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Resource Report 10

SUMMARY OF FILING INFORMATION

INFORMATION SECTION

Minimum Requirements to Avoid Rejection

O 1. Address the “no-action” alternative (8§ 380.12(1)(1)). 10.2
e Discuss the costs and benefits associated with the alternative.

O 2. For large projects, address the effect of energy conservation or energy alternatives 10.2
to the project (§ 380.12(1)(1)).

O 3. Identify system alternatives considered during the identification of the project and 10.3
provide the rationale for rejecting each alternative (§ 380.12(1)(1)).
o Discuss the costs and benefits associated with each alternative.

4. ldentify major and minor route alternatives considered to avoid impact on sensitive 10.4
environmental areas (e.g., wetlands, parks, or residences) and provide sufficient
comparative data to justify the selection of the proposed route (8 380.12(1)(2)(ii)).
e For onshore projects near to offshore areas, be sure to address alternatives using NA
offshore routings.
O 5. Identify alternative sites considered for the location of major new aboveground NA

facilities and provide sufficient comparative data to justify the selection of the
proposed site (§ 380.12(1)(2)(ii)).
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10.0 RESOURCE REPORT 10- ALTERNATIVES

Midwestern Gas Transmission Company (MGT) is proposing to extend its existing pipeline facilities by
constructing and operating approximately 30.9 miles of 16-inch-diameter natural gas pipeline in Sumner
and Trousdale Counties, Tennessee (TN). This new pipeline will transport an incremental 120,000
dekatherms per day (Dth/d) of natural gas from the existing MGT Compressor Station No. 2101 located
near Portland, TN (Portland Compressor Station) to new interconnects with existing pipelines operated by
the Columbia Gulf Transmission Company (Columbia Gulf) and East Tennessee Natural Gas, LLC (East
Tennessee) near Hartsville, TN and shall be referred to as the Eastern Extension Project.

No new major aboveground facilities are proposed as part of the Eastern Extension Project. However,
MGT will perform minor modifications to piping and launcher/receiver additions at the existing Portland
Compressor Station, install two new pipeline block valves, and construct two interconnects. Each
interconnect will include a measurement building containing a flow control valve and ultrasonic flow
measurement and a data acquisition and control (DAC) building.

This Resource Report provides a description of alternatives to the preferred route identified by MGT.
System alternatives, alternate routes, and route variations are compared to the corresponding segments of
the preferred route, as applicable. These comparisons include a review of various environmental,
landowner, and engineering considerations.

10.1 PURPOSE AND NEED

Piedmont Natural Gas Company (Piedmont) contacted MGT in March 2004 and requested that MGT
prepare a proposal to provide a minimum of 120,000 Dth/d of natural gas volumes at interconnects with
Columbia Gulf and East Tennessee near Hartsville via an extension of the MGT pipeline system.
Piedmont advised that this incremental capacity was required to be delivered near Hartsville to meet its
demand growth projections on the eastern side of its distribution system in the Nashville area and in
North and South Carolina. Following an open season and negotiations, Piedmont entered into a precedent
agreement with MGT for the transportation of 120,000 Dth/d of natural gas for a term of 15-years.
MGT will deliver 100,000 Dth/d of this natural gas into the Columbia Gulf pipeline system near
Hartsville. Piedmont plans to provide this natural gas to its subsidiary, Nashville Gas Company
(Nashville Gas), which serves residential, commercial and industrial customers in Cheatham, Davidson,
Dickson, Robertson, Rutherford, Sumner, Trousdale, Williamson and Wilson Counties. The remaining
20,000 Dth/d of natural gas will be delivered into the East Tennessee pipeline system for delivery to
Piedmont’s distribution systems in North and South Carolina. The interconnect with East Tennessee is
proposed to be located east of the Texas Eastern Transmission, LP (Texas Eastern) interconnect with East
Tennessee because of the lack of long term firm capacity availability on the East Tennessee pipeline
system between its interconnects with Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company (Tennessee Gas) at Ridgetop and
Texas Eastern near Hartsville.

The primary objectives of the Eastern Extension Project are: 1) to provide incremental natural gas
volumes to meet the projected demand growth requirements of Piedmont in North and South Carolina and
on the eastern side of Nashville Gas’ distribution system; 2) to provide price competition resulting from
natural gas sourced from the Chicago Hub, i.e. Canadian, Rocky Mountain, Mid-Continent, Permian, and
in the future, Alaskan and the MacKenzie Delta natural gas supply regions; 3) to provide increased
reliability and flexibility in the natural gas transportation grid resulting from an additional transportation
alternative and associated interconnects; and 4) to provide increased natural gas supply reliability
resulting from natural gas supplies sourced from the Chicago Hub.
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As discussed below, MGT considered several possible alternatives to meet the primary objectives of the
Eastern Extension Project. The evaluation criteria used by MGT for selecting potential alternatives are:

¢ the ability to meet the service requirements of Piedmont;
o the technical and economic feasibility and practicality;
¢ asignificant environmental advantage over the proposed Eastern Extension Project; and

o the ability to meet the Eastern Extension Project’s scope and schedule objectives.

