
LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO65 – Roberta Koontz 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2927 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO65 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2928 

 
LO65-1 Comment noted.  

  

  

  

  

 

LO65-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO65 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2929 

 
LO65-2 Section 4.10 discusses historic properties and the potential impacts on these 

features resulting from construction and operation of the project.  We note 
that the house depicted in the photo would not be destroyed as a result of 
construction of ACP.  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. 

LO65-3 Access roads would no longer be used on your property, and we find the 
currently proposed route acceptable when considering erosion, karst, and 
landslide issues. 

  

  

  

 

LO65-1 
(cont’d) 

LO65-2 

LO65-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO65 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2930 

 
LO65-4 Thank you for the information. It was reviewed and is part of the project 

record.  

  

  

  

  

 

LO65-3 
(cont’d) 

LO65-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO65 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2931 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO65 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2932 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO65 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2933 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO65 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2934 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO66 – Roberta Koontz 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2935 

 
LO66-1 See the response to comments SA8-252, CO3-1, and CO10-3. 

  

  

  

  

 
LO66-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO66 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2936 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO66 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2937 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO66 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2938 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO66 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2939 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS 
LO67 – Roberta Koontz  

Landowners Comments 

Z-2940 

 
LO67-1 See the response to comments SA8-252, CO3-1, and CO10-3. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO67-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO67 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2941 

LO67-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO67 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2942 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO67 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2943 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO67 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2944 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO67 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2945 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO67 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2946 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO67 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2947 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO68 – Roberta Koontz  

Landowners Comments 

Z-2948 

 
LO68-1 The EIS analysis of environmental impacts associated with ACP and SHP 

include all areas that would be required during construction and operation of 
the projects, including access roads, ATWS, yards, etc.  We also note that the 
referenced access road on this property is no longer part of the proposed 
project. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO68-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO68 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2949 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO68-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO68 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2950 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO68-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO68 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2951 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO68 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2952 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO68 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2953 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO69 – James Bolton 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2954 

 

LO69-1 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

  

  

  

  

LO69-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO69 – James Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2955 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO69-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO69 – James Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2956 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO69-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO69 – James Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2957 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO69-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO69 – James Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2958 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO69-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO69 – James Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2959 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO69-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO69 – James Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2960 

 

LO69-2 In general, natural gas prices are mainly a function of market supply and 
demand.  It is beyond the scope of this EIS to assess the potential change in 
the future price of natural gas due to changing demand, and the exact future 
price of natural gas to the consumer is unknown.  How any savings are 
allocated or passed on to consumers is more appropriately addressed through 
the state public utilities commission or applicable agency with jurisdiction 
over the local distribution agency. 

  

  

  

  

LO69-1 
(cont’d) 

LO69-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO69 – James Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2961 

 

LO69-3 See the response to comment CO66-2. 

  

  

  

  

LO69-2 
(cont’d) 

LO69-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO69 – James Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2962 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO69-3 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO69 – James Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2963 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO69-3 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO69 – James Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2964 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2965 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2966 

 

LO70-1 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

LO70-2 See the response to comment CO52-4. 

  

  

  

LO70-1 

LO70-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2967 

 

LO70-3 See the response to comments SA8-252, CO3-1, and CO10-3. 

LO70-4 Applicants are required under 18 CFR to provide information to the 
Commission regarding environmental resources that could be affected by 
their proposals.  Information provided by Atlantic and DETI for ACP and 
SHP was independently evaluated and was one resource used by the FERC 
staff for development of the EIS.  See also the response to comment CO6-1. 

LO70-5 The error in the cover letter published in the draft EIS is noted.  The separate 
Notice of Availability that was sent to the same distribution as the draft EIS 
provided the correct docket numbers for the projects.  We also note that the 
correct docket number was provided elsewhere in the cover letter; regardless, 
we regret the error.  Further, a review of the FERC eLibrary site shows that 
one comment letter on the draft EIS for ACP and SHP was filed under the 
incorrect docket number, a letter in support of the projects (see accession no. 
20170331-0030 and table Z-1).   

LO70-6 See the response to comments CO66-2, CO55-6, SA15-3, CO55-23, and 
LA17-1.  The transmission route through Highland County is not practical 
due to increased side-slope construction and its crossing of Shenandoah 
Mountain, which has been dismissed as a viable option by the FS.     

LO70-2 
(cont’d) 

LO70-3 

LO70-4 

LO70-5 

LO70-6 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2968 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-6 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2969 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-6 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2970 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-6 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2971 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-6 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2972 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-6 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2973 

 

LO70-7 See the response to comments CO29-2 and CO55-2. 

  

  

  

  

LO70-6 
(cont’d) 

LO70-7 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2974 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-7 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2975 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-7 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2976 

 

LO70-8 Comments noted.  Section 4.4.2 has been updated to include a discussion of 
old growth forests; however, note that public datasets delineating old growth 
communities are not currently available for the ACP and SHP project areas; 
therefore, a desktop analysis was conducted.  As noted in your comment, old 
growth trees would be included in the 50+ age group and likely overestimates 
the amount of old growth in the area.  Atlantic and DETI have indicated that 
they would conduct timber cruises where requested by the landowner prior to 
construction.  As described in the Timber Removal Plan (see table 2.3.1-1), 
Atlantic has also committed to avoid large snags or large diameter trees on 
the edge of the construction right-of-way where practicable.  These trees 
would be flagged prior to clearing.  Timber, brush, and other materials cleared 
from the construction corridor would be placed alongside the construction 
right-of-way for landowner use, open burned, chipped/mulched within the 
construction right-of-way or hauled offsite to an appropriate disposal location 
as outlined in the Timber Removal Plan. 

  

  

  

  

LO70-7 
(cont’d) 

LO70-8 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2977 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-8 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2978 

 

LO70-9 We disagree.  The EIS discloses the potential impacts on environmental 
resources resulting from construction and operation of the project.  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.  Atlantic’s and DETI’s construction and 
restoration plans contain numerous mitigation measures to avoid or reduce 
project-related impacts, and our recommendations would also serve to further 
reduce impacts. 

