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11 September, 2015

Mr. Bill Scarpinato, Jr., Manager, Environmental — Atlantic Coast Pipeline
Dominion Resources Services, Inc.

5000 Dominion Boulevard

Glen Allen, Virginia 23060

Re: Nelson County — Atlantic Coast Pipeline “Questionnaire” for Nelson County, VA

Dear Mr. Scarpinato:

Please find enclosed from the local government of Nelson County, Virginia the completed “Atlantic
Coast Pipeline “Questionnaire” for Nelson County, Virginia”, inclusive of associated documents that are
pertinent to the County’s completion of the questionnaire, which was reviewed and approved by the
Board of Supervisors in regular session conducted on September 8, 2015.

In authorizing the submission of the completed questionnaire, the Board of Supervisors requests a
response from the appropriate representative(s) of the ACP partnership on an ensuing meeting with the
Project’s representatives to enable the Board to determine if it will have a direct dialogue on the ACP
Project with the Project’s consortium of partners. Upon receipt of the requested response, the Board,
through its staff, will respond to confirm the meeting, as so decided, including the necessary scheduling

details.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you or other project personnel require additional information
or clarification on the enclosed and completed questionnaire, including discussing the parameters for a
meeting with the Board of Supervisors.

Thank you for your attention to the completed questionnaire. As I am sure you are aware, the ACP
Project is of significant concern to Nelson County. The questionnaire, which County staff have made
every effort to be concise and thorough in its content, is a statement by the County’s local government of
this concern, which cannot in its brevity address or present every concern that the County and its citizenry
have on the ACP Project, therefore, the consideration of a meeting between the County’s elected officials

and the ACP’s representatives.
Respectfully,

WM é-//s\

Stephen A. Carter
County Administrator

P.O. Box 336 * Lovingston, VA 22849 * 434-263-7000 © Fax 434-263-7004 ® www.nefsoncounty-va.gov




Cc:

Board of Supervisors, Nelson County

Hon. Norman C. Bay and Commissioners, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Hon. Terrence R. McAuliffe, Governor of Virginia

Hon. Molly Ward, Secretary of Natural Resources, Virginia

Hon. Robert Hurt, U.S. House of Representatives

Hon. Mark R. Warner, U.S. Senate

Hon. Tim Kaine, U.S. Senate

Hon. R. Creigh Deeds, Senate of Virginia

Hon, Richard Bell, Virginia House of Delegates

Hon. Matthew Farris, Virginia House of Delegates

Mr. Tim Padalino, Director of Planning and Zoning, Nelson County
Ms. Susan A. King, Dominion Resources, Inc.



September 9, 2015

Nelson County - Department of Planning & Zoning
Tim Padalino - Planning & Zoning Director

ATLANTIC COAST PIPELINE
“QUESTIONNAIRE” FOR
NELSON COUNTY, VIRGINIA

Responses to questions submitted by Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project,
Dominion Virginia Power, and Natural Resource Group
regarding future land use, growth, and development in Nelson County.
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1)With respect to the Project’s compatibility with the Nelson County
Comprehensive Plan, does the County see any conflicts that need to be
addrassed, or other land use planning issues of which we should be aware?

> Nelson County Comprehensive Plan — Chapter 4: “Land Use Plan” (pp. 16-42)

The ACP Project represents potentially major conflicts with the following elements of the
Land Use Plan, which is, “the description and rationale for desired new growth in the county.”

Please note: The following “excerpts” are included in this response because they represent an
inherent conflict or fundamental incompatibility with the ACP Project; many other elements of
the Land Use Plan were not included, as they do not necessarily represent such conflict or

incompatibility.

 “Fundamental Principle #1: New growth should be targeted to designated development
areas following the guidelines included for each development model, so that growth takes
place in a controlled manner without spreading into a dispersed, sprawling pattern.”

* “Fundamental Principle #2: Maintaining the rural character and ensuring the protection of
current and future agricultural and forestal land are essential to preserving the heritage
and unique character of Nelson County.”

o ‘“Land Use Plan: Environmental Constraints — Steep Slopes”

~ “As any county resident knows, Nelson County has a high number of steep slopes,
defined as slopes greater than 25%. For development purposes, steep slopes present
a building challenge and possible environmental consequences. Clearing, grading,
building, cropping, and overgrazing of steep slopes can result in extensive erosion
and landslides or sloughing of soil and rock, excessive stormwater runoff, increased
siltation and sedimentation, and degrading of the aesthetic value. In the event ofa
septic system failure, the septic effluent has a greater travel distance.”

- “General standards” that are incompatible with the ACP Project:

* Roads should follow the natural topography to minimize grading,
cutting, and filling.

* Maintain natural drainage channels in their natural state and/or
stabilize natural channels to protect them from the impact of
development activity.

= Design public utility corridors to fit the topography.

* Adapt development to the topography and natural setting. Excessive
grading, cutting, and filling should be discouraged.

» As land slope increases, the rate of stormwater runoff also increases.
Fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides, and other chemicals may be ineffective
and can increase probabilities of surface and groundwater pollution.
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» ‘Land Use Plan: Environmental Constraints — Soil Potential for Agricultural Use”

= “Maintaining the agricultural (and forestal) land base helps sustain the scenic
quality and rural character of the county, which both residents and tourists
appreciate. Maintaining agricultural land also promotes the existing agriculture
business and retains these lands for future farming.”

e “Land Use Plan for Rural Areas”

— The majority of Nelson County is rural, and the unique character and particular
identity of the county is due in large measure to this rural character. While “rural
character” is fundamentally difficult to define, it is important to describe the
desirable features of rural areas so their key attributes are protected. The following
attributes begin to describe rural character:

The farms, orchards, and forested land

The mountains and scenic vistas

The river and stream corridors

The barns, outbuildings, and farmhouses

The historic properties and sites

The scenic roadways passing through rural areas

- Any development that occurs in rural areas should adhere to the Jollowing

principles:

Historic sites, including farmhouses, outbuildings and barns should be
incorporated into developments

Limit development on critical slopes in order to maintain the balance
between slope, soils, geology, and vegetation.

Scenic vistas should be protected by limiting development and through
height limits on new buildings

River and stream corridors, especially floodplains and wetlands, should
remain undeveloped

> Nelson Co. Comprehensive Plan — Chapter 3: “Goals and Principles” (pp. 5-15)

The ACP Project represents potentially major conflicts with the following “Goals” and

“Principles,” which “state the long-term expectations for the county under eight key areas:
Economic Development, Transportation, Education, Public and Human Services, Natural,
Scenic, and Historic Resources, Recreation, Development Areas, and Rural Conservation.”

Please note: The following “excerpts” are included in this response because they represent an
inherent conflict or fundamental incompatibility with the ACP Project; many other elements of
the Goals and Principles were not included, as they do not necessarily represent such conflict or

incompatibility.

a2
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Economic Development:

* Goal — Enhance the quality of life for Nelson County residents by maintaining and
encouraging a diverse and vibrant local economy in designated development areas and
compatible with the county’s size and rural character.

* Goal - Support and encourage tourism as a viable means to diversify the local economy.

- Principle — Support local tourism and link it to the region’s many tourism
programs.

- Principle — Promote historic sites that are accessible to the public as part of the
tourist economy.

— Principle — Promote local greenways and other recreational opportunities to
enhance tourism.

Natural, and Scenic, and Historic Resotirces:

* Goal - Recognize that the natural environment is an important facet of our quality of life
and efforts should be made to support and enhance that environment.

— Principle — Recognize the importance of ground water and surface water to the
county by supporting guidelines for the protection of these resources and
conducting additional water studies as needed.

— Principle - Protect natural resources, including prime soils for agricultural use,
groundwater, air, wetlands, and forest resources.

— Principle — Recognize the county’s major rivers and waterways as significant
environmental resources and provide for their protection and appropriate use for
recreation,

— Principle — Limit development on critical slopes in order to maintain the balance
between slope, soils, geology, and vegetation.

* Goal - Protect the county’s scenic resources as essential to the county’s rural character,
economic strength and quality of life.

~ Principle — Maintain areas of scenic beauty of the county’s waterways and rivers as
natural resources and in support of the county’s tourism program.

~ Principle — Promote the preservation of the viewsheds of scenic vistas as an
important part of the county’s tourism program.

- Principle — Discourage ridgeline development.

* Goal — Preserve and protect the historic character and features of Nelson County.

— Principle — Encourage the establishment of local historic districts in support of the
county’s tourism program and to protect their historical, architectural, and cultural
significance.
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Development Areas:

* Goal — Channel new development into designated development areas thereby retaining the
county’s rural character.

— Principle — Direct large scale commercial and industry into development areas
designated Mixed Commercial or Light Industrial in the Future Land Use Map or
where appropriately zoned.

~ Principle — Promote orderly expansion in designated development areas that is
consistent with the pattern and character of existing development.

Rural Conservation:

» Goal - Maintain the rural character of Nelson County.

~ Principle — Protect sensitive rural areas such as steep slopes, river and stream
corridors, prime farmland, old growth forests, and historic sites Jrom encroaching
development by discouraging rural growth in areas adjacent to these sensitive
areas.

- Principle — Protect scenic views and vistas by encouraging the siting of new
buildings in conformance with the existing topography and into the existing
landscape and vegetation.

 Goal —Protect productive agricultural and forestal land.

2) Are there any planned developments in the paih of, or near, the routs in
Neison County? If so, what is the status of development plans and the
contact informaticn of the develover, if kncwn?

