
STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA9 – North Carolina Department of Administration – Commission of Indian Affairs  
 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-316 

  
SA9-1 See the response to comment SA6-9.  Section 4.9.9 includes our analysis of 

impacts on environmental justice communities.   

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

SA9-1 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA9 – North Carolina Department of Administration – Commission of Indian Affairs (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-317 

  
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

SA9-1 
(cont’d) 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA9 – North Carolina Department of Administration – Commission of Indian Affairs (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-318 

  
SA9-2 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

 

SA9-1 
(cont’d) 

SA9-2 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA10 – North Carolina House of Representatives, Office of the Speaker, Tim Moore 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-319 

  
SA10-1 We believe the proposed route is environmentally acceptable and meets the 

purpose and need of the project.  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

SA10-1  



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA10 – North Carolina House of Representatives, Office of the Speaker, Tim Moore (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-320 

  
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA10 – North Carolina House of Representatives, Office of the Speaker, Tim Moore (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-321 

  
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA10 – North Carolina House of Representatives, Office of the Speaker, Tim Moore (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-322 

  
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA11 – State of West Virginia – Office of the Attorney General  

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-323 

  
SA11-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

SA11-1  



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA11 – State of West Virginia – Office of the Attorney General (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-324 

  
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

SA11-1 
(cont’d) 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA12 – Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation  

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-325 

  
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA12 – Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-326 

  
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA12 – Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-327 

  
SA12-1 Comment noted.  A route revision (Valley Center Route Variation) was 

developed in response to our request for Atlantic to evaluate an alternative 
route that avoids the karst and spring features near Valley Center Road (see 
section 3.4.3).  As discussed there, we concluded the alternative route would 
not offer a significant advantage over the proposed route and we do not 
recommend it to be incorporated as part of the project. 

 

SA12-1  



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA12 – Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-328 

  
SA12-2 A discussion of beheading of karst and underground streams is provided in 

section 4.1.2. 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

SA12-1 
(cont’d) 

SA12-2 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA12 – Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-329 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

SA12-2 
(cont’d) 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA12 – Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-330 

 

 

SA12-2 
(cont’d) 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA12 – Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-331 

  
SA12-3 Comment noted. See the responses to comments SA8-144 and SA8-174. 

SA12-4 The water use and quality portion of section 4.3.1.7 has been revised to 
incorporate this and similar comments. 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

SA12-2 
(cont’d) 

SA12-3 

SA12-4 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA12 – Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-332 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

SA12-4 
(cont’d) 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA13 – Virginia Department of Historic Resources  

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-333 

 

SA13-1 See revised section 4.10.3.  Numerous organizations and individuals 
requested consulting party status for the project.  After consideration of the 
regulations, we invited the Nelson County Board of Supervisors to be a 
consulting party.  We asked Atlantic and DETI to assist interested parties with 
contacting the respective SHPOs and arranging to view survey reports and 
other privileged documents after signing a confidentiality agreement.   

 

SA13-1 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA13 – Virginia Department of Historic Resources (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-334 

 

SA13-2 We have consulted with the Pamunkey Tribe (see revised section 4.10.4). 

SA13-3 We acknowledge that cultural sites, historic districts, battlefields, and 
cemeteries are present in the project APE.  The section 106 process to identify, 
evaluate, assess, and mitigate adverse effects is ongoing.  See section 4.10.1 
of the EIS. 

SA13-4 Section 4.10.1.1 has been revised to address this issue. 

 

SA13-1 
(cont’d) 

SA13-2 

SA13-3 

SA13-4 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA13 – Virginia Department of Historic Resources (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-335 

 

SA13-5 Comments regarding assessment of effects to historic districts in Virginia are 
noted. 

SA13-6 See section 2.3.3.2 regarding use of HDD and contingency plans; also see 
section 4.10.6 regarding temporary adverse effects to the ANST and BRP.  

SA13-7 Comment noted.  

 

SA13-5 

SA13-6 

SA13-7 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA14 – North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-336 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA14 – North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-337 

 

SA14-1 The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other 
applicable requirements.  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 EIS is consistent with 
FERC style, formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives 
and different types of impacts, including cumulative impacts.  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.   

SA14-2 Comment noted. 
SA14-3 Interior forest habitat is not generally protected as a sensitive resource in the 

ACP or SHP project areas, although there may be specific interior vegetation 
community types that are protected as described in section 4.4.  HEAs are a 
means to determine the amount of compensatory restoration required to 
provide services that are equivalent to the interim loss of natural resource 
services following an injury.  HEAs are used by the FWS as one of many 
conservation measures that may be used to mitigate impacts to migratory birds 
and threatened and endangered species; it is important to note that HEAs are 
a voluntary measure.  Although we agree that compensatory mitigation is one 
way to offset the impacts resulting from forest loss and fragmentation, there 
are other measures described in sections 4.4.6 and 4.5.6 that would reduce 
fragmentation and edge effects.  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 NCWRC.  The 
NCWRC would have the opportunity to review Atlantic’s proposed crossings 
during the permitting process and, if necessary, identify additional mitigation 
measures beyond those proposed.    

SA14-4 See the response to comment SA14-1. 
SA14-5 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 
modification or conditions, 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 

 

SA14-1 

SA14-2 

SA14-3 

SA14-4 

SA14-5 

SA14-6 

SA14-7 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA14 – North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-338 

 

SA14-5 
(cont’d) 

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. 

SA14-6 Table 1.4-1 has been revised to reflect the requested correction. 

SA14-7 Comment noted. 

SA14-8 Comment noted.  Atlantic and DETI would adhere to state-specific TOYRs 
for migratory birds as described in section 4.5.3.  

SA14-9 Section 3.3.13 has been revised to remove reference to the NCWRC. 

SA14-10 Comment noted. 

SA14-11 Recommendation noted.  State agencies would have the opportunity to review 
Atlantic’s proposed facilities during their permitting processes, and, if 
necessary, identify additional mitigation measures beyond those currently 
proposed. 

SA14-12 A contractor yard is not considered an additional temporary workspace and 
does not have the same workspace setbacks as the pipeline right-of-way.  A 
5-foot buffer around waterbodies at contractor yards is acceptable to FERC. 

SA14-13 Atlantic has committed to additional conservation measures at ESA sensitive 
waterbodies as described in section 4.7.1 and appendix K.   

 

SA14-8 

SA14-9 

SA14-10 

SA14-11 

SA14-12 

SA14-13 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA14 – North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-339 

 

SA14-14 The waterbody crossing table has been revised based on route revisions, 
refined engineering, and recommendations from agencies.  Section 4.3.2.6 has 
been updated to clarify the need for open-cut crossings. 