LO70-10 As discussed in section 2.5.2, the FERC staff acknowledges that the role of 
Atlantic’s and DETI’s EIs is to ensure ACP and SHP are constructed in 
accordance with the requirements imposed by FERC and other regulatory 
agencies.  However, the EI’s role should not be mistaken for FERC abdicating 
its inspection authority to Atlantic and DETI.  The purpose of the EI is to 
ensure applicants are cognizant of and taking matters of compliance seriously, 
and to provide immediate correction when necessary.  To further ensure ACP 
and SHP are constructed in compliance with the FERC’s and other regulatory 
agencies’ requirements, FERC would conduct its own independent 
monitoring and inspection of the projects as discussed in section 2.5.3.   

LO70-9 

LO70-10 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2979 

 

LO70-11 Comment noted. 

LO70-10 
(cont’d) 

LO70-11 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2980 

 

LO70-12 Section 4.12 discusses the potential risk associated with natural gas 
transmission pipelines.  Section 4.12.1 defines the potential impact radius.  
Sections 4.12.2 and 4.12.3 address the historic incident data for natural gas 
transmission pipelines, including injuries and fatalities.  We acknowledge the 
potential risk associated with operation of ACP and SHP.  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.  See also 
the response to comment CO66-56. 

  

  

  

  

LO70-11 
(cont’d) 

LO70-12 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2981 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-12 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2982 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-12 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2983 

 

LO70-13 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). 

LO70-12 
(cont’d) 

LO70-13 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2984 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-13 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2985 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-13 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2986 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-13 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2987 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-13 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2988 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-13 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2989 

 

LO70-14 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.   

FERC’s team of karst geologists and hydrologists independently evaluated 
the information concerning karst geology and hydrology and concluded that 
collectively, the information provided by Atlantic and DETI is sufficient to 
adequately characterize karst and water resources.  The EIS details the reasons 
for our conclusions that, if ACP and SHP are constructed and operated in 
accordance with PHMSA regulations and project-specific construction, 
monitoring, and mitigation plans, as well as FERC staff recommendations, 
the projects would not result in significant impacts on karst features or water 
resources, or represent a significant risk to public safety.   

  

  

  

  

LO70-14 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2990 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-14 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2991 

 

LO70-15 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

LO70-14 
(cont’d) 

LO70-15 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2992 

 

LO70-16 Comment noted.  Atlantic would provide mitigation measures for the six steep 
slope categories in the Erosion and Sediment Control plans as typical 
drawings. 

  

  

  

  

LO70-15 
(cont’d) 

LO70-16 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2993 

 

LO70-17 Your concerns are noted.  Based on FERC staff’s research and a thorough 
review of the information presented in your comment letter, our analysis still 
finds 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.  

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

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.   

In addition, 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. 

  

  

  

  

LO70-16 
(cont’d) 

LO70-17 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2994 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-17 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2995 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-17 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2996 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-17 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2997 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-17 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2998 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-17 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2999 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-17 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3000 

 

LO70-18 As described in section 4.8.8.1, construction vehicles, heavy equipment, and 
project personnel would all be visible during project construction, and would 
affect views of the existing landscape for viewers in close proximity to the 
construction yards and pipeline right-of-way and in areas where the pipeline 
is located adjacent to residential areas, along roadways, and near recreation 
areas.  Agricultural land including pasture and cultivated croplands, open 
lands, and developed lands including commercial and residential areas are 
characterized as having low-lying vegetation such as grasses and crops, lower 
elevations, and previous ground disturbance associated with agricultural 
farming activities and the development of residential areas and commercial 
structures.  Visual conditions in these areas have been previously disturbed 
and modified; therefore, construction of the pipeline would be consistent with 
the existing visual conditions in these areas and contribute very minimal 
visual impacts.   

After construction, all disturbed areas would be revegetated and restored to 
previous conditions.  Section 4.8.8 further acknowledges that pipeline 
construction would result in a greater degree of visual impacts in heavily 
forested areas with high elevations and along steep mountainsides.  In West 
Virginia and northwestern Virginia, portions of the AP-1 mainline would be 
constructed in steep, mountainous terrain and require the removal of trees.  
Restoration and the establishment of vegetation in these areas typically takes 
several years to decades, and re-planting trees in the right-of-way would be 
prohibited due to operational and safety concerns.  The cleared and 
maintained permanent right-of-way in heavily forested areas would create a 
visual contrast more noticeable to viewers and result in a greater degree of 
visual impacts.  Impacts on scenery would be greatest where maintained 
herbaceous right-of-way on mountainsides and ridgetops with a predominant 
surrounding landscape character of intact forest canopy is viewed from 
valleys and adjacent mountains. 

  

  

  

  

LO70-17 
(cont’d) 

LO70-18 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3001 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-18 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3002 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-18 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3003 

 

LO70-19 Section 4.9.9 includes our 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. 

Atlantic and DETI would implement a series of measures that would 
minimize potential impacts on the nearby communities, including 
environmental justice communities near project facilities.  For instance, 
Atlantic and DETI propose to employ proven construction-related practices 
to control fugitive dust, such as application of water or other commercially 
available dust control agents on unpaved areas subject to frequent vehicle 
traffic.  Some individuals with extreme sensitivity to changes in air quality 
could be impacted by temporary fugitive dust during construction or air 
emissions from the compressor stations.  However, not all individuals within 
the identified and surrounding environmental justice populations would be 
impacted. 

Similarly, noise control measures would be implemented by Atlantic and 
DETI during construction and operation of the projects.  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.  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 as result of impacts on air 
quality would be expected as a result of the ACP and SHP projects.  Also, no 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts on environmental justice 
populations as a result of impacts on other resources would be expected. 

  

  

  

  

LO70-19 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3004 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-19 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3005 

 

LO70-20 See the responses to comments LO62-6 and LO70-12.  Issues related to 
terrorism and its potential effects on the proposed projects are addressed in 
section 4.12.4 of the EIS. 

  

  

  

  

LO70-19 
(cont’d) 
LO70-20 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3006 

 

LO70-21 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 as result of impacts on air quality, including impacts 
associated with the proposed Compressor Station 2, would be expected as a 
result of ACP. 

