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MR, PECONOM:

=ral Energy Reculatory Commis

to thank all of vyou for coming tonigh

John EBescon

m.,  I'm a project manager with thse
Fecderal Energy Regulatory Commission.

The Federal Energs gulatory Commission

is the primary federal agency responsible for ths

siting and the construction of proposed Interstate

National Gas Fipeline Pr

In accordance with Lhe Nallonal

Quality £ r L'm recponeible for the

bnviror

sion's environmental revisw of the proposed

sxcuse me. The proposed east Texas to Mississippi
expansicn project i1s an approximate Z243-mile and
42-inch diameter natural gas ploeline extending from

existing natural gas facilities in DeSoto Parish,

Louigiana, to existing natural gas Tfacilities in
Simpson County, Mississippi.

With me Conight are Doug Moonevhan ard

Katle G

range with Entrix. Entrix is an

envirommental consulting firm that's a

myself and the Cormmission stalf with our
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environmental review of Lhe proposed

on February 9th,

mrission, in cooparation

Army Corp of Engineers, Uni

2007,

with the United States

ted Fisheries and

Wildlife Service, the National Par< Service, the

United States Environmertal

in consultation with the

Conservation Service

;ational Re

s ard other

Erotection Agency, ard

regulatory agencies from Texas, Louisiana, and

Impacl

Announdce

in

avallabilit we are here

Environmental Review proc

cuestions you may has

to Missi

on the proposed

of availakbility of a

Statement Zor Lhe

ssiopl expansion

the notice of

onight to receive

nte on the Draft Ervirconmental Impact

ents,

;iew the proposed project, the FLRC

including the Draft Environmental Impact Statement,

and 1 should add that | indica

project begin

anc tends to

are also three miles

1 earlier Lhat the

g roughly in DeSoto Parish, Louisiara,

County, Mis ippi, but

in a couple of facilities
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as. So when 1 mentlon lexas

in Panola County,

agsn chat's where that comss from.

Entrix to

expansion

project as received by the Commission on September

1st, 2006, and subsequertly updated, and I should

point cut that the proposed project is being
proposed by Gulf South Pipeline Company, LP.
Doug, would you liks to give us a brief

summary of the pr sed project and then we'll go

ah=ad and Lalk aboul Lhs environmenlal review

and the Draft Ervironment Impact Statement,

ang then I'"11 open the mzeting for comments and

and try to r all

yoLur guestions.
MR. MOONEYHAN: Ckay. TI'll give a brisf
overview of the project, propossd project.

The general purpose o east Texas to

Mississippl expansion proje is to transport
natural gas from —-- from fields in eastern Texas

cask Lo -- through northern Loulisiana ang Lhen into

central Mississippi, and then to &

cnbually supply

markets in the southeastern United States' Gulf
ast and other marke as well in and
even the northeastern parts of the States.
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The proposed project Includes aboul

2 miles of 4Z-inch diameter natural gas pipeline.

And as John mentioned, it extends from Kevchi,
Iouisgiana, which is north -- ths northwesterrn part

of the state all the way to —- on County,

Mississippi, just -- just south of Jackson.

About 3.3 miles of 42-inch -- excuse me —-- 36-inch

diameter pipeline is located in Panocla Coun

Texas.

There would be two

skalions associaled will: Lhe proposed projecl.

are located in Ouachita Parish, Louisiana, and

that's ¢galled the V¥

xon Compressor Station, anc also

new qonpre Cion in B

or

n Parieh,
Lovisiana, and that's callec the Tallulah Compressor

Station. Gulf South also proposes to adé adcitional

compression to an existing compr r station in

Carthage Junction, Texas.

TH would bes a few other associated

facilities with the proposed project, including

meter and regulator facilitlies, main line wvalv B

‘s valves a 2lver faclilities.

1 pig luncher and re

ed to start

Gulf South has propo

time lins

Con

ruction in and around the May 20

anc pe comoleted by which 18 a
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period of about Zour Lo I monthid of construction.

Just a brie view of some of the

O

struction procedures. Typically, the
construction right of way, a temporary right of way,
would pe apout a hundrec fest wide. That wicth

. tvpieally, in wetlands to a wi

would be reduc

of about 75 feeset: Typically, Gulf Scuth would

retain a permanent -- or as proposed, to retain a

permansnt szasemsnt of -- of 60 feelk in width.

cnificant portion of the proj

collocaled wilh exisling linear [acililis

olbher ratural plipelir

and -- and high voltage

utility lines, about 76 percent, or 185 milesg in

=d project's collo

In some instarnces, Gulf South

to use a portion of its own right of way

propossed project is collocated with an exi
South right of way in order To reduce the wicth that

would be clearing.

The construc

lon process can just briefly

be described as a moving assembly line. There would

be clearing and grading of the right of way,

Then the

trenching to a depth of about

Ltalle

pipeline would anc soil

will ke claced pack over the too of the pipelire, =0
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L =t of =0il or

< be apoul Lhree

three—and-a-half feet of =o0ll over the -- over the

2] ime.

The pipeline is -- is lowered into the

trench. It's backfilled over. After construction

+

is comple elirne is tested.

Hypostatistically, water is pumped inteoc the pipeline

ssures are monitored to make sure that

—-- Lhat there are no leaks. And then

gr the construction

¥

s, Gull Soulh would cleanup and restors Lhs
right of way.

In addition to ths opsn-cut trenching
method, which would -- which would cover a majority
of the pipsline, GulI Scuth has also provosec to use
korizorntal dirsctional drill at 33 locations.

Drilling is a trenchless method of installing ths

e

glpeline., It allows installation keneath specia
features; oftentimes such as rivers whars the

directional drill can just go under, go under the

feature su as a river without causing any surface

impacts.

Gulf South has largely adopted FERC's plan

of progcedures which are standard plans that FERC has

ceveloned over the vears to minimize and avold
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impacts Lo bolh upland areas and also Lhes wellands

anc water bodies.
During construction, Gulf South would also

tors to ensure that the

loy environmental ins
meastresz that are incluceg in the LIS, or have bsen
agresd to, are being followsd, and FERC would also

empl inspectors under their -- their authority to

incependently assure that the mesasures --

measurss are also

ing followed.

review of the c

MR. PECONOM:

ik you, Doug. 1 want Lo

4 a couple of minut before 1 open ik up for

s, talking about thz FERC Environmental

, and talking a litt

Draft Environmental Impact Sta

bically whern we receive a project or

when we IZirst learn o

ompany will

approach us and reguest to use our prefiling

in this project. &nd

T should take it a step back IZor some --

some —— for some clarification.

Originally, we began revi

iing the

east Texas project Independently of the Miss

pansion project. AL internally, we

same time and
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we slLarted reviewlng both projects of the

to Missiscsipopl expansion

In both cases, though, we -- we first

learned of these projects whern ths company —--— when

Gulf South avproached us ang reguested to use our

prefiling pro s is a

. The prefiling procs

process that we designed to increase public

involve ent before a formal

=nt and agency

application is filed with the Federal Energy

Regulatory Commission.

prefiling proce

typically lasts six
months., In this case, it was a bit of a modified

: we cormbined a review of this

It was

ro] i1l roughly around —-- around a
six-month review time for both projects.

During the prefiling process, we have

public meetings,

me of you may have attended
those earlier or —-- I guess propabply about mid 2006,
we s=nd out letters to

landowners as

in —-- in each re

tive area thal may have an

interest 1n the proposed proj and we recu

comments that individuals or agencies

1l said, we'll come out for opsn hous

initial meetings or comments there.
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anc we'll do site v

The purpo of the prefiling proces

is two-fold: Tt!

s with

one, to provide

information to —-- Co prepars our environmental

analyels once the application is Zormally filed with
the Commission, and to identify any issues that may

be ocut there and work through them with landowners

anc. agencies prior to a project bescoming -- moving
farther along.
Primarily, we are able to -- to conduct

our environmental analysis based on resource reporbks

whiah in the or

Filing prog

submitted to us at the time of formal a

is a report an all

that would ke aflected by The provosed project.
We work with the companies, the landowners, and

to make

op these resource reports
sure they accurately reflect what resources out

the

Typically, we ha a soils resource

reporlk, a

resource repork, water bodies,

wellands, land station, wildlife,

threatensd/er =5, alr and noi

alternatives an alternati

(il

there another way to <o this

¢
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1 anolher way Lo do a = ic portion of this

2 So wa'll ask Lhe company Lo prepare

3 reports, we'll iew theam, ask for

4 additional information, ask the agencies to

5 them, anc ask Zor acditional information again.

6 When we rece resource reports,

7 part of the application we'll then take thsm as part
3 ot == use them to prepare our Environmsntal

2] Impact Statement to our ironmental analysis.

10 O the application and the
11 resource reporkts and —- and find Lhem sufficient

1

begin environme

13 that environmental revi

subsequently ing

14 addi

Cional guestions as --

15 T

purpose of ocur snvirorn

o

HE: you should have receiveg, either a hard <opy or an

ironment Impz

20 Statement either looking like this, which is

21 hard copy, or, obviously, a CD Lhal Kaltie has in
282 Lhere

23 e v re¢ this Dratt Environmental

Impact Statement, as l've indicated

earlier, in

25 COoR

eration with several agencies kboth at the

1ital review, we'll go ahead and begin

through them.
ental review,
in this zase it's to prepare an environmental impaczt

nt, what we'wve preparec now and what each of

W
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feceral and slale level., We are here Lonighl Lo

comments on this Draft Environmental Impact

ent to m: sure that

=

jately

ed pecple's <o

Agaln, in this Envirenmental Impact

Stats

1'11 briefly go through it, we'wve tried

to identify all the resocurces that would be

affected, the environmertal resources that would be

affected by the proposed projset: Soils, geology,
water bodies; wetlands, and as I stated earlier.