10.2 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under the no-action alternative, the Eastern Extension Project would not be built and Piedmont, Nashville
Gas and their customers would forego any associated benefits described in this Application. The benefits
lost from not building the Eastern Extension Project would include:

1. the loss of access to sufficient incremental natural gas supplies to meet projected demand growth
(along with the economic and environmental benefits that flow from use of that natural gas);

2. the loss of price competition introduced by natural gas sourced from different supply regions;

3. the loss of increased competition between different types of fuels resulting from more
competitively priced natural gas;

4. the loss of increased flexibility and efficiency in the operations of the natural gas delivery
systems;

5. the loss of increased reliability in the natural gas transmission grid resulting from an additional
transportation alternative, including interconnects, for natural gas;

6. the loss of increased natural gas supply reliability resulting from natural gas supplies sourced
from the Chicago Hub, and;

7. the loss of the development of infrastructure supporting future deliveries of natural gas supplies
for Tennessee, North Carolina and South Carolina.

The no-action alternative would avoid all of the direct environmental impacts that would be associated
with the Eastern Extension Project. However, the unsatisfied demand for energy supply will eventually
need to be met through energy conservation or some other energy source. As described below in Section
10.2.1, there are no untapped and viable conservation opportunities in this region capable of significantly
reducing current or future demand or affecting pricing. Section 10.2.2 describes the use of other
alternative energy strategies as impractical, uneconomical, or disadvantageous, and will not fully satisfy
the demand for the incremental supply of natural gas from a supply region other than the Gulf.

10.2.1 Energy Conservation

Conservation practices in the Tennessee, North Carolina, and South Carolina are well advanced, since
currently limited energy alternatives tend to drive up energy costs. Additionally, as a matter of policy, the
regional utility regulators have long demanded that the regulated natural gas and electric utilities
implement aggressive, cutting-edge conservation programs. For instance, the Tennessee Valley Authority
(TVA) already has electricity conservation programs in place via its Energy Right™ program, which seeks
ways to reduce electricity use through the promotion of efficient appliances and energy efficient
construction techniques. The TVA has similar programs and special pricing structures available for large
industrial consumers to encourage electricity conservation. While the proposed Eastern Extension Project
will create additional competition that should help to stabilize local pricing, there are no untapped and
viable conservation opportunities in this region capable of significantly reducing current or future demand
or affecting pricing.
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10.2.2 Energy Alternatives

Renewable energies, such as solar, hydroelectric, and wind are not always reliable or available in
sufficient quantities to support most market requirements to displace the use of natural gas. Alternative
energy forms such as coal and oil are available and could be used to meet increased demands for energy.
However, natural gas is a much cleaner burning fuel. Other fossil fuels emit greater amounts of
particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons, and non-criteria pollutants. Energy
generated from the burning of coal is considered a major contributor to acid rain, which is an international
ecological and economic problem.

The expansion of energy needs associated with a growing population, and regulatory requirements for
improved air quality, necessitate that natural gas be provided by the Eastern Extension Project and used as
fuel for electric power generation, commercial and residential heating, and industrial use. Otherwise,
alternative fuel sources (e.g., fuel oil, coal, nuclear) would be required to meet these needs. The increased
use of these fuels (normally delivered by truck and/or barge) would result in an increase of highway and
marine traffic required for movement of these materials. Both highway and barge transportation have
much poorer safety and reliability records than natural gas pipeline transportation. Moreover, the
increased use of these alternative fuels would bring higher emission rates of nitrogen oxides and sulfur
dioxide, which have the potential to negatively affect air quality. The use of nuclear energy as
replacement of other fuel sources also carries undesirable consequences such as negative public
perception of the safety of electric generation through nuclear plants and the disposal of waste products
created. Therefore, natural gas provides safer transportation, less waste (radioactive and other solids), and
fewer air emissions than alternative fuel sources.

Lastly, natural gas is more energy efficient. Extraction of the energy content of natural gas can be
accomplished more efficiently than from other fuels because the absence of impurities in the fuel makes it
clean burning and eliminates the need for energy-consuming auxiliary equipment. As such, natural gas is
the preferred energy source because of its competitive price, low pollutant emissions, and efficiency.

10.3 SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES

System alternatives are alternatives to the proposed action that would make use of other existing,
modified or proposed pipeline systems to meet the stated objectives of the proposed Eastern Extension
Project. System alternatives would involve the transportation of the equivalent amount of incremental
natural gas. A system alternative would make it unnecessary to construct all or most of the proposed
Eastern Extension Project, although modifications or additions to other existing pipeline system(s) may
be required to increase capacity, or another entirely new system may be required. Although these
modifications or additions could result in environmental impact, the impact may be less, similar to, or
greater than that associated with construction of the proposed Eastern Extension Project.