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 the 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 

Comment noted.  Section 4.9.4 discusses availability and adequacy of current 
emergency and medical services. 

As discussed in section 4.9.6, Construction activities in the ACP and SHP 
study area would result in temporary effects on local transportation 
infrastructure and vehicle traffic, including potential damage to local roads 
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 also coordinate with landowners and tenants 
in the areas where local, private roadways may be impacted during 
construction. Atlantic and DETI would coordinate with appropriate 
transportation authorities to assess the need for road repair after construction 
of the projects. 

Atlantic and DETI would be responsible for repairing/restoring roads in 
accordance the FERC Plan, other permit conditions, and as requested by 
landowners or agencies, and would periodically inspect roads near crossings 
and make repairs as necessary to damages caused by construction activities.   

LO70-20 
(cont’d) 

LO70-21 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3007 

 

LO70-22 Comments noted.  As discussed in section 4.1.2.3, with the implementation 
of the DOT safety standards during the operation of ACP and SHP, we 
conclude that operation of the project would not pose a significant risk to karst 
or public safety.  Further, as discussed in section 4.1.2.3, we have reviewed 
available reports from PHMSA for pipeline facility damage reports in 
Virginia and West Virginia due to earth movement (a sinkhole event is 
considered an earth movement by PHMSA).  A total of five “significant 
incidents” were reported in Virginia and West Virginia between 1995 and 
2014; however, none of these incidents were reported in the karst areas 
crossed by ACP.  

Section 4.1.2.3 includes a discussion of the natural processes that can trigger 
karst activity that could be accelerated by disturbance, such as trenching, 
grading activity, or diversion of project-related water into otherwise stable 
karst features.  These processes include an increase in water flow or 
redirection of surface water flow or subsurface flow that could accelerate the 
raveling of soil fines, the removal of vegetation cover and topsoil, and a 
sudden decrease in the water elevation, which decreases the natural buoyancy 
of the water supporting a soil plug in a conduit.  Atlantic and DETI have 
developed a Karst Terrain Assessment, Construction, Monitoring, and 
Mitigation Plan to address karst features encountered during construction and 
further reduce the potential to initiate sinkhole development during 
construction and operation of the facilities.  We have reviewed Atlantic’s and 
DETI’s plans and, with revisions recommended in the EIS, find them 
acceptable.  The proposed facilities would also be designed, constructed, 
maintained, and monitored in accordance with modern construction standards 
and PHMSA regulations, which would further reduce the potential for karst 
conditions to adversely impact the facilities.  We also note that other 
residential, commercial, industrial, and infrastructure development has been 
constructed and continued successfully in these areas. 

  

  

  

  

LO70-21 
(cont’d) 

LO70-22 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3008 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-22 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3009 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-22 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3010 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-22 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3011 

 

LO70-23 FERC’s team of karst geologists and hydrologists independently evaluated 
the information concerning karst geology and hydrology and concluded that 
collectively, the information provided by Atlantic and DETI is sufficient to 
adequately characterize karst and water resources.  Potential impacts, and 
measures to reduce impacts, on groundwater, including water supply wells, 
are discussed in section 4.3.1.  

  

  

  

  

LO70-22 
(cont’d) 

LO70-23 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3012 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-23 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3013 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-23 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3014 

 

LO70-24 See the response to comment CO55-81.   

  

  

  

  

LO70-23 
(cont’d) 

LO70-24 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3015 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-24 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3016 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-24 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3017 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-24 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3018 

 

LO70-25 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

LO70-24 
(cont’d) 

LO70-25 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3019 

 

LO70-26 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

LO70-25 
(cont’d) 

LO70-26 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3020 

 

LO70-27 Comment noted.  We note that the referenced text omits the word “generally” 
regarding the depth of the trench. 

LO70-28 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO70-29 We assume that the commentor is referring to the discussion in section 
2.3.2.1.  Section 2.3.2.1 has been revised to clarify that civil survey crews 
would stake the limits of the construction right-of-way; civil survey crews are 
separate from the environmental survey crews. 

LO70-30 Comment noted. 

  

LO70-26 
(cont’d) 

LO70-27 

LO70-28 

LO70-29 

LO70-30 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3021 

 

LO70-31 Comment noted. 

LO70-32 We note the referenced text by the commentor omits the phrase “as closely as 
possible.”  This is a standard construction practice required by the FERC Plan 
for all natural gas pipelines constructed under FERC authorization.  These 
construction requirements are meant to mitigate the potential of an increase 
in impermeable surfaces over construction work areas and to minimize impact 
to natural infiltration capacity of post-construction surfaces. 

LO70-33 Comment noted.  Atlantic’s and DETI’s Winter Construction Plan (see table 
2.3.1-1) describes measures that would be implemented to ensure safety 
during winter construction.  

LO70-34 Environmental Condition No. 6 (see section 5.2) includes our 
recommendation that Atlantic and DETI identify the number of EIs assigned 
per spread and how the company would ensure that sufficient personnel are 
available to implement environmental mitigation measures described in its 
application and supplements (including responses to staff data requests), 
identified in the EIS, and required by the Order.  The number of third-party 
compliance monitors required during construction would be determined by 
FERC to ensure sufficient monitoring of project construction activities.  The 
third-party compliance monitors would work solely under the direction of the 
FERC and would be onsite daily during construction to document Atlantic’s 
and DETI’s construction and restoration through about the time the pipeline 
would be placed into service.  In addition, FERC staff would periodically 
inspect the project area during construction and restoration to ensure 
restoration occurs and, if any issues arise, that they are addressed.  The third-
party monitors would also consult with FERC staff as needed during 
construction and restoration. 

LO70-35 Comment noted. 

LO70-36 Comment noted. 

LO70-37 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

LO70-38 Comments noted. LiDAR was used where coverage was available.  Phase 2 
field reconnaissance for landslides in Little Valley is pending due to land 
access and potential route adjustments. 

LO70-39 Comment noted.  The depth of cover information has been corrected in section 
4.2.2.11. 

