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The proposed Project has not been Certificated or approved 
by the FERC.  In the past, proposed projects have been 
denied by the Commission or withdrawn prior to 
construction. 

The Final EIS includes evaluation of a route alternative at the 
Pitre property, as discussed in Section 4.4. 

Soil erosion is discussed in Section 3.2.  Gulf South would 
use its Plan and Procedures to prevent or minimize soil 
erosion.  Additionally, Gulf South has developed a plan in 
consultation with the NRCS for the management of highly 
erodable loess soils, which are found in the Vicksburg, 
Mississippi area.  We believe that with implementation of 
these plans, soil erosion would be effectively minimized. 

As stated in Section 2.3.1 of the Final EIS, any private or 
public property damaged during construction, such as fences, 
gates, and driveways, would be restored to original or better 
condition, consistent with individual landowner agreements.     
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Pipeline safety is addressed in Section 3.12 of the Final EIS.  
The available data show that natural gas pipelines continue to 
be a safe, reliable means of energy transportation.  Based on 
approximately 300,000 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 400 years.  This would represent a 
slight increase in risk to the nearby public. 

Collocation of natural gas pipelines and electric transmission 
lines commonly occurs throughout the United States.  Given 
the overall low risk of pipeline failures and incidents, we 
believe that the risk of a pipeline incident causing damage to 
an electrical transmission line, or vice versa, is small. 

Potential impacts resulting from terrorism and involving 
electric transmission lines are discussed in Section 3.12.4 of 
the Final EIS.  Due to the various abilities and motivations of 
terrorist organizations, the likelihood of future acts of 
terrorism at the proposed Project site is unpredictable.  The 
FERC has taken measures to limit this risk, including 
removal of sensitive information from the public record and 
cooperation with other agencies and groups to strengthen 
ongoing efforts to secure pipeline infrastructure.   
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Please see the response to P3-1. 
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We have further evaluated route alternatives, including a new 
route alternative located in the southern portion of Warren 
County.  This information is included in Section 4.3 of the 
Final EIS.   
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In their letter dated March 27, 2007, Mr. Withrow and Mr. 
Broadbent indicated that they "hereby withdraw any and all 
comments that we have submitted to the Commission in these 
proceedings, including the March 26 Comments, as they 
pertain, and only as they pertain, to this Project and these 
Dockets."  They went on to say "However, we preserve our 
comments and concerns as they pertain to the Commission's 
overall environmental review process and the Commission's 
criteria for the routing of pipelines".  Given the 
Withrow/Broadbent filing dated March 27, 2007, we will 
consider their specific comments regarding the East Texas to 
Mississippi Expansion Project provided in the Vicksburg, 
Mississippi Draft EIS comment meeting held on March 1, 
2007 as withdrawn and will not respond to them herein.  
However, have responded to their general comments 
regarding our environmental review process and the criteria 
for the routing of pipelines in our responses to their two 
letters dated March 26 and March 27, 2007.
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Please see the response to P3-10. 
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Please see the responses to P3-3 and P3-5 regarding soils, 
erosion, and safety.  Please see the response to P3-4 regarding 
impacts to any personal property or structures.  Impacts to 
planted trees would be permanent within the permanently 
maintained right-of-way, but potentially could be replanted in 
the portion of the construction right-of-way that would be 
allowed to revegetate to pre-project conditions.  The issue of 
replanting could be negotiated during easement negotiations. 

Please see the response to P3-4. 
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Please see the response to P3-5. 
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The Midcontinent Express Project is in the very early 
beginning phases.  During this early planning phase, 
landowners may work directly with the pipeline company in 
an attempt to have their concerns addressed and routes 
modified to avoid sensitive resources.  Landowners may also 
contact the FERC, to make us aware of issues that we will 
consider in our environmental review, as appropriate.  The 
FERC will host scoping meetings and draft EIS comment 
meetings in the proposed Project's vicinity and welcomes 
written comments on the record as well. 
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Please see the response to P3-1. 