Yes — the following planned developments are proximal to the route(s) in Nelson County:

* Monarch Inn & Farm
~ Status: Three (3) Special Use Permit applications, with accompanying Minor Site

Plan, have been filed with the Department of Planning & Zoning. The review of these
application materials is actively in process.
— Developer Contact Info: Wendy Summer and Michael Matthews, Applicants

mikem@matthewsdevelop.com / (434)-972-7764

e Spruce Creek Resort & Market
— Status: Five (5) Special Use Permit applications, with accompanying Minor Site Plan,

have been filed with the Department of Planning & Zoning. The review of these
application materials is actively in process.

~ Developer Contact Info: Mr. Richard Averitt IV, Applicant and Property Owner,
richard @raveriit.com / (434)-361-0127
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¢ Wintergreen Resort Hotel
- Status: pre-application
— Contact Info: c/o Mr. Hank Theiss, General Manager,

hthiess@Wintergreenresort.com / (434)- 325-8015

3)What are Nelson County’s growth trends, prejections, and aniicipated
direction cof growth?

Population:

The population of Nelson County — estimated at 15,020 during the 2010 U.S. Census - is
projected by the University of Virginia’s Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service’s
“Demographics Research Group” to remain virtually flat over the next two decades, and to begin
decreasing slightly by 2040. Although the population is not expected to increase, the number of
transient visitors and economic activity is increasing (and is expected to continue to increase).

(http: //unnv.coopercenter.org/demographics/virginia-population-estimates)

Anticipated Growth Trends:

Nelson County’s anticipated growth trends include the ongoing development and growth of the
tourism industries (and the agritourism industry in particular). Nelson County has successfully
established itself as one of the premier tourism destinations, experiences, and “brands” in the
Commonwealth of Virginia and the entire Mid-Atlantic region. In addition to tourism industries,
Nelson County anticipates diverse economic development investments and activities.

Direction of Growth:

The market forces and direction of growth in Nelson County could be described as “asset-based
community development.” Such a model of growth is generally characterized by local
entrepreneurial economic activity that is fundamentally associated with the preservation and
sustainable utilization of the area’s environmental and cultural features. Nelson County’s local
economy is very well-positioned to meet growing consumer demand for authentic tourism
experiences involving local food and beverages; outdoor recreation and access to public trails,
parks, and waterways; Blue Ridge Mountain scenery and four seasons of natural beauty; and
high-quality special events, festivals, and performing arts.

In short, Nelson County has successfully established a genuine synergy between the County’s
sense of place, community assets and natural features, private businesses, and local and regional
consumers. This synergy continues to grow and strengthen year after year.

Location of Growth:

In gpatial terms, the anticipated growth trends are expected to primarily be located along the
VA-151 corridor and the US-29 corridor.
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The Route 151 corridor is expected to experience continued economic development activity
within the following industries:

~ traditional agriculture

— agritourism

— resort tourism

— outdoor recreation & ecotourism
- special events & performing arts

Nelson County considers the Route 29 corridor a location of emerging economic development
activity. Portions of this corridor include the availability of public utilities, business zoning and
industrial zoning, and Comprehensive Plan designation for “Rural Small Town,” “Light
Industrial,” and “Mixed Commercial” land uses. Anticipated growth in the Route 29 corridor is
expected to include the following sectors of the local and regional economy:

— commercial

industrial

agricultural

special events / performing arts industries

4) Are there any County, municipal or other infrastructure projects planned or
projacted tihat might require coordination with the ACP rouie, or its
construction?

The following planned public infrastructure projects are located in the general area of the ACP
route and/or alternative routes, and should involve coordination from ACP:

- VDOT “Highway Safety Improvement Project” ~ intersection of Route 151 and Route
635 (“Rockfish School Lane”)

- VDOT “Highway Safety Improvement Project” — intersection of Route 151 and Route
6 (“Afton Mountain Road”) and Route 638 (“Avon Road”)

— Nelson County Broadband Authority infrastructure projects are in or near ACP route
and/or alternative routes

5) Are there any other iarge projects in the County that might be built within
the same time frame as the ACP?

Yes; there are several large projects which may be built within the same time frame as the ACP
Project. These include:

— The Monarch Inn & Farm (North District)
— Spruce Creek Resort & Market (Central District)
~ Wintergreen Resort hotel project (Central District)
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e any local parks, recreational areas, landfilis, or unique features in

or near the route or its alternatives? We try and identify these through
numerous scurces, including discussions with local pianners.

Yes; there

are numerous examples of such local assets in or near the route or its alternatives;

please see the following list.

Loceal Parks and Recreation Areqs:

* Rockfish Valley Foundation trail system
= Wintergreen Resort
*» Crawford Knob Natural Area Preserve (W intergreen Nature Foundation)

Unique Local Features:

* Virginia Scenic Byways
© Route 664 — Beech Grove Road
o Route 151 — Rockfish Valley Highway
o Route 6 — River Road and Afton Mountain Road
o Route 250 — Rockfish Gap Turnpike

* Crest of the Blue Ridge (critically important bird migration corridor)

= Green Infrastructure “Cores” (designated by Virginia Department of
Conservation and Recreation as some of the highest-quality natural
landscapes in the entire Commonwealth of Virginia)

* Brew Ridge Trail

» Lovingston Historic District

* Norwood — Wingina Historic District (proposed)
* Greenwood — Afton Rural Historie District

* South Rockfish Rural Historic District (proposed)

* Greenfield Agricultural and Forestal District (AFD)
¥ Davis Creek AFD

s Dutch Creek AFD

= Findlay Mountain AFD

Please note: In addition to local assets, the area in and near the ACP route (and its alternatives)

contains a

remarkable concentration of U.S. public lands, trails, and recreation areas, including:

the Blue Ridge Parkway (the most visited unit of the National Park System);

the Appalachian Trail (world-famous National Scenic and Recreational Trail);

U.S. Bicycle Route 76 (cross-country on-road National Bike Route);

George Washington National Forest (contains the forested headwaters for many
streams, creeks, and rivers, which protects the quality and quantity of surface and
subsurface water resources; contains high-quality habitat for abundant wildlife; and
contains a vatiety of recreation opportunities and resources)

-



Please also note: For a more extensive listing of assets — and concerns regarding anticipated
impacts to those assets ~ please reference the attached letter which was submitted to the Federal

Energy Regulatory Commission (dated April 28th).

7)What is the County’s process for issuing road crossing/encroachment
permits?

This is an issue which requires the involvement and participation of the Virginia Department of
Transportation (VDOT). Nelson County does not own or maintain public roads.

8)Whe else in the community should we be talking to?

» Nelson County Service Authority
¢ Nelson County Broadband Authority

¢ Nelson County Planning Commission
» Nelson County Historical Society

s Nelson County Sheriff's Office

¢ Nelson County Emergency Services Coordinator
* Rockfish Valley Volunteer Fire & Rescue Department
* Wintergreen Fire and Rescue Squad

e Lovingston Volunteer Fire Department

« Faber Volunteer Fire Department

o Nelson County Rescue Squad

¢ Roseland Rescue Squad

¢ Montebello Volunteer Fire and Rescue

* Piney River Volunteer Fire Department

¢ Gladstone Volunteer Fire and Rescue Service

¢ Thomas Jefferson Planning District Commission
¢ Thomas Jefferson Soil & Water Conservation District

9)What local concerns are anticipated to be most significant for the Projeci?

There is heavy local concern involving a variety of anticipated impacts and issues associated
with the proposed ACP Project. For detailed information, please see the attached Board of
Supervisors Resolutions, as well as the attached letter which was submitted to the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (dated April 28%),
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principal point of contact?

11) Are there other questions we should be asiing or issues we should be

Mr. Timothy M, Padalino: Planning & Zoning Director

- ipadalino@nelsoncounty.org / (434)-263-7090
Mr. Stephen A. Carter: County Administrator / Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

- scarter@nelsoncounty.org / (434)-263-7000

Mrs. Candy McGarry: Deputy Clerk to the Board of Supervisors

- cmcgarry@nelsoncounty.org / (434)-263-7000

aware of?

Dominion Virginia Power and the Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC should be keenly aware of the
significant concerns and opposition within Nelson County to the proposed ACP Project. The

Nelson County Board of Supervisors believes that ACP and FERC need to take these local

concerns very seriously — and need to address them in serious, detailed, and meaningful ways.

