
James M. Moak 

Individual Comments 

 

I1-1 As shown in Appendix A, copies of the Draft EIS were issued 
to members of the public, non-governmental organizations, 
and local, state, and federal government representatives.  Mr. 
Moak is included on the Project mailing list and FERC 
confirmed that Mr. Moak received a copy of the Draft EIS. 
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James M. Moak 

Individual Comments 
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James M. Moak 

Individual Comments 
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Needham Carswell 

Individual Comments 

I2-1 As depicted in Appendix B and Section 4.4.1.3, MEP is 
proposing to align the Project north of an existing pipeline 
right-of-way on the Carswell property.  MEP reports that the 
deviation from the existing pipeline alignment to the north is to 
minimize the numbers of crossings of Lewis Creek, which 
meanders directly north of the existing right-of-way.  The 
proposed Gulf Crossing Project would be routed south of the 
existing right-of-way due to the presence of cultural artifacts in 
the area.  We evaluated and recommend the adoption of the 
Carswell Route Variation in Section 4.4.1.3.  Adoption of this 
route variation would result in the Project collocation with the 
proposed Gulf Crossing Project to the south of the existing 
pipeline right-or-way that would result in two rights-of-way on 
the Carswell property. 

I2-2 Comment noted. 

 

I2-3 As described in Section 2.2.1.1 of this EIS, FERC regulations 
(18 CFR Section 380.15[d][1]) give primary consideration to 
the use, enlargement, or extension of existing rights-of-way 
over developing a new right-of-way in order to reduce 
potential impacts.  Adoption of the recommended route 
variation described in Section 4.4.1.3 would collocate the 
proposed Project with the proposed Gulf Crossing Project, 
which would minimize greenfield construction. 
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Mary Kathyrn Roach Linder and Donald Ray Linder 

Individual Comments 
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Mary Kathyrn Roach Linder and Donald Ray Linder 

Individual Comments 

 

I3-1 As shown in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property. 

 

I3-2 HCA identified sites are described in 49 FR §192.903 and in 
Section 3.12.1 as "a facility that is occupied by persons who 
are confined, are of impaired mobility, or would be difficult to 
evacuate".  Examples of these facilities include, but are not 
limited to, hospitals, prisons, schools, day-care facilities, 
retirement facilities or assisted-living facilities.  Identified sites 
do not include private residences.  Section 3.12.1 has been 
updated to clarify the definition of an identified site. 
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Mary Kathyrn Roach Linder and Donald Ray Linder 

Individual Comments 

 

I3-3 As shown in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property and would result in the 
avoidance of any hydric soils, wetlands, and riparian 
vegetation within the Roach property. 

 

I3-4 As shown in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property and would result in the 
avoidance of any natural springs on the Roach property. 
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Mary Kathyrn Roach Linder and Donald Ray Linder 

Individual Comments 

 

I3-5 As shown in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property and would result in the 
avoidance of waterbodies and riparian areas on the Roach 
property. 

 

I3-6 As shown in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property and would result in the 
avoidance of forested areas on the Roach property. 
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Mary Kathyrn Roach Linder and Donald Ray Linder 

Individual Comments 

 

I3-7 As shown in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property and would result in the 
avoidance of historic resources on the Roach property. 

I3-8 As shown in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property. 

 

I3-9 Construction and restoration would be completed in 
accordance with the Plan and Procedures.  As described in 
Section 3.2.4.1, topsoil would be segregated in agricultural, 
residential, and wetland areas and/or at the landowner's 
request.  Compaction testing would only be required in 
agricultural and residential areas.  Compaction testing 
completed at the landowner's request would have to be agreed 
upon during the easement negotiation phase.  FERC does not 
get involved with negotiations between the pipeline companies 
and the landowner.  MEP has consulted with the NRCS 
regarding revegetation measures that include the use of 
fertilizers and liming.  MEP proposes to follow the 
recommendations of the NRCS Critical Area Planting 
Specifications or recommendations from state wildlife 
management agencies’ consultations, as contained in the 
EMCP, in those areas in which a landowner has not requested 
the use of a specific seed mix.  To ensure that construction 
work areas return to a vegetative state to prevent erosion, MEP 
would conduct follow-up monitoring in accordance with the 
Plan and Procedures.   
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Mary Kathyrn Roach Linder and Donald Ray Linder 

Individual Comments 

 

I3-10 As required by the Plan, at the request of landowners of 
forested lands, MEP would install and maintain signs, fences 
with locking gates, slash and timber barriers, and/or would 
plant appropriate trees or shrubs to block off-road vehicle 
access to the right-of-way.  MEP would coordinate with 
affected landowners regarding the installation of access 
barriers on their property and ensure adequate landowner 
access. 

I3-11 As shown in Appendix A, the Project mailing list has been 
updated to include both Mary Catherine Roach Linder and 
Susan Roach.   