We'll Lake Gull Soulh's proposal, review

it for the environmental co

uena

We'll

ew their propos

res to how to -- Lo minim

imgacts and mitigation members —- measures
thoss impacts. We'll do an analysis on all of those
and we'll actually make additional recommendations

to —- to further minimize inpacts.

In the Draft Envirornment Impact atement

in Section ¥V, you probably saw some recommencations.

Those are recommendations prepared by the

snvirorn

wnisslon, which

includes £ and our third-party consultar

Entrix who are b

We will modify those recommencations pased on —— on

K-40
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comrenks that we hear from —— from Zolks like

with

and the ag which we've

will prepare a Final Environ

Impact Statement.

We're currently -- and I should say thaz
we're currently in a 45-day review period. Once the
Draft Envircnmental Impact Statement is issued, we
kave a 45-day review period for -- Zor meetings like
this and for the public and agencies to —-- to digest

the doguments. TE can be -- and this dodument is a

good dovumenlt —-- for them Lo review and of

us conments sure that we've golten things

ELghtE .

Following that 45-day comment period,
we'll pegin preparing a final Environmental Imoact
Statement. The Final Environmental Impact Statement
willl be very similar in appearance to this document

here. However, we'll acdress any corments ralsed in

period.
We will then issue that or submit that

Final Environmental Impact Etatement to Lhe Feceral

¢ Commission, which ig a five -- a

ointed by the

eslaent,

who willl take vironmental analys the

recomrencations that we make, and other informatior,
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gw o

including markel, Iinancial, safely, a whole

other things, take those into conslderation and make

ian on

hether or rot to aoprove the prope

If the Cormiss to approve tTh

oposed project, a lot of recomms

dations, and

almost actually all ¢ our recommendations, become

cornditions of that approval for the

If the Commission approves

they -- th what i1s called an order or a

cerkbificate Lo —- Lo authorize or to construct Lthe

cio whiah Tourd in

Section V, becgome -- then bscoms conditions of the

orn —-— on comments that we

- lancdowners during our initial public scoplne

1

ings, as 11 as corments we've r

the agenciss as well as any other —- any oths

have written in or provided comments IZrom a pr

we develop recormendations. And, as I said, those

recommencations be concditions and Gulf Sout

willl have Lo ac conditions should an

order be lssued.

T think that about summariz both the

wirenmental r What

ig answer cguestilons t C v
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1 folks may have on Lhe proce Lhe oroposal, or
2 analysis of that proposal.

3 T think we can probably do this

4 informally. When we come to the comment stage,

S LE =

- if folks would not mind, I'd like

6 come up to microphone so that the court

adequately record your comments and make sure t

i
|

ourr

hey

3 get on the record.

2] I should point ouk this whole meeting is
10 o scord and transcripts of this Cing will
11 be availabkle on Lhe interrel in two weesks or

most likely about a Lwo weeks, or you Qar

13 contact the court reporter here and get a &

14 cuic?

1 So I'11l pe happy to answer cuestions

rdght

18 row, if folks have them, on the resview process or

1 the -- or the proposal.

HE: Yes, =ir.

14 MR. PITRE: Wayne Pitre, and this is my

20 fe; Maris, and the pipeline is =- the proposet

21 pi ine is crossing through our front yard. I want

22 that our -- my guestions and my

23 comments later are wvery prejucdice because of where
olpeline is, and l'm going to have cral

25 Juestiong and comments through the —— 1 admit

K-43
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P3-2

pP3-3

Lhey're prejudice.
MR. PECONOM: Ckay.
MR. PITRE: At this stage gf the process,

I a project

Because

we feel like this has been rammed down our throat,

and the first

meeting we had back in the fall, it's
been a dons deal. Gulf Scuth has bsen getting

easements from day one. It seems like if
I were running a business arnd going to do a projsct,

I would make sure I had approval pbeiore T -- I got

pald money oul for easements. It just really seems
like if's a done deal ard this 1s all a big
formality.

And in —-- in the projsct book, vou krow,
this talks apout a lot of generalitiss., 1t talks
about a long —- a long pipeline. We live on a piece
of property that doesn't address this. We live on a
glece of property that, according to the NRCS, it's
highly erodible. We -- we planted trees three ysars
ago to prevent erosion. We'wve got Zour erocsion
control structures, one that's going to be breached
by this pipeline.

We have a Z3-year-old horse that we have
to keep fenced in because 1t's got a pulmonary

problem. Who's going to rebuild a fence —— you

18

P3-1 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.

P3-2 The Final EIS includes evaluation of a route alternative at the
Pitre property, as discussed in Section 4.4.

P3-3 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.

P3-4 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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t 1 know, nons —— a2 :
Z ve, It's —— it's a pipeline peing opus

< Lhrou

3 our yard that we want to give To our son and
4 brand new grandbaby, real emoticnal for us, and
53 and -- and for us it just sgems likxe it's a big
8 ceal. It's a formality. It's going to be done
E us,

8 We just got notification from another
9 pipeline company that wanlks to come survey on o
10 property to add insult to injury, and -- and we
11 helpless in all of this. Ard -— and I've got s
12 other stufl that's more speciiic, 1'm alreacy

13 getting a little worked up about it, and -- andg

14 and -- to y'all, it's a pipelines. For us, it's

1 life changing event.

o

This is property Marie was raiseg on,

1 it's keen in her family for years and -- and to
HE: it's —- they're coming in and putting a 42-inch

essure pipeline. In the book, it's safe, you

20 cnow. They've had evacuate 150 from Hamilton
21 Eeights what? Three weeks ago?

MEE. PLIRE: Probably.

23 ME. PITRE:

ah. You know, 1if i

24 why did Lt

cuate those people on a

25 30 —= was it an 18-inch pipeline that ruptured

ah
our

cone

Lr
feel

ome

a

anc
us

kich

for
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P3-5

P3-6

P3-7

20

P3-5

no reason? We're living within a

thousand feet or legs? I didn't do a measurement on

this pipsline, yvou know. So we'rs supposed to feel

comfortanle sleseping i o 1 It's safe.
I'm not an encineer, I don't claim To e

one, 1'wes never plaved ons on TY, but vou're going

to put a —— you're goling to purposely put a 4Z-inch
kigh pressure gas pipelines next to a transmission

lipe. 1I've got a deer stand on the back of the

property and in a rainstorm you can see this thing P3-6
crackle, and vou're intentionally pulling a gas —— a
high pressure gas pipeline next o a power lins?

To me, that really makes no sense. T'm not an

engineer, but you're going to intentionally do that?
The thing addressed Terrcorists acgtion is P3-7
that, Ch, we're not puttirg it on the wek site so
the terrorists won't know where it is; but you're
going to intentionally put, and Mixe brought that
up, and I'm sure he's going to have some comments on
it, he brought it up in the other meeting, you're
going Lo intentionally put Lwo power sources that
'

2loss Lo one anoLher Lo have someons who's devious

enouch, somecody who woulc

7 a plane into

a building that d actually

take out two power sources at the sgame time?

K-46

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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1 Again, 1l'mm getting -- you know, 1l'm nrot a
2 good puklic speaker, ceclally when I get nervous,
3 capecially when T get up , I'm going to have soms
4 other things to say later. But, again, has there
P3-8 S ever been a project canceled at tThis stage? Or, are
6 we just all here checkirg all the kblanks right now?

kK MR. PLI

OM: You've got gulte a

=0

3 cuestions in thers anc I want to try to adcress thsm
2] one by one.

10 MR. PITRE: Well, most of them are

11 emolional comments and 1 realize Lhal.

12 MR. PECONOM: I understand that, and this

13 is vy personal. T understand. This is very
14 personal, folks, and I think there's a -- like
1 vou £ald, there's a comblrnation ¢ guestions and
15 comments in there, and it'd probably be redurdant
17 for you to do that again later, but we can -- we

HE: have that on the record here asgs your

19 Let me tryv and co through and answer soms
20 of your guestions; and if I miss them, remind me

21 because I was Ltrying to write them down and I want
282 Lo make sure that I get them all.

23 At this point in the prod an orcer has
24 not been lssued and, vou know, Lhe projsct has not
25 Deen approved.

P3-8 Please see the response to P3-1.
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R
[

ang this 1is,

18 ko de

Route wvariaticones and

alternatives can't be,
vou know, can't be mace at this point. We haven't

mace any final recormencations and this isn't the

firal analwy:

so, it's not a done deal in

terms of our environmental analysis. We'res coing

that right now. When we us a Final Environmental

Impact Statement, that'll be thez point of where

we've made our —- our -— zompleled our analysis.

siorr —- let me make sure I c

guestions correct

Bete.

filing pr

hae —-- has implemente

environmental review procsss which tyopically,

count ths prefiling process, it's typically a

six-month process, and cur environmental process is

tyeically an orocess, so0 we're talking

on average a l4-month process beatwesn when irst
learn of a project and get the word out to when we

make -- complete our final, you know, environmsntal

our Zilnal envirormental

impact statemenkt or comp

it

analysis. TIn some

# Iikkle dongerl. TH

some cas

it's a little bit shorter, but on average

I would say about 14 months. So there’

in

a long time

K-48

Public Meeting Comments



Vicksburg Public Meeting

1 Lhers Lo gelL comments heard and to -— Lo let pesopls
2 know what you're concerned aboub. We strongly
3 sncourags the company to work with landowners to

4 addrese concerns, because there is variations, and
5 -— we can still do variations to move the

6 tain amourt of distance, to move it,
7 vyou know, Irom cne proparty to ths other.