LO70-40 Comment noted. 

LO70-41 We assume that the commentor is referring to table 4.3.2-3.  Table 4.3.2-3 has 
been updated to reflect that no access roads would cross the Cowpasture 
River.   

LO70-42 Comment noted. 

LO70-43 Section 4.3.2.6 has been updated. 

LO70-30 
(cont’d) 

LO70-31 

LO70-32 

LO70-33 

LO70-34 

LO70-35 

LO70-36 

LO70-37 

LO70-38 

LO70-39 

LO70-40 

LO70-41 

LO70-42 

LO70-43 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3022 

 

LO70-44 Comment noted. 

LO70-45 Withdrawal and discharge rates would be regulated by state agencies. 

LO70-46 See the response to comment LO70-8. 

LO70-47 As described in section 4.4.4, Atlantic and DETI consulted with state agencies 
charged with regulating noxious and invasive plant species to identify a total 
of 55 regulated invasive plant species within Pennsylvania, West Virginia, 
Virginia, and North Carolina.  Field surveys were conducted to document and 
delineate these regulated species along the ACP and SHP survey corridor on 
non-NFS lands. Garlic mustard and Japanese barberry are not currently state 
regulated invasive plant species, thus why there are not included in the 
discussion in section 4.4.4 or identified in Atlantic’s and DETI’s Invasive 
Species Management Plan (see table 2.3.1-1).  Garlic mustard and Japanese 
barberry are managed on NFS lands, and the FS required Atlantic to conduct 
surveys for all FS-managed non-native invasive species on the survey corridor 
through the GWNF and MNF, thus why these species are discussed in section 
4.4.9. 

LO70-48 Atlantic’s master water table indicates Little Valley Run in an intermittent 
waterbody.  We acknowledge that the waterbody could flow during 
construction restoration, and during operation of the pipeline.   

LO70-49 Section 4.8.4.3 has been revised to include additional impacts information 
made publicly available by the developer. 

LO70-50 While the pipeline route does not cross the core area of the McDowell 
Battlefield, it would cross a short linear segment of the battlefield site that 
was historically used for troop movement and supply. 

LO70-51 Table 4.8.9-10 in section 4.8.9 is specific to federal land crossings by the 
project and pertains to Proposed and Potential Project-Specific Amendments 
on the George Washington National Forest.  Timber removal impacts on 
private and public lands is addressed in section 4.8.1.1. 

LO70-52 See the response to comment CO116-10. 

LO70-53 See the response to comment CO111-3. 

LO70-54 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

LO70-43 
(cont’d) 
LO70-44 

LO70-45 

LO70-46 

LO70-47 

LO70-48 

LO70-49 

LO70-50 

LO70-51 

LO70-52 

LO70-53 

LO70-54 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3023 

 

LO70-55 As stated in section 4.3.2.6, two waterbodies are listed as impaired with 
respect to temperature (Back Creek at AP-1 MP 87.2 and Jackson River at 
AP-1 MP 91.5).  The classification of impairment is a pre-existing condition 
that was not created by the proposed project.  The section acknowledges that 
once in operation, a slight localized increase in temperature may occur due to 
removed riparian vegetation; however, this would be negligible when 
accounting for the entire reach of the stream. 

LO70-56 Comment noted. 

LO70-57 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 final EIS 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.   

LO70-58 Refer to section 6.2.2 of the Invasive Species Management Plan (see table 
2.3.1-1), which provides a complete description of the measures that would 
be implemented during construction to prevent the spread of invasive species 
during construction activities, including cleaning equipment prior to arriving 
at the construction site.  As described in section 2.5.3, in addition to Atlantic’s 
and DETI’s EIs, Atlantic and DETI would participate in a third-party 
compliance monitoring program that would provide environmental 
compliance monitoring services for ACP and SHP.  The FS would also 
implement compliance monitoring, and other federal, state/commonwealth, 
and local agencies also may monitor the projects to the extent determined 
necessary by the agency.  While there may be differences between agency 
permit requirements and conditions, the environmental inspection program 
and third-party monitoring for the projects would address all stipulations and 
conditions placed on the projects. 

LO70-59 Section 4.7.1.16 provides an updated discussion of the rusty patched bumble 
bee, including potential impacts and avoidance, mitigation, and conservation 
measures. 

LO70-60 Comment noted. 

LO70-61 See the response to LO70-1. 

LO70-55 

LO70-56 

LO70-57 

LO70-58 

LO70-59 

LO70-60 

LO70-61 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO70 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3024 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO70-61 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO71 – James Bolton 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3025 

  
LO71-1 Regarding equipment, we also consider the increased size of side-boom 

tractors that lift and lay the pipeline into the trench.  The larger size of these 
machines would require a larger footprint to operate and maneuver.  We agree 
that equipment is not by itself a reason to dismiss the alternative.   

Welding complexity would increase on steep slopes.  The ability to hold larger 
and heavier pipeline joints in place during the welding process increases in 
complexity. 

We concur that a 48-inch-diameter pipeline would only increase the width of 
the construction right-of-way marginally when compared to the use of two 
separate pipeline rights-of-way. 

Regarding compression, based on flow calculations, moving both projects 
through a 42-inch pipeline would require approximately 616,000 hp 
compared to the combined horsepower of both project (approximately 
302,000 hp).  Moving both projects through a 48-inch-diameter pipeline 
would require approximately 485,000 hp. 

  

  

 
LO71-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO71 – James Bolton 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3026 

  
  

  

  

 
LO71-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO71 – James Bolton 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3027 

  

LO71-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO71 – James Bolton 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3028 

  

LO71-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO71 – James Bolton 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3029 

  

LO71-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO71 – James Bolton 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3030 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO71-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO71 – James Bolton 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3031 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO71-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO71 – James Bolton 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3032 

  

LO71-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO71 – James Bolton 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3033 

  

LO71-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO71 – James Bolton 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3034 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO71-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO71 – James Bolton 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3035 

  
 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO72 – Pamela Farnham 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3036 

  
LO72-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO72-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO72 – Pamela Farnham (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3037 

  
LO72-2 We acknowledge the potential risk associated with operation of ACP and 

SHP.  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.  See also the response to comment CO48-2. 