 

I3-12 FERC encourages pipeline companies to cooperate in a 
professional manner with individual landowners.  FERC has 
made every effort to address landowner complaints and issues 
as the FERC is made aware of problems.  With that being said, 
FERC is not involved in the actual landowner/Company right-
of-way easement negotiations. 
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Mary Kathyrn Roach Linder and Donald Ray Linder 

Individual Comments 

 
I3-13 Natural gas pipelines companies do not have federal authority 

from the Natural Gas Act to use eminent domain until they 
receive a certificate from the FERC approving the project.  
Depending on individual state law, the pipeline companies 
may petition for eminent domain under state jurisdiction.  It 
should be noted that any lands condemned under state 
jurisdiction or that are procured by landowner easements are 
done so at the company's own risk should FERC recommend 
the adoption of route alternatives or variations or should the 
Commission not approve the project. 

I3-14 MEP would be represented by at least one EI per construction 
spread, consistent with the Plan.  If the Project were 
authorized, MEP would be required to develop and submit an 
Implementation Plan for our approval prior to construction.  
During our review of the Implementation Plan, we would 
consider the absolute number and qualifications of the EI 
personnel proposed by MEP.  If the Project is authorized, MEP 
has agreed to support a third-party ECMR Program during 
construction.  The ECMR Program would involve the use of 
full-time, third-party compliance monitors representing the 
FERC (independent of MEP) at each construction spread to 
monitor compliance with Project mitigation measures and 
requirements throughout construction.  The monitors would 
provide continuous feedback on compliance issues to us, as 
well as to MEP’s personnel.  Additionally, the monitors would 
track and document the progress of construction through 
preparation and submittal of reports to our staff on a regular 
and timely basis. 

 

I3-15 Comment noted.  As shown in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a 
route variation that would avoid the Roach property. 
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Mary Kathyrn Roach Linder and Donald Ray Linder 

Individual Comments 
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Robert L. Alexander 

Individual Comments 

I4-1 MEP has shown a sufficient number of customers and the need 
for natural gas is discussed in Section 1.1.  Likewise, the Gulf 
Crossing Final EIS discusses the need for that Project.  The 
Commission has found there to be sufficient need for both 
projects.  As discussed in Section 4.1, nationwide consumption 
of natural gas is projected to increase by approximately 
19 percent by 2030.  Much of this growth in demand is 
projected to occur before 2020.  The MEP Project would 
supply up to 1.5 Bcf/d of natural gas from unconventional 
sources to eastern markets through 14 receipt and/or delivery 
interconnections with existing interstate and intrastate natural 
gas pipeline systems.  MEP believes that the addition of 
incremental supply at the proposed interconnect locations 
would help meet growing energy demands, enhance reliability, 
and result in supply diversification by providing access to 
domestic natural gas supplies. 

 

I4-2 Maintenance of and safety concerns associated with existing 
pipelines are under the jurisdiction of the DOT.  DOT 
regulations specify the requirements for the integrity 
management plans for existing pipelines at § 192.911, which  
typically include procedures for aerial surveillance flights, on-
ground leak detection surveys, internal pipeline inspection 
with pigging equipment, and cathodic protection system 
inspection and maintenance to prevent pipeline leaks.  Results 
of these measures would be reported to the appropriate 
agencies, as required under § 192.  The FERC does not have 
jurisdiction to recommend the abandonment of existing 
pipelines so their rights-of-way could be used for the 
installation of new pipeline projects, such as MEP or Gulf 
Crossing. 

M-52



Robert L. Alexander 

Individual Comments 

 
I4-3 MEP would be collocated with the existing Gulf South 

pipeline across the Alexander property, the Gulf Crossing 
Project would also abut the existing pipeline right-of-way on 
the opposite side.  As depicted in Appendix D, the MEP 
permanent right-of-way would directly abut the existing Gulf 
South right-of-way.  Due to the differences in project 
schedules, routing differences, and safety concerns, it would 
not be practical for the MEP and Gulf Crossing Projects to 
share a common 70 foot permanent right-of-way.   

I4-4 MEP proposes to abut the north side of an existing Gulf South 
pipeline on the Alexander property.  The use of mats for 
crossing existing pipelines over short periods of time is 
common practice; however, working over a pipeline for a 
longer period of time could represent more of a long-term 
safety risk, compared to a brief crossing.  Due to this reason, 
the FERC does not recommend working over existing 
pipelines with the use of mats.  As depicted in Appendices C 
and D, MEP does propose to overlap existing rights-of-way in 
several locations, where it is safe to do so.  The existing 
pipeline that crosses the Alexander property is under the 
jurisdiction of the DOT, not the Commission. 

