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P1-1 As described in Section 2.3.1, the depth of the trench 

containing the pipeline is determined based upon space needed 
for the pipeline, pipeline bedding, and the minimum amount of 
top cover required by DOT specifications.  The trench would 
typically be excavated to a sufficient depth to enable the 
proposed pipeline to be installed at a minimum depth of 3 feet 
(measured from the top of the pipeline) below the ground 
surface.  The actual installation depth of the pipeline would 
vary from these minimum depth requirements to a depth 
required for the safe crossing of a feature such as a road, 
highway, railroad, or waterbody.  The pipeline depth can be 
increased to accommodate specific landowner needs.  Where 
heavy logging equipment may operate over the pipeline, MEP 
can work with the landowner to identify crossing locations.  In 
those locations identified as places where logging equipment 
would cross over the pipeline, the quantity of pipeline cover 
would be increased.  The identification of crossing locations 
and pipeline depths at these locations would be addressed 
during easement negotiations.   

P1-2 As discussed in Section 3.3.2.2, waterbody crossings would be 
restored in accordance with the Procedures and COE 
permitting requirements.  Upon construction completion, MEP 
would restore stream banks to preconstruction contours, install 
slope breakers, and revegetate disturbed riparian areas and 
bank slopes.   

 

P1-3 DOT regulations specify that the pipeline be placed a 
minimum depth of 3 feet (measured from the top of the 
pipeline) below the ground surface.  Please see response to 
comment P1-1. 
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P1-4 See response to comment P1-1. 
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P1-5 As stated in the EIS (Section 2.2.2), FERC regulations give 
primary consideration to the use, enlargement, or extension of 
existing right-of-ways rather than developing new right-of-
ways in order to minimize impacts on potentially sensitive 
resources.  We recognize that collocation with existing utility 
corridors may in some cases also have negative consequences, 
such as when landowners' property is or would be affected by 
multiple rights-of- way.  We view each proposed project 
individually and strive to minimize environmental and 
landowner impacts to the extent possible through our review of 
alternatives. 
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P1-6 Dennis Egger of MEP indicated that he would be the contact 
person in a verbal response at the meeting.  As discussed in 
Section 3.8.1.8, MEP proposes to cross all major roadways via 
bore and all crossings would be accomplished in accordance 
with the Plan and appropriate permits and approvals.   
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P1-7 Topsoil segregation would be required in any areas that are 
actively cultivated or rotated cropland and pasture, residential 
areas, hayfields, or at the landowner or land managing agency's 
request.  If topsoil segregation is required, a minimum of 
12 inches of topsoil would be stripped, if available, and the 
entire topsoil layer would be segregated in areas with less than 
12 inches of topsoil available.  Topsoil would not be used to 
pad the proposed pipeline.  Topsoil would be segregated from 
other materials excavated from the trench and placed in piles 
that would usually be opposite the working side of the trench.  
Therefore, heavy equipment would not travel on the piles, and 
compaction of excavated topsoil would be minimized.  Topsoil 
and subsoil would be tested for compaction at regular intervals 
in areas disturbed by construction activities If either the subsoil 
or topsoil is severely compacted, a paraplow or other deep 
tillage device would be used to break up the soils.  In areas 
where the topsoil was segregated, the subsoil would also be 
plowed before replacing the segregated topsoil. 
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P1-8 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 forested lands 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.  Further, 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. 
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P1-9 As shown in Table 3.8.3-1, no residences or businesses would 
be within 50 feet of the proposed Project in Clarke County. 
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P2-1 The FERC produces all Project maps presented in this EIS.  
Topographic maps are produced by the USGS and may be 
dated.  However, current aerial photographs and site maps have 
also been used for the assessment of environmental impact 
presented in this EIS. 

