
COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO21 – Virginia Natural Gas 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-588 

  

CO21-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

 

CO21-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO21 – Virginia Natural Gas (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-589 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO22 – Franklin-Southampton Area Chamber of Commerce 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-590 

 

CO22-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO22-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO23 – Hampton Roads Chamber 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-591 

 

CO23-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO23-1  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO23 – Hampton Roads Chamber (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-592 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO23-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO24 – Carter Roag Coal Company  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-593 

 

CO24-1 See the response to comment CO8-2. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO24-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO24 – Carter Roag Coal Company (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-594 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO24-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO25 – Public Interest Groups (representing 14 separate groups)  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-595 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO25 – Public Interest Groups (representing 14 separate groups) (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-596 

 

CO25-1 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

  

  

  

  

  

 

CO25-1  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO25 – Public Interest Groups (representing 14 separate groups) (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-597 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

CO25-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO25 – Public Interest Groups (representing 14 separate groups) (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-598 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

CO25-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO25 – Public Interest Groups (representing 14 separate groups) (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-599 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO25 – Public Interest Groups (representing 14 separate groups) (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-600 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO25 – Public Interest Groups (representing 14 separate groups) (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-601 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO25 – Public Interest Groups (representing 14 separate groups) (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-602 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO26 – Research Triangle Regional Partnership  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-603 

 

CO26-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  CO26-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO27 – Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC and Duke Energy Progress, LLC  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-604 

 

CO27-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO27-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO27 – Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC and Duke Energy Progress, LLC (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-605 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO27-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO27 – Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC and Duke Energy Progress, LLC (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-606 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO27-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO27 – Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC and Duke Energy Progress, LLC (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-607 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO27-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO27 – Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC and Duke Energy Progress, LLC (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-608 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO28 – Piedmont Natural Gas Company, Inc.  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-609 

 

CO28-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO28-1  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO28 – Piedmont Natural Gas Company, Inc. (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-610 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO28-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO28 – Piedmont Natural Gas Company, Inc. (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-611 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO28-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO28 – Piedmont Natural Gas Company, Inc. (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-612 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO29 – Oil Change International  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-613 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO29 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-614 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO29 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-615 

 

CO29-1 Section 4.13.3.12 includes our analysis of climate change.  We utilized data 
and methodologies as established by the EPA, which is tasked with, among 
other things, setting regulations for GHG.  Air quality permits required for 
ACP must comply with these calculation methods and standards.  While we 
appreciate the Oil Change International study, assumptions used in the 
document are not in line with those established by federal agencies, and 
assumptions were made that may not reflect operational scenarios for ACP.  
The study also erroneously implies that FERC assumes that the project 
would not impact natural gas consumption, ignoring the fact that the EIS 
discloses GHG emissions from downstream use (combustion) as an indirect 
impact of the project.  Consideration of the Oil Change International study 
does not change the conclusions in the EIS.  Section 4.13.3.12 provides the 
Commission’s position on lifecycle analyses. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO29-1  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO29 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-616 

 

CO29-2 See the response to comment CO29-1. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO29-2 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO29 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-617 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO29 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-618 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO29 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-619 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO29 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-620 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO29 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-621 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO29 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-622 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO29 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-623 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO29 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-624 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO29 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-625 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO29 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-626 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO29 – Oil Change International (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-627 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO30 – Kamlar Corporation 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-628 

 

CO30-1 ACP and SHP have not been issued a Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity and, therefore, have not been authorized to be constructed or 
operated.   

CO30-2 Section 4.8.2 describes the easement negotiation process and the potential 
use of eminent domain.  As discussed in this section, if an easement cannot 
be negotiated with a landowner and the project has been certificated by the 
FERC, the company may use the right of eminent domain granted to it under 
section 7(h) of the NGA and the procedure set forth under the Federal Rules 
of Civil Procedure (Rule 71A) to obtain the right-of-way and extra 
workspace areas.   

CO30-3 Section 3.3.3 discusses highway alternatives. 

CO30-4 Our analysis of potential route alternatives within or adjacent to the 
Interstate 95 is provided in section 3.3.3.  Potential safety impacts were not a 
factor in our conclusion to eliminate this route from further consideration.  
Pipelines that meet DOT federal safety standards are, by definition, 
considered safe.  Sections 4.12.2 and 4.12.3 of the EIS address the historic 
incident data for natural gas transmission pipelines, including injuries and 
fatalities.  We acknowledge the very small potential risk associated with 
operation of ACP and SHP, as discussed in section 4.12.3.  However, the 
data, as presented in the EIS, demonstrate that natural gas transmission 
pipelines continue to be a safe and reliable means of energy transportation.   

CO30-5 Section 4.9.8 includes our analysis of impacts on the local economy.  We 
acknowledge that businesses may be directly and indirectly impacted by the 
projects; however, overall, the economic effects resulting from construction 
of ACP and SHP would be beneficial at the state, local, and county levels in 
the form of increased sales and payroll taxes.  Construction activities would 
be short-term and localized.  Potential impacts on local businesses would be 
reduced to the extent possible by proposed mitigations.    

CO30-1  

CO30-2 

CO30-3 
CO30-4  
CO30-5  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO31 – North Carolina Economic Development Association 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-629 

 

CO31-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO31-1  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO32 – Harrison County Chamber of Commerce 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-630 

 

CO32-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  CO32-1  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO33 – Virginia Wilderness Committee 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-631 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO33 – Virginia Wilderness Committee (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-632 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO33 – Virginia Wilderness Committee (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-633 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO33 – Virginia Wilderness Committee (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-634 

 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO33 – Virginia Wilderness Committee (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-635 

 

CO33-1 FS response:  The comments are noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO33-1  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO33 – Virginia Wilderness Committee (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-636 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO33-1 
(cont’d)  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO34 – West Virginia University 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-637 

 

CO34-1 FS response:  Geology and soils issues are addressed in sections 4.1 and 4.2 of 
the EIS. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO34-1  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO34 – West Virginia University(cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-638 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO34-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO34 – West Virginia University(cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-639 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO34-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO35 – Appalachian Power Company  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-640 

 

CO35-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO35-1  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO36 – Appalachian Power Company and American Electric Power 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-641 

 

CO36-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO36-1  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO36 – Appalachian Power Company and American Electric Power (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-642 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  
CO36-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO37 – Rockfish Valley Foundation  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-643 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO37 – Rockfish Valley Foundation (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-644 

 

CO37-1 The section 106 process of identifying, evaluating, assessing, and mitigating 
adverse effects to historic properties is ongoing.  We asked Atlantic for an 
update in its cultural resources investigations in Nelson County in a filing on 
April 11, 2017.  Atlantic responded on May 1, 2017, and confirmed that a 
report on the assessment of effects to historic properties in Nelson County is 
underway.  

  

  

  

  

  

CO37-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO37 – Rockfish Valley Foundation (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-645 

 

CO37-2 We requested an update on the route through this area in our April 11, 2017 
request for information.  Atlantic stated it would provide further information 
in July 2017.  Any further route changes would be analyzed in a potential 
FERC Order or Variance Request/Notice to Proceed. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO37-1 
(cont’d) 

CO37-2 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO37 – Rockfish Valley Foundation (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-646 

 

CO37-3 Comment noted. 

CO37-4 As noted in sections 4.8.5.3 and 4.8.8.3, Virginia Scenic Byways would be 
crossed using the bore construction method.  This method consists of 
creating a tunnel-like shaft for a pipeline to be installed below roads, 
waterbodies, wetlands, or other sensitive resources without affecting the 
surface of the resource.  Bore pits are excavated on both sides of the 
resource to the depth of the adjacent trench and graded to match the 
proposed slope of the pipeline.  Vegetation removal and ground disturbance 
would be necessary to accommodate the workspace needed to facilitate the 
crossing.  However, the area disturbed would be restored following 
construction, and vegetation would be reestablished.   

  

  

  

  

CO37-3 

CO37-4 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO38 – OEP Steel Street, LLC  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-647 

 

CO38-1 The environmental mailing list has been revised to reflect the requested 
change. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO38-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO38 – OEP Steel Street, LLC (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-648 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO38 – OEP Steel Street, LLC (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-649 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO39 – Public Service Company of North Carolina, Inc.  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-650 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO39 – Public Service Company of North Carolina, Inc. (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-651 

 

CO39-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO39-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO39 – Public Service Company of North Carolina, Inc. (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-652 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO39-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO39 – Public Service Company of North Carolina, Inc. (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-653 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO40 – Valley Feed Company  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-654 

 

CO40-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO40-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO40 – Valley Feed Company (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-655 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO40-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO40 – Valley Feed Company (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-656 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO40-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO41 – Rockfish Valley Foundation  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-657 

 

CO41-1 As demonstrated throughout the EIS, the impacts associated with all 
workspace, not just the temporary construction right-of-way, on resources 
have been disclosed.  This includes the use of ATWS, yards, and access 
roads.  For example, table 4.8.1-1 lists the impacts resulting from ATWS by 
land use type, and table 4.8.5-1 lists the construction impacts, which 
includes ATWS, resulting from the project on each special interest area. 

CO41-2 Project-related impacts on the recreational and visual character of scenic 
byways are addressed in sections 4.8.5 and 4.8.8.2, respectively.   

CO41-3 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

CO41-1 

CO41-2 

CO41-3 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO42 – Lewis Airstrip, LLC 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-658 

 

CO42-1 Comment noted. 

CO42-2 As mentioned in section 2.3.1.1, Atlantic and DETI would be required to 
inspect for spills in accordance with the FERC Plan and Procedures, and the 
company’s Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan, all of 
which have requirements for spill inspection and response. 

  

  

  

  

CO42-1 

CO42-2 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO42 – Lewis Airstrip, LLC (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-659 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO42 – Lewis Airstrip, LLC (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-660 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-661 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-662 

 

CO43-1 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO43-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-663 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO43-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-664 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO43-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-665 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO43-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-666 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO43-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-667 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO43-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-668 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO43-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-669 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO43-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-670 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO43-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-671 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO43-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-672 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO43-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-673 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO43-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-674 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-675 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-676 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-677 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-678 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-679 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-680 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-681 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-682 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-683 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-684 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-685 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-686 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-687 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO43 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-688 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO44 – North Carolina’s Southeast Regional Economic Development Partnership 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-689 

 

CO44-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

CO44-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO45 – Ingevity Corporation 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-690 

 

CO45-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

CO45-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO45 – Ingevity Corporation (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-691 

 

  

  

  

  

  

CO45-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO46 – Synapse Energy Economics, Inc. (submitted by Lou Gadol, PhD) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-692 

 

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO46 – Synapse Energy Economics, Inc. (submitted by Lou Gadol, PhD) (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-693 

 

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO46 – Synapse Energy Economics, Inc. (submitted by Lou Gadol, PhD) (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-694 

 

CO46-1 FERC staff reviews applications for interstate natural gas pipeline projects in 
accordance with an applicant’s stated objective(s) to disclose the 
environmental impacts of a proposal to inform the decisionmakers, and in 
accordance with NEPA, evaluate reasonable alternatives to a project.  
However, the FERC as a matter of policy and in accordance with the NGA 
and other governing regulations, does not direct the development of the gas 
industry’s infrastructure regionally or on a project-by-project basis.  As 
such, FERC staff’s evaluation of reasonable alternatives does not include 
setting project objectives, determining what an applicant’s objective 
“should” be, nor does it include redefining the objectives of a project.  This 
does not mean that FERC staff cannot recommend a modification to a 
project or a different routing option; however, the FERC staff’s review is 
based on ensuring that any modifications or alternatives it recommends in 
the EIS would meet the applicant’s stated objective(s).   

