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CO122-1 We note that the majority of this letter is identical to comment letter CO88.  
New comments have been coded below; for the remaining comments, see 
the responses to comment letter CO88. 
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CO122-2 See the response to comment CO88-2. 
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CO122-3 Section 4.5.6 has been revised to include an updated interior forest 
fragmentation analysis. 

CO122-4 Comments noted.  Sections 4.7.1, 4.7.1.11, 4.7.1.12, 4.7.1.13, and 4.7.1.14 
have been updated with the most recent survey data, impact analyses, and 
avoidance, mitigation, and conservation measures. 
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CO122-5 See the response to comment CO88-10. 
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CO122-6 FS response:  Since the draft EIS, Atlantic has provided additional information 
and analyses as requested by the FS to evaluate the effects of the proposed 
project.  The FS has worked with Atlantic to develop project design features, 
mitigation measures, and monitoring procedures to ensure that NFS resources 
are protected.  The determination that the EIS is sufficient to meet FS NEPA 
obligations will be made in the FS ROD for the plan amendments decision.  
The FS no longer proposes to change any land allocations to the Rx5C-
Designated Utility Corridors on the GWNF. 

  

  

CO122-6 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2602 

 

  

  

  

CO122-6 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2603 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2604 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2605 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2606 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2607 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2608 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2609 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2610 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2611 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2612 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2613 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2614 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2615 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2616 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2617 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2618 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2619 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2620 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2621 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2622 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2623 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2624 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2625 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2626 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2627 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2628 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2629 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2630 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2631 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2632 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2633 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2634 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2635 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2636 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2637 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2638 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2639 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2640 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2641 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2642 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2643 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2644 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2645 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2646 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2647 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2648 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2649 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2650 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2651 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2652 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2653 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2654 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2655 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2656 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2657 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2658 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2659 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2660 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2661 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2662 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2663 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2664 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2665 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2666 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2667 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2668 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2669 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2670 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2671 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2672 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2673 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2674 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2675 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2676 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2677 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2678 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2679 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2680 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2681 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2682 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2683 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2684 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2685 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2686 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2687 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2688 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2689 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2690 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2691 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2692 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2693 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2694 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2695 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2696 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2697 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO122 – Wild Virginia (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2698 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO123 – Wintergreen Property Owners Association  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2699 

  

CO123-1 Comment noted. 
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CO124-1 FS response:  The opposition to the LRMP amendments is noted.  The FS no 
longer proposes to change any land allocations to the Rx5C-Designated Utility 
Corridors on the GWNF.  All proposed amendments are now project-specific, 
so that they only apply to the ACP project, so the management area 
prescriptions within the 2014 plan will remain unchanged. 
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CO124-2 See the responses to comments CO6-1 and CO97-1. 
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The attachments to this letter have been reviewed by FERC staff and can be found on the FERC 
eLibrary site under FERC Accession Nos. 20170411-5031 and 20170411-5032. 
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CO125-1 These statements apply to all areas affected by project construction and 
operation.  For brevity, they have not been repeated in multiple locations. 

Also see the response to comment CO8-1. 
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CO126-1 See responses to comments CO6-1 and CO55-19.   
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Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2741 

 

  

  

  

 
CO127-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO127 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2742 

 

  

  

  CO127-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO127 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2743 

 

  

  

  CO127-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO127 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2744 

 

  

  

  CO127-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO127 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2745 

 

  

  

  CO127-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO127 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2746 

 

  

  

  CO127-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO127 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2747 

 

  

  

  CO127-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO127 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2748 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO127 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2749 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO127 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2750 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO127 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2751 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO127 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2752 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO127 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2753 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO127 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2754 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO127 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2755 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO127 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2756 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO127 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2757 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO127 – Friends of Nelson, Wild Virginia, and Heartwood (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2758 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO128 – Friends of the Central Shenandoah 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2759 

 

CO128-1 See responses to comments CO6-1 and CO55-19.   

  

  

CO128-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO128 –Friends of the Central Shenandoah (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2760 

 

  

  

  

CO128-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO128 –Friends of the Central Shenandoah (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2761 

 

  

  

  CO128-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO128 –Friends of the Central Shenandoah (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2762 

 

  

  

  CO128-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO128 –Friends of the Central Shenandoah (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2763 

 

  

  

  CO128-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO128 –Friends of the Central Shenandoah (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2764 

 

  

  

  CO128-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO128 –Friends of the Central Shenandoah (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2765 

 

  

  

  CO128-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO128 –Friends of the Central Shenandoah (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2766 

 

  

  

  CO128-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO128 –Friends of the Central Shenandoah (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2767 

 

  

  

  CO128-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO128 –Friends of the Central Shenandoah (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2768 

 

  

  

  

CO128-1 
(cont’d) 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO129 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition  

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2769 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO129 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2770 

 

CO129-1 Refer to section 4.1.4.2 for a discussion of the mitigation measures that 
would be utilized in steep slope areas. 

  

  

CO129-1 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO129 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2771 

 

CO129-2 No. The remaining high hazard locations where the FS has requested site-
specific designs would be submitted to, and approved by, the FS prior to 
construction at those locations. 

CO129-3 Impacts related to slope stability and landslides, including access roads, are 
discussed in section 4.1.4. 

CO129-4 Comment noted.  LiDAR was available for all but 19.5 miles of the GWNF6 
reroute. 

