
IN27 - Jean MacDougall 

  P1-387  Individuals 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 



IN27 - Jean MacDougall 

  P1-388  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN27-1 Please see responses to comment letter IN25. 
 
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 

   
 

   
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 
 

IN27-1 



IN28 - Caitlin MacDougall 

  P1-389  Individuals 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 



IN28 - Caitlin MacDougall 

  P1-390  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN28-1 Please see responses to comment letter IN25. 
 
 
 

   
 

   
 

   
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

IN28-1 



IN29 - Tim McAleese 

  P1-391  Individuals 

 IN29-1 Section 2.3.2 of the FEIS describes the pipeline 
construction procedures.  The current construction 
schedule is addressed in section 2.4.  The duration 
and resulting impacts from earth disturbing 
activities within residential areas would be 
minimized through the use of the stove-pipe 
construction technique and implementation of an 
appropriate site-specific plan where required.  
Subsequent restoration activities would take as 
long as necessary in order to fully restore the 
property.  Section 2.3.2 details specialized 
construction techniques proposed in residential 
areas. 
 

 IN29-2  Mid-Atlantic Express would be required to meet all 
US Dot Safety Standards, as such; the pipeline 
would not be allowed to go through or under any 
occupied structure.  Section 4.8.1 discusses 
potential impacts to residences and protective 
measures that Mid-Atlantic Express is committed 
to, and recommends additional protective 
measures above and beyond those proposed by 
Mid-Atlantic Express. 
 

 IN29-3 Section 2.3.2 addresses specialized construction 
techniques in residential areas intended to 
minimize and mitigate residential impacts.  Mid-
Atlantic Express is responsible for compensating a 
landowner for and/or restoring any property 
damages resulting from construction.  As stated in 
response to comment IN29-2, the pipeline would 
not be allowed to go through or under any occupied 
structure.   
 

   
   
   

IN29-1 

IN29-2 

IN29-3 



IN30 - Guido Guarnaccia  

  P1-392  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN30-1  Comments noted. Section 4.0 of the FEIS 
describes anticipated potential impacts to the 
environment; Section 5.0 provides conclusions and 
recommendations, including mitigation measures. 
In particular, section 4.3.2 describes impacts to 
surface water quality. 
 

 IN30-2 Please see response to comment IN30-1. 
 

 IN30-3 Please see response to comment IN30-1. 
 

 IN30-4 Please see response to comment IN30-1. 
 

 IN30-5 Please see response to comment IN30-1. 
 

   

IN30-1 

IN30-2 

IN30-3 

IN30-4 

IN30-5 



IN30 - Guido Guarnaccia  

  P1-393  Individuals 

 IN30-6 Please see response to comment IN22-1. 
 

 IN30-7 Please see response to comment IN22-2. 
 

 IN30-8 As stated in section 4.12.5.5, the Coast Guard has 
stated that the waterway may be made suitable for 
LNG marine traffic if additional risk mitigation 
measures are implemented.  Unless the measures 
required to ensure safe and secure operations 
were in place and serving their intended purpose, 
neither the Commission nor the Coast Guard would 
allow operation of the proposed facility. 
 

 IN30-9 As stated in the WSR (see appendix J), AES would 
be required to comply with any operating 
restrictions deemed necessary by the Coast Guard. 
 

 IN30-10 Ballast water intake is discussed in section 4.6.2.2 
of the FEIS. 
 

 IN30-11  The waterway suitability assessment process is 
discussed in section 4.12.5.5.  In accordance with 
the Energy Policy Act of 2005, AES would be 
required to identify the mechanisms for funding all 
project-related security/emergency management 
costs that would be imposed on state and local 
agencies.  Any Coast Guard assets required to 
implement the risk management measures would 
be funded by the Coast Guard.  Unless the 
required measures to ensure safe and secure 
operations were in place and serving their intended 
purpose, neither the Commission nor the Coast 
Guard would allow operation of the proposed 
facility. 

   
   
   

IN30-6 

IN30-7 

IN30-8 

IN30-9 

IN30-10 

IN30-11 



IN30 - Guido Guarnaccia  

  P1-394  Individuals 

   
   

 
   
 IN30-12 Please see response to comment IN30-11. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN30-13 Please see response to comment IN30-9. 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN30-14 Please see response to comment IN10-5. 
 
 
 

 IN30-15 Please see response to comment IN10-5. 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IN30-14 

IN30-13 

IN30-12 

IN30-15 



IN30 - Guido Guarnaccia  

  P1-395  Individuals 

   
 
 

   
 

 IN30-16 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 

 IN30-17 Section 2.3.1.3 of the FEIS describes dredged 
material disposal and the dredged material 
recycling facility (DMRF).  All applicable permits, 
licenses and approvals for the DMRF and the 
optional, non-jurisdictional electric power plant 
must be obtained by AES prior to construction and 
operation. 
 