 

P2-2 On November 13, 2007, MEP filed their November 2007 
response to the FERC October 24, 2007 supplemental 
environmental information request on eLibrary.  Included in 
this filing was Table 1-5, which described all portions of the 
Project that would be collocated and/or overlap existing rights-
of-way.  Further, this table provided an explanation as to why 
right-of-way overlap was not feasible in certain areas.  FERC 
reviewed this information and found it to be acceptable.  As 
shown in Appendices C and D, MEP proposes to overlap 
multiple existing pipeline, low-voltage powerlines, and high-
voltage powerlines, in areas where overlap can be done safely.  
This overlap of rights-of-way in conjunction with the 
reductions in the Project's temporary and permanent rights-of-
way, as recommended in this EIS, would reduce the overall 
land consumption of the Project resulting in a reduction of both 
landowner and environmental impacts.  As discussed in 
Section 4.4.1.5, MEP is proposing to overlap the Project with 
an existing pipeline right-of-way by 5 feet across the Park's 
Property. 
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P2-3 MEP deviates from the proposed Gulf Crossing Project 
alignment in Union Parish, Louisiana, to increase the distance 
of the Project from D'arbonne NWR at the request of FWS.  
Further, due the extensive wetlands in the Bayou D'arbonne 
area, MEP proposed to align the Project further north to avoid 
wetland impacts for the construction and operation of the 
Perryville Compressor Station. 

 

M-141



Minden Public Meeting 

Public Meeting Comments 

 

P2-4 We evaluate several route variations across the Parks property 
in Section 4.4.1.5.  We found that none of the route variations 
evaluated would be environmentally preferable to the proposed 
Project alignment. 
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P2-5 See response to comment P2-4. 
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P2-6 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 typically include private residences.  Section 3.12.1 has 
been updated to clarify the definition of an identified site. 

 

P2-7 See response to comment P2-6. 
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P2-8 As shown in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property, including avoidance of 
all environmental and cultural resources present on the 
property.  FERC encourages pipeline companies to cooperate 
in a professional manner with individual landowners regarding 
survey permission, landowner notification, and easement 
negotiations.  FERC has made every effort to address 
landowner complaints and issues as the FERC is made aware 
of problems. 
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P2-9 As shown in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property, including avoidance of 
all environmental and cultural resources present on the 
property.   

 

P2-10 The proposed Project has not been Certificated or approved by 
the Commission.  In the past, proposed projects have been 
denied by the Commission or withdrawn prior to construction.  
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. 
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P2-11 MEP and the FERC have worked with numerous landowners 
and local, state, and federal agencies to minimize Project-
related impacts to sensitive environmental resources and to 
landowners.  As shown in Appendix J, MEP has adopted 
numerous route variations to minimize Project-related impacts 
to environmental resources and to accommodate landowner 
requests.  Further, we evaluate and recommend the adoption of 
several route variations in Section 4.4.1 to further minimize 
Project-related impacts to landowners and environmental 
resources. 

 

P2-12 We evaluated several existing and proposed system 
alternatives in Section 4.2.  An NGPL System Alternative is 
discussed in Section 4.2.1.1.  The NGPL System Alternative 
would require over 200 miles of looping and the system 
alternative would not preclude new construction or the 
expansion/modification of other pipeline systems extending 
from eastern Texas to the proposed Project terminus in 
Alabama.  Overall, we conclude that the NGPL System 
Alternative would be longer than the proposed Project and 
would result in additional environmental impact.  Kinder 
Morgan and/or its subsidiaries (such as NGPL and MEP) do 
not operate other pipelines in the Project area.  In addition to 
the evaluation of the NGPL System Alternative, we evaluate 
the feasibility of using several other companies’ existing and 
proposed pipeline systems to meet the MEP Project objectives.  
We found none of these existing or proposed system 
alternatives to be feasible. 
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P2-13 Please see response to comment P2-12.  MEP has participated 
in the FERC's Pre-Filing process and the proposed Project has 
undergone the standard FERC environmental review and 
timeline. 
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P2-14 MEP has shown have a sufficient number of customers and the 
need for natural gas is discussed in Section 1.1.  As discussed 
in Section 4.1, nationwide consumption of natural gas is 
projected to increase by approximately 19 percent by 2030.  
Based upon this and other reasons discussed in Section 4.1, we 
reject the No-Action Alternative.  Further, we evaluate the 
feasibility of using several other companies’ existing and 
proposed pipeline systems to meet the MEP Project objectives.  
We found none of these existing or proposed system 
alternatives to be feasible.   

 

P2-15 See response to comment P2-14. 
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P2-16 As shown in Appendices C and D, MEP proposes to overlap 
multiple existing pipeline, low-voltage powerlines, and high-
voltage powerlines, in areas where overlap can be done safely.  
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P2-17 The FERC will take into consideration those comments 
postmarked by the end of the Draft EIS comment period. 
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P2-18 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.   
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P2-19 The Perryville Compressor Station would not be located within 
the Perryville City limits, but in Union Parish, Louisiana. 