CO129-2 

CO129-3 

CO129-4 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO129 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2772 

 

CO129-5 Data analysis for steep slope areas is ongoing and would continue into the 
design phase.  

CO129-6 No.  Analysis would continue into the design phase. 

CO129-7 The steep slope sites are identified in the Geohazard Analysis Program 
Phase 2 Addendum Report. 

CO129-8 The steep slope sites are identified in the Geohazard Analysis Program 
Phase 2 Addendum Report.  Data analysis for steep slope areas is ongoing 
and would continue into the design phase.  Mitigation plans for the 
categories of high hazard slope areas will be submitted with the E&SC 
Plans. 

CO129-9 Yes. 

CO129-10 Mitigation measures for areas with acid-producing rock are discussed in 
section 4.1.4.4. 

CO129-5 

CO129-6 

CO129-7 

CO129-8 

CO129-9 

CO129-10 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO129 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2773 

 

CO129-11 Comment noted.   

  

  

CO129-11 



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO129 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2774 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO129 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2775 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO129 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2776 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO129 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2777 

 

  

  

  



COMPANIES/ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 
CO129 – Dominion Pipeline Monitoring Coalition (cont’d) 

Companies/Organizations Comments 

Z-2778 

 

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO1 – Sylvester Fretwell 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2779 

  
LO1-1 Based on dye testing information, it appears likely that the project would 

intercept underground conduits that could affect the flow of Mingo Run.  
Electric resistivity studies will be conducted to verify if conduits could be 
intercepted.   

  

  

 

LO1-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO1 – Sylvester Fretwell (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2780 

  
  

  

  

 
LO1-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO2 – Stuart Matthews 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2781 

  
LO2-1 Based on a review of recent aerial photography and the pipeline alignment 

sheets, the project would intersect this property where the land is agricultural 
and be over 100 feet from a residence.  Section 4.8.4 describes the project-
related impacts on and mitigation measures that would be implemented at 
residential areas. 

LO2-2 State laws prohibit the disturbance of buried human remains. Atlantic has 
committed to protecting cemeteries during project activities.  A treatment plan 
detailing the proposed procedures to protect each cemetery must be submitted 
to the FERC and to the SHPO.  Cemeteries are discussed throughout section 
4.10.1 of the EIS.  

LO2-3 Comment noted. 

 

LO2-1 

LO2-2 

LO2-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO3 – Frank Perry Hill and Family 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2782 

  
LO3-1 Regarding future development of land, 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.   

Section 4.9.7 addresses property values, insurance, and property taxes. 

See also the response to comment LA15-2. 

LO3-2 Comment noted.  See the response to comment LA15-2. 

LO3-3 Comment noted. 

  

  

 

LO3-1 

LO3-2 

LO3-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO4 – Peggy Quarles 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2783 

  
LO4-1 The EIS does not state that the determination specific to the VOF Scott 

Timberland easement is relevant to other VOF easements.  Each easement 
would be subject to review and approval by the VOF. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO4-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO4 – Peggy Quarles (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2784 

  
LO4-2 Section 4.8.5.2 acknowledges impacts on other factors associated with VOF 

easements, such as vegetation and wildlife.  Also see the response to comment 
CO3-1. 

LO4-3 The easement agreement between Atlantic and the landowner or agency 
would specify compensation.  This may include damage to property during 
construction, loss of use during construction, loss of renewable and 
nonrenewable or other resources, and allowable uses of the permanent right-
of-way after construction.  The FERC does not engage in monetary 
negotiations between the company and the landowner or land-managing 
agency. 

LO4-4 Comment noted. 

LO4-5 See the response to comment CO10-3. 

  

 

LO4-2 

LO4-3 

LO4-4 

LO4-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO4 – Peggy Quarles (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2785 

  
LO4-6 See the response to comment CO10-3. 

LO4-7 See the response to comments CO3-1 and CO10-3.   

  

  

  

 

LO4-5 
(cont’d) 

LO4-6 

LO4-7 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO5 – Tyler Bird Paul 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2786 

  
LO5-1 Section 4.7.1.16 provides an updated discussion of the rusty patched bumble 

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

  

  

  

  

 

LO5-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO6 – David Cowden 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2787 

  
LO6-1 FS response:  This is not a comment for the FS.  However, the final EIS states 

"the VDCR-DNH and the Virginia Cave Board have endorsed the revised 
Karst Mitigation Plan (appendix I) as comprehensive and indicate the 
measures included would reduce the potential risk posed by Atlantic to karst 
resources." 

LO6-2 FS response: Section 4.8.9.1 discusses impacts on scenery viewed from the 
Shenandoah Mountain Trail (FST 447).  Due to thick vegetation, the only 
section of the trail with potential views to the pipeline would be at the crossing 
itself.  Atlantic's route runs along the trail for 200 to 225 feet.  This would 
impact the scenery in immediate foreground and foreground with views in 
both directions along the right-of-way.  Even with the revegetation measures 
in place that would create more of a transitional effect between the maintained 
10-foot herbaceous cover over the pipeline toward the edge of the operational 
corridor with shrubs and shallow-rooted trees, the SIO at this crossing would 
not be met and would be considered “Low.” 

  

  

  

 

LO6-1 

LO6-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO6 – David Cowden (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2788 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO7 – Tyler Bird Paul 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2789 

  
LO7-1 FS response:  The comment is noted.  The purpose of the final EIS is to 

identify and address issues of concern for this project, seeking to avoid, 
minimize, and where necessary mitigate likely negative impacts.  Section 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. 