 

I4-5 The Southeast Supply Header Project was approved to provide 
access to diverse sources of United States natural gas supplies, 
including emerging basins of new supply, such as the Barnett 
Shale, Bossier Sands, Arkoma, and Fayetteville Shale, as well 
as providing access to traditional Gulf Coast supplies.  In 
reference to the proposed Project alignment between MP LA 
85 and LA 86, the MEP alignment travels north of the existing 
Gulf South pipeline right-of-way in this area to maximize the 
distance of the Project from several existing residences.  The 
Gulf Crossing Project alignment was reviewed independently 
of the MEP Project review in the Gulf Crossing Final EIS that 
was issued in March of 2008. 
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Robert L. Alexander 

Individual Comments 

 
I4-6 As described in Section 3.8 and 3.9.5, construction and 

operation of the proposed Project would result in a permanent 
conversion of some lands currently used for commercial 
forestry operations to a maintained utility right-of-way.  
Timber production would be precluded within the permanent 
pipeline right-of-way, and affected landowners would 
therefore suffer a loss of economic returns that might 
otherwise be achieved.  As part of the right-of-way 
procurement process, MEP would negotiate with the affected 
landowners to obtain an easement agreement that eliminates 
timber production within the permanent pipeline right-of-way.  
Compensation for any losses or limitations on future timber 
production values would be addressed during those easement 
negotiations. 

 

I4-7 Landowners are responsible for all property taxes levied 
against parcels of land, and this responsibility would be 
independent of the existence of any Project-related pipeline 
easement.  However, if a landowner thought that the proposed 
Project, should it be constructed, would reduce the value of 
their property, he or she could appeal the assessment and 
subsequent property taxation to the local property taxation 
agency.  If the parcel of land was re-appraised, the landowner 
would then be responsible for property taxes based upon an 
appraisal that directly incorporated the easement.  FERC does 
not get involved in Landowner negotiations regarding the 
value of the land or for compensatory damages. 
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Robert L. Alexander 

Individual Comments 

 
I4-8 Structures that would be precluded from the permanent 

pipeline right-of-way include aboveground structures not 
associated with the proposed Project.  Also, the planting or 
cultivation of trees or orchards would not be allowed.  
Structures may be built outside of the permanent right-of-way, 
but their location in relation to the proposed route would 
depend on many factors including personal preference in 
regard to proximity to a pipeline.  In Section 4.4, we evaluate 
several route variations that were identified in response to 
specific landowner requests.  During the easement negotiation 
process, minor reroutes to the proposed Project pipeline 
alignment could also be made in accordance with landowner 
requests, if they do not impact significant environmental 
resources or other landowners. 

I4-9 MEP indicated that the minimum test pressure would be 
1.25 times the operating pressure of 1,480 psi. 

 

I4-10 MEP would visually inspect the welds and use non-destructive 
testing techniques to examine the welds, such as X-ray or 
ultrasound (see Section 2.3.1 of the EIS).  Pipelines would be 
constructed in accordance with the DOT Minimum Federal 
Safety Standards, as described in 49 CFR Part 192.  Once 
installation and backfilling are completed and before the 
Project begins operation, the pipeline would be hydrostatically 
pressure tested in accordance with DOT safety standards.  
Once a segment of pipe has been successfully tested, it would 
be cleaned and dried using mechanical tools (pigs) moved 
through the pipeline with pressurized, dry air.   
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Robert L. Alexander 

Individual Comments 

 
I4-11 MEP would implement an integrity management program in 

accordance with the DOT regulations that specify the 
requirements for the integrity management plan at § 192.911.  
MEP has implemented procedures for aerial surveillance 
flights, on-ground leak detection surveys, internal pipeline 
inspection with pigging equipment, and cathodic protection 
system inspection and maintenance to prevent pipeline leaks.  
Results of these measures would be reported to the appropriate 
agencies, as required under § 192. 

 

I4-12 Project pipelines would be maintained and incidences would 
be reported in accordance with DOT regulations in 49 CFR 
Part 191 (see Section 3.12.2). 
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Billy C. Bridges 

Individual Comments 

I5-1 Comment noted. 

I5-2 MEP has indicated that Project collocation with the Gulf South 
pipeline along the entire Bridges’ Property would present 
construction safety issues due to the steep hillside and the 
highly erodible soils.  We evaluate several route variations 
across the Bridges' Property in Section 4.4.1.6.  In this 
evaluation, we consider the presence of forested lands and 
wildlife habitat in addition to landowner impacts.  We 
recommend the adoption of the Bridges Route Variation II, 
which would allow for the Project to be safely constructed in 
this area while minimizing forest and wildlife impacts to the 
maximum extent practical. 

I5-3 See response to comment I5-2. 

 

I5-4 See response to comment I5-2. 
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Billy C. Bridges 

Individual Comments 

 

I5-5 See response to comment I5-2. 

I5-6 The Final EIS has been updated with the most recent 
information available.  This Final EIS contains lines in the 
page margins to denote text that has been changed from what 
was presented in the Draft EIS. 

