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P4-1 Thank you for your comment. 

 

P4-2 Comment noted. 

 

M-251



Mt. Pleasant Public Meeting 
 

Public Meeting Comments 

 
 

P4-3 As stated in Section 3.7.1, ABB surveys were conducted 
according to the protocol established by the FWS.  ABB 
surveys have been completed and based on communications 
between the FERC and the FWS (Arlington, Texas office) the 
surveys were conducted appropriately except for a gap in 
surveyed area where the proposed route had not been finalized 
at the time of the survey.  MEP would be required to complete 
all surveys and Section 7 consultations before construction 
could begin.   
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P4-4 FWS is a cooperating agency that was consulted to determine 
measures to avoid and minimize Project-related impacts to 
sensitive species.  The FWS is the agency responsible for 
compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.  
The FERC strongly considers FWS recommendations and their 
survey adequacy assessments of sensitive species.  The FERC 
discussed appropriate ABB survey methods for northeastern 
Texas with Mr. Sean Edwards of the FWS-Arlington, Texas, 
field office in a conference call on March 31, 2008.  FWS 
indicated that all ABB surveys were done in accordance with 
FWS-established ABB survey protocols and that they did not 
recommend additional survey measures.  We noted a gap in the 
surveyed area where the proposed route had not been finalized 
at the time of the survey.  MEP would be required to complete 
all surveys and Section 7 consultations before construction 
could begin. 
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P4-5 Mr. Ricky Maxey of TPWD was contacted on May 5, 2008 
regarding updated information for the black bear and Louisiana 
black bear in northeastern Texas.  He indicated that the 
referenced study was ongoing, and that no reports had been 
completed yet.  He indicated that comments provided by Karen 
Hardin of TPWD on the proposed Project would be sufficient 
to protect black bear habitat.   
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P4-6 Thank you for your comment. 

 

P4-7 Comment noted. 
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P4-8 The FERC evaluates the cumulative impact of the MEP Project 
in conjunction with several other linear Projects within the 
area.  FERC has implemented several measures to minimize 
the cumulative impacts of natural gas pipelines, including the 
recommendation that Projects be collocated with existing 
easements to the maximum extent practical and reduction of 
the width of the proposed construction right-of-way (saving 
over 1,000 acres from disturbance).  We have also included a 
recommendation to minimize impacts to extensive forested 
tracts and associated impacts to migratory birds.  FWS has the 
regulatory authority under Section 7 of the ESA to recommend 
appropriate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures 
for any threatened or endangered species impacted by the 
proposed Project.  Beyond formal consultation with MEP 
under Section 7, FWS has also served as a cooperating agency 
in the production of this EIS.  FWS reviewed and commented 
on drafts of this EIS to ensure that Project-related impacts to 
threatened and endangered species would be adequately 
minimized. 
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P4-9 See response to comment P4-8. 

 

P4-10 See response to comment P4-8. 
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P4-11 Thank you for your comment. 
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P5-1 As depicted in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would collocate the Project with the existing right-of-way 
south of the existing chicken houses on the Fowler property.  
The proposed Project alignment would come within 
approximately 17 feet of the Mr. Fowler's southern chicken 
house.  MEP proposes to bore past the chicken house to avoid 
impacting the structure. 
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P5-2 See response to comment P5-1. 
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P5-3 See response to comment P5-1. 
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P5-4 Comment noted. 

 

P5-5 As shown in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property. 
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P5-6 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 include private residences.  Section 3.12.1 has been 
updated to clarify the definition of an identified site. 

 

P5-7 See response to comment P5-6. 
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P5-8 As show 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 or wetlands within the Roach 
property. 

 

P5-9 As show in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property and would result in the 
avoidance of any riparian vegetation within the Roach 
property. 

 

M-278



Delhi Public Meeting 

Public Meeting Comments 

 

P5-10 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. 

P5-11 We recommend in Section 3.3.1.8 that MEP revise its Water 
Well Testing Program to include provisions for pre- and post-
construction monitoring and mitigation, if required, for all 
wells and springs identified with 150 feet of the proposed 
construction work areas that are used for domestic water 
supply or agricultural use. 

 

P5-12 As show in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property and would result in the 
avoidance of any riparian vegetation, wetlands, and springs 
within the Roach property. 
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P5-13 As show in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property and would result in the 
avoidance of any waterbodies within the Roach property. 

P5-14 As show in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property and would result in the 
avoidance of forested areas within the Roach property. 

 

P5-15 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 pipeline companies 
and the Landowner.   
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P5-16 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, fertilizer, or liming 
rate.  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.   

P5-17 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. 

P5-18 Comment noted.  See response to comment P5-17. 

 

P5-19 Comment noted. 
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P5-20 The NEPA environmental review process is intended to 

evaluate the potential Project-related environmental, social, 
and economic impacts.  This EIS contains an evaluation of all 
three of these areas. 

P5-21 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. 

 

P5-22 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. 
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P5-23 See response to comment P5-22.  FERC has made every effort 
to address landowner complaints and issues as the FERC is 
made aware of problems. 
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P5-24 Comment noted. 

 

P5-25 EPA plays a critical role in other agencies’ NEPA processes.  
EPA is required to review and provide comments on the 
adequacy of the analysis and the impact to the environment.  
EPA uses a rating system that summarizes its 
recommendations to the lead agency.  If EPA determines that 
the action is environmentally unsatisfactory, it is required by 
law to refer the matter to Council on Environmental Quality.  
The Office of Federal Activities in EPA is the official recipient 
of all EISs prepared by Federal agencies, and publishes the 
notices of availability in the Federal Register for all draft, final, 
and supplemental EISs.  Please see the EPA comment letter 
dated March 25, 2008, in Appendix M. 