 IN30-18 Section 4.3.2 of the FEIS describes anticipated 
impacts to surface water quality. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN30-19 Comment noted. 
 

   
 

   
 

   
   

IN30-16 

IN30-17 

IN30-18 

IN30-19 



IN30 - Guido Guarnaccia  

  P1-396  Individuals 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 

   
 
 
 



IN30 - Guido Guarnaccia  

  P1-397  Individuals 

   
   
   
   
   

 
 
 
 

 IN30-20 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN30-21 Comment noted. 
 
 
 

 IN30-22  See section 4.8.4.1. 
 
 
 
 

 IN30-23 Please see response to comment IN8-1. 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 

   
   

IN30-20 

IN30-21 

IN30-22 

IN30-23 



IN30 - Guido Guarnaccia  

  P1-398  Individuals 

   
   
   
   

 
 

 IN30-24 Please see response to comment IN10-5. 
 

 IN30-25 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN30-26 Please see response to comment IN30-11. 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

IN30-24 

IN30-25 

IN30-26 



IN30 - Guido Guarnaccia  

  P1-399  Individuals 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 



IN30 - Guido Guarnaccia  

  P1-400  Individuals 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 



IN30 - Guido Guarnaccia  

  P1-401  Individuals 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 
 



IN30 - Guido Guarnaccia  

  P1-402  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



IN31 - Dawn Cassel 

  P1-403  Individuals 

   
   

 
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 

 IN31-1  Section 3.3.3 of the FEIS describes the analysis of 
route variations including route variation 9. 
 
 
 
 

   
 

 IN31-2 Pipeline safety is discussed in section 4.12.9. 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

IN31-1 

IN31-2 



IN32 - Rev. Mitchell L. Miller, Moderator 

  P1-404  Individuals 

   
   
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN32-1 Comment noted. Section 4.9 of the DEIS describes 
anticipated socioeconomic impacts of the project, 
and Section 4.12.9 describes safety standards 
associated with the pipeline. 
 

 IN32-2  Comment noted.  Section 4.12.9 describes pipeline 
safety standards. 

   
   
 IN32-3 Comment noted. Section 4.12.9 describes pipeline 

safety standards. 
 

 IN32-4 Comment noted.  Section 4.12.9 describes pipeline 
safety standards. 
 

 IN32-5 Comment noted.  Section 4.12.9 describes pipeline 
safety standards.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IN32-1 

IN32-2 

IN32-3 

IN32-4 

IN32-5 



IN32 - Rev. Mitchell L. Miller, Moderator 

  P1-405  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



IN33 – Mary Jo Kovic 

  P1-406  Individuals 

  
 
 
 
IN33-1 

 
 
 
 
Section 4.3 of the FEIS describes potential impacts 
to water resources.  Specifically, section 4.3.1.1 
addresses public and private water wells. 
 

 IN33-2 Section 4.3.1.1 contains a discussion on public and 
private water supply wells.  In the event that a 
potable water well is damaged by construction 
activities, Mid-Atlantic Express would provide a 
temporary potable water source until water quality 
or yield has been restored or would provide other 
mutually agreeable remedies.  Additionally, Mid-
Atlantic Express would be responsible for the 
repair/replacement (to original capacity) of any 
potable water supplies damaged by construction 
activities.  Furthermore, we recommended that 
within 30 days of placing the pipeline facilities in 
service, Mid-Atlantic Express file a report with the 
Secretary identifying all water supply wells/systems 
damaged by construction and how they were 
repaired.  The report should include a discussion 
concerning the well yield or quality and how each 
problem was resolved.  It should also include a 
discussion of any public or private water supply 
disruptions and how repairs were accomplished 
and how service was restored. 
 

 IN33-3  Section 4.12.9 describes pipeline safety standards. 
 

 IN33-4 Section 3.3 addresses Mid-Atlantic Express 
pipeline alternatives. 

   
 

   

IN33-1 

IN33-2 

IN33-3 

IN33-4 



IN34 – Caroline Seamon 

  P1-407  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 



IN34 – Caroline Seamon 

  P1-408  Individuals 

  
 
IN34-1 

 
 
A detailed discussion on sediments and dredging 
can be found in sections 4.3.2.4 and 4.3.2.5, 
respectively. 
 
 
 

 IN34-2 A discussion related to LNG Terminal Alternatives 
can be found in section 3.2.  This section 
specifically addresses the impediments to Cove 
Point LNG representing a viable alternative. 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

IN34-1 

IN34-2 



IN35 – Dan Zorn 

  P1-409  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN35-1 Wetland impacts are discussed in section 4.4 
and impacts to surface waters are discussed in 
section 4.3.2. 
 

 IN35-2 Implementation of AES’s Environmental 
Construction Plan would serve to minimize 
erosion and sedimentation during construction.  
Mitigation measures to protect wells and septic 
systems are discussed in Sections 4.3.1 and 
4.8.1 of the FEIS. 