For specific information regarding local concerns and questions, please carefully review the
following attached items:

Board of Supervisors Resolution R2014-67 (dated September gth 2014)
Board of Supervisors Resolution R2015-24 (dated March 10% 2015)
Board of Supervisors Resolution R2015-61 (dated July 14th 2015)
Board of Supervisors Resolution R2015-69 (dated September 8th 2015)

Scoping period comment letter submitted to FERC (dated April 28t 2015)

Letter from Senator Tim Kaine to FERC (dated July 28 2015)
Letter from Senator Tim Kaine to FERC (dated August 24th 2015)
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RESOLUTION R2014-67
NELSON COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
RESOLUTION IN OPPOSITION OF THE ATLANTIC COAST PIPELINE

WHEREAS,ajOiManledbyDomiMonhaspmposedagaspipeﬁne(AﬂmﬁcCom
Pipeline formerly Southeast Reliabili Project)tonmﬁanestVirginiatoNorthCarolim,
crossing Nelson County from the Blue Ridge Mountains to the James River; and

WHEREAS, the proposed route through Nelson County traverses much of our most scenic,
rugged, and undeveloped terrain; and
WHEREAS,thecmstucﬁmofmepipeﬁmmroughthewatmhedofmeRmkﬁshRivermmd
disturb and damage surface waterresomcesatorneareverystreamcrossing;and

WHEREAS,thewnstucﬁmmdexistemeofagaspipeﬁneofmcmgrﬂmdepmmsedWOMd
haveahamﬂﬂeﬂbctontoudsm,acﬂﬁcaloomponentoftheeconomyofNelsonCounty;and

WHEREAS, real estate along or near the proposed route would be adversely impacted, harming
not only those property owners directly in the path of the pipeline, but alse neighboring

properties; and

WHEREAS,NdmnCoMydenmdeﬁvemypmvepﬁblebeneﬁtﬁommemojectmﬂicimt
mwmpemmmfmthehmcausedmmperqowmrs,mmism,munﬂmm,mdm
ongoingdian)ﬁonofﬁfeinthecountyforaperiodofym.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE. IT RESOLVED, that the Nelson County Board of Supervisors
hmbyﬁnnlyopposestheconshucﬁonandopemﬁonoftheAﬂmﬁc Coast Pipeline,

Adopted: September 9, 2014 Attest: % L+ QiL , Clerk
Nelsof County Board of Supervisors

P.0. Box 336 « Lovingston, VA 22840 » 434-263-7000 & Fax 434-263-7004 » www.nelsoncounty.com
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- CONSTANCE BRENNAN RESOLUTION 2015-24
Garira) District NELSON COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

RESOLUTION PETITIONING ATLANTIC COAST PIPELINE LLC AND THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION TO CONSIDER A
PREFERRED ROUTE THAT MINIMIZES THE USE OF EMINENT DOMAIN
TAKINGS OF PERSONAL PROPERTY

WHEREAS, ninety-four percent (94%) of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline is proposed to be
construcmdonprivatelyownndlandpotenﬁallyrequiringﬂ:e use of eminent domain
against private property owners; and

WHEAREAS, the proposed Atlantic Coast pipeline would cross the properties of over
200 landowners in Nelson County; and

WHEREAS, a preponderance of these property owners have denied Dominion and their
agents permission to survey their land; and
WHEREAS,Dominionispreparedwiniﬁateeminentdomainprweedingsagamst
NelsonCountypropertyovmerswhoopposethecomGﬁonoftheAﬂanﬁcCoast
Pipeline across their property; and
WHEREAS,Dominionhastakennoacﬁonu)minimizeeminemdomaintaldngsin
Nelson County by proposing a route using existing rights of way that would minimize or
eljminatetheneedforuseofeminentdomainagainstprownyowneminNelsonCoum)r;
and

WHEREAS,themajoﬁtyofNelsonComtyciﬁzensareopposedtothe construction of
the Atlantic Coast Pipeline across private properties in Nelson County;

WHERKAS, Federal law requires the consideration of route alternatives to minimize
environmental impacts to communities along the path of the ACP; and

WHEREAS, co-location options with other utility easements are possible for the ACP,
and

WHEREAS, the Nelson County Board of Supervisors has previously passed Resolution
R2014-67 opposing the the construction and operation of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline in

Nelson County, and

WHEREAS, nothing in the newly proposed altemative routes through Nelson County
has altered the concerns expressed in the previous resolution,

P.O. Box 336 « Lovingston, VA 22949 « 434-283-7000 » Feox 434-263-7004 » www.neisoncounty.com



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Nelson County Board of
Supervisors reaffirms its opposition to the construction and operation of the Atlantic
Coast Pipeline in Nelson County, and

BEITFURTHERRESOLVED,tbaﬂheBoardherebypeﬁﬁonstheAﬂanﬁcCoast
PipeﬁneILCmautcaprefenedmmeﬁ)rtheACPthmwbcatesw&hine:dsﬁnguﬁlﬂy
mrﬁdomhthemaxknumemmWssiblethnsminimizingmeliminaﬁngthenwdfor
amimmdomainagainstpﬁvatepmpenyom,and

Adopted: March 10, 2015 Attest: ;:%LA = , Clerk
Nelson County Board of Supervisors
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RESOLUTION R2015-61
o NELSON COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
'RESOLUTION PETITIONING GOVERNOR TERRY MCAULIFFE AND SECRETARY
OF NATURAL RESOURCES MOLLY WARD TO PROVIDE PUBLIC ACCESSTO
EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL PLANS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE
ATLANTIC COAST PIPELINE

WHEREAS, Dominion Resources, Inc., Duke Energy Corporation, Piedmont Natural Gas Co.,

and AGL Resources, Inc. have formed Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC, which has contracted with

Dominion Transmission, Inc, to permit, build, and operate a natural gas pipeline which transects
portions of three states, including eleven counties and two cities in the Commonwealth of

Virginia; and
WHEREAS, the proposed Atlantic Coast Pipeline will require excavation of over twenty-one
and six fenths (21.6) miles of highly erodible soils with slopes greater than 8% in Nelson
County; and

WHEREAS, the required excavation is unprecedented and will cause severe €rosion in
vertically steep and inhospitable mountainous terrain, and the amount of runoff from seasonal
downpours would cause major soil loss and slides; and

WHEREAS,aHpﬁvatewatersyshmsmdmostbusinesssys&minNdsonCouMymlyon
groundwater from wells or springs for their water supplies; and

WHEREAS we are deeply concerned that construction of the proposed Atlantic Coast Pipeline
will impact the quality and quantity of water supplies due to erosion, sedimentation and impacts
on hydrology; and

WHEREAS, Nelson County’s agricultural-tourism based economy 1s highly refiant on abundant,
clean water; and

WHEREAS, erosion caused stream sedimentation is a significant contributor to pollution of the
surface waters of Virginia and the Chesapeake Bay; and

P.O. Box 336 * Lavingston, VA 22949 * 434-2683-7000 * Fax 434-263-7004 » www.nelsoncounty-va.gov




WHEREAS, the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality has the authority to request site-
specific erosion and sediment control and storm water management plans from Dominion
Transmission, Inc., as prescribed by the Frosion and Sediment Control Regulations 9VAC25-
840-30-B: “The submission of annual standards and specifications to the department does not
eliminate the need where applicable for a project specific Erosion and Sediment Control Plan™:

and

WHEREAS, Nelson County’s unique mountainous terrin with shallow soils and granitic
bedrock that are prone to landslides qualifies this project for DEQ authorization under VA Code
to require submittal of a “project specific Erosion and Sediment Control Plan”; and

WHEREAS, current Erosion and Sediment Control and Stormwater Manggement regulations
include critical post construction runoff requirements; and

WBEREAS,theFmedomofInformaﬁonActcanbeusedmobminpublic and local government
aocesswsuchplans,bmoinfththginiaDEquuimsthesubmjssimoftheplansmthe
agency by the pipeline developer.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Nelson County Board of Supervisors that in
consideration of the points made above, the Nelson County Board of Supervisors respectfully

requests that:

1. DEQ will require project-specific Erosion and Sediment Control and Stormwater
Management Plans for the proposed Atlantic Coast Pipeline project that meet afl Virginia
standards, and that these plans will be made available to the public prior to project
approval and construction; and

2. Localities will have the right to review plans, conduct inspections and enforce their local
Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinances; and

3. Prior to project approval and construction, Dominion Transmission, Inc. officials and
third-party inspectors will be required to meet with local officials to discuss the
implementation of the project-specific Erosion and Sediment Contro! and Stormwater
Management Plans and adaptive mangagement plans.

ANDBEITFURTHERRESOLVEDthaﬂheNelsonCmmtyBoard of Supervisors directs the
Clerk of the Nelson County Board of Supervisors to send a copy of this resolution to: Governor
of Virginia Terry McAuliffe, Virginia Secretary of Natural Resources Molly Ward, Virginia
Senator Creigh Deeds, Virginia Delegate Richard Bell, Virginia Delegate Matthew Farris, US
Senator Mark Wamer, US Senator Tim Kaine, US Congressman Robert Hurt, Atlantic Coast
Pipeline, LLC, Dominion Transmission, Inc., and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

(FERC).

Adopted: July 14, 2015 Attest: £ 7-1/3 Ae A, éz_; Clerk
Nelson County Board of Supervisors
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CONSTANCE BREMNAN
Gancal Disirct RESOLUTION R2015-69

NELSON COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
RESOLUTION PETITIONING THE FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

TO COMPLY FULLY WITH SECTION 1€5 OF THE NATIONAL HISTORIC
PRESERVATION ACT OF 1966, AS AMENDED, TO ENSURE THAT THE ATLANTIC
COAST PIFELINE AVOIDS OR MINIMIZES ANY ADVERSE EFFECTS TO HISTORIC
DISTRICTS AND OTHER HISTORIC PROPERTIES IN NELSON COUNTY

WHEREAS, Nelson County is safeguard to an outstanding Virginia legacy of historic places that are
listed on the Virginia Landmarks Register and National Register of Historic Places or have been
determined to be eligible for listing on the state and national registers, and

WHEREAS, Nelson’s historic places are authentic historic sites where important local, state and
national events took place; where historic personages of great renown lived: where exist historic
plantstion seats and their farmlands which have been farmed intensively for over three centuries;
whaewaypuiodmdstyleofardﬁtemisdiaplayedinlivingwtdowohmoms; and where
significant prehistoric and historic erchacological sites like the Monacan sites on the James or the
burinlufmlavedpeopienearoldWarminsterwimeaoonﬁnuumofhummsetﬂanentbyNaﬁve
Americans, Buropeans and African-Americans in Nelson over thousands of years, and

