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Executive Summary

The most defensible posture is conditional support for the site concept, rejection of the
strongest timing and power claims as currently stated.
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Verdict

xAI MACROHARDRR — the Southaven, Mississippi “Digital Delta” data-center retrofit —
scores 4.1 / 10.0. The project is credible as a fast industrial reuse concept, but not yet credible
as a February 2026 fully powered AI campus on the public record.

Stage tag: Pre-permitting (Announced)

Last reviewed: May 29, 2026

Evidence as of: May 29, 2026

Recommendation: Southaven should be treated as a gated feasibility case, not a bankable
delivery case, until XxAI produces the public power, air-permit, water, and local fiscal records
that convert a headline announcement into operating proof.

Scoring arithmetic: Claim mean 4.1 - controlling claim (firm power deliverability through on-
site gas turbines, utility treatment, and air-permit authority) 3.5 - cap 5.0 - published overall 4.1.

The headline conclusion is blunt: Digital Delta’s physical site is probably the right kind of
asset for xAI's speed strategy; its power-and-permitting proof is not yet strong enough
to support the strongest public claims. The former GXO Logistics warehouse on Stateline
Road gives xXAI a real retrofit advantage: a large shell, industrial context, flat terrain, regional
freight access, and proximity to substantial transmission corridors. But the very feature that
makes the project strategically attractive — rapid behind-the-meter gas generation near the
Memphis AI cluster — is also the feature most likely to delay it, litigate it, or cap its feasible load.

Single biggest risk

The single biggest risk is firm power deliverability under lawful, enforceable air-permit
and utility conditions.

That risk combines five unresolved questions:

1. What is MACROHARDRR?’s site-specific MW requirement, separate from xAI’s regional ~2 GW
compute narrative?

2. How many gas turbines will serve Southaven, at what net output, under what runtime limits,
and under what Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality permit conditions?

3. What is Entergy Mississippi’s role, and does any MISO generator, load, transmission-service,
backup-service, or parallel-operation treatment apply?

4. Is firm gas supply and firm gas transportation available for a 24/7 AI load?

5. Can xAI operate the turbine strategy without repeating the air-quality, noise, transparency,
and environmental-justice controversy now associated with Colossus in Memphis?
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A retrofit warehouse helps schedule. It does not solve air permitting, gas deliverability, grid-
interface, or community-license risk.

Where the story diverges

What xAI and Mississippi officials say

Gov. Tate Reeves announced on January 8, 2026 that xAI would locate a data center in
Southaven representing a corporate investment exceeding $20 billion, creating hundreds of
permanent jobs throughout DeSoto County. The Governor’s Office announcement says the
Mississippi Development Authority approved xAI for the state Data Center Incentive, which
provides sales and use-tax exemptions for certified data-center computing and equipment
software, and says the City of Southaven and DeSoto County are supporting the project
through fee-in-lieu agreements. The same announcement states that xAI expected to begin
data-center operations in Southaven in February 2026.

The strategic logic is easy to understand. MACROHARDRR sits across the Mississippi—
Tennessee line from xAI's Colossus footprint in Memphis. It reuses a very large logistics
building. It is near power infrastructure. It allows xAI to extend the greater Memphis compute
cluster quickly, potentially toward the ~2 GW regional compute narrative attributed to XxAI CFO
Anthony Armstrong.

What is actually there

The public record does show a serious site concept and serious state support. It does not yet
show the operating proof needed for high Feasibility Index credit:

- no public site-specific MW schedule for MACROHARDRR,;

- no public reconciliation of the ~2 GW regional number across MACROHARDRR, Colossus 1,
Colossus 2, contracted grid demand, on-site generation, backup generation, and actual
compute load;

- no public Entergy Mississippi large-load service agreement, facilities-extension agreement,
backup-service agreement, or MISO treatment record;

- no public firm gas-supply and gas-transportation package;

- no public final MDEQ air permit package demonstrating turbine count, emissions limits,
runtime limits, source classification, modeling, public-comment disposition, and startup
authority;

- no public cooling design, water-capacity reservation, groundwater-withdrawal
authorization, wastewater acceptance, reclaimed-water agreement, or blowdown pathway;

- no public executed fee-in-lieu schedules, net fiscal model, or enforceable (source on file)

terms.
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This is the difference between a plausible project and a proven one. Under the Feasibility Index
proof ladder, intent and proximity establish plausibility; they do not establish deliverability.