SA14-15 We concur. 

 

SA14-14  

SA14-15 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA14 – North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-340 

 

SA14-16 Comment noted. 

SA14-17 Section 4.3.2.6 has been revised to address this comment. 

SA14-18 Most of these crossings are waterbody/wetland complexes and do not have a 
defined bed or bank, making a dry-ditch crossing method infeasible.   

SA14-19 Water withdrawal permits have not been issued; therefore, these details are 
not available.  Water would be discharged to upland locations and would not 
reach receiving waters unless specifically authorized and conditioned in state 
permits. 

SA14-20 Section 4.3.3.5 has been revised to address this comment. 

SA14-21 The referenced text has been revised. 

SA14-22 The referenced text has been revised. 

SA14-23 The referenced text has been revised. 

 

.

SA14-16 

SA14-17 

SA14-18 

SA14-19 

SA14-20 

SA14-21 

SA14-22 

SA14-23 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA14 – North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-341 

 

SA14-24 The referenced text has been revised. 

SA14-25 The referenced text has been revised. 

SA14-26 Comment noted.  Atlantic is currently consulting with the NCWRC regarding 
potential conservation measures for these rookeries.  We have an included a 
recommendation in section 4.5.3 that Atlantic file a revised Migratory Bird 
Plan that incorporates these conservation measures prior to construction.  

SA14-27 Comment noted. 

SA14-28 As discussed in section 4.5.5, Atlantic’s and DETI’s EIs would inspect the 
open trench daily, prior to construction, to identify and relocate animals (or 
livestock) that may have fallen into the trench.  Atlantic and DETI would also 
place gaps in the temporary trench spoil piles and pipe stringing areas to allow 
wildlife movement through the construction corridor.  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 
NCWRC.  The NCWRC would have the opportunity to review Atlantic’s 
proposed crossings during the permitting process and, if necessary, identify 
additional mitigation measures beyond those proposed.    

SA14-29 The referenced text has been revised. 

 

SA14-24 

SA14-25 

SA14-26 

SA14-27 

SA14-29 

SA14-28 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA14 – North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-342 

 

SA14-30 The referenced text has been revised. 

SA14-31 The referenced text has been revised. 

SA14-32 The referenced text and appendix K have been revised. 

SA14-33 The referenced text has been revised. 

SA14-34 The referenced text and appendix K have been revised. 

SA14-35 The referenced text and appendix K have been revised. 

SA14-36 We have included a recommendation in appendix K for Atlantic to consult 
with the FWS North Carolina Field Office regarding potentially suitable 
habitat for Carolina madtom at Stony Creek (AP-2 MP 48.7).   

 

SA14-30 

SA14-31 

SA14-32 

SA14-33 

SA14-34 

SA14-35 

SA14-36 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA14 – North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-343 

 

SA14-37 The referenced text has been revised.  See section 4.7.15 for additional 
discussion of ESA-listed mussel species.  

SA14-38 Comment noted. 

SA14-39 The referenced text has been revised. 

SA14-40 Comment noted.  The final EIS has been updated to reference Atlantic’s 
Freshwater Mussel Relocation Plan for ACP in North Carolina where 
appropriate.  

SA14-41 The referenced text has been revised. 

SA14-42 Comment noted. 

SA14-43 The referenced text has been revised. 

SA14-44 Section 4.6.4, Water Appropriation and Discharge, describes the measures 
that would be implemented to prevent entrainment at ESA sensitive 
waterbodies.  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 NCWRC.  The NCWRC would have 
the opportunity to review Atlantic’s proposed crossings during the permitting 
process and, if necessary, identify additional mitigation measures beyond 
those proposed.    

 

SA14-37 

SA14-38 

SA14-39 

SA14-40 

SA14-41 

SA14-42 

SA14-43 

SA14-44 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA14 – North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-344 

 

SA14-45 Comment noted.  Appendix K has been updated with the revised waterbody 
crossing methods. 

SA14-46 As discussed in section 4.6.4, Atlantic has committed to conducting blasting 
within the dry-ditch crossing area and utilize matting to minimize noise and 
vibration. 

SA14-47 Section 4.6.4, Water Appropriation and Discharge, has been updated with 
additional information and mitigation measures.  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 
NCWRC.  The NCWRC would have the opportunity to review Atlantic’s 
proposed crossings during the permitting process and, if necessary, identify 
additional mitigation measures beyond those proposed.    

 

SA14-45 

SA14-46 

SA14-47 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA14 – North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-345 

 

SA14-48 Sections 4.7.1.3 and 4.7.1.4 discuss the acoustic positive results from Indiana 
bat and northern long-eared bat surveys in North Carolina (see tables 4.7.1-4 
and 4.7.1-8).  Table 4.7.1-1 has been updated to include Johnston County 
where the Neuse River crosses ACP for the Carolina DPS of Atlantic 
sturgeon. 

SA14-49 Table 4.7.1-1 has been updated to include these counties. 

SA14-50 Section 4.7.1.3 discusses the acoustic positive results from Indiana bat 
surveys in North Carolina. 

SA14-51 Table 4.7.1-4 (previously table 4.7.1-2) has been updated to include this 
information. 

SA14-52 Section 4.7.1.4 discusses the winter acoustic surveys for the northern long-
eared bat in North Carolina. 

SA14-53 Table 4.7.1-8 (previously table 4.7.1-7) has been updated to include mist-net 
survey results. 

SA14-54 Section 4.7.1.4 discusses the winter acoustic surveys for the northern long-
eared bat in North Carolina. 

SA14-55 Section 4.7.1.5 has been updated to include Cumberland County. 

SA14-56 Section 4.7.1.11 has been updated to include this information. 

SA14-57 Section 4.7.1 includes our recommendation that Atlantic and DETI use 
enhanced erosion and sediment control measures within 300 feet of ESA 
sensitive waterbodies. 

 

SA14-48 

SA14-49 

SA14-50 

SA14-51 

SA14-52 

SA14-53 

SA14-54 

SA14-55 

SA14-56 

SA14-57 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA14 – North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-346 

 

SA14-58 Comment noted. Section 4.7.1.8 has been updated. 

SA14-59 Comment noted. Section 4.7.1.11 has been updated. 

SA14-60 Comment noted. Section 4.7.1.11 has been updated. 

SA14-61 Comment noted. 

SA14-62 Section 4.7.1.15 has been updated to include this information. 