   
 
 
 

IN35-1 

IN35-2 



IN35 – Dan Zorn 

  P1-410  Individuals 

 IN35-3 The pipeline would cross approximately 590 
feet from the Board of Education of Harford 
County property, which includes the middle 
and high school campuses, at the northeast 
boundary of the property near MP 25.91. We 
have determined that the pipeline alignment 
would be approximately 600 feet from the 
closest baseball field, about 800 feet from the 
track, and a range of 700 to 1000 feet from 
occupied buildings of the middle school and 
high school campuses. Since the pipeline 
would pass by populated neighborhoods near 
the school property, the pipeline would likely 
be classified as a DOT Class 3 for this 
segment of construction, regardless of the 
distance to the schools’ outdoor recreational 
facilities or occupied buildings.  Section 4.12.9 
further addresses pipeline safety. 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IN35-3 



IN36 – Donald E. Milsten, Ph.D 

  P1-411  Individuals 

 
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN36-1 Comments noted. 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IN36-1 



IN36 – Donald E. Milsten, Ph.D 

  P1-412  Individuals 

   
   

 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



IN37 – Liam O’Rourke  

  P1-413  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

 IN37-1 Section 3.3 addresses alternatives to the 
proposed pipeline route.  If additional route 
variations are explored in the future, the 
affected landowners would be notified as 
appropriate. 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

IN37-1 



IN38 – Rupert Rossetti 

  P1-414  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

 IN38-1 Section 4.3 addresses water resources, 
including the Octoraro and other Chesapeake 
Bay tributaries. 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

 IN38-2 Although the Octoraro tributary crossings are 
within reaches of the Octoraro that are 
designated as scenic, these crossings are not 
on the mainstem of the Octoraro.  
 
 

IN38-2 

IN38-1 



IN38 – Rupert Rossetti 

  P1-415  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 

 IN38-3 Stream crossing techniques are presented in 
Table I in Appendix I.  Stream crossing 
methodologies are also subject to COE 
requirements and State Water Quality 
Certification.   
 

 IN38-4 See section 4.3.2 for a discussion on the use 
of HDD at Octoraro Creek and Deer Creek. 
 
 
 

 IN38-5 These consultations were indeed required as 
they were incorporated into the Condition in 
section 4.6.2.2. Based upon these required 
consultations and additional consultations with 
MDNR, the Applicant has established seasonal 
restrictions for crossings as requested by 
FWS, NMFS, and MDNR.  These seasonal 
restrictions are included as mitigation 
measures in the revised ARMP (Appendix Q). 
 

 IN38-6 Comment noted.  See section 4.3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IN38-3 

IN38-4 

IN38-6 

IN38-5 



IN38 – Rupert Rossetti 

  P1-416  Individuals 

   
 
 

   
 
 

 IN38-7 Section 5.0 provides further discussion 
regarding the FERC’s conclusions. 
 

 IN38-8 Based upon the analysis presented in the 
FEIS, we believe that the proposed Project 
would not have a significant impact on surface 
water resources in the Project area. 
 

 IN38-9 We have made the appropriate change to the 
FEIS. 
 

 IN38-10 The text has been modified. 
 

 IN38-11 The text in Appendix I has been amended to 
show Peddler Run in Harford County, MD. 
 

 IN38-12 Section 4.13.8 of the FEIS acknowledges that 
the visual impacts to Conowingo Creek could 
be significant on the pipeline segment due to 
the loss of forest canopy.  The route parallels 
the Conowingo Creek for this distance, but the 
construction workspace is 200 to 600 ft from 
the creek edge for all of this area, except 
where the pipeline crosses the creek.  The 
construction workspace is 75 ft wide at the 
point of crossing the creek.  A narrower work 
corridor is inadvisable for this crossing due to 
the highly incised nature of this creek valley.  
In addition, any narrower workspace would 
become a worker safety issue. 
 

IN38-7 

IN38-9 

IN38-10 

IN38-12 

IN38-11 

IN38-8 



IN39 – Jeff Pipov 

  P1-417  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN39-1 The Project would benefit the Mid-Atlantic/ 
South Atlantic region which includes 
Pennsylvania.  Section 1.2 provides more 
information in this regard. 

   
 IN39-2 See section 4.8.1.3 for recommended 

mitigation for agricultural areas. 
 

 IN39-3 Potential impacts to terrestrial and aquatic 
species and their habitats are discussed in 
section 4.6. 
 

 IN39-4 Section 2.8 addresses future plans and 
abandonment.  In the event that approval for 
construction of additional pipeline capacity is 
requested in the future, such an Application 
would require a separate review subject to the 
NGA and NEPA. 
 