The Commissioners at FERC ultimately have the authority to evaluate the 
merits of a project’s objective and either approve the proposal, with or 
without conditions or modification, or decide to not approve the project.  
Should the Commission decide that a project is not in the public 
convenience and necessity, it would deny the project (in effect, selecting the 
No Action Alternative) versus designing or recommending a new project 
with different objectives.  

A project’s need is established by the FERC when it determines whether a 
project is required by the public convenience and necessity.  The FERC’s 
Certificate Policy Statement provides guidance as to how the Commission 
evaluates proposals for new construction, and establishes criteria for 
determining whether there is a need for a proposed project and whether it 
would serve the public interest.  The Certificate Policy Statement explains 
that in deciding whether to authorize the construction of major new pipeline 
facilities, the Commission balances the anticipated public benefits against 
the potential adverse consequences.  The Commission’s goal is to give 
appropriate consideration to the enhancement of competitive transportation 
alternatives, the possibility of overbuilding, subsidization by existing 
customers, the applicant’s responsibility for unsubscribed capacity, avoiding 
the unnecessary exercise of eminent domain, and disruptions of the 
environment.  

Section 4.8.2 also addresses the Commission’s policy on whether a proposed 
project is in the public good and required by the public convenience and 
necessity. 
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(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO47 – Franklin-Southampton Area Chamber of Commerce  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-727 

 

CO47-1 Comment noted. 
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COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO47 – Franklin-Southampton Area Chamber of Commerce (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 
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COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO48 – Elk Springs Resort 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-729 

 

CO48-1 Waterbodies containing trout are described in section 4.6.1 and listed in 
appendix K (Master Waterbody Crossing Table).  Section 4.6.2 discusses 
brook trout in West Virginia.  As stated in section 4.6.2, ACP would cross 
Big Spring Fork, which is in the headwaters of Elk River.  This system 
provides nursery waters for reproducing populations of brook, brown, and 
rainbow trout.  Atlantic proposes to cross Big Spring Fork using a dry-ditch 
crossing technique with the pipeline, and proposes two permanent access 
roads in proximity to the pipeline crossing.  Atlantic would also conduct in-
stream blasting at two locations.   

Atlantic has committed to adhere to the trout TOYR of September 15 to 
March 31 for all in-stream activities at Big Spring Fork and all other 
designated trout and unnamed tributaries to trout waters.  Atlantic would no 
longer use the Big Spring Fork or the two unnamed tributaries for the 
withdrawal of 2.6 million gallons of water to support hydrostatic testing. 
Atlantic would attempt to minimize downstream sedimentation and 
turbidity, and subsequent impacts on aquatic biota in these waterbodies, by 
conducting the crossings during low-flow periods within the applicable 
TOYR for protection of fisheries and species of special concern, and 
following the FERC Plan and Procedures (see section 2.3.1-1) relative to 
construction on the streambanks.  Furthermore, for waterbodies with the 
potential for ESA-listed, proposed, or under review species, we recommend 
in section 4.7.1 and appendix K that Atlantic implement the FWS’ enhanced 
conservation measures for ESA sensitive waterbodies described in section 
4.7.1.  Additional measures to reduce sedimentation and turbidity, open-cut 
crossings, and blasting are addressed in sections 4.6.4.   

Atlantic would also implement the FERC’s Plan and Procedures and the 
WVDEP’s Erosion and Sediment Control Best Management Practice 
Manual to minimize erosion and sedimentation.   Atlantic would construct 
the project in accordance with the West Virginia Construction Stormwater 
NPDES permit, which regulates the discharge of stormwater generated from 
construction activities. Herbicide use is discussed in section 4.4, and soil 
erosion is discussed in section 4.2.  Caves are discussed in section 4.5.2.4, 
which references Atlantic’s Karst Mitigation Plan, which includes measures 
that would be taken to avoid or minimize potential impacts on caves. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO48-1  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO48 – Elk Springs Resort (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-730 

 

CO48-2 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.  As 
described in section 4.12.1 of the EIS, DOT regulations require that Atlantic 
and DETI establish and maintain a liaison with appropriate fire, police, and 
public officials and to coordinate mutual assistance and ensure that these 
services have the equipment and training necessary to respond to any 
emergencies related to ACP and SHP.  Atlantic and DETI would 
communicate with emergency responders on an annual basis.  Atlantic and 
DETI would also establish a continuing education program to enable 
customers, the public, government officials, and those engaged in excavation 
activities to recognize a natural gas pipeline emergency and report it to 
appropriate public officials. 

CO48-3 Comment noted. 

CO48-4 See the response to comment CO48-1. 

CO48-1 
(cont’d)  

CO48-2 

CO48-3 

CO48-4 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO48 – Elk Springs Resort (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-731 

 

CO48-5 Section 4.1 includes our analysis of impacts on karst.  Section 4.3 includes 
our analysis of impacts on groundwater. 

CO48-4 
(cont’d) 

CO48-5 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO48 – Elk Springs Resort (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-732 

 

CO48-6 Section 4.5.6 includes an updated analysis of habitat fragmentation and 
impacts on wildlife species.  Sections 4.7 and 4.5.2 include our analysis of 
sensitive species and managed habitats. 

CO48-7 Section 4.1 includes our analysis of impacts due to blasting and landslides. 

CO48-8 Pipeline right-of-way maintenance is described in sections 4.4.8 and 4.8.1.1.  
The operational pipeline right-of-way would not be permanently maintained 
as an access road.   

CO48-9 Section 4.5.6 includes an updated analysis of habitat fragmentation and 
impacts on wildlife species.  Sections 4.7.1 and 4.7.3 include our analysis of 
impacts on salamanders surveyed along the ACP route.   

CO48-10 FERC’s authority under the NGA and NEPA review requirements relate 
only to natural gas facilities that are involved in interstate commerce.  Thus, 
the facilities associated with the production of natural gas, such as hydraulic 
fracturing activities (also referred to as a “fracking”), are not under FERC 
jurisdiction.  The development of these areas, which is regulated by the 
states, continues to drive the need for takeaway interstate pipeline capacity 
to allow the gas to reach markets.  That is not to say that the environmental 
impact of individual production facilities is not assessed.  Although we do 
not examine the impacts of natural gas production facilities to the same 
extent as the project facilities in this EIS, we have considered them within 
the context of cumulative impacts in the project area.  More specifically, 
section 4.13.3 considers the effects of hydraulic fracturing activities on 
groundwater within the defined geographic scope of our analysis.  

  

CO48-5 
(cont’d) 

CO48-6 

CO48-7 

CO48-8 

CO48-9 

CO48-10 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO48 – Elk Springs Resort (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 
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CO48-11 Comment noted.  Sections 4.12.2 and 4.12.3 of the EIS address the historic 
incident data for natural gas transmission pipelines, including injuries and 
fatalities.  The data, as presented in the EIS, demonstrate that natural gas 
transmission pipelines continue to be a safe and reliable means of energy 
transportation. 

CO48-12 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

CO48-13 Section 4.3.2 describes the impacts on waterbodies, and section 4.6 
discusses the impacts on trout species resulting from construction and 
operation of the project.  

CO48-14 As discussed in sections 4.12.1 and 4.12.2, Atlantic and DETI would be 
required to participated in the “One Call” public utility programs to provide 
preconstruction information to contractors or other maintenance workers on 
the underground location of pipes, cables, and culverts. 

CO48-15 Section 4.11.1 includes our analysis on air quality. 

CO48-16 Comment noted. 

CO48-17 Comment noted. 

CO48-18 See the response to comment CO48-13. 

CO48-11 

CO48-12 

CO48-13 

CO48-14 

CO48-15 

CO48-16 
CO48-17 

CO48-18 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO48 – Elk Springs Resort (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-734 

 

CO48-19 As discussed in section 4.12.1, Atlantic and DETI would be required to 
certify that it would design, install, inspect, test, construct, operate, replace, 
and maintain the facilities 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. 

CO48-20 Section 4.1 includes our analysis of impacts on karst and steep slopes. 

CO48-21 Section 4.1 includes our analysis of impacts due to blasting. 

CO48-22 Comment noted.   

CO48-23 As discussed in section 4.12.2, the Commission reviews each project based 
on its own merits and has siting authority for interstate natural gas 
infrastructure; Dominion’s past safety record is not relevant to the scope of 
ACP or SHP.  PHMSA would be notified of and investigate all pipeline 
accidents and take any necessary resulting action. 

CO48-24 Section 4.5.6 includes an updated analysis of habitat fragmentation and 
impacts on wildlife species. Section 4.7 includes our analysis of impacts to 
sensitive species, and section 4.4.4 includes a discussion on invasive plant 
management.  Atlantic has also prepared the Invasive Plant Species 
Management Plan, which describe measures used to control the introduction 
and spread of invasive plants, including herbicide application procedures, 
methods, and measures that would be used to control noxious weeds and 
invasive species, including near sensitive features such as wetlands and 
waterbodies.  Application of herbicide would only be at the approval of the 
landowner and appropriate agencies.  In addition, as mentioned in section 
4.4.3 and the Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan, Atlantic would maintain 
the permanent right-of-way in an herbaceous vegetated state, which would 
be mowed no more than once every 3 years. 

CO48-19 

CO48-20 

CO48-21 

CO48-22 

CO48-23 

CO48-24 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO48 – Elk Springs Resort (cont’d) 
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CO48-25 Section 4.4.1 includes information on red spruce forests crossed by ACP.  
Section 4.4.6.1 includes measures that Atlantic would implement to 
minimize impacts on an area of scattered red spruce on the MNF, near 
Gibson Knob.  Section 4.7.1.3 discusses the habitat and field surveys 
conducted for Indiana bat, and conservation measures Atlantic has 
committed to follow for ESA-listed bat species.  In addition, Atlantic has 
prepared and would implement a Karst Mitigation Plan (see appendix I), 
which identifies measures for avoiding or minimizing impacts on karst 
features during construction, which could be used by or are connected to bat 
hibernacula or shelter.   

CO48-26 Comment noted. 

CO48-27 Comment noted. 

CO48-24 
(cont’d)  

CO48-25 

CO48-26 

CO48-27 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO48 – Elk Springs Resort (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 
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CO48-28 See the responses to comments CO48-1 through CO48-27. 
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CO48-29 Comment noted. 

CO48-30 Comment noted. 

CO48-31 See the responses to comments CO48-2 and CO48-11. 

  

  

  

CO48-29 

CO48-30 

CO48-31 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
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CO48-32 Comment noted. 

CO48-33 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

  

  

  

  

CO48-31 
(cont’d) 

CO48-32 

CO48-33 
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COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO49 – Union Hill Missionary Baptist Church and Union Grove Missionary Baptist Church 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-741 

 

CO49-1 Properties in Buckingham County near Compressor Station 2 are discussed 
in the EIS, section 4.10.3. 

CO49-2 Due to the number of comments we received regarding environmental 
justice and specifically impacts resulting from increased noise and air 
emissions at the proposed Compressor Station 2, we expanded our 
discussion of the potential for the risk of impacts to fall disproportionately 
on environmental justice communities.  The expanded analysis can be found 
in detail in section 4.9.9.  Our analysis concluded that due to construction 
dust and compressor station emissions, African American populations near 
the proposed compressor stations could experience disproportionate impacts 
due to their susceptibility to asthma.  However, impacts from construction 
dust would be minor as they would be temporary and localized.  Further, 
Atlantic and DETI would implement measures from their Fugitive Dust 
Control and Mitigation Plan to limit fugitive dust emissions.  In addition, 
impacts from compressor station emissions would be moderate because, 
while they would be permanent facilities, air emissions would not exceed 
regulatory permittable levels.  As a result, no disproportionately high and 
adverse impacts on environmental justice populations would occur as result 
of impacts on air quality, including impacts associated with the proposed 
Compressor Station 2. 