 

I5-7 FERC regulations (18 CFR Section 380.15[d][1]) give primary 
consideration to the use, enlargement, or extension of existing 
rights-of-way over developing a new right-of-way in order to 
reduce potential impacts.  As depicted in Appendix C and D, 
MEP has collocated the Project for more than half of the 
project length.  MEP was not able to collocate in those areas 
where there were engineering or safety constraints.  We 
recommend the adoption of the Bridges Route Variation II 
which would result in Project collocation with a roadway and 
existing pipeline for a portion of the Bridges’ property 
crossing. 
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Wayne Hudry 

Individual Comments 

I6-1 The EIS is written and produced by the FERC with the 
assistance of a third-party contractor who takes direction solely 
from the FERC.  MEP provided information via the 
Environmental Reports submitted as a part of their application.  
This information in conjunction with outside data sources were 
used for the production of this EIS.  The COE, FWS, NPS, 
NRCS, EPA, LDEQ, TPWD, ADCNR, MDWFP, and LDFW 
all served as cooperating agencies who reviewed drafts of the 
EIS and provided comments that were incorporated into the 
Draft and Final EIS.   

I6-2 See response to comment I6-1. 

I6-3 The compensation for losses of future timber production value 
would be addressed during easement negotiations between the 
pipeline company and the landowner.  FERC does not get 
involved in landowner negotiations regarding the value of 
forested land or for compensatory damages. 

 

I6-4 The FERC does acknowledge in Section 3.9.5 that a variety of 
factors could affect the resale value of land.  Potential property 
value loss would be addressed during easement negotiations.  
The FERC does not get involved in landowner negotiations 
with the pipeline company.  If the Commission approves the 
project and no agreement with the landowner is reached, the 
pipeline may acquire the easement under eminent domain with 
a court determining compensation under law. 
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Wayne Hudry 

Individual Comments 

 

I6-5 The natural gas conveyed by this pipeline would not contain an 
odorant.  MEP would implement an integrity management 
program in accordance with the DOT regulations that specify 
the requirements for the integrity management plan at 
§ 192.911.  MEP has implemented procedures for aerial 
surveillance flights, on-ground leak detection surveys, internal 
pipeline inspection with pigging equipment, and cathodic 
protection system inspection and maintenance to prevent 
pipeline leaks.   

 

I6-6 As described in Sections 4.2, current pipeline systems within 
the Project area are currently operating at or near full capacity.  
For these systems to accommodate the proposed Project 
capacity, existing and proposed system alternatives would 
require looping and/or additional compression, which would 
result in a greater or similar impacts compared to those impacts 
associated with the proposed MEP Project.  As shown in 
Appendix C and D, MEP does propose to abut or overlap 
existing rights-of-way for approximately 263 miles. 
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Wayne Hudry 

Individual Comments 

 
I6-7 FERC does not get involved with negotiations between the 

pipeline companies and the landowner over the value of the 
land and its uses.  Natural gas pipeline companies do not have 
federal authority from the Natural Gas Act to use Eminent 
Domain until they receive a certificate from the FERC 
approving the project.  Depending on individual state law, the 
pipeline companies may petition for eminent domain under 
state jurisdiction.  It should be noted that this procedure is "at 
risk" should the Commission not approve the project or require 
a route variation.  If the pipeline was constructed and the 
landowner felt the presence of the pipeline reduced their 
property value, he or she could appeal to the local property 
taxation agency and obtain a reassessment of the property 
value that incorporated the easement.  Property can be used 
(for farming and livestock grazing for example), however, 
structures are not permitted in the right-of-way. 

I6-8 As shown in Appendix L, multiple FERC employees, in 
addition to a third-party contractor that reports to FERC, were 
responsible for the oversight of this Project.  E-filing 
instructions are provided in the FERC produced pamphlet Your 
Guide to Electronic Information at FERC and is also provided 
on the FERC website under the eLibrary link 
(http://ferc.gov/docs-filing/efiling.asp).   

 

I6-9 The Project review has been conducted in accordance to FERC 
regulations and standard procedures.  The FERC Designated 
Agency Ethics Official has not been contacted. 
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David Bridgers 

Individual Comments 

I7-1 Comment noted. 

I7-2 We evaluate several route variations across the Bridgers 
property in Section 4.4.1.7.  In this evaluation, we recommend 
the adoption of the Bridgers Route Variation I, which would 
collocate the Project alignment with the north side of the 
Entergy powerline right-of-way. 

I7-3 We evaluate several route variations across the Bridgers 
property in Section 4.4.1.7.  Adoption of this route variation 
would provide increased distance between the proposed Project 
and the Bridgers residence and we recommended that MEP 
provide adequate water supply for livestock at this property. 