IN39-3 

IN39-1 

IN39-2 

IN39-4 



IN40 – Terri and Howard Meyers 

  P1-418  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 

 IN40-1 Section 4.9.5 contains a discussion on 
property value including compensation for 
easements on land for both the temporary 
(construction) and permanent (operation) right-
of-way.  Mid-Atlantic Express would 
compensate the landowner for use of the land 
and the temporary loss of crops or other land 
use.  The details would be worked out in the 
lease agreement with Mid-Atlantic Express. 
In section 4.8.1 FERC recommends that Mid-
Atlantic Express develop a site-specific 
mitigation plan in consultation with the affected 
landowner, to minimize impacts to the horses 
and restore the pasture and enclosure. 
 
 
 
 

   
   

IN40-1 



IN41 – David E. Conover 

  P1-419  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN41-1 Section 3.2 discusses alternatives to the 
Project which were evaluated.  Specifically, 
section 3.2 details the alternative analysis 
performed regarding placement of the LNG 
facility, and discusses the current impediments 
to construction of the Crown Landing LNG 
Project. 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 

   
 
 

IN41-1 



IN41 – David E. Conover 

  P1-420  Individuals 

   
 
 
 

   
 

 IN41-2 Based on the site-specific safety evaluation 
presented in section 4.12, the proposed design 
complies with federal siting standards 
contained in 49 CFR 193.  
 
As described in section 4.12, the 1944 
Cleveland incident resulted from the use of 
materials inadequately suited for cryogenic 
temperatures and to the lack of spill 
impoundments at the site.  Current federal 
regulations and design standards have 
addressed these issues.  The proposed design 
would comply with the federal siting standards 
contained in 49 CFR 193.  The exclusion 
zones associated with the Project would not 
extend beyond land owned by SPS Limited 
Partnership LLP (the owner of the terminal 
site). 

   
 IN41-3 Section 4.12.9 addresses pipeline safety 

standards as well as the USDOT’s role in 
regulating pipeline safety.  Section 2.7.2 
specifically addresses pipeline safety controls. 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 

IN41-2 

IN41-3 



IN41 – David E. Conover 

  P1-421  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN41-4 The proposed site complies with 49 CFR 
193.2155, which address proximity to airports.  
The Coast Guard considered aerial attack 
vectors in developing the Waterway Suitability 
Report. 

   
 
 
 

 IN41-5 The Department of Homeland Security has 
provided the Commission with its opinion 
regarding the necessary safety and security 
measures in the form of the Coast Guard’s 
Waterway Suitability Report. 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

 IN41-6 Purpose and Need for the Project is addressed 
in section 1.2. 
 

   
 
 
 
 

IN41-4 

IN41-5 

IN41-6 



IN42 – Donna Ichniowski 

  P1-422  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN42-1 Anticipated impacts to water resources are 
discussed in section 4.3.  If authorized, the 
proposed Project would have to comply with all 
appropriate environmental regulations 
regarding dredging and discharges.  See 
response to comment IN42-4. 

   

IN42-1 



IN42 – Donna Ichniowski 

  P1-423  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

IN42-2 See response to comment OC15-3.  The CDP 
discusses traffic impacts and includes the 
possibility of alternative offsite transport of 
PDM by rail or a combination of truck/railcar. 
 
 

 IN42-3 As part of the NEPA process, the impacts on 
air quality due to vehicle traffic have been 
evaluated. These impacts and proposed 
mitigation measures are discussed in the 
General Conformity Determination for the 
Project, which was issued for public review 
and comment on October 2, 2008. The 
General Conformity Determination requires the 
Project to mitigate emissions from the haul 
trucks as well as all construction and 
operational emissions applicable to General 
Conformity. With the offsetting of emissions 
through General Conformity there would be no 
significant impacts from the Project. The draft 
General Conformity Determination is located in 
appendix R. 
 

IN42-5 

IN42-2 

IN42-3 

IN42-4 



IN42 – Donna Ichniowski 

  P1-424  Individuals 

 IN42-4 As stated in section 4.3.2, stormwater 
discharges from the construction site are 
covered under Maryland’s General Permit for 
Construction Activities (COMAR 26.08.04).  
Decanted water from the dredged sediments 
would be pumped to a dedicated dewatering 
barge and passed through a settling tank and 
filtered.  At this point, samples would be 
collected and undergo chemical and physical 
analysis to determine if any chemical residual 
in the water exceeds the threshold values set 
forth in the USEPA/MDE discharge permit.  If 
the water exceeds Federal, State, and/or local 
standards prior to discharge, onsite/offsite 
treatment and disposal would be evaluated.  If 
feasible, water would be treated to meet 
applicable Federal, State, and/or local 
standards prior to discharge.  Offsite disposal 
options include the local POTW, where it 
would be treated prior to discharge or offsite 
facilities that would be able to accept and treat 
the contaminated water. 
 

 IN42-5 This comment is beyond the scope of this 
FEIS. 
 

 IN42-6 Comment noted. 
   