 

P2-20 If the Commission granted a Certificate, the proposed Project 
alignment and proposed aboveground facilities (including 
compressor stations) are depicted in Appendix B of the Final 
EIS.  Any route variation or changes in aboveground facility 
locations after receiving the Certificate would be subject to 
both FERC and landowner approval. 
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P2-21 We evaluate an alternative location for the Perryville 
Compressor Station in Section 4.5.3.  We conclude that the 
alternative site would not be preferable to the proposed 
location.  If the Project were to receive a FERC Certificate, 
MEP would not be able to alter the location of the proposed 
compressor station site without prior FERC approval.  The 
FERC makes efforts to ensure that potential visual effects from 
aboveground facilities (see Section 3.8) and noise effects from 
compressor stations (see Section 3.11.2) to adjacent 
landowners are avoided or adequately minimized. 
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P3-1 Comment noted. 
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P3-2 Comment noted.  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. 
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P3-3 See response to comment P3-3. 
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P3-4 See response to comment P3-3. 
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P3-5 See response to comment P3-3. 

 

P3-6 See response to comment P3-3. 
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P3-7 See response to comment P3-3. 
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P3-8 Comment noted. 
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P3-9 We recommend the adoption of the Twin Lakes Route 
Variation II, as depicted in Section 4.4.1.8.  We would 
recommend that the FERC Commissioners include all of our 
recommendations made in the Final EIS be included as 
conditions of the FERC Certificate, should they decide that it 
be granted. 
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P3-10 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.   

 

P3-11 The Twin Lakes Route Variation III, as depicted in 
Section 4.4.1.8 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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P3-12 We evaluate three Twin Lakes Route Variations in 
Section 4.4.1.8 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.   
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P3-13 The FERC takes many factors into account when evaluating 
route variations.  One of these factors is the number of new 
landowners impacted by the route variation and if new 
landowners are amenable to having the Project cross their land.  
As discussed in Section 4.4.1.8, the adoption of the Twin 
Lakes Route Variation II would impact two new landowners.  
MEP has indicated that these landowners are amenable to 
having the Project crossing their property. 
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P3-14 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. 
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P3-15 As stated in the EIS (Section 2.2.2), FERC regulations give 
primary consideration to the use, enlargement, or extension of 
existing right-of-ways rather than developing new right-of-
ways in order impacts on potentially sensitive resources.  As 
shown in Appendices C and D, MEP proposes to overlap 
multiple existing pipeline, low-voltage powerlines, and high-
voltage powerlines, in areas where overlap can be done safely.  
This overlap of rights-of-way in conjunction with the 
reductions in the Project's temporary and permanent rights-of-
way would reduce the overall land consumption of the Project 
resulting in a reduction of both landowner and environmental 
impacts. 

 

P3-16 The FERC is not involved in the actual landowner/Company 
right-of-way easement negotiations, but the FERC has made 
every effort to address landowner complaints and issues as the 
FERC is made aware of problems.  As shown in Section 4.4, 
FERC has evaluated and recommended several route variations 
in response to landowner concerns. 
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P3-17 The FERC makes every attempt to evaluate all specific route 
variations presented in comment letters or public comment 
meetings in Section 4.4.1.  As seen in Table 4.4-1, we evaluate 
multiple route variations that were requested by landowners.  
Further, we conditioned the adoption of several route 
variations in the Draft EIS that were incorporated into the 
proposed route, which are not depicted in Table 4.4-1 of the 
Final EIS.  The Bridgers Route Variations are evaluated in 
Section 4.4.1.7. 
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P3-18 See response to comment P3-18.  We evaluate several route 
variations across the Bridgers property in Section 4.4.1.7.  
Amongst the factors considered in this evaluation was route 
variation length, land uses impacted, pond crossings, and 
distances to residences. 

P3-19 We recommend the adoption of the Bridgers Route Variation I 
in Section 4.4.1.7, which would increase collocation, but 
would impact ponds on the Bridgers’ property.  MEP would be 
required to restore affected ponds.  Further, we recommended 
that MEP provide adequate water to livestock on this property 
during construction. 