3 ME. PITEE: Can I interject one guestion
9 and --—

10 MR. PECONCM: Yes.
11 MR. STPEAO: -- again, ilt's related —-

12 I've asked numercus ti

to Lhe people Lhat kept

P3-9 We have further evaluated route alternatives, including a new
13 CEmMInG WUk, 1f == T LK in Hinds County wou're route alternative located in the southern portion of Warren

14 going to a place that's actually farther south, and County. This information is included in Section 4.3 of the

15 why wasn't a more direct route throuch Warren County Fina] EIS.

P3-9

15 in a == in & less inhabited area chosen? I'we asksd

people and the answer always was

HE: "there must oe a good reason or tThey would have cone
14 ity;" but that's the best reason I got. Ma

e )

20 mavke s

leone can answer that.

21 ME. PECONOM: Anrd I think this goes Lo one

282 of your other questions, vour last comments on about
23 Lhe higl ddire.

24 I'he Federal krerqy Kegulatorv Commission,
25 anc 1 should say the stalf of The lederal Lnergy
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RegulaLtory Commission, myself incluc Lypically

sites pipelines or prefer that pipelines are gi
adjagent to existing utility corridors. Fitirg a
pipeline adjacent to an existing utility corridor
allows or minimizes the impacts., Therse's less ——
typically, there's less ernvironmental impacts when

we locate them next to an existing corridor as

opposec to putting them som where there is no
exisbing corridor.

300,000 miles

of —— of pipeline. This is in kthe Environmental

lpact StaLement and specifically in tChe Reliable --

the Reliability and Cion. There are

olpeline in the

of that, and I --

I corn't have a number for you, is located next to
you,

whether it's another pipeline or

a high line or some other utility o one kinc.

a utility there

doesn't mean put that

cerbainly is our erence and we like Lo pu

Lhz

companies or recommend that these companies
look to existing utility corridors to -- to place

1 that the

their pipelines. We L

environmental impact in doing that.
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ME. WINTHROW: EHow —-- how —- how is Lhers

MRE. PRCONOM: How --

MR. WINTHRCW: -—- environment impact?

COURT REBPORTER: Hold on. I need a name.

MR. PECONOM: Can -- 2an you say your name
for the reccord; please. I apclogize.

ME. WINTHROW: Mike Winthrow. How -- how
is there lsss environmental impact by collocating
with electrical transmission lines?

ME. PECONOM: Enpvironmenlal speaking,
lebt's just say vou have a -—- a natural area, vyou

have a —- the utility corridor that's already coing

Y
down there, that -- that aresa is already disturbed
therse. By going next to that, you're -- you're

kesping that disturbanrce along that corridor that's
already besn established as opposed to going into an

area that has no corridor whatsoever in there. 8o

in tsrms of wildlife and wvegetation, that's already
a predisturbed area so you're Jjust keeping those

impacts along that corridor as opposed Lo going Lo a

greer: fisld, sort ol speak, where Lhere's no

environmental inmpact whatsoever there, no existing
utility corridors and cutting new corridor throucgh

there.

K-51

P3-10

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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ME. WINTHROW: So whal you're really

of 1s just a visual Impact?

MR. PECOMCM: WNo. That's part -- that's

lock at. There's an

aesthetic impact, a visval imwact. There's also, in

vegetation and

and water bodies that can be
minimized by using existirg utility corridors.
MR. WINTHROW: I understand the impact of

setation, cause none of the electrical

Lransmission line right of way is being u for the

construction of the line on == @

rtainly orn my
land.

MR. PITEE: no overlap.

MR. PECONCM: I noticed in -- in the cage
of the high line, there's not overlap. In other

places, there is overlap. So there is -=- the

i —-- that is occurring in other instances along

this proposed

'd

ipeline and many other proposed
pipelines. That's one of the advantages there, and

Lhen existing veg

tation i1s already disturbed at

Lhat -- along Lhe existing corridors. We wouldn't

disturking vegetation; for instance, vou know,

0ld growth fors or something of that natu

MR. WINTHROW: The forest is —-— the old

R
o
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el

growth forest is right up to the electrical

transmiscsion line right of way, so the Yyl
a generalized s ement.. o you also

generalization atc
where the environmental impact may hot be less Jjust
because it's -- there's eleectrical transmission —--
MR. PECONOM: Yes. And —-- and I thought
I said earlier that that is the preference but not
always the rule to go, vou know, with existing

utility eorridors.

We've look al, and we wesre acbually oul

Loday ifiecally locking at Mr. Broa nt's

adijacent to that = sting corridor, we'll

we've loo at alternatives in this proj

to that corridor and we will look at additieonal
alternatives to that corridor as well and part -- as
part of the Final Environmental Impact Statement tTo
look at scome other areas potentially to go throuch

the

there's less environment impact,
se —-=- and =-- and, actually -- and it was yourself
Lhat made Lhe comment suggesting another route
Farther south to here that could be potentially

xd, and we -- we've locked at that and T think

we'!

going to look at that again.

MR. BROADBED (616 v sl

= gongern ——
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1 COURT REPORTER: I need your —-—
2 MR. BROADBENT: -- is that --
3 COURT REPORTER: -- nameg, please.
4 MR. BROADBENT: Greg. Greg Broadbent. P3_11 Please see the response '[0 P3'10
5 Our gonecern 1s that -- that -- that you're, vyou
P3-11
6 know, wvou're choosing this richt of away without
7 respecting terrain --
8 MR. PECONCM: Uk-huh. (Affirmative
g response. |
10 MR. BROADBENT: -- and, therefore, you
11 know, as we've [ound oul since Lhe prefiling, Lhat
12 Lhey're going Lo need a lot of additional workspacs
13 because the area is so rugged, so theyv're going to
14 read to clezar a lot more land and the environmental
15 imgact there is a lot grea Than what vyou hac

15 originally anticipated.

1.2 MR. PECO:

Your -- I understand ycur

HE: concern about the topogravhy and the difficulcy of
14 construction in that area and that may actually
20 increase environmental imps: s

NoL may.

21 MR. WINTHR

28 MR. PRCONOM: Well —-—
23 MR. WINTHROW: The -- the reason T say

24 that 1s throughout the report it refers to the
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1 land we're Lalking aboul 1

Z MR. PECONCM: T

4 MR. WINTHRCW: No --

5 MR. PLCZON == JLts wide

6 MR. WINTHRGW: == Ve ERD

kK MR. BROADRENT: The --

3 COURT REPORTER: Eold con.

2] MR. WINTHRORK: The total -

10 COURT REPORTER: Hold on.

11 1 warl Lo gel your commenlks, bul
12 have Lo go in some kirnd of order.

29

Hole on.

ou're golng Lo

13 MR. WINTHROW: Okay. T thought this was

14 an irformal discussion?

15 MR. PECONCM: And I --

18 COURT REPORTER: Well, it's informal but
17 formal.

HE: MR, PLZONCM: I apologize, For the

14 benefit of the court reporter, if vo
20 MR. WINTHRCW: Okay.

21 ME. PECONOM: -- just --

24 MR. BROADBENT The == Ehe

O

25 goes —— 1t's a 200-fo

i R
I'm sorry.

u don't mind --

wWe Ccdanll o

Continus

lana that

K-55
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1 properlLy, and the

explained that was

= Sary

2 because of the rugged topography, which is -- tha

3 total sasement including the permanent and the

S MR. PLECONCM: The -- I believe that the
6 temporary is 150 and the permanent, which as

60, which is part of 1530. It's add

w

[

MR. WINTHROW: That's incorrect.

10 MR. PECONCM: It's 200 there?

11 MER. MOONEYHAN: IL's a hundred I

1z additlion.
13 MR. PECOMOM: Ckay. T apologize. You!

I know it -- it's -- it's a 200-mile

15 pipeline. There's some -— some ¢f == thig is whe
18 it's 100, 13530, and some places it's 200 anc some
1 places where it's 75. So, I apologize. You are

60 permanent richt of way.
20 MR. WINTHROW: Right.
21 ME. PECONOM: Anrd Lhabt 1s, as you said,

282 bpecause of Lopography.

&3 MRE. WTNTHROW: all of that
24 in woods.

25 MR. PECONCM: Uh-huh. {Affirmative

2C.

re

r=

18
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MR. WINTHROW: MNone of that is -- there's
a little kit next to Fisher Ferry Road, but the bulk
of the — the reute 15 @ll In ~= 1n forast.

MR. EECONCM: And --

MR. WINTHRCW: So I'm -- I'm strugcling to
uncderstand how the generalized statement of
minimizing the envirormental impact applies in this
oasea’?

MR. PECONCM: T -- T

hearing Lhal wyour concern is -- is -— yeah. Ckay.
Your concern is the ernvironmental Impact is ot
minimized there and there's bestter locations 1o
cross, I guess?

MR. WINTHROW: I'r

saving any time that
the construction -- the workspace area has to
incrzase that large --

MR. PFLCONCM: Uh-huh. {AZfirmative
response. )
MR. WINTHROW: -- because the topography
is —- that issue alons makes that route less

altractive by minimizine the anvironmental impact.

It doesn*t. Tt actually increases it. The

that the powser lines is there makes no 4diff

It's the topograchy of the lard, and -- ang the Zacot

K-57
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i Lhal Lhe land 1= olad growlh Lors hardwood Lors

Z at that, which would -- and I'm talking about
3 t that here during the Civil War, there's

4 no mitigating that damage. So, in this case, ¢ o2
5 the nature of the local environment itself has a

& much bigger affect on the overall environmental

7 than does the power line right of way next
8 to it. That really appsars to be playing no role in
L) mirimizing the environmental impact of the

10 construction itself.