 
 
 
 
 

   
   
   

 

IN42-6 



IN43 – Deborah Harrison 

  P1-425  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN43-1 Pipeline safety controls are addressed in 
section 2.7.2.  Pipeline safety standards are 
addressed in section 4.12.9. 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 

IN43-1 



IN44 – Jesse D. and Rikki M. Saunders 

  P1-426  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN44-1 FEIS section 4.8.1 contains a discussion on 
conservation easements.  Mid-Atlantic Express 
would consult with the Brandywine 
Environmental Management Center to 
determine if the proposed activities related to 
construction of the pipeline would need to be 
reviewed for consistency with the terms of the 
easements held. 

 IN44-2 Comment noted.  See section 4.8.1 
Conservation Easements and Agriculture. 
 

 IN44-3 Comment noted. Please see response to 
comment letters OC11 and OC26. 
 

 IN44-4 Comment noted. See section 4.8.1 Horse 
Farms. 
 

 IN44-5 Impacts to vegetation are discussed in section 
4.5.1 Pipeline Facilities, impacts to streams 
are discussed in section 4.3.2 and impacts to 
aquatic wildlife are discussed in section 4.6.2. 

IN44-1 

IN44-3 
IN44-4 

IN44-2 

IN44-5 



IN44 – Jesse D. and Rikki M. Saunders 

  P1-427  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

 IN44-6 Please see response to comment IN68-2. 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN44-7 Please see response to comment IN68-2. 
 
 
 
 

 IN44-8 Alternatives to the Project, including pipeline 
route alternatives are addressed in section 3.0 
of the FEIS; impacts to agricultural lands are 
addressed in sections 4.2.3 and 4.8.1.  In 
Section 4.8.1 we recommend that prior to 
construction, Mid-Atlantic Express develop in 
consultation with the state and county 
agricultural agencies and file with the 
Secretary an Agricultural Impact Mitigation 
Plan (AIMP). 
 

 IN44-9 A final approval would only be granted if, after 
consideration of both environmental and non-
environmental issues, the FERC finds that the 
proposed Project is in the public interest.  
Research and development of alternative 
energy sources is beyond the scope of this 
FEIS. 
 
 

   

IN44-6 

IN44-7 

IN44-8 

IN44-9 



IN45 – Tim Rye 

  P1-428  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 

 IN45-1 Section 4.1 of the FEIS contains a complete 
summary of the site-specific seismic hazard 
analysis and subsurface geotechnical 
investigations performed for the proposed 
Project.  Additional studies and geotechnical 
analyses must be performed in support of the 
final design of the facility.  These additional 
studies, data gathering methods, and detailed 
design plans would be reviewed by FERC for 
compliance with all applicable Certificate 
requirements prior to AES receiving 
authorization to proceed with construction.  
The tanks would be founded on deep pilings 
designed to preclude excessive settlement. 

   
 IN45-2 Please see response to comment IN45-1. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   

IN45-2 

 IN45-1 



IN46 – Author Unknown 

  P1-429  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN46-1 Please see response to comment IN8-1. 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

IN46-1 



IN46 – Author Unknown 

  P1-430  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 



IN47 – Mary DeLezze 

  P1-431  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN47-1 Comment noted.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

IN47-1 



IN48 – Tom Nelson 

  P1-432  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

 IN48-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

IN48-1 



IN49 – Brenda Wilson 

  P1-433  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 



IN49 – Brenda Wilson 

  P1-434  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

 IN49-1 Please see response to comment IN22-2. 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

 IN49-2 Please see response to comment IN22-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 

 

IN49-1 

IN49-2 



IN50 – Robert Resau 

  P1-435  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN50-1 Please see response to comment IN25-4. 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

IN50-1 



IN51 – Alan and Denise Anthony 

  P1-436  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN51-1 Section 4.0 addresses environmental impacts.  
Section 4.3.2 specifically discusses surface 
water related impacts. 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 
 

IN51-1 



IN52 – Linn Marie Abrams 

  P1-437  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN52-1 Details of dredging are discussed in the 
Consolidated Dredge Plan, appendix D.  Our 
environmental analysis of dredging activities is 
presented in section 4.3.2 of the FEIS. 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

 IN52-1 



IN53 – Loretta L. Grynkiewicz 

  P1-438  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN53-1 Please see response to comment IN10-13. 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

IN53-1 



IN54 – Crossan O'Donovan, MD 

  P1-439  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 

 IN54-1 Federal siting requirements for LNG facilities 
are summarized in table 2.7.1-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

  IN54-1 



IN55 – Matthew Smith 

  P1-440  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN55-1 Section 4.9 addresses socioeconomics, while 
section 4.3 addresses water resources. 
 
 

 IN55-2 Section 3.2 addresses LNG terminal 
alternatives, section 3.2.4 contains a 
discussion on off-shore alternatives including 
the rationale for why offshore alternatives are 
not a preferable alternative. 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

IN55-1 

IN55-2 



IN56 – Carolyn P. Ducan 

  P1-441  Individuals 

   
 
 

IN56-1 Reduced dependence upon foreign energy 
sources is not a contributing aspect to this 
Project’s Purpose and Need.  Section 4.12 
specifically addresses reliability and safety.  
The benefit of the Project is described in 
Section 1.2 – Purpose and Need. 
 