SA14-63 We disagree.  Section 4.7.1.15 relates to ESA-listed, proposed, and under 
review species, so the statement should be interpreted within that framework. 

SA14-64 Section 4.7.1.15 has been updated to include this information. 

SA14-65 Section 4.7.1.15 has been updated to include this information. 

SA14-66 The referenced text has been revised. 

 

SA14-58 

SA14-59 

SA14-60 

SA14-61 

SA14-62 

SA14-63 

SA14-64 

SA14-65 

SA14-66 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA14 – North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-347 

 

SA14-67 The referenced text has been revised. 

SA14-68 The referenced text has been revised. 

SA14-69 This table has been removed.  

SA14-70 Table S-3 of appendix S has been updated with this information.  Atlantic 
would avoid and implement a 0.25-mile buffer around positively identified 
roost trees and only clear suitable habitat during the non-active season 
(November 16-March 31).  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 NCWRC.  The NCWRC would 
have the opportunity to review Atlantic’s proposed crossings during the 
permitting process and, if necessary, identify additional mitigation measures 
beyond those proposed.    

SA14-71 Comment noted. 

SA14-72 This table has been removed.  See section 4.7.4 for a description of the 
conservation measures that would be implemented for the Neuse River 
waterdog.  Refer to table S-3 of appendix S for a discussion of impacts and 
mitigation measures that would apply to state-listed and rare 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 NCWRC.  The NCWRC would have the opportunity 
to review Atlantic’s proposed crossings during the permitting process and, if 
necessary, identify additional mitigation measures beyond those proposed.    

SA14-73 The final EIS has been updated to include a recommendation that a final 
Timber Removal Plan reflecting the revised construction schedule be 
provided prior to construction. 

SA14-74 As stated in its July 1, 2016 data response: “Atlantic and DETI continue to 
work with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), U.S. Forest Service 
(USFS), and State/Commonwealth agencies to determine appropriate 
conservation measures for protected species. Further details, including 
restoration and revegetation plans and specifics of timber removal practices 
to benefit wildlife species, will be outlined in the Biological Assessment (for 
federally listed species) and the Biological Evaluation (for USFS lands).” 
The final EIS serves as the BA for the projects; the BE is currently being 
developed and will be issued separately from the final EIS. 

SA14-75 Comment noted.   

SA14-76 Section 4.5.3 has been updated to include a discussion of the impacts on 
migratory birds from the presence of communication towers.  Atlantic has 
updated its Migratory Bird Plan to include the commitment to adhere to the 
FWS guidance for “Project Design and Maintenance” reviews of 
communication towers provided by the Raleigh FWS Office (FWS, 2013c) 
and the FWS Migratory Bird Office (FWS, 2016o). 

 

SA14-67 
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STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA14 – North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-348 

 

SA14-77 Tables in section 4.8 have been updated to be consistent with the revised 
waterbody crossing table (see appendix K). 

SA14-78 Table 4.8.5-4 and the EIS have been updated to reflect the commentor’s edit.   

SA14-79 Tables in section 4.8 have been updated to be consistent with the revised 
waterbody crossing table (see appendix K). 

SA14-80 See the response to comment SA6-7. 

SA14-81 Tables in section 4.8 have been updated to be consistent with the revised 
waterbody crossing table (see appendix K). 

SA14-82 Comment noted. 

SA14-83 Comments noted.  Refer to the updated interior forest fragmentation analysis 
in section 4.5.6. 

SA14-84 The referenced text has been revised. 

 

SA14-77 

SA14-78 

SA14-79 

SA14-80 
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SA14-83 
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STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA14 – North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-349 

 

SA14-86 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.   

SA14-87 See the response to comment SA6-7. 

SA14-88 Comment noted.  We note that the most recent and reliable GIS data of the 
project are available from Atlantic, not FERC. 

 

SA14-85 
(cont’d) 

SA14-86 

SA14-87 

SA14-88 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA15 – Senate of Virginia, Senator R. Creigh Deeds 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-350 

 

SA15-1 Comment noted.  The water use and quality portion of section 4.3.1.7 has been 
revised to incorporate this and similar comments. 

SA15-2 Potential impacts on the local economy and specifically impacts on recreation 
and tourism are discussed in section 4.9.5.  Our analysis concluded that based 
on the impacts identified and Atlantic and DETI’s proposed measures to 
reduce impacts, the projects would not result in significant or adverse impacts 
on recreational or special interest areas.  As such, and given the relative short 
timeframe for construction, we conclude the projects would not result in 
significant or adverse long-term impacts on tourism.  Potential impacts on 
public and private recreation resources in the project area are assessed in more 
detail in section 4.8.  

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 in general, 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. 
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STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA15 – Senate of Virginia, Senator R. Creigh Deeds (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-351 

 

SA15-3 Section 3.3 identifies alternatives that would increase collocation with other 
rights-of-way.  Additional alternatives and variations were considered during 
the pre-filing phase of the project, but were eliminated from further 
consideration, for reasons discussed in section 3.  No additional practical 
alternatives were identified during the draft EIS comment period. 

 

SA15-3 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA16 – North Carolina General Assembly, Senator Danny E. Britt, Jr. 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-352 

 

SA16-1 Comment noted. 

SA16-1  



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA17 – North Carolina General Assembly, Representative Brenden Jones 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-353 

 

SA17-1 Comment noted. 

SA17-1  



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA18 – Members of the West Virginia Senate and House of Delegates; Virginia Senate and House of Delegates; and North Carolina Senate and 
House of Representatives 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-354 

  
SA18-1 Comment noted. 

 

 

 

SA18-1 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA18 – Members of the West Virginia Senate and House of Delegates; Virginia Senate and House of Delegates; and North Carolina Senate and 
House of Representatives (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-355 

  
  

 

SA18-1 
(cont’d) 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA18 – Members of the West Virginia Senate and House of Delegates; Virginia Senate and House of Delegates; and North Carolina Senate and 
House of Representatives (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-356 

  
  

 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA19 – North Carolina General Assembly, Senator Wesley Meredith 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-357 

  
SA19-1 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment SA7-1. 

 

SA19-1 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA19 – North Carolina General Assembly, Senator Wesley Meredith (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-358 

  



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA19 – North Carolina General Assembly, Senator Wesley Meredith (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-359 

  
 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA19 – North Carolina General Assembly, Senator Wesley Meredith (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-360 

  
 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA20 – State of West Virginia – Office of the State Auditor 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-361 

  
SA20-1 Comment noted.  