T MR. PECONOM: And I think one of Lhe

L2 alternativ that we've loocked at and we'll continue
12 to look at is placing that somewh else, but we
14 also have to figurs that the a Copographical

1ok issues there and -- and, vou know, lssuses that we'll
16 look at, you know, alternatives, as we've looked at
17 here, and I think we'll look at them in more detail
13 anc possikly other alternatives, to find out is

19 ths an environmentally preferable wav to do this.
20 Anc if you have a suggestion, I know you've made

21 suggestions before and we've looked at that, and if
2z vou have commenlts or Lhal suggestion or other

23 suggestions of .ent i

24 piveline, we'd like to look at those routs YOLL

25 know, to sure that our environmental analvsls

K-58
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i is comple i

Z 1 think that's what need Gur job

3 alternatives to find out where is the

4 environmental impact. So, I understa
S cuestion and your comment 1 that's t©
& environmental impact and you want to

g MR. WINTHRCW: I have some
G and specific comments about the Draft

10 that T want te --

T MR. PECONOM: 1 wanl

L2 o ions first and ther —- are there
ik comments or --—

14 MK. WINTHRCW:  Qu tions.

15 MR. PECONOM: ©kay. I want

estions, and then if people want to
17 comments on the reccrd, ard I -- I th

13 comments and qu

19 the same timey so; I guess —-—
20 MR. WINTHROW: That's the n
21 MR. PECONOM: -- we'll just

2z MR. WINTHROW: -- of ths or

MR. PECONOM: T kinag of em

stions are all kind oI

so, 1 understand your concerns.

is to look at

leas

nc vour

additioral

== ‘the DELS

Lo answer

guestions,

put formal
irk the

coming out at

ature --

kind of —-

(& 14

oned J

24 taking gquestions and then having people make
25 statemrents and cornments there, oput, that's Iine.
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I —— we can do it that way.

So I want to, I guess, ILinish Mr. Pit

the best T can and make sure T -- T

cuestions, and then i

carn go to yourself, ard I'm

sure Mr, Droadoent propably has a couple of

guestions and comments, too.

=
)
ot

And I want to try to -- ckay -- so m

W

go ahead and -- and go through ths rest of these a

m

1've

and, again, please, Mr. Pitre,

héelp me if T —= 1f T miss some of them.

I think one of the ugs you were

roec akoulb or a cuestion was aboul construction

T think in the ar=a, zcertainly where we

cain are you know, right of way

variss in width bscause of construction safety, anc

I think you were relating that to the p

the high line there. That is one —- ones of the

justifications for adcitional space at the high line

is to make sure that thers is sa

sty concerns the

And now that I think about it, your
guestion was aboulb Lhe pipeline bsing localted next

Lo the high line.

are generally located below --

well, they are located below ground, vyou krow, with

sufficient amount of cover Lo minimize =

K-60

Public Meeting Comments



Vicksburg Public Meeting

53}

[

[S=]

35

Lrom someone, vol know, having an accident

or caueing an accident th

B

ain, with 300,000 mil

located next to, wvou know, numercus high lin

other gas ovipelines, there are wvery few incicencess

of -- of proble elines.

15 or safety concerns with g

They're actually numbsrs in the Safety and

Reliakility Section of the EIS that -- that point

out the reliability and safsety statistics of
pipelines.
Erodible soils is one of the things thak

we looked at. We've hard of Losss soils nun

rous

times from —-- from

1 1ot of people. We've actually

d or recommsnded that Gulf Scuth

1 to address erodible soils to
minimize —- to minimize erosion, and they're
developing that plan now and that's something that
we will continue to acdress in the [inal

ant.

Environmental Impact Sta

There are best management practic

Lhe that the state us

s, that the highway

Lhat the, you know, other utilitiss use that can be

applied to this situation that we e that will

mirimize those imp

MR, BROADBENT: O that polint —-
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ME. PECONOM: Uh-huh. {Affirmative
response. |

MR. BROARDBENT: -- T ses whers you have
asked Gulf South to provide a plan on the Loess

zoil, anc I recognize that Losss scoil 1s, you know,

really a local issue here in Warren County, anc it's

particularly important to us: DBecause as Dr. Pitre
kac mentioned, we had a failure of Gulf South
pipeline just last month and it was dus Lo the soil

to that.

sion; ‘andy so, we're w

And the guestion Lhat -- that 1 had was,

vou know, why hasn't Gulf South presen Lthat
already? You know, why -- how is it in this draft
that you —— wyou can ask Gulf South to provide this
wlan and, therefore, we don't get a review of that
plan kefore the Final Environmental Impact Statement
gets lssued?

MR. PLRCONCM: I -- I think I know what
you're saying, but I'm not —- you'rs -- you're
ceoncerned akout the -- the restoration plan for
soils?

MR. BROADBENT: Well, in -- in -- in that

we would like to be able to review that ane comment

on it.

NCM: And this plan is being

(]

O

K-62

Public Meeting Comments



Vicksburg Public Meeting

P3-12

P3-13

cdeveloped in consultation with squalily KRCS and,
vou know, other state and federal agencies which
have the -- had the expertise and, vou know, the
regulatory responcibility for soile in the state of
Micsiszssiopl and have a lot of expertise with Loess
soil. 8o, you know, we fslt that those were the

appreopriate ceople to consult with te -- to keep

this -- to develeop this plan. I -- I, you know,
certainly refer to them as ths experts.

Yes, &1r.

ME. PITEE: I jusL want Lo poinl out
exactly thalt, vyou know, you'rs saying this is for
approval .

MR. PECONCHM: Uh=-huh. {(Affirmative
response. )

MR. PITEE: You issued a massive documsnt,
which we got about twe wesks ago. I'm congernsd
akbout our soil, about our gafiety, acout our trees
planted, about our erosion control document, Gulf --
our erocsion control structures that we've built.

I currently have been —-- we've filed suit by Gulf
Soutk that's scheduled Lo go Lo court March 3rd for
a project that's not yet approved and they've not
told us how they're going to correct all this, our

ferces, our horse, our, you know -- this is, you

P3-12

P3-13

K-63

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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i know, Lhe way Chis 1s being presented, is
Z logical Lo anvbody? Is thic Lo
3 Am I —= and T ding money on a
4 right now Lor protecting

S ratural? Is this -- am I just supposed t

& saying, Okay. Come on Gulf South and do
7 want to, and nobody can really say anythi
8 Jjust walk on my property, do what you wan
L) me sign this piece of paper for you.

16 MR. PECONOM: Our responsibilit
ki & know, as ——

L2 MR. PITRE: Ard you'rs s

13 cereraliti You're saying we've
14 this ard it's sale and severything is safe

1ok vou're not the one livirng next te this hi

P3-14

Lhi=

normal

2 e
what vou
ng to us,

it e Let

Y, you

P3-14 Please see the response to P3-5.

16 pressure, 1,200 feet gas pipeline. We are. And --
ol anc ons death, if it's mine or my wife's or my
L 18 grandscon is way too many.
14 MR. PECONOM: I understand your —-
20 and let me see if T can -- you had a couple of
21 cuestions in Lhere and I want Lo address Lhose
22 Our responrsibility is, you know, for the
23 siting of construction for the

ancd it's our responsibility to make sure

restored and that soil -- ard that they
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are malnltalned on -- on

ode away and Lhal

That's -- that's our

meeting, as well was as other puklic comment

meetings in the past, and we have the agencies T«

kelp us in th ilities to make sure that

d and mitigated for and avoided

when possible. Any t

you have a project of any

kind, there's going to be sort of

job 1s to minimize, avoid, and mitigate those

impaclts as best we can. So thak -- Lthat is g of

our responsipility well as tChe other ac S0
thaths —= that's —- work for you in a

I mean, you know, as a ral agsn =

I just —— I wanted to put that there Zor, you know,

this is for reviesw.

The seccond part of it there is the saf

again, and natural cgas gipelines are saZe. Ths

are in e. I think

reliakility and

a greater chance of being, you know, in a

the way home tonight than the

having an incident with a natural gas pipelire.

and I -- T uncerstand vour concern

angd, vyou know, it

kground, it's vour

lard, but I -—— I -- we loogk at

in

afety ang in our
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1 environmental assessment here, you know, we addr

2 that and indicate the numbers and the statistics

3 indicate that you will be mors likely to have a car
4 acge —-- not you, but a person may be more likely to
5 have a c¢ar agceident than they would have with an

6 inzident with a natural gas pipeline.

kK MR. PITRE:

But I can choose whether to

3 driwve here tonight or not. The other; I -- I

cannot.

10 MR. PECONCM:

11 commenks. Th you.
12 Did I answer

13 MR. BROARDEENT: ¥

14 MR. PECONCM:

Ard we appreciate

vour guestion?

Gkay. I think, Mr. Pitre,

1 I oot to nost of yvour guestions, not directly in

16 order but through this

1 Mr. Broadbent, did you have

15 MR. WINTHROW:

20 MR. PLCONCM:

21 MR. WINTHRCW:

282 ME. PRCONOM:

23 MR. WINTHROR

24 3:12:4.2 on page 3-130.

25 ME. PLC

NCM

conversation here.

ne question

Mike Winthrow acain.
I'm sorry.
That's okay.

1 apologize.

In the Daft DETS,

Okav.
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MR. WINTHRCW: Do you wanl me Lo give you
a minute to get there?

MR. PRECONOM: Page thres, dash --

MR. WINTHRCW: 3-130.

MR. PLECONCM: Uh-huhk. (AZfirmative

response. ) Yes, sir.

MR. WINTHROW: There's a statement in
theres that says Gulf Soutk will -- has contracted a
study ko sst the projesct level risk on the -- the
power lires. Will that study be concluded as part
of this EIZ?

MR. PECONOM: We will add that information
in the EIS, into the Final EIS.

ME. WINTHROGK: Okay. Will there L

opportunity Zor the public comment on that study?

MR. PECONOM: When the Final Environmsntal
Impact Statement is issued, 1t's not issued again
for public comment.

ME. WINTHROGW: So, not

MR. PLECONCM: Yeah.