 IN56-2 Please see response to comment IN22-1.   
 

 IN56-3 Please see response to comment IN22-1.  In 
accordance with the Emergency Response 
Plan (ERP) recommendation contained in the 
FEIS and with federal regulations under 49 
CFR 193.2059, AES would be required to 
develop an ERP that included procedures to 
notify the public and personnel in the vicinity of 
the LNG plant of the possible need for an 
evacuation in an emergency (see 
193.2059(b)(2)). 
 

 IN56-4 Because of their cross-country nature, it is 
common for interstate natural gas pipelines to 
cross numerous other pipelines, utilities, water 
lines, sewer lines, cables, etc.; the referenced 
Air Products lines pose no unusual or 
additional risk.  There are several regulations 
and industry practices in place to ensure these 
crossings are designed, constructed, and 
operated safely.  For example, the USDOT 
pipeline safety regulations specify minimum 
separation distances between pipelines and 
other underground lines and structures.  Prior 
to any excavation, AES will be required by law 
to contact the state's One-Call system, who 
would locate existing underground pipelines 
and utilities. 

IN56-3 

IN56-4 

IN56-1 

IN56-2 



IN56 – Carolyn P. Ducan 

  P1-442  Individuals 

   
 
 
 

 IN56-5 LNG terminal alternatives are discussed in 
Section 3.2.  Specifically, an alternative LNG 
site in the Philadelphia region is addressed in 
Section 3.2.2 (i.e., Crown Landing LNG). 
 
 

 IN56-6 After construction is completed, the FERC 
would continue to conduct oversight inspection 
and monitoring of both the LNG terminal and 
the pipeline.  Property owners would have 
legal rights to pursue appropriate 
compensation from AES for property damage 
directly related to their activities under state 
and federal law. 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

IN56-6 

IN56-5 



IN57 – Ruth E. Coole 

  P1-443  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN57-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

IN57-1 



IN58 – Barbara Kenny 

  P1-444  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 

 IN58-1 Section 3.0 addresses alternatives to the 
proposed facility locations.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
   

 
 
 
 
 

IN58-1 



IN59 – Julius Fischer Jr. 

  P1-445  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 



IN59 – Julius Fischer Jr. 

  P1-446  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN59-1 Section 2.5 of the FEIS addresses 
environmental compliance, inspection and 
mitigation monitoring.  The FERC has the 
authority to issue Mid-Atlantic Express notices 
of noncompliance.  For patterns of 
noncompliance, the Commission has penalty 
authority under the Energy Policy Act of 2005.  
The Commission seeks to detect violations 
quickly; address violations of its requirements; 
publicize misconduct where appropriate; and 
take prompt action to prevent future 
misconduct.  Other federal and state agencies 
may also conduct oversight and inspection as 
they deem necessary.  Oversight inspection 
and monitoring would continue to be 
conducted by FERC after construction is 
complete. 
 

 IN59-2 Section 1.2 includes a discussion on the 
underlying need for the Project, and 
specifically addresses the current and 
anticipated need for additional natural gas 
supply in the Mid-Atlantic/South-Atlantic 
regions.  Section 3.0 addresses alternatives to 
and the rationale behind the proposed facility 
locations. 
 

   

IN59-1 

IN59-2 



IN60 – Dorothy A. Matz 

  P1-447  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 



IN60 – Dorothy A. Matz 

  P1-448  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN60-1 Section 3.3.1 addresses pipeline system 
alternatives, including the existing Columbia 
Gas Transmission System.  The Columbia 
system does not have sufficient capacity to 
transport the volumes proposed by Mid-
Atlantic Express. 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

IN60-1 



IN61 – Blair W. Fleischmann 

  P1-449  Individuals 

   
   

 
 

 IN61-1 A public notice was issued on the FERC 
website and mailed to all parties on the project 
mailing list including local newspapers of 
circulation in the project area.  Additionally, in 
accordance with the Army Corps of Engineers 
regulations, a public notice was posted in 
several area newspapers.  Section 1.4 
contains a discussion on the stakeholder 
involvement process.   
 

 IN61-2 Since Upper Oxford Park resides 
approximately 900 feet from the Project, 
impacts to this Park from construction are not 
anticipated.  With regard to operational safety 
issues, pipeline safety controls are addressed 
in section 2.7.2, and pipeline safety standards 
are addressed in section 4.12.9. 
 

 IN61-3 See section 4.8.1 for a discussion on 
agricultural lands. 
 
 

 IN61-4 Anticipated impacts to surface water resources 
are addressed in section 4.3.2.  Proper 
implementation of the Mid-Atlantic Express 
ECP would minimize impacts to these 
resources. 
 