CO49-3 The final EIS includes additional information provided by Atlantic and 
DETI, cooperating agencies, and new or revised information based on 
substantive comments on the draft EIS.   
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(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO50 – Concerned Stewards of Halifax County; BREDL Chapter 

Companies/Organizations Comments 
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CO50-1 Comment noted. 

CO50-2 As described in section 4.8.2, the right of eminent domain may be granted to 
a pipeline company under federal authority, not state.  More specifically, 
section 7(h) of the NGA and the procedure set forth under the Federal Rules 
of Civil Procedure (Rule 71A) to obtain the right-of-way and extra 
workspace areas.  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.  The use of 
eminent domain has been addressed by Congress and various courts 
(including the U.S. Supreme Court), which has established the legal 
parameters of use of eminent domain.  It is possible that a future Congress or 
court decision could result in changes to eminent domain law, but until that 
time the current laws guide and dictate its use. 

If eminent domain is granted and used by a pipeline company, the areas of 
use are limited to the pipeline right-of-way and workspace areas authorized 
in the Commission’s Order (i.e., those identified in the final EIS and 
codified by the Order).  

Regardless of whether the pipeline easement is obtained voluntarily or via 
eminent domain, the company would still be required to compensate the 
landowner for the right-of-way and for any damages incurred during 
construction.  In the case of easements obtained via eminent domain, the 
level of compensation would be determined by a court.   

  

  

  

  

CO50-1  

CO50-2  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO51 – Consumer Energy Alliance 
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CO51-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO51-1  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO52 – Fenton Inn 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-745 

 

CO52-1 FS response:  Section 4.8.9.1 of the EIS discusses the potential impacts on 
scenery on FS lands viewed from the ANST and BRP.  Only 1 mile of the 
pipeline on the GWNF (approx. MPs 154-155) would be visible from points 
on the ANST and the BRP.  This 1-mile segment is in the valley and it 
roughly parallels SR 664.  This location is visible from Raven's Roost on the 
BRP (KOP 38), Cedar Cliffs (KOP ANST 05), and Little Ravens Roost 
(KOP ANST 06).  This section of the pipeline is not expected to be visible 
from other locations on the ANST with views toward the west side of the 
BRP, including Humpback Rocks (KOP ANST 02), Battery Cliffs (KOP 
ANST 03), and Laurel Springs (KOP ANST 04).  For views oriented east of 
the BRP, such as Three Ridges Mountain Overlook (KOP 39) and others, the 
pipeline would not be located on GWNF land, and would be outside the 
scope of the FS scenery analysis.  For those points that would have this 
GWNF section within the view, the construction right-of-way would have an 
impact on scenery.  This impact would be temporary and the FS would 
require more of a transitional effect between the maintained 10-foot 
herbaceous cover over the pipeline toward the edge of the operational 
corridor with shrubs and shallow-rooted trees. 
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CO52-2 FS response:  The comment is noted.   

CO52-3 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 
project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such effect.  The EIS includes 
sufficient detail to enable the reader to understand and consider the issues 
raised by the proposed project and addresses a reasonable range of 
alternatives.  

The FERC continued to accept comments on the draft EIS and other related 
materials placed into the record past the end date of the comment period up, 
to the extent possible, until the point of publication of the final EIS.    

CO52-4 FS response:  The comment is noted.   
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CO53-1 See response to comment CO19-1. 
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CO53-2 Recommendation noted. 

CO53-3 See response to comment CO19-1. 

CO53-4 FS response:  The opposition to the FS authorization and Forest Plan 
amendments is noted.  The FS will make a draft decision based on the final 
EIS and share that with the public when the final EIS is released.  Also see 
responses to comments CO5-1 and LO49-3. 

CO53-5 See the response to comment CO52-3. 

CO53-6 FS response:  The FS and FERC have received additional information and 
analyses since the DEIS and have incorporated such into the final EIS in the 
applicable resource sections. The determination that the final EIS is 
sufficient to meet FS NEPA obligations will be made in the FS Record of 
Decision for the authorization of the pipeline and the plan amendments. 

CO53-7 FS response:  See response to comment CO19-01.  Information related to 
noise and visual effects has been updated in the final EIS. 
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CO54-1 See the response to comment FA4-1.  
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CO55-1 The commentor argues that upstream emissions calculations should be 
estimated for ACP and SHP.  As stated in the EIS, the Commission’s 
position on lifecycle (upstream and downstream) GHG emissions is clearly 
stated in section 4.13.3.12.  In part, upstream emissions would be highly 
generalized and speculative and would not offer meaningful project-specific 
estimates.  Downstream emissions were provided based on the EPA’s 
estimate tool which, while still somewhat speculative, allowed for project-
specific end-use estimates based on total combustion of ACP and SHP 
volumes.  The GWP factor and timeframe (25 over 100 years) used in the 
EIS is the same used by the EPA for permitting and regulatory purposes, 
which Atlantic and DETI would be required to adhere to for project GHG 
emissions reporting.  The EIS does not “take credit” for the possibility of 
some coal usage being offset by the introduction of the proposed natural gas 
volumes, but identifies it as a possibility and provides a resource for 
comparative data.   

Regarding the displacement of “zero carbon” options, while it is possible 
that natural gas could displace some forms of renewable energy, the 
Commission cannot speculate to what degree (nor does it do so with coal).  
An analysis of renewable energy sources, or displacement thereof, is outside 
the scope of this EIS.  The EIS does not refuse to consider that increased gas 
transportation would result in increased combustion emissions as evidenced 
by the reporting of emissions and GHGs throughout sections 4.11.1 and 
4.13.3.12.  Impacts associated with ACP and SHP are the subject of this EIS 
and are discussed throughout; however, applying a social cost of carbon is 
outside the scope of this EIS.  The EPA has voluntary GHG emissions 
reductions programs, e.g., its Natural Gas STAR Program, in which DETI 
participates.  The Commission is not an air quality regulatory agency, and 
attempts to regulate air quality are outside FERC’s jurisdiction.  Further, 
Atlantic and DETI would comply with state agency and federal air quality 
permitting programs.  The EIS provides estimated annual GHG emissions 
for combustion of the project in addition to direct GHG emissions, fully 
disclosing the potential impacts of the projects. 
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CO55-2 The commentor alleges that ACP and SHP would result in induced natural 
gas drilling and production.  We disagree.  Section 1.3 provides the 
Commission’s response to induced natural gas assumptions assertions.  The 
commentor asserts that FERC should analyze lifecycle emissions associated 
with the project.  The Commission’s policy on lifecycle emissions is 
provided in section 4.13.3.12.   
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CO55-3 The EIS fully describes the anticipated climate change impacts on the 
project region in section 4.13.3.12.  The commentor states that a GHG 
significance level should be established based on an estimated “carbon 
budget of the Earth.”  The project would comply with EPA GHG reporting 
and permitting rules.  If the EPA establishes a GHG significance level, the 
Commission would apply said level to projects under its jurisdiction.  A 
FERC proceeding or NEPA analysis is not the appropriate avenue to revise 
or change air quality regulations.  The GWP factor and timeframe (25 over 
100 years) used in the EIS is the same used by the EPA for permitting and 
regulatory purposes, which Atlantic and DETI would be required to adhere 
to for project GHG emissions reporting. 
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CO55-4 The impacts associated with the proposed ACP and SHP are the subject of this 
EIS; therefore, the analysis is not “flawed” by focusing on the impacts 
associated with these actions.  Regarding the displacement of “zero carbon” 
options, while it is possible that natural gas could displace some forms of 
renewable energy, the Commission cannot speculate to what degree (nor does it 
do so with coal).  An analysis of renewable energy sources, or displacement 
thereof, is outside the scope of this EIS.   

The cumulative impacts associated with ACP and SHP are thoroughly 
addressed in section 4.13.3.12.  The commentor alleges that FERC limits its 
cumulative impacts analysis to the proposed project.  We disagree.  Cumulative 
impacts, by definition, require acknowledgement of the impacts of the proposed 
action along with impacts  associated with other projects in the area (as defined 
by various metrics depending on the environmental resource affected).  This 
approach is evident throughout section 4.13.   

The commentor states that impacts of other pipeline projects be considered.  
Those within the geographic scope (spatial and temporal) of ACP and SHP 
have been included the cumulative impacts analysis.  In addition, each project 
brought before FERC is analyzed under NEPA, and the impacts (both 
individual and cumulative) are disclosed.   

The commentor seems to hinge his or her ideas on the assertion that the 
Commission either denies or woefully misrepresents the climate change and 
cumulative impacts associated with projects under its review.  The EIS nor the 
Commission denies that new natural gas pipeline projects would contribute to 
climate change and other environmental impacts; however, we believe that 
measures have been taken to reduce these impacts.  The commentor alleges that 
FERC approves all projects if presented with contracts for the gas volumes. 
This is incorrect.  The commentor ignores that the Commission 1) has denied 
projects; 2) implements a pre-filing process where applicants work with state, 
local, and federal agencies, non-government organizations, and the public to 
modify the project and reduce environmental impacts; and 3) the Commission’s 
standards are transparent, clear, and consistent so that a potential applicant 
rarely brings forth a project that will likely be denied.   

The commentor states that the Commission does not address “zero-carbon” 
options, such as solar and wind.  These options are not an alternative to the 
transportation of natural gas and are outside the scope of this EIS. 
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CO55-5 See the response to comment CO46-1. 
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CO55-6 See the response to comment LA17-1.  Regarding system alternatives, due to 
increased energy and natural gas needs, the customers identified in section 1 of 
the EIS requested that additional natural gas supplies are transported to specific 
delivery points in Virginia and North Carolina.  This “open season” bid request 
allowed any company the opportunity to propose existing and/or additional 
pipeline infrastructure to meet the purpose of the project.  No companies, or 
consortium of companies, identified themselves as capable of using existing 
pipeline infrastructure to meet the delivery requirements of the project, which 
from a business and market perspective, would be the cheapest and most 
profitable way to meet the purpose of the project.   

Atlantic and DETI proposed ACP and SHP to the customers as the cheapest 
and most efficient way to meet the purpose of the project.  SHP utilizes about 
148 miles of existing pipeline infrastructure to deliver gas from supply areas to 
the Mockingbird Hill and Hastings Compressor Stations in West Virginia, and 
additionally uses existing aboveground facility sites to minimize impacts.  
Atlantic, for ACP, is using about 21 miles of existing pipeline infrastructure in 
North Carolina to provide natural gas to the Public Service Company of North 
Carolina, Inc.   

The Commissioners at FERC ultimately have the authority to evaluate the 
merits of a project’s objective(s) and either approve the proposal, with or 
without conditions or modification, or decide to not approve the project. 