MR. WINTHR

nt at the

end of that Cirst paragrash in Lhal section whe

talks akout due to --
COURT REPORTER: Excuse me.

MR. PECONCM: That's a little fast for --

K-67
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1 COURT REPORTER: Youw're running Logelher.
2 Slow down a little kit.

3 MR. PRCONOM: Tf you want to just

4 reference that line, I can read it --

S MR. WINTHROW:

6 MR. PECONOM:

. MR. WINTHROW:

3 Section: 3.12.4.2.

10 MR. WINTHROW:
11 regarding Lhe hazard Lo
12 Switchyard ——

13 MR. PROONOM:

Okay.
== g0 gwst ==

The first paragraph,

Ckay.

While that is true

Lhe Baxler Wilson

Uh=-huh. (Affirmative

14 response. |

15 MR. WINTHROW: —- which I participated in
15 re —- rerouting around that -- that location, it

17 does not —- that reroute does not remove the risk to

HE: the [IVAC power lines the

14 this statement

21 anc Lhe study that Gull
282 ME. PRCONOM:

23 MR. WINTHROR

25 ME. PLC

NCM

24 issues, only one of which has been adc

mselves, and I -- I think

fied to point that

out because there's a linkage between this statement

South has contra
Ckay.

Those are Lwo separate risk

I gee. ©Ckay. So you're —-—
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okay. The station ve

the high line.

MR. WINTHROW: Richt.

MR. PRCONOM: Ckay. Yes. That's a good
cusstion.

MR. WINTHROW: Thers's alsoc a

the =nd of the second paragragh --
MR. PECONOM: Uh-huh. (AZfirmative.)

MER. WINTHROW: -- and I won't read it --

MR. P ONOM:  GE Lhat same seckion?

MR. WINTHRCOW: -- of that s

section;
which Lalks akboul a minimal increase in polential
olpeline failure within the areas contained in HVAC
power lines.

MR. PECONCM: Y

- i o
MR. WINTHROW: Minimal increase is --
Is not very specific and is somewhat meanirgless.

The actual risk, in te

rms of events per year and so
forth, is comparakble to the losgse of high power risks
for nuclear power plants that the NRC uses, the

Nuclear Regulatory Commission uses, in considering

risks that they do nol consider to be mi

I -— 1 think there's a disconnect ween whal EERC

considers to be minimal increase in ris ang what
the Nueclear Keqgulatory Commission considers to be

mirimal increase in rigks as applies to the safety
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of nuelear power plants, which Lhe HVAC power lines

referred to here impact the risks to the Grand Gulf

Nuglear Station. 8o T == I think the statemsnts

that really don't -- the —— there's a lot of
information out there issuec oy MNuclsar Reculatory
Commission to address loss of powsr risks at nuclear
power plants and I think that the risk statements
identified in this EIS reeds to be consistent with

Lhe risks as —-- as stated by ths regulatory

authorits

or just that, nuclear power pla

MR. PECONOM: I conlact

d Lhe Nucl

Regulatory Commlission ard sooke with an individual

there and T will contact them again to king of

follow-ug to see 1 there additional informaticon

or statistics that we can include in this —=- in this

study, in our Final Environmental Impact Statemert.
MR. WINTHRCW: ©Ong other thing on this

—-— ohe additiconal thing on this particular section

that relatss to another

“tion I have a question
about --

ME. PECONOM: Uh—hul:. (AZlirmative
response. |

MR. WINTHROW: -- and that i

1l have been recently cortacted, and 1'm sure there

are others that have also, by a company
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i Mic Continant Express Pipelins, LLC —-

2 MR. PECCHOM:
response. |

4 MR. WINTHROCW:

S ancther large high ores
& along this same corrico
7 north side of this powe
8 that Gulf South will be
L) Lhe additional collater
16 pipeline along this

T same rlsks essentially
12 thal Lransmission line,
12 insignificant risk incr

14 MR. PECONOM:

15 contact == or been made
16 by the Mid Continent Ex
17 I think —— is that thei

18 MR, WINTHROW:

14 MR. PECONOM:

20 MR. WINTHRCW:

21 Pipeline, t
22 ME. PRECONOM:

23 aware of that proj

24 accumulative impacts is

25 adcition to the

oress

1ey're a sub

Uh—-hut, (AZfirmative

—— that
sure gasg Transmission lins
r alongside inr this case the
r line. So this risk study
doing should also includs
al risks of that second

r presenting t

doubling Lhe overall risks Lo

so 1t's no longer an

gase .

aware

E i
Mgl =
I'm aware of their project.

Micd Continent Express

sicdiary of Kinder Morgan.

ntly become
ang T realize that

a concern that, wvou know, in

;o that vw'all are concerreac
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with.

That proj beginning the

and we co not krnow -- T don't have

prefiling process
any cetails on that project yst. An analysis will
ke concucted o that projsect, vou <now, in relation
to what's existing there and the potential Gulf

Secuth p ad.

oject should it bs appr:

ME. WINTHROW: Okay. Well, on that

MR. PECONCM: Ard then if you have

commenls on Lhal projeckt, Lhey're going Lo probably

be down in the next month or so to addre: theltrs.

There's a lot of projec

s going tThrough. T admit
Lhat.

MR. WINTHROW: The

MR. PECONCM: Three.

MR. PECONCM: T think I counted last night

in Mississippl currently

MR. WINTHROW: Well, T'm concerned about
the thres in my area.

MR. PECONCM: I understand.
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MR. WINTHRCW: Back Lo Lhe Draft ELS,
Section 3.13 —-

MR. BROADRENT: Ac

why —-- why
con't we stay on 3.12, that -- that study that Gulf
South has contracted is a result of our commsnts on

filing, and I gusss what you're tellirng us

then is our comments are not going toc be answered
until the final -- the Firal Impact Statement is

releassd.  You —-- you can't

pond to those
comments kbedause: the study is not doneg.

MR. PECONOM: Comments —— Lhers's a

dif a cguestion and a

vou've made comments to us that this should be done

those comments and

anc we —— we've we to acdre

we will address the in the final

environmental impact statemsnt. We -- we'we worked
to address them here in the Draft Environmental
Inmpact Statement. So 1t's not a guestion per se,
but it's a comment that we will address ang, you
know, this 1s why we're having this meeting here to
make sure thabt we do Lhat ard for you Lo ask us

aboul Lhat. So it be in that =ELS, bub 1 gusss that

will ise.: T g that will be how wyour

is addr

MR. BROADBENT: That -- that —-— I mean, we
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3%

ol

gel a review of Lhal, ofL -- of how you

oord

ent. 1 mean, in some cases, and 1 think

Mike's going to point th
g g i<

m out later, that you've

ot

s or Gulf South has taken our

commants and c¢hanged them into other comments that
then you responded to.
MR. PECONOM: We're doing our best -- we

co our best to address

rybody's comments. And if

we've not add

a4 your commsnks, Lhat would be a
comment you need to give us Tonight so we can -- we
can [ix Lhal situalion. So you're saying we haven'l

add

1, I'm rot esure what -- 1 donr't warnt

to put words in your mouth is what T'm saying, but

we —— 1 want it in this EEIS —-

MR. BROADBENT: Ckavy.
MR. PECONCM: -- anc if we haven't yest,
please tell us now so that we can do that.

MR. BROADBENT: And we will have written

comments as well. ntion to submit
written comments on this about the -- by the

ceadline, and Lhal will be one of our comments

Lhat -- that wvou haven'lt sven responded Lo our first

You mentioned that there i:s

oeing

but you h s (i en developed
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1 MR. PECONOM: We'll address that
2 IH thg ==

3 MRE. BROADEENT: Ckay.

commen.

4 MR. PECONCM: -- FEIS. I understand.

usstions?

=)

6 MR. WINTHRGCW: Back to the Draft

Section 3.13; will that section be updated

3 inczlude the accumulative impact of the Mid Continant
2] Exprass Pipeline?

10 MR. PECONCM: T was Jjust thinking about
11 Lhal, because we were jusl made aware aboul Lhat

12 orojaeck.

13 MR. WINTHROW: The reason T

14 is, or a apout it, is when I read this

1 it c¢learly states that all projects current anc in

15 the reasonably foreseeabls future has to be
1 considered in that part of the evaluation.

18 The int

mation I have been given

19 Mic Continent Express indicatss that they will be
20 censtructing that pipeline next year with it

21 scheculed Lo go into operation in March of
282 construction is next year. So certainly th
23 within one year of the Gulf South pipeline,
24 1 think any reasonable person would consids
25 unreasonakly conslderable future.,

2009, =so

at's
anc
r that
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MR. PRECONOM: Yes. When Lhal proje jas
rai to us, we had just completed this Draft
FErnvironmantal Trpact Statsment. So now that we ars

awars of it, we will be acdressing it. We'll
actually ke looxing at alternatives along with tThat
routs of that pipeline and we'll be addressing those
in this <ocument.

ME. WINTHRCW: Well, what I'm facec with,

this is ba

1 on information provid Lo me by

already asked me
Lo —— for their surveyors. They intend on -— to the
-— on Lhe north side of tChe power line, so what I'm
facec with is on the south part -- part of the powsr
line a 200-foot wide strip of land that will be
cdeforced and bulldozed for the Gulf South pipeline

anc then if the topography's the same, on the other

side of the power line another 200 Ieet of old

growth forest, hardwood forest, that will be

bulldozed for the Mid Continent pipsline. So, I'm

looking at 400 feet wide -- 400-foot wide strip of

land that will ke denud

d Lor Lhese Lwo pipelines
being built within about a year of sach other.