 

SA20-1 



STATE AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
SA20 – State of West Virginia – Office of the State Auditor (cont’d) 

State Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-362 

  
  

 

SA20-1 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA1 – Halifax County Economic Development Commission, North Carolina 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-363 

  
 

LA1-1 Comment noted. 

 

LA1-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA1 – Halifax County Economic Development Commission, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-364 

  
  

 

LA1-1 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA1 – Board of Directors of Halifax County Business Horizons, Inc. 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-365 

  
  

 

LA1-1 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA2 – Tyler County Development Authority, West Virginia 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-366 

  
LA2-1 Comment noted. 

 

LA2-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA3 – Wetzel County Commissioners, West Virginia 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-367 

  
LA3-1 Comment noted. 

 

LA3-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA4 – Harrison County Commissioners, West Virginia 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-368 

  
LA4-1 Comment noted. 

 

LA4-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA4 – Harrison County Commissioners, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-369 

  
  

 

LA4-1 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA5 – City of Staunton, Virginia 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-370 

  
  

 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA5 – City of Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-371 

  
  

 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA5 – City of Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-372 

  
  

 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA5 – City of Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-373 

  
LA5-1 Comment noted. 

 

LA5-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA5 – City of Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-374 

  
  

 

LA5-1 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA5 – City of Staunton, Virginia 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-375 

  
LA5-2 Comment noted. 

LA5-3 Comment noted. 

  

 
LA5-1 
(cont’d) 

LA5-2 

LA5-3 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA5 – City of Staunton, Virginia 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-376 

 

LA5-4 Comments noted. 

Regarding resolution 3, note that section 4.8.2 describes the Commission’s 
policy on determining whether a proposed project is in the public good and 
required by the public convenience and necessity. 

LA5-4 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA5 – City of Staunton, Virginia 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-377 

LA5-4 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA6 – Columbus County Board of Commissioners, North Carolina  

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-378 

  
  

 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA6 – Columbus County Board of Commissioners, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-379 

  
LA6-1 Comment noted. 

 

LA6-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA7 – Board of Directors of Halifax County Economic Development Commission, North Carolina 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-380 

  
LA7-1 Comment noted. 

 

LA7-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA7 – Board of Directors of Halifax County Economic Development Commission, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-381 

  
  

 

LA7-1 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA7 – Board of Directors of Halifax County Economic Development Commission, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-382 

  
  

 

LA7-1 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA8 – Town of Pembroke, North Carolina 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-383 

 
LA8-1 Comment noted. 

LA8-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA9 – Robeson County, North Carolina 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-384 

 
LA9-1 Comment noted. 

LA9-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA10 – Halifax County Economic Development Commission, North Carolina 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-385 

 
LA10-1 Comment noted. 

LA10-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA11 – Northampton County Economic Development Commission, North Carolina 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-386 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA11 – Northampton County Economic Development Commission, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-387 

 
LA11-1 Comment noted. 

LA11-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA11 – Northampton County Economic Development Commission, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-388 

 
  

LA11-1 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA11 – Northampton County Economic Development Commission, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-389 

 
  

LA11-1 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA11 – Northampton County Economic Development Commission, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-390 

 
  

LA11-1 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA12 – City of Emporia, Virginia 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-391 

 
LA12-1 Comment noted. 

LA12-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA12 – City of Emporia, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-392 

 
  

LA12-1 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA13 – Halifax County Commission, North Carolina 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-393 

 
LA13-1 Providing natural gas to Halifax, North Carolina is outside the scope of this 

project and environmental analysis; however, the FERC will evaluate such an 
application if and when one is put before it.  If gas supplies are needed in 
Halifax, North Carolina, discussion of this need should occur with a company 
that could develop a project to serve Halifax, North Carolina with additional 
supplies of gas. 

LA13-2 Section 4.8.2 describes the easement negotiation process between a pipeline 
company and landowner. 

LA13-1 

LA13-2 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA14 – Richard S. Holman, Mayor, Monterey, Virginia 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-394 

 
LA14-1 Comment noted. 

LA14-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA15 – Tyler County Commission, West Virginia 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-395 

 
LA15-1 Comment noted. 

  

LA15-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA15 – Tyler County Commission, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-396 

 
LA15-2 Section 4.12 describes the rules and regulations related to pipeline 

construction and operation and safety.   

LA15-2 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA16 – Wintergreen Fire and Rescue, Virginia 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-397 

 
LA16-1 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 gas pipeline emergency and report it to appropriate 
public officials.  In addition, 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. LA16-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA16 – Wintergreen Fire and Rescue, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-398 

 
  

LA16-1 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA17 – County of Augusta, Virginia, Board of Supervisors 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-399 

 
LA17-1 The focus of our NEPA review is to analyze an applicant’s request for specific 

pipeline routes, aboveground facility locations, and associated activities so 
that we can disclose and analyze the expected impacts of constructing and 
operating the proposed projects.  Therefore, our approach to the analysis of 
alternatives is premised on two principles: first, our analysis is in response to 
an application for a specific project; and, second, the analysis of alternatives 
is driven by the need to resolve resource conflicts.  Each alternative is 
compared to the applicant’s proposal to determine if any or all expected 
impacts can be avoided or reduced. 

Within this framework, we identified a full range of alternatives.  Early in the 
pre-filing process, we screened the alternatives identified by various 
stakeholders, as well as the company sponsor, to determine if they are 
reasonable or if they should be eliminated from further analysis.  All 
reasonable alternatives were evaluated in the draft EIS to determine whether 
they would be environmentally preferable to the proposed action. 

Through the scoping process we identified and the draft EIS considered 
numerous system alternatives, route alternatives, and route variations.  In 
addition to those identified by the agencies and public during scoping, 
alternatives were also identified by our staff to reduce or avoid impacts.  The 
scope of reasonable alternatives is logically bounded by the projects 
objectives and its purpose.  We also evaluated alternatives based on whether 
they are technically feasible, practicable, and offer a significant 
environmental advantage over the proposed action. 

Alternatives and variations are not evaluated and discussed at the same level 
of detail as the proposed action in section 4, or at the same level of detail when 
compared to other analyzed alternatives or variations.  We evaluate each 
alternative until we determine it is not reasonable, feasible, or 
environmentally preferable, or for some, until we recommend that the 
applicant provide additional information or adopt the alternative as part of the 
proposed project.  Our criteria for alternatives analysis are well defined and 
the alternatives disclosed are reasonable.  For each alternative evaluated in 
detail in the EIS, we identify the factors used to make a direct comparison to 
the proposed project. 