10.3.1 Construction of Proposed New Pipeline Systems

MGT is unaware of any other proposed pipeline system that would: 1) fulfill the purpose and need of the
Eastern Extension Project; 2) render the same service sought by the customers of the Eastern Extension
Project; and 3) provide the overall benefits that are achieved through the increased flexibility,
deliverability, and reliability achieved by the Eastern Extension Project.
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10.3.2 Modification of Existing Pipeline Systems
MGT considered three possible system alternatives utilizing other pipeline systems, including possible
expansion of those systems, if necessary. However, as fully discussed below, none of the evaluated
system alternatives achieve the primary Eastern Extension Project objectives.

Transportation on Columbia Gulf

Under this alternative, Columbia Gulf would deliver natural gas to Nashville Gas on the east side of its
distribution system and at the Columbia Gulf interconnect with East Tennessee near Hartsville. This
alternative was proposed by William Wade in his report entitled “Alternatives to MGT’s Eastern
Extension Project” (the “Wade Report™) and filed in Docket No. PF05-2.

This system alternative does not satisfy the evaluation criteria used in selecting potential alternatives.
Assuming long term capacity is available on Columbia Gulf, this alternative does not meet the objectives
of Piedmont to: 1) access competitively priced natural gas sourced from the Chicago Hub, i.e. Canadian,
Rocky Mountain, Mid-Continent, Permian, and in the future, Alaskan and the MacKenzie Delta natural
gas supply regions; 2) increase reliability and flexibility in the natural gas transportation grid resulting
from an additional transportation alternative and associated interconnects; and 3) increase natural gas
supply reliability resulting from natural gas supplies sourced from the Chicago Hub. Therefore, MGT
eliminated this alternative from further consideration.

Backhaul arrangement(s) utilizing the existing systems of Tennessee Gas and East Tennessee

Under this alternative, MGT would deliver natural gas to Tennessee Gas at Portland and Tennessee Gas
would deliver an equivalent volume of natural gas from its system to East Tennessee at an existing
interconnect near Ridgetop for transport to the Hartsville area and/or an existing interconnect referred to
as Lobelville. This alternative was also proposed in the Wade Report. As next discussed, however, this
arrangement does not meet the objectives of Piedmont and otherwise does not present a viable alternative
to the Eastern Expansion Project.

The Eastern Expansion Project is designed and was sited to meet the natural gas requirements of
Piedmont, as determined by Piedmont’s informed assessment of demand, price, reliability of supply and
other considerations. In this regard, during the development of the Eastern Extension Project, the
Director of Business Development for East Tennessee advised MGT to locate its interconnection with
East Tennessee east of East Tennessee’s interconnect with Texas Eastern. This location was
recommended because the existing East Tennessee system lacked available firm capacity for the
incremental volumes required by Piedmont in the path between its interconnects with Tennessee Gas at
Ridgetop and Texas Eastern near Hartsville. The Director of Business Development for East Tennessee
did not propose to expand the East Tennessee system to transport the incremental volumes required by
Piedmont.

Exhibit 9 of the Wade Report included data regarding Tennessee Gas delivery capacity to East Tennessee
at Greenbrier (Ridgetop) and Lobelville. However, the data that is pertinent to the analysis of this
backhaul alternative is not the delivery capacity of Tennessee Gas, but rather the ability of East Tennessee
to receive and take away natural gas from Tennessee Gas. The East Tennessee system must have the
availability of both receipt point capacity and mainline capacity on a firm basis in order to accommodate
the backhaul proposed by the Wade Report.

According to the East Tennessee website as of April 1, 2005, the total design capacity of East
Tennessee’s Ridgetop Receipt Point is 292,120 Dth/day and the unsubscribed guantity available is 3,694
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Dth/day. The website also lists the total design capacity of East Tennessee’s Lobelville Receipt Point as
205,320 Dth/day and the unsubscribed quantity available at that point as 94,641 Dth/day. The East
Tennessee website also states that “Availability of meter capacity does not guarantee available mainline
capacity.” Therefore, based on the above discussion, there is insufficient firm receipt point capacity
available on the East Tennessee system to accommodate a backhaul of 120,000 Dth/day as proposed in
the Wade Report.