WHEREAS, Nelson’s historic places tell unique Nelson stories and recell the historic and cultural
eonﬁibuﬁonsofNelmnfnmﬂies,andbringuwhaitagehometoourdlﬂdronaudfellowcitizms,md

WHEREAS, Nelson’s historie places have high value to a broad spectrum of Virginians and visitors
who are drawn to the avthenticity and richness of our historic places,

WHEREAS, Neison’s rural economy with its reliance on a local tourism industry is fandamentally
rdimtupmmhtaﬁmthmﬁcmdlmdmpe,mmoikdmuekidgeMouMainmuymdhigh
quality public landscapes managed for outdoor recreation, scenic value and environmental health, and
WHEREAS, it is the policy and goal of Nelson County to preserve and protect the historic character
mdfuﬂumofNehonComtymdaMedpﬁmﬁplemd«ﬂ:ﬂgoﬂismmminmdhonmthe
mwdshipofhimﬁcpmpuﬁﬁmddmﬂuoughlﬁmﬁom@ﬁmms;md
WHEREAS, it is the policy and goal of Nelson County to encourage and establish historic districts in
Nelson in support of the County’s tourism program and to protect their historic, architectural and
cultural significance, and

WHEREAS, it i3 the policy and stated goal of Nelson County to support and encourage tourism as a

viable means to diversify Nelson’s economy, and to promote historic sites thet are accessible to the
public and to promote local greenways and other recrestional opportunities, and
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WHEREAS, the designation of Nelson’s rural historic districts recognizes the historic importance
and continuing vitality of Nelson’s agricultural economy; and

WHEREAS, proposed routes and altemative routes for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline directly intersect
and threaten to affect adversely rural historic districts and other historic properties that are on or
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places; and

WHEREAS, open and transparent project planning and coordination among governmental agencies
mwellassoundmouwe—basedplmningmddecisionmnkingamvita]mthepresu-vaﬁonof
Nelson’s historic places.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOL VED, the Nelson County Board of Supervisors petitions the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to comply fully with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, mensmeﬂmttheAtlmﬁcCoastPipelimavoidsorminimizes
myadverseeﬂ'emmhismﬁcdiﬂﬁetsaswellastoothuhisbmicpropaﬁesinNelsonCounty; 1o
seakandeonsiderﬂiepublic'aviewsofﬂxeAﬂanﬁcCoastPipelheatemsbageofthefedemlmview
pmesshdudinstheﬁewsofdsﬁgnmdmpmmhﬁmofNeImComty,ﬁeNdwnComty
Historical Society, the Rockfish Valley Foundation and ﬂaeMmamIndimNaﬁmmoonsulﬁng
pmﬁegmmaﬂtdondyuiﬂ:everyfedmalagmcymdmteagmcythﬂhasmwudahip
respoum'bili:yforsmaspwtofﬂlehimﬁc,aﬂmralandnnﬂmlreaourcesaﬂ'eumdbythisprojwt;to
mnsid«ﬁehnpadsofthispmjeumhimdcbuﬂdinga,hiswﬁcmmghistoﬁc districts and
archaeological sites, historic cemeteries, burial grounds, cultural landscapes and view sheds that coyld
be directly or indirectly impacted adversely by this project; to employ state of the art elevation
modelling and photo simulation to show the vigual impact of the project on the cultural lendscape of
Nelson County; and to take account of those visual and ali other impacts in evaluating preferred
responsible routes for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline in Nelson County; .

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Nelson County Board of Supesvisors directs the
Clerk of the Nelson County Board of Supervisors to send a copy of this resolution to the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, Govemor of Virginia Terry McAuliffe, Secretary of Natural
Resources Molly Ward, Director of the Virginia Department of Historic Resources Julie V. Langan,
Virginia Senator Creigh Deeds, Virginia Delegate Richard Bell, Virginia Delsgate Maithew Farisgs,
Chaitman of the President’s Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Milford Wayne Donaldson,
U. 8. Senator Mark Wamer, U.S. Senator Tim Kaine, U.S. Congressman Robert Hurt, Atlantic Const
Pipeline LLC, and Dominion Transmission, Inc.

Adopted September 8, 2015 Am:;qaj_.,/ = Clerk
Nelson

County Board of Supervisars
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April 28, 2015

Chairman Bay and Commissioners,
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
U.S. Department of Energy

c/o Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

' Dear Chairman Bay,

As Director of Planning & Zoning for Nelson County, Virginia, I thank you for providing me with
a copy of the February 27th Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement and
Request for Public Comments and Agency Input. I appreciate that specific notification, and I accept

the invitation to submit comments.

My written input is my own attempt as Planning Director and Zoning Administrator to organize

and summarize the numerous issues associated with the proposed “Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project”
(ACP) interstate transmission pipeline project that require careful, place-based evaluation within the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the ACP.

This input is the result of my own careful evaluation and quiet observation. Specifically, my written
response to FERC’s request for comments is largely derived from the following experiences:

o Attendance at multiple public meetings conducted by Dominion, FERC, or the Nelson County Board
of Supervisors:

These meetings allowed me to listen to, and learn from, people in a wide variety of roles with a

wide variety of perspectives. This included listening to the comments and questions of local elected
officials, federal regulatory agencies, private representatives of the energy industry, and residents and
other members of the public.

. In connection with these observations, T respectfully request that FERC, as the federal regulatory
agency responsible for interstate natural gas transmission pipeline permit review, undertake the
following activities:

» extend the Scoping Period beyond April 28th;

» conduct an additional scoping meeting in Nelson County with standardized, transparent
procedures established prior to the meeting and administered during the meeting;
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« hold ACP accountable for responding to, and adequately resolving, legitimate issues of public
concern raised by Nelson County’s residents, property owners, and elected officials; and

« ensure that the proposed ACP Project does not receive any certificate or other approval until all
critically important public issues are properly resolved, with regards to permitting procedures
and with regards to routes, designs, specifications, and other ACP Project details.

o Spatial analysis of the proposed ACP route(s):

Using digitized versions of paper maps produced and distributed by ACP, I have attempted to evaluate
the specific localized conditions and circumstances associated with the proposed route(s) of the ACP.
This includes an evaluation of the proposed route(s)’ spatial configuration and geographical proximity
to numerous “community assets” such as:

» green infrastructure (including surface and subsurface water resources, forested mountains,
agricultural operations, wildlife habitat, and more)

» historic resources

» scenic resources

» land use patterns

In connection with this evaluation, I respectfully request the following:

« copies of the GIS shapefile from ACP for the proposed ACP route(s), (and updated copies,
when applicable), which would enable the County to evaluate specific areas in detail and to
develop an accurate geographic understanding of the environmental and community issues
associated with the ACP’s proposed route(s);

+ detailed responses or other commentary from FERC regarding analysis of all applicable

environmental issues; and

» demonstrated actions by FERC to ensure that all applicable environmental resources are
properly identified, analyzed, and evaluated — and that those resources are protected from
devaluation or destruction in connection with the proposed ACP.

With that background in mind, I respectfully submit to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission the
following specific comments and concerns regarding the proposed ACP.

Specific comments and concerns recarding the proposed ACP:
o o

My commentary focuses on issues related to Nelson County’s sense of place, environment, quality of
life, local economy, and current and future land use patterns. More specifically, my comments attempt
to identify critically important public issues which require additional analysis and consideration by
FERC, and which require additional explanation and information from ACP.

I believe the ACP Project has yet to address a multitude of extremely serious questions, concerns, and
issues; and I am concerned about the number, types, and magnitude of negative community impacts
that would potentially or likely be caused by the proposed ACP, if approved by FERC.

Specifically, in order to ensure a proper review of critically important public issues, and in order to
ensure proper protection of critically important public resources, I believe the following issues must
be incorporated into the Environmental Impact Statement and be thoroughly evaluated in specific,
place-based detail.



A. Green Infrastructure & Other Environmental Issues:

1) Green Infrastructure Core Landscapes

a. Where would the proposed route(s) intersect with existing green infrastructure core
landscapes as identified by the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation’s
Natural Heritage Program?

b. What and where are the specific impacts to overall forest ecosystem health, resilience,
and biodiversity associated with pipeline construction through existing green infrastructure
core landscapes?

c. What remaining ecological, biological, watershed, or other conservation value(s) would
the existing green infrastructure core landscapes have after being impacted and/or bisected
by a transmission corridor?

2) Surface and Subsurface Water Resources in a Rural Headwaters Community

a. Where would the proposed ACP route(s) intersect with headwaters, streams, creeks, rivers,
wetlands, and floodplains? What is the number of intersections or crossings, and what
specific impacts would be associated with each intersection or crossing?

b. What are the specific impacts to overall headwater watershed health associated with pipeline
construction and resulting riparian disturbances?

c. What are the specific impacts to quantity and quality of creeks, streams, ponds, lakes,
reservoirs, and/or other surface water resources?

d. What are the specific impacts to quantity and quality of private wells, aquifers, groundwater
recharge areas, and other subsurface water resources?

e. What are the specific impacts to surface water resources during hydrostatic testing of newly
constructed pipeline?

f. What are the specific details regarding the adequacy of surface water resources to supply
adequate water for hydrostatic testing without disturbing water quality and quantity, and
without otherwise harming the localized hydrological cycle?

g. What are the specific impacts associated with used hydrostatic testing waste liquids?

h. What are the protective measures for freshwater resources during clearing of the easement
corridor and construction of the pipeline?

i. How and when will the required conservation practices and facilities be properly monitored,
and by whom?

J- How will environmental regulations be properly enforced?