Regarding the No Action Alternative, in the EIS we acknowledge that not 
building ACP and SHP (i.e., the No Action Alternative) would avoid the 
environmental impacts described in the EIS.  We also point out that the No 
Action Alternative could result in other projects being constructed to serve the 
same markets and customers that would be served by ACP and SHP.  However, 
it would be speculative to attempt to quantify if/and what those other projects 
might be and therefore what the range of environmental impacts might be.  The 
purpose and need for the projects is not originated by FERC, but by the project 
sponsors in their applications to the FERC; and the alternatives analysis in the 
EIS evaluates alternatives against this stated purpose and need.  Following 
completion of the environmental review and the final EIS, the Commission will 
evaluate factors related to need and decide whether to issue a Certificate for the 
projects, or whether to deny a Certificate (i.e., adopt the No Action 
Alternative). 
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CO55-7 Comment noted.   
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CO55-8 Comment noted.   
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CO55-9 Comment noted.   
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CO55-10 Comment noted.   
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CO55-11 Comment noted.   
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CO55-12 Due to the length and linear nature of this project, it is not feasible to avoid 
wetlands.  There are also non-wetland areas that hold equal or greater value 
than wetlands that must be considered. 
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CO55-13 Comment noted.  See our updated interior forest fragmentation analysis in 
section 4.5.6, which uses 300 feet from the edge of the workspace to 
quantify potential edge effects. 
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CO55-14 Refer to section 4.1.4.2 for a discussion of the mitigation measures that 
would be utilized in steep slope areas.  Section 5.6 of Atlantic’s and DETI’s 
Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan (appendix F) describes methods that 
would be utilized to establish vegetation in steep slope areas. Fast-growing 
cool-season grasses would be used to help ensure faster soil stabilization.  
Permanent erosion control devices (i.e., slope breakers) designed to reduce 
runoff velocity, divert water from surface of the rights-of-way, and 
encourage retention of soils may be used, in addition to additional structural 
material (e.g., rocky or woody debris) to provide an anchor for revegetation 
and deposition of soil.  In addition to these measures, Atlantic and DETI 
would develop and implement other site-specific measures, where 
warranted, to address land movement, surface erosion, backfill erosion, 
general soil stability when backfilling the trench, and restoring the rights-of-
way in steep slope areas. 

While Atlantic and DETI have implemented programs and several 
mitigation measures to minimize the potential for slope instabilities and 
landslides, the development of other slope instability/landslide risk reduction 
measures have not been completed or have not been adopted.  Additionally, 
although the proposed pipelines have been sited to maximize ridgeline 
construction, numerous segment of pipeline would be constructed on steep 
slopes and in areas of high landslide potential.  Considering the historic and 
recent landslide incidences in the immediate project area, along with the 
factors above, 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 and include pipe stress requirements/testing and require 
consideration of external loads in pipeline design.  Adherence to the DOT’s 
pipeline safety regulations would minimize the risk of damage to the 
pipeline in the event of landslides in the project area.  However, Atlantic and 
DETI are currently working to provide documentation of the likelihood that 
the proposed restoration design features and mitigation measures that would 
be implemented in steep slope areas would minimize the risk of landslides in 
the project area (see section 4.1.4.2). 

Atlantic’s and DETI’s SAIPR is a compilation of their BIC Team program 
in conjunction with the geohazard program for management of the 
construction of ACP and SHP on steep slopes.  The programs are based on 
industry best practices and previous steep slope construction experience.  
The BIC Program would establish a set of nine pre-defined categories of 
steep slopes.  There is a group of recommended potential mitigation tools 
identified for each category of steep slope; however, in unique cases where a 
steep slope does not fit into one of the identified categories, Atlantic and 
DETI would prepare slope-specific construction management plans.  

Atlantic and DETI have confirmed that the SAIPR would be implemented 
along the entire project route. 
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CO55-15 See the response to comment CO55-14. 
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CO55-16 Comment noted.  Federal pipeline safety regulations in 49 CFR 192 require 
companies to design pipelines to withstand the anticipated external pressures 
and loads that will be imposed on the pipe after installation, including 
pressures and loads from anticipated seismic activity (e.g., earthquakes).  
Due to the low level of seismic activity, the lack of large, abrupt ground 
displacements in the region, and the use of modern material in accordance 
with current industry standards to construct the proposed project, the 
potential for seismic hazards to affect the project is low. 
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CO55-17 Comment noted. 
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CO55-18 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.  The EIS text has been revised to describe that 
blasting for excavation during pipeline projects typically involves small-
scale, controlled, rolling detonation procedures that result in limited ground 
upheaval.  These blasts do not typically result in large, aboveground 
explosions.  Atlantic and DETI would conduct blasting in accordance with 
all federal, state, and local regulations.  

A study prepared by the U.S. Bureau of Mines (Siskind and Fumanti, 1974), 
indicates that blasting in rock generally produces rock fractures within a 
very small radius surrounding the shot hole.  Assuming a typical shot hole of 
4-inch-diameter is used, rock fractures can be expected to spread between 5 
and 55 times the shot hole radius, or 1 to 9 feet, depending upon rock 
hardness.  Therefore, rock fracturing beyond the limits of the proposed 
construction right-of-way would be highly unlikely.  

It has been documented in studies and through previous blasting experience 
that the use of proper use of blasting controls and precautions can 
adequately protect wells, springs, and structures located near blasting areas.  
If blasting must be conducted near wells, springs, or structures, Atlantic and 
DETI would follow the blasting regulations and procedures described in 
section 4.1.2.2.  We believe these precautions would adequately protect 
water well/spring resources.  Atlantic and DETI would monitor well/spring 
water quality and yield prior to construction.  In the event of a damage claim 
during or following construction, Atlantic and DETI would monitor 
well/spring water quality and yield and provide owners compensation and an 
emergency source of potable water as appropriate.  Compensation measures 
that may be required include physical repairs or replacement of the water 
supply system. 
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CO55-19 Comment noted.  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. 

CO55-20 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

  

  

  

  
CO55-19 

CO55-20 
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CO55-21 Comment noted.  Our analysis of impacts from the projects is provided in 
section 4 of the EIS. 

CO55-22 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

CO55-20 
(cont’d) 

CO55-21 

CO55-22 
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Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-815 

 

CO55-23 Our analysis of pipeline routes that avoid or cross NFS lands is provided in 
section 3.3.4.  It should be noted that Atlantic considered and assessed 
numerous major route alternatives and route variations through the National 
Forests that are not analyzed in section 3.3.4.  These assessments are 
disclosed on the project’s docket.  As discussed in section 3.3.4.1 and 
3.3.4.2, we have concluded that the GWNF6 route that was proposed in 
Atlantic’s amended application was preferable to the other alternatives and 
variations considered, and have not recommended that they be incorporated 
as part of the project. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO55-22 
(cont’d) 

CO55-23 
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Z-817 

 

CO55-24 The commentor refers to the Executive Summary of the draft EIS, which is a 
summary of our analysis contained throughout the document.  Sections 2 
(Project Description) and 4 (Environmental Analysis) include our analysis of 
impacts of pipeline construction, including ATWS and access roads.  

CO55-25 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

CO55-24 

CO55-25 
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CO55-26 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO55-26 
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Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-821 

 

CO55-27 Comment noted.  Section 4.1.2.3 includes a discussion of pipelines currently 
in operation within karst areas of West Virginia and Virginia. 

CO55-28 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  
CO55-27 

CO55-28 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-822 

 

CO55-29 FS response:  See response to comment CO80-11. 

CO55-30 Section 4.11.2.2 discusses noise impacts on the ANST.  Section 4.8.9.1 
discusses impacts on visual resources associated with the ANST, including a 
Visual Impact Assessment completed in consultation with the MNF, GWNF, 
ATC, and NPS.  

Sections 4.4.3 and 4.8.1.1 discuss impacts on forests resulting from 
construction and operation of the project. 

Sections 4.5.5 and 4.4.3 discuss impacts on wildlife and native plants 
resulting from construction and operation of the project. 

Section 4.8.5 discusses impacts on special interest and recreational areas 
resulting from construction and operation of the project. 

Sections 4.5 and 4.7 discuss in multiple locations impacts on protected and 
sensitive species, including bats, resulting from construction and operation 
of the project. 

Section 4.8.9 discusses impacts on land uses, recreational, and visual 
resources on federal lands resulting from construction and operation of the 
project. 

An updated version of the Visual Impact Assessment was filed with FERC 
for public viewing by Atlantic on January 20, 2017.  Appendix T of the final 
EIS includes a copy of the revised Visual Impact Assessment.   
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CO55-31 Section 4.7.1 has been updated with additional survey data and mitigation 
and conservation measures.  Section 4.7.1 recommends a condition for the 
completion of all outstanding biological surveys and any necessary section 7 
consultation with the FWS.  Section 4.5.3 recommends a condition for  
FWS’ approval of a final Migratory Bird Plan that includes TOYR and 
additional conservation measures developed in coordination with the FWS, 
FS, and other appropriate agencies. Section 4.7.2 discusses impacts on 
marine species. 

CO55-32 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

CO55-31 

CO55-32 
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Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-826 

 

CO55-33 Comment noted. Section 4.3.1.7 has been revised to include further 
discussion of sampling distances.  The Karst Survey Report identifies one 
sinkhole near Mills Creek and none near Orebank Brook within the 300-
foot-wide survey corridor. 

CO55-34 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

CO55-33 

CO55-34 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
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CO55-35 Comment noted. 

CO55-36 The EIS identified source waters that would be impacted by hydrostatic test 
water withdrawals.   

CO55-37 See response to comment CO55-19.   

CO55-38 Comment noted. 

CO55-39 Comment noted. 

CO55-35 

CO55-36 

CO55-37 

CO55-38 

CO55-39 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-828 

 

CO55-40 The noise analysis for the Buckingham Compressor Station, which includes 
details on methodology and assumptions, is available on our eLibrary 
website under Accession No. 20160415-5014 (Attachment 9B). 

CO55-41 Section 4.13.3.2 discusses climate change. 

CO55-42 Comment noted.  See the response to comment SA15-3. 

CO55-43 Our analysis of alternatives to the projects is provided in section 3.  See also 
the response to comment CO46-1. 

  

  

CO55-39 
(cont’d) 

CO55-40 

CO55-41 

CO55-42 

CO55-43 
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CO55-44 Construction and operation of the Mountain Valley Project is considered 
within the cumulative impacts discussion.   

CO55-45 As discussed in section 2.1 and the footnote to that section, Atlantic and 
DETI have filed detailed alignment sheets showing the construction work 
area and ATWS.  These alignment sheets are too voluminous to include in 
the EIS and are available for viewing on the FERC’s internet website under 
accession nos. 20190729-5108. 

CO55-46 The introductory paragraphs of section 4 define a temporary impact.  
Sections 2.2.5.1 and 4.8.1.4 describe the typical types of improvements that 
would occur to accommodate construction vehicles and equipment, and how 
the roads would be restored.  Appendix E has been revised to identify what 
types of improvements would be required at each road.   

Sections 4.8.5 and 4.8.9 describe the impacts on recreation and special 
interest areas, as well as FS lands, resulting from construction and operation 
of the projects.   

CO55-47 The FS, as a cooperating agency for preparing the EIS, has been provided a 
copy of the EIS for comment.  The FS would ultimately determine if the 
proposed project is consistent with its management objectives and whether 
to issue Atlantic a permit to construct and operate the project on lands under 
each FS jurisdiction.  Section 4.4.8 includes an analysis of impacts and 
mitigation for vegetation on federal lands, and discusses old growth forest 
surveys that would be conducted by Atlantic using the criteria in Appendix 
B (Guidance for Conserving and Restoring Old Growth Forest Communities 
on National Forests in the Southern Region). 

  

  

CO55-43 
(cont’d) 
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CO55-45 

CO55-46 

CO55-47 
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CO55-48 Aquatic species relocation is discussed in section 4.6.2.  Atlantic also 
developed fish relocation plans (see table 2.3.1-1) that describe protocols 
that would be implemented to reduce impacts on rare, threatened, and 
endangered species.  

CO55-49 FS response:  The term "net benefit" is related to Presidential Memorandum 
on Mitigating Impacts on Natural Resources from Development and 
Encouraging Related Private Investment (11/3/2015) that has since been 
remanded by Executive Order 13783 on Promoting Energy Independence 
and Economic Growth (3/28/2017).  The FS and Atlantic are continuing to 
evaluate mitigation measures to include in the COM Plan, which will be 
revised before the ROD to reflect additional info and mitigation to minimize 
effects and demonstrate consistency with LRMPs.  The COM Plan may also 
be revised after issuance of the ROD to reflect measures needed to address 
actual site conditions. 