In addition, the East Tennessee website also indicated that the operational capacity of the mainline
between Ridgetop and Dixon Springs (Dixon Springs is east of the East Tennessee interconnect with
Texas Eastern) is 300,000 Dth/day and the operational capacity of the mainline between Lobelville and
Lewisburg (Lewisburg is east of the East Tennessee interconnect with Texas Eastern) is 110,000 Dth/day.
According to the East Tennessee website page for unsubscribed capacity (see Appendix 21), only 1,000
Dth/day Maximum Daily Transportation Quantity (MDTQ) was unsubscribed as of November 1, 2004 for
the path “TGP Ridgetop — Various points on Line 3100, 3200 and 3300 up to Nora Lateral.” No path
referencing TGP Lobelville was listed. Excluding the Patriot Extension in Virginia and North Carolina,
no other path on the East Tennessee system had more than 13,000 Dth/day MDTQ of unsubscribed
capacity as of November 1, 2004. Therefore, there is insufficient firm mainline capacity available on the
East Tennessee system to accommodate a backhaul of 120,000 Dth/day as proposed in the Wade Report

Consequently, East Tennessee’s system would have to be expanded to accommodate the incremental
volumes required by Piedmont. Infrastructure information contained within the East Tennessee System
Flow Diagram for 2002 indicates that such an expansion would likely require the addition of compression
and looping of mainline pipeline; therefore such an alternative is not likely economically feasible and
practical. Such an expansion of that system would also not likely represent a significant environmental
advantage over the proposed Eastern Extension Project due to the environmental impacts associated with
such an expansion. Moreover, even if such an expansion were practical it would not meet Piedmont’s
objective of having increased reliability and flexibility in the natural gas transportation grid resulting from
an additional transportation alternative and associated interconnects. Therefore, MGT eliminated this
alternative from further consideration.

Backhaul arrangement(s) utilizing the existing system of Tennessee Gas

Under this alternative, MGT would deliver natural gas to Tennessee Gas at Portland and Tennessee Gas
would deliver an equivalent volume of natural gas from its system to Nashville Gas at an existing
interconnect near Nashville. This alternative was proposed in the Wade Report. This arrangement does
not meet the objectives of Piedmont and is no more practical or viable than the first backhaul proposal
advanced in the Wade Report. Specifically, in order to meet Piedmont’s natural gas demand requirements
the incremental volume of natural gas needs to reach the eastern side of Nashville Gas’ distribution
system and Piedmont’s distribution systems in North and South Carolina.

Exhibit 8 of the Wade Report included data regarding Tennessee Gas delivery capacity at two delivery
points; Nashville and Nashville 2. The data that is pertinent to the analysis of this backhaul alternative is
the ability of Nashville Gas to receive and take away natural gas from Tennessee Gas. The Nashville Gas
system must have the availability of both receipt point capacity and takeaway capacity in order to
accommodate the backhaul on Tennessee Gas of 120,000 Dth/day as proposed in the Wade Report.

Piedmont has advised MGT that deliveries at Tennessee Gas’ Nashville delivery points of the incremental
volumes of natural gas required by Piedmont, if available on Tennessee Gas, would require significant
construction from those delivery points eastward through the city of Nashville to points of
interconnection on the east side of the Nashville Gas distribution system; this alternative, therefore, is not
likely technically or economically feasible and practical. Such an extension of that system would also not
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likely represent a significant environmental advantage over the proposed Eastern Extension Project due to
the environmental impacts associated with such an extension. Moreover, even if such an extension were
practical it would not meet Piedmont’s objective of having increased reliability and flexibility in the
natural gas transportation grid resulting from an additional transportation alternative and associated
interconnects. Nor will this alternative meet the objective for the incremental volumes of natural gas to
reach Piedmont’s distribution systems in North and South Carolina. Therefore, MGT eliminated this
alternative from further consideration.

104 ROUTE ALTERNATIVES

The following sections present a general discussion of the routing considerations applied by MGT when
designing the preferred route for the Eastern Extension Project and identifies the route alternatives and
variations that were evaluated by MGT to meet those considerations.

10.4.1 Overview of MGT’s Routing Considerations

The route analysis complies with all of the FERC routing criteria and environmental considerations, set
forth at 18 CFR 380.15, either by its proposed location or by the construction techniques to be used.
Criteria/considerations of note during routing include the following:

e Use existing ROW when practical by enlargement or extension.

e Where practical, avoid National Register sites and parks, scenic, wildlife and recreational
lands.

e Locate in areas less visible to the public.

o Avoid heavily timbered areas and steep slopes where practical.

o Avoid long views of cleared ROWs visible from highways and other areas of public view.

During the consideration of all route alternatives, MGT attempted to avoid, to the extent practicable,
residential impacts, wetlands, stream crossings, critical habitat, recreation and conservation areas, historic
areas, business and commercial strips, and similar factors. MGT has also given special emphasis to
keeping the route as short as possible, which, by itself, is a major factor in minimizing impacts from the
Eastern Extension Project. During field investigations and consultation with representatives from a
number of federal and state agencies, MGT verified the location of sensitive environmental resources and
evaluated routing variations. MGT also evaluated input received from stakeholders such as local
residents, public officials, and agency representatives. MGT is prepared and committed to continue
working closely with all stakeholders to enhance siting as appropriate.