3) Wildlife Habitat and Ecosystem Health

a. What and where are the specific impacts to riparian, amphibian, forest, and terrestrial wildlife
habitats?

b. What and where are the specific impacts to forest composition and health in green
infrastructure cores containing mature hardwood and mixed forests?

¢. What and where are specific issues involving forest composition and invasive species?




This map is for informational purposes only.

1 This map was created by the Nelson County
Department of Planning & Zoning using data
from multiple sources, including the Virginia
Department of Conservation and Recreation’s
Natural Heritage Program, as well as a
digitized version of the ACP “Route Afternatives”
map dated February 20, 2015,
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B. Public Lands & Recreation Amenities:

1) Where and how would the ACP intersect with federal, state, or local public lands?
2) Where would the ACP have proximity of one mile or less to federal, state, or local public lands?

3) Where would the ACP impact important scenic views and other scenic resources as seen and
enjoyed from designated overlooks and viewing areas on federal, state, or local public lands?

4) What and where are the specific impacts to public resources and/or visitor experiences affecting
each of the following:
a. Blue Ridge Parkway?
b. Appalachian Trail?
¢. George Washington National Forest?

Humpback Rocks on the Appalachian Trail, averlooking the George Washington National Forest and Blue Ridge Parkway. From this scenic viewpoint, a hiker con
observe the Shenandoah Valley, Blue Ridge, and Piedmont regions of Central Virginia,

e e




C. Conservation Easements & Other Conservation Lands:

1) Where do the proposed ACP route(s) intersect with, or have proximity of one mile or less from,
existing designated conservation lands such as:

a. conservation easements, which are intended to be legally protected in perpetuity?

b. Agricultural and Forestal Districts, which are intended to be protected as productive
agricultural landscapes prevented from being developed to more intensive use(s)?

¢. nature preserves or natural area preserves, which are created and managed for the protection
and rehabilitation of habitats, plants, and animals?

d. Wilderness Areas, which are designated by the U.S. Congress as special places to be

forever protected in their current state, as living monuments of the Created world as it existed
prior to human modification?

2) What and where are the specific impacts to each type of conservation landscape, at each instance of
intersection or proximity of less than one mile?

Fortune’s Cove Preserve in Lovingston is one of many instances of conservation easements {or other conservation fandscapes) in Nelson County.




D. Historic Districts & Other Historic Resources:

1A) Where would the proposed ACP route(s) intersect with existing historic districts, such as the
Lovingston Historic District and Greenwood-Afton Rural Historic District?

1B) Where would the proposed ACP route(s) have proximity of one mile or less to an existing historic
district?

2A) Where would the proposed ACP route(s) intersect with an eligible and/or proposed historic
district, such as the South Rockfish or Wingina Rural Historic Districts?

2B) Where would the proposed ACP route(s) have proximity of one mile or less to an eligible and/or
proposed historic district?

3) What are the specific impacts associated with each instance of such intersection or proximity to an

existing or an eligible and/or proposed historie district? Would the pipeline route be visible; and if
so, what specific impacts wouldthat create on the historic district?

4) What and where are the specific impacts to all known historic resources and archaeological sites?

5) What efforts are being done to ensure that the proposed ACP would not disturb historical resources
and/or archaeological sites?

Dodd Cabin in Beech Grove is
a great example of historical
vernacular architecture.

Front Street is the main
thoroughfare in Lovingston,
_ which is the County Seat
of Nefson County and @
W designated Historic District,




E. Scenic Byways & Other Scenic Resources:

1) Where would the proposed ACP route(s) intersect designated Virginia Scenic Byways and/or
National Scenic Byways?

2) Where would the proposed ACP route(s) be visible from designated Virginia Scenic Byways and/or
National Scenic Byways?

3) What and where are the specific impacts to other important scenic resources as identified by
members of the public, governmental agencies, or the Nelson County Comprehensive Plan?

4A) What efforts have been made to identify and secure alternate routes for the ACP that would
utilize existing utility crossing(s) or other linear rights-of-way to traverse the crest of the Blue
Ridge Mountains?

4B) What is FERC'’s analysis of potential opportunities to utilize existing utility crossing(s) or other
linear rights-of-way across the Blue Ridge, and to avoid unnecessary negative impacts to scenic
byways and other scenic resources?

The Rockfish Valley, which has three designated Virginia Scenic Byways {Routes 6, 151, and 250) as seen from the Bue Ridge Parkway, @ National Scenic Byway.

Mpisan County’s Scenic s Brovide artunities to exberience and enjoy ruval londscapes chardcerized by dpricuitural erations and mountain views.
1y [ 1y W i




F. Land Use Patterns, Economic Development Issues &
Quality of Life Questions:

1) What is FERC'’s analysis of the compatibility of the proposed ACP route(s) with the specific local
context of Nelson County, Virginia?

2) What and where are the specific impacts, conflicts, or other issues associated with the proposed ACP
route(s) relative to traditional rural land uses existing in Nelson County, such as farms, working
forests, orchards, and vineyards?

3) What is FERC’s analysis of the compatibility of the proposed ACP route(s) relative to Nelson
County’s rural economy, with an emphasis on the local tourism industry which is fundamentally
reliant upon an intact, authentic rural landscape, unspoiled Blue Ridge Mountains scenery, and
high-quality public lands managed for outdoor recreation, scenic value, and environmental health?

4) Will the pipeline intersect or otherwise affect any public (or semi-public) facilities, such as schools,
community centers, parks, ball fields, or other amenities?

5) Where will the transmission corridor intersect with the public road system? How many crossings
will there be, and at what locations? What type of construction methods will be used — and what

type of safety measures will be utilized to ensure that the roads remain safe with respect to pipeline
location and operation?

6) How will the pipeline project affect local roads and highways? Will the project require lane closures,
road closures, and/or detours? If so: how many, at what location(s), and for how long?

Nelson County’s local economy
and local sense of place are
currently very complimentary and
well-balanced, Tradjtional rural
landscapes and new commerciaf
enterprises combine to create g
successful foundation for the local
tourism industry.

Top: Devils Backbone Brewing Co.
in Beech Grove,

Bottom: Veritas Vineyard & Winery
in Afton.



Speciﬁ c comments and concerns regarding the prﬂ;msed ACP:

(continued)

Please note that, as best I can in my capacity as Director of Planning & Zoning for Nelson County, 1
offer my assistance and support in the careful evaluation of all ACP-related environmental issues and

community impacts specific to Nelson County.

Please also note that I have attached supplemental informational materials to this written response,
including the following:

« an excerpt of a report prepared September 4, 2014; that material identifies many of the same
issues contained in this list of comments (above), and also contains a consolidated list of
public comments, questions, and concerns raised at the August 12th public meeting
conducted by the Nelson County Board of Supervisors with participation from representatives
of the proposed ACP Project.

Su mmary remarks and conclusion:

I'respectfully offer the following summary analysis of the proposed ACP Project’s overall
compatibility with Nelson County’s landscape, land use patterns, and local economy:

Nelson County, in one of the most rugged, rural, and scenic portions of the Blue Ridge Mountains

in Virginia, seems to be the least desirable and most disruptive location for the construction and
operation of a forty-two (42) inch diameter transmission pipeline. The proposed ACP Project’s
construction and ongoing operations would effectively industrialize Nelson County’s rural mountain
landscape, and would result in substantial harm to the thriving local tourism industry.

Presently, Nelson County’s local economy and local sense of place are very complimentary. The
local economy has strengthened in recent years with the exciting and extremely successful tourism
industry. The local sense of place is defined by the awesome scenery of the Blue Ridge Mountains,
abundant natural heritage, and agricultural landscapes. The special sense of place sustains the local
economy, as visitors are attracted to Nelson County’s beautiful landscapes, outdoor adventures, and

local businesses.

However, the ACP Project’s implementation, and resulting impacts to the scenic viewsheds and green
infrastructure systems, represent an incompatible land use relative to Nelson County’s beautiful,
biodiverse landscapes and burgeoning local economy.

The unique topographical, geological, hydrological, and geographical characteristics of Nelson County
altogether produce serious questions, concerns, and doubts about the viability of the ACP Project
being implemented safely and properly, without substantial harm to the public interest. As proposed,
the ACP Project would require countywide implementation operations on a massive industrial

scale, including land clearing, grading, and blasting, pipeline delivery, pipeline installation and
construction, and pipeline testing. These and other implementation activities would necessarily take
place in some of Virginia’s most sensitive landscapes, such as:



* across very steep mountain slopes,

« in biodiverse blocks of forested landscapes (or “green infrastructure core landscapes™),

+ across dozens of floodplains and through miles of riparian corridors,

« along fragile bedrock-and-boulder ridgelines, and

« upon landslide-prone soils that have shallow depth to bedrock and which have experienced
previous catastrophic disturbances.

In addition, the resulting clear-cut linear corridor would be a severely unattractive blemish on an
otherwise world-class landscape of natural scenery and rural beauty. Given the inseparable connection
between Nelson County’s special sense of place and Nelson County’s local economy and tourism
industry, the proposed ACP cannot be implemented without compromising the slow, steady, and
successful growth of one of Virginia’s most celebrated tourism areas.

In total, the ACP Project represents a fundamental threat that would materially diminish some of the
most deeply valued features and characteristics of Nelson County, Virginia; and would unnecessarily
diminish and hinder an emergent tourism industry hotspot.

As a result of these issues, I respectfully offer the following requests and suggestions for your
consideration:

+ I respectfully request that FERC require ACP to submit additional documentation which
properly identifies all critically important public issues identified by members of the public and
interested agencies during the FERC Scoping Period; and which explains how the ACP will
properly address and eliminate, minimize, or otherwise mitigate the associated negative
community impacts.