 

M-284



Delhi Public Meeting 

Public Meeting Comments 

 

P5-26 If EPA determines that the action is environmentally 
unsatisfactory, it is required by law to refer the matter to 
Council on Environmental Quality. 

 

P5-27 Should the Commission approve the Project, there is a 30-day 
timeframe during which Intervenors in the proceedings may 
petition a rehearing.  There are certain responsibilities that 
accompany Intervenor status, such as serve a copy of all filings 
to all individuals and organizations included on the Project 
mailing list (shown in Appendix A) at the Intervenor’s 
expense.  If an Intervenor still objects to the outcome of the 
rehearing, the matter may be settled in the court system. 
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P5-28 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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P5-29 Comment noted. 
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P5-30 See response to comment P5-10. 
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P5-31 See response to comment P5-14. 
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P5-32 As show in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property and would result in the 
avoidance of any cultural resources within the Roach property. 

 

P5-33 Comment noted. 
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P5-34 Comment noted. 
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P5-35 As show in Appendix J, MEP has adopted a route variation 
that would avoid the Roach property. 

 

P5-36 Comment noted. 
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P5-37 See response to comment P5-35. 

P5-38 See responses to comments P5-12 and P5-13. 

 

P5-39 See responses to comments P5-13 and P5-32. 
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P5-40 See response to comment P5-35. 

 

P5-41 Comment noted. 
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P5-42 See response to comment P5-35. 
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P5-43 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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P5-44 MEP and the FERC have worked with numerous landowners 
and local, state, and federal agencies to minimize Project-
related impacts 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.  The FERC makes 
every attempt to evaluate all specific route variations presented 
in comment letters or public comment meetings in 
Section 4.4.1.  Also, FERC has made every effort to address 
landowner complaints and issues as the FERC is made aware 
of problems. 
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P5-45 MEP adopted the route variation described in your comments 
due to the presence of the Fowler chicken house and residences 
near Highway 152.  MEP has adopted a subsequent route 
variation that would cross the Fowler property south of the 
chicken houses and avoid the Roach property prior to resuming 
the proposed Project alignment. 
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P5-46 The proposed Project alignment would not cross the Kline 
property.  MEP met with Ms. Kline-Clark after the Draft EIS 
comment meeting to review alignment sheets depicting the 
Project in relation to the Kline property.   
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P5-47 FERC does not get involved with negotiations between the 
pipeline companies and the landowner over the value of the 
land and its uses.  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.  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 Commissions not 
approve the project. 
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P5-48 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.  Pipeline companies negotiate easement agreements 
with landowners under differing time schedules.  MEP has 
indicated that they commenced easement negotiations with 
many landowners in Madison Parish in March of 2008.  
Landowners should have received mailings in the past from 
FERC and MEP (assuming that the proposed route affected 
their property at that time) even if they have not been directly 
approached regarding easement acquisition at the time of 
issuance of the Draft EIS. 

 

P5-49 Comment noted. 
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P6-1 Comment noted.  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. 
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P6-2 See response to comment P6-1. 
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P6-3 See response to comment P6-1. 
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P6-4 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. 

 

P6-5 See response to comment P6-1. 
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P6-6 Comment noted. 

 

P6-7 Comment noted.  MEP has indicated that it will hold a meeting 
with all interested landowners, including Mr. Jones, near the 
proposed compressor station site in early May to gather 
comments and suggestions on their draft lighting and screening 
plans. 
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P6-8 Comment noted.  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 and aboveground facilities in service. 
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P6-9 Comment noted. 
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P6-10 Comment noted.  See Section 3.12. 
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P6-11 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 and would range from these minimum depth requirements 
to that depth required for safe crossing of a feature such as a 
road, highway, railroad, or waterbody. 

 

P6-12 The pipeline company is responsible for ensuring adequate 
cover over pipelines as part of their DOT mandated Integrity 
Management Plan.  DOT has jurisdiction over pipeline safety, 
which includes the depth of pipeline cover.  If the cover over a 
pipeline has eroded over time, we encourage you to first notify 
the pipeline company at the contact number listed on the 
pipeline marker.  If the company does not adequately resolve 
the erosion situation, report this to the DOT Pipeline and 
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration at 202-366-4433. 
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P6-13 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. 

 

P6-14 Comment noted.  Eminent domain would be authorized under 
the Natural Gas Act upon receiving a FERC certificate, if the 
proposed Project is approved.  MEP has shown sufficient need 
for the Project and the FERC believes that the Project is in the 
public good. 
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P6-15 The FERC considers safety issues in Section 3.12.  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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P6-16 Comment noted. 
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P6-17 See response to comment P6-12.  MEP is currently working 
with Mr. White to explore the feasibility of using a concrete 
apron matting to minimize streambank erosion on the White 
property.  MEP can implement restoration measures in areas 
that are prone to erosion or require additional pipeline cover.   
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P6-18 As stated in Section 3.7.1, ABB surveys were conducted 
according to the protocol established by the FWS.  ABB 
surveys have been completed and the FWS has concurred that 
the ABB surveys were conducted appropriately.  MEP filed a 
final ABB report on March 31, 2008, although it is classified 
as Privileged and Confidential.  We noted a gap in MEP’s 
surveyed area.  MEP would be required to complete all surveys 
and Section 7 consultations prior to construction. 
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P6-19 Comment noted.  FERC and MEP consulted with multiple 
state and federal natural resource and environmental agencies 
to ensure that the Project would avoid and minimize 
environmental impacts to the greatest extent practical. 
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P6-20 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. 
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P6-21 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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P6-22 Comment noted. 

P6-23 See response to comment P6-7. 

 

P6-24 See response to comment P6-7. 
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