LO7-2 FS response:  The potential effects on steep slopes and karst terrain are 
identified in the EIS, Section 4.1. Mitigation measures and monitoring 
procedures are described in the draft COM Plan (appendix G). 

LO7-3 See response to comment LO7-1. 

  

  

 

LO7-1 

LO7-1 

LO7-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO7 – Tyler Bird Paul (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2790 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO7-3 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO8 – Tyler Bird Paul 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2791 

  
LO8-1 FS response:  The potential effects on steep slopes and karst terrain are 

identified in the EIS, Section 4.1. Mitigation measures  and monitoring 
procedures are described in the draft COM Plan (appendix G) and/or FS SUP, 
if issued. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO8-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO8 – Tyler Bird Paul (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2792 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO8-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO8 – Tyler Bird Paul (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2793 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO8-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO8 – Tyler Bird Paul (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2794 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO8-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO8 – Tyler Bird Paul (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2795 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO8 – Tyler Bird Paul (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2796 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO8 – Tyler Bird Paul (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2797 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO8 – Tyler Bird Paul (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2798 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO8 – Tyler Bird Paul (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2799 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO9 – Tyler Bird Paul 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2800 

  
LO9-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO9-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO10 – Dawn Averitt 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2801 

  
LO10-1 Comment noted 

LO10-2 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. 

LO10-3 Sections 4.12.2 and 4.12.3 of the EIS address the historic incident data for 
natural gas transmission pipelines, including injuries and fatalities.  We 
acknowledge the very small potential risk associated with operation of ACP 
and SHP, as discussed in section 4.12.3.  However, the data, as presented in 
the EIS, demonstrate that natural gas transmission pipelines continue to be a 
safe and reliable means of energy transportation.   

LO10-4 Section 4.3 includes our analysis of impacts on wells. 

LO10-5 Comment noted. 

 

LO10-1 

LO10-2 

LO10-3 

LO10-4 

LO10-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO10 – Dawn Averitt (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2802 

  
  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO11 – Paul Grove 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2803 

  
LO11-1 See the responses to comments CO67-14 and CO48-2. 

  

  

  

  

 
LO11-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO12 – Caroline Smith 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2804 

  

LO12-1 As discussed in section 4.8.1.1, agricultural areas consisting of cultivated 
crops and pasture would experience short-term impacts such as the disruption 
of farming operations for the growing season during the year of construction 
and interruptions to irrigation systems affected by pipeline construction 
activities.  Farmers would experience some loss of crop production in areas 
directly disturbed by construction-related activities.  Compensation for losses 
resulting from construction, which may include losses of non-renewable and 
other resources, damages to property during construction, and restrictions on 
existing uses that would not be permitted on the permanent right-of-way after 
construction, would be determined during the easement negotiation process 
discussed in section 4.8.2.  

Following construction, Atlantic and DETI would restore all disturbed 
agricultural areas associated with construction in accordance with their 
respective Plans, and agricultural practices for cultivated crops and pasture 
land within the pipeline right-of-way would be allowed to resume.  Further, 
Atlantic and DETI would develop grazing deferment plans with willing 
landowners, grazing permittees, and land-managing agencies.  Pasture land 
and grazing practices would be allowed to continue during project operation 
and landowners would have use of the permanent right-of-way.   

LO12-2 Comment noted. 

LO12-3 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 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.    

  

  

 

LO12-1 

LO12-2 

LO12-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO13 – Victor Baum 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2805 

  
LO13-1 Comment noted.   

  

  

  

  

 

LO13-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO14 – Tyler Bird Paul 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2806 

  
LO14-1 Section 4.8.3 describes the potential impacts on residences resulting from 

construction and operation of the project. 

Sections 4.5.5 and 4.8.1.1 describe the potential impacts on agricultural land 
and wildlife, including livestock, resulting from construction and operation of 
the project. 

Section 4.12.2 discloses pipeline incident data, and section 4.12.3 describes 
potential impacts on public safety.  See also response to comment LA15-2. 

LO14-2 See the response to comment SA8-144. 

  

  

  

 

LO14-1 

LO14-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO14 – Tyler Bird Paul (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2807 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO14-2 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO15 – John McKinnon 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2808 

  

LO15-1 Appendix E has been revised to identify ownership at each road.   

LO15-2 Section 2.3.3.9 describes the construction procedures at utility crossings.   

LO15-3 Comment noted.  Conservation easements crossed by the project are 
described in sections 4.4.2 and 4.8.5. 

  

  

LO15-1 

LO15-2 

LO15-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO15 – John McKinnon (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2809 

 

LO15-4 Section 4.8.5.2 discusses conservation easements in Virginia affected by 
construction and operation of the project. 

LO15-5 See the response to comment LO12-3. 

  

  

  

LO15-3 
(cont’d) 

LO15-4 

LO15-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO15 – John McKinnon (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2810 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO15 – John McKinnon (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2811 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO16 – Georgian M and Lyle C Hull 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2812 

  

LO16-1 See the response to comment CO85-7. 

LO16-2 The Commission’s goal is to give appropriate consideration to the 
enhancement of competitive transportation alternatives, the possibility of 
overbuilding, subsidization by existing customers, the applicant’s 
responsibility for unsubscribed capacity, avoiding the unnecessary exercise 
of eminent domain, and disruptions of the environment.  See also response to 
comment CO46-1. 