LA17-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA17 – County of Augusta, Virginia, Board of Supervisors (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-400 

 
LA17-2 Vehicle trips associated with project construction are based on estimates 

provided by the applicant.  We disagree that the conclusions in the EIS are 
not accurate.  As discussed in section 4.9.6, ACP may temporarily impact 
transportation and traffic during construction across and within roadways and 
from an increase in vehicle traffic associated with the commuting of the 
construction workforce to the project area and the movement of construction 
vehicles and delivery of equipment and materials to the construction work 
areas.  Construction activities in the ACP and SHP study area would result in 
temporary effects on local transportation infrastructure and vehicle traffic, 
including disruptions from increased transportation of construction 
equipment, materials, and workforce; disruptions from construction of 
pipeline facilities at or across existing roads; and damage to local roads caused 
by heavy machinery and materials.    

LA17-3 To minimize and mitigate potential impacts and identify road specific issues 
with transportation, Atlantic and DETI would prepare spread-specific traffic 
and transportation management plans for managing vehicle traffic during 
construction of the projects. 

LA17-1 
(cont’d) 

LA17-2 

LA17-3 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA17 – County of Augusta, Virginia, Board of Supervisors (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-401 

 
LA17-4 Section 4.8.4.1 has been updated to include the commentor’s statements.   

LA17-3 
(cont’d) 

LA17-4 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA17 – County of Augusta, Virginia, Board of Supervisors (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-402 

 
LA17-5 As discussed in revised section 4.12.1, Atlantic and DETI have stated that 

normal farm equipment may cross the pipeline without prior notification from 
landowners.   

LA17-6 Comment noted.  Table 4.3.1-3 has been revised with supplemental data 
provided by Atlantic. LA17-4 

(cont’d) 

LA17-5 

LA17-6 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA17 – County of Augusta, Virginia, Board of Supervisors (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-403 

 
  

LA17-6 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA17 – County of Augusta, Virginia, Board of Supervisors (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-404 

 
LA17-7 Comment noted. 

LA17-8 Comment noted.  The water use and quality portion of section 4.3.1.7 has been 
revised to incorporate this and similar comments. 

LA17-7  

LA17-8 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA17 – County of Augusta, Virginia, Board of Supervisors (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-405 

 
LA17-9 Comment noted.  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.  Section 2.6.1 describes pipeline 
facility operation and maintenance procedures, including aerial and ground 
patrols of the pipeline right-of-way to monitor for evidence of leaks, 
unauthorized excavation activities, erosion and wash-out areas, areas of 
sparse vegetation, damage to permanent erosion control devices, exposed 
pipe, missing markers and signs, new residential developments, and other 
conditions that might affect the safety or operation of the pipeline. 

LA17-8 
(cont’d) 

LA17-9 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA17 – County of Augusta, Virginia, Board of Supervisors (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-406 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA18 – Randolph County Development Authority, West Virginia  

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-407 

 
LA18-1 Comment noted. 

LA18-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA19 – County Commission of Lewis County, West Virginia 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-408 

 
LA19-1 Comment noted. 

LA19-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA20 – Council of the Town of Salem, West Virginia 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-409 

 
LA20-1 Comment noted. 

LA20-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-410 

 
LA21-1 The Section 106 process to identify, evaluate, assess and mitigate adverse 

effects to historic properties in the project APE is on-going.  Atlantic provided 
additional information about linear resources in Augusta County in a May 1, 
2017 filing (see section 4.10.1.1).  

LA21-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-411 

 
LA21-2 On April 11, 2017, we filed a request for information regarding resources in 

Augusta County, including the East Burial Mound and historic stone walls.  
Atlantic’s response filed on May 1, 2017 resolved some of the issues and 
confirmed that the investigations are on-going.  See also section 4.10.3.  

LA21-3 See the response to comment LA21-2.  
LA21-1 
(cont’d) 

LA21-2 

LA21-3 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-412 

 
LA21-4 The assessment of visual effects to historic architecture sites is underway. 

LA21-5 Comment noted. 

LA21-3 
(cont’d) 

LA21-4 

LA21-5 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-413 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-414 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-415 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-416 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-417 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-418 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-419 

 
  

  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-420 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-421 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-422 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-423 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-424 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-425 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-426 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-427 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-428 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-429 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-430 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-431 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-432 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-433 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-434 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-435 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-436 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-437 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-438 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-439 

 
  

 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-440 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-441 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-442 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA21 – Augusta County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-443 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA22 – Highland County Board of Supervisors, Virginia 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-444 

 
LA22-1 Comment noted.  Section 4.3.1 includes our analysis of potential impacts of 

the projects on groundwater. 

LA22-2 Section 4.7.1.3 has been updated. 

LA22-1 

LA22-2 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA22 – Highland County Board of Supervisors, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-445 

 
LA22-3 See the response to comment LA17-9. 

LA22-4 Sections 4.3.1 and 4.7 include our analysis of potential impacts of the projects 
on groundwater and special status species, respectively. 

LA22-3 

LA22-4 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA23 – Pocahontas County Convention and Visitors Bureau, West Virginia 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-446 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA23 – Pocahontas County Convention and Visitors Bureau, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-447 

 
LA23-1 As discussed in section 4.9.3, there are 29 metropolitan statistical areas within 

50 miles of ACP and SHP (as shown in table 4.9.3-1).  These areas provide 
many options for hotels and motels if options are not available in smaller 
communities in the study area, and would be sufficient to accommodate the 
estimated non-local construction workforce and non-local operations 
workforce.  Based on our experience, non-local workers often choose national 
brand hotels/motels or campgrounds or RV parks during their temporary stay. 

LA23-2 Section 4.8.8 discusses the impacts on visual resources resulting from 
construction and operation of the project. 

LA23-1 

LA23-2 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA23 – Pocahontas County Convention and Visitors Bureau, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-448 

 
LA23-3 Comment noted. 

LA23-4 Comment noted. 

LA23-5 Comment noted.  Potential impacts on the local economy and specifically 
impacts on recreation and tourism, including in Pocahontas County, West 
Virginia, are discussed in section 4.9.5 of the EIS.   

LA23-3 

LA23-4 

LA23-5 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA24 – Augusta County Service Authority, Virginia 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-449 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA24 – Augusta County Service Authority, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-450 

 
LA24-1 Comment noted. 