LO72-3 Sections 4.9.5 and 4.9.8 included our discussion of potential impacts on the 
Rockfish Valley and Wintergreen Resort. 

LO72-4 Comment noted.  Refer to section 4.1.4.2 for a discussion of the mitigation 
measures that would be utilized in steep slope areas. 

LO72-5 Comment noted. 

LO72-6 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

LO72-7 Comment noted. 

LO72-8 See the response to comments SA15-3 and LA17-1. 

The attachment to this letter from October 2015 has been reviewed by FERC staff and can be found on 
the FERC eLibrary site under FERC Accession No. 20170406-5155. 

LO72-2 

LO72-3 

LO72-4 

LO72-5 

LO72-6 

LO72-7 

LO72-8 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO73 – Susan Baker  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3038 

  
LO73-1 Comment noted. 

LO73-2 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

  

  

  

 

LO73-1 

LO73-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO73 – Susan Baker (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3039 

  
LO73-3 See the response to comment CO55-6. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO73-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO74 – Bonnie Ralston  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3040 

  
LO74-1 Comments noted.  Section 4.1.2.3 has been revised to recommend karst 

surveys in your area.  See also the response to comment CO6-1. 

LO74-2 The table has been updated to identify the access road.  We are aware your 
driveway, proposed as an access road, crosses the stream. 

LO74-3 Comment noted. 

LO74-4 Table 3.5-1 has been updated to include the reroute. 

LO74-5 We disagree.  See the response to comment CO6-1. 

LO74-6 Atlantic’s consultations with the Virginia Department of Health and review 
of VDH’s well database did not identify a public water supply well within 
150 feet of construction workspace.  Your subsequent filing (Comment Letter 
LO141) indicates the well is outside of the search radius for the project. 

 

LO74-1  

LO74-2 

LO74-3  

LO74-4 

LO74-5 

LO74-6 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO74 – Bonnie Ralston (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3041 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO74 – Bonnie Ralston (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3042 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO75 – Becci Harmon and Dave Buell  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3043 

  
LO75-1 Comment noted. 

LO75-2 See the response to comments CO8-1 and CO68-12. 

LO75-3 Comment noted. 

  

  

 

LO75-1 

LO75-2 

LO75-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO76 – Ann Schages  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3044 

  
LO76-1 See the response to comments CO8-1 and PM1-51. 

LO76-2 We acknowledge the potential risk associated with operation of ACP and 
SHP.  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.  

  

  

  

 

LO76-1 

LO76-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO76 – Ann Schages (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3045 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO76 – Ann Schages (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3046 

  
 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO76 – Ann Schages (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3047 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO77 – Louis & Yvette Ravina  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3048 

  
  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO77 – Louis & Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3049 

  
LO77-1 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

  

  

  

  

 LO77-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO77 – Louis & Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3050 

  

LO77-2 Comment noted. 

LO77-3 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

 

LO77-1 
(cont’d) 

LO77-2 

LO77-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO77 – Louis & Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3051 

  
LO77-4 Comment noted. 

LO77-5 Comment noted. 

LO77-6 Comment noted.  

LO77-7 Comment noted.  We acknowledge that you were not contacted about this 
project area. 

  

 
LO77-4 

LO77-5 

LO77-6 

LO77-7 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO77 – Louis & Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3052 

  
LO77-8 Comment noted. 

LO77-9 The water use and quality portion of section 4.3.1.7 has been revised to 
incorporate this and similar comments.   

  

  

  

 

LO77-7 
(cont’d) 

LO77-8 

LO77-9 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO77 – Louis & Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3053 

  
LO77-10 Comment noted. 

LO77-11 See the response to comment CO8-1. 

LO77-12 Section 4.3.2.7 has been updated to request a site-specific plan for this 
structure or to identify an alternative location for the structure.  

 

LO77-9 
(cont’d) 

LO77-10 

LO77-11 

LO77-12 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO77 – Louis & Yvette Ravina (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3054 

  

  

  

  

  

  

LO77-12 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO78 – Kenneth M. Wyner  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3055 

 

LO78-1 See the response to comment CO48-2. 

LO78-2 Comment noted. 

LO78-3 Comment noted. 

  

  

LO78-1 

LO78-2 

LO78-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO78 – Kenneth M. Wyner (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3056 

 

LO78-4 The historic information provided by local organizations was reviewed and is 
part of the project record.  Time and space do not allow us to reproduce the 
large amount of information in the EIS, but it is considered in decision 
making.  

LO78-5 Section 3.3.4.3 discusses the crossing contingency. 

LO78-6 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

  

  

LO78-4 

LO78-5 

LO78-6 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO79 – Carolyn L. Fischer  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3057 

 

LO79-1 FS response:  The comment is noted. 

LO79-2 Environmental inspection and monitoring during construction, including 
compliance monitoring by the FERC and FS, are discussed in section 2.5. 

LO79-3 As described in section 4.12.1, ACP and SHP would be constructed and 
operated in accordance with applicable DOT safety regulations.  DOT 
regulations also 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. 

LO79-4 FS response:  Section 3.3.4.1-National Forest Avoidance Route Alternatives 
describe potential routes to the north and to the south that would avoid NFS 
lands.  See responses to comments CO5-1, PM4-27, and LO146-20. 

LO79-1 

LO79-2 

LO79-3 

LO79-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO80 – Tyler Bird Paul 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3058 

  

LO80-1 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO80-2 Comment noted. 

LO80-3 See the response to comment LO18-1. 

LO80-4 Comment noted. 

  

LO80-1 

LO80-2 

LO80-3 

LO80-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO81 – Tyler Bird Paul 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3059 

 

LO81-1 Comment noted.  Potential impacts, and measures to reduce impacts, on 
groundwater, including water supply wells, are discussed in section 4.3.1. 