LO16-3 Comment noted. 

LO16-4 Comment noted. 

LO16-5 Comment noted.  The EIS discloses the potential impacts on environmental 
resources resulting from construction and operation of the project. 

LO16-1 

LO16-2 

LO16-3 

LO16-4 

LO16-6 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO17 – Peggy Quarles 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2813 

  

LO17-1 FS response:  Since the draft EIS, the FS has received additional information 
and analyses that the agency has requested.  The FS will use the objection 
process for the administrative review of its draft decision for the plan 
amendments and the authorization.  The FS expects to issue a draft ROD at 
the time the final EIS is issued, and release of this draft ROD will begin the 
45-day objection period. The final ROD will not be issued until objections 
received during the objection period are resolved.  The draft ROD will address 
resource issues and mitigation measures. 

  

  

  

  

LO17-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO17 – Peggy Quarles (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2814 

  

  

  

  

  

  

LO17-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO17 – Peggy Quarles (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2815 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO17 – Peggy Quarles (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2816 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO17 – Peggy Quarles (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2817 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO17 – Peggy Quarles (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2818 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO18 – Tyler Bird Paul  

Landowners Comments 

Z-2819 

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO18 – Tyler Bird Paul (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2820 

 

LO18-1 Comments noted.  The EIS acknowledges potential impacts on environmental 
resources, and identifies the measures that Atlantic and DETI would 
implement, as well as our additional recommended measures to further reduce 
impacts.  The EIS is comprehensive and thorough in its identification and 
evaluation of feasible mitigation measures to reduce effects whenever 
possible.  Atlantic’s and DETI’s construction and restoration plans also 
contain numerous mitigation measures to avoid or reduce project-related 
impacts. 

LO18-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO19 – Tyler Bird Paul  

Landowners Comments 

Z-2821 

 

LO19-1 Comments noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  
LO19-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO20 – Rhonda Bridgeman  

Landowners Comments 

Z-2822 

  

LO20-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

LO20-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO20 – Rhonda Bridgeman (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2823 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

LO20-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO21 – Mike Craig 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2824 

  
LO21-1 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO21-2 Section 4.8.1.1 describes the impacts on forest land resulting from 
construction and operation of the project. 

LO21-3 Section 4.1 includes our analysis of impacts on steep slopes and karst terrain. 

LO21-4 See response to comment LO18-1. 

  

  

  

 

LO21-1 

LO21-2 

LO21-3 

LO21-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO21 – Mike Craig (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2825 

 

 

 
LO21-5 Comment noted. 

LO21-6 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO21-7 See the response to comment LO21-4. 

LO21-8 Comment noted. 

 

LO21-5 

LO21-6 

LO21-7 

LO21-8 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO22 – Roberta Koontz  

Landowners Comments 

Z-2826 

  
LO22-1 Comment noted. 

LO22-2 See the responses to comments CO3-1 and CO10-3.   

LO22-3 Comment noted. 

LO22-4 See the response to comment CO8-1. 

  

 

LO22-1 

LO22-2 

LO22-3 

LO22-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO22 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2827 

  
LO22-5 We acknowledge the potential risk associated with operation of ACP and 

SHP.  As discussed in section 4.12, Atlantic and DETI have stated that the 
project facilities would be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained in 
accordance with DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 49 CFR 192.  
The regulations are intended to ensure adequate protection for the public and 
to prevent natural gas facility accidents and failures.  The DOT specifies 
material selection and qualification; minimum design requirements; and 
protection from internal, external, and atmospheric corrosion.  In addition, the 
data, as presented in the EIS, demonstrate that natural gas transmission 
pipelines continue to be a safe and reliable means of energy transportation.  
Section 4.9.7 addresses property values, insurance, and property taxes. 

LO22-6 Comment noted. 

LO22-7 Section 4.8.1.4 summarizes the impacts on land use associated with proposed 
access roads.  In response to comments on the draft EIS, appendix E, which 
lists proposed access roads, their location, road type, land uses affected, and 
construction and operation impacts, has been updated to list the improvements 
needed for each road. 

LO22-8 Section 4.10.1.1 has been updated to address this question.  The landowner’s 
driveway would not be used by the project.  

LO22-9 See the response to comment CO8-1. 

 

LO22-5 

LO22-6 

LO22-7 

LO22-8 

LO22-9 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO22 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2828 

  
  

  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO22 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2829 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO23 – Sandra Clark 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2830 

  
LO23-1 Section 4.3 includes our analysis of impacts on wells and drinking water. 

LO23-2 Section 4.11.1 includes our analysis of air quality. 

LO23-3 Section 4.11.1 and 4.11.2 includes our analyses of air quality and noise, 
respectively.  Radon is addressed in section 4.11.1.4 

LO23-4 Comment noted. 

LO23-5 Comment noted. 

LO23-6 See the response to comments CO48-10 and CO50-2.   

 

LO23-1 

LO23-2 

LO23-3 

LO23-4 

LO23-5 

LO23-6 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO23 – Sandra Clark (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2831 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO24 – Tom Clark 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2832 

 

 

 
LO24-1 See the responses to comments CO67-14 and CO67-15. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO24-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO24 – Tom Clark (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2833 

 

 

 
LO24-2 Comments noted.  The EIS acknowledges potential impacts on environmental 

resources, and identifies the measures that Atlantic and DETI would 
implement, as well as our additional recommended measures to further reduce 
impacts. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO24-1 
(cont’d) 

LO24-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO24 – Tom Clark (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2834 

 

 

 
LO24-3 Section 4.12.1 discusses the emergency plans Atlantic and DETI would 

implement during operation of the projects, which would include establishing 
and maintaining communications with local fire, police, and public officials, 
and coordinating emergency response; and emergency system shutdown. 