LA24-2 If the project is approved, the FERC’s Certificate would specifically allow for 
the transport of natural gas as described in this EIS.  The proposed project has 
been designed for the transport of natural gas based on the DOT requirements 
in 49 CFR 192.  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. 

LA24-3 Our analysis of hydrostatic test water needs is provided in section 4.3.2, and 
table 4.3.2-9 identifies the source water for each spread.  Based on the review 
of correspondence provided, it appears that the negotiations for providing 
municipal and/or highly treated wastewater are ongoing. LA24-1 

LA24-2 

LA24-3 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA24 – Augusta County Service Authority, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-451 

 
LA24-4 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. 

LA24-5 Comment noted. 

LA24-4 

LA24-5 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA24 – Augusta County Service Authority, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-452 

 
  

LA24-5 
(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. 20170406-5623. 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA25 – City of Buckhannon, West Virginia 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-453 

 
LA25-1 We acknowledge that the proposed pipeline route crosses zones of critical 

concern in relation to the city’s water treatment plant.  Potential impacts from 
a natural gas leak are discussed in section 4.3.2.6.   

LA25-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA25 – City of Buckhannon, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-454 

 
  

LA25-1 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA25 – City of Buckhannon, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-455 

 
  

LA25-1 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA25 – City of Buckhannon, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-456 

 
  

LA25-1 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA25 – City of Buckhannon, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-457 

 
  

  
LA25-1 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA25 – City of Buckhannon, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-458 

 
  

LA25-1 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA25 – City of Buckhannon, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-459 

 
  

LA25-1 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA25 – City of Buckhannon, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-460 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA25 – City of Buckhannon, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-461 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA25 – City of Buckhannon, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-462 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA25 – City of Buckhannon, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-463 

 
  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA25 – City of Buckhannon, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-464 

 
  

  

  

  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA26 – Nelson County Historical Society, Virginia 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-465 

 
LA26-1 Comment noted.  

  

  

  

LA26-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA26 – Nelson County Historical Society, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-466 

 
LA26-2 See the response to comment FA4-1.  

  

  

  

LA26-1 
(cont’d) 

LA26-2 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA27 – Lewis County Economic Development Authority, West Virginia 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-467 

 
LA27-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

LA27-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA27 – Lewis County Economic Development Authority, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-468 

 
  

  

  

  

LA27-1 
(cont’d) 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA28 – New Kent County Board of Supervisors, Virginia 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-469 

 
  

  

  

  



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA28 – New Kent County Board of Supervisors, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-470 

 
LA28-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

LA28-1 



LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS 
LA28 – New Kent County Board of Supervisors, Virginia (cont’d) 

Local Agencies/Elected Officials Comments 

Z-471 

 
  

  

  

  LA28-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO1 – Industrial Energy Consumers of America 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-472 

  

CO1-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

 
CO1-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO1 – Industrial Energy Consumers of America (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-473 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO1-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO1 – Industrial Energy Consumers of America (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-474 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO1-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO1 – Industrial Energy Consumers of America (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-475 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO1-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO1 – Industrial Energy Consumers of America (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-476 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO1-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO1 – Industrial Energy Consumers of America (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-477 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO1-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO2 – Industrial Energy Consumers of America  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-478 

 

CO2-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  CO2-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO2 – Industrial Energy Consumers of America (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-479 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO2-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO2 – Industrial Energy Consumers of America (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-480 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

CO2-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO2 – Industrial Energy Consumers of America (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-481 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

CO2-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO2 – Industrial Energy Consumers of America (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-482 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

CO2-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO2 – Industrial Energy Consumers of America (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-483 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

CO2-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO3 – Friends of Nelson 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-484 

 

CO3-1 As discussed in section 4.8.2, pipeline operators must obtain easements from 
landowners and land-managing agencies to construct and operate natural gas 
facilities, or acquire the land on which the facilities would be located.  As 
such, Atlantic and DETI would need to acquire long-term easements from 
the VOF to construct and operate the new project facilities on VOF-held 
easements.  We acknowledge in section 4.8.5.2 that a VOF open-space 
easement limits present and future property development rights, and 
activities such as establishing rights-of-way or other easements require 
advance notification and/or written approval from the VOF (VOF, 2016).  
However, these negotiations are between the landowner, VOF, and Atlantic 
and are not subject to review by the FERC.   

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.  This would supersede state statutes 
or designations.  The company would still be required to compensate the 
landowner for the right-of-way and for any damages incurred during 
construction.   

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

CO3-2 See the response to comment CO3-1.  Purpose and need of the project is 
discussed in section 1.1.  Socioeconomics impacts associated with the 
projects are discussed in section 4.9. 

  

  

  

  

 

CO3-1 

CO3-2 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO3 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-485 

 

CO3-3 Comment noted.  Section 4.2.2.1 includes our analysis of impacts on 
erosion-prone soils.  Additionally, mitigation measures that would be 
implemented are addressed in section 4.2.3. 

CO3-4 Section 4.2.2.9 includes our analysis of slope gradients along the project 
route.  Additionally, mitigation measures that would be implemented are 
addressed in section 4.2.3. 

  

  

  

  

 

CO3-2 
(cont’d) 

CO3-3 

CO3-4 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO4 – Lewis Airstrip, LLC 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-486 

 

CO4-1 For brevity, the statement has not been repeated.  However, the statement 
applies to these paragraphs even if not explicitly stated.  We also note that 
this comment was also submitted under accession no. 20170109-5217. 

  

  

  

  

  

 

CO4-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO4 – Lewis Airstrip, LLC (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-487 

 

CO4-2 Sections 2.2.4.1, 4.2.5, and 4.8.8.3 have been revised clarify the restoration 
of contractor yards following construction.   

  

  

  

  

  

 

CO4-2 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO4 – Lewis Airstrip, LLC (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-488 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO5 – Potomac Appalachian Trail Club – Southern Shenandoah Valley Chapter 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-489 

 

CO5-1 FS response:  The opposition to the ACP route is noted.   The purpose of the 
EIS is to identify and address issues of concern for this project, seeking to 
avoid, minimize, and where necessary mitigate likely negative impacts.  
Chapter 4 of the EIS discusses the environmental consequences of the proposed 
ACP, including those involving vegetation, geology, numerous species, water 
and soil issues, forest fragmentation, visual and cultural resources, air quality 
and noise, and reliability and safety, as well as special interest areas and 
socioeconomics impacts. 

CO5-2 FS response:  The comment is noted.  The FS and FERC have received 
additional information and analyses since the draft EIS and have incorporated 
such into the final EIS in the applicable resource sections. 