Claim scorecard

Confidence legend: confidence measures maturity of public evidence, not the feasibility score.
A low score can have high analytical confidence if the missing proof is clear; a mid score can
still be speculative if the evidence is mostly announcement-level.

CLAIM SCORE CONFIDENCE READ

1. Power delivery 3.5 Speculative The behind-the-meter
gas concept is plaus-
ible, but the public re-
cord does not prove
firm MW, Entergy/
MISO treatment, final
air permits, gas deliv-
erability, or turbine
commissioning. Gon-
trolling claim.

2.February 2026 3.0 Speculative Retrofit helps, but full

timeline operations by Febru-
ary 2026 are not sub-
stantiated without is-
sued air, local, water/
wastewater, utility, fire/
life-safety, and com-
missioning proof.

3. ~2 GW regional com- 5.0 Speculative Directionally plausible

pute realization given the xAI Memph-
is/Southaven footprint;
unproven without a
site-by-site MW recon-
ciliation.
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CLAIM

SCORE

CONFIDENCE

BEARING LABS

READ

4. Air quality and envir-
onmental compliance

5. Water sustainability

6. Community and
political durability

7. Economic benefit
realization

3.0

3.0

5.0

6.0

Preliminary

Preliminary

Preliminary

Preliminary

Gas turbines can be
permitted in principle,
but the compliance
claim is weak without
final MDEQ permit lim-
its and without resolv-
ing the Colossus pre-
cedent.

Southaven’s municipal
system draws from the
Sparta Aquifer, but
MACROHARDRR's cool-
ing design, water de-
mand, reuse, with-
drawal, and discharge
path are not public.

State and local eco-
nomic-development
backing is real; opposi-
tion risk is elevated be-
cause air, noise, water,
and environmental-
justice concerns
already have a region-
al reference case.

The $20B announce-
ment, jobs claim, MDA
incentive approval, and
fee-in-lieu support
make local benefit
plausible; net benefit is
unproven without fisc-
al terms and cost al-
location.
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Claim-by-claim assessment

Claim 1 — Power delivery

Falsifiable proposition: MACROHARDRR can be powered to target compute on xATI's fast
timeline through on-site natural-gas turbines and the adjacent Southaven power-plant site,
without grid-service or permitting constraints that slip operations.

Supporting evidence. Southaven is not electrically isolated. Transmission screening around
Southaven identified dense nearby infrastructure, including 500 kV, 230 kV, and 161 kV classes
and lines owned by Tennessee Valley Authority and Entergy Mississippi in the broader area.
Mississippi has a large gas-heavy generation base, and the regional MISO context means the
area is embedded in a mature power market. The project’s claimed strategy — self-supply or
near-site gas generation — is directionally consistent with what data-center operators are
exploring when grid energization lags AI demand.

Contradicting evidence. Transmission proximity is not service. It does not prove transformer
headroom, protection readiness, legal service rights, backup-service arrangements, cost
allocation, or energization timing. No public record reviewed proves MACROHARDRR's site-
specific load, Entergy Mississippi service terms, MISO treatment, turbine procurement and
commissioning, firm gas supply, gas transportation, or legal delivery rights from the adjacent
acquired plant site. MDEQ materials state that Mississippi air applications cover construction
and operation permitting actions, and Mississippi air rules cover construction and operation of
emissions equipment. EPA’s Clean Air Act resources for data centers identify stationary
combustion turbines and engines as regulated data-center power sources subject to federal
standards. That makes air authority a power-delivery gate, not a side issue.