 

I7-4 See response to comment I7-3. 
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Shirley Epps Perry 

Individual Comments 

 

I8-1 MEP has indicated that survey permission was granted by the 
previous landowner and that they were not aware that the 
property had been sold at the time of survey.  MEP has met 
with the new landowners several times since becoming aware 
of the change in ownership to discuss routing on the property.  
FERC encourages pipeline companies to cooperate in a 
professional manner with individual landowners.  FERC has 
made every effort to address landowner complaints and issues 
as the FERC is made aware of problems.  The FERC is not 
involved in the actual landowner/Company right-of-way 
easement negotiations. 
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Robert P. Jones 

Individual Comments 

 

I9-1 All MEP filings to the FERC have been and will be made 
public under the MEP docket number (CP08-6-000) on 
eLibrary, either through postings of MEP filings or through 
memorandums to the record.  The FERC has worked 
extensively, within the bounds of ex parte, with affected 
landowners regarding requested route variations. 
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Robert P. Jones 

Individual Comments 

 
 

I9-2 The Twin Lakes Route Variation III, as depicted in 
Section 4.4.1.9 of the Final EIS, has been corrected to show 
the route variation alignment as originally intended.  The intent 
of the Twin Lakes Route Variation evaluation in the Draft EIS 
was to evaluate a route variation that would circumvent the 
Twin Lakes Development and collocate with an existing 
pipeline right-of-way.   
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Robert P. Jones 

Individual Comments 
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Linda Tripp Fulenwider 

Individual Comments 

 

I10-1 Comments noted. 
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Linda Tripp Fulenwider 

Individual Comments 
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Linda Tripp Fulenwider 

Individual Comments 
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Linda Tripp Fulenwider 

Individual Comments 

 

I10-2 Natural gas pipeline companies do not have federal authority 
from the Natural Gas Act to use Eminent Domain until they 
receive a certificate from the FERC approving the project. 
Depending on individual state law, the pipeline companies 
may petition for eminent domain under state jurisdiction. It 
should be noted that this procedure is "at risk" should the 
Commission not approve the project. 

 

I10-3 All adjacent pipelines are required to be a DOT mandated 
distance from each other, however, in practice pipelines 
routinely increase this distance to increase the margin of safety 
and to increase ease of constructability.  The FERC has 
worked to minimize impacts to land by requiring overlapping 
construction rights-of-way on this proposed Project and will 
continue to do so in accordance with applicable regulations 
and safety standards. 
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Ditzler Jones and Ray Martin 

Individual Comments 

I11-1 Our review of the two surveys (one submitted by MEP and one 
by the landowner) indicates that differing field methods were 
used and that the studies' results were not interpreted or 
presented in a consistent manner.  Given the apparent survey 
discrepancies and the need to further document baseline noise 
conditions prior to operations at the Lamar Compressor station, 
MEP filed plans to fund a 24-hour noise survey to further 
document ambient noise conditions at the Ditzler Jones and 
Ray Martin properties adjacent to the proposed Lamar 
Compressor Station (Section 3.11.2).  MEP would file the 
results of this survey with the FERC for our staff’s review. 

I11-2 See response to comment I11-1. 

 

I11-3 We have included a recommendation in Section 3.11.2 that 
would require MEP to file a finalized noise plan that would 
include ambient noise surveys, identified measures that would 
be used to mitigate noise impacts, monitoring during 
construction, and plans to offer temporary housing if the 
defined noise standard can not be met.  
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Ditzler Jones and Ray Martin 

Individual Comments 

 

I11-4 Comment noted.  MEP has indicated that it will hold a meeting 
with all interested landowners near the proposed compressor 
station site to gather comments and suggestions on their draft 
lighting and screening plans. 

 

I11-5 Under Part 192.615 of USDOT regulations, each pipeline 
operator must also establish an emergency plan that includes 
procedures to minimize the hazards in a natural gas pipeline 
emergency.  Measures outlined in this plan are described in 
Section 3.12.1 and include establishing and maintaining 
communications with local fire, police, and public officials and 
coordinating emergency response and making personnel, 
equipment, tools, and materials available at the scene of an 
emergency.  Part 192 also requires that each operator must 
establish and maintain liaison with appropriate fire, police, and 
public officials to learn the resources and responsibilities of 
each organization that may respond to a natural gas pipeline 
emergency, and to coordinate mutual assistance.  MEP has 
indicated that it would provide appropriate training to local 
emergency personnel prior to placing the pipeline in service. 
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Ditzler Jones and Ray Martin 

Individual Comments 
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Clarene Long 

Individual Comments 

I12-1 In the public meeting held in Minden, Louisiana, on 
March 25th, 2008, a MEP representative indicated that the 
Project cost would be approximately 1.27 billion dollars. 

I12-2 As described in Section 2.4, MEP proposes to construct the 
Project in two phases.  The Phase I facilities would include the 
proposed Project pipeline, the Lamar and Perryville 
Compressor Stations, the Delhi Booster Station, and the 
associated ancillary facilities.  Under Phase II, construction of 
the Atlanta and Vicksburg Compressor Stations would occur.  
Construction of the Phase I facilities would be initiated in 
August 2008 and all Phase I facilities would be in service in 
February 2009.  The timing for construction of the Phase II 
facilities and expansion to the fully proposed transport capacity 
would be based on shipper demand, but MEP anticipates that 
these facilities would be constructed within the first 5 years of 
the Project.  It is possible that construction could take longer 
than estimated based on poor weather or other uncontrollable 
factors. 