CO55-50 Comment noted. 

CO55-51 FS response:  Soil decompaction methods, as well as topsoil segregation 
methods, are still under discussion but will be identified in the final COM 
Plan (Section 8.5-Erosion and Sediment Control Measures).  The effects on 
revegetation are described in Section 4.4-Vegetation and addressed in the 
COM Plan (Section 10-Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan). 

CO55-52 Section 4.8.1.1 has been updated to include information regarding deterring 
unauthorized access of the right-of-way. 

  

CO55-47 
(cont’d) 

CO55-48 

CO55-49 

CO55-50 

CO55-51 

CO55-52 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-831 

 

CO55-53  Potential impacts on visual resources on federal lands are discussed in 
section 4.8.9.  Atlantic has prepared a draft VIA in consultation with the FS.  
Once the VIA is completed, the FS will work with Atlantic to incorporate 
any mitigation measures that may be needed to ensure consistency with 
LRMP SIOs into the COM Plan or SUP. 

CO55-54 Section 4.7.1 recommends a condition to require Atlantic and DETI to use 
enhanced erosion and sediment control measures within 300 feet of ESA 
sensitive waterbodies.  Sections 4.7.1.7, 4.7.1.8, 4.7.1.10, 4.7.1.11, 4.7.1.14, 
and 4.7.1.15 discuss impacts on rare and listed aquatic species. 

CO55-55 Impacts related to slope stability and landslides are discussed in section 
4.1.4. 

CO55-56 Section 2.5 discusses the environmental inspection and monitoring that 
would occur during construction of the projects, and training for EIs and 
third-party compliance monitors.   

CO55-57 As discussed in 2.5.6, Atlantic and DETI would submit quarterly reports for 
at least 2 years following construction to the FERC that document any 
problems identified during the inspections or by landowners, and describe 
the corrective actions taken to remedy those problems.  During this period, 
FERC staff would also conduct periodic inspections until restoration is 
deemed complete (typically once per year or every other year, depending on 
the success or restoration).  Further, Atlantic and DETI would implement a 
Landowner Complaint Resolution Procedure for landowners to contact 
Atlantic or DETI if they have any concerns during the construction period or 
during restoration.  In addition, the FERC’s Landowner Helpline can be 
utilized in the event Atlantic’s or DETI’s response is not satisfactory to the 
landowner.  

CO55-58 FS response:  Section 3-Environmental Compliance of the COM Plan 
includes the environmental compliance roles and responsibilities for 
monitoring.  The FS would receive cost recovery funding from Atlantic to 
provide for monitoring inspections by FS personnel. 

CO55-52 
(cont’d) 

CO55-53 

CO55-54 

CO55-55 

CO55-56 

CO55-58 

CO55-57 
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CO55-59 Aerial patrols (e.g., helicopters) are a standard method to monitor pipeline 
rights-of-way.  Helicopter pilots have the ability to hover over areas with 
potential restoration or safety issues, and identified sites can be 
supplemented with on-the-ground review. 

CO55-60 As mentioned in sections 4.4.3 and 4.8, the permanent right-of-way in 
uplands would be maintained in an herbaceous vegetated state, and would be 
mowed no more than once every 3 years.  However, a 10-foot-wide strip 
centered over the pipeline might be mowed annually as needed to facilitate 
corrosion and other operational surveys.  Additionally, a 10-foot-wide 
corridor centered on the pipeline in wetlands and riparian areas would be 
maintained in an herbaceous state, which would be considered a permanent 
impact.  

Following construction, forest land located outside of the permanent right-
of-way, aboveground facility sites, and new permanent access roads would 
be restored in accordance with Atlantic’s and DETI’s Restoration and 
Rehabilitation Plan.  It is expected that the reestablishment of forest areas 
that resemble preconstruction conditions would take at least 30 years, 
depending on the age of trees removed and the species of trees that are 
recruited or replanted.  Forest restoration could take a century or more in 
areas that currently are mature or old-growth forests, and the fragmenting 
effects of the maintained right-of-way would be permanent.  

  

  

  

  

CO55-58 
(cont’d) 

CO55-59 

CO55-60 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-833 

 

CO55-61 At this time, Atlantic and DETI have not identified potential new facilities 
associated with a future expansion.  As discussed in section 2.7, any future 
increase in capacity or expanded facilities would need additional FERC 
authorization (which would also require additional environmental review). 

CO55-62 Information used in our analysis is available online and on the public docket 
for this project on the FERC’s eLibrary site.  See also the references section 
provided in appendix X. 

CO55-63 See response to comment CO46-1.   

CO55-64 Impacts would likely be similar or greater than the proposed action and 
require more time to develop. 

CO55-65 Section 3 discusses our parameters for completing our analysis. 

CO55-60 
(cont’d) 

CO55-61 

CO55-62 

CO55-63 

CO55-64 

CO55-65 

CO55-66 
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CO55-66 Sierra Club has misinterpreted this analysis.  Atlantic and DETI could 
theoretically purchase gas from the Elba or Cove Point facilities to supply 
gas to the identified customers of ACP and SHP. 

CO55-67 Approximately 50 to 75 feet of additional workspace width would be 
required. 

CO55-68 They are not a constraint in all cases, but as discussed, increase the potential 
for landslide development and should be avoided or minimized. 

CO55-69 Comment noted. 

CO55-70 The referenced SHP route is shown in the inset map. 

CO55-71 Backhoe stripping is stripping soil with a backhoe.  Backhoe stripping is an 
accepted method used during cultural resources surveys to quickly remove 
sod along with the top layer of soil.  We note that the commentor omitted the 
portion of the sentence regarding the VDHR’s request to use this method (or 
probing or other methods) to confirm that that unmarked graves are not 
present outside the limits of the known mausoleum/cemetery.  

CO55-72 The boundaries of the proposed district have not been determined or 
established by SHPO and/or NRHP and cannot be presented. 

CO55-66 
(cont’d) 

CO55-67 

CO55-68 

CO55-69 

CO55-70 

CO55-71 

CO55-72 
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CO55-73 The EIS analyzes several alternatives that avoid these areas. 

CO55-74 As discussed in the paragraph preceding the referenced text, Atlantic and 
DETI developed certain mitigation measures to reduce the impact of ACP 
and SHP.  However, we also determined that additional mitigation measures 
could further reduce the projects’ impacts.  As discussed in section 5 
(Conclusions and Recommendations), we are recommending that our 
mitigation measures be attached as conditions to any authorizations issued 
by the Commission.  See also the responses to comments SA14-86 and 
CO48-11. 

CO55-75 Section 4.1.2.33 has been updated with latest available survey results.  See 
also response to comment CO55-19. 

CO55-76 As described in the Karst Mitigation Plan, prior to construction Atlantic 
would perform an electrical resistivity investigation survey to detect 
subsurface solution features along all portions of the route that are mapped 
as limestone bedrock at the surface. 

CO55-77 A minor reroute, or a field realignment, as defined by the FERC Plan, is a 
realignment or workspace shift per landowner needs and requirements that 
do not affect other landowners or sensitive environmental resource areas. 

CO55-72 
(cont’d) 

CO55-73 

CO55-74 

CO55-75 
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CO55-78 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. 

CO55-79 Based on the data provided by Atlantic, we find that the recorded magnitude 
of earthquakes in the project area is relatively low, and the ground vibration 
would not pose a problem for a modern welded-steel pipeline.  Based on the 
low seismic risk and occurrence assigned to the project area and the lack of 
recent (Holocene age) faulting, we find the risk to damage to pipeline 
facilities by earthquakes to be low.  Further, Atlantic has identified areas of 
steep slopes where field investigations are ongoing within the GeoHazard 
Program.  These reports would be filed and reviewed by FERC prior to 
construction. 

CO55-80 Comment noted.  Atlantic is continuing to conduct analysis on these areas. 

CO55-81 The commentor presumes that landslides and slope failures would result 
from construction and operation of the project.  As discussed in section 
4.1.4.2, Atlantic and DETI have conducted studies to identify locations 
along the proposed route that might be susceptible to landslides as well as 
committed to implement measures to address issues of landslide potential 
and susceptibility.  We conclude these measures would assist in minimizing 
adverse and/or significant impacts; however, we have updated sections 4.4.3 
and 4.6.4 to address the potential impacts on vegetation and aquatic 
resources, respectively, resulting from landslides and associated 
sedimentation and erosion. 

Regarding the Neuse River crossing, see the response to comment CO6-1.   

CO55-82 Additional details are available in Atlantic’s Geohazard Field Survey 
Report. 

  

CO55-78 
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CO55-83 FS response:  Section 4.1.6.2-Geology has been updated with information on 
these types of impacts. 

CO55-84 FS response:  The impacts of the ATWS have been analyzed with the 
impacts of the other activities, with the exception of additional ATWS yet to 
be identified for topsoil segregation.  The size of the typical ATWS is about 
0.06 acre. 

CO55-85 Comment noted. Visual impacts are analyzed in section 4.8. 

CO55-86 FS response:  Section 4.1.6.2-Geology has been updated with information on 
karst. 

CO55-87 FS response:  The use and possible reconstruction of Forest Road 281 
(access road 36-016AR1) is still under discussion between the FS and 
Atlantic.  The consideration of access roads was included in the visual 
analysis and sedimentation analysis. Chapter 4 of the final EIS discusses the 
environmental consequences of the proposed ACP, including those 
involving vegetation, geology, numerous species, water and soil issues, 
forest fragmentation, visual resources, cultural resources, air quality and 
noise, and reliability and safety, as well as special interest areas and 
socioeconomics impacts.  

  

CO55-83 

CO55-84 
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CO55-86 

CO55-87 
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CO55-88 Atlantic has continued to analyze its landslide risk reduction measures and 
has provided an update to their Geohazards Field Survey Report, which 
includes the latest available data, which we have reviewed.  In addition, 
prior to construction, Atlantic would file the results of outstanding portions 
of the Geohazard Program. 

CO55-89 FS response:  Table 4.8.9-3 illustrates the access roads proposed for NFS 
lands.  Potential impacts on forest resources are included throughout section 
4. The COM Plan includes Access Road Improvement Maps (Attachment F) 
and an Off-Highway Vehicle Blocking Plan (Section 18). 

CO55-90 FS response:  Section 3-Environmental Compliance of the COM Plan 
includes the environmental compliance roles and responsibilities for 
monitoring. 

CO55-91 FS response:  Section 4.8.9.1-Forest Service of the final EIS discusses the 
LRMP amendments. 

CO55-87 
(cont’d) 

CO55-88 

CO55-89 

CO55-90 
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CO55-92 Comment noted.  See revised text in section 4.3.1.7. 

CO55-93 Comment noted. 

CO55-94 We do not believe these systems will be affected by the proposed action. 

CO55-95 Comment noted. 

  

CO55-91 
(cont’d) 
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CO55-94 

CO55-95 
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CO55-96 As mentioned in section 4.4.2.2, Atlantic continues to consult with the 
VDCR regarding potential impacts and mitigation measures to minimize 
impacts on Conservation Sites and Virginia protected plant species. 