  

  

  

  

LO81-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO82 – Michelle and Carl Van Doren 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3060 

  

LO82-1 Section 4.9.7 includes our analysis of impacts on tourism/ecotourism.  Our 
analysis concluded that tourists would experience temporary visual and noise 
impacts associated with construction.  We found no evidence that short-term 
effects of pipeline construction have long-term significant impacts on the 
tourism industry during pipeline operation.  Therefore we conclude tourism 
activities would not be affected long-term by operation of the project.  

  

  

  

  

LO82-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO83 – David R. and Nancy L. Schwiesow 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3061 

  

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO83 – David R. and Nancy L. Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3062 

  

LO83-1 We disagree.  See the response to comment CO6-1. 

  

LO83-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO83 – David R. and Nancy L. Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3063 

 

LO83-2 We acknowledge that pipeline construction in steep slope areas may take 
longer than construction in flatter terrain.   

  LO83-1 
(cont’d) 

LO83-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO83 – David R. and Nancy L. Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3064 

LO83-2 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO83 – David R. and Nancy L. Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3065 

 

LO83-3 Section 2.3.3 discusses the various uses of ATWS during construction of the 
projects. 

  LO83-2 
(cont’d) 

LO83-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO83 – David R. and Nancy L. Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3066 

 

LO83-3 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO83 – David R. and Nancy L. Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3067 

 

LO83-4 We have completed a bona fide assessment of alternative in this area and have 
made our conclusions in the EIS (see section 3).  We have to consider not just 
the impacts avoided in one particular area if the route is moved, but also the 
new impacts incurred elsewhere upon such a re-route. 

LO83-3 
(cont’d) 

LO83-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO83 – David R. and Nancy L. Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3068 

  

LO83-4 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO83 – David R. and Nancy L. Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3069 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO83 – David R. and Nancy L. Schwiesow (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3070 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

The attachments to this letter have been reviewed by FERC staff and can be found on the FERC eLibrary 
site under FERC Accession No. 20170406-5063. 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO84 – Karen Kelly  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3071 

  
LO84-1 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO84-2 The EIS was prepared by FERC environmental staff, not FERC lawyers, with 
the assistance of the FERC's third-party contractor.  Appendix Y provides the 
List of Preparers of the EIS, with their resource specialties and educational 
background.  See also the response to comment CO6-1. 

  

  

  

  

  

 

LO84-1 

LO84-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO84 – Karen Kelly (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3072 

 

 

 
  

  

  

  

 

LO84-2 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO84 – Karen Kelly (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3073 

   
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO84-2 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO85 – Sara Might 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3074 

  
LO85-1 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.  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 a proposed action and, as necessary, recommending 
alternatives or measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for an impact.   

LO85-2 Comment noted.  Water test results should be requested from Atlantic. 

LO85-3 Residences and associated features within 50 feet of the project workspace 
are shown on the site-specific residential construction plans included in 
appendix J of the EIS.   

LO85-4 See the response to comment CO80-8.  Also, section 4.8.1.4 discusses impacts 
on land use associated with access roads. 

LO85-5 Comment noted. 

 

LO85-1 

LO85-2 

LO85-3 

LO85-4 

LO85-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO86 – Rebecca Lamb 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3075 

  
LO86-1 Our rationale for considering and selecting alternative routes is provided in 

section 3.3.5. 

LO86-2 The Harper House is included in table 4.10.1-2 of the EIS.  It is identified as 
a property in Dinwiddie County determined eligible for listing on the NRHP.  
Effects to the property are being assessed as part of the section 106 process. 

 

LO86-1 

LO86-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO86 – Rebecca Lamb (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3076 

  
LO86-3 Atlantic’s Karst Survey Report issued February 21, 2017, identifies your 

property as being surveyed. 

 
LO86-2 
(cont’d) 

LO86-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO86 – Rebecca Lamb (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3077 

   
LO86-4 See the responses to comments LO12-1, LO18-1, and LO22-5.   

LO86-5 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO86-3 
(cont’d) 

LO86-4 

LO86-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO87 –William and Cheryl Monroe  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3078 

  
LO87-1 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO87-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO87 –William and Cheryl Monroe (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3079 

 

 

 
LO87-2 You have listed three FERC objectives and question our entire rationale for 

assessing the project based on these three objectives.  There are other 
objectives and laws that we take into consideration when conducting an 
environmental analysis and making our determinations, and we disagree that 
our analysis is flawed using your parameters.  Remember that the 
environmental analysis is but one component of the overall FERC mission 
and objectives.  Thus, the EIS is not designed to address all factors the 
Commission will consider when deciding whether or not to approve a project.  
The FERC Commission, in its Order responding to a proposal, makes the 
ultimate determination on whether a proposed project is in the public 
convenience and necessity.    

It should be noted that the EIS takes into account environmental 
considerations and human factors, when assessing route and construction 
options, not just one or the other. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO87-1 
(cont’d) 

LO87-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO87 –William and Cheryl Monroe (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3080 

 

 

 
LO87-3 As discussed in section 4.8.2, pipeline operators must obtain easements from 

landowners and land-managing agencies to construct and operate natural gas 
facilities, or acquire the land on which the facilities would be located.  As 
such, Atlantic and DETI would need to acquire long-term easements from the 
landowner and/or land-managing agency to construct and operate the new 
project facilities.  These negotiations are between the landowner and/or land-
managing agency and Atlantic Coast and DETI, and are not subject to review 
by the FERC.  Landowners can 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.   

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.   

  

  

  

  

 

LO87-2 
(cont’d) 

LO87-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO87 –William and Cheryl Monroe (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3081 

 

 

 
LO87-4 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 final EIS 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. 

LO87-5 The HDD noise associated with the BRP/ANST HDD would last 
approximately 12 to 14 months; the HDD would operate 24 hour per day, 7 
days per week until completed.  Section 4.11.2.2 requires that Atlantic ensure 
the noise from HDD activities would remain below 55 dBA at the nearest 
NSAs.  In addition, Atlantic would be required to submit noise surveys to 
verify noise levels are in compliance.  See the response to comment CO68-17 
regarding low frequency noise. 