* I respectfully request that FERC not issue the proposed ACP Project any certificate or other
approval until all eritically important public issues are properly resolved.

» I respectfully suggest that the proposed ACP cannot be successfully constructed and operated
utilizing the currently-proposed route(s); and I respectfully request that FERC require ACP to
select alternate route(s) which maximize co-location with existing utilities and/or other linear
rights-of-way, and which do not involve new industrial-scale utility corridors to be
implemented through the exireme terrain, intact green infrastructure cores, iconic scenery, and
local tourism industry of Nelson County.

Thank you sincerely for the notification, and for the request for specific written comments in connection
with the proposed Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project. I respectfully offer this input in an attempt to ensure
that Nelson County’s sense of place, environmental resources, quality of life, local economy, and current
and future land use patterns are thoroughly taken into consideration during the preparation of the
Environmental Impact Statement. Please note again that, as best I can in my capacity as Director of
Planning & Zoning for Nelson County, I offer my assistance and support in the careful evaluation of all
ACP-related environmental issues and community impacts specific to Nelson County.

Thank you once again; sincerely,

Timothy M. Padalino

Director of Planning and Zoning
Nelson County, Virginia



Preliminary Report on
Proposed Transmission Pipeline:
Thoughts, Questions, and Issues of Concern
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Map: Dominion Transmission, Inc.

Prepared September 4, 2014 and updated April 28, 2015 by
Nelson County Dept. of Planning & Zoning



This report is a response to the informational session at the August |12th Board of Supervisors meeting, with a
focus on the presentation by the Dominion Transmission, Inc. representatives and the subsequent question and
answer session between the Nelson County Board of Supervisors and Dominion’s Southeast Reliability Project
team (now the “Atlantic Coast Pipeline” team).

The Dominion representatives indicated that they believe this project is good for Nelson County, good for the
Commonwealth of Virginia, and and an important opportunity for being a good corporate citizen. Dominion high-
lighted their recent accomplishment of being ranked #71 on the “100 Best Corporate Citizens” list, noting that this
was the fifth straight year of being a top-100 corporate citizen in the US.A.

As Dominion Transmission, Inc. begins their attempt to successfully deliver this complex, high-profile pipeline
project through the rugged, rural, and wild landscapes of Nelson County,Virginia, they face a very challenging
situation with regards to successfully demonstrating their commitment to good corporate citizenry.

Many -- if not all -- of the elements of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline would create externalities that negatively affect
community members (either in the short term, the long term, or both). (*see page 6 for additional info)

County officials and members of the public have openly questioned how this project can possibly be of any value or
benefit to Nelson County. That question may remain unanswered for now; but there are other questions created by
this proposed project which should be addressed as soon as possible. The reality is that a better understanding of
this proposed project, and its potential consequences, must be reached as soon as possible.

Therefore, now is the time for focused attention and proactive efforts to identify how and where this project
would negatively affect Nelson County -- and also identify what measures would mitigate those negative
impacts, and what actions (if any) could be taken to possibly even make this project good for the community.

A b, this report ins the following inf tion:

Pages 2-5 contain a list of the “issues of concern” that must be better understood, with respect to how the pipeline
project would result in changes to existing conditions in the county. A brief listing of important, but unanswered,
questions is provided for each issue of concern.Those questions (and more) should be further studied, in order for
the County to better understand this project and it’s impacts on our community, our high quality of life, and the
special places that make Neison County so great.

All of these concerns and issues are reflective of the hope that the Atlantic Coast Pipeline, if permitted by FERC,
accomplishes both of the following two things:

(#1) creates minimal negative impact(s} on the public interest and public health, safety, and welfare of Neison

County and all Nelsonians; and

(#2) creates demonstrable positive impact(s) on the public interest(s) of Nelson County on a scale that is

comparable to (or in excess of) the amount of negative impacts the County is exposed to by this $5B
mega-project.



Issue of Concern:

Historic Districts & Historic Resources

Will the pipeline intersect any existing historic districts?
Will the pipeline intersect any eligible or proposed historic districts!

Will the pipeline be close to any existing historic districts and/or other historic sites or resources? if so, how
close -- and will the pipeline route be visible from historic districts and/or historic sites or resources?

Issue of Concern:

Scenic Byways

Will the pipeline intersect any designated Virginia Scenic Byways and/or National Scenic Byways!?
If so, how many Scenic Byways, what number of intersections/crossings, and at what location(s)?

Will the pipeline be visible from any designated Virginia Scenic Byways and/or National Scenic Byways?
If so, at what location(s) will the transmission corridor be visible from?

Will any sensitive or high-profile scenic resources visible from Scenic Byways be negatively impacted?



Issue of Concern:

Green Infrastructure

Propesed Pipdline Rowis

as shown on maps distributed
by Dominion at the August 12th
Board of Supervisors meeting

Map created by Nelson County Department of
Planning & Zoning using source data obtained
frem Virginia Department of Conservation and
Recreation’s Natural Heritoge Program, and
using information from Dominion Transmission,
Inc. This map is for informational purposes oniy.

Where will the pipeline route intersect
green infrastructure “cores” as identified
by Virginia Department of Conservation
and Recreation (DCR)?

Gl Legend:
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What types of green infrastructure “cores”
will be negatively impacted by the pipeline
corridor, and what attributes give those
green infrastructure cores such high
environmental value?
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In what ways will the impacted “cores” be negatively )
affected? What remaining ecological, biological, watershed, - C4: Moderate
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after being impacted and/or bisected by a transmission
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corridor?



Issue of Concern:

Conservation Easements

Will the pipeline intersect any existing private conservation easements?
If so, how will the transmission corridor negatively impact sensitive resources that are meant to be protected
forever by the established conservation easement(s)?

Will the pipeline intersect any proposed or eligible conservation easements?
If so, will the transmission corridor negatively impact the landscapes and/or diminish the conservation value(s)?

Issue of Concern:

Public Lands & Recreation Amenities

Will the pipeline intersect local, state, or federal public lands -- including the Biue Ridge Parkway and
Appalachian Trail (National Park Service) or the George Washington National Forest (US Forest Service)?

If so, where will the transmission corridor cross these (or other) public lands and/or trails?

Will the pipeline create negative physical or visual impacts on other recreational trails and/or amenities?



Issue of Concern:

Water Resources

What will be the amount and type of impacts on Nelson County's surface waters and watersheds?

Where will the pipeline route cross headwaters, streams, creeks, rivers, and wetlands, and what are the number
of crossings?

What are the protective measures for freshwater resources during clearing of the easement corridor and con-
struction of the pipeline? How will required conservation practices and facilities be monitored, and how will
environmental regulations actually be enforced?

How will pipeline construction, operation, and/or maintenance affect groundwater supply and quality?

How and where will water be obtained for hydrostatic testing of the constructed pipeline, prior to operation!?
How and where will the waste test water be disposed of?

Issue of Concern:

Public Facilities & Public Infrastructure

Will the pipeline intersect or otherwise affect any public (or semi-public) facilities, such as schools, community
centers, parks, ball fields, or other amenities?

How will the pipeline project affect local roads and highways? Will the project require lane closures, road
closures, and/or detours! If so, how many, at what location(s), and for how long?

Where will the transmission corridor intersect with the public road system? How many crossings wil there

be, and at what locations? What type of construction methods will be used -- and what type of safety measures
will be utilized to ensure that the roads remain safe with respect to pipeline location and operation?



*Additional Info Regarding County Concerns over Transmission Pipeline Impacts:

At the August |2th meeting, County Supervisors identified many anticipated impacts on the quality of life for
residents and broader impacts to the public health, safety, and welfare; impacts on local businesses, with
particular harm to agritourism and ecotourism industries; and impacts on the local government's ability to
rovide the public services required for project implementation and operation.

Specifically, the following concerns were raised by the County Supervisors and by members of the public:

* Overall projeejt propbsal and pipeline route:

-industrial transformation of one of Virginia's most beautiful and beloved landscapes

-transformation from pristine mountain watersheds and undeveloped mountain scenery to just another view
spoiled by a clear-cut utility corridor

-incompatible with Blue Ridge Parkway and Appalachian Trail (world famous units of the National Park Service)

-incompatible with local tourism and agritourism industry (and with other more traditional land uses) in the
very popular, very special, and irreplaceable Rockfish Valley

-proposed route does not seem efficient or practical, with regards to the geology and extreme topography of
Nelson County

. Cl-eiri_ﬁg,_ grading, and blasting of the landscape:

-physical safety (flyrock damage to property, livestock, family?)

-the effect of rock blasting on wells and water tables (now and in the future)

-erosion (loss of soil) and sedimentation (stream pollution)

-permanent destruction of some of the highest-quality wildlife habitat in Virginia

-fragmentation of forest, watershed deforestation, and altered terrain

» Other environmental, public health, and safety issues:

-hydrostatic testing of constructed pipeline is a major concern

-there is no water source available to supply the “enormous amount of water” required to test the pipeline

-concerns over pollution related to disposal of spent test water

-concerns over the source of test water, and the environmental safety of re-used test water

-COncerns over proximity to residences

-conerns about potential risks / threats to safety (leaks, explosions, etc.)

