
APPENDIX M 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 



U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service 

Federal Agency Comments 

F1-1 Comment noted.  The FERC Plan and Procedures, which have 
been adopted by MEP and which are discussed in Sections 3.2 
and 3.3 of the Final EIS, outline the methods that would be 
used to control erosion and to segregate and restore topsoil 
during and after construction. 

F1-2 Comment noted.  We also note the email communication for 
Leslie Michael of NRCS in Alexandria, LA stating that "the 
Texas Long Route Variation was acceptable." 

 

F1-3 Comment noted. 
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U.S. Department of the Interior 

Federal Agency Comments 

 

F2-1 Comment noted. 
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U.S. Department of the Interior 

Federal Agency Comments 

 
F2-2 The FERC appreciates the FWS comment and has considered 

the possibility of synchronizing the construction schedules of 
the Gulf Crossing (CP07-398) and MEP Projects, particularly 
where the two projects would be collocated.  However, the two 
Projects are on differing regulatory and natural gas delivery 
timelines, and in order to deliver needed natural gas to 
customers in a timely manner, such synchronization is not 
practical or feasible.  The FERC would require both Projects to 
adequately restore and maintain vegetation along the disturbed 
rights-of-way of the proposed Projects following construction.  
Further, where the two Projects would be collocated and would 
parallel an existing right-of-way, the two Projects typically 
would be located on opposite sides of the existing corridor, 
with little or no chance that one Project would disturb the same 
area as the other during construction.  The FERC discussed 
this issue with Mr. Sean Edwards of the FWS-Arlington, Texas 
office in a conference call on March 31, 2008. 

 

F2-3 The FERC has considered the possibility of requiring joint, 
simultaneous maintenance (i.e., mowing) of the permanent 
rights-of-way for the proposed Gulf Crossing and MEP 
Projects in areas where they would be collocated.  However, 
our biologists believe that this action would not necessarily 
reduce impacts to wildlife.  Rather, we believe that it is likely 
that by spacing the timing of mowing apart temporally within a 
relatively small area, that impacts could be reduced and that 
resident wildlife could have more escape and refuge habitats 
available during these periodic disturbances.  The FERC 
discussed this issue with Mr. Sean Edwards of the FWS-
Arlington, Texas office in a conference call on 
March 31, 2008. 
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U.S. Department of the Interior 

Federal Agency Comments 

 
F2-4 We have updated Section 3.3 to include additional references 

regarding groundwater resources based on our research.  The 
section also includes a compilation of information contained 
within MEP’s Resource Report 2 dated October 2007 that 
contains additional citations and is available on the FERC 
eLibrary website. 

F2-5 Section 3.3 discusses the possibility of Project-related 
discharges, spills, or other impacts to groundwater.  We have 
updated this section to indicate how such impacts could affect 
wellhead protection areas in general and how such impacts 
could be avoided or minimized.  We also discuss potential 
impacts to specific wellheads located within 150 feet of the 
proposed route.   

 

F2-6 No wetlands would be permanently lost as part of the proposed 
MEP Project.  Wetlands would be restored after construction, 
however some wetland functions may be altered permanently 
by the proposed Project (i.e., some forested or scrub-shrub 
wetlands may be permanently modified to emergent wetlands 
within a portion of the permanent right-of-way).  We have 
modified the condition in Section 3.4 to indicate that MEP also 
be required to provide copies of its wetland mitigation plan to 
the FWS, EPA, and LDWF in addition to the COE.  The FERC 
also included two recommendations in Section 3.4 of the Final 
EIS that require MEP to consult with FWS and other agencies 
regarding crossings of high quality forested wetlands and 
mature cypress-tupelo wetlands. 

 F2-7 Comment noted. 
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U.S. Department of the Interior 

Federal Agency Comments 

F2-8 We have updated Section 3.7 regarding threatened and 
endangered species.  Because Section 7 consultations for some 
listed species are ongoing, we have included a 
recommendation in Section 3.7 recommending that MEP not 
begin construction activities until Section 7 consultations are 
complete. 
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U.S. Department of the Interior 

Federal Agency Comments 

 

F2-9 Section 3.13 of the Final EIS includes discussion of cumulative 
effects of pipeline and non-pipeline projects.  We have updated 
Section 3.13 to include additional discussion of cumulative 
impacts in regard to the potential for synchronized schedules 
between projects and simultaneous maintenance of the 
permanent rights-of-way, which are addressed above for 
comments F2-2 and F2-3. 