CO55-97 The FS, as a cooperating agency for preparation of the EIS, has been 
provided a copy of the EIS for comment.  The FS would ultimately 
determine if the proposed project is consistent with its management 
objectives and whether to issue Atlantic a permit to construct and operate the 
project on lands under its jurisdiction.  Section 4.4.8 includes an analysis of 
impacts and mitigation for vegetation on federal lands, and discusses old 
growth forest surveys that would be conducted by Atlantic using the criteria 
in Appendix B (Guidance for Conserving and Restoring Old Growth Forest 
Communities on National Forests in the Southern Region). 
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CO55-98 We disagree.  Sections 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7, and appendices R and S discuss 
impacts on and mitigation for wildlife, including sensitive and special status 
species.  Atlantic and DETI have consulted with federal and state agencies 
to determine potential impacts on and mitigation measures for wildlife 
species.  We have added our additional recommendations which would 
further reduce impacts.  The forest fragmentation analysis in section 4.5.6 
has been revised to include more detail on the impacts on wildlife species. 
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CO55-99 The project facility maps provided in appendix B include labeled access 
roads on topographic route maps. 

CO55-100 Section 45.6 on forest fragmentation has been updated and describes the 
rationale for using a 300-foot buffer to determine impacts on edge species. 

CO55-101 Comment noted. 

CO55-102 As discussed in section 4.5.8, construction would generally last 6 to 12 
weeks at any given location, and noise levels along the construction right-of-
way would vary depending on the phase of work and equipment in use.  Due 
to the limited duration of construction-related noise, this would not be 
considered chronic noise.  As discussed in section 4.5.8, wildlife may 
disperse and avoid the right-of-way during construction, but would be 
expected to return to the area following completion of construction 
activities.   

CO55-98 
(cont’d) 

CO55-102 

CO55-101 

CO55-100 

CO55-99 
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CO55-103 Section 4.5.6 has been updated to include figures of interior forest blocks 
crossed by ACP and SHP in West Virginia, Virginia, and North Carolina.  

CO55-104 While section 4.5 provides information on common wildlife species, section 
4.7 provides detailed information on ESA-listed, proposed, or under review 
species.  Section 4.7 also includes measures Atlantic and DETI would 
implement to reduce impacts, and our additional recommendations.  Species 
of greatest concern, along with their habitat description, our analysis of 
potential impacts, and proposed mitigation measures that would be 
implemented by Atlantic and DETI are also presented in appendix S.  
Section 4.5.6 includes our analysis on fragmentation and the impacts on 
interior forest species. 

CO55-105 Comment noted. Section 4.6.4 describes the impacts and mitigation 
measures that would be implemented to reduce impacts on aquatic resources, 
including trout waters.  Additional conservation measures, including wider 
stream buffers, would be implemented at ESA sensitive waterbodies 
identified in appendix K and as described in section 4.7.1.  Additional 
measures would be applied on NFS lands as discussed in section 4.6.5.  
Atlantic is required to obtain the necessary permits and authorizations 
required to construct and operate the project.  As such, to the extent the state 
has regulatory authority and permitting jurisdiction for these features, 
Atlantic would consult with the appropriate state agencies.  The applicable 
state agencies would have the opportunity to review Atlantic’s proposed 
crossings during the permitting process and, if necessary, identify additional 
mitigation measures beyond those proposed.   

CO55-102 
(cont’d) 

CO55-103 

CO55-104 

CO55-105 
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CO55-106 FS response:  Atlantic will be held accountable to riparian area standards but 
no maps will be required.  This includes forestwide standards for channeled 
ephemeral streams and Rx11-Riparian Corridors in the GWNF Forest Plan. 

CO55-107 Refer to appendix S for a discussion of species-specific mitigation measures 
that would be implemented for sensitive species and their habitat identified 
during field surveys, including the eastern tiger salamander and Mabee’s 
salamander in Virginia.  See comment response CO55-105 for additional 
information. 

CO55-105 
(cont’d) 

CO55-106 

CO55-107 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-845 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO55-107 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-846 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO55-107 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-847 

 

CO55-108 FS response:  Final EIS appendix R-FS Managed Species Tables describes 
surveys and conservation measures for orangefin madtom. 

CO55-109 Section 4.7.15 includes a discussion of the potential impacts on ESA-listed, 
proposed, and under review freshwater mussel species, and the conservation 
measures that would be implemented at waterbodies where these species are 
assumed present (see section 4.7.1 for the description of conservation 
measures that would be applied to ESA sensitive waterbodies identified in 
appendix K).  The FS would require additional conservation measures as 
described in sections 4.6.5 and 4.7.15 at sensitive waterbody crossings and 
waterbodies adjacent to steep slopes.  Section 4.5.6 has also been updated to 
incorporate the results of Atlantic’s Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Model 
Report conducted for the MNF and GWNF. 

Atlantic would adhere to the WVDEP’s Erosion and Sediment Control Best 
Management Practice Manual (WVDEP, 2006), the Virginia Erosion and 
Sediment Control Handbook (VDEQ, 1992), the Pennsylvania Erosion and 
Sediment Pollution Control Program Manual (PDEP, 2012), and the North 
Carolina Erosion and Sediment Control Planning and Design Manual (North 
Carolina Sedimentation Control Commission et. al, 2013). In addition, as 
described in Atlantic’s COM Plan (appendix G), Atlantic would conduct 
turbidity measurements at all stream crossings that are state-designated as 
either CWF or significant coolwater or warmwater fisheries.  Monitoring 
would occur at a minimum rate of four times per day during the period when 
active construction is occurring, in both the background location and 
downstream location.  Monitoring would take place 30 minutes prior to 
construction, a minimum of 2-4 hours after start of instream construction, 
and during instream pipeline construction.  Once the crossing is complete 
and restoration occurs, monitoring would be conducted for four days at a 
minimum rate of one time per day.  Should the chronic turbidity reading (4-
day average) exceed standards, remediation of the source would be 
implemented and monitoring would continue once per day until the source is 
addressed and readings are within water quality standards. 

  

  

  

  

CO55-108 

CO55-109 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-848 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO55-109 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-849 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO55-109 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-850 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO55-109 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-851 

 

CO55-110 Comment noted.  Refer to the revised appendix K. 

CO55-111 The macroinvertebrate surveys were requested by the FS.  The FS, as a 
cooperating agency for preparation of the EIS, has been provided a copy of 
the EIS for comment.  The FS would ultimately determine if the proposed 
project is consistent with its management objectives and whether to issue 
Atlantic a permit to construct and operate the project on lands under its 
jurisdiction.   

CO55-112 Surveys for GWNF RFSS and locally rare species have been completed; 
refer to section 4.6.5.  Refer to sections 4.6.4 and 4.6.5 for a revised 
discussion of sediment and turbidity impacts on aquatic resources resulting 
from the construction and use of access roads, and the mitigation measures 
that would be implemented to reduce these impacts.  

CO55-109 
(cont’d) 

CO55-110 

CO55-111 

CO55-112 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-852 

 

CO55-113 The referenced text has been revised. 

CO55-114 Section 4.7.1 recommends that construction of the projects be conditioned 
upon the completion of all outstanding biological surveys and completion of 
any necessary section 7 consultation with the FWS; as well as Atlantic and 
DETI’s receipt of written notification from the Director of OEP that 
construction and/or use of mitigation (including implementation of 
conservation measures) may begin. 

CO55-115 Sections 4.7.1, 4.7.1.13, and 4.7.1.14 have been updated with the most 
recent survey data; impact analyses; and avoidance, mitigation, and 
conservation measures. 

CO55-113 

CO55-114 

CO55-115 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-853 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO55-115 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-854 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO55-115 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-855 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO55-115 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-856 

 

CO55-116 Comment noted.  Section 4.7.1.17 has been updated. 

CO55-117 Potential impacts on turtles are discussed in section 4.5.  There are no ESA-
listed, proposed, or under review species, or state-listed or sensitive turtle 
species with the potential to occur in the ACP or SHP project areas that were 
identified by the appropriate agencies.   

CO55-115 
(cont’d) 

CO55-116 

CO55-117 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-857 

 

CO55-118 FS response:  Final EIS appendix R-FS Managed Species Tables describes 
potential impacts and conservation measures for black bear. 

CO55-118  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-858 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO55-118 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-859 

 

CO55-119 FS response:  The COM Plan includes an Off-Highway Vehicle Blocking 
Plan (Section 18). 

CO55-118 
(cont’d) 

CO55-119 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-860 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO55-119 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-861 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO55-119 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-862 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-863 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-864 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-865 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-866 

 

CO55-120 FS response:  Section 4.4.7 describes the vegetation communities on NFS 
lands. 

CO55-121 Section 4.5 provides a discussion of the potential impacts and mitigation 
measures that would apply to common terrestrial wildlife species.  Section 
4.7 provides a discussion of the potential impacts and mitigation measures 
that would apply to federal and state protected and managed species, 
including the Neuse River waterdog (section 4.7.1.7) and Cheat Mountain 
salamander (section 4.7.1.6).  FS-managed species are discussed in appendix 
R, and several state-listed or sensitive salamander species are discussed in 
appendix S. 

CO55-120 

CO55-121 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-867 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-868 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-869 

 

CO55-122 FS response:  These species are described in final EIS appendix R-Managed 
Species Tables. 

CO55-122 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-870 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-871 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-872 

 

CO55-123 See response to comment CO55-122. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO55-123 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-873 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO55-123 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-874 

 

CO55-124 FS response:  The Allegheny woodrat is discussed in the final EIS in section 
4.5-Wildlife, appendix R-Managed Species Tables, and in the BE. 

CO55-125 The project would not affect, directly or indirectly, potential or designated 
Wilderness Areas, as discussed in section 4.8.9.1, Recreation and Special 
Interest Areas, MNF and GWNF, Inventoried Roadless Areas, and 
Wilderness Areas. 

CO55-126 Appendices R and S provide a discussion of the impacts and mitigation 
measures that would be implemented for sensitive species that utilize barren 
habitats, including boulder fields and rocky outcrops.  Species-specific 
surveys were conducted for the Allegheny woodrat, southern rock vole, 
eastern small-footed bat, long-tailed shrew, timber rattlesnake, and peregrine 
falcon, and several plant species, as requested by the applicable federal 
and/or state agencies.  Survey protocols for these species were reviewed and 
approved by the agencies prior to initiation.  The species-specific mitigation 
measures are provided in appendices R and S.  This would include 
implementation of Atlantic’s Protected Snake Conservation Plan (see table 
2.3.1-1).  

  

  

  

CO55-123 
(cont’d) 

CO55-124 

CO55-125 

CO55-126 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-875 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO55-126 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-876 

 

CO55-127 Comments noted.  See also the response to comment CO55-74. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO55-127 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-877 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO55-127 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-878 

 

CO55-128 See the responses to comments CO29-2 and CO55-2. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO55-128 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-879 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-880 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-881 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-882 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-883 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-884 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-885 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-886 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-887 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-888 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-889 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-890 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-891 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-892 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-893 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-894 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO55 – Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-895 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO56 – Natural Gas Supply Association  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-896 

 

CO56-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO56-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO56 – Natural Gas Supply Association (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-897 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO56-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO57 – J.F. Allen Company 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-898 

 

CO57-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO57-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO58 – Construction Employers Association of North Central West Virginia, Inc. 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-899 

 

CO58-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO58-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO59 – Cowpasture River Preservation Association, Inc. 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-900 

 

CO59-1 Table 1.4-1 lists the major environmental permits, licenses, approvals, and 
consultations that are applicable to the project.  As noted in section 1.4, 
Atlantic and DETI would be responsible for obtaining all permits and 
approvals required to construct and operate ACP and SHP, regardless of 
whether they appear in the table.  FERC encourages cooperation between 
applicants and state and local authorities; however, state and local agencies, 
through the application of state and local laws, may not prohibit or 
unreasonably delay the construction or operation of facilities approved by 
FERC.  Any state or local permits issued with respect to jurisdictional 
facilities must be consistent with the conditions of any authorization issued 
by FERC. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO59-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO59 – Cowpasture River Preservation Association, Inc. (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-901 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO59-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO59 – Cowpasture River Preservation Association, Inc. (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-902 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO59-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO59 – Cowpasture River Preservation Association, Inc. (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-903 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO59-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO59 – Cowpasture River Preservation Association, Inc. (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-904 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO60 – Friends of Horizons  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-905 

 

CO60-1 We disagree.  The EIS discloses the potential impacts on environmental 
resources resulting from construction and operation of the project.  The EIS 
includes sufficient detail to enable the reader to understand and consider the 
issues raised by the proposed project and addresses a reasonable range of 
alternatives.  Duration and significance of impacts are discussed throughout 
the various EIS resource sections.  The EIS is comprehensive and thorough 
in its identification and evaluation of feasible mitigation measures to reduce 
those effects whenever possible.  Atlantic’s and DETI’s construction and 
restoration plans contain numerous mitigation measures to avoid or reduce 
project-related impacts. 