10.4.2 Open Season Routes

In support of the MGT Open Season for capacity held April 23, 2004 to May 28, 2004, two routes with
multiple delivery points on each route, as shown on Fig. 10-1, were identified and submitted to existing
and potential customers for consideration. Route A consisted of an extension of MGT’s transportation
system from its current southern terminus at MGT’s Portland Compressor Station, about 30 miles to the
southeast to potential interconnects with Columbia Gulf, Texas Eastern, and East Tennessee in Trousdale
County. Route B consisted of an extension of MGT’s transportation system from its southern terminus at
MGT Portland Compressor Station, approximately 40 miles in an easterly direction to potential
interconnects with Columbia Gulf and Texas Eastern in Monroe County, Kentucky.
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No bids were received from potential customers for the Route B alternative. Likewise, no bids were
received for the Texas Eastern interconnect point on Route A. Therefore, the Route B alternative was
eliminated from further consideration and Route A with two interconnect points became the original
general corridor of the Eastern Extension Project based upon expressed customer interest.

10.4.3 Major Route Alternatives

Following the selection of the general Eastern Extension Project corridor, MGT used its environmental
and construction expertise to develop route alternatives in order to minimize the potential adverse impacts
on population centers, environmental and cultural resources, and individual landowners. Based on this
analysis, one of these initial routes became the preferred route shown in Fig. 10-2 and is fully described in
Resource Report No. 1. The other two routes are fully described as Route Alternatives B and C in the
following sections, and are also shown on Fig. 10-2. Five additional alternatives were identified during
Pre-Filing consultations with landowners and agencies and are more fully described in the following
sections as: 1) Route Alternative A, 2) Route 52/141 Alternative, 3) Ridgetop Route Alternative, 4)
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) No. 1 Route Alternative, and 5) TVA No. 2 Route Alternative. These
five routes are also shown on Fig. 10-2.

Comparison of the engineering and environmental characteristics of the preferred route and alternatives
were made and are presented in the following sections. These comparisons address the significant
environmental characteristics associated with each route. Table 10.4-1 presents a summary of
environmental characteristics for the alternative routes considered during development of the Eastern
Extension Project, with the exception of the TVA No. 1 Route Alternative, for reasons discussed in the
description of that alternative.

Based on this comparison, it is evident that MGT’s preferred route minimizes the potential adverse
impacts on population centers, environmental and cultural resources, and individual landowners.
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Summary of Significant Environmental Characteristics Between
the Preferred Route and Alternatives

TABLE 10.4-1

Environmental/Construction Factor Preferred Route Alternative A Route Alternative B Route Alternative C Route 52/.141 Rldgetqp T No: 2
Route Alternative Alternative Alternative

Total Route Length a/ 30.9 38 28 29.3 39 53.0 35.0
ROW type

New right-of-way (mi) 29.9 4 28 29.3 12 0 19

Adjacent to existing rights-of-way (mi) 1 34 0 0 27 53 16
Right-of-way Requirements b/

construction right-of-way (ac) 280.9 345.4 254.5 266.4 354.5 481.8 318.1

permanent right-of-way (ac) 187.3 230.3 169.7 177.6 236.4 321.2 212.1

Number of parcels 150 363 278 231 372 542 325
Road Crossings (no.) 26 41 41 44 67 90 43
Active Railroad Crossings (no.) 1 2 1 1 2 2 2
Waterbody Crossings (no.) c/ 31 29 24 27 26 44 26
Wetlands (mi) d/ 0.5 0.9 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.8 0.4
Land Use

Forest (mi) 6.4 5.2 5.4 55 55 8.7 5.9

Agricultural (mi) 22.4 23.2 16.1 20.3 155 271 18.8

Residential (mi) 0.2 3.0 4.3 2.7 135 5.8 1.6

Open land (mi) 1.9 6.0 2.2 0.8 3.9 10.7 8.6

Commercial/industrial (mi) 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.7 0.1
Federally-listed T/E species

Species (no.) 17 e/ 201/ 17 e/ 17 e/ 271/ 231/ 20 f/

Recorded Cultural Resource sites (no.) 3 5 2 6 3 11 6

fl

Based upon landowner requests and survey, the preferred route increased 1.4 miles in length from 29.5 to 30.9 miles; routes of other alternatives may increase similarly.

Right-of-way acreage calculated on construction width of 75 ft. and permanent width of 50 ft., all continuous.

Number of crossings based on USGS blue lines and aerial photograph analysis

Mileage based on NWI mapping

Species count based on agency consultation including the TDECNH table of rare species documented within a 3-mile radius of the proposed route and the two federally listed

species identified by FWS (March 4th Letter).
Species count based on the cross referencing of county and 7.5' quadrangle species lists taken from the TDEC website.