 

F2-10 We have updated the Literature Cited as indicated. 
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U.S. Department of the Interior 

Federal Agency Comments 
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U.S. Department of the Interior 

Federal Agency Comments 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Federal Agency Comments 

 

F3-1 Comment noted. 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Federal Agency Comments 

 
F3-2 The condition included in Section 3.3 includes the statement 

that "MEP should file the amended crossing plan concurrent 
with the appropriate state and federal applications required for 
implementation of the plan," which should include consultation 
with the FWS for streams containing federally listed species, 
the COE, the NPS (if a NRI river is involved), and the 
appropriate state agencies.  We have updated this condition to 
also include the EPA. 

F3-3 MEP would be required to consult directly with the COE to 
determine wetland mitigation requirements.  We have modified 
the condition in Section 3.4 to indicate that MEP also be 
required to provide copies of its wetland mitigation plan to the 
FWS, EPA, and LDWF in addition to the COE.  The FERC 
also included two recommendations in Section 3.4 of the Final 
EIS that require MEP to consult with FWS and other 
appropriate agencies regarding crossings of high quality 
forested wetlands and mature cypress-tupelo wetlands. 

F3-4 Forest fragmentation is addressed in Sections 3.4 (forested 
wetlands) and Section 3.5 (forested uplands).  We have added 
tree-of-heaven to the list of possible invasive species in 
Section 3.5.  Section 3.5 also includes a recommendation that 
MEP develop a final Control Plan for Noxious and Invasive 
Species in consultation with various federal and state agencies.  

 

F3-5 MEP and the FERC have consulted closely with the FWS 
regarding potential impacts to the interior least tern and 
measures to prevent adverse effects.  We have included a 
recommendation in Section 3.7 for MEP to conduct FWS-
approved pre-construction surveys.  MEP committed to 
implementing worker training that also would act to prevent 
impacts to this species. 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Federal Agency Comments 

 
F3-6 Section 3.7 addresses potential impacts to federally listed 

species.  As stated in our recommendation, the FERC will not 
allow construction to begin until Section 7 ESA consultations 
are complete. 

F3-7 We evaluated the route alternative in section 4.3.2.  We 
conclude that this route alternative would incur similar 
environmental impacts compared to the proposed route and 
although it would be colocated more than the proposed route, it 
would result in additional impacts to residential areas and 
additional landowners.  Further, the route alternative would 
result in approximately one mile of additional wetland impacts.

F3-8 The FERC attempts to give balanced consideration of both 
environmental concerns and landowner / residential issues 
when considering route variations.  Some route variations are 
generated by landowner comments, which often include a 
mixture of personal property issues, planned development, and 
environmental concerns.  In accordance with applicable federal 
regulations, the FERC takes into account the desires of 
landowners in the route planning process, although this 
concern is not necessarily an overriding concern. 

F3-9 Comment noted.  MEP has routed the proposed pipeline to 
collocate with existing rights-of-way extensively, including 
collocation with the Gulf Crossing Project in selected areas 
where feasible.  The FERC has given significant consideration 
to collocation with existing corridors in order to minimize the 
effects of the proposed MEP Project and reduce habitat 
fragmentation and has taken collocation into account when 
evaluating potential route variations.   

 

F3-10 Comment noted. 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Federal Agency Comments 

 

F3-11 Comment noted. 

F3-12 Information regarding the demographics of those residents 
whose homes would be located within 50 feet of the 
construction right-of-way was not available.  However, MEP 
has routed the proposed Project in a manner to avoid 
residences to the extent possible and has considered and 
adopted numerous route variations designed to avoid or 
minimize impacts to residences.   

F3-13 Comment noted. 

F3-14 The reference to the revoked standard was removed from 
Table 3.11.1-1. 

F3-15 Paragraph edited as requested. 

 

F3-16 Paragraph edited as requested. 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Federal Agency Comments 

 

F3-17 Paragraph edited as requested. 

F3-18 PM was added to the table and the footnotes were revised to 
more clearly explain the differences between pollutants 
regulated under PSD and under Title V. 

F3-19 The paragraphs were edited as requested. 

F3-20 The paragraph has been edited to indicate that Vicksburg 
Compressor Station will require a Title V permit. 

F3-21 The reference to the table number was edited as requested. 