Reference class. The xAI Colossus Memphis record is the most important comparable.
Litigation and public filings in the Colossus record allege that xAI operated 16 gas turbines
totaling roughly 105 MW by August 2024 and later installed 35 turbines totaling 421.4 MW by
March 31, 2025, while community groups including NAACP and others challenged the
transparency and permitting of the turbine strategy. Those allegations are contested legal
exposure, not final merits findings, but they are directly relevant to Southaven because they
show what happens when speed-to-power outruns public permitting confidence. Northern
Virginia data-center precedent also shows that on-site generation can reduce dependence on
immediate grid capacity but does not eliminate utility backup, land, emissions, pipeline, or
community constraints.

Score: 3.5 / 10.0. Weak. The strategy is technically plausible but not proven. The claim’s
strongest wording — “without grid-service or permitting constraints” — is not supported.
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Claim 2 — February 2026 operations timeline

Falsifiable proposition: A February 2026 operations start is achievable because
MACROHARDRR is a retrofit rather than a greenfield campus and xAI has demonstrated
extreme build speed at Colossus.

Supporting evidence. The site is a large existing logistics shell rather than raw land. Road-
level screening for Stateline Road shows flat terrain, low sampled slope, and moderately well-
drained dominant soils. A warehouse retrofit can shorten shell delivery, staging, and civil-work
timelines relative to a new campus. State and local economic-development support also
reduces ordinary political friction.

Contradicting evidence. The public proof package does not show the permits and
commissioning milestones required for full regulated operations. MDEQ air permitting, local
building and industrial retrofit approvals, fire/life-safety review, water and wastewater
approvals, construction stormwater coverage, turbine commissioning, gas supply, and utility
treatment all matter. DeSoto County Planning and Building maintains zoning and building-
permit functions for commercial and industrial buildings; no public record reviewed proves final
use approval, building-permit status, or certificate-of-occupancy readiness for this conversion.
The public record also does not establish structural suitability of the former GXO building for
high-density AI racks, transformer/turbine heavy-haul routing, cooling-yard layout, utility
yards, or receptor-level noise mitigation.

Regulatory timing read. If the air path were a clean minor or synthetic-minor route with
complete filings, no federal nexus, and no material appeal, full regulated operations could
plausibly take roughly 9-14 months from a complete package, with a long tail if comments or
appeals develop. If the turbine package requires PSD or more complex Title V treatment, the
schedule expands materially. That forecast does not support a February 2026 full-operations
claim unless approvals were secured before the public announcement and simply are not
visible.

Score: 3.0 / 10.0. Weak. Retrofit speed is real, but the claim is not substantiated.

Claim 3 — ~2 GW regional compute realization

Falsifiable proposition: MACROHARDRR'’s contribution, combined with Colossus 1 and 2,
makes xAI’'s roughly 2 GW greater Memphis / Southaven compute target credible as scoped.

Supporting evidence. The regional footprint is real. XAI has a direct internal reference class in
Colossus, and the Southaven announcement fits a broader cluster strategy. A multi-site
coherent compute hub is strategically plausible for xAL especially given the sponsor’s
demonstrated willingness to pursue fast physical buildouts and on-site power.

Contradicting evidence. The public record does not reconcile what the ~2 GW number means
electrically. It may refer to actual IT load, total facility load, contracted utility demand, turbine
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nameplate, backup capacity, future planned phases, or a mix of those categories. Those
distinctions matter. Backup nameplate is not the same as 24/7 permitted output. Turbine
capacity under runtime limits is not the same as usable compute power. Contracted demand is
not actual load.

Reference-class work on data-center load forecasts warns that proposed data-center
demand can be overcounted or speculative when utilities and communities lack site-by-site
commitments. That does not mean xAI's 2 GW ambition is false; it means the current public
evidence cannot validate the figure.

Score: 5.0 / 10.0. Plausible but unproven.

Claim 4 — Air quality and environmental compliance

Falsifiable proposition: On-site gas-turbine generation can operate within permit limits
without reproducing the compliance, litigation, and community-health problems already
associated with Colossus in Memphis.