Eastern Extension Project 5/17/05

10-10

Alternatives




10.4.3.1 Route Alternative A

Route Alternative A would leave the MGT Portland Compressor Station heading north, and then turn east
for about 2.5 miles where it would intersect with an existing electric transmission line corridor. From
there, Route Alternative A would turn to the southeast and follow the existing TVA transmission line
right-of-way for about 2 miles where it would cross Rolling Meadows Street and continue in a
southeasterly direction roughly 2 more miles through residential areas near North Russell Street,
Westland Street, and the Cornerstone subdivision. After crossing the Cornerstone subdivision, Route
Alternative A would continue southeasterly for approximately 16 miles where it would enter the northeast
side of Gallatin and cross about 4,000 feet of residential land use in the Grandview Estates subdivision.
These residential areas have encroached on the existing electric transmission line right-of-way, leaving
little or no room for installation of the proposed pipeline between the edge of the utility corridor and the
residential properties.

After crossing the Grandview Estate subdivision, Route Alternative A would cross Highway 31 and
intersect with the existing East Tennessee pipeline corridor. Route Alternative A would then follow the
East Tennessee right-of-way in an easterly direction, crossing about 3,000 feet of the Gallatin Country
Club Golf Course at MP 25.0 before crossing the Gallatin Industrial Park Center, a developed
commercial/industrial area supporting seven commercial businesses. Route Alternative A would then
continue easterly, running through the Craigs Front subdivision. At about MP 30.6 miles, this alternative
would cross Bledsoe Creek at a point that has a steep drop from the roadway to the edge of water. The
route would then continue easterly, crossing a fifth housing development and Old Hickory Lake before
terminating at the East Tennessee interconnect near Hartsville.

MGT’s review of the Route Alternative A alignment indicated that this route would be about 7.0 miles
longer and cross significantly more residential lands than the preferred route. This increased distance
would affect an additional 64.5 acres of land during construction and cross more than twice as many
parcels of land as the preferred route. While this route would follow an existing utility corridor along
most of its length, about 3.0 miles of the route would be constructed across residential properties,
compared to about 0.2 miles on the preferred route. Further, Route Alternative A would cross about 0.6
miles of commercial/industrial land and about 0.8 miles more agricultural land than the preferred route.
This route would also affect about 0.4 miles more wetlands than the preferred route.

Residential encroachment on the TVA powerline easement in a number of areas would necessitate co-
locating the Eastern Extension Project within that TVA powerline easement to cross these residential
areas. Accordingly, MGT has discussed with the TVA the possibility of co-locating the Eastern
Extension Project in the TVA powerline easement and TVA provided the typical terms and conditions
governing such a request. The TVA advised MGT that the landowners continue to own the land within
the TVA powerline easement; therefore, MGT would also be required to acquire permanent pipeline
easements from all landowners along the powerline portion of the route. Additionally, since MGT would
be acquiring its easements subject to the existing rights of the TVA, MGT would have no permanent right
to a location on the powerline easement. In other words, if TVA determined that the MGT pipeline
interfered with the construction, operation, protection, maintenance and readjustment of its existing or
future facilities, MGT would be required to relocate the pipeline on the TVA powerline easement or move
all or part of the pipeline off the TVA powerline easement. This would result in future disruption and
impact to landowners after the initial construction. Also, TVA will not allow above-ground facilities,
such as valves, on the powerline easements, presenting difficulty in satisfying DOT requirements
regarding block valve spacing or the adjustment of the route to locate the portion of the pipe with the
block valve outside of the TVA powerline easement.
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TVA stated that MGT would be required to agree to a number of other significant construction and
operational restrictions in order for TVA to consent to the co-location of the Eastern Extension Project in
a TVA powerline easement. Placement of the pipeline would be restricted to certain areas within the
easement. In addition, no excavation would be possible within 25-ft of structures, guy wires, grounding,
or counterpoise. The combination of these two factors could greatly limit the placement of the trench
spoil and equipment movement; the resulting likely increased construction duration could also increase
potential residential disturbance. Other additional construction considerations would include requiring
strict observance of clearances from energized transmission lines and proper grounding of all construction
equipment and pipe.

Several topographic features exist on this route that could increase potential environmental impacts
during construction. Approximately six miles of this route has vertical and horizontal terrain slopes
greater than 20 degrees. In addition to the increased potential for erosion, construction through such
terrain would require a significant number of additional temporary workspace areas to provide safe
working conditions and spoil storage areas. This route would also cross the Bledsoe Creek and Hickory
Lake drainages at relatively broad areas that could pose increased potential impacts to these waterbodies
and associated wetland areas.

This route was eliminated from further consideration as a result of significantly higher likely potential
adverse impacts on population centers, environmental resources, and individual landowners because of:
1) 2.8 additional miles of residential land crossed; 2) roughly 7.0 miles of increased overall length; 3)
construction difficulties associated with residential encroachment on the powerline corridor and co-
location within the TVA powerline easement; and 4) crossing location of Bledsoe Creek and Old Hickory
Lake drainage and wetlands.

During consideration of this alternative, MGT also explored the possibility of constructing an
interconnect to the East Tennessee pipeline at a location northeast of Gallatin, where the powerline
corridor intersects with the East Tennessee pipeline. However, East Tennessee has indicated that it lacks
long term capacity availability between its interconnects with Tennessee Gas at Ridgetop and Texas
Eastern near Hartsville for the volumes required by Piedmont.