I12-3 As discussed in Section 2.7, MEP does not propose to abandon 
any facilities.  If a FERC regulated pipeline company wishes to 
abandon an authorized pipeline, the pipeline company must 
apply to FERC with a Section 7B abandonment application. 

 

I12-4 FERC does not get involved with negotiations between the 
pipeline companies and the landowner.  Pipeline markers 
would be placed and maintained at line-of-sight intervals and 
along the right-of-way and at roadway crossings, railroad 
crossings, and other highly visible places.  The use of 
additional right-of-way markers and / or fences should be 
agreed upon during easement negotiations. 
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Clarene Long 

Individual Comments 

 
I12-5 Vegetation management procedures during operation would be 

performed in accordance with the FERC Plan and Procedures 
and would include regular mowing, cutting, and trimming of 
the permanent pipeline right-of-way.  Routine vegetative 
maintenance clearing of the full width of the permanent 
pipeline right-of-way in uplands would not be performed more 
frequently than every 3 years, unless requested and or 
approved by appropriate state and local agencies.  Alternative 
right-of-way maintenance schedules, which should remain 
within the context of the FERC plan unless a variance is 
obtained, should be agreed upon during easement negotiations. 

 

I12-6 Pipeline facilities are typically in service for approximately 
50 years.  If a company wishes to abandon the facilities, 
abandonment must be authorized by the FERC. 
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Clarene Long 

Individual Comments 

 
I12-7 Specific landowner notifications must be agreed upon during 

the easement negotiation process.  FERC does not get involved 
with negotiations between the pipeline companies and the 
landowner.   

I12-8 Kinder Morgan, the parent company of MEP, is an equal 
opportunity employer.  As discussed in Section 3.9, 
Construction of the proposed Project would result in the hiring 
of approximately 2,070 local workers within the region of 
influence.  Additional jobs would also be created as a result of 
secondary activity associated with construction of the proposed 
Project, as purchases made by non-local workers on food, 
clothing, lodging, gasoline, and entertainment would have a 
temporary, stimulatory effect on the local economy.  These 
jobs would represent a temporary, moderate increase in 
employment opportunities within the region of influence.  
During operation, the proposed Project would create 13 full-
time positions. 

I12-9 MEP would adhere to all Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA) worker safety standards. 

 

I12-10 Any reversionary clause would have to be obtained as part of 
the easement negotiations.  The FERC does not take part in 
easement negotiations. 
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Clarene Long 

Individual Comments 

 
 I12-11 MEP has shown have a sufficient number of customers and the 

need for natural gas is discussed in Section 1.1.  Likewise, the 
Gulf Crossing Final EIS discusses the need for that Project.  
The Commission has found there to be sufficient need for both 
projects.  As discussed in Section 4.1, nationwide consumption 
of natural gas is projected to increase by approximately 
19 percent by 2030.  Much of this growth in demand is 
projected to occur before 2020.  The MEP Project would 
supply up to 1.5 Bcf/d of natural gas from unconventional 
sources to eastern markets through 14 receipt and/or delivery 
interconnections with existing interstate and intrastate natural 
gas pipeline systems.  MEP believes that the addition of 
incremental supply at the proposed interconnect locations 
would help meet growing energy demands, enhance reliability, 
and result in supply diversification by providing access to 
domestic natural gas supplies. 
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Clarene Long 

Individual Comments 

 

I12-12 The DOT regulates pipeline safety and incident reporting after 
a pipeline is placed into service.  Pipeline incidents can be 
reported to the DOT Pipeline Hazardous Materials Safety 
Administration (PHMSA).  PHMSA contact information can 
be obtained from the PHMSA website 
(http://www.phmsa.dot.gov/portal/site/PHMSA).  Information 
can also be obtained by telephone: 202-366-4433 or through 
letter: U.S. Department of Transportation, Pipeline and 
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, East Building, 
2nd Floor, 1200 New Jersey Ave., SE, Washington, DC 20590.

I12-13 Comment noted.  FERC will take into consideration those 
comments postmarked by the end of the Draft EIS comment 
period. 

 

I12-14 Comment noted. 
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Clarene Long 

Individual Comments 
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David Bridgers 

Individual Comments 

 

I13-1 FERC encourages pipeline companies to cooperate in a 
professional manner with individual landowners.  FERC has 
made every effort to address landowner complaints and issues 
as the FERC is made aware of problems.  The FERC is not 
involved in the actual landowner/Company right-of-way 
easement negotiations. 
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Kenneth W. Chapman, DMD 

Individual Comments 

 

I14-1 The FERC has recommended adoption of a route variation in 
this area that would minimize impacts to this parcel by 
requiring the proposed route to follow the property boundary 
for a portion of the parcel crossing.  A route variation to the 
south was considered, but was determined to not be viable 
given the location of numerous homes and residences. 
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Robert P. Jones, PhD 

Individual Comments 

I15-1 Thank you for your comment. 