-concerns about potential risks / threats to groundwater supply and groundwater quality in rural reas where
public water is unavailable

» Ethics, fairness, and Constitutionality:

-should not compromise rights of local property owners for a “public interest project” that creates
comparitvely little (or no}) iocal public good, and which produces local public harm

-localized negative impacts are forced upon the community as an “unavoidable inconvenience” or
“necessary externality” in the process of transmitting energy resources for use by other people and other
economies in other (distant) communities

~the use of Eminent Domain cannot be justified for advancing the public good or serving the public interest, if
the project results in numerous and specific harm(s) to the public interest of local communities

-what protections andfor advancements of the public interest could this project establish or support, and
what mechanisms could there be to ensure those community protections or advancements are sustained?

[6]
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The Honorable Norman C. Bay and Commissioners
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Washington, D.C. 20426

Dear Chairman Bay and Commissioners Clark, Honorable, Moeller, and LaFleur:

[ would like to submit my views on Docket #PF15-3-000. the Mountain Vailey Pipeline (MVP),
proposed by EQT and NextEra Energy. | take no position on the underlying question of whether this
project should be approved, as that is a choice that requires consideration of a number of technical issues
that are best addressed by FERC, not by Members of Congress. | have listened carefully to many
Virginians along the proposed MVP corridor who have shared concerns with me about this project.
These concerns pertain not just to the substance of the project but to the quality and thoroughness of the
public input process on the parts both of FERC and of the applicant companies. In response to what |
have heard, | feel it necessary to highlight several of the issues that these Virginians — and ] - believe are
important for FERC to consider.,

No one disputes that energy infrastructure is necessary for the economy and daily life. However,
such infrastructure must be built in as minimally disruptive a way as possible, Since all infrastructure has
some degree of impact, federal law charges your agency with managing a complex process 1.) to require
project builders to make the utmost effort to minimize project impacts, and 2.) to empower the public to
verify these efforts by ensuring that all relevant information is made available and that there is ample
opportunity for public input and comment. Citizens rightly expect that process to be followed to the

letter.

In my travels throughout the Roanoke arca, Shenandoal Valley, and the MVP's footprint, | have
listened carefully Lo the views of affected property owners, local elected officials, local businesses,
farmers, organizations dedicated to preserving our natural resources, and numerous other concerned
citizens. 1 have also heard from constituents and business groups that support the project. The comments
below reflect some of the key issues raised multiple times by multiple stakeholders that | believe are
particularly important to underscore as you analyze this project.

Project concerns

Cumulative impacts: As you know, the Mountain Valley Pipeline is one of four natural gas pipeline
projects proposed in roughly the same region of Virginia. While all are at different phases of the
regulatory process, two —the MVP and the Appalachian Connector (Williams Co.) - appear to travel
along a nearly identical route. A third and a fourth — the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (Dominion/Duke
Energy) and the WB Xpress (Columbia) — are located some 90 miles to the north.

I believe FERC should analyze whether the MVP and the Appalachian Connector are both
necessary if they are traveling along a nearly identical route - or alternatively, whether other projects are
necessary if these two are being located in close proximity to minimize the need for new right-of-way.



Given gas production trends in the Marcellus Shale and the benefits this has incurred in terms of energy
prices and lower air pollution, new pipeline capacity may be necessary. The question is how much.

One of the most frequent concems Virginians have shared with me is the degree to which FERC
analyzes individual projects within the larger regional context. The cumulative importance of this new
natural gas supply must be measured side-by-side with the cumulative impact of multiple new pipeline
rights-of-way in this rural, largely agricultural and forested region. In other words, FERC’s analysis must
consider the following: If the new capacity of the MVP necessitates a certain level of impact, does four
times that new capacity also necessitate four times the impact? I would also be interested to see FERC’s
analysis of several related issues:

o The extent to which natural gas demand and capacity projections justify the need for all four of
these projects.

* The percentage of natural gas capacity through the MVP — and through the other pipelines — that
is currently under contract and how much is for future demand growth.

* The extent to which projected demand is dependent on variable factors — current levels of
Marcellus gas production at current prices under current regulatory conditions.

* How the environmental impact statement (EIS) for the MVP will consider the cumulative
environmental impact from all four pipeline projects, especially given the four different project
application timelines.

®  Whether a programmatic EIS for all four projects would capture the environmental impact
throughout the region better than four separate ones. While I understand that FERC has rarely
done this in the past, ] would be interested in whether the agency does or does not believe it
would be worthwhile in this case, and why.

Commaunity benefits: Municipalities along the proposed MVP route wish to better understand the
potential benefits of the project in terms of opportunities to tap into this new gas supply. The publicly
cited data indicate that the volume demand for tapping into the MVP is on a scale of magnitude large
enough that only an entity the size of a city — not an individual business or neighborhood — could
potentially benefit from this resource. For that reason, some communities feel that the region’s ability to
tap into the pipeline for local use has been overstated. Below are several items that would be helpful to

clarify:
© The level of gas demand needed to justify building a distribution branch of the MVP.

e The steps needed to make this possible — for instance, approximately how much it would cost to
build a transfer station to bring supply via a new MVP distribution branch.

» The extent to which the gas traveling through the pipeline likely to be exported. There seems to
be inconsistent information in the public sphere on this question. To be clear, I believe LNG
export can make sense on a strategic, case-by-case basis to reduce the world’s dependence on
hostile energy states like Iran and Russia. But whatever views one has on this issue, the people in
this area of Virginia bear the potential risks of this infrastructure and deserve to know where the

gas is going.



Environmental impacts: This area of Southwest Virginia and the Shenandoah Valley is a mountainous,
forested, and largely rural area in which agriculture and outdoor tourism are predominant economic
sectors. As such, any impacts on natural resources are also impacts on the regional economy — from
residential property values, to drinking water quality, to tourism revenue. Many people feel that this
region is bearing all the environmental risks and potential economic impacts from carving a new right-of-
way through unspoiled rural green-field area, while the pipeline companies and demand recipients
elsewhere are receiving all the benefits. Below are several issues that Virginians have raised on the
environmental impacts of the MVP:

¢  Whether FERC requires or encourages reroutes of the pipeline to avoid land tracts under
conservation easement, which property owners understood would be protected in perpetuity.

®  What measures are being taken to prevent impacts to water resources in areas with no water
access other than groundwater,

e How the pipeline will be built to safely cross rivers along this route.’
*  Where and how technology to build safely on karst topography has been demonstrated.

* The degree of information-sharing and consultation that has taken place among FERC, the
interested companies, and the National Park Service, given that the route would have to cross the
Blue Ridge Parkway and the Appalachian Trail.

Process concerns

As you know, there have been several requests by municipalities for extensions of public
comment periods and additional scoping meetings, due to a perception that this process is being fast-
tracked without appropriate time for input by affected stakeholders.

I belicve these calls have arisen because the FERC process has a built-in imbalance. A company
wishing to build a pipeline has personne] with deep experience in this complex regulatory process and for
whom this is a full-time job. By contrast, citizens with questions about this project are not experts in the
energy indusiry but rather are learning about this project on their nights and weekends. Many live in rural
areas and commute great distances to public meetings after a full day’s work, Some do not have high-
speed internet access. Some are older citizens for whom the FERC eComment online portal is not

straightforward to navigate.

In sum, it is crucial that no effort be spared to disseminate project information as widely as
possible, to make sure that citizen questions are answered quickly and substantively, and to allow ample
opportunity for comment ~ in particular, sufficient time to analyze new information such as new
alternative proposed routes. Constituents have raised concemns with me that indicate that this process has
not been as thorough as possible. Among the issues I have heard:

s In some cases, companies, contractors, or subcontractors seeking to gain survey access to private
property, have not been following proper notification requirements before suing to gain access to
land.

® There have not been enough public meetings, and that those that have taken place were
overcrowded and not conducive to gathering detailed information or getting substantive responses



to questions. Multiple reports told of people having to arrive at least 90 minutes early to speak, or
being turned away.

o  There has been insufficient notice and inadequate response time for residents to understand and
analyze proposed route changes and to submit public comment on time. This- as well as
comments from FERC staff on site - has contributed to a perception that the project is a “done
deal” and that FERC and the companies view the public comment process as a pro forma. box-
checking exercise.

Conclusion

I recognize FERC"s challenging responsibility of ensuring that America’s energy system has the
transmission capacity to run reliably, while permitting that infrastructure in accordance with the safety of
natural resources and the rights of Americans not to have their property taken without overwhelming
public interest. These are complex considerations in which there is not always a clear line. For that
reason, as stated before, { do not have a position on this project. as | strongly believe that infrastructure
decisions should be determined through expert analysis of all the relevant technical and economic factors,

and not on a political or partisan basis.

What [ do strongly encourage is that FERC painstakingly foliow the system we have in place for
evaluating infrastructure. Permitting a pipeline should involve an exhaustive process of eliminating all
but the least disruptive construction options, The people whose livelihoods may be affected by a project
should have ample opportunity to gather information, get their questions answered, and analyze
alternatives — on a timeline conducive to participation by people for whom energy pipeline permitting is
not a professional occupation. In short, simply having a public comment process is insufficient if that

process is not easily accessible to the public,

Thank you for your attention o the issues raised in this letter. | appreciate your attention to this
matter.