 

P3-20 See response to comment P3-17.  We also encourage MEP to 
work closely with landowners regarding possible route 
alternatives. 
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P3-21 See response to comment P3-17. 
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P3-22 See responses to comments P3-16 and P3-17. 
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P3-23 See response to comment P3-17.  If the Commission were to 
accept the recommendations contained within the Final EIS 
and grant a Certificate, the proposed Project alignment 
depicted in Appendix B would be the final alignment approved 
by the Commission.  Any route variation after receiving the 
Certificate would be subject to both FERC and landowner 
approval.  The FERC has attempted to coordinate with affected 
landowners within the bounds of ex parte requirements. 
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P3-24 There is typically a minimum 30-day period prior to the 
Commission meeting to decide whether or not to approve the 
Project Certificate.  The FERC will accept comments on the 
Final EIS during this period. 

 

P3-25 Comment noted. 
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P3-26 See responses to comments P3-16 and P3-17. 

 

P3-27 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.  Selection of a route 
that is collocated with an existing and maintained right-of-way 
may have several advantages over a route in an undisturbed 
"greenfield" area, including reduction in fragmentation of 
forested habitats, an expansion of an existing land use (i.e. 
maintained right-of-way) instead of introduction an entirely 
new one, less impacts to wildlife species found primarily in 
undisturbed habitats, and less visual impacts.  We recognize 
that collocation with existing utility corridors may in some 
cases also have negative consequences, such as when 
landowners' property is or would be affected by multiple right-
of-ways.  We view each proposed project individually, and 
strive to minimize environmental and landowner impacts to the 
extent possible through our review of alternatives. 
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P3-28 We evaluated the Taylor Route Alternative in Section 4.3.6, 
which is similar to the Tallulah-to-Florence Route Alternative 
evaluated in the East Texas to Mississippi Expansion Project 
Final EIS.  The Taylor Route Alternative would be similar in 
length to the proposed Project alignment, but would impact 
more forested wetlands and streams, would not be as 
extensively collocated and would impact more residential 
areas, resulting in a transference of Project-related impacts to 
other landowners. 

 

P3-29 See responses to comments P3-16 and P3-17. 
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P3-30 FERC attempts to examine all changes in routing that have 
occurred since the issuance of the Draft EIS.  We take into 
account the environmental and landowner impacts of all 
adopted route variations depicted in Appendix J. 
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P3-31 In response to the Bridges comments, we evaluate several 
route variations across the Bridges' Property in Section 4.4.1.6. 

 

P3-32 The FERC encourages pipeline companies to avoid residences 
and residential areas to the maximum extent possible.  As 
depicted in Appendix J, MEP has adopted several route 
variations that would avoid residential areas.  MEP has 
provided site-specific residential crossing plans for all 
residences within 25 feet of the proposed Project. 
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P3-33 The available data show that natural gas pipelines continue to 
be a safe, reliable means of energy transportation.  Based on 
approximately 301,000 miles in service, the rate of public 
fatalities for the nationwide mix of transmission and gathering 
lines in service is 0.01 per year per 1,000 miles of pipeline.  
Using this rate, the proposed Project might result in a public 
fatality every 198 years.  This would represent a slight increase 
in risk to the nearby public. 

 

P3-34 Construction through pastureland could temporarily affect 
some livestock operations, and some landowners could incur 
additional costs for supplemental livestock feed.  
Compensation for such losses would be accomplished through 
the easement negotiation process.  To ensure the safety of 
livestock during construction, MEP would either construct 
temporary fencing to keep livestock away from construction 
areas or develop a grazing deferment plan in accordance with 
MEP’s Plan.  Additional measures beyond what are described 
here, such as temporary livestock housing, would be 
determined during easement negotiations between the 
landowner and the company. 
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P3-35 MEP has committed to construct temporary fencing to keep 
livestock away from construction areas or develop a grazing 
deferment plan in accordance with the Plan.  If issues arise 
during Project construction, restoration, or operation, 
landowners are encouraged to call the FERC enforcement 
hotline (1-888-889-8030).  If a report is made during 
construction, FERC will dispatch an environmental inspector 
to the location to investigate the issue. 