LO24-4 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

 

LO24-3 

LO24-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO25 – Stuart Lee Matthews and Jeffrey H Matthews 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2835 

  
LO25-1 See the responses to comment letter LO2. 

LO25-2 Comment noted. 

LO25-3 Section 4.9.4 includes our analysis of impacts on public services, including 
schools.  Additionally, section 4.12 includes discussion of construction, 
operation, maintenance, and inspection protocols used by Atlantic and DETI 
to meet or exceed DOT’s PHMSA safety requirements. 

  

  

 

LO25-1  

LO25-2  

LO25-3  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO26 – Rob Boyette  

Landowners Comments 

Z-2836 

  
 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO26 – Rob Boyette (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2837 

  
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO26 – Rob Boyette (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2838 

  
LO26-1 The submitted documents related to comment PM2-62 are noted. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO26-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO27 – Teresa Arthur 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2839 

  
LO27-1 See the response to comment CO68-12. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO27-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO27 – Teresa Arthur (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2840 

  
LO27-2 Section 2.5.6 describes restoration measures Atlantic and DETI would be 

required to conduct following construction. 

LO27-3 Comment noted 

LO27-4 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO27-5 Comment noted. 

  

 

LO27-2 

LO27-3 

LO27-4 

LO27-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO28 – Larry M. Capps  

Landowners Comments 

Z-2841 

  
LO28-1 Regardless of whether the pipeline easement is obtained voluntarily or via 

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

See also response to comment CO8-1. 

LO28-2 See the response to comment LO12-3. 

  

  

  

 

LO28-1 

LO28-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO28 – Larry M. Capps (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2842 

  
LO28-3 Section 4.12 discusses reliability and safety during construction and operation 

of the projects. 

LO28-4 See the response to comments CO8-1 and LO28-1. 

  

  

  

  

  

 

LO28-2 
(cont’d) 

LO28-3 

LO28-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
IND29 – W.K. Neal Jr.  

Individuals/Landowners Comments 

Z-2843 

  
LO29-1 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

  

  

  

  

 

IND29-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
IND29 – W.K. Neal Jr. (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2844 

  
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

IND29-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO30 – Glenda Taylor 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2845 

 

LO30-1 Comment noted. 

LO30-2 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

  

  

  

 

LO30-1  

LO30-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO30 – Glenda Taylor (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2846 

 
LO30-3 Comment noted 

LO30-4 Comments noted.  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 proposed action and, as necessary, recommending alternatives 
or measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate for an impact.   

LO30-2 
(cont’d) 

LO30-3 

LO30-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO31 – Allen Taylor 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2847 

  

LO31-1 See the response to comment LO10-3. 

  

  

  

  

LO31-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO31 – Allen Taylor (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2848 

 

  

  

  

  

  

LO31-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO32 – Charnell Blair 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2849 

 

LO32-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

e

LO32-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO32 – Charnell Blair (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2850 

  

LO32-2 Comments received on the draft EIS and responses are provided in appendix 
Z. 

  

  

  

  

LO32-1 
(cont’d) 

LO32-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO33 – Sally Kirk Adkins 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2851 

 

LO33-1 Comment noted.  The decision to complete a programmatic EIS or one that 
evaluates energy planning on a regional scale is a policy decision and can not 
be made through this EIS. 

  

  

  

  

LO33-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO33 – Sally Kirk Adkins 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2852 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO34 – Pendleton Goodall 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2853 

 

 

 

LO34-1 Atlantic has stated it would provide an alternate water supply.  The company 
would be required to mitigate the loss. 

LO34-2 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

LO34-1 

LO34-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO35 – Lewis Freeman 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2854 

 

 

 

LO35-1 Comment noted.  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.  

  

  

  

  

  

LO35-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO35 – Lewis Freeman (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2855 

  

LO35-2 Section 4.8.8 has been updated with additional information regarding impacts 
on visual resources. 

LO35-3 See the response to comment CO86-21. 

  
LO35-2 

LO35-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO36 – Russell Holland 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2856 

  

LO36-1 See the response to comment CO55-52. 

  

  

LO36-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO36 – Russell Holland (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2857 

  

  

  

  
LO36-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO37 – R. Carlton Ballowe  

Landowners Comments 

Z-2858 

  
LO37-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

 

LO37-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO38 – Dan Lysy 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2859 

  
LO38-1 The project facility maps provided in appendix B of the EIS are intended to 

show the route of the pipeline, not the construction methods (e.g., HDD) that 
would be used to install the pipe.  Section 4.8.9.2 discusses management of 
the BRP and ANST. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO38-1  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO38 – Dan Lysy (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2860 

 

 

 
LO38-2 See the response to comment SA15-3. 

LO38-3 See the response to comment CO55-6. 

LO38-4 See the response to comment CO66-2. 

  

  

 

LO38-2 

LO38-2 

LO38-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO38 – Dan Lysy (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2861 

 

 

 
LO38-5 See the response to comment CO85-7. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO38-4 
(cont’d) 

LO38-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO39 – Todd Rath 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2862 

  
LO39-1 See the response to comment CO50-2. 