 

I15-2 The Twin Lakes Route Variation III, as depicted in 
Section 4.4.1.9 of the Final EIS, has been corrected to show 
the route variation alignment as originally intended.  The intent 
of the Twin Lakes Route Variation evaluation in the Draft EIS 
was to evaluate a route variation that would circumvent the 
Twin Lakes Development and collocate with an existing 
pipeline right-of-way.   
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Robert P. Jones, PhD 

Individual Comments 

 

I15-3 We evaluated three Twin Lakes Route Variations in 
Section 4.4.1.9 and recommend the adoption of Twin Lakes 
Route Variation II, which would align the Project inside the 
northern boundary of the Twin Lakes development and then 
travel south across one lot within the Twin Lakes development 
and along the Twin Lakes property line. 

 

I15-4 MEP would dispose of construction debris (e.g. timber, slash, 
rocks) in accordance with the Plan.  Landowner permission 
would be required to dispose of construction debris on private 
property.  Disposal of construction debris on private property 
would be determined during easement negotiations.  FERC is 
not involved in the actual landowner/Company right-of-way 
easement negotiations. 
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Robert P. Jones, PhD 

Individual Comments 

 

I15-5 The recommended Twin Lakes Route Variation II would travel 
north inside the boundary with the Twin Lakes Route 
Variation so Project-related impacts would not be transferred 
to the adjacent landowners to the north.  MEP has indicated 
that the landowners located east of the Twin Lakes 
development boundary are amenable to the Project.  As 
discussed in Section 4.4.1.9, the Twin Lakes Route 
Variation II would minimize impacts to the interior of the 
Twin Lakes development without transferring Project impacts 
to adjacent, unwilling landowners to the north.   

 

I15-6 We evaluate several Twin Lakes Route Variations in 
Section 4.4.1.9 to determine which alignment would best 
balance landowner and environmental impacts. 
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Robert P. Jones, PhD 

Individual Comments 

 

I15-7 Comment noted.  Sharp turns in pipeline alignment are 
possible, but typically are avoided to the extent possible due to 
engineering constraints.  The route variation recommended by 
the FERC in Section 4.4.1.9 includes a sharp bend in pipeline 
alignment. 

 

I15-8 We have recommended the adoption of the Twin Lakes Route 
Variation II, which would minimize the impact to the interior 
of the Twin Lakes development while minimizing the 
transference of Project impacts to adjacent landowners.   
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Robert P. Jones, PhD 

Individual Comments 
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Individual Comments 
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Robert P. Jones, PhD 

Individual Comments 
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Individual Comments 
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Individual Comments 

 
 

 

M-90



Robert P. Jones, PhD 

Individual Comments 
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Individual Comments 
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Individual Comments 
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Margaret Susan Roach, Ph.D. 

Individual Comments 

I16-1 As shown in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property. 

I16-2 As shown in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property and route the alignment 
along the southern portion of the Fowler property. 

 

I16-3 As shown in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property and would not impact the 
historical integrity of structures on the Roach property. 
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Margaret Susan Roach, Ph.D. 

Individual Comments 

 
 

I16-4 As shown in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property and would not impact the 
historical integrity of structures on the Roach property. 
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Margaret Susan Roach, Ph.D. 

Individual Comments 

 
 

I16-5 As shown in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property and would not impact the 
integrity of any archeological artifacts on the Roach property. 
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Margaret Susan Roach, Ph.D. 

Individual Comments 

 

I16-6 As shown in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property and would limit the 
landowner disruptions. 

 

I16-7 FERC encourages pipeline companies to cooperate in a 
professional manner with individual landowners.  FERC has 
made every effort to address landowner complaints and issues 
as the FERC is made aware of problems.  With that being said, 
FERC is not involved in the actual landowner/ pipeline 
company right-of-way easement negotiations. 
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Margaret Susan Roach, Ph.D. 

Individual Comments 
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Margaret Susan Roach, Ph.D. 

Individual Comments 

 

I16-8 As described in Section 1.4 and Appendix A, the FERC issued 
an NOI and Supplemental NOI to affected landowners; federal, 
state, and local government agencies; elected officials; 
environmental and public interest groups; Native American 
tribes; local libraries and newspapers; and other parties that 
expressed an interest in the Project during the pre-filing and 
scoping periods.  Appendix A shows those organizations and 
individuals that received a copy of the Draft EIS.  This list 
includes those individuals that returned NOIs and expressed 
interest in receiving future mailings, commenters, media 
outlets, libraries, non-governmental organizations, native 
American tribes, newly affected landowners, and local, state, 
and federal government officials. 