  

  

  

 

LO87-3 
(cont’d) 

LO87-4 

LO87-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO87 –William and Cheryl Monroe (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3082 

  
LO87-6 The MAOP for each project component is provided in section 2.1.  As 

described later in revised section 2.7, if the ACP and SHP facilities are 
expanded in the future, including an expansion as part of the Optional 
Expansion or the Second Expansion, Atlantic and/or DETI would seek the 
appropriate authorizations from federal (including FERC), state/
commonwealth, and local agencies at that future time. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO87-5 
(cont’d) 

LO87-6 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO87 –William and Cheryl Monroe (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3083 

  
 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO88 – Frank H. Reichel, III and Suzanne Riechel  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3084 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO88 – Frank H. Riechel, III and Suzanne Riechel (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3085 

  
LO88-1 See the responses to comments CO6-1 and CO46-1.  It should be noted that 

neither FERC nor its contractors can conduct “boots on the ground surveys” 
without landowner approval.  We utilize the information from professional 
contractors to assist in our review, and where necessary and approval is 
granted, we conduct reviews of the project area. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO88-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO88 – Frank H. Riechel, III and Suzanne Riechel (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3086 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO88-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO88 – Frank H. Riechel, III and Suzanne Riechel (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3087 

  
LO88-2 It should be noted that the FERC is Merjent’s client for the ACP and SHP 

project, and Merjent is directed solely by the FERC.  Merjent has affirmed 
that it has and will continue to abide by our ex parte rules.  See also the 
response to comment CO68-9. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO88-1 
(cont’d) 

LO88-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO88 – Frank H. Riechel, III and Suzanne Riechel (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3088 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO88-2 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO88 – Frank H. Riechel, III and Suzanne Riechel (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3089 

  
LO88-3 See the responses to comments LA22-5 and CO6-1. 

LO88-4 We acknowledge the interconnect between surface flows, groundwater, and 
karst conduits along segments of the project, and that a significant number of 
residences receive their water from these interconnected sources.  Section 
4.3.2.6 identifies the measures that Atlantic and DETI would implement to 
minimize, and mitigate if necessary, potential impacts on water sources.   

 LO88-3  

LO88-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO88 – Frank H. Riechel, III and Suzanne Riechel (cont’d) 

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

Z-3090 

  
LO88-5 Comment noted. 

LO88-6 Comment noted.  Section 4.6 has been updated with revisions and additional 
information. 

LO88-7 We recognize the studies cited in Section 4.9.7 do not necessarily have a one-
to-one applicability to all areas crossed by ACP and SHP.  In particular, the 
majority of studies that analyze the effects of pipeline easements on sales and 
property values have been conducted in areas with higher residential density 
than is found along much of the ACP and SHP project routes.  However, these 
findings may not be comparable when analyzing impacts on properties along 
pipeline rights-of-way in rural areas.  This may be particularly true when 
analyzing large acreage parcels that may have a land use value attached to the 
overall value of the property, in addition to the value of the land and any 
structures present.  We acknowledge that it is reasonable to expect that 
property values may be impacted differently based on the setting and inherent 
characteristics of the property.   

 

LO88-4 
(cont’d) 

LO88-5 

LO88-6 

LO88-7 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO88 – Frank H. Riechel, III and Suzanne Riechel (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3091 

  
LO88-8 See the response to comment CO8-1. 

LO88-9 See the response to comments CO29-2 and CO55-2. 

LO88-10 Comment noted.  Refer to section 4.5.6 for a discussion of interior forest 
fragmentation.  See also the response to comment CO6-1. LO88-7 

(cont’d) 

LO88-8 

LO88-9 

LO88-10 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO88 – Frank H. Riechel, III and Suzanne Riechel (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3092 

 

LO88-11 Revised section 2.3.3.2 includes our analysis of the feasibility of the BRP/
ANST HDD.  As discussed in this section, based on site characteristics and 
design information, we find the HDD feasible.  Additionally, the FS, and its 
independent third-party technical consultant, found that the HDD, as 
proposed by Atlantic, would be feasible.  In addition, section 3.3.4.3 includes 
our analysis of Atlantics ANST and BRP contingency crossing. 

LO88-12 We disagree.  See the response to comment CO6-1. 

  

  

  

 

LO88-10 
(cont’d) 

LO88-11 

LO88-12 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO89 – Pearl L., Wade Raymond, Heather L., and Jane F. Finch  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3093 

 
LO89-1 Comment noted. 

  

LO89-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO89 – Pearl L., Wade Raymond, Heather L., and Jane F. Finch (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3094 

  

LO89-2 Section 4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, 
including methods of leak detection. 

LO89-3 See the response to comment CO10-11.  The occurrence information within 
the EIS reflects the input of federal and state agencies that oversee protections 
for ESA-listed and state-listed species. 

LO89-4 Comment noted.  We acknowledge that it is reasonable to expect that property 
values may be impacted differently based on the setting and inherent 
characteristics of the property.   

  

  

LO89-2 

LO89-3 

LO89-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO89 – Pearl L., Wade Raymond, Heather L., and Jane F. Finch (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3095 

 

LO89-5 Comment noted.  Section 1.3 discusses the public outreach conducted for the 
projects.   

  

  

  

  

LO89-4 
(cont’d) 

LO89-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO89 – Pearl L., Wade Raymond, Heather L., and Jane F. Finch (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3096 

 

LO89-6 Regulations require that certain documents containing sensitive information 
be filed as privileged.  This information is reviewed by FERC staff and other 
regulatory agencies; however, it is not released to the public.  For instance: 
all materials filed with the Commission containing location, character, and 
ownership information about cultural resources is filed as privileged to protect 
cultural resources from potential damage or theft; the FWS and/or NMFS may 
require materials identifying the location of special status species be filed as 
privileged; and landowner mailing lists are filed as privileged to protect 
landowner privacy. 

  

  

  

  

e

LO89-5 
(cont’d) 

LO89-6 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO89 – Pearl L., Wade Raymond, Heather L., and Jane F. Finch (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3097 

  

LO89-7 Section 2.5 discusses the environmental inspection and monitoring that would 
take place during construction of the projects.  In addition, 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.  

LO89-8 Comment noted.  Section 1.3 discusses the public outreach conducted for the 
projects.   