MR. PRECONCM: Tr adeition to what's with

existing right of way. You'rs looking ——

MR. WINTHROW: The 200-Zoot --
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MR, PECONOM: == at the --
MR. WINTHRCW: —-- HYAC power line, tChat's
a 600-foot wide corridor that T'm sure has

adciticnal environmental impact over and above a

row corridor, the 200- T corridor. You know,
I -- I'we lived -- I'we had that property for a

years and; of courses, it's -- we've got a

d familiarity with how the wilclif
considers that 200-foot wids corridor. 1 cuarantes

vyou tripling that corricdor will have an

how Lhal wildlife uses Lhal corridor.
MR. PECONOM: And that's accumulative

impact and that's -- that's why we have that section

here, and I understand vour concern about the next

proposed project and what tThat accumulative lmgact

will ke, and that's somsthirg ws address in the
Firal Envircnmental Impact Statement.
MR, WINTHROW: Okay. What --

MR. PECONOM: And that's something that

i

we'll look at in that proceeding as well is, is 1t

Loo m

ch. That's, you know, we'll look at the
acounulative impacts of that orojeel cccourring as
well.

stand

MR. WINTHROW: Okay. So as 1 unde

it ther, vou will update Section 3.12 for that

w1
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additlonal pipeline project?

ME. PECONCM: reg.

MR. WINTHRCW: But we will not have a

dpportunity to r

MR. FEL

issus for review, so, yes.

Now, you will have the opportunity to

comment on that proceed -- on that project, you

know.

MR. BROADBENT : It's too late; thoughs

MR. PECONOM: Well, Lor -- Zor Lhis —-

well, for that project. 1t isn't too lakte Lo
comment on that project, on the Mid Continant
Exprese project. That's just beginning. That
process 1s just beginning.

MR. PITRE: Seems liks it is.

MR. PECONOM: No, 1it's not too late.

MR. WINTHROW: There's still accumulative

MR. PECONCHM: Uk-huh. {(Affirmative

response.] And thalk's what we're going Lo look at

in thkis -- this -- this Ervironmental Impact
Statement.

ME. WINTHROW: Okay.

MR, PLECONCHM: That's why we have fThat

fiew and comment on that or --

The document will not be

P3-15 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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W

gecltion.

ME. WINTHRCW: All right. ©On tha

note, that same vein of acocunulative 1

wWe —— YOl garlier about having nesicdered

other routes whers you combine the construction of

the Duke

i
]

nterFoint route through Warren County
with the Guli South pipeline alse, and that

adcitional route is evaluated on Figure 4.2.Z2-Z2.

MR. PECONOM: Uhk-huh. (Affirmative

ponse. )

MR. WINTHRCW: The conclusion of Lhat

wag Chat 1t is -- that reroute does not have

of an environmental impac

in the proposed

the distan by oa

MR. PECONOM: Uk-kuhk. {(Affirmative
response. )

MR. WINTHROW: DBut when I locked at this
cdrawing, that route, when you combine those two
pipelines,; once you cross the Big Black Riwver, the
roulks Lhat was evalualec in here conlinues soulh for

a rumk i TUS .

of miles before turning sast to a e

T == 4% sleatrly s on this drawing that if vou

just turn towards the minus on the other side of

the Blg Black River it would be shorter, wyou knaow.
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Why was Lhis soulhern dog lake oul into Lhal route?

I don't want to acc

anyone ol anything,

ns to be done intentionally to increase
the length of that route, thuse making it
unacceptable.

MR. MOCNEYHAN: Figure 4.2.2-27%

MR. WINTHROW: Correct. The Big Black

River separates Warrer County from -- well, they
only show Claiborns County, but the counky just

south of Warren County, Claiborne County, the county

line Lhere is Lhe Big Black River. So as you —-

Lh two pipelines that cr

ss the Big Black
River, the Duke CenterPoint pipsline continuing
south at that point, if fhe Gulf Scuth pipeline
turnsed east, turnsed towarcs tThe Terminus, 1t would

reduce that route by a numbsr of miles.

MR. PECONCM: T -- gkay. Your guestion is

why wasn't that alternative conside

ME. WINTHRCW: ERicht.
MR. PLECONCM: Okay.

ME. WINTHROW: Just by ir

1 looked at this on line ing avallable maps Lhears.

It @ppeared that that route would

tual ly oe

= route.

shorter than the prop

MR. BROADBED

Ard -- and -- and I think
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our —-- our comment was geared toward Lhalbt affect,
volu know, routing it through southern Warren County
which is where the land is a lot flatter than whers
vou were prooosing to route it.

MR, PLCONCM: [igure 4.2.2-1 on wpace 4-1Z,
is that routs for -- compliant to what you're
thinking?

MR. WINTHRCW: No.

ME. P

INOM:  No. Okay.

MR. WINTHROW: The

s the rotute I'm
commenkling on, Lhough.

MR. PECONOM: ©Ch. I was looking alk the
wrong one then.

MR. WINTHROW: Well, =sither -- either way.
I mean, there's -- vou <¢an look at -- that drawing
too shows the alterrmative route. T was looking at

it on the other drawing because it shows both.

But 1 ng at the Figure 4

1, same
comment. Once you cross the Big Black, turn east
directly to the terminus, and it's shorter; a good
bit shorter.

MR. PECONOM: 1 think that's a comment --
an alternative we shoule look at.

ME. WINTHROW: Anc the ooint of the

coment or the cuestion in this case is, I don't
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understand why Lhat wz aluated Zurther when

vou combkine the -- the additional

200-foot wide work

ce needed for the Gulf

pipeline folleowing the elgctrical transmission 1i

r Tthe Duke CenterPoint
line. You would end up with a large reduction in

the envircnmental impact by combining those two,

pecially when they're bsing built within the sams

bime frame. They could use the same workspacs and

more than half the -- total workspace used

re talking aboul here is

not being for flood plain la The

harcwood.

WOT KSR

we're talking about is uplar

So the environmental impact of an acre of upland

hardwood 1s Zar greater than the environmental

impact of, obviously, an acre of bean fielg
recovered in a year, so --

MR, PLZONCM: Well, I thinx that's a goocd
comment as an alternative that we should look at and
make sure that we, vou know, analyze it in the Final

Enviromertal In Statement and then see if that

is ernvironmentally pre

*rable. 1 -- 1 can't speak

to an alternative right now. T know we lool

one similar in your suggestion that —- that ther

velt another alternative tThat, vou <now, isn't cuizse

o

o
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in line with this one tChal we can look al.

MR, WINTHRCW: !

same comment would

apply to the Mid Contimant proposary in whickh when
vou —-— when you —-— when you step back and lock at

the accumulative eZfect of all three pipselinss,

agair, keing built within a year of each othsr, it
just seems ridiculous to have Them built separately

using threes sasements with three workspaces ancd to

conclude, as this report do in a number of places

including the conclusions at the end, that the

environmental impacl is acceplab

when clearly you can conbine th

two of the three the

environ fal im sensitive land.

MR, PECOHOM: I undersTand your Concern
and the -- the challenge that we face and are trying
to facs right how is —- is how do ws -- we, vyou
know, authorize these projects with -- with that in

mird knowing that not every project gets built, not

gets to, you know, some projects are

withcrawn. IbL's L -— it's a balance and

1is

more.

se prej

something we need to lock at, and we neecd to look at

a little more in this ore, and I understanc your
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comrenl there Zor Lhe —— for Lhe FELS, and we

conclude that.
MR. WINTHROW: Regarding the idea that the

third

ht not be built, I -- I would
cuestion that guite a pbit, ecause when I read tThe

Wall =3

et Journal News on the construction of that

9

plpeline by Kinder Morgan, th

is a strong
sconomic factor drivirg that project. Literally,

what the Wall Strest Jourral analysis said was that

woulc ride er Morgan with major transmission

lines from Oklaho boLh to -- Lo Lthe west coast as

well as gast coast that this plpeline will

provide which giv them markest power to sell gas,

dletribute gas r coast pifers

prige ==

MR. PECONOM: T can't rzally speak to
projscts that, wvou know -- I understand. I can't
really speax to pvrojects that haven't been -- beg

revis

to us, and

ed and, you know, have just come

I'¢ like to keesp the focus, 1f we can, on this.

But I understanc your concern aboul Lhe

accuwnulatlve Impacts and —- and whelher Lh

Jac are going to ha nety buk T ==

1l really don't £

cast Texas to Mississippi.
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2 but I understand what you're saving, and -- and
3 accumulative impact what you're concert about,

4 and we can look at that. That's why we have a

S section for it and we'll be sure to add the Mid

6 in thers as can

7 wing that it's still a al to us.

3 ME. WINTHROW: All right.

2] ME. BRCADBEN Just a guestion recarding
10 eminent domain, and, wyou know, a lot of us are

11 receliving, you know, sminsnl comain clair a lot
1z of us are finding ours hiring attorne

13 encging up in ¢ourt, and the guestion was: there
14 a FERC policy sta ent regarding, you know,

1 minimizing the —— using eminent domain and that, vyou
15 know, eminent domain is owverused then poterntially is
1 not; know, in the, wvou know, public good to —==
HE: to do something like tha 've gesn some -- some
14 cussion about that and -- but I haven't

20 anything in here regarding the use of eminent domain
21 by Gulf South to easements. And if

Lhey've besn using eminent domain very liberally,

be worth while to dis

&3 then, you know, it m

may be an important factor in the --

25 in the Commission's

decigion to aoprove this or rnot
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B0

approve Lhis.

MR. PECONOM: The Commission does not have

a poliacy ng eminent domain. Certainly it's

staff's pre ce to sge that minimized,

eminent comain. llowever, lssuance of a

for -- for public n ssity

for a pipeline allows a
pipeline company to use our authority of eminent

comain which ted to us by Congress; so,

ders your cusstion. There is no

kut, wyou kn ag ——- 88 -= 1 the proje

approved Lhal Lhal would give Lhe company Lhe uss of
eminent domain.