 

F3-22 Comment noted. 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Federal Agency Comments 
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U.S. Department of the Interior 

Federal Agency Comments 

 

F4-1 Extensive forested tracts are discussed in Section 3.5 and 
migratory birds are discussed in Section 3.6.  We have updated 
this section in response to the comment. 
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U.S. Department of the Interior 

Federal Agency Comments 

 

F4-2 We have edited the paragraph as indicated. 

F4-3 We have edited the paragraph as indicated. 

F4-4 We have edited the paragraph as indicated. 

 

F4-5 Comment noted and reflected in the Final EIS. 
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U.S. Department of the Interior 

Federal Agency Comments 

 
 

F4-6 We note the comment and have modified our recommendation 
to more fully account for impacts of forest fragmentation and 
associated impacts to migratory birds. 
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U.S. Department of the Interior 

Federal Agency Comments 
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U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service 
 

Federal Agency Comments 

F5-1 MEP has adopted this route variation as discussed in Section 4 
and depicted in Appendix J. 

F5-2 The route variations for the WRPs in Madison Parish, 
Louisiana have not been adopted because they were not 
environmentally preferable to the original route and the WRPs 
will be crossed via HDD.  We evaluated several route 
variations to the proposed route crossing the WRP site located 
in Fannin County, Texas (the Long Route Variations).  The 
route proposed by MEP along with the proposed HDD 
crossing method at the WRP would best balance environmental 
and WRP impacts.   

F5-3 The edit was made as requested. 

 

F5-4 The table was edited as requested. 
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State of Alabama - Alabama Historical Commission 

State Agency Comments 

 

S1-1 Comment noted. 
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Louisiana State Senate - Senator Mike Walsworth 

State Agency Comments 

 

S2-1 Comment noted. 
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Louisiana Economic Development Department - Stephen Moret 

State Agency Comments 

 

S3-1 Comment noted. 
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Oklahoma Historical Society - State Historic Preservation Office 

State Agency Comments 

S4-1 That is correct.  Section 106 consultation will not be complete 
until all areas affected by the proposed Project have been 
surveyed and the respective SHPOs have concurred with 
MEP's report findings. 

 

S4-2 Comment noted. 
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Oklahoma Historical Society - State Historic Preservation Office 

State Agency Comments 

 

S4-3 Comment noted. 

 

S4-4 The paragraph was edited as indicated. 
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State of Louisiana - Department of Natural Resources 

State Agency Comments 

 
 

S5-1 Comment noted. 
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Texas Parks and Wildlife 

State Agency Comments 

 

S6-1 The table has been edited as indicated. 
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Texas Parks and Wildlife 

State Agency Comments 

 
S6-2 MEP has adopted a crossing via HDD for the forested wetlands 

at MP TX 51.4 which would significantly reduce impacts at 
this area.  The feasibility of another HDD in the forested 
wetland at MP TX 50.4 is constrained by the presence of the 
Sulphur River and Highway 37, which would limit the 
accessibility of a HDD pullback section.  The forested wetland 
at MP 50.4 is already disturbed due to the presence of an 
existing Kinder Morgan pipeline.  The proposed MEP route 
adjoins the existing corridor except for a slight deviation 
needed to properly align the HDD pullback section at 
MP TX 51.4.  We believe that these measures adequately avoid 
and minimize impacts to the forested wetlands in this area.   

S6-3 The TPWD indicated that they were satisfied with MEP's 
proposed mitigation, purchase of one credit at a conservation 
bank, to account for impacts to upland areas of the water oak - 
willow oak community.  Impacts to wetland areas would be 
mitigated through the COE permitting process.  Additionally, 
the proposed Project would be collocated with an existing 
Kinder Morgan pipeline, so the forested wetland has already 
been disturbed.  We believe that these measures adequately 
avoid and minimize impacts to the forested wetlands in this 
area.   

 

S6-4 Comment noted. 
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Texas Parks and Wildlife 

State Agency Comments 

 
 

S6-5 Comment noted. 
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Texas Parks and Wildlife 

State Agency Comments 
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Texas Parks and Wildlife 

State Agency Comments 
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State of Louisiana - Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 

State Agency Comments 

S7-1 The FERC participated in a site visit of this area with the 
LDWF in April 2008.  Based on recent clearing and 
disturbance at this site, the LDWF agreed that the area could 
be crossed as proposed with open-cut methods.  

S7-2 Proposed crossing acceptable to the LDWF per conference call 
on April 14, 2008. 