10.4.3.2 Route Alternative B

Route Alternative B would extend southeasterly from the Portland Compressor Station for approximately
2.9 miles where it would intersect with an existing electric transmission corridor. At this intersection,
Route Alternative B would make a slight turn to the southeast and follow the transmission line corridor
for about 2.4 miles to a point just north of SH 52. At this point, the pipeline would continue in a
southeasterly direction toward Hartsville, generally following a route that attempts to minimize elevation
changes. Route Alternative B would join with the southern portion of Route Alternative C near the
community of Rock Bridge and continue towards the interconnect locations near Hartsville.

While Route Alternative B would be approximately 2.9 miles shorter than the preferred route, it would
pass through the several developing areas on the northeastern side of Portland where residential
subdivisions are expanding near the powerline corridor. Overall, the Alternative Route B alignment
would cross roughly 4.1 miles more residential land and cross 128 more parcels of land than the preferred
route. While this alternative would be about nine percent shorter and cross seven fewer waterbodies than
the preferred route, MGT eliminated Route Alternative B from further consideration due to the significant
increase in the number of parcels crossed and the large increase in residential property impacts.

10.4.3.3 Route Alternative C
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Route Alternative C would proceed due east from the Portland Compressor Station for a distance of about
4.5 miles through an area of cleared agricultural lands, which are currently being subdivided into housing
lots. From about MP 4.5 to MP 7.0 on this route, the pipeline would turn to the southeast and follow the
flood plain of West Fork Drakes Creek. From MP 7.0 to 14.3 the route would cross an area that has
numerous new homes on larger tracts of land. From MP 14.3 to MP 29.5, the route would continue to the
southeast toward the Hartsville interconnect sites, following a corridor that attempts to minimize distance,
elevation differentials, and the crossing of environmentally sensitive areas, including residential areas.

While approximately the first 6.5 miles of this alternative route would be the same as the preferred route,
Route Alternative C would deviate and cross areas of developing residential property near Corinth Road,
Womack Road, and Buttermilk Road. Based on review of topographic maps and aerial photos of the
Route Alternative C alignment, MGT determined that this route would cross about 2.5 miles more
residential land and 81 additional parcels of land than the preferred route. While this alternative would
be about 1.6 miles shorter than the preferred route and cross four fewer waterbodies, MGT eliminated this
route from further consideration because of the significant increase in potential residential impacts and the
larger number of affected landowners.

10.4.3.4 Route 52/141 Alternative

During the public comment process, an individual identified State Highway (SH) 52 as a potential
alternative route for the pipeline that would follow an existing corridor. The SH 52 corridor runs in a
west to east direction between the cities of Portland and Lafayette. Another individual identified the
potential use of SH 52, in combination with SH 141 to achieve a complete alternative route that would
ultimately terminate at interconnect points near Hartsville. This route alternative would utilize the
northern portion of the preferred route or Route Alternatives A or B to the intersection with SH 52 at
about MP 7.9, east of Portland. At the intersection with the SH 52 corridor, this alternative route would
turn in an easterly direction generally following the southern side of the roadway. At the intersection of
SH 52 and SH 141, the alternative would turn to the south along SH 141. This route would then continue
to the south along SH 141, to SH 10/25, then parallel existing pipeline right-of-way to the interconnect
points near Hartsville.

The use of SHs 52 and 141 together result in a total project length of approximately 39.0 miles, roughly
eight miles longer than the preferred route. Because of the longer length of the alternative, 26 percent
more land would be disturbed during construction and an additional 222 parcels would be affected due to
the overall increased scope of the project. Further, utilizing the mature roadway corridor would result in
the crossing of more than 13 miles of residential land, compared to only 0.2 miles on the corresponding
segment on the preferred route. Generally, SH 52 has a right-of-way width of 160-ft and SH 41 has a
right-of-way width of 40-ft. Therefore, construction would negatively impact landowners utilizing these
state highways. In addition, constructing along roadways such as SH 52 and 141 would be slower and
increase construction-related disturbance resulting from the need to construct around such objects as
highway signs, power poles, field access roads, private roadways, culverts, ditch embankments, and water
and sewer crossings. Increased risks associated with activities adjacent to active roadways would need to
be managed to ensure the safety of construction crews and motorists utilizing the roadways. Because of
the increased length of this route and the significant impact to residential areas, MGT eliminated this
route alternative from further consideration.