  

  

  

  

 

CO5-1 

CO5-2 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO5 – Potomac Appalachian Trail Club – Southern Shenandoah Valley Chapter (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-490 

 

CO5-3 FS response:  The FS reviewed the materials provided by the Friends of 
Shenandoah Mountain organization and ran additional viewshed analysis for 
the GWNF LRMP Recommended Shenandoah Mountain National Scenic Area. 
The effects to this area are described in the Visual Resources part of Section 
4.8.9.1-Forest Service.   

CO5-4 FS response:  The comment is noted.  See response to comment CO5-2. 

  

  

  

  

 

CO5-3 

CO5-4 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO6 – Public Interest Groups (representing 14 separate groups) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-491 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO6 – Public Interest Groups (representing 14 separate groups) (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-492 

 

CO6-1 The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other 
applicable requirements.  The EIS is consistent with FERC style, formatting, 
and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives and different impact 
types.  The EIS is comprehensive and thorough in its identification and 
evaluation of feasible mitigation measures to reduce those effects whenever 
possible.   

While some 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.  The 
EIS includes sufficient detail to enable the reader to understand and consider 
the issues raised by the proposed projects and addresses a reasonable range 
of alternatives.  

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.   

  

  

  

  

  

CO6-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO6 – Public Interest Groups (representing 14 separate groups) (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-493 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO6-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO6 – Public Interest Groups (representing 14 separate groups) (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-494 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO6-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO6 – Public Interest Groups (representing 14 separate groups) (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-495 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO6-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO6 – Public Interest Groups (representing 14 separate groups) (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-496 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO6-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO6 – Public Interest Groups (representing 14 separate groups) (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-497 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO6-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO6 – Public Interest Groups (representing 14 separate groups) (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-498 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO6-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO6 – Public Interest Groups (representing 14 separate groups) (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-499 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO6 – Public Interest Groups (representing 14 separate groups) (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-500 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO7 – Research Triangle Regional Partnership 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-501 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO7 – Research Triangle Regional Partnership (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-502 

 

CO7-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO7-1  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO8 – NRP (Operating) LLC  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-503 

 

CO8-1 As discussed in section 4.8.2, pipeline operators must obtain easements from 
landowners and land-managing agencies to construct and operate natural gas 
facilities, or acquire the land on which the facilities would be located.  As 
such, Atlantic and DETI would need to acquire long-term easements from 
the landowner and/or land-managing agency to construct and operate the 
new project facilities.  These negotiations are between the landowner and/or 
land-managing agency and Atlantic and DETI, and are not subject to review 
by the FERC.  Landowners have the opportunity to request that site-specific 
factors and/or development plans for their property be considered during 
easement negotiations, and that specific measures be taken into account.   

CO8-2 Section 4.1.3 has been revised to include inactive and abandoned coal and 
other mines.  Atlantic has stated it is consulting with mine owners/operators 
to avoid coal sterilization.  Also see the response to comment CO8-1. 

  

  

  

  

CO8-1  

CO8-2  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO8 – NRP (Operating) LLC (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-504 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO8-2 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO8 – NRP (Operating) LLC (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-505 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO9 – West Virginia Matters 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-506 

 

CO9-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO9-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO9 – West Virginia Matters (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-507 

 

CO9-2 Section 2.6.1 describes pipeline facility operation and maintenance 
procedures, including aerial and ground patrols of the pipeline right-of-way. 

CO9-3 Section 4.4.4 has been revised to clarify that aerial spraying of herbicides 
would not be used to control invasive species.  

  

  

  

  

CO9-1 
(cont’d) 

CO9-2 

CO9-3 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO10 – Friends of Nelson 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-508 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO10 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-509 

 

CO10-1 See the response to comment CO3-1. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO10-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO10 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-510 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO10-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO10 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-511 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO10-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO10 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-512 

 

CO10-2 Comment noted. 

CO10-3 The comments are directed to the VOF and its regulations, policies, and 
decision-making authority.  VOF would determine if the project is 
compatible with the goal of each easement crossed and approve or not 
approve Atlantic’s permit request.  However, as discussed in section 4.8.2, 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.  This would supersede state statutes or 
designations. 

CO10-2 

CO10-3 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO10 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-513 

 

CO10-4 The Wilderness has been recommended eligible for the NRHP; it is 
discussed in section 4.10.1.1 of the EIS. 

CO10-5 Access roads are no longer proposed on this property, and the proposed 
pipeline route on the Koontz property minimizes erosion and landslide 
potential and karst impacts to the greatest extent practical. 

CO10-6 Section 4.9.7 describes the potential impacts on property values resulting 
from constructing and operating the project.  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. 

  

  

  

CO10-4 

CO10-5 

CO10-6 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO10 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-514 

 

CO10-7 Comment noted.  FERC encourages the Koontz family to continue working 
with the VDGIF regarding wildlife management on their property.  Section 
4.7.1.15 provides information on the James spinymussel. 

CO10-8 See response to comment CO10-5. 

  

  

  

  

CO10-6 
(cont’d) 

CO10-7 

CO10-8 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO10 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-515 

 

CO10-9 Section 4.1.2.3 describes karst geology in the project area, including how 
karst was characterized and why certain areas were focused on in the EIS. 

CO10-10 See the response to comment CO10-4. 

CO10-11 Section 4.7.1 recommends a condition for the construction of the projects to 
commence only after the completion of all outstanding biological surveys 
and any necessary section 7 consultation with the FWS.  Section 4.7.1 also 
includes updated enhanced conservation measures.  All EIS sections 
regarding impacts on and avoidance, mitigation, and conservation measures 
for all special status species have been updated. 