 

I16-9 Comment noted.  As shown in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a 
route variation that would avoid the Roach property. 
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Robert P. Jones PhD 

Individual Comments 

 

I17-1 Comment noted.  We recommend the adoption of the Twin 
Lakes Route Variation II in Section 4.4.1.9.  This route 
variation would largely avoid the interior of the Twin Lakes 
development to minimize Project-related impacts to future 
development. 
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Robert P. Jones PhD 

Individual Comments 

 

I17-2 We took this comment into account when we evaluated the 
Twin Lakes Route Variations in Section 4.4.1.9. 

 

I17-3 Thank you for your comment. 
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Maureen L. Umphries 

Individual Comments 

 

I18-1 MEP has shown to have a sufficient number of customers and 
the need for natural gas is discussed in Section 1.1.  The FERC 
considers a variety of factors when evaluating potential 
pipeline routes proposed by applicants.  One of these factors, 
but not necessarily the predominant factor, is collocation with 
existing utility corridors.  Approximately 263 miles of the 
proposed Project would be collocated with existing or 
proposed utility corridors. 
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James Barnes 

Individual Comments 

 

I19-1 In accordance with our recommendation in the Draft EIS, MEP 
has adopted a 100-foot construction right-of-way.  Further, in 
Section 2.0, we recommend a 50-foot operational right-of-way 
to reduce environmental and landowner impacts.  As depicted 
in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation on the 
Barnes property to minimize Project-related impacts to 
forested areas by increasing Project collocation with existing 
rights-of-way on the Barnes property. 
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James Barnes 

Individual Comments 

 
 

I19-2 All recommendations included in Section 5 of the Final EIS 
would become conditions to the FERC Certificate, if granted.  
MEP would be represented by at least one EI per construction 
spread, consistent with the Plan.  If the Project is authorized, 
MEP has agreed to support a third-party ECMR Program 
during construction. The ECMR Program would involve the 
use of full-time, third-party compliance monitors representing 
the FERC (independent of MEP)  at each construction spread 
to monitor compliance with Project mitigation measures 
(recommendations in Section 5) and requirements throughout 
construction. The monitors would provide continuous feedback 
on compliance issues to us, as well as to MEP’s personnel. 
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Linda Tripp Fulenwider 

Individual Comments 

I20-1 All adjacent pipelines are required to be a DOT mandated 
distance from each other, however, in practice pipelines 
routinely increase this distance to increase the margin of safety 
and to increase ease of constructability. 

 

I20-2 Comments noted. 
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Linda Tripp Fulenwider 

Individual Comments 
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Linda Tripp Fulenwider 

Individual Comments 
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Robert P. Jones, PhD 

Individual Comments 

I21-1 See the response to comments I17-1 and I17-2. 

 

I21-2 See the response to comments I17-1 and I17-2. 
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D.H. Jones 

Individual Comments 

I22-1 See response to comment I11-1. 

 

I22-2 Under Part 192.615 of DOT regulations, each pipeline operator 
must also establish an emergency plan that includes procedures 
to minimize the hazards in a natural gas pipeline emergency.  
Measures outlined in this plan are described in Section 3.12.1 
and include establishing and maintaining communications with 
local fire, police, and public officials and coordinating 
emergency response and making personnel, equipment, tools, 
and materials available at the scene of an emergency.  Part 192 
also requires that each operator must establish and maintain 
liaison with appropriate fire, police, and public officials to 
learn the resources and responsibilities of each organization 
that may respond to a natural gas pipeline emergency, and to 
coordinate mutual assistance.  MEP has indicated that it would 
provide appropriate training to local emergency personnel prior 
to placing the pipeline in service. 
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Melinda Faulkner 

Individual Comments 

I23-1 We have attempted to address your concerns below. 

I23-2 Comment noted. 

I23-3 Comment noted. 

 

I23-4 Comment noted. 

M-110



Melinda Faulkner 

Individual Comments 

 

I23-5 Section 3.11.1.3 describes the types of emissions that would be 
released during the construction and operation of the proposed 
Project.  These emissions would be temporary and localized. 

I23-6 Comment noted. 

I23-7 The proposed Lamar Compressor Station is located 
approximately 11 miles and the nearest MLV would be 
approximately 1.9 miles from the Faulkner property.   

I23-8 The closest emission releasing Project facility would be 
located approximately 1.9 miles from the Faulkner property.  
Fossil-fueled construction equipment and fugitive dust would 
be produced during Project construction, however, such air 
quality impacts would generally be temporary and localized. 

 

I23-9 MEP has agreed to contact Ms. Faulkner via telephone prior to 
any planned blow down from the MLV nearest her home.  
Further, the MEP Project Manager, German Ortega, has agreed 
to be Ms. Faulkner's point of contact if Ms. Faulkner has 
further Project-related health concerns. 
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Melinda Faulkner 

Individual Comments 

 
 

I23-10 See response to comment I23-9. 
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