LO39-2 See the response to comment SA15-3. 

  

  

  

 

LO39-1 

LO39-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO40 –Mike Craig 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2863 

  
LO40-1 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO40-2 Refer to section 4.4 for a discussion of the potential impacts on forested 
vegetation and mitigation measures that would be implemented.  Only 10 feet 
centered on the pipeline would be maintained in an herbaceous state, and trees 
taller than 15 feet within 15 feet of the pipeline would also be removed to 
preserve pipeline integrity. 

LO40-3 Comment noted. 

LO40-4 Comment noted.  Section 4.12 discusses reliability and safety during 
construction and operation of the projects. 

  

 

LO40-1 

LO40-2 

LO40-3 

LO40-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO41 – John and Jonna Clarkson 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2864 

  
LO41-1 Comment noted. 

LO41-2 Comments noted.  The EIS acknowledges potential impacts on environmental 
resources, and identifies the measures that Atlantic and DETI would 
implement, as well as our additional recommended measures that would 
further reduce impacts. 

LO41-3 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO41-4 Potential impacts, and measures to reduce impacts, on groundwater, including 
water supply wells, are discussed in section 4.3.1. 

LO41-5 See the response to comment CO48-2. 

 

LO41-1 

LO41-2 

LO41-3 

LO41-4 

LO41-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO41 – John and Jonna Clarkson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2865 

  
LO41-6 Special interest areas such as designated/protected agricultural or forested 

areas and conservation easements crossed by the project are described in 
sections 4.4.2 and 4.8.5. 

LO41-7 Comment noted 

LO41-8 Comment noted. 

LO41-9 The EIS analysis of environmental impacts associated with ACP and SHP 
includes all areas that would be required during construction and operation 
of the projects, including access roads, ATWS, yards, etc. 

LO41-10 Comment noted. 

LO41-11 The purpose of the EIS is to analyze the potential environmental impacts of 
ACP and SHP.  Past issues related to Dominion are outside the scope of this 
EIS. 

LO41-12 Comments noted. 

 

LO41-5 
(cont’d) 

LO41-6 

LO41-7 

LO41-8 

LO41-9 

LO41-10 

LO41-11 

LO41-12 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO42 – Kassam Adams 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2866 

 

 

 
LO42-1 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO42-2 Comments noted.  

LO42-3 The pipeline would be installed underground and, thus, not preclude the use 
of any area for recreational purposes during operations.   

LO42-4 Comment noted. 

 

LO42-2 

LO42-1 

LO42-3 

LO42-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO43 – Wisteria Johnson 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2867 

  
LO43-1 The EIS discusses cultural attachment in section 4.10.1.1. 

LO43-2 Issues related to terrorism and its potential effects on the proposed projects 
are addressed in section 4.12.4 of the EIS. 

  

  

  

 LO43-1 

LO43-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO44 – Cynthia Corbin 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2868 

 

 

 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO44 – Cynthia Corbin (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2869 

 

 

 
LO44-1 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO44-2 Before a notice to proceed with construction is issued, Atlantic and DETI 
would be required to comply with all environmental conditions attached to an 
Order authorizing the projects.  Currently, these are presented in the form of 
recommended conditions in the EIS text and compiled in EIS section 5.2.  
Among these conditions are requirements to complete all environmental 
surveys and reports, and documentation to prove that the applicant has 
received all applicable authorizations required under federal law. 

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. 

LO44-3 Section 4.8.2 describes the easement negotiation process. 

 

LO44-1 

LO44-2 

LO44-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO45 – Barbara and Robert Fuhrman 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2870 

  
LO45-1 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.  Section 4.9.7 addresses property values, insurance, and 
property taxes. 

LO45-2 Sections 4.8.1.1 and 4.8.5 discuss impacts on land uses and recreation and 
special interest areas, respectively, resulting from construction and operation 
of the project. 

LO45-3 Potential impacts, and measures to reduce impacts, on groundwater, including 
water supply wells, are discussed in section 4.3.1. 

LO45-4 See the response to comment LO45-1. 

LO45-5 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

 

LO45-1 

LO45-2 

LO45-3 
LO45-4 

LO45-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO45 – Barbara and Robert Fuhrman (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2871 

  

 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO46 – Joan and Jim Klemic 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2872 

   
LO46-1 See the response to comment SA15-3. 

LO46-2 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.   

LO46-3 Comment noted.  

LO46-4 Comment noted 

LO46-5 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

 

LO46-1 

LO46-2 

LO46-3 

LO46-4 

LO46-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO46 – Joan and Jim Klemic (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2873 

   
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO46-5 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO47 – Janice Jackson 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2874 

   
LO47-1 See the responses to comments CO37-1 and LO43-1. 

  

  

  

  

 LO47-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO47 – Janice Jackson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2875 

   
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO47-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO48 – Janice Jackson 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2876 

 

 

 

 

LO48-1 See the response to comment LO43-1. 

  

  

  

  
LO48-1  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO48 – Janice Jackson (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2877 

  

  

  

  

  

  

LO48-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO49 – Hershel and Darlene Spears 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2878 

LO400-4 

LO49-1 See the response to comments CO8-1 and CO68-12. 