 

S7-3 The FERC participated in a site visit of this area with the 
LDWF in April 2008.  Based on the landowner’s request for 
the corridor to be constructed as proposed by MEP in order to 
enhance habitat for ducks, the LDWF agreed that the area 
could be crossed as proposed with open-cut methods. 
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State of Louisiana - Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 

State Agency Comments 

 
S7-4 The FERC participated in a site visit of this area with the 

LDWF in April 2008.  Based on the site visit, an HDD of the 
forested wetland, bird rookery, and Highway 160 (all located 
east of Bayou Dorcheat) is the LDWF’s and FERC’s preferred 
crossing method and this also appears amenable to MEP.  This 
modification or similar actions would be required by our 
condition in Section 3.4, which requires MEP to develop and 
file a modified construction plan for this site for approval by 
the FERC prior to construction.  

S7-5 Proposed crossing acceptable to the LDWF per conference call 
on April 14, 2008. 

S7-6 This proposed crossing would occur in a location that is 
already disturbed by an existing right-of-way.  Given this 
previous disturbance, we conclude that the proposed 
construction crossing location and method are acceptable.   

 

S7-7 The FERC participated in a site visit of this area with the 
LDWF in April 2008.  Based on the site visit, impact 
minimization through either a reduction in construction rights-
of-way with right-of-way overlap or an HDD are the LDWF’s 
and FERC’s preferred crossing methods.  These modifications 
or similar actions would be required by our condition in 
Section 3.4, which requires MEP to develop and file a 
modified construction plan for this site for approval by the 
FERC prior to construction.  The adjacent Gulf Crossing 
Project would also impact this area, and its crossing method is 
also currently being coordinated with the LDWF. 
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State of Louisiana - Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 

State Agency Comments 

 
S7-8 The FERC participated in a site visit of this area with the 

LDWF in April 2008.  Based on the site visit, a route variation 
through lower quality forested wetlands west of Ruggs Bluff 
Road and then along pasture edge habitat east of Ruggs Bluff 
Road is the LDWF’s and FERC’s preferred crossing location 
and this also appears amenable to MEP.  This modification or 
similar action would be required by our condition in Section 
3.4, which requires MEP to develop and file a modified 
construction plan for this site for approval by the FERC prior 
to construction. 

 

S7-9 MEP has proposed a new HDD in this area, reducing impacts, 
and the proposed method is now acceptable to the LDWF per 
conference call on April 14, 2008. 
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State of Louisiana - Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 

State Agency Comments 

 
S7-10 Based on discussions during the site visit (this particular site 

was not visited), a route variation to the north, which avoids 
most of the wetland feature, is the LDWF’s and FERC’s 
preferred crossing location and this also appears amenable to 
MEP.  This modification or similar action would be required 
by our condition in Section 3.4, which requires MEP to 
develop and file a modified construction plan for this site for 
approval by the FERC prior to construction. 

S7-11 Based on discussions during the site visit (this particular site 
was not visited), a route variation to the north and east 
(roughly MP LA 150 to 152), which avoids the wetland 
feature, is the LDWF’s and FERC’s preferred crossing location 
and this also appears amenable to MEP.  This modification or 
similar action would be required by our condition in 
Section 3.4, which requires MEP to develop and file a 
modified construction plan for this site for approval by the 
FERC prior to construction. 

S7-12 MEP has identified proposed locations for extra workspace and 
has provided site-specific explanations.  See Appendix E-3. 

S7-13 We have modified the condition in Section 3.4 to indicate that 
MEP also be required to provide copies of its wetland 
mitigation plan to the FWS, EPA, and LDWF in addition to the 
COE. 

 

S7-14 Comment noted. 
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State of Louisiana - Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 

State Agency Comments 

 
 S7-15 Comment noted.  MEP has routed the proposed pipeline to 

collocate with existing rights-of-way extensively, including 
collocation with the Gulf Crossing Project in selected areas 
where feasible.  The FERC has given significant consideration 
to collocation with existing corridors in order to minimize the 
effects of the proposed MEP Project and reduce habitat 
fragmentation and has taken collocation into account when 
evaluating potential route variations. 
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Texas Historical Commission 

State Agency Comments 

 

S8-1 Comment noted. 
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Parish of Bossier, Louisiana 

Local Agency Comments 

 

L1-1 Comment noted. 
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Hinds County, Mississippi 

Local Agency Comments 

 

L2-1 Comment noted. 
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Paris, Texas Economic Development Corporation 

Local Agency Comments 

L3-1 Comment noted. 

L3-2 Comment noted. 

 

L3-3 Comment noted. 
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