 

P3-36 See response to comment P3-34.  In accordance with the Plan, 
grazing deferment plans are to address agricultural impacts 
during both construction and the restoration. 
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P3-37 The timing for construction of the Phase II facilities, including 
the proposed Vicksburg Compressor Station, and expansion to 
the fully proposed transport capacity would be based on 
shipper demand.  MEP reports that a contractual obligation 
with one of its shippers could trigger the anticipated 
100,000 Dth/d capacity increase in Zone 1 within the first 
5 years of in-service operations.  Although the proposed 
200,000 Dth/d capacity increase in Zone 2 is not currently 
contracted, MEP anticipates that sufficient natural gas would 
be stranded in the Perryville area and seeking a path to market 
to support that Project expansion within the first 5 years of in-
service operations as well.   
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P3-38 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.  
If issues arise during Project construction, restoration, or 
operation, landowners are encouraged to call the FERC 
enforcement hotline (1-888-889-8030).  If a report is made 
during construction, FERC will dispatch an environmental 
inspector to the location to investigate the issue. 
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P3-39 See response to comment P3-19. 
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P3-40 As described in Section 3.4.4, MEP would complete wetland 
permitting with the Vicksburg COE in the Pearl River and Big 
Black River watersheds.  Included in the wetland permitting is 
the development of on-site mitigation and/or measures for off-
site compensatory mitigation for all wetland impacts. 
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P3-41 Construction start dates are planned for August 2008.  Actual 
construction start dates cannot be determined until after the 
Commission approves the project's certification. 
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P3-42 See response to comment P3-41. 

 

P3-43 FERC issued a Notice of Schedule for Environmental Review 
of the Midcontinent Express Pipeline Project on 
January 10, 2008, and a Revised Notice of Schedule for 
Environmental Review of the Midcontinent Express Pipeline 
Project in May 2008.  The Project review will be done in 
accordance with the schedule published in the Revised Notice 
of Schedule for Environmental Review.  If another schedule 
change becomes necessary, an additional notice will be 
provided so that the relevant agencies and public are kept 
informed of the Project’s progress. 
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P3-44 If the Commission granted a Certificate, the Project alignment 
depicted in Appendix B would be the final alignment approved 
by the Commission.  Any route variation after receiving the 
Certificate would be subject to both FERC and landowner 
approval.  MEP indicated that they contacted Ms. Burr after 
the Jackson comment meeting to show the proposed pipeline 
alignment in relation to her property.  The Burr property would 
not be impacted by the proposed Project. 

 

P3-45 The production of the EIS and the associated mailing costs are 
paid for by the FERC. 
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P3-46 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.  The 
transcripts of all public meetings have been made available to 
the public through eLibrary. 

P3-47 The FERC is a federal agency that represents the interest of the 
public.  MEP is accountable to the FERC during the 
environmental review and construction periods of the Project.  
Operation of the Project would be under DOT jurisdiction, 
another federal agency.  Further, the scoping and Draft EIS 
comment periods are designed to gather public input. 

 

P3-48 See response to comment P3-46. 
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P3-49 See response to comment P3-46.  We have received several 
letters in support of the proposed Project from local and state 
governments.  MEP has shown have a sufficient number of 
customers and the need for natural gas is discussed in 
Section 1.1.  As discussed in Section 4.1, nationwide 
consumption of natural gas is projected to increase by 
approximately 19 percent by 2030.  Although energy 
conservation measures will be important elements in 
addressing future energy demands, they would not be able to 
meet more than a small fraction of that demand within the 
foreseeable future.  Thus, energy conservation would not 
preclude the need for natural gas infrastructure projects like 
that proposed by MEP.   
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P3-50 MEP's application for the proposed Project, subsequent 
submittals, and comments on the proposed Project are all 
available on the FERC's public eLibrary system, except for 
sensitive information such as the location of cultural resource 
sites and critical energy infrastructure information which is 
intended to protect the public from sabotage of energy 
facilities. 
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P3-51 See response to comment P3-44. 
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P3-52 Comment noted.  If issues arise during Project construction, 
restoration, or operation, landowners are encouraged to call the 
FERC enforcement hotline (1-888-889-8030).  If a report is 
made during construction, FERC will dispatch an 
environmental inspector to the location to investigate the issue. 
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P3-53 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.   
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P3-54 Use of the land (including potential future development) would 
still be able to occur on the property except for the strip over 
the 50-foot permanent right-of-way. 