10.4.3.5  Ridgetop Alternative
MGT investigated the Ridgetop to Portland area and identified several existing natural gas pipeline rights-

of-way that run in a northeast to southwest direction and in an east to west direction. A route alternative
was suggested that would follow existing natural gas pipeline rights-of-way that run in a southwest
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direction from the Portland Compressor Station toward the town of Ridgetop before turning east and
following another existing pipeline to the proposed interconnect locations near Hartsville. Following
these corridors would require a pipeline approximately 53 miles long, roughly 22 more miles than the
preferred route, because this route initially travels in an opposite direction from the proposed interconnect
locations. Because of this greatly longer route, approximately 5.5 more miles of residential area and
approximately 0.7 more miles of commercial area would be crossed, with an additional 392 parcels
affected. Due to the overall increase scope of the project, approximately 72 percent more land would be
disturbed during construction, and an additional 13 more waterbodies would be crossed. Because of the
greatly increased length of this alternative, significantly more residential and commercial areas and
landowners affected, and greater potential environmental impacts, the Ridgetop Alternative was
eliminated from further consideration.

10.4.3.6 TVA No. 1 Route Alternative

Several TVA powerline easements have been mentioned as potential routes for this project. At the
FERC Scoping meeting held February 24, 2005, the TVA right’s-of-way nos. 5052 and 3803 were
identified as possible routes. A review of these rights-of-way suggests a possible route on TVA 5052
generally south from the Portland area to its intersection with TVA 3803 southwest of Gallatin, then east
to the Hartsville area. This route would basically duplicate Route Alternative A with the exception of the
east-west portion of this route being located farther south than the east-west portion of Route Alternative
A, resulting in an even longer route. As mentioned in the description of Alternative A above, MGT has
discussed with TVA the possibility of co-locating the Eastern Extension Project in the TVA powerline
easements when necessary due to residential development and determined a number of factors
unfavorable to such a route selection. In addition, this route would cross the Bledsoe Creek State Park
and wildlife management area east of Gallatin. A major waterbody crossing would be crossed at this
sensitive environmental land use area and a large wetland area near Old Hickory Lake would also be
crossed. Finally, three cultural resource sites are recorded along the TVA 3803 right-of-way portion of
this route alone, including a Civil War earthworks that may be eligible for listing on the National Register
of Historic Places. For these reasons, this route alternative was eliminated from further consideration, and
no comparison is provided for this alternative in Table 10.4-1.

10.4.3.7 TVA No. 2 Route Alternative

Another TVA powerline easement route was suggested by private individuals participating in the FERC
Site Visit on April 26, 2005. A portion of this route alternative would make use of an easement that was
acquired by the TVA, but on which no powerline facilities have yet been constructed or are currently
contemplated. As with the TVA No. 1 Route Alternative, this alternative basically duplicates Route
Alternative A until MP 18.4 of that route, where it then turns easterly on the unused TVA easement. This
portion of the route proceeds generally due east roughly parallel to, and about 2% miles north of, the east-
west portion of Route Alternative A until intersecting the preferred route at MP 25.0 of that route, just
east of Highway 231. The remainder of this route then duplicates the preferred route to the end.

MGT’s review of the TVA No. 2 Route Alternative alignment indicated that this route would be 4.1 miles
longer and affect significantly more parcels of land than the preferred route. While this route would
somewhat reduce the number of waterbodies and wetland areas crossed, an additional 1.4 miles of
residential area and 175 more parcels of land would be affected. Also, since more than half of this
alternative duplicates the Route A alternative, the discussion of unfavorable factors described at length in
the Route A alternative analysis above is pertinent to consideration of this alternative, specifically those
comments regarding pipeline routing on an actively used TVA right-of-way with residential
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encroachment. Because of the additional impact to residential areas, significant additional number of
parcels affected, and negative factors associated with pipeline routing on TVA powerline rights-of-ways,
MGT eliminated TVA No. 2 Route Alternative from further consideration.

10.4.4 Minor Route Variations

Table 10.4-2 lists locations where more limited variations from the preferred route of the Eastern
Extension Project were considered at the request of the landowner or given existing land use or natural
resource constraints in certain areas. These variations are as a result of the Open House meetings held in
November, 2004 and subsequent discussions with landowners and other stakeholders, and are current as

of March, 2005.

TABLE 10.4-2
Minor Route Variations

Mile Post Length Reason for Deviation
00tol1 11 Adjustment to follow property line

15t02.1 0.6 Reroute south of residence

2.1t03.0 0.9 Adjustment to follow property line

5.0t07.4 2.4 Route line closer to rear property lines

7.4109.0 1.6 Route line west side of Drakes Creek

9.7 to 10.1 0.4 Reroute line from wooded ravine into field
11.1t0 12.6 15 Reroute to minimize impacts to smaller land parcels
12.6t0 13.4 0.8 Reroute south of new residence
13.8t0 14.0 0.2 Reroute to minimize impact to land parcel
14510 14.8 0.3 Minimize impact to Buttermilk road crossing
14.81t0 16.8 2.0 Minimize impacts to wooded areas and terrain
18.3t0 19.6 1.3 Reroute to minimize impact to land parcel
20.51022.8 2.3 Adjustment to follow property line
25.21t028.1 2.9 Reroute to minimize impact to land parcel
28.41t0 30.9 25 Reroute to follow power line easement

TOTAL 20.8
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