MR. WINTHROW: They'rs using gminent

MR. PECONOM: Not urnx

(ol

eral authority

ause there has been no certificate

Do we -— a couple more guestions or <o we
want to mowve just a formal commsnts --
MRS. WINTRHOW: Repeat your last statment.

MR. PECONOM:

The

Regulatory Commission has not 1s

degision on this project angé it's not made an order

in this proje

so the richt of eminent domain does

rot apoly until an orcer has Desn ilssued agprovirg
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Lhe pro

MR. WINTHRCW: Well, 1'm sorry, but
already filed a suit on a number of us for
using eminent -- the eminent domain laws for basis

mits

&
el
=]
ot
{ovy
a
in

MR. PITRE: State court.

MR. PLECZON

State court 1s a different

issue, and I -= I'm == I'm -- I'm not with the state

of Mississippi s : t speak to the state

authorities domain,

authority's different.

ou Clons? Or do you want Lo make formal
comments.

MR. PITRE: Question. You're with Gulf
South?

MR. PECONOM: MNo. Doug's with Erntrix.
He's our consultant.

MR, PITRE: Anyons with Gull South?

MR. PECONOM: I believe there's

representatives in the back of the room, but this is

== I === this is & ral -- you can questions after

Lhe mesting with Gulf South, bulb 1 want Lo k Lhe

comments and the guestions on the Environmental
lmpact Statement.

MR, PITRE: To repeat The guestion, has
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11 a project canceled or m

at this stage or 1s 1t just a was

3 MR. PRECONOM: Projeats have not

4 MR. PITRE: In the past has it

-= have we ever made a cifference at this

P316| *

6 MR. PECONOM:

ki MR. PITRE: More than cnce?

3 MR. PECONCM: ~- in the past.

2] onoe.

MR. PITRE: OCkay.

11 MR. PECONOM: have

Projects

1z at Lhie stage in terms of -- of route

13 anc -- route alternatis

and Projecis

14 modified at this stage.

15 MR. PITRE: Mike's cuestion was

15 askirg, is that southern
P3-17

I'm not

bkrd, again,

Ifront yard,

have answered that cusstion.

20 MR. PLCC

21 looksd alb several alternatives, you Xnow,
22 the whols course of the project, and I th
23 look at == well, we will leook at another

been

ver,

TOUTE& SEEmMS €00

zay

but the

M: We'll lock at the

B

P3-16

ever oDeeaen

stage?

Projects have been denied --

More than

modified
ifications

have been

P3-17

omically to
ing bscause

Yy never

-— we
Lhroughout
we'll

irk

alternative

24 basec on Mr. Winthrow's comments and make a
25 recommencation

K-88

Please see the response to P3-1.

Please see the response to P3-9.

Public Meeting Comments



Vicksburg Public Meeting

=2
(%

MR. PITRE: 1s Gulf South —-

MR. PECONCM: I really want to

QIIF:ST"VH'JT'\:'- == You &an asgK -= I meanr, }'E'JIZIT"" weal come

to talk to them after the meeting, but I -- I reesd
to keep the guesticns focused here =-
MR. FITRE: All right.

MR. PL

M: -- on the -- on the Federal
Enercy Regulatory Commission.
(Mo responsss.)

MR. PECONCM: Would people like to make

commenks inte the -— I know the commenbs and
cusstions have kind of run Logeltl but would

people like to makes formal commsnts into the -- into
the record arnd I can -- Che -- the meeting, ths
official part of it, and we can tTalk a little bit
more aftsrwards?

I think comments have kind of been made at
the same time guestiong have peen asgked, but
I warted to offer the opportunity to -- to acain

make a formal statement or comment into the record.

(Mo
ME. PRECONOM: OCkay. Well, Lhank you

very —-- thank you all wvery much for coming tonight.

I will stick around as laorg as people are interested

in speaking after the meeting To -- to answer
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lestions or Lo Laks anymore comme

If people would like Co make written

comments, please submit those to the Commi

the end of the corment -- by ths end of the com
gerlod which is March 27th, and I <¢an —- there
should ke some informatior in the back of ths room
indigating con how to make those written comments.

Again, I'c like to thank you all for
coming and have a good night.

[Time Noted 7:14 p.m.)
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CERTIFICATE OF COURT REPORTER

Public in and for the County of Hir State of

Miegic opl, he

tify that the Zoregoirng 65
wages, and inecluding thils page, contain a true and

correct transcript of the above-said public hearing,

1 by me in the aforementioned matter at the

time and place herstofore stated, as taken by

and later reduced

stenotype to Lypewritten form

uncer my .supervision by means of comp
Lranscriplbion.

I further certify that I am not in

of or related to any counsel or party in this matter

and have no inter

t monetary or otherwi

firal outcon of this procesding.

Witness, my signature and seal this 8th day of

March, 2007.

J. Rayborn, CSR #1274

r J. Raykorn, Court Reporter and Notary
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Landowner Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
East Texas to Mississippi Expansion Project 11-1

Docket Nos. CPQ6-446-000
PF06-17-000
PF06-23-000

Submitted by the following landowners:

Michael D. Withrow
114 Tower Drive
Vicksburg, MS 39180

Gregory E. Broadbent
1480 Fisher Ferry Road
Vicksburg, MS 39180

Qverall Observation: This draft EIS does not satisfy the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act. Based on the following comments, a reasonable person
would have to conclude that the proposed project would not have a limited adverse
environmental impact. The cumulative environmental impact of this project, together
with two additicnal proposed projects, coukl be substantially mitigated by the alternatives
proposed in the following comments. Since these alternatives are very reasonable and
can be implemented cost effectively, the environmental impact of the proposed project,
as evaluated in this draft EIS, is not acceptable.

Section 3.12.4.1

Comment #8 of our ariginal comments (dated 6/18/06 on Docket PF06-023) suggested

FERC should consider the full environmental impact of this routing in regards to the

possibility of a terrorist attack. Section 3.12.4.1 of the DEIS only refers to unspecified

efforts ongoing to improve pipeline safety and the unpredictable nature of terrorist

attacks. We found this response to be very general with few specifics and still does not

address the original comment posed. |1_2

Specifically, the US Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit found that the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) obligates a federal agency to take a "hard look” at the
environmental consequences of a terrorist attack if the risk is not insignificant. See San
Luis Cbispo Mothers For Peace v. NRC, filed June 2, 2008. In this case, the court
concluded that the NRC could not categorically dismiss the possibility of a terrorist attack
oh the plant's used fuel storage facility, as too "remote and speculative” to include in a
NEPA review. Recently, the U.S. Supreme Court in January 2007 upheld this decision
by declining, without issuing an opinion, a request by Pacific Gas and Electric Co. that it
review the appeals court decision.

On this basis, we find the DEIS still has not complied with this ruling. As with the NRC,
FERC must also consider the environmental consequences of a terrorist attack as part
of its NEPA review rather than just provide the general position that various agencies are
working en improving safety. At present, there will be little to prevent a terrorist act on
the well-marked, unprotected, and extensive run of pipeline along the Entergy right-of-
way. As such, consistent with this ruling, we request that FERC specifically review the

Page 10of 5
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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 11-
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

Individual Comments
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envirenmental impacts of a terrorist attack on the portion of this pipeline collocated with
critical energy infrastructure. This evaluation should address, among other items, the
collateral damage te the electrical transmission system and the impact of disturbances
on this portion of the electrical grid on nearby nuclear power stations.

Section 3.12.4.2

Qur original comments included concerns regarding the potential for collateral risks from
this project. In response to this comment, this section indicates that Gulf South has
contracted a study to assess the collateral risk of this project. However, this response
does not address our comments as we will not have an opportunity to review the study
or challenge the findings before issuance of the final EIS.

As described in our comments, we have performed a similar study and found an
unacceptable impact on the core damage risk to a nearby nuclear power station. As
such, without detailed knowledge of the study, we are concerned that Gulf South's
review will not contain sufficient technical rigor or depth to develop an accurate
assessment of the project’s true collateral risks. As FERC is unqualified to review the
acceptable impacts at nuclear power stations, we feel it is prudent to allow the applicable
technical experts at the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to review this study to ensure
that the health and safety of the puklic are properly protected.

Section 3.13

This section does not address the cumulative impact of the proposed Mid-Continent
Express Pipeline (MEP) that will traverse Warren County, Mississippi, on a similar
routing as that of the Gulf South Pipeline East Texas to Mississippi Expansion Project.
Since both projects will be constructed within about one year of each other, the
incremental effect of the MEP Project should be considered as within the definition of
“reasonably foreseeable future”. The MEP Project will install a 36-inch high pressure
gas transmission pipeline using an additional right-of-way parallel to, but further north of
the proposed Gulf South pipeline. Although separate rights-of-way, construction of the
MEP Project, the existing 200" wide Entergy HVAC right-of-way, and construction of the
Gulf South Project will create a completely denuded area nearly 800 feet wide through
hardwood forest land. The combined environmental effect of such a large, denuded
corridor must be objectively evaluated. Clearly, the nearly simultaneous construction of
three separate pipelines (East Texas to Mississippi Expansion, Southeast Supply
Header, and the MEP Project) through Warren County hardwood ferests using three
separate rights-of-way, individually requiring huge temporary werkspaces (due to the
rugged terrain) is neither a prudent nor necessary impact to the environment.
Considering also that the HVAC power lines will now be bracketed on both sides by
large, high pressure gas transmission pipelines, the cumulative impact of these projects
must also address the doubling of the collateral risk to the electrical supply system as
identified in previous comments.

Section 3.13.3.2
The third paragraph in this section states that:
“Gulf Scuth's proposed route would be collocated with or parallel to existing utility
rights-of-way where possible, thereby minimizing impacts to previously
undisturbed vegetation.”
This premise is completely false. In no way does collocation with the HVAC right-of-way
reduce the impact of the proposed project. The project does not use the existing HVAC
right-of-way, except in a few small encroachments that are necessary to aveid existing
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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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structures. In fact, collocation with the existing HVAC right-of-way actually increases the
environmental impact since the rugged terrain results in the need for a much larger
werkspace corridor width of 200 feet.