Supporting evidence. Natural-gas turbines are permit-able technologies. MDEQ has
established air-permitting pathways, including permits to construct, PSD-avoidance routes,
PSD permits for major sources where applicable, and Title V operating permits for major
sources. EPA’s data-center Clean Air Act materials provide a known regulatory framework
rather than an impossible path.

Contradicting evidence. The Southaven public record does not yet show the required project-
specific facts: turbine count, model, potential-to-emit calculations, source classification,
synthetic-minor limits if claimed, PSD or Title V applicability, dispersion modeling, startup/
testing authority, monitoring, public-comment response, and enforceable operating limits.
Without those, the claim that the turbines can operate cleanly and durably is only an assertion.

The Colossus Memphis precedent is unusually direct. NAACP / SELC-related filings and public
coverage describe community concern over turbine emissions, ozone and asthma context,
alleged unpermitted operations, and cumulative environmental burden near historically Black
communities. Southaven is a different jurisdiction and must be judged on its own permit record,
but the same developer, same regional compute strategy, and same on-site gas-power
pattern make the precedent highly probative for risk.

Score: 3.0 / 10.0. Weak. The pathway exists; proof does not.

Claim 5 — Water sustainability

Falsifiable proposition: MACROHARDRR's cooling and water needs can be served without
material local impact.

Supporting evidence. Southaven’s 2023 Annual Drinking Water Quality Report states that
the city’s water source is wells drawing from the Sparta Aquifer and that the drinking water
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meets or exceeds federal and state requirements. Current drought screening for DeSoto
County did not show severe D3/D4 drought. USFWS critical-habitat screening did not identify
final or proposed critical habitat within one mile of the city-level screen point. Water-quality
screening did not identify impaired waters within 10 km of the city-level point.

Contradicting evidence. None of that proves project water sustainability. The public record
does not disclose cooling design, WUE, peak water demand, annual consumption, potable
versus non-potable source, reclaimed-water feasibility, groundwater-withdrawal permit
status, sewer acceptance, pretreatment, blowdown quality, or NPDES/direct-discharge
pathway. MDEQ water-use materials state that a permit is required before initiating drilling of
a groundwater well for withdrawal. MDEQ construction-stormwater materials also establish a
Large Construction General Permit threshold for projects disturbing five acres or more, with
site-specific SWPPP requirements.

Flood and wetlands remain parcel-level open questions. FEMA National Flood Hazard Layer
screening at the city-level point showed Special Flood Hazard Area and 500-year flood-zone
polygons within the one-mile screen; that is not a parcel fatal flaw, but it is enough to require
boundary-level review. The National Wetlands Inventory overlay was not retrievable during this
assessment, so wetlands cannot be cleared from the public record.

Score: 3.0 / 10.0. Weak. The local water system may be capable; the project has not shown it.

Claim 6 — Community and political durability

Falsifiable proposition: The project can sustain operations despite noise, air, water, and
environmental-justice opposition because state support is strong.

Supporting evidence. State support is real. Gov. Tate Reeves, the Mississippi Development
Authority, and MDA Executive Director Bill Cork publicly framed the project as a record-scale
economic-development win. The Governor’s Office announcement confirms MDA Data Center
Incentive approval and City of Southaven / DeSoto County fee-in-lieu support. That coalition
materially reduces ordinary cancellation risk.

Contradicting evidence. Political sponsorship does not neutralize project-specific
environmental risk. Named community concerns already include turbine noise, air quality, and
water. NAACP and Southern Environmental Law Center are part of the broader regional
scrutiny around xAI's Memphis footprint. Once residents connect a data center to gas turbines,
air permits, local water, noise, and tax preferences, the issue stops being abstract economic
development and becomes a local burden-allocation dispute.

Comparable data-center precedent supports that conclusion. Northern Virginia’s data-center
experience shows that power constraints and local impacts can become electoral and
regulatory issues even in jurisdictions that benefited from the industry for years. The xAI
Colossus record shows that a fast build can generate the very opposition and legal exposure
that later threatens operational durability.
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Score: 5.0 / 10.0. Plausible but not durable. State support is a shield, not a cure.