LO89-9 Comment noted. 

  

  

LO89-6 
(cont’d) 

LO89-7 

LO89-8 

LO89-9 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO89 – Pearl L., Wade Raymond, Heather L., and Jane F. Finch (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3098 

 

LO89-10 See the response to comment LO4-3. 

  

  

  

  

LO89-9 
(cont’d) 

LO89-10 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO89 – Pearl L., Wade Raymond, Heather L., and Jane F. Finch (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3099 

 

LO89-11 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO89-10 
(cont’d) 

LO89-11 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO89 – Pearl L., Wade Raymond, Heather L., and Jane F. Finch (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3100 

 

 

  

LO89-12 Section 1.1 describes the purpose and need of the project.  Were “natural gas 
export” part of the project scope, Atlantic and DETI would need to apply for 
authorization to construct and operate liquefied natural gas export facilities 
from the Commission under section 3 of the NGA.  No such permit 
application has been received from Atlantic or DETI. 

LO89-11 
(cont’d) 

LO89-12 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO89 – Pearl L., Wade Raymond, Heather L., and Jane F. Finch (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3101 

 

 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO90 – William F. Limpert  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3102 

 

 

 
LO90-1 FERC’s team of karst geologists and hydrologists independently evaluated 

the information concerning karst geology and hydrology and concluded that 
collectively, the information provided by Atlantic and DETI is sufficient to 
adequately characterize karst and water resources.  The EIS details the reasons 
for our conclusions that, if ACP and SHP are constructed and operated in 
accordance with PHMSA regulations and project-specific construction, 
monitoring, and mitigation plans, as well as FERC staff recommendations, 
the projects would not result in significant impacts on karst features or water 
resources, or represent a significant risk to public safety. 

  

  

 

LO90-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO90 – William F. Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3103 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO90-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO90 – William F. Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3104 

 

 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO90-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO90 – William F. Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3105 

 

 

 
  

  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO90 – William F. Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3106 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO91 – Mary Louisa Urquhart Bryant  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3107 

  
LO91-1 Comment noted.  Section 4.12.1 has been revised to include discussion of 

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

LO91-2 See the response to comment LO87-3. 

LO91-3 See the response to comment LO86-2.  Section 4.12 includes a discussion of 
reliability and safety.  

  

  

 
LO91-1 

LO91-2 

LO91-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO91 – Mary Louisa Urquhart Bryant (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3108 

  
LO91-4 Comment noted.  Electrical resistivity surveys, which would detect 

underground voids from karst, are planned to be completed prior to 
construction. 

LO91-5 Comment noted. 

 
LO91-3 
(cont’d) 

LO91-4 

LO91-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO92 – James S. and Jean B. McClain  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3109 

  
LO92-1 Potential impacts, and measures to reduce impacts, on groundwater and 

springs, are discussed in section 4.3.1.  Electrical resistivity surveys are 
planned to be completed prior to construction. 

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

LO92-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO92 – James S. and Jean B. McClain (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3110 

 

 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO92-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO93 – Carson and Bonnie Ralston  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3111 

  
LO93-1 The comment is noted.   See responses to comments CO5-1 and PM4-27. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO93-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO94 – Roberta Koontz  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3112 

 

LO94-1 Comments are noted.  

  

  

  

  

 

LO94-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO94 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3113 

 

 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO94-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO94 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3114 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO94-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO94 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3115 

  

 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO94-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO95 – Roberta Koontz  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3116 

   
LO95-1 Section 4.7 discusses special status species (including federally threatened 

and endangered species), consultations with federal and state agencies, survey 
results, impact analyses for each species potentially found in the project area, 
and avoidance, mitigation, and conservation measures for each species. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO95-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO95 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3117 

   
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO95 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3118 

    
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO95 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3119 

   
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO95 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3120 

 

 

 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO95 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3121 

  

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO95 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3122 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO95 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3123 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO96 – Shawna, William, and Sandra Bratton  

Landowners Comments 

Z-3124 

 

LO96-1 Blasting is discussed in section 4.1.2.2.  Additional temporary workspace is 
discussed in section 2.2.3. 

  

  

  

  

LO96-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO96 – Shawna, William, and Sandra Bratton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3125 

 

LO96-2 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

LO96-1 
(cont’d) 

LO96-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO96 – Shawna, William, and Sandra Bratton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3126 

 

LO96-3 Comment noted. 

LO96-4 Comment noted. 

LO96-5 See the response to comment CO111-3. 

  

  

LO96-2 
(cont’d) 

LO96-3 

LO96-4 

LO96-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO96 – Shawna, William, and Sandra Bratton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3127 

 

LO96-6 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  
LO96-6 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO96 – Shawna, William, and Sandra Bratton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3128 

  

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO96 – Shawna, William, and Sandra Bratton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3129 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO96 – Shawna, William, and Sandra Bratton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3130 

   

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO96 – Shawna, William, and Sandra Bratton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3131 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO97 – Roberta Koontz 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3132 

  

LO97-1 Comment noted. 

LO97-2 Comment noted. 

LO97-3 Comment noted.  Your subsequent letter (LO105) indicates that karst 
surveys are in progress on The Wilderness farm. 

LO97-1 

LO97-2 

LO97-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO97 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3133 

  

LO97-4 Section 4.1.2.3 includes a discussion of the potential for karst activity to 
damage ACP or SHP facilities.  See also the response to comment LO22-5. 

LO97-5 Comment noted.  Atlantic has eliminated the referenced access road from its 
proposed project. 

LO97-6 See the response to comment LO88-7. 

LO97-3 
(cont’d) 

LO97-4 

LO97-5 

LO97-6 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO97 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3134 

  

LO97-7 See the response to comment CO10-11.  The occurrence information within 
the EIS reflects the input of federal and state agencies that oversee 
protections for ESA-listed and state-listed species.   

LO97-7 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO97 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-3135 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO97 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 
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LO98-1 See the response to comment CO46-1. 
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LO99-1 See the response to comments SA8-252, CO3-1, and CO10-3. 
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LO100-1 See the response to comment CO10-11 and section 4.7.1.15 of the EIS.   
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