 

P3-55 Easement negotiations are between the pipeline company and 
the landowner, the FERC does not become involved in these 
negotiations.  It is possible that a pipeline company could 
purchase a property outright for a proposed Project. 
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P3-56 If the Commission granted a Certificate, the Project alignment 
depicted in Appendix B would be the final alignment approved 
by the Commission.  Any route variation after receiving the 
Certificate would be subject to both FERC and landowner 
approval.   

 

P3-57 Comment noted.  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. 
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P3-58 Comment noted. 

 

P3-59 See response to comment P3-55. 

 

M-219



Jackson Public Meeting 

Public Meeting Comments 

 

P3-60 Growth of trees is prohibited within the 50 foot permanent 
right-of-way, but crops, such as watermelons, could be 
produced within the space. 

 

P3-61 Comment noted. 
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P3-62 The Project would not impact the Butler property.  MEP has 
notified Ms. Butler via telephone to convey this information. 
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P3-63 See response to comment P3-62. 
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P3-64 Comment noted.  MEP indicated that it is actively coordinating 
with Mr. Ainsworth regarding the minimization of project-
related impacts to the subject property.   

 

P3-65 Comment noted.  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. 
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P3-66 Multiple landowners have reached easement agreements with 
MEP.  It should be noted that any land easement agreements 
reached prior to issuance of the Certificate or obtained through 
state Eminent Domain proceedings is done so at the company's 
risk should the Commission not approve the project or require 
a route variation. 

 

P3-67 If the Commission granted a Certificate, the Project alignment 
depicted in Appendix B would be the final alignment approved 
by the Commission.  Therefore, Appendix B of this Final EIS 
depicts a very close approximation of the final Project 
alignment.  Any route variation proposed by MEP after 
receiving the Certificate would be subject to both FERC and 
landowner approval. 
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P3-68 The Vicksburg Compressor Station would be situated in an 
open field area that would have some forested buffer and 
residences more than 2,400 feet from the facility.  As discussed 
in Section 3.8, review of aerial photography indicates that the 
Vicksburg Compressor Station would not result in significant 
visual impacts to nearby landowners.  For those aboveground 
facilities that would potentially result in a visible impact to 
nearby landowners, MEP has developed a visual screening 
plan to minimize visual impacts.  Section 3.11.2 discusses the 
noise impacts to nearby noise sensitive areas from compressor 
station operation.   
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P3-69 Comment noted.  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. 
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P3-70 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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P3-71 Comment noted.  DOT regulates all pipeline safety standards.  
As shown in Appendix J, MEP has adopted multiple route 
variations to increase the distance between residences and the 
proposed pipeline.  Further, in those cases where it is not 
practical to provide a distance greater than 25 feet between the 
proposed Project construction workspace and residences, MEP 
has provided a site-specific construction plan that depicts 
alterations of workspace, fencing, and other measures to 
minimize residential impacts. 
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P3-72 MEP has shown have a sufficient number of customers and the 
need for natural gas is discussed in Section 1.1.  As discussed 
in Section 4.1, nationwide consumption of natural gas is 
projected to increase by approximately 19 percent by 2030.  
Not only would this Project supply natural gas to meet this 
documented need at the national level, the Project would result 
in a temporary increase in local employment during 
construction.  Project-related impacts to the local economies in 
which the Project would traverse are discussed in 
Sections 3.9.3 and 3.9.6. 
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P3-73 See response to comment P3-72.  All other pipeline Projects 
under the jurisdiction of the FERC would undergo a similar 
review to ensure that a sufficient number of customers and 
need for the natural gas exist. 
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P3-74 Proposed projects have been denied a Certificate in the past, 
and virtually no Project receives a Certificate as proposed.  The 
FERC makes several recommendations in final Certificates 
(recommendations described in Section 5.0) that must be 
adhered to by the Company.  MEP and the FERC have worked 
with numerous landowners and local, state, and federal 
agencies to minimize Project-related impacts to sensitive 
environmental resources and to landowners.  As shown in 
Appendix J, MEP has adopted numerous route variations to 
minimize Project-related impacts to accommodate landowner 
requests.  Further, we evaluate and recommend the adoption of 
route variations in Section 4.4.1 to further minimize Project-
related impacts to landowners.  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.   
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P3-75 The FERC has jurisdiction of natural gas market oversight, 
which includes the oversight of rates and tariffs. 

 

P3-76 It would not be feasible to place meters on individual 
properties along a 42-inch-diameter natural gas pipeline. 
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