Claim 7 — Economic benefit realization

Falsifiable proposition: The stated jobs, fee-in-lieu payments, tax effects, and broader
economic benefits will materialize meaningfully for DeSoto County.

Supporting evidence. This is the project’s strongest claim. The Governor’s Office
announcement verifies the project location, investment exceeding $20 billion, hundreds of
permanent jobs throughout DeSoto County, MDA Data Center Incentive approval, and
Southaven / DeSoto County fee-in-lieu support. A large adaptive reuse project should create
construction spending, contractor activity, permanent operations jobs, and some local fiscal
flow even under incentive treatment.

Contradicting evidence. The public record does not yet show net local benefit. The Data
Center Incentive is a sales/use-tax exemption; it may be good for project economics while
reducing normal public revenue. Fee-in-lieu agreements can create local fiscal benefits, but the
amount depends on term, valuation base, annual payment schedule, school-district allocation,
infrastructure obligations, and clawbacks. None of those terms are public in the record
reviewed. Nor are binding jobs, wage, local-hiring, workforce-development, or reporting
commitments.

Reference-class data-center subsidy analysis from Good Jobs First and related data-center
subsidy reporting has repeatedly warned that local job and subsidy disclosures are often too
thin to verify promised versus actual public benefit. Northern Virginia fiscal-impact precedent
also shows that data-center tax revenues can be meaningful, but facility-specific analysis
must account for externalities such as power infrastructure, noise, water, roads, emergency
response, and community burden.

Score: 6.0 / 10.0. Plausible but unproven. This is the only claim above the midpoint because
public institutional support is visible.

Cross-cutting risk factors

1. Behind-the-meter gas is both the accelerator and the bottleneck

The on-site turbine strategy is why MACROHARDRR could move faster than a conventional
grid-served hyperscale campus. It is also why the score is low. Every major unresolved risk —
air permits, gas supply, noise, environmental justice, Entergy/MISO interface, public trust —
flows through the turbine plan.
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2. Retrofit does not equal operational readiness

The former GXO warehouse is a meaningful advantage. The site appears flat, industrial, and
large enough for staging. But high-density AI retrofits are dominated by power, cooling,
structural, fire/life-safety, and commissioning constraints. A warehouse shell is not a data
center until the MEP, power, cooling, network, controls, and safety systems are proven.

3. The Colossus precedent cuts both ways

Colossus proves xAI can move unusually fast. It also proves that speed can create backlash
when energy infrastructure is opaque. For Southaven, Colossus is not merely a success story; it
is the live risk template.

4. Water is under-disclosed

The project’s water score is low not because Southaven is obviously water-constrained, but
because the cooling design is missing. An air-cooled or low-water liquid-cooling design would
materially improve the claim. A hybrid evaporative or water-intensive design without reuse and
discharge commitments would worsen it.

5. Incentives create both support and scrutiny

MDA approval and local fee-in-lieu support make the project politically durable in the near
term. They also create a public-benefit burden of proof. If residents see tax preferences paired
with turbine noise, emissions, water demand, or limited permanent jobs, the incentive package
becomes part of the opposition narrative.

Reference-class comparison

xAI Colossus Memphis is the direct internal comparable. Public filings and coverage in the
Colossus record describe rapid turbine deployment, alleged unpermitted operation, NAACP and
community mobilization, and SELC-linked air-quality scrutiny. For MACROHARDRR, that
precedent supports two conclusions: xAI can build at extraordinary speed, and the social/legal
cost of that speed is not hypothetical.

Northern Virginia Data Centers provide the broader market precedent. Reference-class
materials there show that aggressive data-center growth strains power planning, intensifies
community scrutiny, and can push regulators and local governments toward stricter
standards, delayed service, or infrastructure-cost allocation. Northern Virginia also shows that
redevelopment may reduce incremental land impact, but environmental significance depends
on the affected resource — air, water, noise, and grid impacts remain real even on reused land.