  

  

  

  

LO49-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO49 – Sage Beam (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2879 

 

LO49-2 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO49-3 FS response:  Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended, 
allows the use of NFS lands for pipelines.  Further, the FS has worked with 
Atlantic to examine opportunities for collocation with other utility corridors 
on NFS lands. Since the draft EIS, Atlantic has provided additional 
inventories and analyses as requested by the FS to evaluate the effects of the 
proposed project.  The FS has worked with Atlantic to develop project design 
features, mitigation measures and monitoring procedures to ensure that NFS 
resources are protected.  Both FERC and the FS are developing mitigation 
and restoration measures to minimize the impacts on visual, soil, and wildlife 
resources that include revegetating as much of the operational corridor as 
possible after construction, as described in the draft COM Plan, appendix G 
and/or the SUP, if issued.   

LO49-4 Section 4.2.3 discusses measures that would be implemented to reduce 
potential erosion impacts.  Potential impacts on surface waters are discussed 
in section 4.3.2. 

LO49-5 Comment noted. 

LO49-1 
(cont’d) 

LO49-2 

LO49-3 

LO49-4 

LO49-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO50 – John McMoneagle 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2880 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO50 – John McMoneagle (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2881 

 

LO50-1 Comment noted.  Refer to section 4.1.4.2 for a discussion of the mitigation 
measures that would be utilized in steep slope areas. 

LO50-2 Comment noted. 

LO50-3 See the response to comment CO55-46. 

LO50-4 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.   

LO50-1 

LO50-2 

LO50-3 

LO50-4 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO50 – John McMoneagle (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2882 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO50 – John McMoneagle (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2883 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO51 – William Limpert  

Landowners Comments 

Z-2884 

  

LO51-1 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

LO51-2 See the response to comment CO66-56. 

LO51-3 See section 3.  There are no other proposed pipelines that deliver gas to the 
same delivery points. 

LO51-4 Comment noted. 

LO51-5 We disagree.  See also the response to comment CO6-1. LO51-1 

LO51-2 

LO51-3 

LO51-4 

LO51-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO51 – William Limpert (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2885 

 

  

  

  

  

  



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO52 – James Bolton 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2886 

  

LO52-1 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. 

LO52-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO52 – James Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2887 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

LO52-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO52 – James Bolton (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2888 

LO52-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO53 – Carolyn Maki 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2889 

  

LO53-1 See response to comment PM04-107. 

LO53-2 See the response to comment CO80-8. 

LO53-3 We acknowledge that the South Rockfish Rural Historic District is listed on 
the NRHP.  It is discussed in sections 4.10.1.1 and 4.10.3 of the EIS. 

LO53-4 FS response:  The comment is noted.  Socioeconomics issues are addressed 
in section 4.9 of the FEIS.   

LO53-5 Comment noted. 

LO53-6 The pipeline would be built according to federal requirements.  Atlantic and 
DETI may elect to bury the pipeline deeper in some locations. 

LO53-7 Comment noted. 

LO53-1 

LO53-2 

LO53-3 

LO53-4 

LO53-5 

LO53-6 

LO53-7 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO53 – Carolyn Maki (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2890 

  

LO53-8 Comment noted. 

LO53-9 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.  Section 4.8.1.1 addresses specialty crops and organic farming.  
Section 4.9.7 addresses property values.   

LO53-8 

LO53-9 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO54 – Carson Ralston  

Landowners Comments 

Z-2891 

  
LO54-1 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).   

  

  

  

  

 

LO54-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO55 –Lorraine and Gilford Titus 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2892 

  
LO55-1 Comment noted.  See also the responses to CO6-1 and LO18-1. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO55-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO56 – Mary Rainey 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2893 

  
LO56-1 Comment noted. 

LO56-2 Comment noted.  See also the responses to CO6-1 and LO18-1. 

  

  

  

 

LO56-1 

LO56-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO57 – Gary Gallaugher 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2894 

  
LO57-1 Comment noted.   

  

  

  

  

 

LO57-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO57 – Gary Gallaugher (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2895 

  

 

 
LO57-2 See the response to comment CO116-10. 

LO57-3 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.   

LO57-4 Comment noted. 

LO57-5 Comment noted.   

LO57-6 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

 

LO57-2 

LO57-3 

LO57-4 

LO57-5 

LO57-6 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO58 – Michelle Gallugher 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2896 

  
LO58-1 Comment noted. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO58-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO58 – Michelle Gallugher (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2897 

   
LO58-2 Comment noted.  Section 4.9.7 includes our analysis of impacts on property 

values. 

LO58-3 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.   

  

  

  

 

LO58-2 

LO58-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO59 – Roberta Koontz 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2898 

-1 
LO59-1 Studies provided by local organizations (e.g., the Key-Log Economic Impacts 

Study) and comments from local Realtors provide anecdotal evidence with 
regard to sale value of properties; unfortunately, it does not present sources 
for the data presented with regard to loss of property value due to proximity 
to a pipeline.   

The FERC staff conducted its own independent research and found multiple 
studies that examined the effects of pipeline easements on sales and property 
values, and evaluated the impact of natural gas pipelines on real estate.   

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. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO59-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO59 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2899 

 
LO59-2 As documented in Atlantic’s May 8, 2017 supplemental filing and reflected 

in revised appendix E, proposed access road 36-081.AR1 has been removed 
from the project. 

LO59-3 Comment noted.   

