LO167-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO167 – Jeannette B. Robinson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3466 

  

LO167-6 Section 4.1.2.3 of the final EIS has been revised to provide additional 
information filed by Atlantic and DETI after issuance of the draft EIS.  As 
discussed in section 4.1.7, Atlantic and DETI conducted studies to 
characterize karst conditions, and developed project-specific plans and 
procedures that would minimize the potential for karst impacts that could 
result from constructing and operating the proposed facilities.  While small, 
localized, and temporary impacts on karst features, water flow, and water 
quality could occur, the impacts would be minimized and mitigated through 
Atlantic’s and DETI’s plans.  Potential impacts and mitigation on 
groundwater resources are discussed in section 4.3.1.7.  Potential impacts on 
special status species are discussed in section 4.7.   

LO167-7 Sections 4.7.1.1 through 4.7.1.4, and section 4.7.1.13 discuss potential 
impacts on karst, including updated consultations with the FWS regarding 
avoidance and conservation measures. 

  

LO167-6  

LO167-7 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO167 – Jeannette B. Robinson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3467 

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO167 – Jeannette B. Robinson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3468 

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO167 – Jeannette B. Robinson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3469 

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO168 – Anna Samuels 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3470 

  

LO168-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

LO168-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO169 – Jill Averitt  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3471 

  

LO169-1 See the responses to comments CO6-1 and CO102-1. 

LO169-2 Comment noted.  FERC does not control how Atlantic and DETI presents 
their projects or project status to the public.    

  

LO169-1 

LO169-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO169 – Jill Averitt (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3472 

  

  

  

  LO169-2 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO169 – Jill Averitt (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3473 

  

LO169-3 See the response to comment LO166-3 

LO169-4 See the response to comment PM1-51. 

LO169-5 See the response to comment CO95-1. LO169-2 
(cont’d) 

LO169-3 

LO169-4 

LO169-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO169 – Jill Averitt (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3474 

  

LO169-6 See the response to comment LO114-21. 

  

  LO169-6 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO169 – Jill Averitt (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3475 

  

  

  

  

LO166-20 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO170 – Ron McLean 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3476 

  

LO170-1 See response to comment LO166-6.   

  

  

LO170-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO171 – O. Gay Elmore, Jr. 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3477 

  

LO171-1 See response to comment LO166-6.   

  

  

LO171-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO171 – O. Gay Elmore, Jr. 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3478 

  

  

  

  LO171-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO172 – Kirk Daniel Sorensen 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3479 

  

LO172-1 A pipeline easement would prohibit certain types of uses from occurring 
within the permanent right-of-way that could affect the maintenance and safe 
operation of the pipeline, such as the construction of any permanent 
aboveground structures (e.g., houses, commercial buildings) or excavation 
activities.  However, operation of the pipeline would not affect other types of 
land uses or other activities that do not directly disturb the pipeline or 
operational right-of-way.  Most land uses would be allowed to revert to prior 
uses following construction.   

  

  

LO172-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO173 – Roberta Koontz 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3480 

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO173 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3481 

  

LO173-1 Comments noted.  Section 4.10.1.1 includes our discussion of cultural 
resources surveys, including architectural surveys.   

  

  

LO173-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO174 – Roberta Koontz 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3482 

  

LO174-1 Section 4.7.1.16 provides an updated discussion of the rusty patched bumble 
bee, including potential impacts and avoidance, mitigation, and conservation 
measures.  We note that the ESA does not say “nothing is allowed to 
knowingly destroy [listed species] habitat,” only that such proposals must be 
consulted on with the FWS.  The FWS, as a part of the section 7 consultation 
process, will ultimately decide whether the level of impact on a federally 
listed species is acceptable.  In doing so, the FWS takes into account many 
factors, including the proposed action, a project sponsor’s proposed 
mitigation measures, and/or the federal agency’s additional measures to 
minimize impacts.  

  

  
LO174-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO174 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3483 

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO174 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3484 

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO174 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3485 

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO174 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3486 

   



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO174 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3487 

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO174 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3488 

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO175 – Roberta Koontz 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3489 

  

LO175-1 Comments noted.  Section 4.5.5 describes the general impacts and mitigation 
on wildlife species and their habitats.  Section 4.7 discusses special status 
species (including ESA-listed species), consultations with federal and state 
agencies, survey results, impact analyses for each species potentially found in 
the project area, and avoidance, mitigation, and conservation measures for 
each species.   
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LO175 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 
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LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO176 – Roberta Koontz 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3493 

  

LO176-1 See the response to comment LO22-1. 
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Landowners Comments 
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Landowners Comments 

Z-3496 

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO177 – Ella Rose 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3497 

  

LO177-1 See the responses to comments LO18-1 and LO161-1. 

LO177-2 Section 4.8.8.3 discusses potential impacts on visual resources associated 
with aboveground facilities. 

LO177-3 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO177-4 See the response to comment LO62-6. 

LO177-1 

LO177-2 

LO177-3 

LO177-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO178 – Elizabeth M. Ballin 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3498 

  

LO178-1 This is not accurate.  Regulations do not prohibit construction of natural gas 
pipelines through wetlands; in fact, it is very common.  Section 2.3.3.3 of the 
EIS discusses wetland construction techniques, and section 4.3.3 includes a 
discussion of potential impacts on wetlands, as well as measures that Atlantic 
and DETI would implement to reduce impacts. 

LO178-2 See the response to comment LO18-1. 
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LO178 – Elizabeth M. Ballin 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3499 

  

LO178-3 Section 3 includes our analysis of alternatives to ACP and SHP, including 
route alternatives. 

LO178-4 As described in section 2.7, if at some point in the future any of the project 
facilities approved in this proceeding were proposed to be abandoned, 
Atlantic and/or DETI would have to seek specific authorization from the 
FERC for that action, and the public would have the opportunity to comment 
on the applicant’s abandonment proposal. 
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