   
 
 
 
 

IN61-1 

IN61-2 
IN61-3 

IN61-4 



IN62 – Christi Osborne 

  P1-450  Individuals 

  
 
 
 
 
IN62-1 

 
 
 
 
 
Section 4.9.5 includes a discussion on 
property values. 
 

 IN62-2 Section 2.7.2 addresses pipeline facility safety 
controls.  Section 4.12.9 addresses pipeline 
facility reliability and safety.  Impacts to 
residential areas are discussed in section 4.8.1 
of the FEIS. 
 

 IN62-3 Environmental impacts expected to result from 
the Project are addressed in Section 4.0. 
 

 IN62-4 Section 4.9 addresses socioeconomic impacts 
overall.  See IN62-1. 
 

 IN62-5 Easement negotiations and compensation are 
specifically addressed in Section 4.9.5. 
Mid-Atlantic Express has indicated that it 
would seek to negotiate fair market value 
compensation with affected landowners, and 
would use third-party appraisers to estimate 
comparable property value to use as the basis 
for determining appropriate compensation. 
 

 IN62-6 Section 4.12.8 specifically addresses terrorism 
and security issues. 
 

 IN62-7 Alternatives to the Project are addressed in 
section 3.0.  Specifically, section 3.1 discusses 
alternative energy sources. 
 

   

IN62-1 

IN62-2 

IN62-3 

IN62-4 

IN62-5 

IN62-6 

IN62-7 



IN62 – Christi Osborne 

  P1-451  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



IN63 – Blair W. Fleischmann 

  P1-452  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN63-1 Comment noted. 
 
 

 IN63-2 In compliance with the requirements of NEPA, 
Mid-Atlantic Express developed a public 
outreach plan that included open houses, 
notification of affected landowners, public 
scoping meetings, and site visits. 
 

 IN63-3 Compensation between an Applicant and local 
review agencies may be achieved through 
permitting review fees or various other means.  
However, these compensation negotiations are 
outside the authority of the FERC, and should 
be addressed by the Applicant and the 
impacted local agency. 
 

 IN63-4 Section 1.2 discusses the Purpose and Need 
for the Project. In addition, Section 3.1 
discusses alternative energy sources. 
 
 
 
 

IN63-1 

IN63-2 

IN63-3 

IN63-4 



IN64 – Andrew Durkin 

  P1-453  Individuals 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IN64-1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted. See section 3.3.3 Route 
Variation 12 for a discussion of variations 
considered and a comparison of the proposed 
route and the variations considered. 
 

 IN64-2 Comment noted.  See IN64-1. 
 
 

 IN64-3 Comment noted.  The potential for impacts 
from alternative routes is evaluated as 
rigorously as the potential for impacts from the 
main proposed route.  See IN64-1. 
 

 IN64-4 Comment noted.  
 

 IN64-5 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 

 IN64-6 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 

IN64-1 

IN64-2 

IN64-3 

IN64-4 

IN64-5 

IN64-6 



IN64 – Andrew Durkin 

  P1-454  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN64-7 Comment noted.  Section 3.0 discusses the 
purpose and need for an alternatives analysis. 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 

 IN64-8 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

IN64-7 

IN64-8 



IN65 – Eric Newman 

  P1-455  Individuals 

 IN65-1 The stakeholder involvement process for this 
Project is detailed in Section 1.4 of the FEIS, 
and has been conducted in accordance with 
NEPA and 18 CFR 157.6.  All comments 
received have been given equal consideration 
during the Project review and decision-making 
process. 
 

 IN65-2 The letter you received was to notify you that 
you may be affected by a change in the Project 
location.  At the time of the FERC site visit, no 
final determination for this route had been 
made and staff was still gathering information 
about each route in review.  If approved, a final 
determination on any route variations would be 
made by the Commission in an Order issuing a 
Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity for the Project. 
 

 IN65-3 Thank you for the additional information about 
your property.  These potential impacts have to 
be taken into consideration when reviewing the 
route on your property.  Please see response 
to comment IN33-2. 
 

 IN65-4 See IN33-2.   
Utility lines would be located prior to 
construction.  Any damage to residential 
utilities resulting from construction would be 
promptly repaired to pre-construction or better 
conditions. 
 

 IN65-5 Please see response to comment IN65-3. 
 
 
 
 

IN65-1 

IN65-2 

IN65-3 

IN65-4 

IN65-5 



IN66 – Edward P. Fitts 

  P1-456  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN66-1 FEIS section 4.8.1.3 contains a discussion on 
conservation easements.  Mid-Atlantic Express 
would consult with the Brandywine 
Environmental Management Center to 
determine if the proposed activities related to 
construction of the pipeline would need to be 
reviewed for consistency with the terms of the 
easements held. 
 

 IN66-2 Environmental impacts are discussed and 
analyzed in detail in Section 4.0. 

   
 IN66-3 Thank you for your comment.  Mid-Atlantic 

Express should have made such maps 
available to each landowner and should 
continue to do so upon request. 
 