  

  

  

CO10-8 
(cont’d) 

CO10-9 

CO10-10 

CO10-11 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO10 – Friends of Nelson (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-516 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO10-11 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO11 – Friends of Nelson  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-517 

 

CO11-1 See the responses to comment letter CO10. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO11-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO12 – Wild Virginia  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-518 

 

CO12-1 See the responses to comment letter CO10. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO12-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO12 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-519 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO12 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-520 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO12 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-521 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO12 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-522 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO12 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-523 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO12 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-524 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO12 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-525 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO12 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-526 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO13 – Heartwood  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-527 

 

CO13-1 See the responses to comment letter CO10. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO13-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO13 – Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-528 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO13 – Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-529 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO13 – Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-530 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO13 – Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-531 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO13 – Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-532 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO13 – Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-533 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO13 – Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-534 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO13 – Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-535 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO14 – Lake Gaston Foundation  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-536 

 

CO14-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO14-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO14 – Lake Gaston Foundation (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-537 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO14-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO15 – Lake Gaston Regional Chamber of Commerce  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-538 

 

CO15-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO15-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO15 – Lake Gaston Regional Chamber of Commerce (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-539 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO15-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO16 – Loudoun County Chamber of Commerce 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-540 

 

CO16-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO16-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO17 – Franklin Southampton Economic Development, Inc. 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-541 

 

CO17-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO17-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO18 – Reinvent Hampton Roads 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-542 

 

CO18-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO18-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-543 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-544 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-545 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-546 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-547 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-548 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-549 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-550 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-551 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-552 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-553 

 

CO19-1 FS response:  HDD feasibility is considered, and risks are recognized and 
prepared for, see examples: 

1.  Section 2.2 HDD Feasibility Considerations, and Section 4.2 42-inch 
Blue Ridge Parkway Crossing in HDD Design Report Supplemental Filing, 
dated January 10, 2017 (Appendix B);  

2. Horizontal Directional Drill Drilling Fluid Monitoring, Operations, and 
Contingency Plan (2016 DEIS, Vol. II, Part 5, Appendix H1); 

3. Contingency Plan for the Proposed Crossing of the Appalachian National 
Scenic Trail and Blue Ridge Parkway (2016 DEIS, Vol. II, Part 5, Appendix 
H2); Sections 3.0 Conditions For Contingency; 4.0 Initial Contingency Plan 
– New HDD Paths; 5.0 Drill Path Abandonment; and 6.0 Alternate Crossing 
Method.  The FS and FERC received additional information and analyses 
since the draft EIS and have incorporated them into the final EIS in the 
applicable resource sections.  

See Land Use Section 4.8 for non-federal land (including Land Use Section 
4.8.1; Contractor Yards Section 4.8.3; Access Roads Section 4.8.1.4; 
Planned Development Section 4.8.1.4) and Federal Lands Section 4.8.9, 
including Forest Service Section 4.8.9.1. 

The draft EIS contained Site-Specific Horizontal Directional Drill Plans 
(2016 DEIS, Vol. II, Part 5, Appendix H3) displaying Plan and Profile for 
HDD, including temporary workspace for entry and exit and 3,000 feet x 
150 wide workspace for pipe side operations and pull section staging and 
operations.   

The draft EIS also contained Contingency Plan for the Proposed Crossing of 
the Appalachian National Scenic Trail and Blue Ridge Parkway (2016 DEIS, 
Vol. II, Part 5, Appendix H2) displaying Plan View and Profile for Direct 
Pipe installation (DPI), including temporary workspace. 

The draft EIS also contained Horizontal Directional Drill Drilling Fluid 
Monitoring, Operations, and Contingency Plan (2016 DEIS, Vol. II, Part 5, 
Appendix H1). 

For more information, see Second Draft of the Construction, Operations, and 
Maintenance Plan, dated January 27, 2017 (Appendix C); 2.1.9.10 
Appalachian National Scenic Trail/Blue Ridge Parkway Crossing; 
Attachment O Appalachian National Scenic Trail HDD Plan and Profile 
Drawings; and Attachment P Contingency Plan for the Appalachian National 
Scenic Trail and the Blue Ridge Parkway Crossing. 

For more information, see HDD Design Report Supplemental Filing, dated 
January 10, 2017 (Appendix B).  The FS requested a third party contractor to 
provide a geotechnical and geological review of the ACP Primary Proposal 
and Contingency Proposal for the crossing under the ANST.  The documents 
used for that review are listed on page 1 of the report.  Based on that review, 
the FS found the HDD proposal and contingency proposal feasible.  See 
 

CO19-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-554 

 

CO19-1 
(cont’d) 

FERC Accessions 20170406-5065 and 20170417-5200 (Contractor Review 
Report).   

FERC response:  The final EIS has been revised to include additional 
information regarding impacts associated with BRP/ANST HDD workspace 
off of NFS lands. 

CO19-2 See response to comment CO19-01. 

  

  

  

  

CO19-2 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-555 

 

CO19-3 See response to comment CO19-01. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO19-3 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-556 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-557 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO19-3 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-558 

 

CO19-4 Comment noted.  Section 4.3.2.6 has been revised to include a 
recommendation that Atlantic file site-specific plans to minimize and 
mitigate impacts on the waterbodies that would be crossed or otherwise 
impacted at the BRP/ANST HDD.  Further, the final plans should be 
developed in consultation the USACE and/or appropriate state agency(s). 

  

  

  

  

  

CO19-3 
(cont’d) 
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COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-559 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO19-4 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-560 

 

CO19-5 See response to comment CO19-01. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO19-4 
(cont’d) 

CO19-5 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-561 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO19-5 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-562 

 

CO19-6 See response to comment CO19-01. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO19-6 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-563 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO19-6 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-564 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-565 
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(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-566 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-567 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

CO19-6 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-568 

 

CO19-7 See response to comment CO19-01. 

  

  

  

  

  

CO19-6 
(cont’d) 

CO19-7 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-569 

 

CO19-8 FS response:  The FS and FERC have received additional information and 
analyses since the draft EIS and have incorporated these into the final EIS in 
the applicable resource sections.  

CO19-9 See response to comment CO19-8.  

  

  

  

  

CO19-7 
(cont’d) 
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CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-571 
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(cont’d) 
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(cont’d) 
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CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 
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COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-574 
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(cont’d) 
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(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-576 

 

CO19-10 FS response:  The FS has received additional information and analyses since 
the draft EIS and has incorporated these into the final EIS in the applicable 
resource sections. 
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Companies/Organizations Comments 
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(cont’d) 
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(cont’d) 
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(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-580 

 

CO19-11 See response to comment CO19-8. 

CO19-12 As discussed in revised section 2.3.3.2, we have reviewed Atlantic’s HDD 
plans and find them adequate. 

CO19-13 FS response:  The determination that the final EIS is sufficient to meet FS 
NEPA obligations will be made in the FS ROD. 

  

  

  

 CO19-11 

CO19-12 

CO19-13 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 
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CO19-13 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-582 

 

CO19-14 We disagree.  See also the response to comment CO19-12. 

  

  

  

  

  

 

CO19-13 
(cont’d) 
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COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 
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(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 
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COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO19 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 
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COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO20 – Virginia Poultry Federation  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-586 

 

CO20-1 Comment noted. 
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COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO20 – Virginia Poultry Federation (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-587 
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(cont’d) 
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