  

  

  

 

LO59-1 
(cont’d) 

LO59-2 

LO59-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO59 – Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2900 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO60 – Robert and Roberta Koontz  

Landowners Comments 

Z-2901 

 
LO60-1 See the response to comment SA8-252. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO60-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO60 – Robert and Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2902 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO60-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO60 – Robert and Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2903 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 

LO60-1 
(cont’d) 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO60 – Robert and Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2904 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO60 – Robert and Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2905 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO60 – Robert and Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2906 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO60 – Robert and Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2907 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO60 – Robert and Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2908 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO60 – Robert and Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2909 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO60 – Robert and Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2910 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO60 – Robert and Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2911 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO60 – Robert and Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2912 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO60 – Robert and Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2913 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO60 – Robert and Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2914 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO60 – Robert and Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2915 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO60 – Robert and Roberta Koontz (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2916 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO61 – Scott Ballin  

Landowners Comments 

Z-2917 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO61 – Scott Ballin (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2918 

 
LO61-1 As discussed in section 3.3.4.2, Atlantic adopted the GWNF6 route after the 

FS stated it would not approve Atlantic’s former route through the National 
Forests.  We have taken short- and long-term impacts into consideration as 
discussed in section 5.   

LO61-2 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 responses to comments CO8-1 and CO48-2. 

  

  

  

 

LO61-1 

LO61-2 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO61 – Scott Ballin (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2919 

 
LO61-3 Comment noted. 

LO61-4 A final decision has not been made regarding approval of ACP and SHP.  The 
EIS provides the FERC staff’s analysis of environmental impacts of the 
projects and recommended mitigation measures to reduce impacts.  The 
Commissioners at FERC ultimately have the authority to evaluate the merits 
of a project’s objective and either approve the proposal, with or without 
conditions or modification, or decide to not approve the projects.  At such 
time as the Commission has a quorum to review the projects before it, a 
decision will be made whether to approve or deny ACP and SHP. 

LO61-5 The format of the draft EIS comment sessions was consistent with FERC’s 
most recent public outreach efforts.  FERC considers and weighs all 
comments equally regardless of which the format they are presented (orally, 
electronically, etc.).  See also the response to comment CO46-1. 

LO61-6 Comment noted.   

 

LO61-3 

LO61-4 

LO61-5 

LO61-6 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO61 – Scott Ballin (cont’d) 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2920 

 
LO61-7 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

 

LO61-7 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO62 – Teresa Rhodes 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2921 

 
  

  

  

  

  

 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO62 – Teresa Rhodes (cont’d)  

Landowners Comments 

Z-2922 

 
LO62-1 As discussed in section 4.8.2, Atlantic and DETI would secure easements to 

convey both temporary (for construction) and permanent (for operation) 
rights-of-way on private lands.  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.  This may include details regarding depth of pipeline cover.  
Also, Atlantic and DETI are required to comply with DOT regulations 
regarding pipeline installation depths, which vary depending on class location 
(see section 4.12.1). 

In addition, 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).   

LO62-2 As described in section 2.5.6, for at least 2 years following construction, 
Atlantic would continue monitoring areas until revegetation thresholds are 
met, temporary erosion control devices are removed, and restoration is 
deemed successful.  Restoration of upland areas would be considered 
successful if the right-of-way vegetation is visually successful in density and 
cover of non-nuisance vegetation, surface conditions are similar to adjacent 
undisturbed lands, construction debris is removed, and proper drainage has 
been restored.  Atlantic and DETI would submit quarterly reports to the FERC 
that document any problems identified during the inspections or by 
landowners, and describe the corrective actions taken to remedy those 
problems.  We would also conduct periodic restoration inspections until 
restoration is deemed complete. 

LO62-3 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.   

  

  

 

LO62-1 

LO62-2 

LO62-3 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO62 – Teresa Rhodes (cont’d)  

Landowners Comments 

Z-2923 

 
LO62-4 There is no evidence to support this claim.  Nationwide natural gas 

transmission pipeline incident statistics show that there are about 3.57 
incidents per 10,000 miles of pipeline.  Sections 4.12.2 and 4.12.3 of the EIS 
address the historic incident data for natural gas transmission pipelines, 
including injuries and fatalities.  The data, as presented in the EIS, 
demonstrate that natural gas transmission pipelines continue to be a safe and 
reliable means of energy transportation.  The topic of financial liability is 
outside the scope of this EIS and is more property addressed in legal forums. 

LO62-5 Section 4.11.1 provides methane emissions for the project; radon is addressed 
in section 4.11.1.4. 

 

LO62-3 
(cont’d) 

LO62-4 

LO62-5 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO62 – Teresa Rhodes (cont’d)  

Landowners Comments 

Z-2924 

 
LO62-6 Section 4.9.4 describes the effects that the projects could have to local 

services (including emergency services). 

As described in section 4.12.1, 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. 

  

  

  

 

LO62-5 
(cont’d) 
LO62-6 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO63 – Mary Rainey 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2925 

 
LO63-1 Comment noted.  See also the responses to comments CO6-1 and CO46-1. 

  

  

  

  

 

LO63-1 



LANDOWNERS COMMENTS 
LO64 – Roberta Koontz 

Landowners Comments 

Z-2926 

 
LO64-1 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. 

LO64-2 We acknowledge that the Wilderness has been recommended eligible for 
listing on the NRHP.  It is discussed in section 4.10.1.1 of the EIS.  

  

  

  

 

LO64-1 

LO64-2 


	CO - CompaniesOrgs Comments_122-129
	LO - Landowner Comments_1-64