 IN66-4 Section 3.1 discusses alternative energy 
sources. 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

IN66-1 

IN66-2 

IN66-3 

IN66-4 



IN67 – Richard J. and Victoria S. Channell 

  P1-457  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN67-1 We apologize for the confusion.  Subsequent 
filings from Mid-Atlantic Express should have 
provided additional information in public files.  
FERC has reviewed all of the route variations 
in the general area of 12A/12B and 20A-20D in 
section 3.3.3 of the FEIS. 
 

 IN67-2 Comment noted. 
 
 
 

 IN67-3 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN67-4 Comment noted. 
 

 IN67-5 Comment noted. 
 
 
 

IN67-1 

IN67-2 

IN67-3 

IN67-4 

IN67-5 



IN67 – Richard J. and Victoria S. Channell 

  P1-458  Individuals 

  
 
 
IN67-6 

 
 
 
Pipeline safety is discussed in section 4.12.9, 
section 4.12.10, section 4.12.11, and section 
4.12.12. 
 

 IN67-7 Please see IN67-6. 
 

 IN67-8 Thank you for your comment. 
 
 

 IN67-9 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 

 IN67-10 Please see IN67-6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

IN67-6 

IN67-7 

IN67-8 

IN67-9 

IN67-10 



IN67 – Richard J. and Victoria S. Channell 

  P1-459  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 



IN67 – Richard J. and Victoria S. Channell 

  P1-460  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 



IN68 – William V. Munton DDS 

  P1-461  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

 IN68-1 Section 4.8.1 addresses impacts to Existing 
and Planned Residences and Developments 
along the proposed pipeline route, including 
areas were site specific plans for crossings of 
individual properties are recommended to be 
developed in consultation with property 
owners.  Additionally, section 4.8.1 addresses 
impacts to lands under conservation 
easements.  

   
   
 IN68-2 Please see response to comment IN 66-3. 

Please contact Mid-Atlantic Express directly for 
information specific to your property.  If the 
project is constructed, you would have 
additional opportunity to negotiate a specific 
easement agreement with Mid-Atlantic 
Express for your property and to have the 
Brandywine Conservancy participate in these 
negotiations, at your request. 
 
 

 IN68-3 Please see response to comment IN68-2.   
 
 
 

IN68-1 

IN68-2 

IN68-3 



IN68 – William V. Munton DDS 

  P1-462  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN68-4 A final approval will only be granted if, after 
consideration of both environmental and non-
environmental issues, the FERC finds that the 
proposed Project is in the public interest.  
Research and development of alternative 
energy sources is beyond the scope of this 
FEIS. 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
   

 
   

 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

IN68-4 



IN69 – James B. Bullitt, III and Susan T. Barrett-Bullitt 

  P1-463  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 

 IN69-1 We apologize for the confusion.  Subsequent 
filings from Mid-Atlantic Express should have 
provided additional information in public files.  
FERC has reviewed all of the route variations 
from that filing in section 3.3.3 of the FEIS. 
 

 IN69-2 Please see response to comment IN69-1. 
 
 

 IN69-3 Thank you for your comment.   
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

IN69-1 

IN69-2 

IN69-3 



IN70 – Rita A. Conway 

  P1-464  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 

 IN70-1 Section 4.8.1.1 addresses impacts to Existing 
and Planned Residences and Developments 
along the proposed pipeline route, including 
areas were site specific plans for crossings of 
individual properties are recommended to be 
developed in consultation with property 
owners.  Additionally, section 4.8.1 addresses 
impact to school properties, including the 
Fallston Schools.  Pipeline safety is addressed 
in Section 4.12. 
 

 IN70-2 Potential impacts to property values are 
addressed in Section 4.9.5. 
 

 IN70-3 Potential impacts to property values are 
addressed in Section 4.9.5.   
 

 IN70-4 We are aware of the incident. Please see 
sections 4.12.9, 4.12.10 and 4.12.11 for 
pipeline safety requirements and impacts. 
 

 IN70-5 All written and oral comments received were 
considered and evaluated in the preparation of 
this FEIS.  FERC is required to review 
applications for LNG terminals that are 
onshore or in state waters and interstate 
pipelines irrespective of location and number 
of applications received, approved or rejected. 
Section 3.3.3 contains a discussion on all route 
variations considered and evaluated. 

   

IN70-1 

IN70-2 

IN70-3 

IN70-4 

IN70-5 



IN71 – Rita A. Conway 

  P1-465  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN71-1 Please see response to comment IN70-1 
 

   
 
 

 IN71-2 Please see response to comment IN70-5 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

IN71-1 

IN71-2 



IN72 – Richard J. and Victoria S. Channell 

  P1-466  Individuals 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

 IN72-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 

 IN72-2 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 

 IN72-3 Thank you for your comments. 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

 

IN72-1 

IN72-2 

IN72-3 