Please see the response to P3-9. 
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In their letter dated March 27, 2007, Mr. Withrow and Mr. 
Broadbent indicated that they "hereby withdraw any and all 
comments that we have submitted to the Commission in these 
proceedings, including the March 26 Comments, as they 
pertain, and only as they pertain, to this Project and these 
Dockets."  They went on to say "However, we preserve our 
comments and concerns as they pertain to the Commission's 
overall environmental review process and the Commission's 
criteria for the routing of pipelines".  Given the 
Withrow/Broadbent filing dated March 27, 2007, we will 
consider their specific comments regarding the East Texas to 
Mississippi Expansion Project provided in their letter filed on 
March 26, 2007 to be withdrawn and will not respond to them 
herein.  However, we will respond to their general comment 
regarding our environmental review process (see below at I1-
2) and will respond to their comment regarding the criteria 
for the routing of pipelines in their letter dated March 27, 
2007. 

We believe that the Draft EIS does satisfy the requirements of 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the Council 
on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing 
NEPA (40 CFR 1500–1508), and the FERC regulations 
implementing NEPA (18 CFR 380).  Our environmental 
review process includes a comprehensive assessment of the 
resources that may be affected by the proposed project and 
we have recommended numerous measures intended to 
prevent, minimize, or mitigate unavoidable impacts, 
including cumulative impacts.  We have also evaluated  
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(Continued) 
numerous alternatives to the proposed Project, including a no 
action alternative, system alternatives, route alternatives, and 
route variations.  Our analysis has been aided by extensive 
public and local, state, and federal agency input.  The COE, 
FWS, NPS, and EPA served as federal cooperating agencies 
for the EIS process and various state agencies have also 
served in key roles as well.  The Applicant must also obtain 
all other necessary agency permits and approvals before 
construction can begin.  In summary, we believe that our 
level of analysis is adequate to satisfy the requirements of 
NEPA.   
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We are re-examining our eLibrary and eSubscription systems 
and procedures regarding the notification of registered 
persons when docket numbers change, such as when pre-
filing docket numbers (i.e., PF docket numbers) are changed 
following receipt of an application (i.e., CP docket numbers).  
It is our intention to provide readily accessible project 
information to the interested public in an effective manner. 
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This comment specifically references the comments of Mr. 
Withrow and Mr. Broadbent, which have been withdrawn.  
Please see the response to comment I1-1 in Mr. Withrow and 
Mr. Broadbent's letter filed on March 26, 2007. 

We have further evaluated route alternatives, including a 
modified route alternative located in the southern portion of 
Warren County.  This information is included in Section 4.3 
of the Final EIS.  

Potential impacts resulting from terrorism and involving 
electric transmission lines are discussed in Section 3.12.4 of 
the Final EIS.  Due to the various abilities and motivations of 
terrorist organizations, the likelihood of future acts of 
terrorism at the proposed Project site is unpredictable.  The 
FERC has taken measures to limit this risk, including 
removal of sensitive information from the publicly available 
record and cooperation with other agencies and groups to 
strengthen ongoing efforts to secure pipeline infrastructure.  
Due to the generally low risk of pipeline failure, as described 
in Section 3.12.1, combined with the avoidance of electrical 
infrastructure that has the potential to disrupt nuclear or steam 
power generation through adoption of route modifications, 
the proposed Project would present a minimal increase in the 
potential for pipeline failure within areas containing HVAC 
power lines. 
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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 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 rights-of-way.  We view each 
proposed project individually, and strive to minimize 
environmental impacts to the extent possible through our 
review of alternatives.  We have evaluated route alternatives 
in and near Warren County, Mississippi as discussed in 
Section 4.3 of the Final EIS. 

Please see the response to Comment I2-2 regarding terrorism 
and potential impacts to electric transmission lines.  The 
electrical switchyard providing power to the nuclear facility 
is now avoided through adoption of a route modification.

Please see the response to Comment I2-2. 
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The pipeline company proposes the route or location of 
project facilities, which is then examined by the FERC staff.  
The applicant must evaluate alternative routes and we also 
may evaluate other alternative routes based on our review and 
comments made by the public, agencies, and other parties.  
We view each proposed project individually, and strive to 
minimize environmental impacts to the extent possible 
through our review of alternatives. Based on this review, we 
may recommend that alternative routes be adopted into 
proposed projects.  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 collocated with an 
existing and maintained right-of-way may have several 
advantages over a route in an undisturbed "greenfield" area, 
including a 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 rights-of-way. 