CO60-2 See the response to comment LA17-1 

  

  

  

  

CO60-1 

CO60-2 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO60 – Friends of Horizons (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-906 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO60-2 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO60 – Friends of Horizons (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-907 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO60 – Friends of Horizons (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-908 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO60-2 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO60 – Friends of Horizons (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-909 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO60-2 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO60 – Friends of Horizons (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-910 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO60-2 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO60 – Friends of Horizons (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-911 

 

CO60-3 We have considered the impacts of crossing the buffer, along with the 
cumulative impacts from further development of Horizon’s Village and the 
proposed Spruce Creek Resort and Market with the conservation buffer. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO60-3 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO60 – Friends of Horizons (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-912 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO60-3 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO60 – Friends of Horizons (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-913 

 

CO60-4 See the response to comment LA17-1. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO60-4 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO61 – North Carolina Coastal Land Trust  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-914 

 

CO61-1 Based on our review of land records and the proposed route, we have 
confirmed ACP would not cross the referenced property. 

CO61-2 Section 4.4.2.3 has been updated with the information provided.  Atlantic is 
required to obtain the necessary permits and authorizations required to 
construct and operate the project.  As such, to the extent the state has 
regulatory authority and permitting jurisdiction for these features, Atlantic 
would consult with the NCDNCR.  The NCDNCR would have the 
opportunity to review Atlantic’s proposed crossings during the permitting 
process and, if necessary, identify additional mitigation measures beyond 
those proposed.    

  

  

  

  

CO61-1 

CO61-2 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO61 – North Carolina Coastal Land Trust (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-915 

 

CO61-3 Section 4.4.2.3 has been updated with the information provided.  Atlantic 
consulted with the FWS North Carolina Field Office and NCDNCR to 
determine which ESA- and state-listed plants and state rare plant species had 
the potential to occur in the ACP project area and the locations where 
surveys should be conducted.  Survey protocols were reviewed and approved 
by the FWS.  Douglass’ bittercress (Cardamine douglassi) was not included 
on the list of ESA- and state-listed and rare plants that required surveys by 
these agencies.   

CO61-4 Atlantic consulted with the FWS North Carolina Field Office and NCWRC 
to determine the appropriate locations for aquatic surveys for the species 
referenced.  The results of these surveys are provided in section 4.7 and table 
S-3 of appendix S. 

CO61-5 Section 4.4.2.3 of the EIS discusses impacts on the Meherrin River Natural 
Heritage Area from construction and operation of the project.   

  

  

  

CO61-2 
(cont’d) 
CO61-3 

CO61-4 

CO61-5 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO61 – North Carolina Coastal Land Trust (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-916 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO62 – Teamsters National Pipeline Labor Management Cooperation Trust  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-917 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO62 – Teamsters National Pipeline Labor Management Cooperation Trust (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-918 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO62 – Teamsters National Pipeline Labor Management Cooperation Trust (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-919 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO62 – Teamsters National Pipeline Labor Management Cooperation Trust (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-920 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO62 – Teamsters National Pipeline Labor Management Cooperation Trust (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-921 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO62 – Teamsters National Pipeline Labor Management Cooperation Trust (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-922 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO62 – Teamsters National Pipeline Labor Management Cooperation Trust (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-923 

 

CO62-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO62-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO62 – Teamsters National Pipeline Labor Management Cooperation Trust (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-924 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO62-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO62 – Teamsters National Pipeline Labor Management Cooperation Trust (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-925 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO62-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO62 – Teamsters National Pipeline Labor Management Cooperation Trust (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-926 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO62-1 
(cont’d) 

The attachments to this letter have been reviewed by FERC staff and can be found on the FERC 
eLibrary site under FERC Accession No. 20170324-0009. 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO63 – Friends of Nelson 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-927 

 

CO63-1 Comment noted.  The FERC is not a land-managing agency and therefore 
would not require the applicant to conduct Order 1 soil surveys along the 
entire proposed route.  A land management agency may require such 
surveys on managed lands.  

Atlantic and DETI would adopt the general construction, restoration, and 
operational mitigation measures outlined in our Plan and Procedures, which 
are a set of construction and mitigation measures that were developed in 
collaboration with other federal and state agencies and the natural gas 
pipeline industry to minimize the potential environmental impacts of the 
construction of pipeline projects in general.  In addition, Atlantic and DETI 
have identified additional measures they would implement during 
construction to reduce impacts.  We reviewed these measures in the EIS, 
assessed if they would be effective, and recommended additional measures 
where appropriate.  SSURGO data was used as a basis for soil calculations 
(except where otherwise noted) because it provides the most detailed level 
of information of the publicly available datasets.   

  

  

  

  

  
CO63-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO63 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-928 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO63-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO63 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-929 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

The attachments to this letter have been reviewed by FERC staff and can be found on the FERC 
eLibrary site under FERC Accession No. 20170327-5096. 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO64 – EnergySure  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-930 

 

CO64-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO64-1  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO64 – EnergySure (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-931 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO64 – EnergySure (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-932 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO64 – EnergySure (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-933 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO64 – EnergySure (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-934 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO64 – EnergySure (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-935 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO64 – EnergySure (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-936 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO64 – EnergySure (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-937 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO64 – EnergySure (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-938 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO64 – EnergySure (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-939 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO64 – EnergySure (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-940 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO64 – EnergySure (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-941 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO65 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-942 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO65 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-943 

 

CO65-1 Comment noted. 

CO65-1  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO65 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-944 

 

CO65-2 See the response to comment CO49-2. 

  

  

  

CO65-1 
(cont’d) 

CO65-2 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO65 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-945 

 

CO65-3 Section 4.9.9 includes our updated analysis of impacts on environmental 
justice communities.  To summarize, the construction and operation of the 
proposed facilities would affect a mix of racial/ethnic and socioeconomic 
areas in the ACP and SHP project area as a whole.  Not all impacts 
identified in this EIS are considered to affect minority or low-income 
populations.  The primary adverse impacts on the environmental justice 
communities associated with the construction of ACP and SHP would be the 
temporary increases in dust, noise, and traffic from project construction.  
These impacts would occur along the entire pipeline route and in areas with 
a variety of socioeconomic backgrounds. 

CO65-2 
(cont’d) 

CO65-3 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO65 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-946 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO65-3 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO65 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-947 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO65-3 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO65 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-948 

 

CO65-4 The legality of the DOT safety requirements under 49 CFR 192 are outside 
the scope of this EIS. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO65-3 
(cont’d) 

CO65-4 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO65 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-949 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO65-4 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO65 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-950 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO65-4 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO65 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-951 

 

CO65-5 Comment noted.   

Since the draft EIS, ACP has provided additional inventories and analyses as 
requested by the FS to evaluate the effects of the proposed project, which 
have also been filed in the FERC docket.  The FS has worked with ACP to 
develop project design features, mitigation measures, and monitoring 
procedures to ensure that NFS resources are protected as much as possible in 
order to determine that the LRMP standards can be exempted or modified 
for the ACP project.  The determination that the EIS is sufficient to meet FS 
NEPA obligations will be made in the FS ROD.  See also response to 
comment CO63-1. 

 

  

  

  

  

  

CO65-5 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO65 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-952 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO65-5 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO65 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-953 

 

CO65-6 Although flooding itself does not generally present a risk to pipeline 
facilities, bank erosion and/or scour could expose the pipeline or cause 
sections of pipe to become unsupported.  All pipeline facilities are required 
to be designed and constructed in accordance with the DOT standards in 49 
CFR 192.  These regulations include specifications for installing the pipeline 
at a sufficient depth to avoid possible scour at waterbody crossings. 
Typically, the trench would be sufficiently deep to provide for a minimum 
of 5 feet of cover over pipelines at waterbodies. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO65-5 
(cont’d) 

CO65-6 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO65 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-954 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO65 – Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-955 

 

CO65-7 Section 4.8.1.1, Agricultural Land, discusses the impacts on agricultural 
land, including pasture and grazing, resulting from construction and 
operation of the projects.   

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.   

  

  

  

  

  

CO65-7 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-956 

 

CO66-1 FERC’s mission statement, as stated on its website, is the following: “Assist 
consumers in obtaining reliable, efficient and sustainable energy services at 
a reasonable cost through appropriate regulatory and market means.” 

When a federal action is triggered – in this case, a permit application is 
submitted to the FERC – the agency must fulfill the requirements of NEPA.  
The CEQ and FERC have developed regulations that guide how NEPA is 
fulfilled.  One such requirement is disclosing the impacts associated with a 
proposed action, which includes, amongst other things, the socioeconomic 
impact of a proposed action.  Another aspect of CEQ’s NEPA-implementing 
regulations is mitigation, which in summary is defined as avoiding or 
minimizing an impact, or compensating for the impact.  FERC is not 
charged with protecting lands or resources but instead, through NEPA, to 
disclose the impacts associated with proposed action and, as warranted, 
recommending alternatives or measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate 
for an impact.   

See also the response to comment CO46-1. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-957 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-958 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-959 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-960 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-961 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-962 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-963 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-964 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-965 

 

CO66-2 The EIS evaluates alternatives to the proposed action, which is a natural gas 
transmission project.  As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, the generation of 
electricity from renewable energy sources would be an alternative to a 
power generating project.  The siting, construction, and operation of power 
generating facilities are regulated by state agencies.  Because the purpose of 
the projects is to transport natural gas, and the generation of electricity from 
renewable energy sources or the gains realized from increased energy 
efficiency and conservation are not natural gas transportation alternatives, 
they are beyond the scope of the EIS. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-2 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-966 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-2 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-967 

 

CO66-3 See the response to comment CO55-6. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-2 
(cont’d) 

CO66-3 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-968 

 

CO66-4 The commentor misinterpreted information in the climate change 
discussion.  Climate change is a global phenomenon, and emissions in one 
location translates to impacts globally.  The EIS clearly states that the 
impacts associated to GHG emissions from ACP and SHP cannot be directly 
correlated to specific impacts (e.g., one cannot state that 10,000 tpy of CO2e 
from the ACP and SHP would result in increased storms in Iowa); however, 
the EIS does state the climate change impacts that are anticipated to occur in 
the project region (i.e., the southeastern and northeast regions of United 
States) as analyzed by research bodies such as the IPCC and USGCRP, 
based on GHG emissions scenarios.  The EIS also states that the GHG 
emissions from ACP and SHP would contribute to these impacts; however, 
to what degree is unknown.   