Section 3.13.3.3

The last twe sentences in this section recegnize that the long-term impacts to cleared
forestland for the temporary workspaces would take many years to recover. However, it
concluded that the cumulative impacts would be relatively minor. How can any
reasonable person conclude that the cumulative impact of three separate construction
corridors with a combined width of nearly 800 feet through hardwood forestland be
relatively minor? Clearly, the construction of these three pipeline projects can be
coordinated in a manner that truly considers the environmental importance of sensitive
hardwood forestland. The relative impertance of these environmental resources should
override the minor coordination issues associated with combining these three pipeline
routes such that the overall environmental cost is actually minimized. The routing
proposed herein by the comments to Section 4.4.4, if applied to those portions of the
three pipeline projects traversing Warren County, achieves the okjectives of the projects
while minimizing the overall construction impact through the mutual sharing of the
temporary workspaces and by reducing the total pipeline lengths.

Section 3.13.4

This section concludes that the cumulative impacts of these pipeline projects “have been
or would be minimized”. As described in the previous comments, the action to construct
three pipelines using three corridors through sensitive hardwood forestland, each
requiring separate larger-than-normal temporary werkspaces (due to the rugged
topography), in no way “minimizes” the cumulative impact. The cumulative impacts
could be more effectively mitigated by combining the portion of the three proposed
pipeline routings through Warren County using a route that cumulatively minimizes the
overall distance and environmental impact. The routing proposed in the comment for
Section 4.4 4 provides substantial environmental mitigation to the cumulative impact of
the three proposed pipeline projects.

Section 4.4.4

This section does not address the re-route proposed in our original comments and it is
unclear how FERC arrived at this proposed re-route. Our re-route is similar to the
Tallulah to Florence Route Alternative described in Section 4.3.2 of DEIS; however, it
would be more direct to the terminus at Florence, thereby eliminating the five miles of
additional pipeline reported in Section 4.3.2 of DEIS. Specifically, the re-route proposed
in our comments is as follows and is illustrated below as compared to the Tallulah to
Florence re-route:

From the Tallulah compressor station, take a direct line to Warren County
at a crossing of the Mississippi River just north of Letcurneau
(approximately 7 miles south of the Gulf South proposed crossing next to
the Baxter Wilson Steam Electric Station). Continue east across open
farmland and cross Highway 618 south of the highway intersections with
Glass Road and Kirkland Road. Continue east and cross Fisher Ferry
Read through open pasture on both sides of the road. Continue east
through the Big Black River bottom land and exit Warren County. Continue
east to the terminus at Florence

Page 30of 5

K-94 Individual Comments



Withrow-Broadbent

nd Madison

. Proposed
Warren Withrow/Broadbent
Re-Route

ine Pipeline

Tallulah to Florence Copiah Slmp

Re-Route

We find that this small re-route would be environmentally preferable because it:

0] has a significant environmental advantage over the proposed Project;

« The alternative route maximizes the use of existing flood plain land,
traverses a less rugged topography, avoids the more populated areas,
and collocates with the proposed Southeast Supply Header (SESH) right-
of-way for a significant portion of the route. The environmental impact is
also minimized by significantly reducing the required construction
workspace due to the more-level terrain and collocation with the SESH
Project. This route decreases the conversion of forested lands since it is
primarily through farmland and pastures rather than old growth hardwood
forest.

= This alternative route is shorter than the Gulf Scuth proposed route and
thus reduces the overall environmental impact. The alternative Mississippi
River crossing is also no wider than that of the Gulf South proposed
route.

« |t eliminates a substantial portion of the terrorism concern described
above. With this new routing, terrorist acts would only impact the gas line
with no additional collateral damage to other critical energy infrastructure
or consequential downsiream effects on power plants.
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11-3

= The potential of a pipeline break is reduced by minimizing the routing
through highly erodible loess sail in rugged terrain. A smaller 18-inch
Gulf South pipeline recently failed approximately 1 mile from the
proposed routing due soil erosion.

(ii) maintains the ability to meet the proposed Project objectives;
» The East Texas to Mississippi Expansion Project would continue, only
with a minor route variation for the small portion of the project around the
Entergy right-of-way.

(iiiy maintains the project's technical and economic feasibility and practicability.
« The project’s technical feasibility and practicability is significantly
improved as the new routing would take it through less rugged terrain.
This route also improves the economic feasibility as construction would
require significantly less dirt work, lower costs for easement procurement
due to the reduced workspace needs and shorter cverall length, and
fewer soil conservation measures.

Section 5.1.8

This section states that the nominal width of the pipeline construction right-of-way and
additional temporary workspace is 100 feet. However, the actual width through the
rugged loess hills and forestland of Warren County, Mississippi, is 200 feet due to the
challenging topography. Thus, this evaluation greatly understates the overall land use
and environmentally impacted acreage.

Electronic Docket Issue 11-3
In June 2006, FERC hosted an inforrmation meeting on the proposed Gulf South
pipeline. At this meeting, the pre-filing docket number was released as PF08-23. We
subsequently electronically subscribed to this docket through the FERC website under
the belief that the pertinent documents associatad with this pipeline would be docketed
under this humber. We also submitted our pre-filing comments under this docket
number. However, with the release of the DEIS, we learned that the docket number had
apparently changed when FERC combined the East Texas Expansion and the
Mississippi Expansion Projects. There was no indication on the PF08-23 docket that the
number had changed nor did FERC's electronic subscription service provide documents
from the new docket. Consequently, as members of the public, we were unable to follow
the proceedings of this project as they developed. It is recommended that appropriate
changes be made to the re-docketing process to preclude incidents like this from
happening in the future.
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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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March 30, 2007

Magalie R. Salas, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First §t.. N.E.. Room 1A |2_1
Washington, DC 20426

Re: Gulf South’s East Texas to Mississippi Expansion Project

Docket No. CP06-446-000

Dear Ms. Salas:

We are landowners that are severely affected by Gulf South’s East Texas to Mississippi
Lxpansion Project. 'The proposed routing locates this large 42-inch gas pipeline within 700 feet
of our house, which is built on property that has been in my wife’s family for generations. We
have negotiated in good faith with Gulf South but have been unable to come to an agreement
regarding re-routing the pipeline away from our residence. Gull South is currently pursuing
condemnation proceedings against us via eminent domain even though FERC has not yet
approved this project.

12-2

T have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and attended all the associated public 12-3
meetings in my area. In this letter, [ am submitting no new comments, as the filing deadline has

passed. Instead, I am merely endorsing those comments previously tiled by landowners M.D.

Withrow and G.E. Broadbent dated March 27, 2007. I recognize that many of'the comments

posed in the March 27 [iling are docketed via the transeript of the Vicksburg public meeting on

the evening of March 1, 2007, However, as 1 did at that meeting, 1 would like to speeifically

highlight some of the previous comiments that I feel are particularly relevant to my situation.

Proposed Re-Route

There was significant discussion at the Vicksburg public meeting regarding a proposed re-route
through the southern portion of Warren County and coincident with the Southeast Supply Header
Project. FERC’s representative at the Vicksburg meeting, Mr. John Peconom, indicated that this
routing would reeeive thorough consideration and I would merely like to reinforee this
commitment. The comments in the March 27 filing describe this re-routing in more detail and I
concur with the supporting bases. Specifically, I believe that this re-route would significantly
reduce the environmental damages associated with this project as well as alleviate concerns with
terrorist acts or electrical grid impacts from collocation with the existing ITVAC lines.

Collocation with Existing Right-Of-Way

The FERC position regarding collocating gas pipelines in existing electrical rights-of-way is in
error as it does not minimize the environmental impact in this case. This position not only
increases the environmental damage in Warren County due to the rugged terrain but it also
introduces many other adverse issues. I share the same concerns deseribed in comments
regarding terrorism, electrical grid impacts, and associated impaets al the nearby nuelear station.
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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 11-1 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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12-6 [

In conclusion, I reiterate comments previously filed and request that FERC carefully consider the
proposed re-route of Gull'South’s East Texas to Mississippi Expansion Project via the southern
portion of Warren County.

Dr. Wayne Pitre
6115 Hwy 27
Vicksburg, MS 39180

12-4

12-5

12-6
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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 12-2 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 12-2.
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Withdrawal of Comments by Withrow & Broadbent

i

Michael D. Withrow
114 Tower Drive
Vicksburg, MS 39180

Gregory E. Broadbent
1480 Fisher Ferry Road
Vicksburg, MS 39180

March 27, 2007

Philis Posey

Acting Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E.

Washington, DC 20426

RE: Withdrawal of All Comments in Docket Nos. CP06-446-000, PF06-17-000,
and PF06-23-000

Dear Mrs. Posey:

We are landowners affected by Gulf South Pipeline Company, LP’s (“Gulf South™) construction
of the East Texas to Mississippi Expansion Project, Docket Nos. CP06-446-000, PF06-17-000,
and PF06-23-000 (“Project™). Through the course of these proceedings, we have filed and
otherwise entered comments into the record regarding this Project, including our most recent
comments received by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“Commission™) on March
26, 2007 in response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“March 26 Comments”).

We are submitting this letter to inform the Commission that we have reached agreement
regarding the right of way across our property, and in so doing Gulf South has adequately
addressed each and every applicable concern previously raised by us regarding this Project and
these Dockets. Therefore, we 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. 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.

If you have any questions regarding this issue, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

y AU

Michael D. Withrow
114 Tower Drive
Vicksburg, MS 39180

480 Fisher Ferry Road
Vicksburg, MS 39180
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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.
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