Sincerely,

) )
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The Honorable Norman C. Bay and Commissioners
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 1% Street NE

Washington, D.C. 20426

Dear Chairman Bay and Commissioners Clark, Honorable, Moeller, and LaFleur:

This letter is a compilation of observations regarding Docket #PF15-6-000 — the Atlantic
Coast Pipeline (ACP), proposed by Dominion, Duke Energy, Piedmoni Natural Gas, and AGL

Resources.

| take no position on the underlying question of whether this project should be approved,
as that is a choice that requires consideration of a number of technical issues that are best
addressed by FERC, not by Congress. However, I have listened carefully to many Virginians
along the proposed ACP corridor who have shared concerns with me about this project. These
concems pertain not just to the substance of the project but also to the quality and thoroughness
of the public input process by FERC and the applicant companies. In response to what I have
heard, I highlight several of the issues that | believe are important for FERC to consider. It is
also my hope that the applicants will consider these points as they prepare to file their formal
application,

No one disputes that energy infrastructure is necessary for the economy and daily life.
However, such infrastructure must be built in as minimally disruptive a way as possible. Since
all infrastructure has some degree of impact, federal law charges your agency with managing a
complex process 1) to require project builders to make the utmost effort to minimize project
impacts, and 2) to empower the public to verify these efforts by ensuring that all relevant
information is made available and that there is ample opportunity for public input and comment.
Citizens rightly expect that process to be followed to the letter.

In my travels throughout the Shenandoah Valley and elsewhere along the ACP’s
footprint, I have heard the views of affected property owners, local elected officials, businesses,
farmers, organizations dedicated to preserving our natural resources, and numerous other
concerned citizens. I have also heard from the applicants and constituents, local governments,
and business groups that support the project. The comments below reflect some of the key issues
raised multiple times by stakeholders that | believe are particularly important to underscore as

you analyze this project,



Process concerns

Several municipalities and citizens groups pressed for extensions of public comment
periods and additional scoping meetings, due to a perception that this process is being Fast-
tracked without appropriate time for input by affected stakeholders.

I believe these calls have arisen because the FERC process has a built-in imbalance. A
company wishing to build a pipeline has personnel with deep experience in this complex
regulatory process and for whom this is a full-time job. By contrast, citizens with questions
about this project are not experts in the energy industry but rather are learning about this project
on their nights and weekends. Many live in rural areas and commute great distances to public
meetings after a full day’s work. Some do not have high-speed internet access. Some are older
citizens for whom the FERC eComment online portal is not straightforward {o navigate.

It is crucial that no effort be spared to disseminate project information as widely as
possible, to make sure that citizen questions are answered quickly and substantively, and to allow
ample opportunity for comment — in particular, sufficient time to analyze new information such
as niew alternative proposed routes.

When these steps are not taken, it contributes to a local perception that the project is a
done deal and that FERC and the applicants view the public comment process as a pro-forma,
box-checking exercise. 1 would like to share with you several specific incidents that may be
contributing to this impression:

= Constituents brought to my attention a list of errors in the transcripts of the FERC
scoping meetings. These were not stray typos but rather hundreds of erroneous words
that made large pertions of testimony read as nonsensicat (for instance, “karst” was
transcribed as “cars.”) To the citizens who took time out of an evening to offer public
comment — in many cases after waiting a long time to speak — the discovery of these
errors suggested that FERC was not taking public testimony seriously.

® Aslhave outlined in previous correspondence with FERC, scoping meetings in Nelson
and Augusta Counties did not provide fair opportunity for people of different views to
testify. According to press and eyewitness reports, a number of organized ACP
supporters arrived several hours early and occupied the bulk of the speaking slots, leaving
those who showed up at the advertised start time to wait for hours, While public
meetings cannot be of unlimited duration, it is unfair to allow advocates of any position
to “pack™ meetings. There are effective protocols that can be used to alternate between
factions to ensure a balance of views in a limited amount of time.

» Members of the Augusta County Board of Supervisors and Augusta County Service
Authority met with the applicants and provided the company with a list of questions,
which these members say have not been answered to date.

® The Recorder, the local newspaper of Bath and Highland Counties, submitted questions
to the applicants on August 5, 2014, and indicates that it has yet to receive a response,
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» The Buckingham County advocacy group Friends of Buckingham alleges FERC
informed them there would be a presentation by the applicants on the size and impacts of
the proposed Buckingham compressor station before the scoping meeting, and that no
sich presentation was held.

¢ In some cases, companies, contractors, or subcontractors seeking to gain survey aceess to
private property have not been following proper notification requirements before suing to
gain access to land.

Project concerns

Environmental impuacts: This arca of Virginia is & mountainous, forested, and largely rural area
in which agriculture and outdoor tourism are predominant economic sectors, The ACP’s
corridor crosses karst geolopic formations and water resources, which many Virginians in this

region find to be of deep concem.

®  Questions have arisen as to whether technology to build safely on karst topography has
been demonstrated (and if so, where and how).

¢ Some believe there are insufficient measures in place to minimize the risk of local well
confamination and impacts to drinking water.

¢ In mountainous areas of the route, citizens are asking about erosion mitigation and
evacuation routes near schools, One citizen pointed out that the Commonwealth’s
hazardous materials evacuation plan recommends avoiding karst areas.

o Citizens are asking how the ACP will be built to safely cross rivers.

Any impacts on nateral resources are also impacts on the regional economy, including on
property values and tourism revenue, For instance, I have received concerns from Wintergreen
Resort — the largest employer in Nelson County, with some 1,000 seasonal employees and up to
400,000 annuzl visitors — about bow the ACP will affect visitation numbers, property value, and
plaoned future developments. Through the potential irpacts on both businesses and individuals,
many residents feel that this region is bearing all the environmental risks and potential economic
impacts from carving a new right-of-way through unspoiled rural green-field area, while the
applicants and the recipients of this gas demand elsewhere are receiving all the benefits.
Accordingly, questions have been raised as to the following:

s Whether FERC requites or encourages reroutes of the pipeline to avoid land tracts under
conservation easement, which property owners understood would be protected in
perpetuity, and for “century” farms, which have been in famnily ownership for more than
100 years.



¢ The degree of information-sharing and consultation that has taken place among FERC,
the interested companies, and the National Park Service, given that the route would have

to cross the Appalachian Trail.

s Whether protections are in place for endangered species, such as the cow knob
salamander, and for caves, which could be impacted during construction blasting,

Cornmunity benefits: Municipalities along the proposed ACP route wish to better understand the
potential benefits of the project in terms of opportunities to tap into this new gas supply. The
publicly cited data indicate that the volume demand for tapping into the ACP is on a scale of
magnitude large enough that only an entity the size of a city — not a business or neighborhood —
could potentially benefit from this resource.

For that reason, some communities feel that their ability to tap into the pipeline for local
use has been overstated. They would like to know what level of gas demand is needed to justify
building a distribution branch of the ACP, what steps would need to be taken to make this
happen, and approximately how much it would cost to build the transfer station.

In addition, there is confusion about whether or what portion of the gas traveling through
the pipeline is likely to be exported. Citizens have reported conflicting information being given
from industry and FERC representatives during public meetings. To be clear, I believe LNG
export can make sense on a strategic, case-by-case basis to reduce the world’s dependence on
hostile energy states like Iran and Russia, But whatever views one has on this issue, the people
in this area of Virginia bear the potential risks of this infrastructure and deserve to have accurate

information on this poini.

Cumulative impacts: The Atlantic Coast Pipeline is one of four natural gas pipeline projects
proposed in roughly the same region of Virginia. While all are at different phases of the
regulatory process, two — the Mountain Vaficy Pipeline (NextEra/EQT Energy) and the
Appalachian Connector (Williams Co.) — appear to travel along a nearly identical route. A third
— the WB Xpress (Columbia} — is an expansion of a current line, located not far from the ACP
route and some 90 miles north of the other projects,

One of the most frequent concerns Virginians have shared with me is the degree to which
FERC analyzes individual projects within the larger regional context ~ in other words, if the new
capacity brought online by the ACP necessitates a certain level of impact, whether four new
projects necessitates four times the impact. It is important that the ACP be measured side-by-

side with the impact of multiple new pipeline rights-of-way in this rural, largely agricultural and
forested region.

I have-encouraged the applicants for the ACP and for other pipeline projects to explore
co-location of right-of-way to the greatest extent possible. In analyzing other pipelines approved
in recent years across the country, it appears at this stage that the ACP’s degree of co-location
with existing rights-of-way — in the range of 5-10% of its mileage~ is substantially lower than for
other similar pipelines. Understanding that co-location is driven by geography and development
patterns that vary by region, it is important that FERC analyze whether the applicants have taken
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every reasonable measure to minimize the need for heavy construction on previously
undeveloped land.

To better assess whether such efforts have been adequately taken, citizens are asking
whether a programmatic environmental impact statement (EIS) for all four projects would better
capture the environmental impacts throughout the region than four separate ones. While [
understand that FERC has rarely done this in the past, I would be interested in whether the
agency does or does not believe it would be worthwhile in this case, and why.

Conclusion

I recognize FERC’s challenging responsibility of ensuring that America’s energy system
has the transmission capacity to run reliably, while permitting that infrastructure in accordance
with the safety of natural resources and the rights of Americans not to have their property taken
without overwhelming public interest. These are complex considerations in which there is not
atways a clear line. For that reason, as stated before, 1 do not have a position on this project, as |
strongly believe that infrastructure decisions should be determined through expert analysis of all
the relevant technical and economic factors, and not on a political or partisan basis.

What I do strongly encourage is that FERC painstakingly follow the system we have in
place for evaluating infrastructure. Permitting a pipeline should involve an exhaustive process of
eliminating all but the least disruptive construction options. The people whose livelihoods may
be affected by a project should have ample opportunity to gather information, get their questions
answered, and analyze alternatives — on a timeline conducive to participation by people for
whom energy pipeline permitting is not a professional occupation. In short, simply having a
public comment process is insufficient if that process is not easily accessible to the public,

Thank you for your attention to the issues raised in this letter. | appreciate your attention

to this matter.
//7 Sincerely,

) ),

Tim Kaine
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