Stargate Abilene / large-load utility precedent reinforces the need for maturity scoring. The
relevant lesson is that utilities and regulators should distinguish sponsor strength from project
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maturity. A strong sponsor does not eliminate the need for grid-impact assessment, cost
allocation, collateral, interconnection treatment, and milestone proof.

These precedents inform context; they do not lift any claim score above what the Southaven
public record proves.

Overall feasibility score

The seven claim scores are 3.5, 3.0,5.0, 3.0, 3.0, 5.0, and 6.0. The unweighted mean is 4.1. The
controlling claim is firm power deliverability because failure of that claim collapses the
schedule, compute-capacity, environmental-compliance, and community-durability claims.
The controlling claim score is 3.5, creating a cap of 5.0. The cap does not bind because the
mean is lower.

Published overall score: 4.1 / 10.0.

That score should not be read as a judgment that MACROHARDRR cannot be built. It means
the project’s public proof is materially behind its public ambition.

Key data gaps and re-review triggers

The score should move only when specific evidence becomes public:

1. Power and utility: MACROHARDRR site-specific MW schedule; Entergy Mississippi service
or backup-service agreement; facilities-extension terms; MISO treatment or exemption
basis; turbine single-line/protection design.

2. Gas supply: firm gas commodity and transportation agreements; pipeline/lateral capacity;
pressure and curtailment rights; backup-fuel or contingency plan.

3. Air permitting: MDEQ application, draft permit, final permit, response to comments, source
classification, turbine count/model, potential-to-emit calculations, dispersion modeling,
enforceable limits, monitoring, and startup authority.

4. Water and wastewater: cooling design, WUE, peak and annual water demand, municipal
capacity letter or groundwater-withdrawal permit, reclaimed-water analysis, sewer
acceptance, pretreatment or NPDES route, and blowdown limits.

5. Site and logistics: exact parcel boundary and control, structural retrofit assessment,
geotechnical borings, heavy-haul route, bridge/turning analysis, utility-yard layout,
construction phasing, and receptor-level noise map.

6. Community durability: public mitigation commitments for (source on file), third-party
monitoring, complaint-response thresholds, and documented engagement with affected
neighborhoods and environmental-justice organizations.
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7. Economic benefit: executed Southaven and DeSoto County fee-in-lieu agreements, annual
payment schedules, net fiscal-impact model, infrastructure-cost allocation, school-district
treatment, binding jobs/wage commitments, and clawbacks.

Recommendation

The most defensible posture is conditional support for the site concept, rejection of the
strongest timing and power claims as currently stated.

Southaven is the right kind of physical asset for xAI's strategy: large, industrial, near the
Memphis compute cluster, and politically backed by Mississippi’s economic-development
apparatus. It best satisfies the project’s schedule and cost/incentive priorities relative to a
greenfield alternative. It does not yet satisfy the project’s power, environmental-
compliance, or community-durability priorities at a level that supports high Feasibility
Index credit.

Practitioners should watch whether xAI chooses transparency or speed as the dominant
operating posture. If XAI publishes a complete air-permit and power package, locks water and
wastewater commitments, and discloses local fiscal terms, MACROHARDRR could move into
the plausible-to-substantiated range. If the project proceeds with opaque turbine operations,
unclear grid treatment, and unresolved water/community concerns, Southaven risks becoming
Colossus replayed across the state line.

Score should remain 4.1 until specific, named evidence is public: final MDEQ turbine
permits and operating limits; Entergy Mississippi and any MISO service/
interconnection treatment; firm gas-supply and transportation contracts; a site-by-site
MW reconciliation for the ~2 GW regional claim; cooling-water and wastewater
commitments; and executed City of Southaven / DeSoto County fee-in-lieu schedules
with job and cost-allocation terms.

This feasibility-grade analysis is based solely on the public record as of the evidence date
above. It is not investment, legal, or engineering advice and does not replace executed
agreements, interconnection studies, permit orders, or counsel review.
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