The commentor references a new Life Cycle Analysis of Natural Gas and 
Power Generation report by the National Energy Technology Laboratory, 
among others, in regard to lifecycle GHG emissions.  Upstream and 
downstream emissions are beyond the scope of the EIS, in part, because the 
estimates would rely on general assumptions as opposed to direct parameters 
associated with the project, and would not provide a meaningful project-
specific analysis; however, downstream combustion emissions are provided 
based on the natural gas volumes transported by the projects.   

The commentor states that GHG emissions, specifically fugitive emissions 
from leaks are underreported; therefore, the EIS cannot conclude that air 
emissions have been minimized.  Sections 4.11.1 and 4.12 describe the ACP 
and SHP air quality mitigation measures, permitting/reporting requirements, 
and leak prevention/detection and repair methods.  We conclude that these 
measures would reduce GHG emissions.  Consideration of renewable energy 
sources are outside of the scope of this EIS (see section 3.0). 

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-3 
(cont’d) 

CO66-4 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-969 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-4 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-970 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-4 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-971 

 

CO66-5 Sections 4.12.2 and 4.12.3 of the EIS address the historic incident data for 
natural gas transmission pipelines, including injuries and fatalities.  The 
data, as presented in the EIS, demonstrate that natural gas transmission 
pipelines continue to be a safe and reliable means of energy transportation. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-5 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-972 

 

CO66-6 According to the EPA, based on information from the World Resources 
Institute, Asia has experienced the largest net increase in CO2 emissions 
from about 2002 to 2012. 

CO66-7 Comment noted.  We disagree that the impacts on property values were not 
adequately addressed in the EIS.  Potential impacts on property values are 
discussed in 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 would 
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. 

  

  

  

  

CO66-6 

CO66-5 
(cont’d) 

CO66-7 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-973 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-7 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-974 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-7 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-975 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-7 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-976 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-7 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-977 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-7 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-978 

 

CO66-8 See the response to comment CO30-5. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-7 
(cont’d) 

CO66-8 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-979 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-8 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-980 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-8 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-981 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-8 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-982 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-8 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-983 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-8 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-984 

 

CO66-9 See the response to comment LA17-3. 

CO66-10 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

CO66-8 
(cont’d) 

CO66-9 

CO66-10 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-985 

 

CO66-11 Our analysis of impacts on Wintergreen and the development of Spruce 
Creek Resort are provided in section 4.9.8.  In summary, we believe that 
construction of ACP and development of the hotel at Wintergreen Resort 
and the development of Spring Creek Resort and Market could be 
accomplished such that impacts associated with ACP are reduced or 
mitigated for, while maintaining the appeal of the area, as demonstrated by 
other residential and commercial developments in the area and similar 
projects throughout the country. 

CO66-12 Comment noted.  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. 

  

  

  

  

CO66-11 

CO66-12 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-986 

 

CO66-13 See the response to comment FA-1. 

CO66-14 Comment noted. See section 4.10.1 of the EIS. 

  

  

  

  

CO66-12 
(cont’d) 

CO66-13 

CO66-14 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-987 

 

CO66-15 The issue of cultural attachment is addressed in section 4.10.1.1 of the EIS. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-14 
(cont’d) 

CO66-15 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-988 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-15 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-989 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-15 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-990 

 

CO66-16 See the responses to comments CO49-2 and CO65-3. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-15 
(cont’d) 

CO66-16 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-991 

 

CO66-17 As discussed in section 5 (Conclusions and Recommendations), our 
conclusions are based on the implementation of mitigation measures 
developed by Atlantic and DETI to reduce the impact of ACP and SHP, as 
well as additional mitigation measures that we identified to further reduce 
the projects’ impacts.  Further, as discussed in section 5.2, we are 
recommending that our mitigation measures be attached as conditions to any 
authorizations issued by the Commission. 

CO66-18 Appendices B and E identify the location of access roads, and sections 2.2.5 
and 4.8.4.1 discuss how access roads would be used.  It should be noted that 
most access roads proposed for use already exist.   

  

  

  

  

CO66-16 
(cont’d) 

CO66-17 

CO66-18 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-992 

 

CO66-19 Comment noted.  As described in the FERC Plan and Procedures, temporary 
and permanent erosion control measures would be installed to control 
increased sedimentation from the construction workspace until the right-of-
way is restored. 

CO66-20 See response to comment CO66-19.  Section 4.1.4.2 describes the additional 
measures that would be implemented on steep slopes. 

CO66-21 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

CO66-19 

CO66-20 

CO66-21 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-993 

 

CO66-22 Blowdown emissions, which include start-up and shutdown venting, are 
discussed throughout section 4.11.1 and are included in table 4.11.1-7. 

CO66-23 Comment noted. 

CO66-24 The water impoundments are depicted in appendix X and presented in table 
4.3.2.8.     

  

  

  

CO66-21 
(cont’d) 

CO66-22 

CO66-23 

CO66-24 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-994 

 

CO66-25 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-24 
(cont’d) 

CO66-25 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-995 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-25 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-996 

 

CO66-26 Section 4.8.1.1 has been updated to include the commentor’s statements.  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. 

Note that crossing of these areas would be subject to approval by the 
landowner.  Atlantic must obtain an easement with the landowner to 
construct and operate the project.  As discussed in section 4.8.2, landowners 
would be compensated for the use of their land through the easement 
negotiation process.  The easement agreement between Atlantic and the 
landowner or agency would specify compensation.  This may include 
damage to property during construction, loss of use during construction, loss 
of renewable and nonrenewable or other resources, and allowable uses of the 
permanent right-of-way after construction.  The FERC does not engage in 
monetary negotiations between the company and the landowner or land-
managing agency. 

CO66-27 See the responses to comments CO66-19, CO66-20, and CO66-23. 

  

  

  

  

CO66-26 

CO66-27 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-997 

 

CO66-28 See the response to comment CO66-24. 

CO66-29 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

CO66-27 
(cont’d) 

CO66-28 

CO66-29 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-998 

 

CO66-30 Steep slope and landslide analysis is ongoing as part of the GeoHazard 
Program.  Atlantic would provide site-specific mitigation measures for the 
six steep slope categories in its construction plans as typical details.   

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-29 
(cont’d) 

CO66-30 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-999 

 

CO66-31 Construction activities in the ACP and SHP study area would result in 
temporary effects on local transportation infrastructure, including damage to 
local roads and bridges caused by heavy machinery and 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 coordinate with 
appropriate transportation authorities to assess the need for road repair after 
construction of the projects.  Dust from removal of timber/trees in Nelson 
County would be mitigated by Atlantic’s adherence to its Fugitive Dust 
Control and Mitigation Plan. 

CO66-32 See the response to comment CO66-31. 

  

  

  

  

CO66-30 
(cont’d) 

CO66-31 

CO66-32 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-1000 

 

CO66-33 See the response to comment LA16-1. 

CO66-34 The EIS discusses what is documented in county comprehensive plans, 
which have been approved by the local administration.  The EIS does not 
speculate about what each county may or may not value outside of these 
documents.   

Section 4.8.8.1 of the EIS has been updated to reflect the commentor’s 
statements and information regarding visual resources found in the Nelson 
County Comprehensive Plan.    

  

  

  

  

CO66-32 
(cont’d) 

CO66-33 

CO66-34 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-1001 

 

CO66-35 We disagree.  The areas analyzed as part of the EIS are those described in 
section 2, which includes temporary workspace and ATWS.   

CO66-36 See the response to comment CO50-2. 
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CO66-37 See the response to comment CO46-1. 
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(cont’d) 
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Z-1009 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-1010 

 

CO66-38 The dimensions of the HDD and direct pipe options are provided in section 
3.3.4.3.  See the responses to comments CO19-1, CO19-2, and CO19-3.  
Also, section 2.3.3.2 has been updated to address concerns regarding the 
BRP HDD. 
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(cont’d) 
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Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-1012 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-38 
(cont’d) 
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Z-1016 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-38 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-1017 

 

CO66-39 The end of section 4.3.2.6 has been updated and includes a recommendation 
that Atlantic develop, in consultation with the USACE and appropriate state 
agencies, site-specific plans to minimize waterbody impacts at the BRP/
ANST HDD entry and exit workspaces.  The HDD pullback workspace 
would cross one ephemeral and two perennial streams and two forested 
wetlands.  Sections 4.3.2.6 and 4.3.3.5 discuss how construction and 
operational activities could impact these resources.    
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Z-1018 

 

CO66-40 See the responses to comments CO19-3 and CO19-5. 
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Z-1023 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-40 
(cont’d) 
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CO66-41 See the responses to comments CO19-8 and CO19-9. 
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CO66-42 Comment noted. 
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CO66-43 See the response to comment CO19-9. 
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Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-1034 

 

CO66-44 Any agency that has regulatory oversight can assume compliance oversight 
on the project relative to that agency’s oversight authority. 

CO66-45 As is currently described in appendix K, Atlantic has committed to adhering 
to the applicable TOYR for trout and other sensitive species.  Atlantic is 
required to obtain the necessary permits and authorizations required to 
construct and operate the project.  As such, to the extent the state has 
regulatory authority and permitting jurisdiction for these features, Atlantic 
would consult with the WVDNR and VDGIF.  The WVDNR and VDGIF 
would have the opportunity to review Atlantic’s proposed crossings during 
the permitting process and, if necessary, identify additional mitigation 
measures beyond those proposed.  It would be the discretion of these 
agencies whether to grant waivers for trout TOYR. 
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CO66-46 See the responses to comments FA3-7 and CO6-1. 
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CO66-47 See the responses to comments CO19-11 and CO19-12. 
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CO66-48 Comment noted.  The forest fragmentation analysis has been updated in 
section 4.5.6.  Section 3 describes the alternative routes considered.  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-47 
(cont’d) 

CO66-48 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-1043 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO66-48 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 
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CO66-49 The final EIS discussion of VOF conservation easements has been updated 
based on information from Atlantic, the VOF, and other appropriate 
permitting and regulatory authorities.   

See the responses to comments CO3-1 and CO10-3. 
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Z-1046 

 

CO66-50 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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(cont’d) 

CO66-50 
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Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-1047 

 

CO66-51 Conflicts of interest between Dominion staff and county Board of 
Supervisors are beyond the scope of this EIS.   

CO66-52 We disagree that public input has been discouraged.  Section 1.3 describes 
the public input opportunities throughout the environmental review process 
for ACP and SHP.  We acknowledge that not all commentors could be heard 
at certain scoping meetings due to the number of attendees and scheduled 
end times of the venues.  However, FERC considers and weighs all 
comments equally regardless of which the format they are presented (orally, 
electronically, etc.).  Additionally, FERC’s revised meeting format was 
developed primarily to ensure more people would have the opportunity to 
provide comments without some of the time constraints associated with the 
former meeting format.   

Regarding the location of public meetings and comment sessions, we note 
that locations are chosen based on a variety of factors, including distance to 
project facilities and venue availability and capacity.  While no meetings 
were held in Buckingham County, Virginia, we believe the distances from 
Compressor Station 2 to the nearest meetings were appropriate 
(approximately 33 miles to Farmville and approximately 22 miles to 
Lovingston). 

CO66-53 See the response to comment CO49-2. 

CO66-54 See the response to comment CO49-1.  

CO66-55 The draft EIS does not state that there would be no health impacts, but 
concludes that ACP and SHP would comply with the NAAQS, which are 
designed to protect human health.  Sections 4.11.1 and 4.11.2 includes our 
analysis of air quality and noise impacts, respectively. 
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CO66-55 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO66 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 
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CO66-56 Issues related to terrorism and its potential effects on the proposed projects 
are addressed in section 4.12.4 of the EIS. 

As described in section 4.12.1, area classifications are based on population 
density in the vicinity of pipeline facilities, and specifies 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 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. 
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